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Les conséquences tragiques pour Parménide d'une erreur d'Aristote

Nestor-Luis Cordero

The difficulty of grasping the thought of Parmenides led interpreters already in antiquity to approach
his philosophy according to later schemes of thought. This was the case of Aristotle, whose
interpretation was inherited by his disciple Theophrastus and by his commentators, especially
Simplicius. Simplicius, a Neoplatonist and Aristotelian at the same time, proposed an interpretation,
strongly dualistic (dominated by the sensible/intelligible dichotomy), which is not found in the
recovered quotations. The origin of this interpretation is an "error" of Aristotle, inherited by
Simplicius, who attributed to Parmenides himself the paternity of the "opinions of mortals". In 1795
G.G.Fiilleborn, inspired by Simplicius, proposed a division of the Poem into two "parts", unanimously
accepted today, and which must be urgently revised and rejected.

Certainement 1'éventuel lecteur de ces lignes se sentira blessé: Aristote a pu
commettre une erreur? S'est-il trompé? ? Impossible! J'espere que les multiples précautions
que je prendrai chaque fois que j'aurai la désinvolture d'utiliser le mot "erreur” I’inviteront a
poursuivre la lecture. Mais il faut dire d'ores et déja que la notion est pertinente, car dans le
cas que nous verrons il ne s'agit par d'une "interprétation erronée", car toute interprétation
peut étre réfuté pour une autre, mais d'une véritable erreur de lecture, car dans des passages
ou Parménide dit que "A appartient a B", Aristote a cru lire que "A appartenait a C". C'est la
lecture méme, et non son interprétation, qui est erronée.

Une question préalable s'impose: Aristote possédait-il une version du Poéme de
Parménide? On peut dire que trés probablement Aristote possédait ses opera omnia, un
Poéme dont le titre était apparemment Sur la phisis.' En effet, Aristote cite littéralement
quatre passages, trés brefs, du Poéme: la deuxiéme partie du fragment DK? 13 (Mét.

A.984b26), le fragment DK 7.1 (Mét. N.1089a4), la premiere partie du fragment DK 8.44

! Cf. Sextus Empiricus, Adv.Math. VII.111. Etant donné la signification de la notion de "phiisis" chez
les "présocratiques", ce titre équivaut & "Sur ce qui existe” ou "Sur ce qui est en train d'étre", comme
dit Simplicius dans le cas de Mélissos. En effet, Simplicius commente que, si le trait¢é de M¢lissos
avec comme titre "Sur la phusis” ou "Sur ce qui est [Ilepi 100 dvrog]", "est évident que pour lui
[=Mélissos] la phusis est ce qui est" (Phys. 70.16).

2 Par inertie nous reprenons la numération classique de Diels-Kranz, méme si elle est un héritage
d'une reconstruction totalement arbitraire des citations retrouvées du Poéme, proposée en 1795 par G.

G. Fiilleborn (Fragmente des Parmenides, Ziillichau). Nous reviendrons sur ce sujet.
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(Phys. 207a18), et le fragment DK 16 (Méz. I'.1009b21). Mais, si nous avons utilisé le mot
"probablement" c'est parce que les trois premicres citations (celles des fragments DK 13a,
DK 7.1 et DK 8.44a) se trouvaient déja chez Platon®, et Aristote aurait pu les emprunter de
son maitre; mais, en revanche, Aristote est la source la plus ancienne du fragment DK 16.
C'est curieux, mais ce texte réapparait peu aprés chez Théophraste, mais avec quelques
variations, ce qui suggere que, méme dans la bibliothéque du Lycée -et certainement aussi
dans celle de I'Académie-, il y avait en méme temps plusieurs versions différentes du Poéme.*
Si on voudrait commencer a nous expliquer les causes de l'erreur d'Aristote, on pourrait
trouver dans cette différence textuelle une piste probable pour le justifier, mais nous rejetons
la possibilité. La phrase suivante de H. Cherniss est un résumé de ce que nous allons trouver
chez Aristote: "For him -as for every philosopher- the doctrines of his predecessors were
materials to be remoulded for his own purpose".> Nous reviendrons sur cette question.

Si la citation littérale du fragment DK 16 garantit la lecture directe de Parménide de la
part d'Aristote, pouvons-nous en déduire que sa connaissance de Parménide s'appuyait sur
une version compléte du Poéme? Etant donné que 1'écart temporel écoulé entre les deux
philosophes n'était pas si grand (un siecle, environ), les dégats normaux d'un texte lorsque
plusieurs siécles séparent un auteur de son lecteur, sont a exclure. Donc, il est probable que
les copies du Poéme qui étaient en usage aussi bien dans le Lycée que dans 1’Académie aient
¢été completes, et fidéles au modele original.

Ce fait indéniable semblerait réfuter déja a priori le but cet article, car le jugement de
quelqu'un qui connait la totalité d'un ouvrage est plus recevable que celui d'un lecteur
condamné a s'appuyer longtemps apres sur des citations indirectes de 1'original, car il a moins
des chances de se tromper.

Cependant, cette objection peut étre relativisée, voire contestée. Comme la cohérence
d'un philosophe de la taille de Parménide ne peut pas étre mise en doute, il serait
inimaginable qu'il aurait pu soutenir une chose dans l'une des citations conservées, et une
autre, trés différente, dans une section connue par Aristote, mais perdue par la suite. D'autre
part, nous croyons que les passages du Poéme cités par d'autres auteurs et aujourdhui

récupérés, dix-neuf en tout®, contenaient certainement les théses fondamentales du texte. Un

3 Fr. DK 13: Symp. 178b; fr. DK 7.1: Soph. 273a et 258d; fr. DK 8.44: Soph. 244e.

4 E. Passa (2009) 26.

5 H. Cherniss (1935) 347.

¢ Elles ont été retrouvés dans la période qui va de Henri Estienne (dans Poesis philosophica, Genéve,
1573) jusqu'a Amédée Peyron (dans Empedoclis et Parmenidis fragmenta ex codice Taurinensis
Bbliothecae restituta et illustata, Leipzig, 1810).
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auteur ne cite pas un passage anodin d'un autre; la citation est un "morceau choisi" par sa
relevance dans un raisonnement, méme si la reconnaissance de son importance arrive
tardivement. Un exemple: le texte connu aujourd’hui comme "fragment DK 2", qui est peut
étre le passage le plus important du Poéme, fut cité pour la premiére fois par Proclus et
Simplicius, plus d'un millénaire aprés son écriture.

Revenons a notre sujet. En fonction de sa propre conception de la philosophie,
Aristote, chercheur des premiers principes et des causes premiéres, consacre une grande
partie de ses ouvrages a 1'étude des penseurs (philosophes, mythologues, médecins, etc.) qui
I'ont précédé. Dans le cas ou nous possédons les ouvrages qu'il commente -c'est le cas de
Parménide- nous voyons que trés souvent son interprétation a une forte tendance soit a
adapter a son propre systéme les idées de l'auteur commenté, soit a les critiquer comme
modele a ne pas suivre. Comme il n'est pas un "historien de la philosophie", son regard du
passé ne prétend pas étre totalement objectif -si, dans ce domaine, on peut parler
d'objectivité- et la conviction de que sa propre philosophie est I'aboutissement d'une longue
marche amorcée par ses antécesseurs le conduit parfois a tergiverser -inconsciemment,
supposons, pour ne pas utiliser encore une fois le verbe "se tromper"- leur pensée.

Dans la longue marche que nous venons de mentionner, il y trois grandes étapes: les
"présocratiques", les sophistes et Platon. Avant de dire deux mots sur les "présocratiques",
parmi lesquels se trouve notre sujet, nous savons (et Aristote le savait certainement aussi)
qu'il fallait atteindre Platon pour trouver la dichotomie qui par la suite sera le noyau de tous
les systemes philosophiques: la systématisation et la justification de la différence entre ce qui
est intelligible et ce qui est sensible. Avant Platon nous ne trouvons que des ébauches de cette
division, notamment chez les sophistes qui, du fait de privilégier la sensation comme “réalité
réelle" se méfient de 1'existence de "l'autre", une réalité¢ seulement intelligible, appelé parfois
"lI'étre", qui, pour eux, n'existe pas.

Pour nous prononcer sur ce sujet dans le cas des "présocratiques" nos sommes
victimes de la rareté des textes conservés, et la fronti¢re entre ce qui sera appelé "intelligible"
et "sensible" est trés poreuse ou directement n'existe pas. Voyons quelques exemples. La vie
que cache la pierre aimantée, selon la théorie attribuée a Thalés, est-elle sensible ou
intelligible? Pour les atomistes, la réalité "sensible" est le résultat de deux notions seulement
"intelligibles", les atomes et le vide. Et dans quelle catégorie peuvent se placer les numéros
des Pythagoriciens? Il faut atteindre Héraclite pour trouver quelqu'un qui affirme qu'a 1'étre
"lui plait demeurer caché" (fr. DK 123), et que méme le plus renommé protége les apparences
(fr. DK 28).
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Et Parménide? Il est contemporain d'Héraclite’; or, toute influence réciproque est
impensable, mais, contrairement a ce que la vox doctorum affirme habituellement, il est
impossible de trouver chez Iui une dichotomie du type "sensible/intelligible” et de son
corrélat "apparences/étre".® Les trés nombreuses références a la pensée ou a l'intellect (vooc,

rn

vonua, voelv) que nous trouvons dans les textes récupérés soutiennent qu' "on pense des
6vta", c'est-a-dire, tout ce qui est peut tre objet de l'activité de voelv, sans distinction. Et
parmi ces 6vta il y a le corps humain (fr. D 16), la physis des astres (fr. DK 10) et, surtout,
I'état d'étre Iui-méme, qui se trouve dans tout ce qui est, représenté par le singulier générique
€6v, car "il n'y a pas des choses qui ne soient pas" (fragment DK 7.1). Pour un
"présocratique" 1'étude de ta @uoikd n'est pas le méme que pour Aristote. Tda @uowad est
synonyme de ta 6vta, qui sont des "échantillons"(et non "manic¢res de se montrer") de la
¢@vo1g, notion pour laquelle Parménide, pour la premiére fois, utilise le singulier générique
EOv.

Or, comme nous verrons, la tradition a fait de Parménide quelqu'un qui s'est occupé
aussi d'une notion qui n'existait pas encore, les "apparences". La plupart des interprétes de la
pensée de Parménide, a partir d'un moment que nous préciserons, sont partisans de réunir un
nombre considérable de citations sous I'étiquette "voie of Seeming". Or, ceci est impossible,
car Parménide n'a rien dit sur les "apparences" parce que la conception parménidienne de
'étre (reconnue pour son premier "doxographe", Platon), empéche leur existence. Platon a
bien saisi ce point de la pensée de Parménide lorsqu'il soutient, dans le Sophiste, que pour
admettre qu'il y a un @aivesBon et un dokeiv (verbe en rapport avec 60&a) (236bl1), donc, des
"apparences", il faut réfuter Parménide, car ces notions supposent l'existence du non-étre, ce
que Parménide n'admettait pas.

Regardons maintenant l'interprétation aristotélicienne. Nous avons dit qu'il est tres
probable qu'il possédait la version originale compléte du Poéme. Il connait donc mieux que
nous la structure réelle du Poéme. En revanche, nous ne saurons jamais dans quel ordre se
trouvaient, dans l'ensemble du Poéme, dix-huit des dix-neuf citations récupérées. L'exception

est un texte qui était une sorte d'introduction’ au Poéme et qui est connu aujourd’hui comme

7 Selon Diogéne Laérce (apud Apollodore) Héraclite et Parménide avaient atteint leur akmé lors de la
méme Olympiade: la 69e.

8 Dans un passage de la Physique Aristote admet que "Parménide ne voyait pas encore" une différence
entre 'unité et la multiplicité, qui est une nuance de la dichotomie "intelligible/sensible" quand il
aurait admis qu'il y a des choses (multiplicité) blanches, lorsque le blanc es un (I1.186a30).

° B. L.Conte parle d'une "autobiographical fiction" (2023, 2)



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p01-24.

"fragment 1".!° L'arrangement (et la numérotation) des dix-huit citations restantes, que par
commodité ou, plutot, par inertie, nous utilisons dans ce travail, est tout a fait arbitraire.
Comme on le sait, il fut proposé en 1795 par le philologue kantien Georg G. Fiilleborn'!,
inspiré par Simplicius (on le verra), qui, comme Plutarque avant lui, avait en réalité¢ déja
"platonisé¢" Parménide.!? Cependant, la question de l'ordre des citations n'est pas décisive
pour notre recherche, car l'erreur d'Aristote se trouve dans des cas précis, a l'intérieur des
citations qui peuvent étre lues de maniére isolée.

Aristote s'est occupé souvent de Parménide, soit directement, soit d'une maniére
indirecte. Nous ne verrons de prés que quelques passages dans lesquels il est question des
"principes" de ce qu'Aristote appelle "la physique de Parménide". Dans les autres passages
consacrés a cet auteur, Aristote critique surtout le monisme et I'immobilisme de la conception
parménidienne de I'étre, tel qu'il les interpréte en fonction des ofjuota de 1' €6v énumérés
entre les vers 2 et 50 du fragment DK 8. Sur ce point nous nous permettons seulement de dire
qu'Aristote ne fait qu'appliquer a Parménide la conception mélissienne de "ce qui est" (le nom
de Mélissos accompagne presque toujours celui de Parménide, parfois en premier lieu). La
copie non-conforme de Parménide qu'il trouve chez Mélissos est plus facile & comprendre
que celle de I'original, Parménide. '

Le monisme et I'immobilité de ce qui est, qui, selon Aristote, sont les piliers de la
philosophie de Parménide, placent a celui-ci en dehors des physiologoi, car la réalité, en tant
que T pLoKd, est multiple et est soumise a la génération et a la corruption, qui supposent un
mouvement dans le sens d'une altération. En conséquence, Parménide (et Mélissos) se sont

mn

exprimés comme "o0 guowkoi" (De Caelo, 298b18). Si Aristote avait interprété seulement de
cette maniére la pensée d'e Parménide, la notion d'erreur n'aurait pas eu de sens, car, mutatis
mutandis, il est possible de respecter cette interprétation, que, méme si elle est critiquable,
elle n'est pas erronée.

Mais Aristote ne peut pas éviter la tentation de faire de Parménide -malgré le

diagnostique qu'il a offert de la philosophie de I'Eléate et que nous avons présente

10 Avant de citer ce texte, Sextus Empiricus avait écrit: "Au commencement de son Peri physeos, il
[=Parménide] écrivit..." (Adv. Math. VII.111).

! Dans Fragmente des Parmenides, Ziillichau.

12 Nos nous sommes occupés de cette question dans plusieurs articles, notamment dans Cordero
(2015).

13 Aristote aurait dii lire cet émouvant texte de son maitre: "Parménide m'a paru avoir une sorte de
profondeur qui, en tous points, dénote une grande race. Je crains donc tout a la fois que ses paroles,
nous ne les comprenions pas, et que ce qu'il pensait en les pronongant nous dépasse beaucoup plus"
(Theetéte 184a) (trad. M. Narcy).
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sommairement ci-dsssus- un physiologue comme les autres et pour le justifier il doit trouver
chez Parménide la dichotomie entre l'intelligible et le sensible qu’il croit avoir trouvé déja
chez ses collégues "présocratiques". Concernant le domaine de l'intelligible, Aristote dit ce
qu'il avait toujours dit: la conception moniste de Parménide découlait d'un regard kotd tOv
Aoyov sur I'étre, qui le séparait des guoikol (Phys. 184b17). Mais un penseur de 1'envergure
de Parménide -suppose Aristote- ne peut pas ignorer 1'univers sensible (td puoikd) et, comme
lui, il ne peut pas éviter de se prononcer sus ses principes (dyoi) et ses causes (aition). En
conséquence, Aristote se voit dans l'obligation de classer Parménide parmi les pluralistes et
soutient qu'il était aussi un dualiste. Ce curieux Parménide dikpavog (moniste et dualiste a la
fois)'* se trouve présenté d'une maniére trés bréve a la page 984 de la Métaphysique, et, d'une
maniére plus détaillée, a la page 988.

Le premier texte s'occupe de ce qu'Aristote appelle "la cause motrice", et il dit
qu'aucun des philosophes qui ont soutenu “I'unité du tout" n'est arrivé a proposer une cause
pareille, "sauf Parménide, et cela dans la mesure ou il pose l'existence non seulement d'une
cause (aitio) mais en quelque sorte de deux" (Met. A.5.984b2-5). Quelques pages apres il est
beaucoup plus explicite: "Parménide pense que nécessairement il existe une seule chose, 1'étre
et rien d'autre -nous avons fait sur ce point un expos¢ plus clair dans nos traités Sur la
Nature'-; mais, contraint (dvaykalopevog) de suivre les phénomeénes (toic oivopévolc) et
considérant que l'un est d'ordre rationnel (katd tOv Adyov) et le multiple d'ordre sensible
(xota TV aicOnow), il revient a deux causes (aitiag) et a deux principes (apydc) qu'il nomme
chaud et froid, comme s'il disait (Aéywv) feu et terre. De ces causes, il range le chaud du c6té
de 1'étre (16 6v), et l'autre du c6té du non-étre (to pn 6v)" (Mér. A.5.986b27-987a2) (trad.
M.P. Duminil et A.Jaulin).

Avant d'analyser ce texte, qui est fondamental pour notre sujet, une question préalable
s'impose: pourquoi la présentation d'un aspect si important de la pensée de Parménide (la
reconnaissance d'une réalité¢, le sensible, qui l'a littéralement "obligé" a ajouter une
justification a c6té de celle du monisme qui avait toujours monopolis€¢ sa conception de
I'étre), n'a pas été appuyée par une citation, méme minime, du Poéme? On peut répondre qu
rarement Aristote cite mot a mot les idées des philosophes qu'il mentionne, mais il faut
remarquer que les quatre citations littérales de Parménide qu'il reproduit ailleurs se trouvent
dans des passages moins relevants pour connaitre la pensée de Parménide que celui que nous

venons de citer.

4 Voir notre travail Cordero (2016).
1511 semble évident qu'Aristote fait allusion au chapitre 3 du Livre I de la Physique.
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Comme la thése exposé ici par Aristote n'est pas un hapax qui ne concerne que la
Meétahysique (car d'autres allusions a ce sujet se trouvent aussi dans d'autres ouvrages), nous
ne savons pas dans quelle étape de la pensée d'Aristote devons nous placer la naissance de ce
Parménide bicéphale. Etant donné la mouvementé genése du recueil que nous appelons
aujourd'hui la Métaphysique, il est impossible de dater le Livre A. Le couple mentionné dans
cet ouvrage apparait (ou était déja apparu, ou apparaitra) aussi deux fois dans De generatione
et corruptione. Dans cet ouvrage, quand il est question de la génération des éléments,
Aristote mentionne le cas de la terre et du feu, "pour reprendre le couple de Parménide lorsqu'
il affirme que 1'étre et le non-étre (10 Ov kai o ur &v) sont le feu et la terre" (318b6). Et, dans
un autre passage du méme ouvrage Aristote dit que certains philosophes séparent un seul
principe pour en faire deux, et que d'autres "posent directement deux , comme Parménide
avec le feu et la terre" (330b14).

La méme interprétation se trouve dans un passage de la Physique: "Tous [les
philosophes] posent les contraires comme principes, aussi bien ceux qui disent que le tout est
un et qu'il n'est pas mi (en effet, méme Parménide pose le chaud et le froid comme principes,
mais il les appelle feu et terre), que ceux qui <ont recours>au rare et au dense [...]"
(A.5.188a19-23) (trad. P.Pellegrin). Ce texte ajoute un détail qui confirme, selon Aristote,
que, concernant T eULOKA, les principes choisis par Parménide étaient des opposés, voire des
contraires.

Nous avons dit que trés probablement Aristote avait une connaissance directe de la
version (compléte peut-étre) du Poéme. Son interprétation doit s'appuyer, donc, sur un texte
authentique. C'est le cas de sa présentation du Parménide "moniste", interprétation que, si
bien a été et est 1'objet de plusieurs critiques, s'appuie sur des citations littérales, notamment
la série des onpata de I'é6v qui se déploient le long d'une cinquantaine de vers au fragment
DK 8. Ces onuata sont concevables seulement si, comme reconnait Aristote, 1'analyse de
I'é6v a été mené katd tOv Adyov: "Parménide semble s'étre attaché a 1'un katd Tov Adyov"
(Mét. A.5986b19). Et, de son coté, la porte-parole de Parménide exhorte son auditeur a juger
ce qu'elle dit moyennant le Adyog (fragment DK 7.5). Aristote certainement connait ce texte
car il cite littéralement un vers qui précede ce passage: "cela ne sera jamais imposé: qu'il y ait
des choses qui ne soient pas" (fragment DK 7.1). Précisément la non existence du non-&tre est
essentielle dans l'interprétation aristotélicienne de Parménide: "il soutient que par rapport a
1'étre, le non-Etre n'est rien" (Mét. A.5.986b28).

Et nous arrivons -un peu tard, pourrait dire le lecteur éventuel de ces lignes- a la

question centrale de notre travail: le Parménide dualiste et puokog qu'Aristote fait cohabiter
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avec le Parménide "moniste", trouve-t'il lui aussi un appui sur une lecture littérale du Poéme,
ou Aristote s'est trompé dans sa présentation de la pensée de Parménide en attribuant a
I'Eléate quelque chose qu'il n'avait pas écrit? Avant de répondre a cette question nous devons
parcourir un long chemin, car une série de questions doivent étre précisées d'abord.

La premiére question concerne le but de la philosophie de Parménide, qu'un lecteur du
Poeéme ne pouvait pas ignorer. Ce but fait de lui (et Héraclite aura le méme privilége) un
"présocratique" différent, aussi bien par rapport a ses rares prédécesseurs comme a 1'égard de
ceux qui viendront aprés. Ce rare privilége est le suivant: Parménide ne s'est pas intéressé€, ni
directe ni indirectement aux "premiers principes et aux premicres causes". Non seulement les
mots dpyodi et aitia son absents des dix-neuf citations récupérées'® (mais on pourrait objecter
qu'ils étaient dans des passages non conservés), mais aussi leur signification, qui serait
incompatible avec la notion répétée dans plusieurs occasions d'absence d’origine de ce qui
est, de sa non-génération, voire de son atemporalité. Le point de vue parménidien n'est pas
diachronique mais synchronique: il y a de I'étre vdv (fr. DK 8.5) dans tout ce qui mérite d'étre
considéré un €6v, qui est quelque chose qui existe et qui peut étre saisie par la pensée, ne
serait-ce que comme simple objet de pensée; en revanche, ce qui ne peut pas étre pensée (par
exemple, un cercle carré), n'existe pas. Cela va de soi que cet état ou fait d'étre est unique, car
c'est une notion générique, et tout genre a des espéces, et celle-ci, des individus, mais il est
¢éparpillé dans tout ce qui est. La dichotomie sensible/intelligible n'a rien a voir ici. Ne sont
pas Ta eowvopeva qui ont "obligé" a Parménide a leur trouver une "cause"; c'est Aristote qui a
"obligé" Parménide a rentrer dans son systéme causal.

Une deuxie¢me question découle de ce que nous venons d'exposer: méme dépourvues
de leur role causal, les notions de "chaud/feu" et "froid/terre/" se trouvent elles dans le
Poéme? La notion de "feu", notamment celle de la flamme", apparait au vers DK 8.56 et au
vers DK 12.1. En revanche, le remplacement de "nuit" par "terre" ou "froid", n'est pas
évident.!” Pour le justifier il faut faire une sorte de déduction. Dans la présentation de la
notion de "nuit" Parménide avait dit qu' elle avait une forme "épaisse et lourde" (mvKvov

oépag uPpBéc) (DK 8.59); or, ceux-ci, chez les éléments, sont les caractéres propres a la

terre, opposés a la légereté de la flamme. D'autre part, le royaume d'Hadés, maitre de la sous-

16 En s'appuyant sur le Sophiste (242¢), I. Guiu dit que les recherches des Anciens sur o dvta
coincident avec la recherche des principes, et affirme que dire qu'il y a seulement un étre veut dire
qu'il y a un seul principe (2009, 29).

17 Selon Simplicius, Alexandre d'Aphrodise dit que Parménide avait appelé "lumiére” au feu et
"obscurité" (ckd10q) a la terre (Phys. 38.24)
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terre, est caractérisé par l'obscurité!®, elle aussi opposée a la luminosité du soleil. Un
millénaire aprés Parménide et Aristote, Simplicius, qui dit posséder "le livre" de Parménide'”
affirme avoir trouvé une explication a la question dans un commentaire en prose ajouté (ou
appartenant? La question reste ouverte®”...) au Poéme: "Le rare est aussi ce qui est subtil,
mou et léger, tandis que le froid, I'obscurité, le solide et le lourd font référence au dense"
(Phys. 28.31). Disons, enfin, que nous ne croyons pas trahir Parménide si nous acceptons la
synonymie des "principes" proposé par Aristote: chaud/lumiére/feu/flamme, d'un coté, et
froid/obscurité/nuit/terre, de 'autre c6té, car I'important est leur opposition; en effet, ils sont
contraires les uns par rapport aux 1'autres.

Or, dans quelle étape du Poéme, qui reproduit I' "acheminement" du raisonnement de
Parménide, se trouvait la référence aux deux "principes", méme si cette notion est inexistante
chez lui? Une autre question préalable s'impose. Nous avons dit que nous ne saurons jamais
dans quelle partie du Poéme se trouvaient dix-huit des dix-neuf citations récupérées. Mais
comme le caractére éminemment didactique du Poe¢me oblige Parménide a suivre une
certaine méthode (c'est-a-dire, un chemin)?!, quelques affirmations auraient di se trouver
dans I'original forcément avant ou aprés d'autres.

Or, vers la fin du fragment DK 1, la porte-parole du pocte, une déesse anonyme,

"22_ avait ordonné un auditeur éventuel d'étre au courant

véritable "maitresse de philosophie
aussi bien du cceur de la vérité que des opinions des "mortels" (?). Ces deux sujets, vérité et
opinions, seront traités apreés de maniére interchangeable, car l'affirmation de 1'une signifiera
la négation de 'autre. Un texte trés bref pourrait se placer aprés ce fragment DK 1: "Il est
commun, pour moi, ou je commence, car j'y reviendrai a nouveau". Cette citation est placée
dans la version "vulgata" -que nous rejetons- en tant que fragment DK 5.2

Fidéle a sa méthode circulaire, dans un texte transmis dans sa totalité pour Simplicius,
connu aujourdhui comme fragment DK 8, Parménide expose un '"discours (ou
"raisonnement", Aoyov) digne de foi (motov) ainsi que la pensée concernant la vérité" (DK

8.50); et, aprés, c'est le tour de la présentation des "opinions": "A partir d'ici, apprends les

opinions mortelles (86&ag Bpoteiag)” (DK 8.51). C'est dans cette description que nous allons

'8 Etymologiquement Hadés proviendrait de ¢eidng, "non visible".

¥ Voir Phys., 144.28.

20 Sur ce passage en prose, voir E.Passa (2009) 41.

2 Voir, contra, Aristote: "Ses [prémisses] sont fausses, et, d'autre part, la conclusion n'est pas valide"
(Phys. 1.3.186a). Parménide n'est pas coupable d'ignorer la syllogistique...d'Aristote.

22 Voir notre travail Cordero (1990), passim.

23 Cette citation avait été placée comme "fragment 3" par H. Diels dans son ouvrage Parmenides
Lehrgedicht, Berlin, 1897.
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trouver les deux "principes" mentionnés par Aristote, car ils sont exposés en tant qu'
"opinions des mortels". Nous rentrons dans un terrain miné: la signification d' "opinion"
(06&0) chez Parménide. Comme nous allons essayer de montrer, le théme, qui est absolument
secondaire dans le Poéme (si, comme nous croyons, les citations récupérées contiennent les
passages principaux du texte), fut 'objet d'une croissance démesurée chez les doxographes et
il conditionne, voire, il détermine, méme aujourd'hui, 'interprétation totale de la pensée de
Parménide.

Voyons en détail le passage dans lequel Parménide expose "les opinions mortelles",
ou se trouvera la présentation du couple "feu" (qui deviendra "lumiere" en DK 9, et "chaud"
chez Aristote), d'un coté, et "nuit" (qui deviendra "froid" et "terre" chez Aristote), de l'autre
coté: "A partir d'ici, apprends les opinions mortelles (36&ag Ppoteioc), en écoutant la
trompeuse série de mes paroles. Ils [=les mortels] ont établi deux points de vue (yvopog)
pour nommer (6vopdlev) les formes extérieures (poppdc), dont ils n'ont pas fait une unité -
en quoi ils se sont trompés-; ils ont jugé la présence de figures opposées, et en ont posé des
preuves ¢loignées les unes des autres; d'une part, le feu éthéré de la flamme, doux et tres
léger, totalement le méme que lui-méme, mais pas le méme que l'autre; d'autre part, ce qui est
en soi son contraire, la sombre nuit, figure épaisse et lourde" (fragment DK 8.51-58)

Une lecture méme superficiel de ce passage (qu'Aristote certainement avait sous ses
yeux) permet d'affirmer, en respectant littéralement les mots, (a) que les "opinions" que
l'auditeur doit apprendre (pévOave) (DK 8.52) n' appartiennent pas a la porte-parole de
Parménide mais aux “mortels". La Déesse ne fait que les exposer "pour empécher que
n'importe quel pont de vue (yvoun) des mortels puisse te dépasser" (DK 8.61). Tout lecteur
du Poéme savait déja que les opinions appartenaient aux "mortels", car toujours la notion
d'opinion est accompagnée par la mention de ceux qui ont leur copywright, les "hommes" ou
"les mortels" ("Il faut que tu apprennes tout [....] et les opinons des mortels, d'ou toute vrai
conviction est absente [...]", DK 1.30; "Ainsi sont les choses selon 'opinion [...] . Pour
chacune les hommes ont établi un nom distinctif", DK 19).2* 1l serait inconcevable que
Parménide ait changé les auteurs des opinions dans les parties du Poéme qui n'ont pas été
récupérés. Comme 1'a remarqué A.P.D. Mourelatos, c'est l'attribution de la doxa aux

"mortels" la cause de son caractére négatif.’

24 Méme si le mot "opinion" est absent, l'activité nominatrice décrite en DK 8.38-41 est propre des
Bpotoi.
25 A.P.D. Mourelatos (20082 : 202).
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La lecture littérale de ce passage nous montre aussi que (b) Parménide critique les
opinions des mortels. La Déesse annonce qu'elle se voit pratiquement obligé de les exposer,
pour éviter que son auditeur soit attiré par le chant des sirénes "des autres", mais elle prévient
qu'il va écouter une "trompeuse" (adwatniov) série de paroles. Il ne s'agira pas d'un "discours"
(AOY0C), car un discours est convaincant (motov Adyov, DK 8.50) parce qu'il persuade (il suit
le chemin de meibw, DK 2.4), et les paroles (éméa) qu'elle va prononcer sont trompeuses. Et,
en outre, on avait dit déja lors de la premicre utilisation du mot "66&a", que des opinions
"toute vrai conviction (miotig) est absente" (DK 1.30). On savait déja qu'elles étaient
"trompeuses".

Disons, enfin, que si le récit qui expose les opinions est trompeur c'est parce que ses
auteurs, littéralement, "ne savent rien" (ou "savent rien" : €id0teg 000év, DK 6.4). En effet,
apres avoir dit qu'il est nécessaire de proclamer (dvoya) qu'il faut dire et penser qu'étre est
possible (§ot1 yap eivar) et que le néant n'existe pas (undév d'ovk Zotv) (DK 6.1-2),
Parménide, toujours dans son raisonnement circulaire, fait une description trés sévere des
gens qui suivent le chemin contraire, les "mortels". Non seulement ils ne savent rien, mais ils
ont des sensations "insensibles" (des oreilles qui n'écoutent pas, des yeux incapables de voir
et, pire encore, un intellect qui tatonne, car il est incapable de suivre un chemin, DK 6.5-7,
DK 7.4). Ils sont victimes de 1'habitude et ne savent pas prendre des décisions (c'est-a-dire, de
"juger": ils sont dxprra). Si Parménide lui-méme aurait été le producteur des opinions, cette
description peu sympathique serait valable pour lui...

Et, finalement, du texte analysé (ainsi que d'autres passages du Poéme sur lesquels
nous reviendrons) surgit avec évidence que, surtout, (c) les opions sont des points de vue
(yvopor) placés (katébevto) sur les choses, comme des étiquettes, pour les reconnaitre. Le
role causal attribué par Aristote aux opinions des mortels, qui justifierait leur existence, n'est
confirmé par aucune des citations conservées. Les vers DK 8.38-41 avaient déja avancé cette
idée de "nomination" ("Ne sont que des noms ce que les mortels ont établi [KatéBevto],
persuadés que c'était la vérité"), et elle réapparaitra au fragment DK 19: "Les hommes ont
¢établi (katéBevt') un nom distinctif [pour chaque chose]". Les points de vue choisis par les
mortels s'appuient sur I'opposition la plus évidente, celle du jour et de la nuit ("Tout a été
nommé [dvopaotor] lumiére et nuit" 9.1), couple qui représente un ordre inexorable sans
lequel la réalité serait un chaos. La cohabitation simultanée de ces deux "principes" -pour
utiliser la terminologie aristotélicienne-, qui sont opposés, permet aux "mortels" de

considérer comme réels d'autres oppositions, telles que "se produire et mourir", et méme "étre
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et ne pas étre" (DK 8.38-41), ce qui démontre que, pour les mortels, "étre et ne pas étre sont
la méme chose et non la méme" (DK 6.8).

IIs se sont appuyés sur la conjonction, et ont fait cohabiter deux principes opposés,
"en quoi ils se sont trompés" (DK 8. 54). Non seulement la dioxocuncig qui pourrait se
constituer avec ces principes (dont un seul exemple se trouverait dans le fragment DK 12)
n'appartient pas a Parménide (les génitifs "des mortels" ou "des hommes" en est la preuve),
mais elles sont la négation des raisonnements disjonctifs qui s'étalent tout au long du Po¢me:
domaine de la nuit ou lumiere des Filles du Soleil (DK 1), une voie ou une autre (DK 2), étre
absolument ou ne pas étre du tout (DK 8.11), on est ou on n'est pas (DK 8.16).

Nous arrivons au point central de ces pages: pourquoi Aristote, que certainement était
au courant des points que nous avons développé en (a), (b) et (c), attribue sans hésitation a

Parménide lui-méme?°

une explication des phénomeénes, et, de surcroit, dualiste? La réponse
se trouve implicite dans la question: nous avons déja vu qu'Aristote attribue déja aux
"présocratiques" la dichotomie platonicienne "sensible/intelligible", et sa conséquence
naturelle, "paraitre/étre"; par conséquent, elle ne pouvait pas étre absente de Parménide qui,
comme fous les "présocratiques"”, et "obligé" -comme dit littéralement Aristote- par les
phénoménes a di, lui-aussi, proposer deux principes, grossso modo, le feu/chaud et la
nuit/froid.

Or, cette opposition se trouve bel et bien littéralement dans six vers du long fragment
cit¢ par Simplicius, appelé "fragment 8". Mutatis mutandis, on pourrait dire que, avec les
mots cités ou des synonymes, Aristote est fidéle a Parménide, comme il I'était quand il
interprétait la formule "tout est un seul étre". L'erreur d'Aristote consiste a attribuer a

Parménide ce que Parménide attribue toujours?’

a d'autres personnages, soit a d'autres
philosophes, soit a la foule en générale.

Avant de nous pencher sur I'héritage que cette erreur aura chez la tradition
doxographique qui en dépend, essayons, en tant qu' "avocats du diable", de justifier la
position d'Aristote. Nous avons trouvé le mot "opinion" accompagné d'un génitif subjectif:
les hommes ou les mortels "possédent” des opinions; elles sont leur propriété, dans la version

du Poéme que, jusqu'ici -a notre avis- nous avons supposé étre connue de la part d'Aristote. Si

26 "11 affirme que 1'étre et le non-étre sont le feu et la terre", De Gen. 318b6; "Il pose l'existence non
seulement d'une cause mais en quelque sorte de deux", Met. A.5.984b2-5; ".Il revient a deux causes et
a deux principes qu'il nomme chaud et froid, comme s'i/ disai feu et terre. De ces causes, il range le
chaud du co6té de I'étre, et l'autre du c6té du non-étre", Mér. A.5.986b27-987a2; "Autres [philosophes]
posent directement deux [principes], comme Parménide avec le feu et la terre”, De Gen. 330b14.

27 Dans les citations récupérées, en trois occasions: DK 1.30, DK 8.51, DK 19.3.
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nous voulons innocenter Aristote, nous pouvons proposer cette hypothése: la version
compléte du Poéme qui Aristote avait connu était trés différente de celle que nous avons
récupérée aujourd'’hui -en partie- et dans cette version la déesse anonyme s'attribuait a elle-
méme la théorie proposée dans les "opinions". Selon cette hypothése, Aristote ne s'était pas
trompé: Parménide s'était occupé lui-aussi des phénomeénes, des apparences.

En réalité, cette possibilité hypothétique nuit plus I'image d'Aristote que celle qui
s'appuie sur une "erreur". Voyons pourquoi. Le noyau de la physique des "mortels" est la
cohabitation simultanée de deux "principes" opposés. Le fragment DK 9 est trés précis: "tout
est plein en méme temps de lumiere et de nuit obscure" (DK 9.3), et la méme simultanéité
apparait dans les noms que les mortels ont mis sur les choses, croyant qu'ils sont la vérité: se
générer et périr, €tre et ne pas €tre. Les opinions s'appuient sur la conjonction des principes.
Cette position ne peut pas cohabiter, dans une méme version du Poeme, avec la disjonction
qui caractérise la philosophie de Parménide, visible dans les passages principaux du texte,
comme nous avons déja dit.

Et enfin, le philosophe qui, selon Aristote, avait proclamé haut et fort que "par rapport
a l'étre, le non-€tre n'est rien, car il pense que nécessairement il existe une seule chose, I'étre
et rien d'autre" (Meét. A.986b), n'aurait pas pu écrire que l'un des principes, le froid/terre
"équivalait (tdttel) au non-étre" (A.5.987al), car, dans ce cas, il n'existerait pas. Il faut
atteindre le Sophiste de Platon pour trouver une sorte de non-étre que, dans un certain sens,
existe. Comme résumé, il s'impose d'avouer que nous devons nous résigner a conserver la trés
antipathique notion d’"erreur" chez Aristote.?

Nous avons mentionné ci-dessus le nom de Platon. Or, la dichotomie kotd TOV
Aoyov/xotd TV aicOnow qu'Aristote a cru trouver chez Parménide est, comme on le sait, I'un
des piliers de la philosophie de Platon. Une hypothése a ne pas rejeter, et qui pourrait
expliquer 1' "erreur" (involontaire?) d'Aristote est celle si: il a regardé Parménide a travers des
lunettes platoniciennes. Ce qui était évident chez Platon était déja en germe chez Parménide.

Le raisonnement sur I'étre-Un, tel qu’Aristote D’interpréte, appartient au domaine de

28 Nous sommes soulagés car, a propos du passage Phys. 1.4.188a24, que nous avons analysé plus
haut, I'un des éditeurs de I'ouvrage, W. D. Ross, avait dit, avant nous: "Aristotle either is simply
mistaken" (Aristotle's Physics, Oxford, 1936, 48). Le méme auteur, a propos de Mét. 984b4, ou
Aristote dit que Parménide avait proposé deux causes, fait cette remarque: "This is inconsistent with
what Parmenides himself says in the verses quoted above, which imply that the second part of the
Poem merely states the false opinions of mortals" (Aristotle’'Metaphysics, Oxford, 1924, 1, 134). Pour
sa part, dans une note a sa traduction de la page 188a22 de la Physique, a propos de l'affirmation du
caractére causal du feu et de la terre, P. Pellegrin a écrit: "Ce qu'A. dit ici de Parménide a paru faux et
étonnant a plus d'un commentateur”, et il cite le cas de Ross (4ristote, Physique, Paris, 2000, 92, n. 2).

13



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p01-24.

"l'intelligible", chez Platon, les Formes. Et les opinions qui décrivent les principes de la
multiplicité qu'il attribue a Parménide auraient précédé I'explication platonicienne de l'univers
sensible, qui n'est pas réellement réel (au moins, jusqu'au Sophiste), mais seulement
"apparent”". La 66&a qui, chez Parménide, n'est qu'une "opinion", trouverait son objet
ontologique chez Platon, le do&ootov (nous verrons cette notion chez Plutarque et chez
Simplicius), "l'opinable", synonyme du "sensible". Mais le probléme subsiste: les deux
domaines, sensible et intelligible, se trouveraient déja chez Parménide, avant la lettre.

Dans le titre de ce travail nous avons dit que 'erreur d'Aristote aurait eu, certainement
malgré lui, des effets tragiques pour l'interprétation de Parménide. Etant donné le prestige
d'Aristote, ce qu'il avait dit était vox dei, d'abord dans le Lycée et par la suite, dans la totalité
de la tradition doxographique qui dépend de lui, les néoplatoniciens y compris. Parménide est
devenu un philosophe qui s'est occupé de la vérité, dont l'objet est l'exégese d'un "éEtre"
seulement intelligible, et, en méme temps, des "apparences", dont le principe il explique
moyennant deux "causes" matérielles. Cette image d Parménide est née dans Aristote et est
encore vivante et monopolise les études parménidiennes. Pour survivre, elle n'a pas hésité a

faire des victimes: les "mortels" ou "les hommes"?’

, qui ne sont pas mentionnés ni par
Aristote ni par aucun doxographe (seulement Théophraste et Alexandre disent timidement
"tV TOAAGOV", Phys. Op. fr. 6; Phys. 37.24).

I faut avouer que le troisiéme doxographe de Parménide (aprés Platon et Aristote),
Théophraste, est plus ambigu qu'Aristote, car il admet que Parménide expose aussi bien la
vérité que 1'opinion, ce qui est vrai, mais Théophraste ne dit pas qu'il a proposé le contenu de
celle-ci comme une théorie propre a lui. Alexandre d'Aphrodise, dans son commentaire a la
Meétaphysique dit que, selon Théophraste, "Parménide a marché sur les deux chemins
(dppotépac NI tag 680v¢), car, selon lui, tout n'est qu'une seule chose selon la vérité, tandis
que, selon 'opinion, il y a deux principes" (A.3.984b3).

Apres la présence attesté du Poéme dans le Lycée, un fait curieux se produit: pendant
trois siécles la pensée de Parménide (et les citations qui l'auraient justifiée) est absente.
Comme 1'a remarqué Enzo Passa, qui a essayé d'expliquer ce phénomeéne, "il y a un vide
supérieur a trois siécles, qui traverse toute I'dge hellénistique".>* Le détail est curieux, car la

physique stoicienne, décidemment dualiste®', aurait pu revendiquer, mutatis mutandis,

2 Voir notre travail Cordero (2021) .

30 Voir E. Passa (2009) 22.

31 "[Les stoiciens] croient que les principes de toutes choses sont deux, l'agent et le patient" (D.L.
VIIL.134)
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I'antécédent d'un Parménide "dualiste", s'il avait existé. Nous n'avons pas la désinvolture de
déduire qu'ils ne l'ont pas fait parce que, pour les stoiciens, Parménide n'était pas dualiste,
mais il semble évident que, pour les écoles hellénistiques en général, le Parménide qui aurait
pu s'intéresser aux "phénomeénes" ne méritait pas la peine d'étre étudié.

En revanche, le Parménide dikpavog crée par Aristote réapparait au premier siécle de
notre ére et va s'imposer, chez les doxographes, jusqu'au Ve siécle, et chez les historiens de
la philosophie, jusqu'a aujourd’hui. Comme nous l'avons déja vu, ce Parménide, du fait de
s'occuper aussi bien de I'étre "intelligible", d'une part, et des principes du "sensible" (ta
eowvopeva), d'autre part, serait une sorte d'antécédent de Platon, surtout du Platon de la
République et de sa ligne divisée: 1'étre parménidien se trouverait dans la section supérieure
de la ligne, celle réservée au Formes, et la théorie des opinions dans la section inférieure,
celle des "apparences".

Ce schéma se trouve déja dans le premier auteur qui reprend des citations du Poéme
apres le "vide" mentionné par Passa, Plutarque, qui n'a pas pu résister au chant des sirénes de
la interprétation plato-aristotélicienne des opinions. En effet, avant de citer les derniers vers
du fragment DK 1 du Poéme, Plutarque dit: "Parménide place l'intelligible (t0 vontév) sous
la forme (idéav) de 1'un et de 1'étre, et le sensible (10 aicntdv) [sous la forme] du désordonné
et de ce qui se meut". Il cite aprés le vers qui décrit le caractére imperturbable du coeur de la
vérité (DK 1.29), qui représente "l'intelligible" (t0 vomtov), tandis que les vers suivants
présentent les opinions des mortels, qui ne sont pas crédibles (DK 1.30-1), car "elles sont en
rapport avec les choses qui changent, les affections, et les dissemblances" (Adv.Colot. 13p.
1114D).

Les effets tragiques de l'erreur d'Aristote sont déja indéniables, et ils trouvent son
apogée chez Simplicius, le dernier citateur de Parménide de 1'Antiquité. Plusieurs citations du
Poéme se trouvent chez des auteurs qui séparent Plutarque de Simplicius, mais un traitement
exhaustif de la question irait au-dela des limites de cet article. Nous en dirons quelques mots
dans le cas ou ces matériaux ajouteaient des nouveaux éléments

Simplicius, vers la fin du Ve-début Vle de notre ¢ére est le citateur par excellence du
Poéme et dit étre fier de posséder cet ouvrage car il est déja "devenu rare" dans son époque
(Phys. 144.28). Son interprétation se trouve surtout dans son commentaire a la Physique
d'Aristote et dans quelques passages de son commentaire au De Caelo, dans lesquels il
confirme et justifie la position d'Aristote sur Parménide, mais, comme nous verrons, sa

démarche est trés grave car, a la différence d'Aristote, il
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appuie son commentaire sur des citations de Parménide, mais qui disent le contraire de ce
qu'il commente. Dans un passage du De Caelo, que nous analyserons, lui-méme avoue é&tre
embarrassé par une faute qu'il attribue...a Parménide. Or, si dans le cas d'Aristote il s'agissait
d'une erreur concernant un texte que nous supposons qu'il avait sous ses yeux, dans le cas de
Simplicius l'erreur est beaucoup plus grave®?, car il cite un texte et le commente d'une
maniere erronée .

Le passage du livre de Simplicius qui montre explicitement et de maniére détaillée sa
position est le commentaire des derniers vers du fragment DK 8, qu'il cite quand il s'occupe
de la page 184b de la Physique d'Aristote. Dans cet endroit du Poéme, Parménide a fini
d'exposer son "discours convaincant" (motdév Adyov) (DK 8.50) et Simplicius commente: "Et
apres, en allant (uebeABov) des choses intelligibles (t@v vont®dv) aux choses sensibles (td
aicOnta), ou, comme il dit lui-méme, de 1'oAnBeia a la 56&a, il affirme: 'Je termine ici le
raisonnement convaincant el la pensée autour de la vérité. A partir d'ici, apprends les
opinions mortelles (66&ag Ppoteiag), en écoutant la trompeuse série de mes paroles'. Et lui-
méme (a016Gg), comme principes (apydg) des choses générées, a la maniére d'éléments, plaga
la premiére opposition, qu'il appelle lumiére et obscurité, <ou> feu et terre, ou dense et rare,
ou méme et autre, et dit tout de suite les mots suivants: 'lls [=les mortels] ont établi
(xabétevto) deux points de vue (yvopog) pour nommer (dvopdalew) les formes extérieures
(nop@dc), dont ils n'ont pas fait une unité -en quoi ils se sont trompés (memAavnuevol ictv,
pluriel); ils [= les mortels] ont jugé (éxpivavto) la présence de figures opposées [....Voir
supra la suite du texte, déja analysé]" (fragment DK 8.51-58) (Simplicius, Phys. 29.30).

Citateur fidele, Simplicius n'a pas modifié le sujet des phrases qu'il cite, qui est "les
mortels", (les verbes sont au pluriel) et semble ne pas remarquer que, dans le commentaire, il
attribue ces théories a Parménide lui-méme, au singulier. C'est certainement l'erreur
d'Aristote qui 1'a conduit a commettre, a son tour, une nouvelle erreur, cette fois-ci plus grave,
parce que Simplicius ne tient pas compte du texte original qu'il vient de citer. Mais ce qui va
rester pour toujours, a partir de ce commentaire, c'est le rapport entre les opinions et le
sensible. L'enseignement principal qui surgit de ce texte est le suivant: si Parménide s'est
occupé des opinions (soit pour exposer les idées des autres, soit pour son compte), c'est parce

qu'il s'intéressait aussi aux apparences, c'est-a-dire au "sensible". Nous avons vu que Platon,

32 Ivan A. Licciardi n'hésite pas a parler de "trahison", au moins dans le titre de son ouvrage
Parmenide tradito, Parmenide tradito, nel Commetario di Simplicio alla Fisica di Aristotele. Nous
avons dit que la notion apparait surtout dans le titre de 1'ouvrage. Dans le corpus du livre la le verbe
"trahir" est plus nuancée, mais le travail de Licciardi est remarquable.
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le premier philosophe qu a commenté, sans la comprendre peut-étre dans sa profondeur (cf.
supra, Note 13), la pensée de Parménide, avait dit que, déja a priori (étant donné qu'elles
supposent 1'existence du non-étre), les "apparences" (10 doxeiv) n'existent pas, pour lui.
Simplicius, en revanche, privilégie a tel point l'intérét de Parménide pour justifier les
apparences, que, grace a lui, d'abord les doxographes et apres les historiens de la philosophie
ont réuni des citations isolées du Poéme et ont appelle cet ensemble disparate "La Doxa de
Parménide", qui est une étude des apparences.

Nous avons dit que le point central de l'interprétation de ce passage par Simplicius est
l'assimilation des opinions au "sensible". Parménide ne dit pas un mot sur la question (et pour
cause!), mais Aristote (que curieusement, n'utilise pas le mot "36&a". Faut-il en tirer des
¢léments pour I"'innocenter"?) accuse Parménide d'étre victime de T pawvopeva, c'est-a-dire,
du "sensible", a tel point qu'il doit justifier leur existence. Dans le passage de Simplicius que
nous venons de citer, pour Simplicius, héritier a la fois de Platon et d'Aristote, ¢a va soi que
les apparences concernent "le sensible" (ainsi comme I'étude de I'étre-Un concerne I'
"intelligible"). L'assimilation des opinions au sensible est un lieu commun chez Simplicius.
En Phys. 87.5 il dit que Parménide place "les corps" chez les "opinables" (év 10i¢ 0&aoT01G);
en Phys. 38.26, il dit que Parménide appelle "opinable" (do&aotdv) le sensible (10 aicOnToV);
a la page 558 du Commentaire au De Calo, il dit qu'Alexandre d'Aphrodise® accepterait que
les "principes" (feu et terre) concernent le sensible, qu'il appelle doaotov; et a la page
suivante il affirme qu'a partir du vers DK 8.52 Parménide va s'occuper "des choses sensibles"
(t@v aicOntdv). Disons aussi que I'unité opinion/sensible apparait encore une fois dans un
passage du commentaire au De Caelo, sur lequel reviendrons, ou Simplicius dit que "pour
compléter son discours (Adyov) sur 1'étre réel (6vtdg 6vtoc), [Parménide] dit ceci a propos
des choses sensibles (tdv aicOntdv)..." (558.3). Dans tous les cas, pour Simplicius, c'est
Parménide lui-méme qui identifie 06&a et td aicOnTd.

Or, une lecture rigoureuse du Poéme montre que, d'un point de vue ontologique, el n'y
a pas chez Parménide -nous l'avons déja dit- une dichotomie vontd/aicOntd. On a fait de
Parménide, notamment dans la modernité, "le pére de I'ontologie", mais le but de son Poéme
didactique est -nous nous permettons d'utiliser un terme anachronique- "épistémologique".
Parménide veut proposer une méthode capable de connaitre la réalité tout court, ta dvta. Il
sait qu'avant d'autres l'on fait, mais il est certain qu'ils ont échoué: au lieu d'atteindre la vérité

ils n'ont proposé que des points de vue, d'opinions. Il propose d'aller en deca de ces réponses:

33 Simplicius est trés influencé par les commentaire d'Alexandre, qu'il cite abondamment: P. Golitsis a
trouvé chez Simplicius plus de six cents citations de celui-ci (2008, 67).
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s'ils ont essayé d'expliquer & 6vta c'est parce que Ta Ovto existaient, et, dans un dialogue
imaginaire avec ses antécesseurs, Parménide les aurait dit: s'il y a ta 6vta c'est parce qu'étre
est possible (§o11 yap eival, DK 6.1b).

Or, il n'y pas chez Parménide deux réalités a expliquer, d'une part I'é6v, qui se déploie
en 1 Ovto, et, d'autre part, "les apparences". Il y a seulement une réalité, celle de "ce qui est",
qui peut étre expliqué de deux maniéres, d'ou le regard que nous avons appelé
"épistémologique".>* Les prédécesseurs de Parménide n'ont pas réussi a l'expliquer (et
Parménide en donne un exemple: la cohabitation simultanée de principes opposés); lui, en
revanche, parce qu'il a suivi une méthode persuasive et convaincante, a trouvé le "cceur de la
vérité": la notion d'étre, qui donne de I'étre a tout ce qui est. Pour Parménide, la distinction
entre un étre, parfois occulte ou inexistant, et la maniere dont il "apparaitrait”, c'est-a-dire, les
"apparences", n'existe pas. Parménide est antérieur a cette dichotomie.

I1 est certain que c'est la propriété essentielle des apparences, leur caractére "sensible",
qui, attribué rétroactivement a Parménide, avait invité, peut-étre déja a Aristote, a trouver
chez lui une explication des apparences. Il y a chez Parménide, évidemment, des notions qui
seront considérées aprés "sensibles", comme le corps humain, les astres, les sexes, qui, dans
la reconstruction du Poéme acceptée aujourd'’hui ont ét€ mises arbitrairement dans un
ensemble appelé "la Doxa". Il suffit de regarder le texte DK 10, placé dans cet ensemble,
pour réfuter cette démarche, car dans ce texte la porte-parole de Parménide, a la premicre
personne (elle n'exprime pas des idées des mortels) exhorte son auditeur a "connaitre" (€ictj)
la phusis des astres. Pour Parménide, comme pour tous les "présocratiques"”, la phusis c'est
1'étre (cf. supra, Note 1)

Parménide s'est occupé de la vérité et des opinions, mais il a opposé les deux notions,
qui font partie d'une perspective épistémologique sur la réalité, qui est unique: d'une part, un
discours convaincant; d'autre part, des mots trompeurs. Plus tard, surtout chez Platon, la
notion de 86&a aura aussi une valeur ontologique®’, mais dans le cas de Parménide sa
traduction par "opinion" -que nous avons utilisé jusqu'ici- s'impose. Une 66&a est un "point
de vue", un "avis", un "jugement": elle ne signifie pas "ce qui apparait" (donc, "apparence")
mais "ce qui parait", comme tous les mots de la famille de Soxéw.*® C'est aussi le cas du

participe pluriel 1d Jdoxobvta, synonyme de d806&ow chez Parménide. C'était aussi la

3% Un auteur sur lequel nous dirons quelques mots vers la fin de ce travail, Georg G. Fiilleborn, avait
adopté la méme perspective, mais nos conclusions sont opposées aux siennes.

35 Pour une analyse compléte de ce sujet , voir Y. Lafrance (1981) passim.

36 La signification habituelle de "dokel pot" est "il me semble".
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signification chez Héraclite: le plus "renommé" (Soxipudroroc) -c'est-a-dire, celui sur lequel
on a une grande d6&a, qui est "ce que l'on dit"-, ne connait que des opinions (doxéovta) (fr.
DK 28). Chez Xénophane, a propos des dieux, les hommes n'ont q'une opinion (36xog,
synonyme de 66&a) (fr. DK 34). Comme I'a remarqué A.P.D. Mourelatos, "these d0&m (=
hallowed, much-acclaimed views) are completely unworthy of belief".’” C'est exactement le
cas de Parménide.

A la fin de ce travail nous reviendrons sur les conséquences tragiques d'attribuer a
Parménide une théorie sur "les apparences", mais, avant de traiter ce sujet, nous voudrions
dire deux mots sur deux passages de ses Commentaires dans lesquels, sans se rendre compte
qu'il s'agit d'une "erreur" de lecture (de la part d'Aristote, d'abord, et de lui-méme apres),
Simplicius trouve une certaine "inconséquence" dans la démarche parménidienne, maladresse
qui, en réalité¢, découle d'attribuer a un seul auteur, Parménide, ce qui appartient a deux
auteurs, Parménide et "les mortels".

Voyons ces exemples de I'""embarras" de Simplicius. Dans des nombreux passages de
ses Commentaires, il dit que Parménide, aprés avoir exposé les fondements de son étre-Un,
suppose d'autres "principes" (&p&ag)*® pour expliquer Tov Sofaotdv. Mais cette interprétation,
parfois, I'encombre. Dans le Commentaire a la Physique Simplicius essaie de justifier le mot
"trompeuse" (dmatnAdv) qui accompagne la caractérisation des opinions, et il affirme que
"[Parménide] appelle opinable (Sofaotov) et trompeur (dmatiov)> ce discours (?) (Aoyov),
et non simplement (awAdg) faux, mais comme descendu de la vérité¢ de l'intelligible (tod
vontod) au phénoméne (16 @awvouevov) et au sensible (10 aicbntdv) apparente (doxodv)"
(Phys. 39.10). 1l cite apreés les vers DK 8.50-52, qui annoncent la présentation des "opinions",
et par la suite ajoute qu' Alexandre se tromperait s'il croyait que, du fait d'étre exprimé par
des mots "trompeurs", ces principes seraient totalement faux, et ce n'est pas le cas. Et, pour
finir son appréciation d'une structure cosmique (Stakoécopnotv) basée sur les d0&at, Simplicius
ajoute, dans un passage de son Commentaire au De Caelo, cette citation authentique d

Parménide: "Ainsi sont nées les choses selon 1'opinion, et ainsi existent (£0c61) maintenant; et

37 A.P.D. Mourelatos (2008, 202).

8 Mutatis mutandis, on pourrait dire que Simplicius attribue déja a Parménide la trés connue phrase
de Groucho Marx: "Voila mes principes. Mais, s'ils ne vous plaisent pas, j'en ai d'autres".

3 Evidemment ce mot dérange Simplicius, qui essaie de le relativiser. Dans notre post-modernité, K.
Popper, dans un texte qu'il n'aurait jamais di publier, dit que Parménide s'est trompé (!) et écrivit
amoAdv lorsqu'en réalité il voulait écrire une autre chose (The World of Parmenides, Londres/New
York, 131-3). Simplicius, plus prudent que Popper, propose simplement de nuancer la notion de
"tromperie", mais il ne voit pas que cette notion est opposée d'une maniére contradictoire a moTOV
(qui est en rapport avec meifm), qui est la propriété du "chemin de la vérité".
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apres, une fois développées, elles mourront. Pour chacune les hommes ont établi un nom
distinctif" (DK 19) (558.1)

L'embarras de Simplicius, conséquence de l'erreur qui consiste a attribuer Ia
dwkoounolg doxique a Parménide lui-méme, éclate d'une manicre inattendue: "Comment
Parménide a pu supposer (Vmehappavev) que seulement (uévov) existent les choses sensibles
(t0 aioOnra), précisément lui, qui a tant philosophé (ptlocoprcacg) sur l'intelligible (wepl T0D
vontod)? [...] Comment lui, qui avait rapporté, d'une part, d'une maniére séparée, 1'union de
l'intelligible et de 1'étre qui est réellement, et, d'autre part, et de manicére séparée,
I'arrangement des choses sensibles, auxquelles dédaigna méme de les appeler 'des étres',
transposa aux choses sensibles ce que I'on attribue aux choses intelligibles?" (Commentaire
au De Caelo, 558.4).40

L'embarras disparaitrait si, au lieu de suivre Aristote, Simplicius avait écouté
Parménide, auteur du discours katd Tov Adyov sur I'étre-Un, et qui attribue les mots sur ta
aicOnto aux "mortels", qui ne savent rien. Comme bilan des pages précédentes nous pouvons
dire que, pour la tradition -et jusqu'a aujourd’hui- (a) on a considéré qu'a partir d'Aristote
(Platon ne dit pas un mot sur le sujet, car, pour lui, les "apparences" n'existent pas pour
Parménide), Parménide avait proposé une explication du fait d'étre, ainsi qu'une explication
dualiste du sensible, et que (b) I'exposé des onjuata de I'étre appartient & un recherche xota
16V Aoyov , tandis que 1'étude du sensible propose un fondement de & pouvopeva, c'est a dire,
des "apparences". Dans la tradition on ne dit pas un mot (a') sur les auteurs des opinions qui
décrivent les "principes" du sensible, ni (b') sur l'erreur de lecture du Poéme de la part
d'Aristote, qui justifierait le caractére parménidien des opinions.

Mais quand nous avons mentionné, en plusieurs occasions, les conséquences tragiques
de ce silence trés douteux c'est parce que, en fonction de (a') et de (b') on a une mise en place
un rangement des citations qui a "reconstruit" le Poéme d'une facon totalement arbitraire.*!
Nous avons dit que nous ne saurons jamais dans quelle partie du Poéme se trouvaient dix-huit
des dix-neuf citations de Parménide. La logique de son raisonnement nous oblige a placer
quelques-unes avant ou apreés les autres, mais ceci n'est valable que pour cinq ou six

fragments. Concernant les autres citations, leur arrangement dépend d'une interprétation

40 Selon G.B. Kerferd (1991, 5), dans ce passage Simlicius critique,en réalité, ce qu'Aristote dit sur
Parménide.

41 Parménide est une exception car, depuis plus de deux siécles on lit son Poéme comme s'il l'avait
écrit de cette maniere. Méme les travaux les plus prestigieux font état d'une "premiére partie" du
Poéme et d'une "deuxiéme partie". Ce n'est pas le cas de tout les "présocratiques", notamment
d'Héraclite. Chaque chercheur peut ranger les citations en fonction de leur interprétation.
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générale de la pensée de Parménide. Or, l'arrangement accepté de maniére unanime
aujourd'hui (avec des changements minimes) s'appuie, comme nous l'avons dit, sur
l'interprétation d'un Parménide dikranos, qui a su en méme temps justifier les caracteéres d'un
étre Un et intelligible, sur lequel il a dit "la vérité", et des apparences sensibles, dont les
"principes" sont exposées dans des "opinions". Cette interprétation fut proposé déja dans le
premier ouvrage consacré en entier 8 Parménide en 1795, ouvrage remarquable, mais basé sur
une interprétation anachronique, victime d'un cercle vicieux: en fonction d'un critére qui
n'existe pas dans les citations on a divisé le Poéme en deux parties, et aprés on a expliqué
chaque partie en fonction des citations qui avaient été¢ mises a priori dans chacune d'elles.

La récupération des citations de Parménide commenga vers la fin du XVle si¢cle avec

)*, et dans

Henri Estienne (dans Poesis Phlosophica, 1573) et Joseph J. Scaliger (vers 1600
ses recueils les fragments étaient placés en fonction de leur source (par exemple,"Ex
Clemente...." ou "Ex Proclo...."), sans ajouter aucun commentaire. Ce n'est que deux siécles
aprés qu'un jeune philologue*, Georg Gustav Fiilleborn, née en Wroclaw, en Pologne*,
décida de proposer une étude sur la pensé de Parménide, appuyée par les citations littérales,
et des nombreuses notes. Chercheur déja chevronné, Fiilleborn appuya son interprétation sur
un rangement des citations selon un critére épistémologique (ce qui est tout a fait respectable)
basée sur le théme a la mode chez les philosophes de son temps: la dichotomie kantienne
entre 1'entendement ou la raison, et la sensibilité (ce qui est, en revanche, regrettable).

Et, cela va de soi, Fiilleborn trouve un antécédent de cette dichotomie dans la
platonisation aristotélico-simplicienne de Parménide. A la page 54 de son livre il n'hésite pas
a dire: "ita dividit carmen Parmenidis Simplicius".* Fiilleborn fait allusion non seulement a
l'interprétation générale de Simplicius, mais surtout a ce passage du Commentaire a la
Physique : "Ensuite Parménide, en allant des choses intelligibles (t®v vont®dv) aux choses
sensibles (1 aicOntd), ou, comme il [= Parménide] dit lui-méme, de 1'aAnBela a la 66&a,

affirme: 'Je termine ici le raisonnement convaincant el la pensée autour de la vérité. A partir

4211 est impossible de proposer une date précise, car, comme on le sait, la version demeura inédite,
dans un cahier manuscrit, dans la bibliothéque de I'Université de Leyde. Nous avons publié le texte
dans Hermes (110, 1982).

4 En 1795 il n'avait que vingt-six ans. Sur cet auteur, voire l'excellent article de Manfred Kraus
(2009, 193-209).

# A I'époque de Fiilleborn la ville avait été annexée a la Prusse sous le nom de Breslau, et la langue
courante était I'allemand.

4 B. L. Conte, avec raison, ne partage pas cet avis: "This widely accepted representation has a serious
drawback: it does not seem to correspond to some important information we can glean from our
doxographic sources, notably (but not only) from Simplicius" (2023, 3).
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d'ici, apprends les opinions mortelles en écoutant la trompeuse série de mes paroles™
(Simplicius, Phys. 29.30). Fiilleborn s'inspire de la notion de "division", qu'il attribue a
Simplicius ("dividit"), et, a son tour, il "divise" les citations en fonction du type de
connaissance (Erkenntniss) qu'elles supposent et qui correspondent au sensible et a
l'intelligible, avec ses corrélats, la sensation et la pensée

Apres avoir isolé l'actuel fragment DK 1 en tant que préface ou introduction,
Fiilleborn construit de toutes piéces une premiere section ou "partie", qui correspond a la
connaissance "rationnelle" ("Vernunfierkenntniss vom Wesen der Dinge), et qu'il appelle

n

"ITepi tod vonrtov 7| t@ mpdg AAnBewav ", et une deuxieme partie, qui s'occupe de la
connaissance sensible (Sinnliche Erkenntniss vom Wessen der Dinge), section qu'il appelle
Ta mpog AdEav, et les vers sont numérotés de 1 a 151. Hermann Diels, qui adopta cette
division, découpa chaque ensemble en "fragments", en fonction de leur source, dans son
ouvrage classique Parmenides Lehrgedicht (1897).

Ce Parménide devenu "orthodoxe" ne résiste pas a une lecture sans préjugés des
citations en elles mémes. Evidemment Parménide s'est occupé de la vérité et a écrit quelques
mots pour critiquer les "opinions" des mortels, mais ceci ne suppose pas que le Poéme avait
deux "parties". On pourrait dire, avec un zeste d'ironie, que fout le Poéme s'occupe de la
vérité, car démontrer que les opinions sont fausses, est vrai, et pour le montrer, Parménide n'a
pas besoin d'un long discours; il suffit de dire que les mortels expliquent la réalit¢ moyennant
deux principes contraires, et que, par conséquent, ils se sont trompés. L'exposé des "opinions"
n'occupe que vingt-deux vers dans les citations récupérées (DK 8.38-40 [3 vers]*6, DK 8.52-
57 [6 vers], DK 9 [4 vers], DK 12 [6 vers] et DK 19 [3 vers]). Chez le Parménide
"orthodoxe" ce chiffre a été I'objet d'un gonflement démesuré, qui consacra a "la Doxa" onze
citations (46 vers: DK 8.52-61, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 et 19). La cause de cette
multiplication trouve son origine dans l'erreur d'attribuer les 66&on a Parménide lui-méme:
partisan -a son insu- de la dichotomie sensible/intelligible, il a di s' occuper aussi de td
aicOnta. Et comme 14 aicOnta sont puowcd (dans le sens aristotélicien du mot), toutes les
références a 1d puowd que 1'on trouve dans le Poéme (comme la terre, le soleil, etc., que nous
avons mentionné supra), ont été considérées comme appartenantes a "la Doxa". Nous avons
vu que dans une citation authentique, le fragment DK 10, la porte-parole de Parménide

exhorte a "connaitre" ces dvta, qui ne sont pas des awvopeva, et qui, méme amnedvta, sont

46 Ce passage, qui fait sans aucun doute partie des opinions des mortels, n' pas été mis dans la partie
"la Doxa" par les partisans de la division du Poéme en deux sections.
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nmapedvta pour le voog (fragment DK 4.1). Une fois connu "le ceeur de la vérité" ("il y a de
choses, "étants", parce qu'il y a étre"), rien n'empéche de connaitre ces dvta,

En effet, on ne trouve rien des principes propres aux 66&at dans huit des fragments
mis d'office dans le dossier "la Doxa": DK 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 et 18, qui offrent des
"connaissances" vraies est convaincants. En réalité, Fiilleborn est all¢ au-dela de Simplicius
pour constituer cet ensemble, car il a mis dans le dossier "la Doxa" les fragments DK 14, 15,
16 17 et 18, qui n'ont pas été cités par Simplicius, dont certainement il était au courant, car dit
posséder "le livre" de Parménide, mais qu'il n'avait pas considéré comme relevants pour son
expose.

L'erreur d'Aristote a commencé a mettre en place une boule de neige qui s'est enrichie

d'une maniére démesurée des qu'elle a commencé a rouler. Le moment est venu de l'arréter.

Nestor-Luis Cordero

Université de Rennes 1
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Thrasymachus, the Sight-lover

Clifford M. Roberts

The aim of this paper is to explain why Thrasymachus, upon first appearing in Republic 1, prohibits
Socrates from defining justice as what is good. I argue that Thrasymachus views such definitions as
equivocal, since he conceives of the good as relative: what is good must be good for someone. This
relative conception of the good makes Thrasymachus similar to the sight-lovers, who believe in good
things, which are relatively good, but deny the existence of the good itself, which is absolutely good.
Understanding Thrasymachus as a sight-lover permits an illuminating reframing of his outlook and his
significance for the larger project of the Republic.

Thrasymachus bursts into the Republic by aggressively demanding that Socrates
abandon his elenctic method and state what he thinks justice is (336b1-c6), but the demand

comes with a prohibition:

And [a] don’t tell me that [justice] is what is right, what is beneficial, what is profitable, what is gainful,
or what is advantageous, but [b] tell me clearly and exactly what you are saying; for I won’t accept such
nonsense from you.! (336¢6-d4)?

In [a] Thrasymachus prohibits a certain kind of definition; [b] explains why he does so:
because the prohibited definitions are “unclear” and “inexact.” Discussion of [a]-[b] among
commentators has been rare and brief, despite the enormous attention paid to Thrasymachus

and his dispute with Socrates.’

! Translations in this paper largely derive from Grube, G. M. A. 1992. Plato: The Republic. Revised by C. D. C.
Reeve. Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, to which I have occasionally made modifications for my own
purposes.

2 xai [a] émag pot pn &peic 611 10 Séov dotiv und’ &1L 10 dEéMpov und’ 811 1 Avottelodv und’ &t 1o
KepdAAEOV Und’ &L 10 cLUEEPOV, AAAA [b] capdg pot kol akpiBdg Aéye Ot Gv Aéyng: Mg &yd oK Amodé&opat
£€av ¥OLovg To100TOVG AEYTC.

3 The one exception to this general neglect is Welton, William A. 2006. “Thrasymachus vs. Socrates: What
Counts as a Good Answer to the Question “What is Justice?” (Republic 336b—-9b).” Apeiron 39 (4): 293-317,
who discusses the prohibition at much greater length. Though my own reading diverges from his, his article has
helped sharpen my own views and on some points we are largely in agreement.
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Thrasymachus appears to see a kind of unity among the prohibited terms, but what is
it? An answer is provided at Cratylus 416e2-417a2, where Hermogenes mentions the very same
terms and identifies them as “about what is good and fine [td nepi 10 dyabo6v te Kol KaAdv].”
All of the terms pick out things by signifying some way in which they are good, hence Socrates
and his interlocutors’ homogenous treatment of them; they are, in effect, synonymous.*
Moreover, while there is no explicit mention of “what is good” (t0 dyafdv, 10 KGAov) in the
prohibition, it is difficult to doubt that Thrasymachus intends it to be among the prohibited
referents — indeed, what is good might stand in for any of the others.

The synonymy of the prohibited terms does not, however, explain why Thrasymachus
finds them unclear and imprecise. On one quite popular reading of the prohibition, the terms
all share a basic fault: they are just as unclear and controversial as ‘justice’ and so are unhelpful
as definentia.> On this reading, Thrasymachus is objecting to any mention or use of these terms
at all in a definition of justice. As popular as this reading is, it faces a significant problem in
the form of Thrasymachus’ own definition of justice, for he himself will define it as what is
advantageous (338c2) as well as what is good (343c3-4). If Thrasymachus were banning
mention of the terms, then his definition would be inconsistent with his own strictures — this is
precisely what Socrates claims at 339a7-8, highlighting the apparent conflict but treating it all
the same as a minor issue. This very desire to minimize the inconsistency suggests that Plato
thinks it is not the most urgent problem with Thrasymachus’ approach.

Certainly, Thrasymachus himself does not seem to suppose that there is any
inconsistency between his critique and response — certainly not anything so obvious. He may
well have good reason for this, for there is, after all, an important difference between his
definitions and the prohibited ones, namely, that his definitions specify whose good justice is.5
In fact, Thrasymachus treats this addition as quite important, ironically noting that Socrates
presumably thinks the addition is “minor” (cpkpd: 339b1); once more, Plato’s decision to alert
the reader to Thrasymachus’ modification of the term suggests that this is the source of his

objection to Socrates. In other words, Thrasymachus objects to Socrates’ definitions of justice

because they refer to what is good without relativizing it to a beneficiary. In defining justice as

4 As Welton 2006, 297 notes the synonymy of these terms also appears to underly Cleitophon 409¢c-d.

5 For versions of this reading of the prohibition, see Adam, James. 1905. The Republic of Plato. Vol. 1.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 24 (s. v. 336d20); Shorey, Paul. 1937. The Republic of Plato.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 39 (n. d); Sparshott, F. E. 1966. “Socrates and Thrasymachus.” The
Monist 50, 456 and Sparshott, F. E. 1957. “Plato and Thrasymachus.” University of Toronto Quarterly 27, 58;
and Welton 2006, 296.

¢ Cross, R. C., and Woozley, A. D. (1964). Plato’s Republic: A Philosophical Commentary.
London/Basingstoke: Macmillan Press, 24-5, are among the few who have noticed this. Welton 2006, 296 n. 6
notices it as well but appears to treat it as of minimal significance, relegating mention of it to a footnote.
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what is good simpliciter, Socrates treats the good as something absolute, whereas
Thrasymachus believes that what is good is relative.

There is a striking similarity between this view of the good and that offered by another
much more famous sophist, Protagoras. In the eponymous dialogue Protagoras notes how
“varied [mowkidov] and many-sided [mavtodamdv] a thing is the good” (334b6-cl), so that
nothing is absolutely good, but only relatively so. In light of Plato’s polemical tendency to treat
sophists as unified by shared doctrinal commitments and to abstract from their differences, it
is perhaps unsurprising if Thrasymachus is found to share Protagoras’ view.

Like Protagoras, Thrasymachus regards what is good as fundamentally relative. As
Rachel Barney notes’, two assumptions inform this view. First is Thrasymachus’ belief “that
wealth and power, and the pleasures they provide, are the goods in relation to which our
‘advantage’ must be assessed”®; second is his belief that these goods are zero-sum: “for one
member of a community to have more of them is for another to have less”.” On this view there
is no question of an absolute good, there is only the good of this or that sociopolitical group.
Indeed, all that talk of absolute good does is obscure the true nature of justice as it operates in

sociopolitical context.

I1.

Whatever its basis, there is no small irony in Thrasymachus’ charge that Socrates and
his interlocutors are proceeding neither “clearly” (capdg) nor “precisely” (dxpiBdc) in
defining justice. For lack of clarity and precision is exactly what Socrates so often in Plato’s
dialogues faults interlocutors with when they provide definitions.! Nevertheless,
Thrasymachus has a reason for his charge.

On the reading I am urging, Thrasymachus does not object to references to what is good
in definitions of justice — indeed, he takes it as trivially true and uncontroversial that justice is

what is good for someone; rather his prohibition is against defining justice without specifying

7 Barney, Rachel. 2017. “Callicles and Thrasymachus.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall Edition),
Edward N. Zalta (ed.), §2.

8 Ibid.

% Ibid.

105 point made with citations in Lesher, J. H. 2010. “The Meaning of “saphéneia” in Plato’s Divided Line.” In
Plato’s Republic: A Critical Guide, edited by Mark L. McPherran, 171-187. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 179-180. I am thinking, specifically, of what Lesher calls “settings” 2) and 4) in which caeng and
cognates occur in Plato.
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who it is good for. Thrasymachus objects that Socrates neither implicitly nor explicitly
relativizes the good to which he refers. As a result, Socrates’ definition is, by Thrasymachus’
lights, vague and ambiguous. This is problematic because it enables Socrates either to
equivocate about the human good or to refer only vaguely to it; in either case, this would permit
specious inferences and give his arguments a superficial cogency.

Such a charge of equivocation is, in fact, more than a possibility. Not only does
Thrasymachus quite generally claim that Socrates fails to argue in good faith, but only
speciously and sophistically; he accuses Socrates specifically of “doing harm to or in
arguments” (&v toig Adyo1g or TOv Adyov kokovpy®v: 338d3-4, 341a7-8). This is not, I think,
simply a vague or general accusation of dialectical malfeasance. Precisely the same charge is
levelled by Callicles against Socrates in the Gorgias, a dialogue often paired with Republic 1
not least due to similarities in Callicles’ and Thrasymachus’ attacks on justice.!' Callicles

deploys the charge when accusing Socrates of fallacious argument by equivocation:

This is in fact the clever trick you’ve thought of, with which you do harm in arguments
[xaxovpyeic v Toic Aoyoig]: if a person makes a statement [about justice] in terms of law, you
slyly question him in terms of nature; if he makes it in terms of nature, you question him in
terms of law.'? (483a2-4)"3

What enables Socrates to proceed thus is his reference to justice without explicitly
relativizing it to natural justice or legal justice. Socrates’ “imprecise” and “unclear” references
to justice permit his sophistical equivocations in argument. If Thrasymachus is using the
relevant phrase in the same way, then he must view Socrates as guilty of a similar move in
Republic 1.

On the two occasions when Thrasymachus explicitly uses the phrase in the Republic,
there seems little doubt that he is accusing Socrates of equivocation. In the first case, Socrates
is criticizing Thrasymachus’ first definition of justice as the advantage of the stronger (338c4-
d2). He mockingly asks whether Polydamas the pancratists’ diet is just because it is good for

the stronger; to this, Thrasymachus replies with his accusation (338d3-4). It seems clear that

I Another dialogue thought by some (e.g., Welton 2006, 297) to be relevant here is the Clitophon, specifically
409c-d. I am dubious of this connection, for the central issue in that passage is not equivocation at all but a
problematic vagueness that bespeaks a lack of knowledge (see 409d-end). It is, therefore, not merely the more
measured nature of Clitophon that explains why the charge that Socrates €v 10ig Adyoig or TOV Adyov Kakovpyelv
is nowhere present in that dialogue.

12 This translation is based on Zeyl’s in Cooper, John. 1997. Plato: Complete Works. Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing, but I have modified it to hew more closely to the Greek.

135 81 kol oD T0DTO TO GOPOV KOTAVEVONKAOC KAKOVPYEIC &v TOlg Adyolg, 80 pév TIc Katd vOpov A&y, Kotd
QOO VTEPMTAV, £AV OE TA THG PVGEMS, TO TOD VOLOV.
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the charge is that Socrates is equivocating between the sense of ‘stronger’ as physically stronger
and the other sense that Thrasymachus has in mind, namely, more powerful socio-politically.

In the second case, Thrasymachus is responding to Socrates’ argument that the rulers
will sometimes do through ignorance what is disadvantageous to themselves; if justice is
whatever the rulers prescribe, then justice is sometimes advantageous, but sometimes not
(339b7-e8). To this, Thrasymachus draws a distinction between a ruler in the “precise sense”
(xota oV akpipi) Adyov: 340e1-2), according to which a ruler never errs, and a looser sense of
ruler, employed more generally; he then accuses Socrates of equivocation between the two
(341a7-8).

The explicit charge of equivocation is not found in Thrasymachus’ initial outburst when
he institutes his prohibition; nevertheless, there is good reason to think that it is precisely what
is bothering him. Thrasymachus’ entry into Book I is preceded by the final portion (335a6-¢5)
of Socrates’ discussion with Polemarchus. Plato clearly suggests that this discussion is what
prompts Thrasymachus’ entry. Not only does he burst into the text at the conclusion of that
discussion, but Socrates makes plain, first, that “he had attempted many times to take over the
discussion” (336b1-2) and, second, that Socrates observed him before he entered “just as [the]
discussion began to make him savage [fjpyeto...E€aypraivesBor]” (336d7-8).

More importantly, the substance of that argument, specifically its conclusion, amounts
to a negation of the account of justice that Thrasymachus will give, for Socrates attacks the
idea that justice might be bad for anyone. He insists that such a view belongs only to tyrants in
history who mistakenly supposed themselves to have “great power [péya...d0vacOar]” (336a5-
7). Not only will Thrasymachus himself insist on the happiness and excellence of tyrants, but
he will identify them as examples of his view that justice is the advantage of the stronger and
injustice one’s own benefit (344a4-344e8). For Thrasymachus, it is precisely “the person with
great power” (note the similar phrasing: tov peydia dvvduevov, 344al) who is happiest and
best by practicing “complete” injustice (344a4-5).

The argument at issue is against part of Polemarchus’ definition of justice, namely, that
justice is (in part) harming one’s enemies (335a7-b1). In criticizing this claim, Socrates argues
roughly as follows (335b2—d13). To be harmed is to be made worse, therefore, less good. But
goodness cannot make things less good and since justice is good, neither can justice make
things less good. Therefore, it cannot be just to harm anyone (e.g., one’s enemies).

To understand Thrasymachus’ objection to this argument, we need first note the role
that goodness (the good, what is good) plays in the argument. Socrates insists that goodness

cannot make things bad and since justice is good, neither can it make things bad. This is a view
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of goodness as absolute as opposed to relative; to see that this must be so, we need only consider
the alternative and relativize the good. Consider a view of the goodness in question as the
goodness of the rulers. On such a view, justice is good, but because the goodness is that of the
rulers rather than absolute goodness, it is entirely possible that justice is simultaneously bad
for the subjects. Indeed, we may go further, it may be that through being good for the rulers it
is bad for the subjects — this, after all, is precisely Thrasymachus’ position and it helps explain
why the argument prompts his enraged entry into the discussion. Socrates obscures this
possibility by treating goodness as absolute, but that is precisely the position that
Thrasymachus rejects. No wonder, then, that Socrates’ argument strikes Thrasymachus as

sophistical.

I11.

The distinction between relative and absolute forms of F' (or F-ness), whether this is
the good, the advantageous, or whatever, looms large in Plato’s thought. It is important not to
presume that its appearance in the dispute between Thrasymachus and Socrates is of merely
parochial significance. In particular, the distinction is central to one sort of argument for the
existence of Forms, instances of which appear throughout Plato’s dialogues.!* A particularly
clear example of this kind of argument is provided in the famous “summoners” passage of
Republic VII (523a1-526b4), where Socrates explains the importance of arithmetic for
drawing one towards being (523a3, 524el, 525¢5-6), that is, towards the Forms. '

In the passage, Socrates identifies a class of “summoners” (ta Topakaiodvta: 523b9),
perceptions that summon the understanding (1] vonoic) to reflect on the Forms. Though he
provides an example with regard to the tallness/shortness of fingers, it is clear that the points

apply equally to goodness/badness, piety/impiety, inter alia. One perceives one’s ring finger

14 The distinction I make between relative and absolute forms of the F or F-ness is intimately related to one
much discussed in the literature: that between “complete” and “incomplete” predicates, introduced by Owen, G.
E. L. 1957. “A Proof in the ITepi 10e®dv.” The Journal of Hellenistic Studies 77 (1), 108-9. Brentlinger, John.
1972. “Incomplete Predicates and the Two-World Theory of the Phaedo.” Phronesis 17 (1), 70-1, provides a
logically perspicuous analysis; for more recent discussions of this issue, see Silverman, Allan. 2002. The
Dialectic of Essence. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 84-7, and Harte, Verity. 2019. “Plato’s
Metaphysics.” In The Oxford Handbook of Plato, 2nd ed., edited by Gail Fine, 455-480. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 465-478.

15 For other examples, see Euthyphro 6e-8a, Laches 190e-191b, 192b-193c¢, Hippias Major 288c-289a, Phaedo
100d-101b, and even earlier in the Republic 1.331¢c-d and 475d-480a. Nehamas, Alexander. 1973. “Predication
and Forms of Opposites in the Phaedo.” The Review of Metaphysics 26 (3): 461-491 provides detailed analysis
of several different instances of this form of argument. See also Nehamas, Alexander. 1979. “Self—Predication
and Plato’s Theory of Forms.” American Philosophical Quarterly 16 (2), 94-5, and Nehamas, Alexander. 1975.
“Plato on the Imperfection of the Sensible World.” American Philosophical Quarterly 12 (2), 108.
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as simultaneously short (relative to the middle finger) and long (relative to the pinky finger);
this is the phenomenon referred to as the “compresence of opposites”.'¢ “[T]he soul is puzzled
as to what the sense signifies” longness or shortness to be (524a5-6), since what seem to be
two opposed things are mixed together and indistinguishable. In consequence, the soul is forced
to call upon the understanding, which can make sense of the confusion only by grasping what
longness and shortness are. The nature, essence or being of the relevant property is what Plato
identifies as the Form and what is picked-out in the definition of the relevant property as what
causally explains sensible things possessing it. These Forms must be purely intelligible
precisely because perceptions “produce no sound result” (523b3-4); in making sense of
summoners, the soul must ascend from the perceptible realm of becoming to the intelligible
realm of being, the realm of the Forms.

The compresence of opposites is a consequence of the fact that sensible things manifest
properties in a relative way; in the case of the example, the longness/shortness in the finger is
relative to the length of other fingers — it is an artifact of the participation relation between
Forms and sensible things. The finger manifests longness in relation to one finger and shortness
in relation to another; it is the relative nature of the manifestation of properties that makes them
problematic and requires the positing of Forms. By contrast, the Forms are not thus qualified,
a point Plato makes most explicitly perhaps in the Symposium, when speaking of the Form of

the Beautiful:

it is not [ 1] beautiful this way and ugly that way, nor [2] beautiful at one time and ugly at another, nor
[3] beautiful in relation to one thing and ugly in relation to another; nor is it [4] beautiful here but ugly
there, as it would be if it were beautiful for some people and ugly for others.!” (211a2-5)!8

Socrates here lists four different ways in which beauty/ugliness may be qualified,
emphasizing that the Form of Beauty/the Beautiful is absolutely beautiful rather than merely
relatively so. As noted, the same applies to the case of the other Forms, most saliently for our
purposes, Goodness; in general, the Form of the F is treated by Plato as being F absolutely —
this seems the force of Plato’s claims that Forms are “always the same in all respects” or

“always are” (484b4, 485b1-3).

16 Owen 1957, 110.

17 From Nehamas and Woodruff’s translation in Cooper 1997.

18 00 Tfj pév kaAov, i 8 aioypdv, 00dE ToTE pév, ToTE 88 oD, 0VOE TPOG HEV TO KUAOV, TpOG 82 T aicypdv, 00d
&vBa pev Kodov, Evla 8¢ aioypdv, MG TIol PEV OV KAAOV, TIGL OE aioypOv.
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IV.

The distinction between relative and absolute F-ness, which informs the distinction
between Forms and sensible things, provides a way of framing Thrasymachus’ prohibition. Put
simply, Thrasymachus’ prohibition mandates an account of justice only in terms of relative
rather than absolute goodness. To be sure, this is not how Thrasymachus himself understands
it, for he views claims of absolute goodness as problematic. Either a) such claims are implicitly
relative, in which case they should be made explicitly relative to avoid vagueness or
equivocation; or b) such claims are not implicitly relative, in which case they are irremediably
vague and equivocal, which makes them not well-formed; indeed, they are not claims at all. In
the case of b), such claims are neither precise nor clear, which is exactly the charge levelled by
Thrasymachus against Socrates’ definitions.

Thrasymachus never defines justice as absolutely advantageous or good, but always
specifies to whom it is advantageous or good, whether the stronger (338c1-2), the regime in
power (338e1-339a4), or simply another (343¢3-4). In each of these cases, what is good relative
to one group or person is bad relative to another, so that the compresence of opposites is baked
into his definitions. Even on those occasions where the relativization is not explicitly made, it
is usually a small matter to make it explicit.

Once Thrasymachus’ prohibition is framed in this way, it is possible to see him as being
very similar to the “sight-lovers” (piloBeduoveg) introduced in Book V (475d1-476¢2) by
Glaucon; these “strange people” (&tomot) will appear to count as philosophers according to
Socrates’ characterization of them as “lovers of learning” (ptlopadeic). It is vital that Socrates
distinguish true philosophers from those who merely appear to be so, especially in the context
of 5™ — 4" century Athens where confusion of the two was common and likely.!? It is scarcely
surprising, therefore, that Thrasymachus should share much in common with that group of
individuals who, although “like” philosophers (475¢2) and so mistaken for such by many, are
in fact not.

Socrates describes the sight-lovers as those who believe in the existence of beautiful or

just or good things — that is, F’ things — but do not believe in the existence of the F itself, the

19 See Halliwell, Stephen. 1993. Plato: Republic 5. Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 201 for discussion of
the “highly contestable” nature of pihdGopoc. For a more recent and thorough examination of the evidence
about piAdco@og and its usage, one not inconsistent with Halliwell, see Moore, Christopher. 2020. Calling
Philosophers Names: On the Origins of a Discipline. Princeton: Princeton University Press. especially chapters
5, 6 and 8. While Moore argues for continuity among the referents of the term, he does not deny that Plato is
responsible for a controversial restriction of it.
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Form of the F (476b4-8).2° Philosophers, by contrast, believe in the existence of both the Form
of F-ness and the F' things that participate in it (476c9—d3). The upshot is that the sight-lovers
possess only “opinion” (86&a) while “knowledge” (yvaoun) is possessed by the true
philosophers alone (476d5-6).

Thrasymachus’ status as a sight-lover helps to explain his approach to the question of
the nature of justice. As one recent line of interpretation of Thrasymachus’ approach has it, he
is “offering an empirical and descriptive account of the way justice is commonly practiced, as
opposed to a normative or analytic definition”.>! Whether or not Thrasymachus is offering a
normative definition — or at least a definition with normative implications — there is no doubt
that empirical facts and description loom very large in his account. Thrasymachus conceives
of goodness and justice, etc., as grounded in sensible things and abstracts his account of the
nature of justice from empirical data.

Socrates notes the intense difficulty of convincing the sight-lovers of the existence of
the Forms because of their confused dream-like state, which bespeaks a kind of psychic illness
(476d8-e2); he notes this in terms that explicitly recall his difficult and ultimately unsuccessful
interaction with Thrasymachus. The violence of that interaction is recalled too when Socrates
imagines the sight-lovers becoming “angry” (yoAenaivn: 476d8) with those who try to persuade
them of the existence and nature of the Forms — the same word and its cognates are used
repeatedly in relation to Thrasymachus (336e2: yakenog, 337al-2: yoienaiveoBar, 354a12-13:
yoAemaivov). Indeed, the anger and frustration reflects an inability to grasp what is being
argued and discussed. For Thrasymachus, Socrates’ approach can be rendered intelligible only
as sophistical trickery and specious argument, a classic case of “making the worse argument
the stronger” (Apology 18b8—cl).

The final bit of evidence I want to consider in favor of reading Thrasymachus as a sight-

lover is his reaction to Socrates’ response to his prohibition. In his response, Socrates remarks:

You knew very well that if you ask someone how much twelve is, and, as you ask, you warn him by
saying “Don’t tell me, man, that twelve is twice six, or three times four, or six times two, four times

20 The following discussion relies on the reading of the sight-lovers passage put forth by Baltzly, Dirk. 1997.
“Knowledge and Belief in Republic V.” Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 79, 243-52. 1 agree that “the
sight-lovers are people who do not share Plato’s foundational presuppositions about what is required to answer a
‘What is it?” question” (243); among these presuppositions is the ontology of Forms. However, I depart from
Baltzly in thinking that the sight-lovers must include the sophists. For another discussion from which I have
benefitted considerably, see Penner, Terry. 2006. “The Forms in the Republic.” In The Blackwell Guide to
Plato’s Republic, edited by Gerasimos Santas, 234-262. Oxford/Malden/Carlton: Blackwell Publishing, 246-8.
21 Anderson, Merrick E. 2016. “Thrasymachus’ Sophistic Account of Justice in Republic 1.” Ancient Philosophy
36 (1), 156. Anderson cites a number of scholars who articulate and defend such an approach.
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three, for I won’t accept such nonsense,” then you’ll see clearly that no one could answer a question
framed like that. (337a8-b6)*

Thrasymachus replies to this with a sarcastic retort suggesting that he thinks the
mathematical example has little to do with the case of justice.?

But as readers of the Republic, we know that the mathematical example is deeply
relevant.”* Not only is arithmetic crucial to turning the soul from the world of perceptual
becoming to the world of intelligible being, but arithmetical claims are grounded in and made
true by the Forms.?® This being so, it should be unsurprising if Plato portrays Thrasymachus
balking at the mathematical example, since Thrasymachus balks at the very idea of explanation

in terms of Forms, in particular, for our purposes, the Form of the Good.

V.

I have argued that Thrasymachus’ view of the good as always relative indicates that he
is intended by Plato to be a representative of the sight-lovers. Such a view explains various
aspects of Thrasymachus’ character and outlook: his indignant entry into Book I, his empirical
methodology, his intense anger at what he views as Socrates’ sophistical methods, his rejection
of the mathematical example, and his prohibition of certain answers to the question “what is
justice?”

This view also explains the dialectical stalemate between Socrates and Thrasymachus
at the end of Book I, which underwrites the dissatisfaction of all the discussants with the
argument thus far and which prompts the decision to start all over again in Book II. The heart
of this stalemate is a fundamental disagreement about the nature of the good, which reflects a
disagreement in theoretical approach. Thrasymachus, the sight-lover, conceives of the good in
worldly terms as always and everywhere relative; Socrates, the partisan of the Forms, conceives
of the good as absolute, a transcendent Form accessible only to the understanding. The

resolution of this disagreement must wait for the epistemological and metaphysical reflections

22 &b ovv {idnoBa Bt €1 Tva Epolo 6mdca £6TIV Th Sddeka, Kol EpOpEVOC Tposimolg adTd— “Onwg pot, O
avOpome, pur £peic 6t otiv T dMdeka dig EE und’ 6t TpiG TETTOPLL und’ 6t £€Gkig 600 und’ STt TeTphKig Tpia:
¢ 0Ok amodéEopai cov dav Totadta PAVapFc” —ofjlov oipai col v 8Tt 00deig dmokpvoito 6 obtmg
movlavouEve.

2 Welton 2006, 297-8.

24 This point has been rigorously argued and investigated by Welton 2006.

25 The proof text here is the “summoner’s passage” at Rep. VI1.523a1-526b4. The issue of whether mathematical
claims are “about” the Forms is a fraught one, which I have tried to avoid taking a stand on here. For a helpful
discussion of this issue, with which I am largely in sympathy, see Franklin, Lee. 2012. “Inventing Intermediates:
Mathematical Discourse and Its Objects in Republic VIL.” Journal of the History of Philosophy 50 (4): 483-506.
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of Books V-VII. Thus, Books V-VII function not as a mere digression, as is sometimes

supposed, but as an integral part of Socrates’ response to Thrasymachus.

Clifford M. Roberts

University of Victoria
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How Do the Eight Hypotheses in Plato’s Parmenides Come to Light? Chiasmus

as a Method of Division!

Xin Liu

In this paper, I aim to explore the structure of the exercise in the second part of the Parmenides. In
analyzing the transitional section, I claim that in addition to diairesis, there is another method of
division, namely, cross-division, which Porphyry terms chiasmus. On this basis, I explain how Plato
uses chiasmus to divide the exercise into eight hypotheses, in which the subjects of the paired
hypotheses (I-VI, [I-V, I1I-VII, and IV-VIII) are the same and those of the nonpaired hypotheses differ.
In closing, I reconstruct the universal scheme of the exercise on the basis of Plato’s use of chiasmus.

Introduction

This paper aims to articulate the structure of the dialectic exercise presented in the
second part of the Parmenides. In this regard, two questions are discussed. First, how many

hypotheses are included in the exercise? Most scholars have maintained the existence of eight

! The present article is published within the research project ‘Research on Division and Methods of
Division in Ancient Greek Philosophy’, supported by the National Social Science Foundation of China,
General Program [Grant Number: 21BZX088]. I presented the draft at Christoph Horn’s colloquium
when [ was a visiting scholar at the University of Bonn in 2019. Many thanks to Christoph Horn and
Walter Denis for their valuable advice on the early draft. I presented the revised paper at the Symposium
Platonicum XII on Plato’s Parmenides, held in Paris in 2019. Many thanks to the organizers and
participants of the symposium. [ would like to thank Luc Brisson, Noburu Notomi, Verity Harte, and
William Altman for their helpful questions and comments. Special thanks are given to George
Rudebusch for reading early and final drafts and discussing many details with me. I would also like to
thank the anonymous reviewer for helpful comments and constructive suggestions that improved the

paper.
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hypotheses in this context?, while others have argued for nine.> Second, how do these

2 Cherniss, H. F. (1932), “Parmenides and the Parmenides of Plato”, American Journal of Philology 53
(2): 126; Walker, M. G. (1938), “The One and Many in Plato’s Parmenides”, The Philosophical Review
47 (5): 494; Cornford, F. M. (1939), Plato and Parmenides, Parmenides’ Way of Truth and Plato's
Parmenides, London: Kegan Paul: 107; Chen Chung-hwan (1944a), “On the Parmenides of Plato”,
Classical Quarterly 38 (3/4): 105, 105-113; (1944b, Repr. 2013), Plato s Parmenides, Beijing: Shangwu
Press: 118-9n157; Sayre, K. M. (1978), “Plato’s Parmenides: Why the Eight Hypotheses Are Not
Contradictory”, Phronesis 23: 135, 140; (1983, Repr. 2005), Platos Late Ontology: A Riddle Resolved.
Princeton: Princeton University Press: 40-4; (1996), Parmenides’ Lesson: Translation and Explication
of Plato’s Parmenides, Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press: 108-9; Moravcsik, J. M. (1982),
“Forms and dialectic in the second half of the Parmenides”, In Schofield, M., Nussbaum, M. C. (eds.),
Language and Logos: Studies in ancient Greek philosophy presented to G. E. L. Owen, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press: 135-6; (1992), “Chapter 4: The Parmenides: Forms and Participation
Reconsidered”, In Plato and Platonism: Plato’s Conception of Appearance and Reality in Ontology,
Epistemology, and Ethics, and its Modern Echoes, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Blackwell Publishers:
142-3, 162; Miller, M. (1986), Plato’s Parmenides: The Conversion of the Soul, Princeton: Princeton
University Press: 74; (1995), “Unwritten Teachings in the Parmenides”, The Review of Metaphysics 48
(3): 601, 604-6; Halper, E. (1990), “A Note on the Unity of the Parmenides”, Hermes 118: 36, 38;
Meinwald, C. C. (1991), Plato’s Parmenides, New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press: 36-9, 117-
130; (2014), “How does Plato’s Exercise Work?” Dialogue 53: 470; Halfwassen, J. (1992, Repr. 2006),
Der Aufstieg zum Einen. Untersuchungen zu Platon und Plotin, Stuttgart: B. G. Teubner: 298-300;
Horn, C. (1995), “Der Platonische Parmenides und die Moglichkeit seiner prinzipientheoretischen
Interpretation”, Antike und Abendland 41: 97; Kutschera, Franz von (1995), Platons Parmenides,
Berlin, New York: De Gruyter: 46, 50-1; Peterson, S. (1996), “Plato’s Parmenides: A Principle of
Interpretation and Seven Arguments”, Journal of the History of Philosophy 34 (2): 168; (2003), “New
Rounds of the Exercise of Plato’s Parmenides”, The Modern Schoolman 80 (3): 249; (2019), “Plato’s
Parmenides: A Reconsideration of Forms”, In Fine, G. (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Plato (Second
Edition), Oxford: Oxford University Press: 249; Rickless, S. C. (1998), “How Parmenides Saved the
Theory of Forms”, The Philosophical Review 107: 540; (2007), Plato s Forms in Transition: A Reading
of the Parmenides, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 109-111; (2020), “Plato’s Parmenides”,
In Standford Encyclopedia of Philosophy: 16-19; Turnbull, R. G. (1998), The Parmenides and Plato’s
Late Philosophy. Translation of and Commentary on the Parmenides with Interpretative Chapters on
the Timaeus, the Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the Philebus, Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of
Toronto Press: 47-9; Coxon, A. H. (1999), The Philosophy of Forms. An Analytical and Historical
Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides with a new English translation, Assen: Van Gorcum: 115-127;
Brisson, L. (2002), “‘Is the World One?’ A New Interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides”, Oxford Studies
in Ancient Philosophy 22: 15-16; Scolnicov, S. (2003), Plato’s Parmenides, Berkeley, Los Angeles:
University of California Press: 25-9; Tabak, M. (2015), Plato s Parmenides Reconsidered, New York:
Palgrave Macmillan: 59-60; Fronterotta, F. (2019), “L’ipotesi di Parmenide in Parm. 137bl-4:
cosmologia, enologia o ontologia?”’ Etudes platoniciennes 15: 8. Remarkably, Proclus enumerates either
eight (1008.9-13, 1008.13-29, 1009.16-1010.2, 1010.2-14, 1010.23-1011.8, 1011.9-23, 1012.17-28,
1012.28-1013.11) or twenty-four hypotheses (622.24-623.12, 623.12-15, 624.9-16, 1000.26-1002.3,
1002.4-25,1004.10-1006.13, 1016.4-1017.25). I explore this point elsewhere. I cite Proclus’s text using
Steel’s edition (2007-2009), Procli In Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria I-III, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

3 Proclus 1039.5-1040.17; Allen, R. E. (1997), Plato’s Parmenides, New Haven, London: Yale
University Press: 212-3, 213-4, n. 43, 216; Steel, C. (2003), “Beyond the Principle of Contradiction?
Proclus’ Parmenides and the Origin of Negative Theology”, In Pickavé, M. (ed.) Die Logik des
Transzendentalen. Festschrift fiir Jan A. Aertsen zum 65. Geburtstag, Berlin, New York: De Gruyter:
587; Polansky, R. and Cimakasky, J. (2013), “Counting the Hypotheses in Plato’s Parmenides”, Apeiron
46 (3): 231-2. Gill views the passage 155e4-157b5 as an appendix to the first two hypotheses, thereby
identifying this passage as the third hypothesis and counting a total of nine hypotheses; see Gill, M. L.
(2012), Philosophos: Plato’s Missing Dialogue, New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press: 48-50,
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hypotheses differ from one another? Some scholars have suggested that they differ in subject?,
whereas others have claimed that they differ in the manner of predication.’

To engage with these questions and illuminate Plato’s thinking, I delve into the
transitional section of the Parmenides (136a4-c5). 1 agree with Meinwald that this contains
crucial methodological remarks that play a key role in structuring the exercise. In analyzing
this section, I begin by noting that in addition to diairesis (Swaipeoig), another method of
division is used, namely, cross-division, which Porphyry terms chiasmus (ywaotn). In answer
to the first question, I pursue an alternate proposal that Plato uses chiasmus to divide the
exercise into eight hypotheses (Section 1). In answer to the second question, I disagree with
Meinwald, who proposed that the eight hypotheses differ in terms of predication (Section 2).
In her view, the qualification pair pros heauto—pros ta alla qualifies the predicates differently,
resulting in two kinds of predication. I argue that the qualification pair should be articulated
comprehensively and precisely as pros to hen—pros ta alla, which qualifies the subject instead
of the predicate, thus constituting four subjects of eight hypotheses (Section 3). On this basis,
I conclude that the eight hypotheses differ in that the subjects of the paired hypotheses (I-VI,
[I-V, III-VII, and IV-VIII) are the same, and those of the nonpaired hypotheses differ (Section
4). In the Appendix, I reconstruct the universal scheme of the exercise on the basis of Plato’s
use of chiasmus (Section 5). Chiasmus, as the universal scheme of the exercise, can be applied

not only to the opposite Forms One—Many but also universally to those such as Similarity—

55-6; (2014), “Design of the Exercise in Plato’s Parmenides”, Dialogue 53: 499-502, 516. In an
unpublished transcript of “Plato: Parmenides [Z]”, Heidegger enumerates nine hypotheses and refers to
the passage 155e4-157b5 as an appendix by stating that “Vorblick auf den Gang der Untersuchung: 9
Ginge: fiir die positive und die negative Hypothesis je zweimal These und Antithese; das sind 8 Génge.
Der 3. Gang scheint nicht recht underzubringen, er gilt als ein ‘Anhang’ (155e4-157b5). Aber dieser
angebliche Anhang ist das Kernstiick des ganzen Dialoges (schon an der gehobenen Sprache
kenntlich!), der hochste Punkt, zu dem Plato positiv gelangt ist; hier gibt er die Bestimmung des Seins
als petapoln.” See Heidegger, M. (1930-31), “Plato: Parmenides [Z]”, Marcuse H. Unpublished
Transcript, Frankfurt am Main: Universitétsbibliothek Johann-Christian-Senckenberg Archivzentrum,
Nr. 3,19 (0020.01): 8. Inspired by Heidegger, Gonzalez suggests that the third, 16 tpitov, plays a special
role in the construction of the exercise by encompassing all the opposed hypotheses, i.e., I-1I, III-IV, V-
VI, VII-VIIIL. By giving the third the special constructive function, Gonzalez still recognizes eight
hypotheses, i.e., eight deductions in his words; see Gonzalez, F. J. (2022), “‘Let us say the third’: The
meaning of 10 tpitov in the Deductions of Plato's Parmenides”, in L. Brisson, A. Macéet and O. Renaut
(eds.) Platos Parmenides: Selected Papers of the Twelfth Symposium Platonicum, Baden-Baden:
Academia: 379-392.

4 Proclus 1039.18-1040.17; Dodds, E. R. (1928), “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the
Neoplatonic One”, Classical Quarterly 22: 136-7; Cornford 1939: 107, 112-3; Halfwassen 1992: 300-
1; Kutschera 1995: 51.

> Meinwald 1991: 78-9, 2014: 466-8; Peterson 1996: 171-2; Coxon 1999: 116-7. In addition, Gill offers
an interpretation by maintaining that the hypotheses differ in terms of the perspective, from which the
same subject, ‘the One’, is investigated; see Gill 2012: 50-1, 65-6; 2014: 503.
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Dissimilarity, Motion—Rest, Generation—Destruction, and Being—Nonbeing. Thus, [ ultimately
show how the chiasmus, as the foundational schematic, structures the exercise of One—Many
in the Parmenides; this approach also promises to illuminate the exercise of Being—Nonbeing

in the Sophist.

1. Plato s Division of the Exercise: An Application of Chiasmus

After encountering many difficulties concerning the theory of Forms, in the transitional
section of the Parmenides, Plato’s character Parmenides notes that to understand Forms,
gymnastic training (dialectic exercise) is required. The exercise consists of multiple
hypotheses, deriving apparently contradictory consequences from two contradictory

antecedents. Plato’s character Parmenides explains the design of the exercise as follows:

(1) Olov, &¢n, &i Povdet, mepi TavTng Tfig VmoBéceme fiv ZRvav Hmédeto, ei moAAA EoTL, Ti PN
ovpPaivery Kol ovtoig T0ig TOALOTG TPOG aNTA Kol TPOG TO &V Kol T@ €Vi TPOG T€ ATO Kol TPOG T
TOAG: Kol oD &l P £6TL TOAAG, TAM oKomETv Ti GupPRoEToL Kol TG EVi Ko TOTG TOALOIG KOd PO
adTo kol TPOS A (2) Kai addig o o vodii el Eotiv OpodtNg i &l pf oy, Ti 89" Exatépog
T VmoBécemg cupPnoetat kol avToic Tolg VIToTEDEIGY KOl TOIC dAAOLG Kol TTPOC AT Kol TPOG
GAnia. (3) kol mepi dvopoiov 6 avTOG AOYOG Kol TEPL KIVIIGEMG Kol TEPL GTACEMG Kol TEPL
yevéoeng kai pOopdc Kol mepi adTod Tod etvor koi oD un eivar (4) kai vi Aoy, Tepi dTov Gv del
V71007 d¢ 6vTog Kal g 00K Gvtog Kol 0TobV dALo Tdbog mdoyovTog, Oel okomelv Td cuppaivovia
TPOC aNTO Kol TPog Ev Ekactov T®V GAA®V, OTL GV TPOoEAT, Kol TpOg TAElm Kol TPOG GUUTOVTO
OGoNTOG Koi TAAAA o TPOC aTd Te Koi TPOS HANO 8TL dv Tpooipd| Gel, ddvte MG dv Vmobf O
V1eTibec0, dvie OG pn OV, el HEAEIS TEAEMG YOUVOOAUEVOS KUPImG S1oyeahat 1O aANOEg. (Parm.
136a4-c5)°

(1) “Well,” Parmenides said, “if you will take the hypothesis that Zeno hypothesizes as an
example, if Many are, what must follow for the Many themselves in relation to themselves and in
relation to the One and for the One in relation to itself and in relation to the Many. Conversely, if

¢ I use the Greek text of the Parmenides edited by Burnet, I. (1901, Oxford: Oxford University Press)
and refer to the English translation by Gill, M. L. and Ryan, P. (1997, In Cooper, J. M. [ed.] Plato
Complete Works, Indianapolis, Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company: 359-397) and the German
translation by Schleiermacher, F. and Kurz, D. (2011, Darmstadt: WBG). Unless otherwise noted, all
translations are my own. In the previous passage (135d8-e4), Parmenides emphasizes that in the
exercise one should not investigate the visible things, but should inquire about those things that one
would most grasp by reason and take to be Forms ([...] AL& mepi Exeiva & poiotd tig v Adyw Adfot
Kai €181 av Nynootto gival, 135e2-4). On this account, most scholars agree that the subject of inquiry is
a Platonic Form; see Sayre (1996: 99, 103, 119-120), Allen (1997: 210-1), Peterson (2003: 250-1, 2019:
247), Rickless (2007: 99, 2020: 16), Gill (2014: 496n1, 502). Meinwald uses the capitalization ‘the
One’ to refer to the Form of the One. While the above scholars take a logical-metaphysical approach to
interpreting the One and the Many, Brission (2002: 5-7, 13-14) and Fronterotta (2019: 3-5) take a
cosmological approach, seeing the One as the whole world or cosmos and the Many as the sensible
particulars. Due to space limitations, I will not enter this debate here. I take the logical-metaphysical
approach and subscribe to the widely accepted view that the One and the Many are Platonic Forms.
Thus, I use capitalization to refer to the Form, e.g., One, Many, Similarity, etc., both in my translations
and throughout the paper.
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Many are not, you must inquire what will follow for the One and for the Many both in relation to
[itself/Jthemselves and in relation to each other. (2) And again, if you hypothesize, if Similarity is
or if it is not, what will follow from each hypothesis for the things hypothesized themselves and
for the Others both in relation to [itself/[themselves and in relation to each other. (3) And the same
scheme is applied to Dissimilarity, to Motion, to Rest, to Generation and Destruction, and to Being
itself and Nonbeing. (4) And in one word, in the case of whatever you hypothesize as Being or as
Nonbeing or something that has another property, you must inquire about the consequences in
relation to itself and in relation to each one of the others, whatever you select, and it is likewise
with several [of the Forms] and all [of the Forms]. And again, [you must inquire about] the Others
in relation to themselves and in relation to another whatever you always select, whether you
hypothesize that what you hypothesize is or is not. When you are completely trained, you will
authoritatively see the truth.”

This passage, which Meinwald calls ‘methodological remarks’, shows that Plato
designs the exercise to feature four steps. (1) Plato invokes the Form of the Many as a
paradigm and (2) takes the Form of Similarity as another example. (3) Plato generalizes the
thesis by noting that the scheme that is applied to Many and Similarity is also applicable to
Dissimilarity, Motion, Rest, Generation, Destruction, Being, and Nonbeing. (4) Plato
ultimately establishes the universal scheme of the exercise, which can be used to hypothesize
that each of the disjunctive Forms, namely, a Form and its Opposite, such as Similarity—
Dissimilarity, Motion—Rest, Generation—Destruction, and Being—Nonbeing, is and is not
(136b1-6). Since the scheme is used to hypothesize that the Many are and are not, it is equally
applicable to hypothesizing that the opposite of the Many—the One—is and is not. Thus, the
exercise of the One can be reconstructed as follows. If the One is, what follows for the One
in relation to itself and to the Others, and what follows for the Others in relation to the One
and to themselves? If the One is not, what follows for the One in relation to itself and to the
Others, and what follows for the Others in relation to the One and to themselves?

As Meinwald aptly notes, the methodological remarks quoted above play a key role in
structuring the exercise in the second part of the Parmenides.” Meinwald and other scholars
have observed that these methodological remarks contain three pairs of opposites, which can
be reconstructed as follows.® In the exercise of the One, (1) positive and negative antecedents
are opposed to each other (if the One is—if the One is not). (2) Regarding the subject of the
inquiry, the One and the Others are opposed to each other (10 &v—td dAha). (3) Regarding the

subject’s relations, e.g., the relations of the One to itself and to the Others, these relations are

7 Meinwald 1991: 38-9, 48, 132; (1992), “Good-bye to the Third Man”, In Kraut, R. (ed.) The
Cambridge Companion to Plato, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 369; 2014: 469-470. See
also Sayre 1978: 136, 141; 1983: 37-41; 1996: 103-9.

8 Meinwald: 1991: 38, 48; Sayre 1983: 41; 1996: 119; Horn 1995: 96-7.
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opposed to each other (mpog 0010 [i.e., TpOg 1O Ev]-mpdg T dAka).” Meinwald noted that “by
the possible combinations of one member from each of these three pairs” (2014: 470), multiple
hypotheses are generated.'® In my view, the combinations cannot simply be performed in any
manner whatsoever; rather, they must comply with a general method to ensure the universality
of the scheme.!! The general method that Plato uses to construct the exercise is a special method
of division, that is, cross-division or chiasmus.

Chiasmus (ywaotn) is the technical term that Porphyry invents for designating cross-
division.'” In commenting on Aristotle’s Cat. 2, 1a20-b6, Porphyry declares that Aristotle
makes a fourfold division by means of chiasmus: “According to which method [order] did
Aristotle make the division? I say according to the chiasmus” (6 ApiototéAng KoTa moiay Ta&v
TV dwipecty £E£0£T0; Katd THV (10T Aéym, 78.35-6).!3 Porphyry reconstructs the chiasmus
in two steps. First, Porphyry sets up two pairs of opposites according to Aristotle’s dictum. He
identifies Aristotle’s formulation, ‘that which is in a substrate’ with accident (v dmoxelpéve
eivar = cvpuPePnkoc); correspondingly, ‘that which is not in a substrate’ refers to substance
(oK &v vokeéve eivon = ovoia).'* Substance and accident are opposed in such a way that
the former is not in a substrate and the latter is in a substrate. Porphyry further identifies ‘that
which is said of a subject’ with the universal (kaf' vmoxeévovr Aéyecbar = KaBOAoV);

correspondingly, ‘that which is not said of a subject’ refers to the individual (ov ka6’

® Meinwald supposes that mpog £ovto-mpog té dAla qualify the predicate, whereas Gill proposes that
the two relations qualify the subject. On this point, I follow Gill’s interpretation that the two relations
qualify the subject, thereby referring to the relations of the subject to itself and to the others; see Gill
2012: 52-3, 53, n. 20, 164, 164, n. 62; 2014: 504-5, 505, n. 19. See also Sayre 1996: 113-4; Rickless
2007: 102-3. I provide the corresponding account in due course.

10 See also Meinwald 1991: 38.

!1'Scholars have realized that a general schematic underlies these combinations. Given the presence of
two elements in each of the three pairs, the intersections among these three pairs form a 2 x 2 x 2
structure. Meinwald expresses these 2 x 2 x 2 combinations in an abstract way, and Scolnicov
improperly concretizes them into a dichotomy; see Scolnicov 2003: 28, Fig. 2; Meinwald 2014: 473;
Peterson 2019: 250.

12 See Porphyry (1887), In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 78.34-79.11, Busse, A. (ed.), Berlin:
Reimer. See also Liu, X. (2020), Sein, Logos und Verdnderung — Eine systematische Untersuchung zu
Aristoteles’ Metaphysik, Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter: 15-18, 16, n. 16, 16-17,n. 17, 17, n. 18.

13 In Porphyry’s dictum quoted above (78.35-6), diairesis refers to division in the general sense, while
chiasmus specifically refers to cross-division. These are not the same things. For the difference between
diairesis and chiasmus, see Liu, X. (2021), “On Diairesis, Parallel Division, and Chiasmus: Plato’s and
Aristotle’s Methods of Division”, Plato Journal 22: 42-5.

4 See Porphyry, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 79.12-34; Liu 2020: 79-80, n. 90. In
particular, vmokeipevov is said in two different ways. In the ontological context, i.e., ‘being in a
vmokeipevov’, vokeipevoy refers to something that underlies the accident in reality, so I translate it as
substrate. In the logical context, i.e., ‘said of a Omokeipevov’, vmoxeipevov refers to something that
underlies the predicate in the judgment, in which case I translate it as subject. See also Liu 2020: 80,
80-81, n. 91.
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vmokeuévou AéyecBar = pepcdv).'> Universal and individual are opposed in such a way that
the former is said of a subject and the latter is not said of a subject. Thus, Porphyry establishes
the two pairs of opposites by replacing Aristotle’s own formulations ‘not being in a substrate—
being in a substrate’ and ‘said of a subject-not said of a subject’ with his own terms, i.e.,
‘substance-accident’ and ‘universal-individual’ (Aéym 611 1| ovcia cupPefnkoc dvridiapodoa
Kol 10 kaBolov €mi pépovg, 79.1-2). Then, these two pairs are cross-combined, thus constituting
a 2 x 2 chiasmus. Although Porphyry does not include a diagram, his two successors,
Ammonius and Philoponus, draw a diagram in their commentaries.'® Boethius preserves a
Latin version, which is exactly the same as the original diagram drawn by Ammonius and

Philoponus.'” I present the original below in Diagram 1%*.

Diagram 1*

ovoia ocvpPepnkog

KaB6Aov LEePIKOV

To clarify this issue, I also modify the original Diagram 1* and draw an alternative

Diagram 1, as shown below.

Diagram 1

ovoia Koo oV

74

ovuPePnkoc ka0’ EkaoTov

There are no essential differences between the two diagrams; nevertheless, the two

exhibits certain differences, which warrants explanation. First, instead of using the term

15 See Porphyry, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 80.1-27; Liu 2020: 81.

16 See mapadeiyuo presented in Ammonii In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarius 25.13ff (1895, Busse,
A. [ed.], Berlin: Reimer) and Sidypoppo presented in Philoponii (olim Ammonii) In Aristotelis
Categorias Commentarium 28.25ff (1898, Busse, A. [ed.], Berlin: Reimer); see also Liu 2020: 16, n.
17.

17 See figuram preserved in Boethii In Categorias Aristotelis Libri Quatuor, In Manlii Severini Boethii
Opera Omnia, Patrologia Latina 64: 175B-C (1891, Migne, J.-P. [ed.], Paris: Garnier: 159A-294C).
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pepikdv employed by Ammonius and Philoponus, I use Aristotle’s term, the synonym ko'
€xootov, to signify the individual because kaf' €xaotov and xaBoAiov (i.e., ko' OAov) are
similar in construction to katd tivo¢ and can be regarded as a prepositional pair. Second, |
switch the positions of kaB6iov and cupfeprniog in Diagram 1* so that in Diagram 1, kaf6Aov
is located in the position of cuppefnkog and cvuPepniog in the position of kaB6Aov. My reason
for this switch is that [ use Diagram 1 (which is concerned with the classification of things) to
illuminate Diagram 2 (which is concerned with the exercise of the One). As Diagram 2 below
shows, in the exercise of the One, it is more natural to arrange the pair of prepositional
structures mpog 10 Ev—mpog T dAAa vertically up and down than to place them left and right on
the same horizontal line. The same reasoning holds for kaB6lov—«kab' Ekactov, which can be
regarded as prepositional structures analogous to Tpog t0 Ev—mpodg T GAAa. As with the position
of mpdc 10 Ev—mpdg Ta GAAa (see Diagram 2 below), I arrange xaf6Aov—«af' Ekactov vertically
up and down (see Diagram 1 above), thereby switching the positions of xaBo6iov and
ovupepnkoc. Third, as Diagram 1* shows, Ammonius and Philoponus (as well as Boethius)
draw six lines. A 2 x 2 chiasmus requires two pairs of opposites to cross each other. Two pairs
of opposites are cross-combined, thus producing six possible combinations, which are
represented by the six lines drawn in Diagram 1*. The cross-combination of two pairs of
opposites generates six possible combinations, two of which are invalid because the opposites
in each pair cannot be combined.'® Given that an accident is in a substrate and a substance is
not in a substrate, they cannot be combined. Given that the universal is said of a subject and
the individual is not said of a subject, the two cannot be connected. Ammonius and Philoponus
fully realize that two of the six combinations are invalid and thus append dcvotatov to the two
horizontal lines that ostensibly combine substance with accident and the universal with the
individual, which are marked in red in Diagram 1*. In Diagram 1, ka86Aov and coppefnkog
reverse their positions, so the dovotatov-lines would have been two vertical lines, which are
absent. To indicate that the opposites in a pair cannot be combined, I do not draw dcvctatov-
lines in the chiasmus shown in Diagram 1, nor do I include dovotatov-lines in other instances

of the chiasmus.

18 Aristotle, Gen. et Corr. B3, 330a30-b1; Liu 2020: 254-5. See also Porphyry, In Aristotelis Categorias
Commentarium 79.4-8; Ammonius, In Porphyrii Isagogen sive quinque voces 95.6-96.9 (1891, Busse,
A. [ed.], Berlin: Reimer); Ammonius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarius 25.5-26.20; Simplicius,
In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 44.1-45.32 (1907, Kalbfleich, K. [ed.], Berlin: Reimer);
Philoponus (olim Ammonius), /n Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 28.1-29.13; Olympiodorus, /n
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 43.3-44.34 (1902, Busse, A. [ed.], Berlin: Reimer); Elias (olim
David), In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium 147.30-148.18 (1900, Busse, A. [ed.], Berlin:
Reimer); Liu 2020: 17, 17, n. 18.
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As Diagram 1 shows, the two pairs, ‘substance—accident’ and “universal-individual’,
intersect each other, thereby producing four valid combinations. The four combinations
characterize four kinds of things: the universal substance, the universal accident, the individual
substance, and the individual accident.'” Porphyry explicitly points out that in Cat. 2, Aristotle
classifies things into four kinds using a 2 x 2 chiasmus; Ammonius and Philoponus take this
step further by drawing a diagram for chiasmus. Following in the footsteps of Porphyry and
the Alexanderian commentators, I propose that in the Parmenides, Plato uses the same kind of
2 x 2 chiasmus to divide the exercise of the One into eight hypotheses. The exercise of the One
includes opposite antecedents. Regarding each antecedent, Plato performs a 2 x 2 chiasmus.
The two subjects of the inquiry ‘the One—the Others’ (which appear as ‘for the One—for the

Others’) and the two subjects’ relations ‘in relation to the One—in relation to the Others’ cross

each other, thus establishing a 2 x 2 chiasmus, as illustrated in Diagram 2:

Diagram 2

70 €v

T GAACL

TPOG TO €V

Under opposite antecedents, two chiasmata emerge. They are constructed in the same
way and exhibit the same 2 x 2 structure. They differ in terms of their antecedents: one has a

positive antecedent (see Table 1), and the other a negative antecedent (see Table 2).

Table 1 (If the One is)

TPOG T GAAQL

The One The Others
In relation to the One Hypothesis I Hypothesis 111
In relation to the Others Hypothesis 11 Hypothesis IV

19 See also Liu 2020: 79-81; 2021: 43.
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Table 2 (If the One is not)

The One The Others
In relation to the One Hypothesis VI Hypothesis VII
In relation to the Others Hypothesis V Hypothesis VIII

Using the 2 x 2 chiasmus, Plato divides the exercise into eight hypotheses. Thus, the

exercise of the One comprises eight hypotheses, as described below.

If the One is, what follows
(I) for the One in relation to the One/itself (137c4-142a8);
(IT) for the One in relation to the Others (142b1-157b5);
(IIT) for the Others in relation to the One (157b6-159b1);
(IV) for the Others in relation to the Others/themselves (159b2-160b4).

If the One is not, what follows
(V) for the One in relation to the Others (160b5-163b6);
(VI) for the One in relation to the One/itself (163b7-164b4);
(VII) for the Others in relation to the One (164b5-165¢1);
(VIID) for the Others in relation to the Others/themselves (165¢2-166c¢5).

A thorough examination of whether and to what extent the development and unfolding
of the exercise corresponds to the scheme is beyond the scope of this paper?’, so it must suffice
to say that chiasmus determines the number of hypotheses and structures the exercise. Each

chiasmus in this context is a fourfold division (2 x 2).2! By performing two fourfold divisions,

20 Sayre has established a similar scheme; see Sayre 1978: 140; 1983: 44; 1996: 119. Doing so, Sayre
does not consider chiasmus but rather analyses the text in detail. Sayre’s detailed textual analysis fully
proves that the content of the exercise matches the eightfold, chiastic structure that I propose; see Sayre
1978: 136-141; 1983: 42-9.

21 A chiasmus does not have to be fourfold (2 x 2). A chiasmus emerges from two sequences of elements
(called a “tuple’ in mathematics) that cross each other. When an m-tuple and an n-tuple cross each other,
an m X n chiasmus occurs. In the Statesman (302c4-e8), Plato constructs a 3 x 2 chiasmus by cross-
combining the triple ‘one—few—many’ with the pair ‘lawful-unlawful’, thereby identifying six types of
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Plato establishes eight hypotheses (4 x 2); accordingly, the hypotheses cannot be counted as
nine but must rather be regarded as eight. Furthermore, the chiasmus structures the exercise by
establishing the subjects of the hypotheses. To draw this conclusion, I make a clear distinction
between the subject of the hypothesis and the subject of the inquiry. By ‘the subject of the
inquiry’, I refer to the subject matter of the inquiry comprising the eight hypotheses, that is, the
One and the Others. By ‘the subject of the hypothesis’, I refer to the grammatical subject
identified in the deduction and consequence of each hypothesis, which takes the form of a
question and answer in each hypothesis. If the One is, e.g., the deduction of Hypothesis I is
formulated as the question ‘what follows for the One in relation to itself?’ The consequence of
Hypothesis I is expressed as the answer ‘the One in relation to itself is neither H nor con-H
(abbreviation of the contrary of H) for many values of H’. Thus, the subject of Hypothesis I is
the One in relation to itself. In general, the subject of the hypothesis as a whole is composed of
a subject of the inquiry (namely, the One or the Others) and its relation to itself or to its opposite
(namely, its relation to the One or to the Others). On this account, a 2 x 2 chiasmus constitutes
the subjects of the hypotheses by cross-combining the two subjects of the inquiry ‘the One—the
Others’ with those two subjects’ relations, i.e., ‘in relation to the One—in relation to the Others’.
Using the 2 x 2 chiasmus, the four subjects of the hypotheses are established: the One in relation
to itself, the One in relation to the Others, the Others in relation to the One, and the Others in
relation to themselves. These four subjects are distributed under opposite antecedents; thus,
eight hypotheses are generated. In this manner, Hypotheses I and VI share the subject ‘the One
in relation to itself’, Hypotheses II and V share the subject ‘the One in relation to the Others’,
Hypotheses III and VII share the subject ‘the Others in relation to the One’, and Hypotheses
IV and VIII share the subject ‘the Others in relation to themselves’. According to the 2 x 2
chiasmus, therefore, the subjects in each of the paired hypotheses (I-VI, II-V, ITI-VII, and IV-
VIII) are the same. Notably, some scholars, in their reconstructions of the structure of the
exercise, have applied ‘in relation to the One—in relation to the Others’ to each of the
hypotheses (as Rickless, Polansky, and Cimakasky have done) or applied them to the third
hypothesis (as Gill has done). As said, ‘in relation to the One—in relation to the Others’ are
cross-combined with ‘the One—the Others’ to establish four subjects for the eight hypotheses;
thus, it is impossible for the two relations to be applied to each of the eight hypotheses.

constitutions; see Liu 2021: 28-31. In History of Animals (487b34-488a2), similarly, Aristotle
establishes a 3 x 2 chiasmus by cross-combining the triple ‘walking—flying—swimming’ with the pair
‘gregarious—solitary’, thus classifying animals into six classes; see Liu 2021: 41-2. Many thanks to
George Rudebusch for suggesting the use of the mathematical terms m-tuple and n-tuple in this context,
which express the meaning of the m x n chiasmus more precisely.
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Chiasmus provides strong evidence to prove that in Plato’s design of the exercise, each of the
eight hypotheses examines the consequences of the One or those of the Others—either in relation
to the One or in relation to the Others and that none of the hypotheses examines the
consequences of the One or those of the Others—both in relation to the One and in relation to
the Others.*?

That the 2 x 2 chiasmus establishes four subjects of eight hypotheses is evident not only
in the methodological remarks but also in the intermediate and final summaries. In these two
summaries, the four subjects of the hypotheses are the grammatical subject of the consequence,
formulated as ‘the subject of the hypothesis is negated or affirmed for many values of H’, while
in the methodological remarks, they appear to be the grammatical subject of the deduction,
expressed as ‘what follows for the subject of the hypothesis’. Echoing the methodological
remarks that elucidate the eight deductions, the final summary summarizes the eight
consequences as follows:

[...], Bv &it' oty gite pn Eotiv, adTod Te Kai TdALA Kol TPOC adTdL Kol TPOG GAANAC TévToL TAVTOC E0Ti
T€ Kol 00K 0Tt Kol goaiveral te Kai o0 gaivetat. (Parm. 166¢3-5)

[...], whether [the] One is or is not, it and the Others in relation to [itself/Jthemselves and to each other
are all things in all ways and are not as well as appear and appear not.

In the final summary, the four subjects of the hypotheses are distributed under opposite
antecedents, appearing as the grammatical subjects of the eight consequences. Since the
subjects in each of the paired hypotheses are the same (I-VI, II-V, III-VII, and IV-VIII), the
final summary can be reconstructed as follows. (a) Whether the One is or is not, the One in
relation to itself (Hypotheses I-VI) and the Others in relation to themselves (Hypothesis IV)
are nothing in the sense that they are neither H nor con-H (ovx &ott). (b) Whether the One is
or is not, the One in relation to the Others (Hypotheses II-V) and the Others in relation to the
One (Hypothesis III) are all things in all ways in the sense that they are both H and con-H
(mévta mavtog €oti). (c) If the One is not, the Others in relation to the One (Hypothesis VII)
appear to be both H and con-H (¢@aivetar). (d) If the One is not, the Others in relation to
themselves (Hypothesis VIII) appear to be neither H nor con-H (o0 @aivertar).

The intermediate summary explicates the first four consequences, which are derived

22 Rickless 2007: 109-110; Polansky and Cimakasky 2013: 242; Gill 2014: 515. Rickless constructs an
eightfold structure by answering “three separate and independent questions” (2007: 110). The eightfold
structure that Rickless constructs seems to be similar to the chiastic structure that I propose. However,
there is an essential difference between these two structures; that is, Rickless applies “in relation to the
One—in relation to the Others’ to each of the eight hypotheses. See also Rickless 2020: 16-18.
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from the positive antecedent, as follows:

Obto & &v &l oy, Tévto T £0T1 TO &V Kai 00E &v £0Tt Kail TPOG £anTd Kol TPdG ThALM, Kai TaAAa
woovtc. (Parm. 160b2-3)

Thus, if [the] One is, the One is all things and not one in relation to itself and to the Others, and the
Others likewise.

Consistent with the final summary, the intermediate summary should appear as follows:
if the One is, the One in relation to itself (Hypothesis I) and the Others in relation to themselves
(Hypothesis IV) are nothing in the sense that they are neither H nor con-H, while the One in
relation to the Others (Hypothesis II) and the Others in relation to the One (Hypothesis I1I) are
all things in all ways in the sense that they are both H and con-H. On this basis, what Plato
literally demonstrates in the intermediate summary can be reconstructed as follows: Since it is
nothing, the One in relation to itself is not one, as Hypothesis [ shows (10 &v [...] ovd¢ &v éomt
[...] mpdg £avtod); since it is all, the One in relation to the Others is all things, as Hypothesis 11
shows (mévta té €011 10 &V [...] mpdg TaAAe). The same reasoning holds for the Others (tdAAa
woovtwc): the Others in relation to the One are all things, as Hypothesis Il shows; the Others
in relation to themselves are nothing, as Hypothesis IV shows. As Meinwald properly notes,
we should accept Heindorf’s emendation.?? The 2 x 2 chiasmus requires two pairs of opposites;
thus, the two relations mpog 10 £v—mtpoOg T dALa alone are insufficient, and the two subjects 10
&v—1a Ao must be present. In Burnet’s edition, however, ta dAAa, as one of the two subjects,
is absent. To complete the two subjects, TaALo must be added.

To summarize this section, Plato divides the exercise into eight hypotheses using
chiasmus, which establishes the four subjects of the hypotheses by cross-combining the two
subjects with the two relations (2 x 2). The four subjects of the hypotheses are distributed under
opposite antecedents to generate eight hypotheses (4 x 2), as observed in the methodological
remarks (136a4-c5) and intermediate (160b2-3) and final summaries (166c3-5). Meinwald
appropriately notes that these three passages echo one another and indicate the structure of the
exercise?*; she also properly maintains that the two relations play a crucial role in structuring
the exercise.”> However, she does not realize that the two relations contribute to the
establishment of the subjects of the hypotheses and instead improperly identifies them with

two kinds of predication.

23 Meinwald 1991: 48-9, 142-4, 178n4.
24 Meinwald 1991: 47-9, 2014: 470-1; see also Miller 1986: 74; Allen 1997: 215.
2 Meinwald 1991: 47-9, 152; 2014: 471-3.
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2. Pros heauto—Pros ta alla: Qualification of the Predicate

Regarding my proposal that Plato uses chiasmus to generate eight hypotheses, it is
reasonable to consider how these hypotheses differ from one another. Meinwald proposes that
they differ in terms of predication and that the qualification pair pros heauto—pros ta alla
qualifies the predicate differently, thereby referring to two kinds of predication. Meinwald
regards the former as ‘tree predication’ and the latter as ‘ordinary predication’.?® Ordinary
predication highlights the feature of the subject so that an individual as the subject is predicated
by the feature that the individual has, e.g., ‘Aristides is just’. Tree predication reveals the
internal nature of the subject in such a way that a species as the subject is predicated by the
genus to which the species belongs, e.g., ‘Justice is a virtue’. Although scholars have criticized
Meinwald, few have gone deep into her main arguments. I delve into the main arguments to
explore how she improperly constructs pros heauto—pros ta alla as entailing two kinds of

predication.

2.1. Pros heauto Predication

To identify pros heauto as tree predication, Meinwald gives attention to the argument
concerning Difference and Identity in Hypothesis I (139b4-e6). From this argument, Plato
draws four negative consequences step by step: The One is not different from itself (139b5-7),
the One is not identical to another (139b7-c3), the One is not different from another (139¢3-
dl), and the One is not identical to itself (139d1-e6). Meinwald focuses on the third
consequence.

"Etepov 84 ye £Tépov oV EoTa, Emg av 1) Ev° 0V Y& EVI TPOGTIKEL ETEPEM TIVOG glva, GALL OV ETEP®

€TEPOV, GAAD O 0VdeVL. [...] T® pev Gpa &v etvan 0Ok Eotan Etepov: [...]. AAAG unv €l un 100T®, 0vY,
Sotd Eotau, i 62 un avTd, 008 avTd aTd 8¢ Pndapfi Ov Etepov 00devog Eoton Etepov. (139¢3-d1)?’

[The One] will not be different from another, so long as it is one. For, to be different from something
does not belong to one but [belongs] only to different-from-another and to nothing else. Thus, [the One]
will not be different by being one. If [the One] is not [different] by being one, it will not be [different]
by itself; if it is not [different] by itself, [the One] itself is not [different]. If [the One] itself is in no way
different, it will be different from nothing.

According to Plato, the One cannot be different from another because to be different

from another does not belong to one thing or anything else but rather belongs only to different-

% Meinwald 1991: 47, 70-5, 78-9; 1992: 378-381; 2014: 466-9.
71 translate this passage by reference to the translations of Gill and Ryan as well as Cornford and make
some modifications.
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from-another. In my view, Gill and Ryan have translated £€tepov étépov appropriately as
‘different-from-another’, which refers to one of the five greatest Kinds, namely, &tepov. In the
Parmenides (146d1-2, 164c1-2), Plato identifies &tepov as &tepov £t€pov; he also elucidates
the mpog Tt structure that is inherent in &repov. In the description of €tepov proposed by Plato
in the Sophist (255d1), 10 6¢ ' Etepov del Tpog Etepov, the first Erepov refers to one, while the
second refers to another that remains alongside and is opposed to the one. "Etepov always
includes two elements, one and another, which are related to each other. Thus, &tepov signifies
the relation of one to another, which is formulated as &tepov mpog €tepov in the Sophist and
equivalently expressed as €tepov €tépov in the Parmenides. Thus, the expression &tepov £T€pov
is used to designate &tepov, namely, Difference. On this basis, I reconstruct the argument as
follows. According to the principle of participation (P), the One is different from another not
by participating in any other Form (GAAw d¢ ovdevi) but merely by participating in Difference
(nove £tépw £tépov). Therefore, the One cannot be different by being one (a), that is, by itself
(b). Recall the antecedent of Hypothesis I: if One One (&1 €v &v, 142¢3), that is, if there is only
the One, it cannot participate in any other Form, e.g., Difference. The One cannot be different
by participating in Difference (according to the antecedent of Hypothesis I), nor can the One
be different by being one (inconsistent with the principle of participation); thus, it cannot be

different in any way (c).

(P) The One is different only by participating in Difference.
(a) The One cannot be different by being one (T@ pév épo. &v ivar ovk Eotan ETepov).
(b) The One cannot be different by itself (AALG punv €1 pn 00T, 0V EavTd EoTOn).

(c) The One cannot be different (1 6& ur o0T@®, 0VOE AVTO).

Despite interpreting (a) and (b) properly, Meinwald ignores the principle of
participation (P), on which the whole argument is based. Moreover, Meinwald improperly adds
TPOG £avTO to 000 avTd (1991: 66). Namely, if pog €avtod could be added to 006e avTod, the
result would be ‘the One is not different in relation to itself’; in other words, ‘the One is not
different from itself’, which is the first consequence of the argument concerning Difference
and Identity in Hypothesis 1. The present topic, meanwhile, is the third consequence of the
same argument, that is, ‘the One is not different from another’. Meinwald constructs the pros
heauto predication by adding mpog €ovto to 00de avTd. Since the addition of mTpog £avtod to
000¢ avTo is improper, the construction of the pros heauto predication is also invalid.

Meinwald uses the pros heauto predication to interpret Hypothesis I. However, her
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interpretation is problematic. In her view, the pros heauto predication, as a tree predication,
explicates the nature of the subject in such a way that a species as the subject is predicated by
the appropriate genus. In Hypothesis I, the tree predication appears in the negative form, such
that no genera are predicated of the One. According to Meinwald, the negative formulation of
the tree predication reflects the metaphysical fact that the One cannot be subordinate to any of
the genera because the One is the principle of the genera and thus transcends all of them.?®
Viewing the One as the principle, Meinwald first puts the One that transcends all of the genera
into the species-genus tree and then denies that the One belongs to the tree. Plato would
acknowledge the One to be the principle; nevertheless, he would not locate the One in the
species-genus tree because it, as the principle, does not belong to but rather remains beyond
the tree and cannot be allocated to the species-genus tree initially or be explained by tree
predication.

In applying the pros heauto predication in Hypothesis I, Meinwald has particular
difficulty explaining the phrase ‘the One is not one pros heauto’. The nature of the subject is
supposed to be revealed by the pros heauto predication, according to which the nature of the
One is not one. This conclusion is absurd. Peterson defends Meinwald’s interpretation by
explaining that ‘the One is not one pros heauto’ in the sense that “it is not the case that the One
is by definition one” (1996: 190); put briefly, the One is not one by definition.?’ This claim is
true, but it is not what Plato meant. Indeed, the Sophist is not Sophist by definition, and the
Statesman is not Statesman by definition since Plato does not use self-predication to produce a
definition. Rather, Plato defines the Sophist or Statesman by dividing a certain genus, expertise
or knowledge, into multiple differentiae, so the Sophist or Statesman is ultimately defined as a
combination of a genus with multiple differentiae. It is true that self-predication does not serve
as a mode of definition; in the Parmenides, however, Plato is not concerned with definition.
Peterson defends Meinwald’s interpretation by eliciting a definition, which Plato does not
consider here; Meinwald interprets ‘the One is not one’ by adding pros heauto, which does not
exist in Plato’s text (10 &v obte &v éotiv [ote €otv], 141e12). Meinwald’s interpretation and
Peterson’s defensive argument do not have any textual evidence, nor do they align with Plato’s
original meaning.

Fundamentally, Meinwald’s predicative interpretation of pros heauto is especially

2 Meinwald 1991: 131-142; 2014: 483-5.

% See also Peterson 1996: 188.

30 Meinwald has responded to the question of how ‘the One is not one pros heauto’ should be
understood; see 2014: 483-4. Her response does not seem as strong as Peterson’s defensive argument,
and so I do not mention it.
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inappropriate for interpreting Hypothesis I, according to which the One is negated by multiple
pairs of predicates, such as whole—part, static-moved, and identical-different. Plato not only
negates multiple pairs of predicates but also completely rejects the possibility of predication,
as seen in the radical consequence that ‘the One is not one’. This radical consequence can be
derived directly from the antecedent of Hypothesis I; that is, there is nothing other than the
One, so it cannot participate in any other Form. In the corresponding logical sense, the One
cannot be attached to any predicate even though the predicate is one itself, for the single,
indivisible One cannot be split into subject and predicate. Given that Plato completely rejects
the possibility of predication by deconstructing the structure of predication, how could one

interpret Hypothesis I in terms of predication?

2.2. Pros ta alla Predication

In the passage selected from Hypothesis V, Meinwald distinguishes between two uses
of pros ti (1991: 57-63). Based on the second use of pros ti (2), she constructs the pros ta alla
predication.

(2) OdkodVv €imep @ Evi avopold €otl, dijAov OTL dvopoi® td ye dvopoto avopowa av €. Afjhov.
Ein on 6v kol m® €vi avopototng, Tpog ijv ta GAAa dvopola ovtd €otwv. (161b1-4)

If they are unlike the One, obviously, the unlike things would be unlike by Unlike[ness]. Obviously.
Thus, if the One would have Unlikeness, in relation to which the Others are unlike it.

As Meinwald notes, Plato uses the dative to designate participation in the Form (2014:
476). In the Phaedo, Plato uses the dative 1® kaA® to reference participation in the Beautiful,
accordingly, all beautiful things are beautiful by participating in the Beautiful (1® kaA®d mavia
0 KoAd koAd, Phaed. 100d7-8). Similarly, unlike things are unlike by participating in
Unlike[ness] (dvopoim td ye dvopola avopota v €in, Parm. 161b1-2), with dvopoim referring
to participation in Unlikeness. To designate participation in the Form F-ness, Plato uses not
only the dative of a term (which signifies F-ness) but also pros with the accusative of a term
(which signifies F-ness). Pros with the accusative tpog 1jv, that is, Tpdg dvoporotnta, is used
in the same sense as the dative dvopoim, so mpo¢ dvopoldtnta refers to participation in
Unlikeness. On this account, (2) can be formulated as follows: Unlike things are unlike by
participating in Unlikeness (dvopoim), so the Others are unlike the One by participating in
Unlikeness (mpog avopoidtnta). The same reasoning holds for the argument concerning
Inequality. In Plato’s dictum, “Aren’t the unequal things unequal by the Unequal? How [are

they] not? Thus, the One participates in Inequality, in relation to which the Others are unequal
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to it?” (1t 8¢ dvica 00 T@® avie® dvica; [1dg o' 00; Kai dvicotntog o1 petéyet 1o €v, Tpog ijv
1A aTd oty &vica; 161c8-d1), pros with the accusative, Tpdg dvicdTa, is equivalent to
the dative t@® dvice and refers to participation in Inequality. Thus, the argument can be
reconstructed: Unequal things are unequal by participating in the Unequal (1@ dvicw), so the
Others are unequal to the One by participating in Inequality (mpog dvicotTTQ).

In my view, Meinwald is correct in noting that tpog dvopoldtnta and Tpog AvicOHTTA
are used to designate participation in Unlikeness and Inequality, respectively (1991: 56-63).
She also properly notes that pros ti in this case is associated with predication because it refers
to participation. According to the theory of Forms, participation points to the metaphysical fact
that an individual participates in the Form; e.g., Socrates participates in Justice. The
metaphysical fact-the participation of Socrates in Justice—can be articulated through the
statement ‘Socrates is just’. Thus, the theory of Forms highlights the correspondence of the
statement ‘Socrates is just’ to the metaphysical fact that Socrates participates in Justice. Based
on the correspondence of predication to participation, pros fi is associated with predication
insomuch that it refers to participation. Thus, pros ti, that is, A pros F-ness, refers to the
participation of A in F-ness, which is represented by the statement ‘A is F’. Applying this
scheme to the arguments concerning Unlikeness and Inequality, one can arrive at the same
conclusion as Meinwald, namely, that pros ti is associated with participation and predication.
The Others pros Unlikeness and pros Inequality refer to the participation of the Others in
Unlikeness and Inequality, respectively, which are articulated by the statements ‘the Others are
unlike [the One]’ and ‘the Others are unequal [to the One]’. Meinwald properly notes that in
the arguments concerning Unlikeness and Inequality, Plato uses mpog ti, that is, mpog
avopoldtnra at 161b3 and mpog dvicotnta at 161d1, to reference the metaphysical fact of
participation and the logical correspondence of predication. Meinwald may be correct to regard
the statements ‘the Others are unlike [the One]’ and ‘the Others are unequal [to the One]’ as
ordinary predications in the sense that the Others exhibit the features of Unlikeness and
Inequality. However, Meinwald errs when she mixes mpog dvopoidtnta and npog avicotnra,
which appear in the arguments concerning Unlikeness and Inequality in Hypothesis V, with
pOg 0. GAAa, which is presented in the deduction and consequence of Hypotheses 11, IV, V,
and VIII, and thereby improperly identifies mpdg ta GAAa in these hypotheses as referring to
ordinary predications. If mpdg ta GAAa were used in the sense of mTpodg dvopotdTTO OF TPOG
avieotnra, 10 &v Tpog ta GAla in Hypotheses 11 and V would have referred to the participation
of the One in the Others, which could be formulated as ‘the One is the Others’, and ta. dAAa

p0og T0 Al in Hypotheses IV and VIII would have referred to the participation of the Others
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in themselves, which could be expressed as ‘the Others are the Others’. These statements are
not in line with the text.

Let us return to (2) ‘the Others are unlike the One pros Unlikeness’ (mpog fjv 0 GAAQ
avopolo avt® €otwv). In this sentence, ‘the One’ can be regarded as a complement to ‘unlike’
because only two entities, the One and the Others, can be compared in terms of Likeness and
Unlikeness. Thus, (2) can be simplified and expressed as ‘the Others are unlike pros
Unlikeness’. Meinwald acknowledges this simplified formulation as proper while improperly
generalizing it as ‘A is B pros C’ (1991: 70-1). Clearly, it is incorrect to generalize ‘the Others
are unlike pros Unlikeness’ as ‘A is B pros C’; instead, the generalization should be corrected
to ‘A‘is B pros B-ness’ or ‘A is F pros F-ness’, that is, ‘A is F by participating in F-ness’ (2*).
The sentence ‘A is F by participating in F-ness’ expresses two meanings, i.e., the predication
‘A is F’ and the cause of that predication, namely, the participation of A in F-ness. That is, ‘A

is F’ because A participates in F-ness (2*%*).

(2) The Others are unlike pros Unlikeness (A is F pros F-ness).

(2*) The Others are unlike by participating in Unlikeness (A is F by participating in F-ness).
(2**) ‘“The Others are unlike’ because the Others participate in Unlikeness (‘A is F’ because
A participates in F-ness).

In the sentence ‘A is F pros F-ness’, Plato establishes the predication ‘A is F’ and reveals
the cause of the predication using A pros F-ness. A pros F-ness refers to the participation of A
in F-ness, which establishes a metaphysical foundation for the predication ‘A is F’. Given that
pros ti, namely, A pros F-ness, reveals the cause of the predication, it does not contribute to
constructing the predication. Thus, the predication concerned is ‘A is F’, which is not an
instance of two-place predication but rather of one-place predication. Despite properly noting
that pros ti is associated with predication, Meinwald improperly regards the predication as a
case of two-place predication and invalidly identifies pros ti with pros ta alla in the deduction
and consequence of Hypotheses II, IV, V, and VIII. In my estimation, pros ta alla in the
deduction and consequence of these hypotheses should not be identified with pros #i in the
second use mentioned above but should rather be equated with pros ¢ in the first use.

To illuminate the first use of pros ti, Meinwald quotes the sentence ‘the One has
Unlikeness pros the Others’ (dvopotdtng Gpa €0Tiv a0T@® TTPog To dAla, 161a6). That is, ‘the
One is unlike pros the Others’ (1), which is equivalent to ‘the One pros the Others is unlike’
(1%*). In general, ‘A is B pros C’ is identical to ‘A pros C is B’. What pros ti qualifies in this
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context is not predicate B but rather subject A. Pros ti qualifies subject A by connecting A with
C, so subject A and relation pros C constitute the subject of the sentence. Clearly, the use of
pros ta alla at 161a6 corresponds to the common usage of pros ta alla presented in the
deduction and consequence of Hypotheses II, IV, V, and VIII. Since it refers to connection, the
relation (pros) can be signified using the word ‘and’. Thus, (1*) ‘the One pros the Others is
unlike’ can be equivalently formulated as ‘the One and the Others are unlike’; in general, ‘A

and B are C’ (1**).

(1) The One is unlike pros the Others (A is B pros C).
(1*) The One pros the Others is unlike (A pros C is B).
(1**) The One and the Others are unlike (A and C are B).

As shown, pros ti is used in two ways. In the construction of ‘A is B pros C’, pros ti
qualifies subject A by connecting the two elements of the subject, A and C, with each other, so
the relation (pros) refers to connection and can be expressed as ‘and’. In the construction of ‘A
is F pros F-ness’, pros ti is associated with participation and predication. The metaphysical
relation of individual to Form (A pros F-ness) is reflected by the logical relation of subject to
predicate (‘A is F’), so the relation (pros) refers to predication and can be expressed using the
copula ‘is’. Thus, pros ti is used either in the sense of connection or in the sense of predication.
Rickless referred to pros ti in the sense of predication as the ‘Meinwald Reading’ and to pros
ti in the sense of connection as the ‘Straightforward Reading’. Rickless endorsed the
‘Straightforward Reading’ while rejecting the ‘Meinwald Reading’ because in his view, Plato
does not use pros i in the sense of predication but rather merely in the sense of connection
(2007: 102). According to Rickless, pros ti in the sense of connection is in accordance with its
ordinary usage in the Greek language and the statements quoted from the Parmenides. As he
properly noted, statements such as ‘Simmias is taller pros Phaedo’, ‘Simmias is different pros
Phaedo’, ‘Simmias is the same pros Phaedo’, and ‘Simmias is equal pros Phaedo’ are
equivalent to ‘Simmias is taller than Phaedo’, ‘Simmias is different from Phaedo’, ‘Simmias is
the same as Phaedo’, and ‘Simmias is equal o Phaedo’. Pros appears in different forms,
namely, than, from, as, and fo, because in English, different adjectives require different
prepositions. In all cases, pros is used in the sense of connection and is used to connect the two
elements of the subject with each other. The two subjects, Simmias and Phaedo, are combined

using pros and compared in terms of height, substance (identity—difference), and quantity.®! In

31 Rickless 2007: 102-3.
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the Parmenides, similarly, two Forms, the One and the Other, are combined using pros and
compared in substance (identity—difference), in quality (similar—dissimilar), in quantity (equal—
unequal), and in time (older—younger—same age). In Hypotheses I and II, Plato examines
whether the One is identical to (pros) or different from (pros) itself and the Other; whether the
One is similar to (pros) or dissimilar to (pros) itself and the Other; whether the One is equal to
(pros) or unequal to (pros) itself and the Other; and whether the One is older than (pros),
younger than (pros), or the same age as (pros) itself and the Other.>? Notably, in the statements
that Rickless quotes from the Parmenides, Plato does not use pros with the accusative but
instead uses the dative to designate the sense of connection.’®> Given that pros with the
accusative is used interchangeably with the dative, Rickless’s interpretation is proper and valid.
I agree with Rickless that in all the cases mentioned above, pros ti (which appears as the
equivalent dative) is used in the sense of connection. Nevertheless, I disagree with him
regarding the claim that pros #i is used only in this sense. As analyzed, Meinwald is correct in
claiming that pros ti in the two sentences (gin o1 Gv kol T® &vi dvopoldTng, mTpog v Ta GAAL
dvopoto odtd £otiy, 161b1-4; koi dvicotnTog 81 petéyet 1o &v, mpdg {v TOAL odTd 0TIV
dvica, 161c8-d1) is used in the sense of predication. Rickless and Rudebusch suggested that to
understand these two sentences properly, one should omit the comma before pros, which does
not exist in the original text.’* This approach may be a solution, but the omission of the comma
cannot change the fact that pros ti is not used in these two sentences to connect the two elements
of the subject (as other cases show) but is rather used to indicate predication.

To summarize, a relation (pros ti) can refer either to the relation between the two
elements of the subject, e.g., Simmias and Phaedo or the One and the Other([s], or to the relation
between the subject and predicate, e.g., a predicative relationship such as ‘Socrates is just’ or
‘the Others are unlike’. It is used not only in the sense of connection to connect the two
elements of the subject but also in the sense of predication to connect the subject with the
predicate. Thus, I believe that Meinwald is correct in noting that pros ti has a wider use than
Rickless supposes. Meinwald appropriately distinguishes between the two uses of pros #i and
properly notes that pros ti in its second use is associated with predication. However, she errs in
identifying pros ti, used in the sense of predication, with pros ta alla as presented in the
deduction and consequence of Hypotheses I, IV, V, and VIII. In my view, pros ti, which

appears either as pros ta alla in the deduction and consequence of Hypotheses I, IV, V, and

32 Rickless 2007: 105-6.
3 Parm. 139b4-5, 139¢7-8, 140b6-7, 140e2-5, 146a9-b2, 147¢c1-2, 149d8-9.
34 Rickless 2007: 104, n. 7.
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VIII or as pros to hen in the deduction and consequence of Hypotheses I, III, VI, and VII, is
used in the sense of connection. That is, pros #i qualifies the subject by connecting the subject

with the subject’s relation.

3. Pros to hen—Pros ta alla: Qualification of the Subject

Having argued with Meinwald in her philosophical context, in this section, I return to
my own interpretation. With the help of chiasmus, I finally prove that pros ti qualifies the
subject, and fundamentally argue that the qualification pair cannot be expressed one-sidedly as
pros heauto—pros ta alla but must be articulated comprehensively and precisely as pros to hen—
pros ta alla. Accordingly, I note that pros to hen—pros ta alla qualify the subject by combining
two subjects with those two subjects’ relations in a chiastic way.

Let us return to the first four hypotheses: if the One is, (I) what is to hen pros heauto; (II)
what is to hen pros ta alla; (I11) what are ta alla pros to hen; and (IV) what are ta alla pros
heauta? From I-1I to III-1V, the subject shifts from fo hen to ta alla; correspondingly, the
qualification pair changes its form from pros heauto—pros ta alla to pros heauta—pros to allo
(i.e., pros to hen). Meinwald appropriately notes that regarding the qualification pair, there is
“a switch in singular and plural forms” (1991: 182n1) because “we have moved [from getting
results for the One] on to get results for the [O]thers” (1991: 182n1). Meinwald’s explanation
cannot be correct, as she means that the qualification pair qualifies the predicate; if the
qualification pair could have qualified the predicate, it would not change its form with the
change of the subject.®® The qualification pair changes from pros heauto—pros ta alla to pros
heauta—pros to allo because it qualifies the subject, shifting from qualifying to hen to
qualifying ta alla.

Furthermore, the qualification pair, pros to hen—pros ta alla, qualifies the subject by
connecting the two subjects with the two subjects’ relations in a chiastic way. Pros to hen—pros
ta alla qualify to hen by connecting to hen with to hen and with ta alla, leading to the two
combinations of fo hen pros to hen and to hen pros ta alla. To avoid duplication, that is, the
appearance of fo hen twice in the combination fo hen pros to hen, the reflexive pronoun heauto

is used to replace to hen in pros to hen; thus, to hen pros to hen—to hen pros ta alla becomes to

35 Even if the qualification pair could have been used as a sentential operator to qualify the entire
sentence (as someone might argue), it would still not change its form with the change of the subject.
The fact that the qualification pair changes its form with the change of the subject obviously proves that
it qualifies the subject.
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hen pros heauto—to hen pros ta alla, abbreviated as pros heauto—pros ta alla. Again, pros to
hen—pros ta alla qualify ta alla by connecting ta alla with to hen and with ta alla, resulting in
the two combinations of ta alla pros to hen and ta alla pros ta alla. To avoid duplication, that
is, the appearance of ta alla twice in the combination ta alla pros ta alla, the reflexive pronoun
heauta 1is used to replace ta alla in pros ta alla; thus, ta alla pros to hen—ta alla pros ta alla
becomes ta alla pros to hen—ta alla pros heauta, abbreviated as pros heauta—pros to hen (i.e.,
pros to allo). Thus, pros ti has the connective characteristic and connects the two subjects with

the two subjects’ relations in a chiastic way, as seen in Diagram 3:

Diagram 3

to hen pros to hen

ta alla pros ta alla

Crucially, pros to hen—pros ta alla has the ‘in relation to’ structure, which implies X in
relation to Y, X pros Y. When subject X changes, the subject’s relation, i.e., the relation of X
to Y, must change correspondingly. Thus, one cannot consider the subject’s relation without
considering the subject. Depending on whether fo hen or ta alla are taken as a subject, the
subject’s relation appears either as pros heauto—pros ta alla or as pros heauta—pros to hen. The
form in which the subject’s relation appears depends on which subject—to hen or ta alla—is
qualified, but both forms are generated from the original pair pros to hen—pros ta alla.
Therefore, the qualification pair, as the subject’s relation, cannot be expressed one-sidedly as
pros heauto—pros ta alla but must be articulated comprehensively and precisely as pros to hen—
pros ta alla. Despite interpreting pros heauto—pros ta alla properly as the subjects’ relations,
Gill one-sidedly proposes that only pros heauto—pros ta alla designate the subject’s relations
and ignores the fact that the subjects’ relations also appear in the form of pros heauta—pros to
hen.’® Meinwald appropriately notes that the qualification pair changes its form from pros
heauto—pros ta alla to pros heauta—pros to hen; however, she does not realize that these two
forms are derived from the original pair pros to hen—pros ta alla. Moreover, Meinwald

incorrectly treats pros heauto—pros ta alla as two types of predication by identifying pros

¢ Gill 2012: 52-3, 53, n. 20; 2014: 504-5.
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heauto—pros ta alla in the Parmenides with kath’ hauto—pros allo in the Sophist.>’ As analyzed,
pros heauto cannot be identified with kath’ hauto because pros heauto, which originates from
to hen pros to hen, qualifies the subject fo hen by connecting to hen with itself, whereas kath’
hauto highlights the essential relationship of the predicate to the subject such that the subject

(whatever it is) is characterized by a predicate that belongs to the subject’s nature.

4. Conclusion

In the second part of the Parmenides, Plato constructs an exercise featuring two subjects
and two relations. The two subjects, the One—the Others, and the two relations, in relation to
the One—in relation to the Others, are cross-combined, thus constituting a 2 x 2 chiasmus. The
2 x 2 chiasmus constitutes four subjects of eight hypotheses: ‘the One in relation to itself” is
the subject of Hypotheses I and VI, ‘the One in relation to the Others’ is the subject of
Hypotheses II and V, ‘the Others in relation to the One’ is the subject of Hypotheses III and
VII, and ‘the Others in relation to themselves’ is the subject of Hypotheses IV and VIII. In
conclusion, the eight hypotheses differ in subject such that the subjects in each of the paired
hypotheses (I-VI, II-V, I1I-VII, and IV-VIII) are the same.

I draw the same conclusion as Sayre. We both focus on three pairs but treat them
differently. These three pairs are (1) the pair of antecedents ‘if the One is—if the One is not’, (2)
the pair of subjects ‘the One—the Others’, and (3) the pair of relations ‘in relation to the One—
in relation to the Others’. By combining (2) the pair of subjects with (3) the pair of relations, I
address the fact that these two pairs are cross-combined, thus constructing a 2 x 2 chiasmus; in
addition, the two 2 x 2 chiasmata are incorporated into the framework established by (1) the
pair of antecedents. Sayre takes another approach by analyzing (1) the pair of antecedents and
(2) the pair of subjects jointly and considering the consequences simultaneously. In this way,
Sayre offers a tentative interpretation by positing that there are two subjects of eight
hypotheses, that is, the One (I, II, V, VI) and the Others (III, IV, VII, VIII).3® Sayre considers
(3) the pair of relations ‘in relation the One—in relation to the Others’ by analyzing the eight
hypotheses meticulously and fully considering their consequences. He thus discovers that the
One is related to the One in Hypotheses I and VI, the One is related to the Others in Hypotheses
IT and V, the Others are related to the One in Hypotheses 111 and VII, and the Others are related

37 Meinwald 1991: 75; 1992: 381; 2014: 480-1.
38 Sayre 1978: 134-6, especially the scheme at 135; 1983: 37-42, especially the scheme at 41-2.
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to the Others in Hypotheses IV and VIIL.*® On this basis, Sayre corrects his tentative
interpretation by maintaining that there are four subjects of eight hypotheses: the One in
relation to the One (I-VI), the One in relation to the Others (II-V), the Others in relation to the
One (ITI-VII), and the Others in relation to the Others (IV-VIII). In conclusion, the subjects in
each of the paired hypotheses (I-VI, II-V, III-VII, and IV-VIII) are the same.*’ Sayre analyses
the text, whereas I use the chiastic method. Although we take different approaches, we arrive
at the same conclusion; this fact fully demonstrates the propriety and validity of this
interpretation. Following in the footsteps of Porphyry and the Alexanderian commentators, I
pursue an alternate proposal by discussing how Plato employs a special method of chiasmus to
design the exercise as a complex of eight hypotheses and structure the eight hypotheses in a
chiastic way. With the help of chiasmus, 1 finally show that Meinwald’s predicative
interpretation is incorrect, not only because pros heauto—pros ta alla does not qualify the
predicate, but also fundamentally because the qualification pair does not appear in the form of
pros heauto—pros ta alla, but rather in the form of pros to hen—pros ta alla.

To summarize the eight hypotheses, whether the One is or is not, the One in relation to
itself or the Others in relation to themselves are neither H nor con-H for many values of H,
whereas the One in relation to the Others or the Others in relation to the One are both H and
con-H for many values of H.*! Hypotheses 11, 11, V, and VII positively note that when the One
and the Others are combined with each other, their combination is equipped with and predicated
by contrary attributes, while Hypotheses I, 1V, VI, and VIII show the negative results of
separating the One and the Others from each other. If I set aside all of the hypotheses that have
a negative consequence and focus on all of the hypotheses that have a positive consequence, |
can further conclude that a Form and its Opposite cannot be related solely to themselves but
must be combined with each other. ‘The One—the Others’ represent opposite Forms in the sense
that they are equivalent to ‘the One—the Many’, with ‘the Others’ (fa alla) being equivalent to
‘the Many’ (ta polla).** ‘The Others’ differ from the One but cannot be anything other than the
One. Rather, ‘the Others’ are identified with ‘the Many’, which can be clearly seen in the
statement that “the Others that differ from the One is [the] Many” (ta &' £epa 10D £vOg TOALG
7ov av €in, 158b2-3). In constructing the exercise, Plato is concerned with the opposite Forms

‘the One—the Many’; this fact is most evident in the paradigm that Plato’s character Parmenides

39 Sayre 1978: 136-141, especially the scheme at 140; 1983: 42-9, especially the scheme at 44,

40 Sayre 1978: 139-141, 147-8, especially the scheme at 140; 1983: 42-5, especially the scheme at 44;
1996: 116-9, 124-6, especially the scheme at 119. See also Kutschera 1995: 51; Scolnicov 2003: 25-9.
41 See also Sayre 1978: 143-4; 1983: 46-7; 1996: 119, 126-133.

42 See also Walker 1938: 493-7; Halfwassen 1992: 299-300; Scolnicov 2003: 26, Fig. 2 at 28.
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invokes in the transitional section. Since Parmenides explicitly states that in the exercise of the
Many, we investigate the consequences of the Many and those of the One (136a5-bl), in the
exercise of the One, correspondingly, we should inquire into the consequences of the One and
those of the Many.

In the first part of the Parmenides, Plato’s character Socrates encounters the difficulty
(aporia) posed by the question of whether the intelligible entities, that is, the opposite Forms,
such as One-Multitude/Many (10 &v—mAf|0oc), Similarity—Dissimilarity, and Motion—Rest,
should be combined with or separated from each other (129d6-e4). In the second part, Plato’s
character Parmenides examines the combination and separation of the opposite Forms of ‘the
One-the Many’. Based on the conclusion drawn from the second part of the Parmenides, that
is, that a Form and its Opposite cannot be related solely to themselves but must rather be
combined with each other, the aporia presented in the first part can be solved as follows. The
components of the opposite Forms ‘the One—the Many’ cannot be separated from each other
(as the negative consequences of Hypotheses I, IV, VI, and VIII show) but must rather be
connected with each other (as the positive consequences of Hypotheses I, I11, V, and VII show).
Moreover, the confusion regarding how it is possible for the Kinds and Forms in themselves to
have contrary properties (ei p&v avta T yévn t€ Kol £i01 v adToic dmopaivol Tavavtio TadTo
naOn maoyovta, G&ov Boavpdlev, 129¢2-3) can ultimately be dispelled by the positive
consequences of Hypotheses II, 111, V, and VII such that the combination of the opposite Forms,

the One and the Many, has contrary properties and is both H and con-H for many values of H.

5. Appendix

In the transitional section of the Parmenides, Plato designs a universal scheme for an
exercise using chiasmus. Based on Plato’s use of chiasmus, I reconstruct the universal scheme
in the following way. Having assumed a Form, I identify ‘the Form—its Opposite’ as one pair
of opposites and ‘in relation to the Form—in relation to its Opposite’ as another pair of opposites.
These two pairs cross each other, thus establishing a 2 x 2 chiasmus that connects the Form or
its Opposite with itself or with its Opposite in a chiastic way. As previously noted, pros in the
sense of connection can be expressed by the word ‘and’; visually, the relationship (pros) of the
Form or its Opposite to itself or to its Opposite can be represented by a one-way arrow™, as

shown below:

43 Many thanks to Christoph Horn for correcting me by noting that the arrows (which signify the relation
of the subject to itself or to its opposite) are not two-way but should rather be one-way.
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Diagram 4

Form (the One) Form (the One)

Opposite (the Many) Opposite (the Many)

The universal scheme of the exercise is the 2 x 2 chiasmus, which can, according to
Plato, be universally applied to each of the opposite Forms, such as One—Many, Similarity—
Dissimilarity, Motion—Rest, Generation—Destruction, and Being—Nonbeing (Parm. 136b1-6).
As Diagram 4 shows, the 2 x 2 chiasmus makes it possible to cross-combine opposite Forms.
In the Parmenides, the 2 x 2 chiasmus cross-combines the opposite Forms ‘the One-the Many’
(which function as the two subjects of the inquiry) with the two relations ‘in relation to the
One—in relation to the Many’, thus establishing four subjects of eight hypotheses. In the
Sophist, the 2 x 2 chiasmus cross-combines the opposite Forms ‘the Being—the Nonbeing’
(which appear as the two grammatical subjects) with the two predicates ‘is—is not’, thereby

establishing four statements, as illuminated as follows:

Diagram 5

The Being is

The Nonbeing is not

The 2 x 2 chiasmus generates four statements. In addition to the two Parmenidean
statements, ‘the Being is’ and ‘the Nonbeing is not’, two Platonic statements are included, ‘the
Being is not’ and ‘the Nonbeing is’ ([...], xoi PialecBar 16 € pun Ov O¢ £6T1 KATA TL Kol TO OV
o AV O¢ odk Eott 1, Soph. 241d5-7). The two Platonic statements, each of which is
composed of a subject and an opposite predicate, reflect the metaphysical fact that the Being
is cross-combined with the Nonbeing ([...] memAéybot coumiokny 10 un ov @ dvti, Soph.
240c2-3).

Chiasmus, as a special method of division, makes cross-division possible; moreover, it
makes the cross-combination of opposite Forms possible. By identifying the chiasmus as the

fundamental schematic of the exercise, I ultimately reveal how it structures the exercise of
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One—Many in the Parmenides. In addition, | reveal the appropriate approach to the task of

investigating the exercise of Being—Nonbeing in the Sophist. More will be said on this topic.

Xin Liu
Department of Philosophy, Nanjing University, China
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A new collation and text for EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]'

Victor Gongalves de Sousa

In this paper, I attempt to explore a recent hypothesis about what the main mss. are for establishing
the text of Aristotle’s Ethica Nicomachea (henceforth EN). This hypothesis was recently advanced on
the basis of evidence coming from EN I-II. In exploring this hypothesis, I confine myself to the text
of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8], and, as a result, I propose a new text for EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]
based on a fresh collation of nine mss—four of which were not taken into account in previous editions
of the EN—and based on readings that can be gathered from the Arabic translation of the EN that was
preserved in the Fez ms. The text proposed in this paper is accompanied by textual notes that justify my
decisions regarding some difficult passages.

1. Introduction

‘Il n’existe pas encore d’édition critique du text grec de I’Etique a Nicomaque.’ It is
with this dramatic claim that Gauthier begins the chapter on the text of the EN in the second
edition of his monumental work with Jolif (Gauthier & Jolif, 1970, vol.1, p. 301). In the lines
that follow, Gauthier says there are two conditions necessary for a critical edition: first, all the
witnesses of the text must be recensed and examined; second, there is need for a stemma or, at
the very least, some classification on the basis of which one can judge the value of each of the
witnesses.

As Gauthier himself recognises, the first requirement began to be partially fulfilled al-

ready by his time.> Besides, his own contributions gave a first step in fulfilling the second

! Thanks to Nataly Ianicelli Cruzeiro, Daniel Lopes, Dionatan Tissot, and Marco Zingano for comments
on earlier versions of this paper and to Fernando Gazoni, the editor. I am also thankful to the detailed
and helpful comments made by the two anonymous referees, which improved the quality of this paper
in many respects and allowed me to correct some mistakes prior to its publication. My understanding
of the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] was widely improved by i) the translation and discussion of
EN X.6-10 [=Bywater X.6-9] led by Professor Marco Zingano at the University of Sdo Paulo (USP)
throughout 2023 and by the discussions that took place then (for which I have to thank all participants),
and ii) by the workshop ‘Practical and contemplative virtue in Aristotle's conception of the human good:
Nicomachean Ethics 10.6-8,” jointly organized by Princeton University (PU), Universidade de Sao Paulo
(USP), Universidad Panamericana (UP), and Universidad de los Andes (UA) that took place in early 2024
at Princeton (in which I presented a translation and commentary to EN X.7 1177a12-1177b1 together
with Irene Soudant, whom I thank here along with the other participants of the workshop). This paper is
a result of a project funded by the S@o Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP), grant 2019/05555-7.

2 Gauthier mentions the work of Wartelle (1963).
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requirement (although, as he recognizes [p. 312], his conclusions are indeed precarious and
provisory).

With the recent publication of Pelagia-Vera Loungi’s Die Manuskripte und die Uber-
lieferung der Nikomachischen Ethik des Aristoteles (Buch 1) (2022), the situation has changed
considerably. Loungi has not only freshly collated, for book I, all mss. of the EN,* and, for book
I1, what she concluded are the main mss., but she also provides us with a stemma that is carefully
grounded on the evidence gathered from her collations.

The main results of Loungi’s work seem to be that i) the two mss. families (namely a
and B)* do not have the same value, since whilst the text transmitted by the a family derives
from the late antiquity, the text transmitted by B derives from an intense reworking of the text
of the EN by Byzantine scholars that took place in the 12th centurys; ii) that the improvements
found in the text transmitted by the B family do not derive from ancient sources like papyri;®
ii1) most recentiores do not have any value in establishing the text of the EN.6

No doubt these results are still to some extent provisory in that they require further
study to be fully confirmed. As Loungi herself emphasises, it is still an open question whether
the transmission of the EN is unified for all its books. Since Rassow and Susemihl, it has been
assumed that the mss. of the EN constitute two main families (for Susemihl, these are II! and
I1%; Loungi calls these a and B). Yet it has been argued that, depending on the books from the
EN one has in view, the members of these two families differ.” Accordingly, it may be argued
that Loungi’s results, if indeed correct, cannot be generalized to the whole EN, but can only be
expanded to some books of the EN.®

A definitive answer to this issue depends on further studies on the transmission of books
I, 1V, V, VIII, and X. The present paper aims at giving a very small step in this direction in

what concerns book X.

3 As Loungi herself reports (2022, p. 66), she did not collate all mss. in full, but did so for all of the more
ancient mss., and for a large number of the recentiores.

4 Below I shall indicate what mss. Loungi takes to be the most important for reconstructing the text of
each of these families.

> There may be an exception to this in book VI: in EN VI.13 [=Bywater V1.12] 1144a6, the reading of
some mss. from the 8 family (LL°OP), namely eddaiuoviav, is confirmed by POxy 2402.(cf. Corpus dei
papiri filosofici greci e latini, 1989-2023, 1.1*, p. 263, [V.2 [I.1 & III], Tav. 185).

¢ See Loungi (2022, pp. 417-418) for brief summary of these claims.

7 See, for instance, Susemihl (1887, pp. VIII, XX) and Gauthier and Jolif (1970, p. 312) for two slightly
different versions of this claim. Similarly, see Loungi (2022, p. 61).

8 In rough lines, it would seem that, if we follow Susemihl’s division of the mss., Loungi’s proposal (if
correct) may hold for books I, II, VI, VII, IX, and X; but if we follow Gauthier’s division of the mss.,
that it may hold for books I, II, VI, VII, and IX.
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In this work, I focus on the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8], the chapters from the
EN in which Aristotle presents his arguments for the superiority of contemplative life.” This
text has been for long object of deep interpretative controversy, and, moreover, is part of books
in which there would allegedly be a difference in how the two families of mss. are organized (on
Gauthier version of this claim at least, see footnote 8).!° In the face of this, with the objective of
exploring Loungi’s hypothesis, I freshly collated, for the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8], the
eight mss. Loungi takes to be (on the basis of her collations) the most important for determining
the readings of the a and B families, namely Laur. Plut. 81.11 (K®), Vat. gr. 1342 (P®), Cant. gr.
1i.5.44 [=1879] (C°), Laur. Plut. 81.18 (L), Par. gr. 1854 (L), Ricc. 46 (O), Ambros. B 95 sup.
[=Martini-Bassi 117] (B®>*"?), and Vind. Phil. 315 (V).! In addition to these mss., I have also
freshly collated the relevant part of ms. Marc. Gr. Z 213 (MP®), which despite not having much
stemmatic worth on Loungi’s hypothesis'?, was central for previous editions of the EN.

Furthermore, I have checked the Arabic translation (in the edition by Akasoy and Fidora
[2005] and taking into account the corrections proposed by Ullmann [2011-2012, vol. 2, pp. 123-
274])"3 and the Latin version of Averroes’s Middle Commentary (edited by Woerther [2018])'4

for all passages where their readings seemed relevant.!> For a single passage (1176b26-27),

? I recognise that this choice is arbitrary, and in making it I do not intend to take a stance regarding the
unity of book X. I thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me on this.

19 Similarly, Rassow (1874, p. 6) thinks that, in book X, ob occupies an intermediate position between
K"MP and LY, different from how it behaves in other books.

1 On Loungi’s hypothesis, for determining the readings of the a family, the relevant mss. are K", P,
and C° (together with the Arabic translation); whereas for determining the readings of the 8 family, the
relevant mss. are L, L?, O, and B%>*". V, in turn, should be used with care, since although it is a mss.
from the B family, it is in many places contaminated by readings of the a family.

12 The importance of MP was already called into question after the work of Mioni (1958, pp. 85-87),
who suggested that this ms. is closely related to G* (Marc. gr. Z 212) (Mioni suggests that M® is actually
a copy of G?). Further study of M" and G is required to clarify the relationship between these two mss.
and their relationship with E* (Vat. gr. 506—MP"’s exemplar according to Loungi’s stemma) and with
F (Vat. Barb. 75—which is a copy of V that contaminates M according to Loungi’s stemma). For a
discussion of the relationship between E* and MP, see Loungi (2022, pp. 359-361); for a discussion of
the relationship between E* and G* on the basis of the evidence from book I of the EN, see Loungi (2022,
pp- 367-376). For a collation of the text of F for EN X.6.1176a30-X.9.1179a32, see Oskvig (2018, pp.
347-348).

13 T did not have access to Dorothy G. Axelroth’s 1968 doctoral dissertation An Analysis of the Ara-
bic Translation of Book Ten of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, which contains an edition and English
translation of the Arabic version of EN X.

14 The relevance of Averroes Middle Commentary for establishing the text of the EN lies in the fact that
it consists mostly of a paraphrasis of the Arabic translation of the £V, and in some cases, as we shall see,
it seems to be free of some corruptions found in the text preserved in the Fez ms. (and vice versa).

15 The majority of the passages I have checked were already flagged by Akasoy and Fidora (2005) in
their edition, and by Schmidt and Ullmann (2012), who list passages in which the Arabic translation
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moreover, | have checked ms. Par. 1417, which is the only ms. Susemihl and Bywater mention
in support of a reading that cannot be found in any other ms. they collated, but which is attested
by L and by the Arabic translation.'®

The Arabic translation and four of the nine mss. I collated (namely, C¢, L, B*>*"P- and
V) were not taken into account by previous editions of the text. This is perfectly expected in
the case of the Arabic translation, since its only extant ms.!” was only discovered in the fifties
(by A.J. Arberry and by D.M. Dunlop)'®, and a series of misfortunes made it so that a critical
edition of it only came to light in 2005."°

The fact that L, V, and B*>"P were not taken into account by previous editions, in turn, is
explained by the fact that the dating of these mss. has been revised only recently: L was for long
regarded as belonging to the 14th century. This remained so until the work of Brockmann (1993,
pp. 49-50), which showed that it belongs rather to the 12th century®, and that it is the result

departs from the text edited by Susemihl. There are, however, some other instances in which this trans-
lation proved to be decisive in establishing the text of EN X.6-9. All relevant readings are listed in the
apparatus.

16 As can be seen in the apparatus, this is 1176b27, and Susemihl and Bywater do not report the reading
of Par. 1417 correctly for this passage, a mistake due to their depending on Zell’s collation of this ms.
(see Susemihl, 1887, p. VII). As noted in my apparatus, Par. 1417 has &7 one line above this one, which
is perhaps what led to this mistake. This particular mistake is committed by Zell on page 450 of the
second volume of his edition (1820, vol. 2, p. 450).

17" Although the Arabic translation dates from the ninth century (the translation of books I-IV is by
Ishaq ibn Hunayn and dates from around 870 CE, whereas the translation of books V-X is by Eusthatius
[Ustdat] and dates from around 830 CE), the two parts of the Fez ms. date from 1222 CE (cf. Dunlop’s
introduction in Akasoy & Fidora, 2005, p. 1; and Ullmann, 2011-2012, vol. 1, p. 13). Furthermore, it
is important to note that there are good reasons for thinking that this Arabic translation was made from
a Greek ms. in majuscules without separation between the words, and which, besides being older than
all extant Greek mss, is also free from many mistakes resulting from the transcription to the miniscule
script (cf. Ullmann, 2011-2012, vol. 1, p. 12; Schmidt & Ullmann, 2012, pp. 991f).

18 See their reports in Arberry (1955) and in Dunlop (1962). Arberry’s report of his discovery of the
part of ms. containing the Arabic translation of EN VII-X is accompanied by a collation of EN IX.1.
Dunlop’s report of his discovery of the part of the ms. containing the Arabic translation of EN I-VI, in
turn, is accompanied by a number of passages from these books he takes to be illustrative of the merits
and defects of the Arabic translation of the EN.

19 On this, see Akasoy and Fidora (2005, pp. vii-x). On the differences between the objectives of Ab-
durrahman Badawi’s 1979 edition of this translation and those of Akasoy & Fidora’s, see Akasoy and
Fidora (2005, pp. ix, ixnl), Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 1, pp. 14-15), and Schmidt and Ullmann (2012,
pp. 9-10). For a critical assessment of Akasoy & Fidora’s edition, according to which it is as unreliable
as Badawi’s, see Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 1, pp. 15-21).

20 Since the publication of this work, we have been provided with a collation of L for books I-I11I made
by Vuillemin-Diem and Rashed (1997), and, more recently, with a full collation of the text of the EN in
L made by Panegyres (2020). For my current purposes, it should be noted that Panegyres’s collation of L
proved to be quite reliable in what concerns the text of EN X.6-9. In comparing the part of his collation
that covers EN X.6-9 with my own collation, I have found only two mistakes of his (at 1178b20, where
he reports that L reads a¢ypnuévov but it reads rather agypnuévw; and at 1178b28, where he reports that
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of the work of Ioannikios and his scriptorium.?! Similarly, V and B®>*"P- were both previously
dated as belonging to the 14th century together with O°, which despite being taken into account
by previous editors, was not regarded as being of much importance.??> However, it turns out that
OP belongs to the 12th century?®, that V was produced between the 11-12th centuries®*, and that
B> comes from the end of the 12th century or from the beginning of the 13th century.?
The case of C° is slightly different. Since the work of Jackson (1876), it has been thought
that C° was a copy of P*. Accordingly, although C¢ uniformly agrees with K®>—as has been
shown by Stewart (1882, p. 3) (who collated C¢ in full for book X and partially for the other
books of the EN)—, C° was taken to be subordinate to P°, which, in turn, was not taken as
being of much value.?® It was only after the work of Harlfinger (1971) on the transmission of
the EE, and the work of Brockmann (1993) on the transmission of the MM that it became clear
that C¢ was not a copy of P°, but that these two mss. are copies of the same exemplar made
by the same copyist (Nicolaus Damenus). Besides, as far as I can tell, Loungi (2022, pp. 113-
126) was the first to provide us with reasons for thinking that although P® and C¢ are related
to K® in what concerns the text of the EN, they are neither copies of K® nor of its exemplar
(sub-hyperarchetype a1 on Loungi’s stemma), for there is reason for thinking that P’s and C®’s

exemplar, on the one hand, and K®’s exemplar, on the other, stem from the same ancestor.?’

L reads o0dauod, but it reads rather ovdauds) and just one imprecision (at 1179230 he simply says that
L omits dpa, but it actually writes elvac in place of dpa).

21 On loannikios and his scriptorium, see Wilson (1983).

22 See, for instance, the judgment given by Jackson (1879, p. xi) about O®’s value for EN V in comparison
to its value for other parts of the EN: ‘OP. Riccardianus 46. More correct than M®, OP contributes fewer
peculiar readings to the text than that ms. In this book however it does not seem to be as decidedly
inferior to M® as (according to the best authorities) it is elsewhere.” Similarly, Susemihl (1878, p. 630)
ranks OP after M®, which he takes to be inferior both to K® and L. Busse (1883, p. 137), in turn, is a
bit more pessimistic, and thinks that much of the authority attributed to OP (and to M) by Rassow and
Susemihl vanishes if one accepts that O° (and M too) cannot be fully assigned to one of the two families
(but may be taken as having a very close relationship to each of them in different places of the EN).

23 As has been shown by Baldi (2011). More recently, see Martinelli Tempesta (2016).

24 As suggested by Brockmann (1993, p. 49n27), who identifies the copyist of this ms. with that of Par.
gr. 1808, a ms. important to the transmission of Plato’s works that dates from 11-12 centuries.

25 On this, see Loungi (2022, p. 154n204).

26 Jackson (1879, p. xi), for instance, claims that, in regard to book V, P® ‘contribute[s] to the text nothing
which is not to be found in one or more of the remaining five codices [sc. KPL°MPNPQP].” Similarly,
Susemihl (1878, p. 631) says that he compared the readings of P® for 1176a11-1177a30 with those of H?
(Marc. gr. Z 214) and N (Marc. gr. IV.53), and then says: ‘der Gewinn aber ist beinahe gleich null.’

27 On the hypothesis advanced by Loungi (2022, pp. 113-126), sub-hyperarchetype y (P®’s and C®’s
exemplar) depends on sub-hyperarchetype a2, which, in turn, comes from the same ancestor as sub-
hyperarchetype al (K’s exemplar), namely hyperarchetype a. However, as we shall see, there is a
caveat: as Loungi (2022, p. 114) observes, it is probable that the copyist of C® did not simply copied y as
he did in the case of P, but availed himself of a corrective exemplar. Besides, there are signs that both
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Regarding KPL°OPMP, it should be noted, to begin with, that both Susemihl and Bywater
rely on Scholl’s collation of K® (which can be found in Rassow [1874, pp. 10-14]). Besides,
although Susemihl depends on Bekker’s collations for many mss., he reports that he collated
MPOP for many passages and has relied on information provided to him by Charles Graux and by
Henri Omont for many passages of L® (cf. Susemihl in Ramsauer, 1878, p. 731; and Susemihl,
1887, pp. vi-vii).?® Bywater, in turn, besides relying on Bekker, Schéll, and Susemihl, has also
taken into account the collation of parts of K® made by Girolamo Vitelli that can be found in
Stewart (1882), and reports that he also examined the mss. himself for certain passages (cf.
Bywater, 1894, pp. vi-vii).

In collating the relevant parts of KPPPC°LLPOPB%>*"P-VMPand in comparing their read-
ings with those from the Arabic translation, I was led me to propose a tentative new text for EN
X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8].

The resulting text differs from that printed by Bekker, Susemihl, and Bywater in nine
instances; from that printed by both Bekker and Susemihl (disagreeing with Bywater) in three
instances; and from that printed by both Bekker and Bywater (disagreeing with Susemihl) in
one instance.

Moreover, it differs from the text printed only by Bekker (disagreeing with Susemihl
and Bywater) in five passages; from that printed only by Susemihl (disagreeing with Bekker
and Bywater) in five passages; and from that printed only by Bywater (disagreeing with Bekker
and Susemihl) in seven passages.

All these instances are listed in the apparatus. Whenever the text I print departs from
that printed by Bekker, Susemihl, or Bywater, there are indications about the text they print.

In addition to that, my collations also allowed me to correct some mistakes and im-
precisions that can be found in the apparatus critici of the editions of Bekker, Susemihl, and
Bywater.

In deciding between different readings, I have favoured those of the a family.?® This is

P® and C°¢ adopt corrections found in the 8 family for some passages (most notably, from L), as Loungi
(2022, p. 113) argues (more on this below in footnote 30).

28 Moreover, for P°, Susemihl depends on Jackson (1879) for book V, and, for book X, on a collation
made by his ‘collega coniunctissimus’ von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff. Besides, the fact that Susemihl
does not give the readings of P® in his apparatus after 1177a30 strongly suggests that the collation made
by von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff that Susemihl is talking about (cf. Susemihl, 1887, p. vii) is just the
collation of 1176a11-1177a30 (the part of book X that is missing in K®) that Wilamowitz made on his
behalf a couple of years earlier (cf. Susemihl, 1878, p. 631).

29 Except, of course, in those cases in which the reading of the a family is clearly a corruption.
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easy to determine when there is agreement between K°P°C¢ and the Arabic translation.>* When
P® and C° diverge from K®, I have, as a rule, favoured their reading only if it agreed with the
Arabic translation and it is clear what the Arabic translation is translating or if the reading of
KP® can be clearly explained away as being due to a corruption.

It may be objected, however, that the temporal distance between the making of the Ara-
bic translation and the Fez ms. (see footnote 17) suggests that this translation and Averroes’
commentary (which paraphrases it) should be used with care. Yet, inasmuch as it may be ar-
gued that the corruptions this translation was subject to during this period are of a different
nature from that the Greek mss. were subject to, I think this translation may nevertheless be of
great value in establishing the text of the EN in those cases in which we can determine what it is
translating with some degree of plausibility.?! Besides, Ullmann’s (2011-2012) careful and de-
tailed work on the translation practices of Ishdq ibn Hunayn and Eusthatius (Ustdt) are of great
help in effort of reconstructing its Greek exemplar in spite of idiosyncrasies of this translation.

In the final section of this paper (after the text of EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]), I have
provided some notes on the text explaining my decisions for some difficult passages.

An important result of my collations is that they strengthen the suspicion that O® and M®
do indeed agree with K® in more instances than one would expect in light of Loungi’s stemma.
As a matter of fact, there are a couple of common mistakes that suggest that O is contaminated
either by K, by its exemplar or, at the very least, by some other non-extant mss. that preserves
some readings of K®. However, the evidence from EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] is not enough for
settling this issue, which would certainly demand a full collation of EN X. Moreover, because
the text of the EN in O is the result of the work of two different hands (which appear to be from
the same period and from the same scriptorium)®?, perhaps a full collation of these nine mss.

for the text of EN I1I or IV will prove to be necessary to show with certainty that O®’s agreeing

30 Things are not so clear before 1177a30, since K® omits 1176all (répmer) - 1177a30 (ikavas). In lines
1176a30-1177a30 one has to rely only on P°C°and on the Arabic translation to determine the readings of
a family. However, because in some cases the copyist of PPC® tends adopt corrections from the 8 family
(in particular, from L—on this, see Loungi [2022, p. 113]), it is hard to tell whether, in those passages
from 1176a30-1177a30 where i) PPC° agree with L and ii) the Arabic translation is not decisive, the
gemelli are giving the reading of the a family or a correction from L. A passage that is quite unclear in
this regard is 1176b17 (see my discussion of it below).

31'T thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me to take a position on this issue.

32 The first original hand is responsible for ff.7r-33v (until 1129b11 mepiéyer macav ddwiav [part of a
stretch of text also added by L® and M® after 1129b10-11 ‘roiro yap mepiéyet kai kowdv’]), the second
original hand is responsible for ff.34r-90v (from 1129b11 kai xkowdv éoTw mdoms adwias until the end
of the EN). See Martinelli Tempesta (2016, pp. 209ff) on this.
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with K® against other members of the B8 family is not something that happens only in the parts
of O copied by its second original hand, but also in parts of the text copied by its first original
hand??, and to confirm the results about its stemmatic value.

In any case, the evidence from EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] seems to suggest that, of
the nine mss. I collated, only O® and MP exhibit this unexpected behaviour. In fact, although
there is reason for thinking that, in regard to O° and M" at least, book X does not belong with
books 1, II, VI, VII, and I X—in which case Gauthier’s division of the mss. would prove to be
more accurate in this particular regard than Susemihl’s (see footnote 8)—, the remaining mss.

I collated exhibit the behaviour one would expect them to have in light of Loungi’s stemma.
2. The apparatus and collation method

Below in section 3  have provided an edition EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] with a positive
apparatus. For the sake of clarity, I give indications about what is missing (due to physical
damage) from the witnesses I collated above the apparatus criticus. This is especially relevant
in the case of L, since a large section of the top left side of the recti and of the top right side of
the versi of the folios of L containing EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] (i.e., ff. 81r-82v)* is missing
due to physical damage.*> When giving indications of what is missing in these mss., I have used
brackets around parts of words to indicate that they are not missing (e.g., when in 1176b6-7 1
say that L does not have ‘[el]vac ... a[pernr]’, I mean that ‘€l-’ and ‘-pemjv’ are not missing in
L)

The relevant readings from the Arabic translation are reported in the apparatus with
vocalizations (which are absent in the original), so as to make clear the meaning of the many
isolated chunks of text that I quote in the apparatus. I also provide modified versions of Dunlop’s
English translation of the Arabic version (and also some translations of my own) in most cases
I mention its readings in the apparatus.

K®, P°, C¢, L, LY, O°, B>, and V were all collated using digital colour images that are

33 There are good indications that this also happens in the parts of O copied by its first original hand.
On this, see Rassow (1874, pp. 3-4), who claims that, in regard to books III-1V, OP either stems from the
same source as K® or is itself dependent upon K® directly and then provides some evidence in support
of this claim.

34 Although EN X.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8] actually ends in f. 83r, only the last three lines of the text are
located in this folio (i.e., 1179a31-33: ‘Oeopi\éoTaTos ... eddaiuwr’).

35 Besides, from 1178a33 onwards, the folios copied by V’s original hand (the one that dates from XI-XII
centuries) are missing. Thus, although a later hand (from the XV century) completes the missing parts
of V, I have not taken it into account.
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available online in the repositories of the Libraries in which they are located.*®* M®, in turn, was
collated using digital colour images provided by the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.

To secure more accuracy to my collations, I collated the relevant the mss. in small sec-
tions of about 30 Bekker lines each. The mss. were collated in the following order: K®, P®, C¢, L,
LP, O, B%s*- 'V, and MP. For every variant I found, I went back to the mss. I already collated
to check them again. After this, I checked my results against previous collations®’ (checking
all mss. again for every passage where I found a divergence between my results and those of
the work of other scholars). Notwithstanding all these precautions, it is possible that the results
presented in the apparatus can still be improved upon, and it is probable that further work may
show that some corrections are necessary.

In the apparatus, 1 have not reported minor orthographical variants, and I have sup-
plied iota subscripts in the apparatus when the mss. did not have them in all cases where their
omission was not a source of textual problems.

I have strictly observed the lineation found in Immanuel Bekker’s edition. To indicate
the beginning of a new line, | have employed °|’, with the exception of lines multiple of five

and lines that correspond to the beginning of a new Bekker page or of a new Bekker column.

For these, | have employed ‘|’. In the apparatus, in turn, I have employed ‘|’ to separate entries
for different lines or line intervals, and ‘|’ to separate different entries for the same line or line

interval.

36 For K and L, see <https://tecabml.contentdm.oclc.org/digital>; for P, see <https://digi.vatlib.it/>; for
C°, see <https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/>; for L?, see <https://gallica.bnf.fr/>; for OP, see <http://teca.riccar-
diana.firenze.sbn.it/>; for B%S"-, see <https://ambrosiana.comperio.it/>; and, for V, see <https://www.
onb.ac.at/>.

37 I have checked my results against Stewart (1882), Susemihl (1887), Bywater (1892, 1894), Ashburner
(1917), and Panegyres (2020). I have not checked my results against Susemihl and Apelt (1912). In
fact, not only Apelt omits a series of readings reported by Susemihl (such as those of PP), but also, as
already observed by Ashburner (1917), in translating Susemihl’s sigla for the mss. groupings, he ends
up introducing some mistakes into the apparatus.
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3. ENX.6-9 [=Bywater X.6-8]

Sigla

Kb (Laur. Plut. 81.11, saec. IX, ff. 121v-124v—1176al1 [répme] ad 1177a30 [ixavds] om. K°)
Kb2 (Corrections made by a later hand [saec. XIII])

pb (Vat. gr. 1342, saec. XIII, ff. 93r-95v)

(O (Cant. gr. 1i.5.44 [=1879], saec. XIII, ff. 98v-101r)

L (Laur. Plut. 81.18, saec. XII, ff. 81r-83r)
L! (Corrections made Ioannikios himself or by his anonymous partner)
L? (Corrections made by a later hand [different from L'])

Lb (Par. gr. 1854, saec. XII-XIII, ff. 175r-182r)

ob (Ricc. 46, sacc. XII, ff. 85v-88v)

BY>5U- (Ambros. B 95 sup. [=Martini-Bassi 117], saec. XII-XIII, ff. 197r-205r)

B?suP-l' (Corrections made by a later hand)

v (Vind. Phil. 315, saec. XI-XII, ff. 204v-209r—1178a33 ([37]\os) ad finem desunt V1)
Mmb (Marc. gr. Z 213, 1565-1572, ff. 117v-120v)

Arab. (Arabic translation—ed. Akasoy & Fidora [2005])

Aver. (Averroes’s [Latin version]—ed. Woerther [2018])

1176230 6. | elpnuévaw 8¢ Tav mepl Tas dperds Te kal pikias kal
e /’ \ \ > /7 ’ ~ > \
| Mdovas, Aourov mept evdayuovias TUmw SeNbetv, emedn)
/’ > \ 7, ~ > / > ~ \ \
Té|Aos avry Tlhepev TV avbpwmivewr. avalafoiol 61 Ta
TPOELPNUEVa OVVTOUWTEPOS AV €l 0 AJyos. elmouer & 0Tt
b b4 ¢/ . \ \ ~ 4 \ ’ ¢ 4

ovk | éoTw €5 kal yap T kalevdovt dua Blov vmapyou
k4 ~ ~ 7 \ ~ ~ \ 14 > \
35 dv, ¢pu|rod {avre Blov, kal Té SuaTvyoivT T4 péyioTa. el &)
1176b1  7adra | w) dpéoker, AANG pdAlov eis évépyerdv Twa Beréov,
kalla|mep €v Tols mpdTepov elpnTat, TV & Evepyedv at uév
elow | avaykalat kal O €Tepa alperal at 8¢ kall avrds,
dMAov | 611 Ty evdaruoviar Tav kal aiTas alpeT®V Twa
5 Qeréov kal | o Téww 8 dANo* 008evds yap évdens 1) eddatpo-

’ > b > ’ 9 € \ b >\ 3 \ > % \
via aA\’ avtdplkns. kall avras & elow atperal ad’ @v undev
em{nretTal | mapa Ty €vépyeiav. TowatTar § elvar dokobow

a30-31 epnuévov ... dlovas] desunt L
a35-bl ra ... un desuntL

bl-4 «aldmep ... Oetéov desunt L

b4-5 kal ... év[dens] desunt L

b6 & ... undév desunt L

b7-8 [eilvar ... d[pemiv] desunt L

| a30 7e PPC°LO’B?*"»'VMP: om. L | a32 7ihepev
PPCCLLPOPB?*"*V: quririfeper MP | &) PPCCLB> s VMP:
8¢ LPO® | a33 & PPCCLLPOPB*s*»VMP: &) Bywater |
a34-35 ¢urov PPC°BYV: ¢firo Arab. (553.9: “aiall’ [al-
ma ‘diimi]—literally ‘of what is nonexistent/lacking,” but see
Arberry’s conjecture [in Akasoy & Fidora, p. 552n131]): ¢v-
7a&v LLPO°MP Bekker Susemihl Bywater ~ 1176b1 dpéoxel
PPCLLPOPV: dpéoror BP>P: apéorovow MP | bS5 post dANo
add 7¢ P°C® I b7 mapa PPLLPOPB?S%-VMP: 7repi C
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10

15

20

25

1176b7-1176b27

at kat’ ape|lmy mpdafest Ta yap kala kal omovdaia TPAT-
Tew TV O | avTa alpeTdv. kal TV Tadidr 8¢ at ndelat 0v
vap 8 | érepa adras aipotvrar PAdmTovTal yap am av-
TV paA\ov | ) wdelodvTat, aueAolVTes TOV CWUATWY KAl
T1S KTNO€WS. | kaTapevyovol § €mt Tas TolavTas daywyas
TV evdaruo|vilopévar ol moAol, do Tapa Tols TUpdrvoLs
evdokiuolow | ot €v Tals TolavTals daywyals evTpameNoL’
@y yap éplev|Tar, év TovTows Tapéyovor opds abTovs Ndeis
déovTar d¢ Towov|Twy. dokel uev odv evdaiuovika TadTa €l-
vae dwa 70 Tovs €v | duvaoTelais €v TovTols amaoxoldlew,
ovdev 8¢ lows onuelov | ol TowolTOL €LOV" OV yap €v T du-
vaoTevew 1) apern ovd o vols,| ad’ wv al omovdatat évép-
yewar obd el dyevaTol obTou dvTes | Hdovijs elhikpivots kai
elevleplov €ml Tas owpaTikas katalpevyovow, da TovTO
TAUTAS oTéOV alpeTwTEPAS €lval Kal | yap ol maldes Ta
map’ avTols TULWUEVa KpdTIoTa olovTal | €lvat. eDAoyov d1),
domep Tawol kal avdpdow €Tepa palveTar Tiwa, oUTw Kal
davdows kal émewéow. kaldmep odv | moAdkis elpnTat,
kal Tiua kal 10éa €0TL Ta TG omovdaiw | TowadTa dvTa*
€KAoTw O 1) KaTa TNV otkelav €Ew alpeTw|TaTy €vépyeia,

b8-9 7dv ... alperawv desunt L

b10 aipotvrar SAdmrovrar desunt L
b1l cwpdrwv kal tis desunt L
b12-13 [ev]dawpovilopévawr deest L
b14 dwaywyats deest L

b15 déovrar deest L

b16-17 év dvvaorelaus desunt L
b18 ev 7[®] desunt L

b19 008’ deest L

b20 [ow]ualrwkas] deest L
b21-22 kat yap o[¢] desunt L

b23 &) deestL

b25 kali] deest L

| b8 kald kal om. LP I b12 dwwywyas
mg.PPs.1.C°LLPOPB?*" VMP: dywyds PPC® | ante 7@V
add «at L | b15-16 TowdTwr PPCCLBYS**VMP: rotdrwr
LPOP | b17 ante Swvaoreloaws add Tais PPCCBUV |
dmaoyohdlew LPOPBO*PVMPArab.  (555.6: Gjlsci; [yas-
tagiliina)): amooyohdleww PPC°L Bekker Susemihl Bywa-
ter | b18 00d 6 LLPBYV: o0d¢ PPC: 6 d¢ O°MP |
b20 é\evbepiov PPCCLLPOPBPV: é\evbfépas MP I
b22 avrois PPC°LLPOPB*“PV: avraw MP | b23-24
¢alverar  PPC’LOPB?*"VMP®: ¢paivovrar L° I b26 d¢
PPCLLPOPB?>»-VMP: &) Par. 1417 (pace Susemihl and
Bywater, who report that it gives &7 for the following line)
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30

35

1177al

10

1176b27-1177a13

kal 7¢ omovdaiw O1) 1) KaTa THY ApeTV. ovK | €v mawdid
dpa 1) eddawuovia. kal yap dromov 70 TéNos elval | madidv,
kal mpayuareveslar kai kakomalety Tov Blov | dmavra Tob
mallew xapw. dmavta yap ws elmelv €T€pov | €vexka alpov-
ueba Ay Tijs evdawovias® TéNos yap avTy. | omovdalew
3¢ kat movety Tawdids xapw nAbiov paiverar kat | Alav wai-
ducdv maillew & dmws omovdaly, kat’ Avdyapow, | opbids
Exew Sokel. dvamaioe yap Eowkev 1) madid, advva|rotv-
Tes 8¢ ouvexs movely dvamaloews déovrat. od &) TéNos |
1) AVATAVOLS® YeTaL yap EVEKa THS evepyelas. Ookel O O |
evdaluwy Plos kat dpernv elvar o0Tos de puera omovdis, |
aAN’ ovk €v Tadid. BeATiw Te Aéyouer Ta omovdaia TV |
yelolwy kal peta madids, kal Tob Bektiovos del kal | wo-
plov kal avBpuymov omovdatoTépay T Evépyetav: 1) 8¢ ToD |
BeAtiovos kpeltTwv kal evdaiuovikwTépa Tjdn. amolaloeté
| 7 av 7év owpaTikdr Mdovdyr o TvXwY Kal avdpdmTodov
ovy | NTTov T0b dploTov” evdaiuovias & ovdels avdpamddw
peTadidwlow, € wy kal Blov. o yap €v Tals TotavTals da-
ywyals 1 | eddaypovia, dAN év Tais kar dperiv évepyelas,
kaflamep | kal mpoTepov elpnTal.|

7. €l & €otiv 1) evdauovia kat apeTny €vépyeia, eUAOYyoV
| kaTa ™Y kpaTioTyv: atTy & Av ein Tol apioTov. eiTe O)
b27 kal[ra] deest L
b28 [dro]mov deest L
b30 malllew] deestL
b31 [eddai]uov[ias] deest L
b34 7wa[dwa] deestL
1177al [avd]m[avois] deest L
a2 O¢ pleral] desuntL
a3 [om]ov[d]aila] deestL
a3 7av deest L
a5 omov[daworépav] deest L
a6 [dmo]A[avoee] deest L
a8-9 peraddwow ... Tals desunt L
al0 aAX’ ... ka[famep] desunt L
al2 éotiv ... évép[yera] desunt L
al3 av ... vobs desunt L

I b27 &) 7 L Arab. (555.13: “Ual (oWl X3’ [wa-‘inda I-
fadili aydan]—‘and in the case of the excellent person too,’
cf. Akasoy & Fidora [2005, p. 554n139], compare 1178a21,
where the 87 from kat ... 87 is rendered in the same way, and
1178a5 and 1178a30, where it is rendered as ‘likewise’[&.‘ff]):
8¢ 7 OPa.r. Par. 1417: 8¢ PPCCLPB*">-VMP Bekker |b28 7o
om. M | b31 éveka PPC°LLPO’MP: ydpw BV | b33
omovddly PPC°LB?*"VMP: omovddlew LPOP 117722 perd
omovdijs PPCLLPOPB?%%: grovdaios V. 1a3 dAN om. O°MP
| a4 ante pera add. 7ov L® Susemihl | a5 omovdatorépav
PPCCLOPB?"V: grovdatorépov MP: omrovdatordryy L® | a9
00 PPCCLPOPBY - V: 098¢ MP | yap PPCCLLPOPMPBo¥wv:
dp’ ci. Susemihl
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1177a13-1177b1

~ ~ 4 3/ () \ \ 4 ~ Y \
vobs | TobTo €iTe dANO T, 0 O7) kaTa PUow dokel dpyxew Kal
fyei|ofar kai Evvotav Exew mept kaA@v kal Oelwv, ele Oeiov
oV | kal avTo €iTe TV €v Nuiv T BerdTaTov, 1) ToUTOL EVép-
yewa | kaTa TNV olkelav dpeTVv €l av 1) TeAela evdaiuovia.
¢/ 9 \ ’ 24 3 7 \ ~ 9 N
61| & éoTl DewpnTukr), €lpyTat. opoloyoduevor 8¢ TolT Qv
doewev | elvar kal Tols mpoTepov kal T alnlet. kpaTioT)
\ </ > \ e 5 /7 \ \ 3 ~ ~ > 4 ~
€ yap | atimy éotiv 7 évépyelar kal yap 6 vois TV év Huiv,
Kal TAV | yvwoTdv, mepl 4 0 vobs. €Tt 0¢ ovvexeoTdTn" -
wpev Te yap | duvdueba ovvexds paAlov 7 mpdTTEW OTL-
otv. otdueta Te | detv dovny mapaueutxar 4 eddauovia,
10l0TN O€ TV | KT apeTnV EvepyeLdY 1) KATA TNV CoPlav
3 /’ > ’ . ~ ~ € ’ \
Spooyovpévas | éotiv: Sokel yotv 1) puhocodia BavpacTds
< \ b4 ’ \ ~ 14 4 \ ~
Ndovas €xew kallapomnTi kat 7 BeBalw, eUAoyov d¢ Tots
> ’ ~ ’ e ’ \ \ o e/
ewdoot Twv {n|TovvTwr Ndlw v dwaywyny elvat. 1 T€ Aeyo-
pevn avtdpkewa | wepl Ty OewpnTik)y wdAoT av €y TV
pev yap mpos 7o | v avaykalwv kat copos kal dikaios
Kal ot Aourol déovTa, | Tols O€ TOLOUTOLS (KAVMDS KEXOPN -

ynuévawy o pev dikatos dettar | mpos ods dikatompayioe
\ > T 3 /’ \ \ 3 ’ \ 3 > ~ \
kal ped’ v, opolws 8¢ kal 0 ow|ppwy kal 0 avdpetos kal
~ k4 e/ 3 \ \ \ ¥ < \ N ’
TV dAAwY €kaoTos, 0 8¢ cogos | kal kall avTov wv dvva-
Tat Dewpeiv, kal Sow Av copdTepos | 7}, waAlov' BéATov &
lows ovvepyods Exwv, dAN Suws | abdTapkéoraros. Séka

al4-15 [dpxlew ... éxew desunt L
al6 [el]Te ... TovTov desunt L
al7-18 [ed]daiuovia ... Qew[pyTicn] desunt L
al9 mwpdrepov ... aAnlel desunt L
220-21 xai® ... vois desunt L

a22 wpdrTew ... oidue[0d] desunt L
a24 dperny ... ka[ra] desunt L

a25 [falvupaoras ... €[xew] desunt L
a27 [98]iw dwalywynv] desunt L
a28 7dv pev yap desunt L

a30 TowovTois ([kavdds] desunt L
a3l opolws deest L

a33-b33 dvvarar Oewpeiv desunt L
a34 [§]uws deest L

| al5 ante mwept add. kat M® | al8 & om. M® | al9
7e om. LO°M® | a21 7e del. Bywater | a25 ¢ulocodia
LLPOPBoSUP-VMP Arab. (559.2: iacddll, [bi-I-falsafati]): oo-
$pia PPCC | Qavpaoras #dovés PPCELPBO™™V: favua-
oy Ndoviiy O°MP | 22526 kabapidryre PPCCLBo*WV:
kafapeidrre LPOP Bywater: kafapotoryre MP | a26 o¢
PPC°LOPMPB?*%V: 7¢ LY 1227 Siaywysy PPCLLPOPVMP:
aywynv B | a29 ante copos add. 6 PPCBP | a30
Tois 8¢ TowovTors PPCSLOPB?*P VMP: 7w 8¢ Towodrewr LY |
kexopnynuévawr KPPPCCLLPOPV: keyopnynuévors BOSPMP |
a34 7) KPPPCCLLPB?": el O° | &ywv KPPPCCLLPBSUPV:
Exew OPMP  1177b1 86Ear KPOPMP: §dfeie PPCCLLPB>sUV
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1177b1-1177b19

9 N > \ 7 b ¢ \ > ~ . > \ \ > 9 5
7 av avry) puovy 8 avmy ayamdlofalr ovdev yap am av-
T1)s yverar wapa 70 Dewpijoat, amd | 8¢ TV TPAKTIKOY )
mAetov 1) ENaTTov mepumotoduela mapa v | mpdaéw. doxet
7€ 1 eddawuovia év i oxoNj elvar doyollotueda yap wa
oxoAd{wuev, kat moleuoluer wa elpfvmy | dywpev. TV
eV 0DV TPAKTIKDV APETMV €V TOLS TONTLKOLS | 7) €V Tols
TONEULKOTS 1) €vépyeta atl 8¢ mepl TatiTa mpdels | dokovow
doyolot €lvat, al ey TONEULKAL Kal TAVTEA®S, | 0UdELs yap
aipeiTal TO moleuelv Tob ToNeuelv Eveka, ovde malpaockev-
’ ’ ’ \ n ~ ’ %5
alew moNepov* dofal yap Av mavTeAds pawpovos | Tis elvar,
€L TOUS Pilous ToAepiovs mowoiTo, va paxal kat | $povos yi-
vowTo. €07t 8¢ Kal 1) Tol mToALTIkoD doyolos, kal | wap’ avTo
70 mo\Tevealar mepumoovpuérn duvaoTelas kal Tiuas 3) Ty
ve ebdaiuoviav abTe kal Tois ToNTats, érépav | odoav Tis
mo\TikT)s, MV Kkal {nTotuev dfjlov ws €Tépav ovoav. | el &
TV eV KaTa Tas dperas mpafewv al ToATIKAl Kal | To-
Aeutkal kdAAew kal peyéler mpoéxovow, abrar & doyolot
\ /’ \ > 14 AY > b G \ c ’ >

Kal TéNOUS Twos €plevTal Kal ov OU avTas ailperal elow, |
e \ ~ ~ > /’ ~ /’ ~

7) 8¢ Tob vobl €vépyela omovdj] Te diadépew dokel Dewpn-

b2 ovd[ev] deest L

b3 [é\aTTo]v mepi[moroduetia] desunt L
b4 [ellvar deest L

b5-6 [eiplvmy dlywuev] desunt L
b7 d¢ deestL

b10 [d6¢]ar deest L

b1l [(v]a pdyac

b13 mepumorov[uérn] deest L
b14-15 érepav odoav desunt L
b16 [m]pdéewr deest L

b19 7€ dia[pépew] desunt L

bl 7 KPPPCCLB?wv & LPO*MP I b3 &
KPPPCCLPB?W VMP: vyap O° | mparticaw KPPPCEMP Arab.
(559.10: * 2l <135 2’ [min dawati I-fi li]—cf. Schmidt&UI-
mann [2011, p.92]): mpakrv LLPOPBPV | mepumototueba

KPPPCCLLPOPB*"V: mrepimovotuefda  MP | mapa
KPPPCCL s..LPOPB?"V: 7rept LOMP | b5 oyoldlwpev
KPPPCCLLPOPB?-V: omrovddlwper MP I b6 mpaxTdv
KPPPCCLLPOPB**"V: mparraw MP I b7 % év 7ois
molepucoisom. MP | év om. LPB%sV | 7 evépyewa
KPPPCCLOPM®: ai évépyerar LPBO¥UPV I b9 aipetrar 76

mohepely KPPPCYLLPOPB?'V: rroveiv aipeirar M | b9-10
mapaokevdler KPLOY: mapaokevdlew PPCCLPBsu-VMP I
b12 ¢dvos KPPPCOOP Arab. (559.15: 55 &yt 5,56 &7
[hatta takiina huriibun wa-qatlun]—*so that there are battles and
slaughter’): ¢dvor LLPB?"»VMP Bekker Susemihl Bywater
| yowro PPCLLPBYS%: yimrar KPOP: yivwvrar M® | b15
kat om. LL® | b17-18 doyolot kat PPCCLLPOPBY3sUP-VMP:
doyoAucar (sic) K® (note that the accents in K® have been added
by a later hand) | b18 aiperal eiow KPPPCCOPMP: eiow
aiperal LLPB?U-V
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1178al

1177b19-1178al

\ 3 \ b < \ > \ > 4 /4 b4

Tk 000a,| kal Tap avTnY oVdevos épieabar TéNovs, Exew
< \ > ’ 4 \ 7 \ > ’ \ \
7€ Ndovnv | olkelav (atiTn ¢ ovwavéel v évépyeiar), kal 7O
avTapkes | O kal oyohaoTwov kal dTpvTov ws avlpuma
kal 6oa | dANa T® pakaplew amovéueTar KaTa TaUTNV TNV

> 14 / b4 e /7 \ 3 14 ¢/ N
evépyewav | palverar Svta’ 1) Tehela dn evdaiuovia ality dv

k4 > ’ ~ ~ 4 /’ > \ \ >

el av|fpdymrw, AaBotoa pijkos Blov TéNeov. 00dv yap dre-
Aés €oTw | TV Ths evdarpovias. 0 &€ TowolToS Av €l Plos
kpelrTwv 1) | kat” dvlpwmov: ov yap 1) dvBpwmds éoTw of-
’ > b ’F‘ ~ 7 > > ~ ¢ /’ ¢/ \
Tws Bunoerar, a\\’ | 1) Oeidv Tu €v avT® vmdpxer Goov dé
diadéper TotTo TOU oLY|léToV, TOOODTOV KAl 1) EVépyEla THS

\ \ k4 > 4 > \ ~ 3 ~ \ \ k4
katd T A dperiv. | €l 87 Betov S vois mpds TOV dv-
Opwmov, kal 0 kata TovTov Blos | Oetos mpos Tov avbpw-
mwov Blov. oV xpn) 8¢ kata Tovs TapalvoivTas avipdmwa
~ k24 b 3 \ \ Y ’ > b > b
ppovelv dvBpwmov dvra ovde Ovmra Tov Ovy|Tdv, AN’ €d
ooov evdéxerar alavarilew kat wavra mowelv | wpos 1o (v
KaTG TO KPATLOTOV TV €V avTd €l yap kal | 7¢ Syke

b20-21 7%Sovv oi[kelar] desunt L

b22 ws av[fpwmwor] desunt L

b23 év[épyerav] deest L

b24-25 dvra ... dvbpui[mov](see critical note below) desunt L
b25-26 [0v]Sév ... 0 8¢ desunt L

b27 ov yap ... aAX’ desunt L

b28-29 70D ... kaTa desunt L

b30-31 [ka]7ra ... Biov desunt L

b32-33 ovra ... a[AN'] desunt L

b34 70 (v ... kpdTioTov desunt L

| b20 ante éyew add. kai K® | 7¢ PPC°LLPOPB?*%V: v
K® Bywater: 7¢ xai MP | b21 ante oikelav add. TeAeiav
KPOPMP Susemihl: om. PPCSLPB*%V Arab. (561.5-6: ‘& &i;
w\:- 0 [wa-anna lahu laddatan hassiyyatan]—°‘and that it
has its own pleasure’) | b22 &) KPPPCCLLPB?>v: 8¢ OPMP
Susemihl | davbpdme KPOP: dvbpdmwor PPCELLPBYSW v
| b23 kara PPCCLLPOPB?*"-V: 7¢ kara K?MP Bywater |
b24-25 avfpadmew KPPPCS: avfpwdmov LLPOPB?S'V Bekker
Susemihl Bywater | b25 AaBotoa KPPPCCLLPOPBY3sUP-V:
AaBovoar MP | Blov Téretov KPPPCCLLPBO*U-VMP: 7¢-
Xewov Biov QY I b24-26 avlpdmov ... av ein mg. V
| b26 av ey KPPPCCLOPB*"VMP: ey av L° | Bios
kpelrtwy KPPPCCOPMP: kpelrraw Bilos LLPB*PV | b28
8oov KPPPCS: Gow s.1.C°LLPOPB?>"-VMP Bekker Susemihl |
8¢ KPPPCCLPOPB?V: §) L | b29 7ocoiror KPPPCE: 70-
oovTw s.1.C¢ LPOPB3sP-VMP Bekker Susemihl 1 b31 od xp) 8¢
KPPPCCOP: xp1) 8¢ 00 LLPBPV | a33 dfavarilew KPOPMP:
amafavarilew PPCS mg.OPB*"V: drrofavarilew (sic) LL® |
mwdvra KPPPCCOP: dmavra LLPBY SV
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1178al-1178a19

’ b 4 \ 7 \ ~ 4
KPOV €0TL, duvduer Kal TYUOTNTL TOAV UdAAov | TdvTwy
vmepéxel. Oofee & Av kal elvar €kaoTos TovTO, €lTEpP | TO
kUptov kal duewov' dromov odv yivorr dv, €l w1y Tov | av-
700 Blov aipoito dANG Twos dANov. TO Aexlév Te mpdTe|pov
apuooeL kal viv' TO yap OLKELOV EKAOT® Tj) PuoeL kpa|Ti-
OTOV Kal TjOLOTOV €0TW €KAOTW. Kal T avipdmw o) 0 kaTa
| Tov voiv Blos, elmrep TotTo pdAoTa dvpwmos. odTos dpa
kal | eddaypovéoTaTos. |

14 b 3 \ \ k4 > 4 e \ \

8. devrépws & 6 katda ™V AN dpemivt al yap katd |
TavTv evépyetar avllpwmikal® dlkaia yap kal avdpeia kal

\ ki \ \ \ k4 \ \ > 4 4
| Ta dAAa Ta kaTa Tas aperas wPos aA\Aovs TpaTTOUEY
v | ovwaA\aypaow kat xpelats kal mpafeol wavTolals év
7€ | Tols mabeol duaTypoivTes TO Tpémov €xaoTw, TavTa &
elvar | palverar mavra avlpwmikd. évia 8¢ kal ovuPBalvew
amo | Tob odpatos Sokel, kal TOAG cvvpkeldodal Tols

4 < ~ > 4 /4 \ \ ¢ ’
mdlfeow | ) Tob 1j0ovs aperr). ovvélevkTar B¢ kal 1) Gpdvy-
ots 73 Tob | 1jfovs apety), kal alm) TH) Pppovioel, elmep ai
pev Tijs dpolioews dpxal kata Tas Rlkds elow dperas,
70 & oplov | Tdv NOkdv kaTa TV ppdvmow. cuvnpTHUé-

1178a1-2 [1]udm7e ... wav[Twv] desunt L
a3 [d]uewov ... ylvol 7] desunt L

a5 kat ... ol[ketov] desunt L

a9 mjv ... aplernv] desunt L

all d\\a deestL

al2 kal mpd[&eot] desunt L

al3-14 elva paiverar desunt L

al5 ow[wreidolai] dest L

al6 7j[0ovs] deest L

al8 [e]iow deestL

1178al Tyudryre PPCCLLPBY*"VMP Arab. (563.1: *»533 538"
[bi-I-gquwwati wa-I-karami]—‘in power and honourébleness’j:
ooy KP: 7edeidmyme O | a2 wdvrawv dmepéyer KPLOP:
mdvtwy  vmepéxew MP: Umepéxer mdvtwv PPCC: Umepéyel
LPB»wV | § om. K°M® | évar ékaoros KPOP: evar
ékaorov MP: ékaoros elvar PPCCLLPB> | a3 post duewov
add. pevov KPPPC® | a7 robro pdhiora KPPPCCOPMP: udAc-
o7a TovTo LLPB?PV 1 29-10 kard radmyy KPPPCCOPVMP:
kar adriy LLPB® [ all prius 7o om. K°O°MP Bekker |
al3 Swarpotvres 70 mpémov éxdorTw KPPPCCOPMP: 70 mpé-
mov éxdoTe duatnpotvres LLPB™"V | al4 kaiom. L |
al6-17 ocwvélevkrar ... aperyj om. Arab. (cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p.
562n171] and Ullmann [2011-2012, vol. 2, p. 266]) 1al7 aimy
PPCCLLPOPB*U-VMP: adry) Arab. (563.10: sas [bi- ‘ayniha)):
avri K® | 74 Pppovnoel KPPPCELLPOPBOFU-VMP: owdpo-
ovvy Arab. (563.10: ‘:@J\’ [al- iffatu]—cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p.
562n172]) | ante eimep add. kat L | al8-19 7as nOwkds
.. kata om. Arab. (cf. Akasoy & Fidora [p. 562n173]) | al19
ovvnpruévar & abrar PPCCLLPOPV Arab.: cvwnpryuévn § av-
rais K°
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1178a19-1178b7

s @ I\ ~ ’ \ \ ’ N 5 e
var § abrau kal | Tois wdfeot mepl TO otvlerov dv elev: ai
3¢ Tob ouvvbéTov ape|ral avlpwmikal. kai o Blos 61 6 kaTa
TavTas kal 1) evdatlpovia. 1) O€ ToD VoD KEXWPLOUEV) TO-
oovTov yap mepl avtijs | elpnTar dwakpBaoal yap upetlov
70U TPOKeLEVoU €0T. | ddfee & Av Kal THS €KTOS XOpPT -
yias 1) ém pxpov 3 én’ Earrov Sei|obar Tijs HOwkis. Tw
pey yap avaykaiwv dudotv xpela | kal €€ loov éoTw, €l kal
paA\ov duarovel mepl TO GDUA O | TOATIKDS, Kal doa ToL-

~ \ \ k24 / \ \ \ > 14
adra (ukpov yap dv i dwagépol)* | mpos 8¢ Tas évepyelas
oAV dtoloet. T uev yap eevllepiw | denoer xpmudTwy mpos
70 mpdTTew T4 ENevlépia, kal T | Sikalw &) eis Tas dv-

’ e \ ’ k4 ~ \
Tamoddoes (ai yap PBovMjoes ddnlot, | mpoomootvTar 3¢

\ ¢ \ ’ ’ ~ ~ > ’

kal of w1 dikatot Bovlecbar dikatompayev), | T dvdpelw
3¢ duvduews, elep EmTeENEL TL TV KaTA TNV | Apemv, Kal
T® owdpovt éfovolas. TS yap diAos €oTar 7 | obTos 7
TV AN Tis; dudiopyTeiTal Te moTEpPOr KupLTE|pov Tijs
dpetijs 1 mpoaipeats 1) ai mpdées, ws év dudotv | ovions

\ \ /’ ~ ¢ > > ~ N 4 \ \ \
70 On) TéNewov dAov ws €v audolv av e’ wpos d¢ | Tas

4 ~ ~ \ o N 14 IoX \
mpatets TOAGY deiTat, kal 6ow av pellovs Mow kal | kal-
Alovs, TAeldvwr. 74 d¢ BewpoivTi 0vdevos TV ToLOUTWY

’ \ > ’ 14 > b e > ~ \ 3> ’ 4
| mpos ye Ty €vépyetar xpela, aAN’ ws elmely kal €umodd
éorw | mpds ye T Bewpliav: § § dvblpwmds éoTw kal mwhei-
oot ov(j), | alpelTal Ta KaTa TV APETNY TPATTEW" defoETAL
odv TV TowU|Twy Tpos 70 avlpwmevectar—) 8¢ Telela
a20 [malOeor deest L
a2l kara deest L
a33 [87])os ad finem desunt V! (saec. XI-XII)
1178b1 [7]o deest L
b7 [av]O[pwmevechai] deest L

| 220 ante wepl add. kai B%WPMP | a21 kara Tavras
KPPPC*OPMP: kar  adras LLPBP*"PV  Bywater I
a22 yap KPPPCLLPOPBP*V: §¢ MP | a23 elpnrac

KPPPCCLLPOPBY*"-VMP Arab. (563.12: 33 11y G BT
[wa-I-quwwila fi-ha bi-hdda I-qadri]—‘so much is said about

it’): etprjofw Aretinus Bekker Bywater | draxpiSdoar
LPOPB?*"-VMP: dkpiBioar KPPPCE | post yap add.
mept LD | a24 prius 7 KPPPC°MP: om. LLPOPBswv

Bekker | post alterum 7 add. ws B%"* | a26 &orw KPP
s.1.CLLPOPB*s"» VMP: éxdorew C° | Siamovel om. MP |
227 Swagpépor MP: Swagpépew KPOP: Suadpéper PPCE: Siagpépn

LLPBo3sup-y | a28 Swioer PPCCLLPOPVMP: cuvdioloer K
| a31 w) om. M® | a32 7w om. LLPB®"VM" | a33
diiros Eorar KPPPCCLLPOPBY*"-V: &orar dfjros MP | 4
om. O’MP | a34 duguoByreiral KPPPCCOPMP: {yreirac
LLPB?W | 7¢ KPOPMP: 8¢ PPCCLP: 8¢ 7« LB 1178b3
kad\lovs KPPPCCLLPOPB?SPV kalai MP I b3 7 &¢

Gewpotvre KPPPCCLLYir. OPBYS"VMP: 7o 8¢ fewpoivrww
Lbar. | o0devos KPPPCCLLPOPB3UP-: ovder MP I bS oulj
KPPPCCLOPB?**P-MP: oulijv L® b6 7d KPPPCCLLPOPBo3svP-:
TOMP | 7y om. LPB¥PMP
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> 4 ¢/ ’ /7 > > /’ \ > ~
evdarpovia 67 Dewpn|Tiky) Tis €oTw évépyewa, kal évbetlev

14 \ 3 14 o 4 \ 7 > ~
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b12-13 kal ... vmo[uévovras] desunt L
b13—-14 [«wdvvev]ovras ... dhoovow desunt L
b15-16 TowotTov ... popTikos desunt L

b17 [deé]wotion ... mept desunt L

b18-19 mdvres ... adTovs desunt L

b20 7® ... a[pnpnuévw] desunt L

b21-22 [doTle ... palkapidmy] desunt L

| b8 7is éorw KPLOPB*»SUMP: éorw 7is PPCCLP I
b8-9 7obs fOeods yap KPPPCSLOPB“PMP: rovs yap Oeods
Lb | b11 % om. K® | b12 ante Towabra add. dA\a
LPB?%- | 7as KPPPCCLLPOPB?UMP: 70bs Ald. | dvSpeiovs
KPPPOPB3s% MP: Gudpelas CCLPB>"P!: Gudpelov conj. By-
water (cf. Contrib. p. 69) I b13 <#> scripsi: om. codd.
| vmouévovres K°: vmouévovras PPCCLLPOPB?*U»-MP Bekker
Susemihl Bywater: vmouévovros conj. Bywater: vmouevdvrows
conieci | kwdvvevdvres conj. Burnet (p. 465): kwdvvedovras
KPPPCCLLPOPB?3s*»-MP Bekker Susemihl Bywater: KWBUV&U'OV-
Tos conj. Bywater: KLVSUVﬁUOVTOLg Conlec1 | b15 ai PPCCL:
KPOPBISsuP-MP Arab.? (565.15: “Eaall JuiVi v.@_.i\w oy [wa in
nusiba ilayhim al-af alu I- ‘affyyatu]—‘and if temperate actions
are attributed to them,’ see the discussion below in the next sec-
tion) | b18 ljv e KPPPCLLPB*S*: iy ye Coraes Bywa-
ter: Lijy O: (yreirar MP | wdvres KPPPCCLPOP: wdvres yap
MP: rdAw B> | b19 ante adrovs add. elvac M® | o ydp
&7 KPPPCCLPOPMP: ov yap Sei LP: ob 87 yap B | b20
&) KPPPCCLLPOPB3sup VMb d¢ Susemlhl | apaipovuévov
K" Arab. (567.1: ;L:-‘}l\ 2 s Csw s\ [id nufiya ‘an-hum
fi‘lu l-ahyda’i]—"‘since the action of the 11V1ng is removed from
them’—although the ancient translator misconstrues the Greek,
as emphasised by Akasoy & Fidora [p. 566n187], this transla-
tion suggests that the original it is translating had the genitive
absolute): ddaipovuévew PPCS: ddnpnuévey LLPOPBPSU:: gy -
pnuévov MPir. | b21 7od PPCSLLPOPB?*"-MPArab. (567.1:
‘J.uﬂ &’ [mina I-fi li]—*of the activity’): 7Tot7To K® | fewpla
KPPPCCOPMP: fewpias LLPBO¥uP
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b23 &) ... ovyyeveord[mn] desunt L
b24-25 eddawpovias ... TowavTns desunt L
b26 TotavTys ... évepyelas desunt L
b27-28 & ... {ddbwv desunt L

b29 [dwatel]ver ... Bew|pia] desunt L
b30-31 kara ovufel[Bnros] desunt L
b32 [a]v ... e[dawpovia] desunt L
b34 7 ¢vows mpos desunt L

b35 [Oepam]eiar deest L

1179a2 [ev]dé[xeTar] deest L

a3 7 kpios] desunt L

a5 [ka]\d deest L

a6 évapyws deest L

a8 [dA]JAa kat desunt L

| b23 ante 7 add. av ey K® | eddawpovikewrdry s.l. P> |
b26 post paxdpios add. TowadTys otions Tijs évepyelas LOPMP
| b28 o0dausi KPPPCCOPMP: otdaums LLPB?** | b31 kal’
avry LLPOPB?>"MP: ka7’ adriv KPPPC® | b32 %) om.
M  1179a3 o0 KPPPCCLLPOPB%*"P 093¢ M" | a3—4 o0d’
N Kplows, ovd’ ai mpdtes OPMPArab. (567.12: Yj 1L5AN Yj
JUsNT [wa-1a I-qada’u wa-1a I-a ‘malu)): 008’ 7 kplows, o0d 1
mpaéis PPCCLLPB%: 008 1) mpafis K® Aver. (cf. Woerther,
p.219n335) Bekker Susemihl Bywater: o0d’ 7 xpijots, 008’ 1 mpa-
&is Coraes | ad dpyovra KPPPCCOP: dpyovras LLPB?SW: |
Bardrrns KPPPCCLOPB?: fardoons L°M® | a6 ante kara
add. 7a OPMP | of KPPPC°LLPMP: o0 O°
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all [kexopnynluévovs deest L
al4 [vmo]hafBeiv deest L

al9 yap deestL

a2l [empépov]Tas deest L
a24 [Oe]op\[éoTaTos] deest L
a25 [domlep deest L

a26 ovyyeveo[rd]rew deest L

la8 &orar KPPPCCLLPOPBY % & MP a9 kard mv dperny
KPPPCCLLPOPB?%%: kar’ dperny MP | al0 post eddaiuovas
add. elvar B?W | all Kexopnyn,uevovs PbCCLLbObeArab
(569.1: ‘iz i LAV G Al \y)) % 40 [alladina qadda
ruziqi l—qasda mina l-asya’i I-harigati]—‘those provided with
a moderate quantity of the external things’): xeyopnynuévors
KPB%su- | ante kdAuwo® add. 7a LPOPB?'VMP Bekker
Susemihl Bywater | ws om.K® [ al6 udvor KPPPCCBY3suP-:
pdvwr LLPOPMP | al7 &) KPPPCCLLPB*W-MP: §¢ O° |
al8 7o s.LKP?PPCSLLPOPB?»MP: om. K® | 70 & diyfés
KPPPCCOPLOMD: 70 dAnbes & LB‘)SsuP | al9 mpaxTois
PPCLLY B Arab. (569.5-6: JL«;\!\ & Ui l-a‘mali}—cf.
1179 a3-4, where ‘JuiNP translates ai mpdées): mparTucols
KPOPMP | éx om. Lir. | a20 76 kipiov. okomeiv &7 PPCE:
70 KUptov. okomelvy 8¢ LLPOPBYS"MP: 70 wipiov &) oxomeiv
K® | a21 ¢épovras KPOPMP: émdépovras PPCLLPBu:
Bekker | a24 post éower add. elvar PPCSLLPB%sU- Bekker
| a24-25 dvbpdsmor K® Arab. (569.9: ° QU [li-I-nasil—cf.
Akasoy & Fidora [p. 568n200]) Aver. (et si quidem cura sit
Deo de hominibus): dvlpwmivewy PPCSLLPOPB3“-MP Bekker
Susemihl Bywater | a26 post xal add. 7¢p PPCSLLPB%su:
Bekker Susemihl | post Tot7o add. 7jyovv 70 yaipew T dpoT®d
Kkal ovyyeveoTdTep MP
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a27-28 Twav[ras] deest L
229 [ka]\ws deest L
a30 dd[nAov] deest L

| 228 pidwv KPLPOPMP Arab. (569.11: ‘6.5 [ka-l-asdiga 'i]
—“like friends’): ¢phovuévawr PPC: puhovvrwr L | a29 kai
om. M | mdvra TatTa KPOP: radra wdvra PPCCLLPBY3sup- Mb
1230 feopiléoraTos PPCL'LPOP B Arab. (569.12-13: ‘S
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4. Notes on the text

1176b17: amraoxolalew

I print here the text of L’O°B**"» VM®, which is dmacyoAdlew; P°C°L, in turn, read
amooxoldlew.

The Arabic translation gives ‘d},’w > (vastagiliina), which may, at first, seem to be am-
biguous between the idea of ‘busying oneself completely with something’ (i.e., being busy with
something so as to be diverted from other things) and the idea of ‘devoting oneself to some-
thing’ (i.e., devoting one’s free time to something). However, later on, in 1177b4-5, the Arabic
version renders doxoAovpefa with the same verb, i.e., ¢ Jxa3” (nastagilu) (cf. 559.11), which
makes a strong case for thinking that ‘Q}Lm;’ (vastagilina) is translating amaoyoAalew and not
dmooyoldlew.*

Notwithstanding this, one may think that it is unclear whether amooyoAdlew is a cor-
rection of the much rarer amaoyolalew or if amaoyoAdlew is the result of an error of copy. In
fact, according to the entry on amaoyolalw in the DGE, amraoyoAalovT is reported as a variant
in the apparatus of a passage from Gregory of Nyssa’s de vita Mosis, where the editor prints
dmooyoldlovTt instead.*

In his commentary to 1177b17, Michelet (1848, vol. 2, p. 329) compares the variant
readings we find here to those from 1177b33, a passage in which there are three variants: afla-
varilew (attested in K°O°MP), drrafavarilew (attested in PPCB°*"*V and in the margin of
0®), and dmofavarilew (attested in LLP). In 1177b33, dmofavarilew is clearly due to an er-
ror of copy by L and L°. However, this is still not enough to decide whether we should accept
dmaoyoldlew, for it would be a hapax legomenon.*

Despite this difficulty, the agreement between the Arabic translation and the majority of

the witnesses of the B8 family tells strongly in favour of dracyoAdlew. The fact P® and C¢ have

38 Besides, Dunlop translates & ;LMN > (yastagilina) as ‘are occupied with.” Similarly, see Lane and Lane-
Poole (1863-1893, s.v. Ja&, pp. 1567-1568) (55l52ks [yastagilina] and \xei [nastagilu] come from the
Form VIII of this root) and the list of uses of words from the root J+& in the Arabic version of the EN
made by Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 1, p. 190).

39 However, according to the apparatus of Musurillo’s edition, dracyoldlovrt is the text printed by
Migne in his 1863 edition and by Fronton le Duc in his edition from 1638, while all other relevant mss.
for Musurillo’s edition have amooyolalovre. It is possible, however, that araoyoAalovre is a reading
found in recentiores whose reading is not reported by Musurillo in his apparatus.

40 Unless, of course, it turns out that this is the correct reading for the passage from Gregory of Nyssa |
mentioned, in which case there would be at least two occurrences of the verb amaoyolalw in the whole
Greek corpus.
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amooyoldlew, in turn, could explained as a correction they adopted from L (see footnote 30 on
this). Moreover, it should be noted that there are no occurences of the verb amrooyoAalw in the
extant Greek corpus before Aristotle. As a result, although amooyolalw is also used in some
instances indicate that one is devoting oneself to something in a way that implies abandoning
some serious pursuit,*! this use of the verb comes from quite late Greek,*? and is inconclusive
about how Aristotle could be using the word. For these reasons, I have opted for printing ama-

oyoldlew.®

1177b3: wpakTik®y

Rassow (1874, p. 70) proposes that one should read mpaxrdv here, which is clearly the
reading of the B family. There is of course some plausibility in reading mpaxrav, for Aristo-
tle’s idea in this passage is certainly not that, from practical matters (amo d¢ T@V mpakTKDY),
something is produced beyond the action, but rather that when we act, we produce something
over and above our own action, an idea that can indeed be made explicit by reading mpaxkrav.
However, not only mpakrikav is indisputably the reading of the a family, but also it can be
made sense of very easily if one supplies evepyewor with ‘amo d¢ 7w mpaxTikav,’ so that Aris-
totle would not be talking in general of practical matters, but more specifically about practical
activities.

Moreover, supplying evepyewwv here is perfectly justified, since Aristotle was talking
about the theoretical activity two lines above, in ‘3déat 7" av avry udvy 8 avryv ayamdaocta.’

As Rassow himself acknowledges, the referent of av) and avmjv in this phrase is something

411 thank one of the anonymous referees for this objection.

42 According to a search in the LSJ, dmooyold{w is used in this way by Claudius Aelianus, who, ac-
cording to a search in the TLG, would be the first author to use this verb after Aristotle.

43 A further consideration that should be made in this discussion, but which I cannot get into here, con-
cerns Aristotle’s conception of leisure and his use of the verb oyoAdlew. If it turns out that pastimes such
as pleasant amusements are not leisurely on Aristotle’s account (that they are not leisurely is suggested
by the fact that pastimes consist in avamavows, which is not an end—cf. 1176b35ff), and if Aristotle is
consistent in using the verb oyoAalew to convey the idea that one is not only devoting one’s free time to
something (in which case the same could be said of amooyoAalew), but is also engaging in an activity
that is leisurely, then amraoyoAdlew would seem to give the better reading due to philosophical reasons
as well. As a matter of fact, on this scenario, in saying amaoyoAalew, Aristotle would be making a pun.
He would be saying that the reason why pastimes such as pleasant amusements are thought (presumably
by the many) to be productive of happiness (evdawwovika) is the fact that people in positions of power
spend all their time in activities that turn out to be unleisurely. In other words, Aristotle would be say-
ing that the many think that pastimes such as pleasant amusements are productive of happiness because
people in positions of power are unleisurely occupied (amaoyoAalew) with such things (and as Aristotle
will go on to say in 1177b4: happiness seems to depend on leisure [doxel Te 1) evdaiuovia €v 17 oxoA])
evai)).
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like 7 Oewpnricy evépyea.’

As aresult, supplying evepyewwv with ‘amo de T@dv mpaxTikar’ marks a neat contrast be-
tween the activity Aristotle was just talking about, which is loved for its own sake alone in that it
does not produce anything beyond itself, and the practical activities, which produce something

beyond themselves, and thus are not loved for their own sakes alone.

1177b12: ¢povos

The reading of the a family here is undisputedly the singular ¢ovos, which is the lectio
difficilior. One can make sense of the singular if it is not taken as making reference to the killing
of a particular person, but as having the more general sense of bloodshed or slaughter, which

works well in the context.

1177b20-21: &xew e ndovny oikelav

I print here the text transmitted by members of the 8 family and by P® and C°: éyew Te
ndovny oikelav. It is reasonable to assume that this is also the text the Arabic version of the EN
translates. As a matter of fact, the Arabic translation has the indefinite ‘eJJ’ (laddatan) rendering
“dovijv.”** In that case, the reading we find in K® could be a corruption.

The addition of TeAelav (that is found in KPOPMP®)* can be easily explained as a gloss

that got into the text: the reference to EN X.5 1175a30-31 makes it clear that what Aristotle

4 T am following here the proposal made by Ullmann (2011-2012, vol. 2, p. 265) accordlng to which,
in 561.5-6, we should read G0 r y’(‘wa-anna lahu laddatan’) instead of 43 45 3 *(‘wa-ina lahu
laddatun’), which is the reading printed in Akasoy and Fidora (2005) (they print: U oly’). Although
on both readings we have here a nominal phrase (a pleasure <is> proper to them), reading the conjunction
<& (that) instead of ‘&)’ (if), makes the Arabic version more accurate in that it would be correctly inter-
preting Exew Te ﬁBovﬁv otkelar’ as an infinitive clause that depends on doket (if one reads ° &) instead,
‘€xew Te Ndovny otkelav’ would be translated as a conditional). Now, although Ullmann (2011- 2012, vol.
2, p- 265) does indeed give ‘kat &yew v Ndovnv kTA.” as the lemma G0 db would be translating,
a quick look at his vocabulary of the Arabic translation (cf. Ullmann, 2011-2012, s.v. .Uw p. 355) shows
that, in general, both Eusthatius (Ustat) and Ishag ibn Hunayn employ the definite ‘sil\’ to translate
occurrences of ndovn) with the definite article and the indefinite ‘30" to translate occurrences of Ndov1)
without the definite article, which is further reason for thinking that the Arabic version is translating here
ndovy) without the definite article.
45 One could argue that, given that the relevant part of the text here is missing in L due to physical
damage, it could also have had Telelav. Yet note that the damage begins immediately after ‘€xew 7e’,
and that the next line in the ms. begins with -kelav’ from otkelav. Besides, while ‘dovnv ot-’ is roughtly
the same size of the text that is missing in other lines in which we have about the same amount of damage,
‘ndovnv TeAelav oi-’ is perhaps too long for the part of L that is missing, unless, of course, reAelav was
written above the line. As I take it, all this makes it plausible to assume that L did not have reAelav
originally. I thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me on this issue.

90



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p67-102

has in mind here is the pleasure proper to an activity that enhances that activity. Yet, because it
would be reasonable to assume that the pleasure proper to perfect happiness is perfect as well,
it is reasonable that a gloss qualifying the proper pleasure Aristotle is talking about here as
‘Tehelav’ got into the text at some point. No doubt Aristotle admits the possibility of describing
a pleasure as complete or perfect, as is made clear by EN X.3 [=Bywater X.4] 1174al4-17.
Yet, as the following lines of this passage make clear, Aristotle is not distinguishing between
different sorts of pleasure in regard to their completeness or perfectness, but is only pointing
out that every pleasure is complete in that it is a whole and is not made complete in a strech of
time, so that it is not a kiwnois. Accordingly, in the context of 1177b20-21, it would be unclear
why Aristotle would be stressing that the pleasure proper to perfect happiness is complete in the
sense of 1174a14-17, for every pleasure, even those that are actually base, are also complete in
this sense As a result, we have no instance in which Aristotle calls a pleasure TeAeia meaning
to contrast it with other pleasures that fail to be perfect in that they are not proper to activities
that are perfect.

To conclude, although ‘7e ... kat ... 7€’ is rare in prose (cf. Kithner-Gerth, 2. T., 2. Bd.,
§522 Anm. 1, p. 251), it is by no means impossible, and the fact that this is rare adds further
plausibility to the hypothesis that the version of the text we find in K® is corrupted. Perhaps a
copyist bothered by the ‘7e ... kal ... 7€’ and by the absence of the article with ndovrv added a
kal before éyew (so that we would have ‘7e ... kat ... kai,” which is much more common) and

changed the 7e in “€yew Te Ndorvv’ into the article mjv that 9dovv was allegedly missing.

1178a23: eipnrar

There is no palacographical justification for printing e;pnjofw instead of eipnrac as Bekker
and Bywater do. The reasons for emending eijpnrat into eiprijofw are purely interpretative: its
plausibility is derived from the fact that nowhere in the EN Aristotle has talked about the fact

that the virtue of vots is separate.*’ But if efpnrac is taken as making reference to something

46 T thank one of the anonymous referees for pressing me about EN X.3 [=Bywater X.4] 1174a14-17.

47 This is not the only way of construing the phrase ‘) 8¢ 7ot vot.’ It is also possible to supply évépyeta
(as is done by Broadie and Rowe in their translation, for instance) or ebdatuovia (as is done by the Arabic
translation, and, more recently, by Rackham in his translation). The latter expression (i.e., ‘7 8¢ 70D void
<evdawovia>’) is unheard of. Nowhere Aristotle talks of the happiness of vots. The closest he comes to
that is in 1178a6-7, in which he talks of ‘0 kara Tov voiv Blos’, and in 1178a21-22 (immediately before
Aristotle says ‘7 8¢ 700 vod’), in which he talks about the life and the happiness on the basis of the human
virtues (kat o Blos &7 6 kata TavTas kal 1 evdaywovia). Alternatively, one could take their cue from
Michael of Ephesus, who paraphrases ‘7 8¢ T0d vod’ as ‘1) voepa {wn)’ (CAG. XX, p. 595.211f), and argue
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that Aristotle says in another work, then this reading becomes perfectly justifiable from the
interpretative point of view.

Earlier in EN X, in 1177al18, Aristotle says that ‘it was said [elpnrtat] that <this activity>
[sc. the activity with which perfect happiness is identified] is theoretical,” but nowhere in the
EN one can find an explicit claim to this effect—although of course EN VI.13 may give one
some elements necessary to draw this conclusion. A way out of this difficulty consists in taking
the elpyTac from 1177al8 as also making reference to some work different from the EN (and
the most plausible candidate here is the Protrepticus, where Aristotle does indeed offer us an
argument in defence of contemplation as our best and most authoritative activity).

If this is correct, when in 1178a23 Aristotle justifies the explanation he gave to the claim
that the virtue of vots is separate (which explanation consisted in saying that ‘so much was said
about it [sc. about the virtue of votis]’) by saying that ‘diaxpBdoar yap peilov Tod mpokeyuévov
€otiv,” he means that it suffices to say here that this claim was established elsewhere because
grounding this claim lies outside the scope of the present treatise. In other words, he would not
be explaining why so much was said elsewhere about the virtue of vots, but would be providing
us with an explanation for why this (sc. the claim that so much was said elsewhere about the
virtue of vods) is all he has to say here to justify the claim that the virtue of vois is separate.*®
To put it differently, the yap here is not explaining what has been said, but is conveying ‘the

motive for saying that which has just been said’ (cf. Denniston, 1954, s.v. yap, IIL.(1), p. 60).

that one should rather supply (w1 with 7 8¢ 700 vot’. Now, although I concede this would make better
sense (since there is nothing weird in talking of a life of the voos), nothing in the context suggests that
{wn should be supplied here. As I take it, ‘7 ¢ Tod voi <aperr>’ works better. Now, one may still argue
that supplying evépyera (which is indeed possible given the context) has the advantage of establishing a
clear contrast with the activities Aristotle was talking about at the beginning of the chapter: the activities
on the basis of the other virtue, which were said to be human in 1178a9-10 (at yap kata Tavmv évépyeiar
avlpwmwkai). In that case, Aristotle would be contrasting merely human activities, which are necessarily
connected to the body, with the activity of vots, which is separate. However, if we supply aper with
‘n ¢ Tod vov’, we have an even clearer contrast: ‘) 8¢ 700 vov <aper1>’ would be contrasted with ‘at
3¢ 700 owbéTov aperal’ from 1178a20-21. Moreover, supplying aper) allows us to understand without
difficulties the contrast made in 1178a24-25, a passage in which ‘j 6¢ 700 vot’ [which must be supplied]
is said to need external goods to a smaller extent than ‘r7js nfwis,” which is presumably ‘77js 70uwijs
Laperijs>.’

8 In the face of this, one may argue that it is after all better to supply évépyeia with 7 8¢ 7ot vod,” since
Aristotle never talks explicitly of the virtue of vois as being separate from the body in other places.
However, if it is uncontroversial that vos and its activity are separate from the body, it is reasonable to
assume that its virtue too would be separate. Accordingly, the claim that the virtue of vobs is separate
may count as something that was said elsewhere in that it is a corollary of things Aristotle says elsewhere
about vots and its activity.
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1178a23: dwaxpiSdoa

The agreement between K®, P°, and C¢ suggests that the reading of the a family is dxpt-
Baoar. However, as was already made clear by Stewart (1892, vol. 2, p. 453), it is probable that
K® (and thus also P® and C°) omit ‘AI-’ (from StaxpiBaoar) due to the immediately preceding
‘AT’ from eipnTar, which, as we saw, is attested by all extant mss. Accordingly, here we have
a clear case in which the text from witnesses of the a family is corrupt, and in which P® and C*

share an error with K°.#°

1178b12-13: aA\a Tas avdpeiovs ... 6Tt kaldv;

These lines have for long caused discomfort.

A first source of worry is the adjective avdpeiovs (nom. sg. avdpetos), which is not clearly
attested as a two ending adjective, but only as a three ending adjective. It is used as a two
ending adjective in the anonymous scholia to EN III.11 [=Bywater I11.8] 1116b30ff, in which
one reads ‘elrav 67t kal at avdpeiow Oupoedets kTA.” (CAG. XX, p. 166.13), which seems to be
a claim about courageous actions. Yet this could be a mistake in Hayduck’s edition, since in the
sequence it seems clear that Michael of Ephesus is explaining how exaclty fuuds is involved
when courageou agents act (their performance of courageous actions is not motivated by fuuds),
in which case one could think that ‘eimav 67 kal at dvdpeiow Qupoedeis kTA.” should be rather
‘elmawv 61t kal ot avdpeior Bupoedets kTA.” In any case, the fact that in the lines following
1178b12-13 Aristotle uses the adjective eAevfepiovs (nom. sg. eAevbépos), which is well attested
as a two ending adjective, makes it plausible that Aristotle is using the adjective avdpeiovs as a
two ending adjective here.

A second, and more concerning, source of worry are the participles in the masculine
accusative plural that are attested by almost all mss., with the exception of K (which gives
the first participle in the nominative, and the second one in the accusative, which clearly does
not make much sense). If we read the participles in the accusative, then it seems that the only
explanation one could give is to say that they were attracted from the dative to the accusative.

In that case, Aristotle would mean something like: ‘aAla <amoveluar xpewv avTois> Tas av-

49 What the Arabic translation is translating here is unclear. It reads ‘to examine’ (,2>4)l), which could be
translating either axpiSaoat or drakpifdoar (for the uses of words from the root =~s by the translators
of the Arabic version to render words from the same semantic field—such as oxépacfar, oxemrréov,
émorefwpeda, émpPréfec etc.—, see Ullmann [2011-2012, vol. 1, s.v. ==, pp. 271-272]). In any
case, it is probable that the omission of ‘AI-’ only took place when the majuscule was transcribed into
miniscule, in which case the original the Arabic version is translating would be free of this error.
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dpelovs, vrouerdvTols Ta pofepa kal kwdvvevdvTows 6T kaAdv;’ but the participles ended up
the accusative due to some sort of case attraction (aA\a <amovelpar xpewy avTois> TaS dv-
dpelovs, vrouévovtas Ta ¢oPepa kal kwdvvevovtas 6Tt kaldv;). This could make good sense
of the text if the participles are read as conveying the false assumption that may lead one to
attribute courageous actions to the gods (so read, the text could be rendered as ‘or <should we
assign them> courageous actions, under the assumption that they withstand fearful things and
face danger because it is fine?”)

No doubt cases of attraction of the participle are somewhat common with copulative
verbs (cf. Kiihner-Gerth , 2. T., 1. Bd., §369 3.b), pp. 75-76) and occur a couple of times in
Aristotle.® However, not only dmovéuw is not being used here as a copulative verb, but also
the participles in this phrase would be attracted in case only, something different from what we
see in cases where a participle is attracted by a predicate of its subject (where it is attracted in
gender as well).

In the face of this, there seem to be three reasonable alternatives:

The first one is to follow Bywater (1892, p. 69) and to emend the whole passage. Bywater
proposes changing avdpelovs into the genitive avdpeiov, and then changing the participles to the
genitive accordingly. In that case, Aristotle would be giving another unsatisfactory answer to
the question about what actions we should attribute to the gods by asking: ‘should we attribute
to them the actions of the courageous person, who withstands fearful things and faces danger
because it is fine to do s0?’ (aA\a Tas avdpelov vouevdvTov Ta Pofepa kal kKwdvvevorTos 6T

KaAov;).

30 The clearest case of this is perhaps Pol. 11.5 1263b36-37, a passage in which Aristotle writes ‘aGA\G
det mAfjflos dv womep elpnyTal mpdTepov, dia THY Tadelav kowny kal ulav mowev’ and the subject of
the participle ‘6v’ that is being here identified with a multitude is clearly 7dAw, which is also object of
the infinitive wocetv. In fact, earlier, in Pol. 11.2 1261al8, Aristotle said that the city is, in its nature, a
sort of multitude. As a result, Aristotle is here saying that, because the city is a multitude, it must be
made common and one by means of education (on this use of d«d + acc., see Eucken [1868, p. 39]). A
more controversial example of this sort of attraction is EE 11.6 1222b18, where (reading the text of the
mss.) Aristotle writes ‘kal {@ov ov SAws {@a,” and the context makes clear that the subject of the neuter
participle ov must be dvfpwmos. Albeit this passage is emended by all editors of the EE, it can be made
sense of without any emendation if 6v is in the neuter due to being attracted by {@ov, which would be
a predicate of the subject dvlpwmos (pace Rowe [2023, p. 41], who thinks that ‘[t]he MSS’ év has no
observable function’). Accordingly, in its context, the text could be rendered as: ‘a man <begets> men
(and in so far as <man> is, in general [i.e., in regard to its genus], an animal, <he begets> animals) and
a plant <beget> plants’ (dvlpwmos avlpdmovs kat {dov dv SAws {da kai purov pura). Although this
is a bit harsh in that ‘kai {@ov ov SAws {pa’ would be somehow interrupting the argument (since ‘kat
¢vrov ¢ura’ could hardly be taken as saying that ‘in so far as <man> is a plant <he begets> plants’), I
would like to argue that this reading is nevertheless gramatically possible. I thank one of the anonymous
referees for pressing me on this.
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The problem with this first alternative is that it construes Aristotle’s claim in such a way
that he would be offering us no reason for rejecting this answer. Yet all other possible answers
Aristotle gives us in his argument are accompanied by the reasons for rejecting them.!

The second alternative would be to change the participles to the dative and to understand
them in the same way I proposed above (i.e., as conveying the false assumption that may mo-
tivate one to attribute courageous actions to the gods). This makes perfect sense of the text and
is justifiable if indeed we got the accusatives due to assimilation with the accusative avdpeiovs
(which a copyist may have taken as a masculine accusative). However, this does not explain
how we got the text from K®, which has a nominative participle and an accusative participle.

This leads me to my third alternative, which is the one I favoured. It consists in reading
the nominative dmouévovres that is attested in K (instead of vmopuévovras, which is attested by
all other mss.) and emending kwdvvevovras into kwdvvevovtes (cf. Burnet, 1900, p. 450). In that
case, if one reads what Aristotle is saying here in light of what he just said about just actions, it
seems that there is clearly something missing between ‘aA\a Tas avdpeiovs’ and ‘Vmrouévovres
Ta pofepa kal kwdvvevdvtes 6Tt kaldv;’. Whether we should insert ‘%) yelotot dpavotvrar’ or

¢

merely ‘7’ (in which case one could easily supply ‘yeAotot pavotvrar’) is not so clear at first.
However, the latter alternative (inserting ‘7j’) is not only more economical, but also quite easy
to explain. In fact, not only K® omitted the ‘7’ before “yeloiot pavotvrar’ in Aristotle’s previous
example (the one concerning just actions), but also ‘7j’ and the ‘v-’ from vmouévovres would be
pronounced in the same way as a result of iotacism, which makes it even more plausible to think
that a ‘7 between ‘aAAa Tas avdpelovs’ and “VmouévovTes ... 6Tt kaAdv;” was omitted, and that
we must emend the text adding it back (as I did).

In that case, just like he did in the case of just actions, Aristotle would be first asking
whether we should assign courageous actions to the gods, and would then give us a reason for

rejecting this: the gods would appear ridiculous withstanding fearful things and facing danger

because it is fine to do so.

1178b15: at 3¢ owppoves 7( av elev;
K®, which reads e here, seemingly agrees with the Arabic translation, which is perhaps

reason for thinking that e: is the reading of the a family. With this text, Aristotle would mean

31 The only exception to this pattern would be 1178b15 ‘ai 8¢ owppoves 7( dv elev;’, where, on my
reading, Aristotle is just giving us a reason for not attributing temperate actions to the gods, without first
asking whether we should attribute temperate actions to them. See below the discussion of 1178b15.
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something like: ‘el 3¢ owdppoves <mpdfeirs amoveipnar xpewv avrois> 7i av elev;’, which could
be rendered as ‘and if one must assign them temperate actions, what would <these actions>
be?,” which is reasonably intelligible, despite breaking the pattern set by the previous answers,
in which Aristotle always used definite articles (cf. 1178b10-11 ‘ras dwaias’; 1178b12 ‘ras
avdpelovs’; and 1178b14 ‘ras exevbeplovs’).

However, although it is true that the Arabic translation does render this sentence from
1178b15 as a conditional—it renders it as ‘and if temperate actions are attributed to them’
(565.15: &l 3\,@1\ v.@_J\ G u‘ 3)—, it not only has a definite article with ‘temperate actions’
(:u;d\ ij\ﬂ ), but it also rendered the other answers Aristotle gave previously in the form of con-
ditional clauses. In 1178b10-11, ‘mdrepa Tas dwcaias;’ is rendered as ‘if just acts are attributed
to them’ (565.11: &30l 24l <d 3)); and in 1178b12, ‘dA\a 7as dvdpeiovs’ is rendered as ‘and
if courageous actions are attributed to them’ (565.12-13: &3 VT ) £ 513).7 Thus, it
would also be plausible to think that the original that the Arabic version is translating has rather
‘at 8¢ oddppoves T¢ av elev;’ and that this is being read in light of Aristotle’s previous examples,
so that although we have a nominative here (and not an accusative), this phrase is understood
as conveying the same thought as Aristotle’s previous answers.>

Now, given that the Arabic translation cannot be decisive here, and that, if we read ‘e d¢
owppoves kTA.,” the absence of the definite article may indeed cause some concern, I chose to
print ‘at 8¢ owdpoves T( av elev;.” With this text, Aristotle would be using a construction different
from the ones he used in his previous answers. He would not be explicitly considering the
option according to which one should assign to the gods temperate actions, but would be directly
asking what their temperate actions would be (the nominative here would be an ‘independent
nominative,” which is expected given that it functions as the theme of the sentence).

Alternatively, one could follow Michelet (1848, vol. 2, p. 334) and argue that ‘e d¢
ouppoves kTA.’ is talking about the gods themselves, and not about their actions. This gains
some plausibility if one also follows the editio Aldina in changing the feminine accusative plural
article 7as from 1178b12 (aM\\a Tas avdpelovs) into the masculine accusative plural Tovs (as

Michelet himself does). Albeit this reading would make better sense of the absence of the article

52 The Arabic translation does not translate ‘7 Tas é\evfepiovs’ in the same way because it misconstrues
‘011 kKa\ov; 1) Tas élevbeplovs; v Oe dwdoovow;’, taking ‘6Tt kaAdv ... ddhoovow’ as a single frase (on
this, see Akasoy & Fidora [p. 564n186]). Yet even so it construes this phrase as a conditional: ‘and if it
is good that etc.” (565.13: | 13 58 819).

53 The fact that the Arabic translation renders all Aristotle's answers here in the passive voice may be
taken as adding further plausibility to this alternative.
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with oddpoves, it is far from clear, in the context, what should be supplied with ‘eC d¢ owdppoves
kTA.,’, since Aristotle has been talking of attributing actions to the gods in all his previous
answers (the only exception would be 1178b12 read as Michelet wants to read it). The only
plausible candidate is the verb vmel\jpauev, which appears in 1178b8-9, right before Aristotle
introduces his question about what sorts of actions we should attribute to the gods. In that case,
‘el 8¢ awpoves Ti av elev;’ could be construed as asking: ‘But if <we consider the gods to be>
temperate, why would they be <so>?’

Notwithstanding this, unless one emends the whole passage from 1178b10-16—so that
Aristotle would be talking of considering the gods to be just, courageous, generous, and, finally,
temperate®*, in which case it would be natural to supply vmet\ijpauer in all his questions—, it
seems much more plausible to think that, throughout lines 1178b10-16, Aristotle is testing pos-
sible answers to the question he raised in 1178b10 (wpaeis d¢ molas dmoveiuar xpewv avTois;),
and that, in doing so, he is showing that all these answers turn out to be unsatisfactory (as the

generalization from lines 1178b17-18 suggests).

1179a3-4: 008’ 1 kpiois, ovd ai wpaews

The text printed by Bekker, Susemihl and Bywater here is the one attested by K°: ‘008’
7 mpaées.” Similarly, in Averroes’s Middle Commentary, one reads something that supposes the
original ‘008’ ai mpdfeis’>®, also without ‘00d ) kpiots.” The text I printed, in turn, is ‘o0’
7 kplos, o0d ai mpdéews,” which is attested by O°MP and by the Arabic translation. There is
another variant here, attested by P?C¢ and by LL°B?*": ‘008 1) kpliots, 008 7 mpaéis.” There
are two separate questions to be addressed here, then. First, whether we should read ‘7 xpiots’
or not. Second, whether we should read the plural ‘at mpaews’ or the singular ‘n mpaées.’

Let me begin with the first question.

Now, ‘1 kplos’ is clearly the lectio difficilior, since it is far from clear what it means, and

3% As the editio Aldina seems happy to do, since, as a matter of fact, it changes all feminine accusative
plural articles in this argument into masculine accusative plural articles.

35 Pace Woerther (2018, p. 219n335), who considers the possibility that Averroes ‘ait dépendu d une
version arabe qui traduisant uniquement la lecon mpdéws (dépourvue de la mention d’une ou des ac-
tions),” despite the fact that in operationibus seems to translate a plural. Perhaps Woerther was lead to
say this because the text of Averroes agrees with the manuscript tradition that has the singular ‘ovd 7
mpaéis’ in that his text also does not mention ‘008’ 7) kplows.” However, if, as I shall suggest bellow (cf.
footnote 62), we take Averroes’s text as either depending on a copy of the same Arabic translation we
have in the Fez ms., but which has a corruption here or as being itself corrupted here (so that the version
that was translated into Latin was already corrupted), there is no need to assume that the Arabic version
of Aristotle’s text Averroes’s depends on had something equivalent to the singular ‘008’ 7 mpaéis.’
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it could hardly be explained as gloss that got into the text.>® Michael of Ephesus understands this
as spelling out the sense in which self-sufficiency (‘7o adirapkes’) does not depend on excess.
On his reading, the idea is that it does not depend on excess in that neither the judgment to the
effect that one is self-sufficient nor the actions expressive of self-sufficiency depend on excess
(CAG. XX, p. 601.16-20). But this is perhaps a bit far-fetched.>’

A more plausible alternative would be to take ‘00d’ 7 kplots, 008’ 1) mpaéis’ or ‘ovd’ 7
kpiots, ovd at mpafes’ as covering two domains in which self-sufficiency does not depend on
excess. Yet the question concerning the meaning of ‘5 kpiows’ remains.

A first way of making sense of ‘) kpiots’ on this reading is to say that it refers to the-
oretical thinking>®, in which case it is being contrasted with ‘) mpaéis’ or ‘ai mpdéers,” which
clearly makes reference to the practical domain. Yet I think it would be somewhat surprising if
‘0 kplows’ is picking up only theoretical judgments. In fact, if this were the point Aristotle wants
to make, one would expect him to have written ‘n yvdots’ instead, like in 1095a5-6, where he
says that the end of ethics is not knowledge, but action (76 7é\os €oTiv oV yvdois dAa mpaéis).

A second way of making sense ‘n kpiots’ is suggested by EE VII.12 1244b19-20, where
Aristotle says that ‘we have better judgment when we are self-sufficient than when we are in
need’ (auewvw & Exouev kplow avtdpkews ovtes 1) per evdelas). In the context of this passage,
Aristotle clearly has practical judgment in mind, since the idea is that when we are self-sufficient
our judgments about the choiceworthiness of our friends are not distorted.

Accordingly, a better way of making sense of ‘ovd” 7 kpiots, ovd 1 mpaéis’ or ‘ovd’
7N kplots, ovd at mpaers’ would be to say that Aristotle’s claim is that self-sufficiency does
not depend on excess, and thus that neither our judgment (presumably our right judgment in
practical matters)>® nor our action(s) (presumably our right action[s]) depend on excess, which

would be something expected if self-sufficiency depended on excess, since the rightness of both

3% Pace Woerther (2018, p. 219n335), who considers the possibility that the fact that the Arabic version
found in the Fez ms. has something translating ‘008’ 7 kplows’ may be due to contamination from a gloss.
57 No doubt Aristotle will talk of ‘judging by means of the external goods’ below in 1179a15-16. Yet
not only this is meant as a critique of the many, but also the point in this passage is that, to the many,
the person who is happy according to Anaxagoras’s standards would seem to be strange because the
many judge what people are like by reference to their external goods, which is the only thing they see.
Accordingly, 1179a15-16 seems to strengthen the assumption that the kind of judgment Aristotle has in
mind in the argument from lines 1179alff is a judgment about practical matters, as I shall suggest below.
58 On this reading, it ‘7 kpiots’ would be picking up ‘76 Gewpeiv’ from 1178b34.

3 Alternatively, one could argue that “7) kplots’ can refer to judgments that are either practical or the-
oretical. However, given that Aristotle contrasts the claim he makes about self-sufficiency here with a
claim about the possibility of doing fine things without ruling the land and the seas, there is good reason
for thinking that with ‘7 kpiows’ he has in mind judgments about practical matters.
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our practical judgment and of our action(s) is dependent upon self-sufficiency.

It may be objected that there is no room for practical or theoretical judgment in the
argument from 1179a3-5 in so far as Aristotle’s point here is merely that one does not need to
rule over land and sea in order to perform fine actions.®® Yet not only, as we saw, there are strong
textual reasons for reading the text with ‘o0d’ 7 kpiots’ (Which could hardly be explained away
as a gloss, and is thus the lectio difficilior), but also if ‘9 kpiows’ is taken as making reference
to practical judgment, its mention may not be out of place after all. Aristotle explains the claim
that it is possible perform fine actions without ruling land and sea by saying that one can act
on the basis of virtue (kata v aperjv) with moderate resources. Accordingly, although he is
not talking explicitly about right judgment (be it practical or theoretical), it may nevertheless
be the case that practical judgment is also in question in his argument, since acting on the basis
of virtue depends on right reason.

Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that ‘008’ 1) kpiots’ is absent from the text of K°
either due to homeoteleuton or due to homeoarcton. Similarly, one could argue that the Arabic
version of the EN Averroes is using (or that the original Arabic text of Averroes that his Me-
dieval translators had access to) did not have something translating ‘ovd’ 7 kpiots’ due to the
latter phenomenon: i.e., the original ‘JL&Y\ Y, 3¢ AV 5?3’ (wa-la I-qada v wa-la I-a ‘malu) was
corrupted into ‘:j\.q.c‘ﬁ\ ‘ﬁj’ (wa-1d I-a ‘malu).%' Besides, the absence of vocalizations probably
led what was meant to be the nominative ‘wa ‘93’ (wa-la l-a ‘malu) translating ‘at mpdfes’
to be read as a genitive (i.e., ‘Jw\!\ 5?3’ [wa-1d I-a ‘mali]) governed by the preposition ‘ s (fi)
from ‘Q\;&‘gf &’ (fi l-israfi), which immediately precedes AN Y3 tLadll ¥y (cf. 567.12) in
the Arabic translation (which would explain why the Latin version of Averroes’s text has ‘in

operationibus’).%

60 T thank one of the anonymous referees for this objection.

61 On omissions as the most frequent errors in Arabic mss., see Gacek (2007, p. 222).

62 This suggests that Averroes may perhaps be using a different version of the same text we have in
the Fez ms. or that Averroes’s own text was corrupted before being translated. As a matter of fact, as
Woerther (2018, p. 319n335) shows, Averroes paraphrases what we would expect to be ‘év 71 vmepSoAi)’
as ‘in honoribus,” which supposes the original ‘3| J..JY\ Lse *(fi l-asrafi), which, as she argues, can be easily
explained as bemg due to a mistake in reading ‘3| ﬂ‘ﬂ\ & (fi l-israfi). Besides, although Akasoy & Fidora
print ‘3 ﬂY\ & > (fi l-israfi) in 567.12 (which would be an accurate translation for ‘év 17 SmepBorij’),
this is, as their apparatus makes clear, a correction due to Badawi and that can be supported on the basis
of Dunlop’s translation. In fact, according to the apparatus from Akasoy & Fidora, the Fez ms. actually
reads ‘3 ﬂ\!\ &  (fi I-israfi) (see Ullmann [vol. 1, p. 187] for other occurrences of words from the root
L4, which is even easier to mistake for ¢ ] J..N\ & > (fi I-asrafi). Moreover, as Woerther (2018, p. 97)
observes, there are instances in which it seems that Averroes is using a version of the Arabic translation
that preserves things that are absent from the text in the Fez ms. (as in 1155a16-20, where the Arabic
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The second question, namely whether we should read ‘5 mpaéis’ or ‘at mpdets,” is not as
pressing. In any case, it is hard to decide which one is the original here, since corruption would
be possible in either direction.®> But because the plural ‘ai mpdéeis’ makes better sense of the
argument, | have given preference to this reading. However, the argument can be construed in

the same way if one reads the singular ‘5 mpaéis.’

Victor Gongalves de Sousa

Universidade de Sao Paulo
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The Appeal to Nature in Cicero’s De finibus

Kelsey Ward

This article argues that Cicero uses two connected strategies to reject the fundamental appeal to nature
(or “cradle argument”) used by Epicureans, Stoics, and Antiochians in De finibus. The first strategy is
his direct criticism of the different cradle arguments. Cicero’s criticisms of the Epicurean cradle
argument imply two criteria that any strong appeal to nature must meet. On the basis of these criteria,
Cicero rejects Epicurean and Stoic cradle arguments but not necessarily the Antiochian one. The second
strategy utilizes a strong education theme over the course of the text to emphasize a telic sense of
“nature” over a biological or given sense of “nature”. This shift both allows Cicero to make an appeal
to nature that meets the two criteria set out by his first strategy and allows him to reject any cradle
argument, including the Antiochian one. The two strategies together allow Cicero to make an appeal to
“nature” that, in avoiding the “cradle”, is more sound than those of his philosophical rivals.

Introduction

When Cicero examines the varied versions of cradle arguments that appear in De
finibus, he finds much to criticize. Though he rejects these attempts to discern our proper ethical
ends from the earliest inclinations of newborn animals, he nevertheless accepts that human
beings should adopt ends for themselves that are consistent with, and perfections of, human
nature. | argue that Cicero uses two connected argumentative strategies to create an appeal to
nature that overcomes some basic problems he finds in the cradle arguments used by
Epicureans, Stoics, and Antiochians. The first strategy criticizes the different cradle arguments
directly, by which Cicero establishes two negative criteria for any appeal to nature. These
criteria indicate what to avoid in arguing for a highest moral end or summum bonum. The first
criterion is that an appeal to nature must select a summum bonum appropriate for human adults,
which is implied when Cicero critiques the cradle arguments for selecting ends that do not suit

human beings.! On Cicero’s reading, cradle arguments fail because a summum bonum worthy

! Cradle arguments refer to newborn animals, i.e., they are not limited to human beings. That Cicero
emphasizes human beings and ignores nonhuman nature indicates that he is not merely reporting cradle
arguments but rather is using them to serve some purpose. Because Cicero focuses on human beings
when he discusses cradle arguments in De finibus, this paper does as well. For clarity, I use the term
“newborn” to describe human and nonhuman animals that have just come to be and “infant” to refer to
human newborns in particular.
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of human beings cannot be appropriately derived from a newborn’s inclinations. From this
critique, the second criterion becomes clear: the point of origin to which the appeal is made
must have a plausible connection to the summum bonum. That is, Cicero presents his Epicurean
and Stoic rivals as missing a crucial connection between “nature” as what is necessary, given,
and an origin with “nature” as a fulfillment, a telos, and end. This first strategy clearly
eliminates the Epicurean and Stoic cradle arguments. The Antiochian one is also criticized
more subtly than the others. As a result, it may seem plausible that Cicero either adopts this
position himself or that he at least considers it to be a strong position that is worthy of further
consideration, particularly in contrast with his categorical rejection of the other schools.?
Cicero’s second strategy, however, leads us away from accepting any established cradle
argument, including the Antiochian one. This strategy develops a rich theme of education and
emphasizes an appeal to the telic sense of “nature”. In sum, the strength of the arguments
presented correlates directly with the emphasis on education in each dialogue: the seemingly
weakest cradle argument is the least invested in education; the second best cradle argument
takes education seriously but is nevertheless misguided; the strongest cradle argument is
completely centered on education and nearly meets Cicero’s criticisms. Rather than seek ethical
direction in some biological origin as cradle arguments do, Cicero appeals to human nature and
its summum bonum as it appears during philosophical education. This education facilitates the
selection of suitable ends for living well, and it plausibly connects one’s ethical origins in
education with one’s summum bonum. Cicero’s appeal to education, then, is the best way to
meet both criteria for a strong appeal to nature. Whereas the cradle arguments rely too much
on given nature and too little on telic nature, Cicero’s own emphasis on education and telic
nature amounts to a new appeal to “nature” that, in avoiding the “cradle”, is more sound than

those of his philosophical rivals.

L. Cicero’s First Strategy, or How Not to Appeal to Nature

Cicero implies that appeals to nature ought to meet two main criteria through his
critique of the Epicurean, Stoic, and Antiochian (or Old Academic) cradle arguments. The first

is that an appeal to nature must choose an end or summum bonum suitable for human beings;

2 The philosophical depth and respectability of the theories presented increases over the course of De
finibus, the interpretation of which continues to be the subject of much debate: Cicero could be agreeing
with Antiochus (Tsouni 2012, 32), agreeing with Piso (Schofield 2012, 246), agreeing with the
Academic tradition (Long 2015, 195), or synthesizing his own position through Piso (Inwood 2014,
72).
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the second is that this appropriate end must adequately and plausibly connect to the origins
identified in the nature to which one appeals. In this section, I argue that Cicero finds all three
schools presented in De finibus lacking in one or both criteria. I first show in some detail how
Cicero might derive these criteria through his criticism of the Epicurean position. I then argue
that Cicero’s application of these criteria to the Stoic and Antiochian positions show that these
schools fare better than the Epicurean one but nevertheless fail to meet those criteria to different

degrees.

1.1 Making an example of the Epicurean cradle argument

According to Lucius Torquatus, who presents the Epicurean position in book 1, the
Epicurean cradle argument claims that “Every animal as soon as it is born seeks pleasure and
rejoices in it, while shunning pain and avoiding it as much as possible” (i 30). Because pleasure
is the observed summum bonum for newborns and because newborn natures are considered
uncorrupted, the argument goes, pleasure is also the proper end for humans in maturity. Yet
there are two senses of “pleasure” at play in the argument.’ Torquatus, initially unaware that
articulating the distinction between them would be necessary, explains the two are completely
different kinds (immo alio genere): “A quenched thirst is a ‘static’ pleasure, whereas the
pleasure of having one’s thirst quenched is ‘kinetic’ (restincta enim sitis stabilitatem volputatis
habet...illa autem voluptas ipsius restinctionis in motu est)” (i1 9). In short, “static” pleasure is
the absence of pain and summum bonum for Epicureans, whereas “kinetic” pleasure reflects

the commonly held view of pleasure, namely sensory delight.*

* Torquatus notes in i 38 that “Epicurus did not hold that there was some halfway state between pain
and pleasure. Rather, that very state which some deem halfway, namely the absence of pain, he held to
be not only true pleasure, but the highest pleasure. Now whoever is to any degree conscious of how he
is feeling must to that extent be either in pleasure or pain. But Epicurus thinks that the absence of all
pain constitutes the upper limit of pleasure. Beyond that limit pleasure can vary and be of different
kinds, but it cannot be increased or expanded” (lfaque non placuit Epicuro medium esse quiddam inter
dolorem et voluptatem; illud enim ipsum quod quibusdam medium videretur, cum omni dolore careret,
non modo voluptatem esse verum etiam summam voluptatem. Quisquis enim sentit quem ad modum sit
adfectus, eum necesse est aut in voluptate esse aut in dolore. Omnis autem privatione doloris putat
Epicurus terminari summam voluptatem, ut postea variari voluptas distinguique possit, augeri
amplificarique non possit). Though the distinction between static and kinetic pleasures is implied here
and used in Torquatus’ exposition, he does not make the distinction explicit with specialized vocabulary
until he is pressed by Cicero’s character at ii 5-9.

4 Torquatus also briefly distinguishes between desires that are (1) natural and necessary, (2) natural but
not necessary, and (3) neither natural nor necessary in order to clarify the compatibility of pursuing
pleasure and living in accordance with nature (i 45). Though this categorization of desire is important
for Epicureanism—and Torquatus sticks closely to the Principal Doctrines through i 40-46—its role in
the cradle argument is not emphasized in De finibus.

105



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p103-123.

Cicero’s objections to the Epicurean cradle argument return to the Epicurean
understanding of pleasure and the connection between static and kinetic pleasures. On his view,
the Epicureans observe inclinations for kinetic pleasures in young animals and newborns. From
these observations they conclude that “pleasure” is the proper end for them—but in the case of
humans and perhaps other mature animals, that pleasure is purported to be static, not kinetic (ii
31).5 Cicero introduces two main arguments against this position. First, he argues that the
Epicureans do not really understand pleasure without reference to the body, i.e. without kinetic
pleasure.® This means that the summum bonum is dependent on, and perhaps nothing more
than, kinetic pleasure. The common, kinetic understanding of “pleasure” amounts to sensory
delight through the body, most often in the form of some discernible action or event like
quenching one’s thirst.” Cicero maintains that taking this sense of pleasure to be the summum
bonum could never build a strong ethical system because it undervalues virtue. If pleasure is
the ultimate good, then we have no reason to endure hardship or suffer for a greater cause or
purpose like preserving the freedom of one’s fellow citizens—for there is no greater cause or

purpose than the sensory delight we perceive through our bodies (ii 113-118). Second, Cicero

5 Rist 1972 notes that Cicero gives the Epicurean argument an absurd form: “since the natural impulses
of children and animals are directed towards kinetic pleasure, therefore katastematic pleasure is the
summum bonum” (106). Cicero does not always aim to be accurate or fair in his presentation of his
rivals. He has a well-documented habit of misrepresenting them: Rist 1972 argues that Cicero
completely misrepresents Epicureanism; Gosling and Taylor 1982 argue for the softer position that
Cicero underestimates Epicurus and his followers; Stokes 1995 allows that Cicero misrepresents
Epicurus’ position but emphasizes that “one ought to characterize as justly as possible Cicero’s way of
arriving at such an interpretation” (147); Warren 2016 and Frede 2016 both admit Cicero’s treatment
of Epicureanism is unfair but maintain that his criticisms focus on important problems in their
philosophy; Morel 2016 also admits unfairness and interestingly argues that Cicero’s portrayal of
Epicureanism is a carefully engineered foil to his own concept of virtue as intrinsically good. Following
these analyses, I suppose that Cicero’s misrepresentation of Epicureanism serves a further purpose. In
the context of this article, I maintain that this purpose is to reveal the negative criteria for a good appeal
to nature.

6 Cicero introduces this criticism at the beginning of book 1, noting that for Epicureans “happiness—
that is, pleasure—consists in performing right and moral actions for their own sake. These good people
fail to realize that if this were so then the whole theory is undermined. For once it is conceded that such
activities are immediately pleasant in themselves, without reference to the body, then virtue and
knowledge will turn out to be desirable in themselves, and that is something which Epicurus would
utterly reject” (i 25). From the beginning, then, there are two problems to anticipate: (1) Epicureans
cannot reconcile moral actions for their own sake with pleasure as their summum bonum, and (2)
Epicureans do not accept pleasure without reference to the body. Both are reflected in Cicero’s criticism
of the cradle argument Torquatus presents.

7 This is a misrepresentation on Cicero’s part. as the Epicureans do not say that pleasure—even kinetic
pleasure—is delight of the body. Rist 1972, 105-110 and 122-6 provides a helpful summary of the
kinetic and katastematic (static) pleasure as presented by Epicurus and Cicero. In particular, he argues
Cicero overlooks the distinction between aponia and ataraxia which characterize freedom from pain
with respect to the body and mind, respectively (105).
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objects to static pleasure because it seems not to be “pleasure” in the full sense. Epicurus
maintains that absence of pain (nihil dolendi) is a special kind of pleasure, “static” pleasure
(stabilitatem voluptatem), and this is the kind of pleasure humans should take for their ends
over the kinetic delight in the senses. This kind of pleasure is more independent than the kinetic
sort of pleasure and is consistent with intellectual pleasure that human beings uniquely enjoy.*
It is unclear, however, how this kind of pleasure could be meaningfully pleasant. Static pleasure
is, Cicero claims, an obscure sense of a commonly used term. What the Epicureans mean by
static pleasure, he suggests, might be better expressed by the term “self-preservation”. Cicero
himself admits that he would accept static pleasure as a viable or at least defensible end for
human beings, though not as strong as virtue, because static pleasures likely derive from self-
preservation rather than sensory delight (ii 31). The desire to preserve oneself entails a desire
to preserve what is good about oneself which, in humans, entails reason and virtue. That is,
self-preservation could at least in some cases give painful but virtuous action the respect Cicero
thinks it deserves. Cicero openly defends virtue as a necessary—or at least a very important—
component to live one’s life well. Self-preservation, it seems, would keep us from over-
indulging in frivolous or harmful pleasures and help us focus on virtuous action as well. The
problem for Cicero is that the Epicurean cradle argument doesn’t emphasize these high, static
pleasures that could support self-preservation and virtue.

We can infer from Cicero’s critique of the Epicurean cradle argument two key criteria
for any strong appeal to nature. First, any appeal to nature that draws a conclusion about human
ends must adopt a summum bonum that is fitting for human beings. Pleasure is an inappropriate
end as far as Cicero is concerned. In the case of kinetic pleasures, Cicero makes clear, human
beings are reduced to their bodies and the sensory delights they provide. Though static pleasure
makes a slightly more defensible summum bonum for Cicero, it nevertheless fails because it
seems either to be tethered to kinetic pleasures or it isn’t really “pleasure” at all for most people.

Second, there must be a plausible connection between the origin and the end.’ Should an

8 Torquatus seems not to notice the problem in Epicurus’ system, which could be Cicero’s design to
highlight Torquatus’ inadequate argumentative training. Cicero has Torquatus rely on the difference
between the kinds of pleasure without ever formally establishing that difference (see n. 3).

° The relationship between the origin and end have been analyzed in several ways. Annas 1993, for
example, considers these two senses of nature to indicate a clear difference between the Epicureans,
Stoics, and Antiochians. I accept the two senses she identifies but my treatment of them differs from
hers in emphasis. Annas is interested in understanding the use of “nature” as what is given and
unavoidable in contrast with that which comes to be as a result of development and virtue, whereas I,
given my emphasis on the cradle arguments of De finibus in particular, add the time in life to which one
appeals, i.e., infancy contrasted with young adulthood. Holmes 2014, 570 argues for these two senses
of nature: that which is given and that which is a goal. She argues moreover that the Stoics attempt to
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Epicurean attempt to reconcile the earliest inclinations for kinetic pleasures with the mature
inclinations for static ones, they might need a rigorous argument about the development of
animals over time. Young animals often need guidance to choose objects and actions that
sustain static pleasure over the objects and actions that provide quick sensory delight. Without
that guidance, animals rush into dangerous situations in pursuit of some exciting object or
overindulge in food and become ill. If, however, development over time is a necessary
consideration for the Epicurean argument to work, then the “cradle” argument as Torquatus
conveys it is deeply misguided because the cradle provides neither reliable nor sufficient
evidence for that development. In addition, this kind of support would imply that static pleasure
is grounded in kinetic pleasure. That is, unless the Epicurean concept of pleasure is revised, the
highest pleasure would become dependent on the lesser pleasure. Such an end would be highly
inconsistent with the general expectations of an ethical end typically associated with freedom
from distress and disturbance (Long and Sedley 1987, 114). Cicero’s treatment of the
Epicurean cradle argument demonstrates that a strong appeal to nature must identify a stable,
self-sustaining end that can be discerned at the starting point of the argument as much as at the

end.

1.2 Applying the criteria to Stoic and Antiochian cradle arguments

Cicero’s criticism of the Stoic cradle argument suggests the Stoics identify an
acceptable end for newborns, but they interpret that end inappropriately for adult humans. In
explaining the position, Cato makes it clear the Stoics observe newborns’ immediate concern
for their own well-being. From birth, an animal “favours its constitution and whatever
preserves its constitution, whereas it recoils from its destruction and whatever appears to
promote its destruction...babies seek out what is good for them and avoid the opposite before
they ever fear pleasure or pain” (iii 16). Though it might look like the infant, for example,
chooses the pleasant object and avoids the painful one, the Stoics maintain that the pleasure or
pain would be accidental to the primary motive of self-love (principium ductum esse a se
diligendo). In adults this self-love produces the diligent pursuit and maintenance of virtue.
Concerning the first criterion, the Stoics seem to be on the right track. Self-preservation is not
in itself an unacceptable end to Cicero, and the Stoic summum bonum for human adults,

developing and sustaining virtue, is a very suitable end to him. Cicero has his own character

bridge the gap between the two senses of nature through oikeiosis but does extent this treatment to the
other schools.

108



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p103-123.

use the priority of virtue over pleasure that is consistent with Stoicism as a key argumentative
point against Epicureanism throughout book 2. Nevertheless, he disagrees with the way that
the Stoics derive the concern for virtue from self-preservation and considers their summum
bonum misguided in practice.!? In short, Cicero claims that Stoic summum bonum of virtue
requires human adults to transform self-preservation into securing the wellbeing of the mind
and all rational aspects of oneself. As Cicero sees it, this is not self-preservation as such, but
rather preservation of only the best parts of oneself. If our first natural desire is for self-
preservation, it should therefore encompass care for both mind (animo) and body (corpore).
Stoic self-love, Cicero asserts, requires that humans minimize an essential component of the
human self—the parts that pertain to our bodies—for the sake of the things that pertain to our
minds, most emphatically virtue. Cicero maintains that if the Stoics would emphasize
preservation of the best part of oneself, then the conflict would be resolved (iv 34). They could
then minimize the need for sound body and maximize concern for developing virtue and
wisdom that they extol as the human telos. That is, the Stoic cradle argument cannot plausibly
connect its ethical origin for humans, the preservation of the whole infant, with its end, the
preservation of reason and virtue alone. Though the Stoics might meet the first criterion of a
strong appeal to nature in the case of newborns, their application of that end in the case of
adults does not meet the first criterion. They also fail to meet the second criterion of plausibly
connecting the first inclination of newborns with the summum bonum. As far as Cicero is
concerned, the way the Stoics emphasize virtue above all else even goes so far as to undermine
this first inclination of self-preservation.

In order to meet the second criterion, they would need a rigorous argument that shows
the development of one sense of self-preservation as a development of the self-preservation
present at the origin. The Stoics do offer this in the form of oikeiosis, a process by which pre-
rational humans develop rational capacities and recognize their role and position in relation to
other living beings. Whereas children might be concerned mostly about themselves, they will

come to be concerned with their broader community and, eventually, all of humanity, as we

10 My reading of Cicero’s critique is consistent with Brad Inwood 2012, who claims Cicero’s criticism
of the Stoics is that “their conception of felos ignores important aspects of our complex nature”, and
that “any conception of the felos which does not correspond to our full set of natural powers will be to
that extent defective” (192). Inwood in effect points to the same problem that I identify in criterion 1.
Inwood does not develop any further significance of this alleged failure of the Stoics because he is more
concerned with the intersection of physics and ethics in Antiochus than he is in the general interpretive
framework of De finibus.
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become familiar with what is suited to our nature.!! Cato describes oikeiosis in his version of
the cradle argument, yet Cicero does not engage it as he should. At this point it might be useful
to acknowledge explicitly that Cicero is not often fair in his representations of the Stoics and
Epicureans. He tends to exaggerate their problems and minimize their solutions. The point here,
however, is not whether Cicero is accurate or fair; the point here is that he is crafting negative
criteria for strong appeals to nature. He does not include a fair assessment of oikeiosis in this
criticism because he wants to show how weak an appeal to nature is if it lacks that key
connection from origin to end. Thus Cicero finds the Stoic-identified origin in self-preservation
to be inconsistent with the stark prioritization of virtue over all else, including even basic care
for the body. If the origin of the argument is grounded in self-preservation and the “self”
includes mind and body, then the end of the argument must allow for the preservation of all the
parts of self. The Stoics, then, adopt a suitable end for humans, but they fail to find a plausible
connection between the origin and the end. As such, their appeal to nature is weak, though a
significant improvement over the Epicurean position.

Like the Stoics, Antiochus and the Old Academy identify self-preservation as the
earliest inclination of animals (v 23).!> When Marcus Piso, who represents the Antiochian
position, recounts his version of the cradle argument, he makes it clear that, as the animal
develops, it becomes more aware of its own nature and understands its relation to others. The
end that it strives for is “to live in accordance with nature in the best and most suitable natural
condition possible,” by securing the objects that are “adapted to its nature” (v 24). Piso
maintains that we ought to pursue virtue because it is suitable to our nature and obtain other

material goods that are necessary for the flourishing of human beings as beings with both mind

1 Oikeiosis and cradle arguments are closely related, but I take them to differ in that cradle arguments
emphasize the first object of preference among newborns, before an organism is influenced by others,
whereas oikeiosis provides a developmental account for the shift from a first object of preference to a
mature one (i.e., the summum bonum). Within Stoicism there are many ways of using cradle arguments,
with some (but not all) utilizing oikeiosis directly. Brunschwig 1986 argues that Cicero’s presentation
of the Stoic cradle argument in DF iii 16 excludes any consideration for the sovereign good that is
characteristic of oikeiosis (128 ff.), whereas Hierocles emphasizes oikeiosis and links the first preferred
object with the summum bonum (139 ff.; Engberg-Pederson 1986).

12T claim only slight differences between them in this paper because Cicero presents them as such and,
as I argue, they represent a progression in philosophical strength over the Epicurean position. In truth
there are many differences between the Stoic and Antiochian cradle arguments, and the extent to which
the two are compatible is up for debate. Carneades, for example, alleges that the Stoics and Peripatos
differ onto in terms, not in content (Schofield 2012). Irwin 2012 claims of Antiochus’ account of
“oikeiosis, attachment to the primary natural advantages,” and of his “account of the growth of one’s
awareness of the right (‘honestum’)” that “all this sounds similar to the Stoic view” (152-153). Yet in
the same volume, Inwood 2012, 194 notes the Antiochian argument has a more comprehensive

teleological framework than the Stoics such that “we may embrace the whole living world under a single
heading” (De finibus v 26).
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and body. That is, Piso asserts “we all by nature think of ourselves desirable in our
entirety...[and] it must be the case where a whole is desired on its own account, its parts are
too” (v 46). Virtue and bodily goods are not equal components of a happy life, however. Piso
notes, “the mind’s virtue will rank more highly than that of the body, and...the volitional
virtues of the mind will come in ahead of the non-volitional” (v 38). Virtue is extremely
valuable in its own right and is the most important component of the human end on this view.
All of this is to say that the Antiochian position appears to meet both criteria. Since Cicero
accepts self-preservation and virtue as suitable ends, let us consider the second criterion more
closely. Piso’s presentation emphasizes the need for human beings to care for their whole
selves, mind and body. This repeats Cicero’s criticism of the Stoic cradle argument exactly—
the Antiochian position is stronger than the Stoic one because it does not require that we discard
our concerns for bodily and material goods while we prioritize virtue.

In addition to this advantage over Stoicism, the Antiochian cradle argument may also
satisfy the second requirement. Self-preservation lends itself to the development of virtue,
particularly when Antiochus adds the qualification mentioned above, that an animal ought to
“to live in accordance with nature in the best and most suitable natural condition possible,” by
securing the objects that are “adapted to its nature” (v 24). Virtue is the object best suited for
human nature, and material goods that are adapted to human nature are also important or
valuable. Especially interesting is the emphasis on “the best and most suitable natural condition
possible”. This phrase suggests that human beings ought to develop their capacities in
accordance with what is adapted to human nature. In other words, living well requires that we
cultivate ourselves as much as possible. Consider this alongside Piso’s argument that humans
willingly endure hardship for the sake of fulfilling work. He concludes, “we are born to act” (v
57-58). Action in public office, private business, or intellectual life is not something that we
are born with but something we are born for. We live well when we develop the parts of
ourselves that allow us to act virtuously in these roles. The cradle argument that the Old
Academy espouses, then, is context sensitive enough to meet the second criterion as well.
Because it identifies the pursuit of objects adapted to one’s nature as the earliest inclination, it
plausibly identifies a motivation that could apply to the self-preservation of young animals as
much as it does to mature adults living virtuously. The Antiochian position, then, has a
plausible connection between the origin of self-preservation in newborns and the summum
bonum of adult humans.

Cicero need not attack the Antiochian cradle argument as he does the others because it

does, at first glance, meet the two criteria for a strong appeal to nature. This is perhaps one

111



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p103-123.

reason why book 5 contains both the Antiochian position and Cicero’s refutation of it, whereas
the entirety of books 2 and 4 are refutations of the Epicurean and Stoic ethical systems,
respectively—and compared to Cicero’s categorical rejection of Epicureanism there is
relatively little to critique of the Antiochian position. There is, however, a criticism relevant to
the cradle argument in book 5. Cicero’s main objection is that Piso draws a distinction between
the “happy” life and the “happiest” one.'? Virtue is necessary for the happy life and any
virtuous person would be happy, according to Piso, but the happiest life is one that is grounded
in virtue and also has the other, i.e., material, goods. This distinction has a clear advantage over
the Stoics: while the Stoics insist that the virtuous person is happy even when being tortured
unjustly, the Old Academy would say that this person is happy, but not as happy as a virtuous
person who is not being tortured unjustly. Whereas conditions such as slavery, disease, and
death should not affect the happiness of the virtuous person on the Stoic account, the
Antiochian one allows that those conditions make the happiest life impossible. Unfortunately
for Piso, he has made the claim that nothing is better than virtue.'* If this were so, then he
should also advocate that the virtuous life is the happiest one—but he doesn’t. The virtuous
person living in bad circumstances cannot be as happy as those who are virtuous and have
material goods. This, Cicero claims, puts Piso in the position of having to say that the material
goods that make the difference between “happy” and “happiest” are just as, or more, important
for living well than virtue. The Antiochian position thus fails to meet the same consistency that
the Stoic position does. Though it borrows from Stoicism, it fails to provide a similarly
consistent and rigorous system. The Antiochian cradle argument, then, does not necessarily
demonstrate an appeal to nature from which it derives a summum bonum. It derives a very
important good but not the highest end because the happiest life depends on goods outside of

human beings and thus not present for the newborn. The Antiochian cradle argument gets close

13 This amounts to a charge of inconsistency. In Cicero’s mind, Antiochus as made changes to Stoicism
that are in some ways more sensible than what the Stoics develop, but he sacrifices rigor and consistency
to do so. Annas 1993, 180 n. 3 points out that Piso does not have a good reply to this charge and correctly
notes “it is clear that Cicero thinks the theory is basically weak”. Despite the major problem of
consistency that emerges in the implications of their appeal to nature, the Antiochian appeal to nature
is nevertheless better than the other schools’. I suggest the problems with the Antiochian appeal are a
statement of just how problematic the other appeals are than it is an endorsement of Antiochianism.

14 This is perhaps importantly ambiguous. Antiochus maintains that living according to nature implies
a life cognizant of the goods of body and soul, which includes the development of virtue. This implies
that one ought to live virtuously but that virtue does not surpass other kinds of goods so much that one
can be happy without them. In other words, he reduces the distance between the value of virtue and the
value of other goods that the Stoics seek to widen (cf. Annas 1993, 185-187).
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but ultimately does not work well as an appeal to nature. Though it is best position of the three

schools, it is not one to be adopted uncritically.

I1. Cicero’s Second Strategy, or How to Appeal to Nature

Many assessments of De finibus examine the contents of the cradle arguments Cicero
presents, either assessing the fairness of their presentation or analyzing the likelihood that
Cicero endorses the Antiochian position as his own. These efforts tend to undervalue a
fundamental difference between the cradle arguments of all three schools on the one hand and
the kind of appeal to nature that Cicero makes on the other. Cicero is not making an appeal to
nature and youth in quite the same way that cradle arguments do because he appeals to a
different aspect of human nature than the others. He does not discern the human end from a
formative biological moment in one’s life, let alone infancy, but rather from a formative
educational moment. This is a significant choice because it suggests that in ethics the telic
sense of nature is more important than our congenital abilities. The development of human
nature becomes the origin of living well instead of our condition as neonates. As such,
education is at the core of our human end. It follows that, for Cicero, any appeal to nature that
applies to human beings must be grounded in academic development. The appeal to “nature”
that he has in mind, then, is an appeal to our telic nature. This makes Cicero’s appeal to nature
completely different from that of the cradle arguments at its foundation.

I argue for this position in two main steps. First, I first show that education is developed
as a theme with increasing intensity and depth from book 1 to book 5. This reframes the
grounding of an appeal to nature from “nature” in the biological sense to “nature” in the telic
sense. In other words, Cicero likens an appeal to nature to an appeal to education. Second, |
argue that Cicero’s appeal to nature more easily reconciles the origin and end of human nature

and meets Cicero’s two criteria than the other accounts he examines.

1.1 Education and the Appeal to Nature

Cicero begins his attack on cradle arguments with what he pejoratively claims is the
simplest of philosophical schools, Epicureanism. This alleged simplicity is due in part to what
Cicero perceives to be a general failure on the part of Epicureans to educate themselves. For
example, as Cicero and Lucius Torquatus (the representative of the Epicurean school) begin

their conversation in book 1, Cicero alleges that Epicurus lacks a basic understanding of
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scientific explanation. He charges that the notion of swerve, which Epicurus introduces into
his physics to account for freedom, chance, and variation, is an arbitrary invention that is
posited without a discernible cause (i 13-26). He emphasizes the gravity of the error, noting
“when the most unprincipled move that any physicist can make is to adduce effects without
causes” (i 19). He even accuses Epicurus of causing learned people to “unlearn” what they
know (i 20). This skewering of Epicurus for his alleged disregard for any education may be
overstated, but it serves a purpose for Cicero’s theme of education. While the education theme
remains fairly thin in book 1, this early riff establishes that education is critically important to
avoid logical pitfalls and gross misjudgments.'> This one small, negative allusion to education
alleges that the Epicureans make egregious errors because they do not value education.

In addition to the general shortcomings of Epicureanism to endorse education,
Torquatus makes missteps in his argument that demonstrate precisely what Cicero is talking
about. Consider, for example, Torquatus’ insistence that he need not make a full argument for
pleasure as the first inclination of newborn animals. As he indicates, no further argument is
truly necessary because perceptions convey truth: “as fire is perceived to be hot, snow white,
and honey sweet” (i 30). He also does not clearly define the Epicurean senses of pleasure until
prompted to do so by Cicero, indicating a lack of priority for conceptual clarity and argument.
This is important in two ways. First, it highlights that Epicureans did not insist on argument,
and thus do not insist on education or training in good judgment—perceptions, common to
adults and infants, humans and nonhumans, are enough. Second, it shows Torquatus deferring
to the dogma of Epicurus without bolstering such claims with justification. While Torquatus’
interest in philosophy might be commended, he seems to miss the mark to engaging it
adequately. This is perhaps because he is a keen student of literature and not philosophy (i 14).
Though Torquatus is educating himself, he may not be focusing on the right things.

The theme of education is introduced in book 1 to construe Epicurus’ mistakes as results
of ignorance. The necessary conditions of learning are introduced but fairly undeveloped, as
the reader does not have much opportunity to observe the power of a strong education in action.
As the reader progresses from the “easiest”, Epicurean position to the more technical Stoic one,
the theme becomes explicit in the interlocutor’s roles as learners and educators. The reader

compares the Epicurean position to the Stoic one and should notice Cato’s superior method,

15 This criticism extends beyond this one point. He also gives significant criticism of the Epicurean
approach to argument and logic at i 10, which is dramatically reflected in some of Torquatus’
assumptions; for example, claiming that truth does not need argument because it can be “pointed out”
for observation.
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argumentation, and precision. After the Epicurean dialogue ends, book 3 opens when Marcus
Cato, who represents the Stoic school, happens to be at young Lucullus’ library when Cicero
arrives and the dialogue begins. Though both men have held public office, they are at leisure
here. What’s more, they are presented as actively engage in philosophy during their free time
(iii 7-10).'® Their presentation here suggests that one’s education does not end when formal
schooling has been completed. In mature adulthood they continue to read, learn new ideas, and
philosophize. They are, for lack of a better phrase, lifelong learners. In addition to expanding
their own knowledge, they are concerned with the education of young Lucullus, whose library
serves as the setting. They agree to take joint responsibility for his intellectual development (iii
8-9). The dramatic components of this section allow for Cicero and Cato to serve as learners
and as educators.

This scholarly framing anticipates the more technical discussion of books 3 and 4. The
Stoics are better trained in argument than are the Epicureans, and Cato’s presentation of Stoic
philosophy lives up to that reputation. The philosophical engagement of Cato is more
impressive than that of Torquatus, both with respect to his carefully chosen words and to his
defense of Stoicism broadly. Whereas Torquatus seems initially unaware of the need to clarify
his terms, for example, Cato shows great care for precise language and clear mastery of both
Greek and Latin. He outlines the many fine distinctions of Stoic ethical theory and selects Latin
words for technical Greek Stoic terms, including axia, homologia, and kathékon. Cicero
congratulates Cato for speaking precisely and clearly about Stoic philosophy at iii 40, even
“committing to memory all of the vocabulary you are using to express your themes”. Stoicism,
presented as more rigorous than Epicureanism, consists of a better understanding of argument
and the history of philosophy and represents a more advanced stage in education and rational
development.

Cicero treats the Antiochian position more favorably than the others, and the dramatic
context of book 5 emphasizes education the most directly and completely of them all. This
dialogue takes place when Cicero and his interlocutors are in Athens completing their youthful
philosophical studies—that is, decades before the other dialogues of De finibus. Prior to any
involvement in politics, oratory, war, or statesmanship, and prior to the arguments of the rest
of the text, they are students of philosophy wandering the ruins of the Academy, where Plato

himself educated young men just like them. The emphasis on philosophical education is not

16 In addition, Cicero is there to borrow some of Aristotle’s notebooks from Lucullus’ library, which
indicates that he is committed not only to enjoying philosophical conversation but also to broadening
his philosophical knowledge.
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subtle, and the relation of the characters underscores the point even further. Lucius, Cicero’s
cousin, is new to philosophy and trying to decide if he should learn more about Antiochus and
the Old Academy on the one hand or Carneades and the New Academy on the other (v 6). The
framework of this section of the text, then, is a debate about the relative merits and drawbacks
of Antiochianism in the interest of persuading Lucius (esp. at v 86 and 95). In addition to the
education-intensive framing, Marcus Piso’s presentation of Antiochus appears to offer the most
sophisticated of the theories examined in De finibus (even though Cicero is not convinced).!’
This is in part because mastering the philosophy of the Antiochus requires some understanding
of Plato, Aristotle and the Peripatetics, and Stoicism alike.'® In addition, Piso is the most
rhetorically polished interlocutor in De finibus except, perhaps, for Cicero himself. His
presentation is clear, direct, and eloquent. Cicero thinks eloquence is not a requirement for
good philosophy but good philosophy that is presented well is best of all, and it proves effective
here.!” Lucius, whose philosophical allegiance is at stake, is won over immediately by Piso’s
speech (v 76). The dialogue draws to a close when Cicero claims Piso must strengthen his
argument, but the other interlocutors are deeply impressed by Piso’s exceptional speech.
Cicero’s reply matches the strength of Piso’s presentation, yet he does not prevail over his
interlocutor here as he does in the first two dialogues.?® While there are suggestions that Piso
depends too much on eloquence and not enough on philosophical might, the readers are left

with the impression that they have just witnessed an excellent philosophical discussion.?!

17 Annas 1993 maintains that the position Piso presents is not actually the strongest of the three on the
grounds that Cicero’s response completely undermines its core ideas. Antiochus’ position is appealing,
she argues, because it is the most intuitively viable (Annas 1993, 180-187). Even if we allow that
Antiochus’ position is weak, it is nevertheless an improvement over the other, weaker positions.

18 The New Academy, to which Cicero states his allegiance in Academica, is born out of the Academy
under the leadership of Arcesilaus and his radical skepticism. The Old Academy develops later when
Philo of Larissa’s student Antiochus breaks away from the radical skeptical interpretation of Plato and
reincorporates Stoicism with Peripatetic ideas in what he claims is a unified tradition. While the other
schools might encourage understanding these philosophers (or not), it seems as though this knowledge
is a prerequisite to study Antiochus well.

19 Ati 14-15 Torquatus states that Cicero and Triarius dislike Epicurus because he is less eloquent than
other philosophers, but Cicero insists that he does not demand the eloquence of philosophers. Elsewhere
he praises the union of eloquence and good philosophical argument (see Ac. i 8-10, De fin. iv 6, 24, v
1).

20 By contrast, the first dialogue ends when Torquatus expresses the ability or perhaps need to refer
Cicero to other “authorities” and “more experienced practitioners” (ii 118). Though he seems confident
that better philosophers can come up with answers to Cicero’s challenges, he is not himself capable.
The second dialogue ends with Cato asking Cicero to promise to hear his refutation soon, but Cicero
has the final word (iv 80).

2 Cicero at v 85 says that the conversation is “wandering from the point” and attempts to bring Piso
back to the philosophical question at hand. Pomponius’ approval of Piso’s exposition at v 96 is entirely
on the basis of presentation and excellence in speaking.
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1.2 The benefits of an appeal to telic nature

Despite their respect for and modeling of good education, Cato and Piso nevertheless
appeal to newborns in their versions of the cradle argument. The strengths of Stoicism—its
consistency, its emphasis on virtue—depend on good education and yet the Stoic position is
given its grounding in an appeal to human nature’s pre-rational state. Antiochus’ theory also
requires that we have virtue, which implies education, in order to be happy, but he too appeals
to human beings before they are fully rational to ground his argument. All three schools
examined seem to agree that newborns are a good source to discern human nature because they
are uncorrupted by society or other influences that get in the way of their choosing what is
“good” for them. I propose that Cicero rejects this and uses education to highlight human
“nature” in its fullest sense, i.e., in opposition to the “nature” that newborns embody and
express. In short, I argue that Cicero finds the telic sense of nature more useful and accurate
than he does the congenital sense of nature. Ultimately this means Cicero can provide an
alternative to the varied cradle arguments that better meets the implicit criteria he posed in his
criticism of them.

Recall that Cicero critiques Stoic and Epicurean cradle arguments because they
allegedly place too much value in “mere” or biological nature when determining our proper
“telic” end. He considers an appeal to young animals (human or nonhuman) means that we are

relying on creatures that lack good judgment at ii 33:

in truth I have no faith in the judgment of animals. Their instincts can be corrupt without being
corrupted. One stick may deliberately be bent and distorted, another grow that way. So too an animal’s
nature may not have been corrupted by bad upbringing but of its own nature be corrupt. In fact the
young are not moved by nature to seek pleasure but simply to love themselves and to wish to keep
themselves safe and sound. Every living creature, as soon as it is born, loves both itself and all its parts.
It cherishes above all its two major components, namely mind and body, and then the parts of each.
Both mind and body possess certain excellences. At first these are dimly perceived, then incipiently
distinguished, with the result that nature’s primary attributes are sought and their contraries rejected.

Bestiarum vero nullum iudicium puto. Quamvis enim depravatae non sint, pravae tamen esse possunt.
Ut bacillum aliud est inflexum et incurvatum de industria, aliud ita natum, sic ferarum natura non est
illa quidem depravata mala disciplina, sed natura sua. Nec vero ut voluptatem expetat natura movet
infantem, sed tantum ut se ipse diligat, ut integrum se salvumque velit. Omne enim animal, simul et
ortum est, et se ipsum et omnes partes suas diligit duasque quae maximae sunt in primis amplectitur,
animum et corpus, deinde utriusque partes. Nam sunt et in animo praecipua quaedam et in corpore,
quae cum leviter agnovit, tum discernere incipit, ut ea quae prima data sint natura appetat
asperneturque contraria.
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This passage supports an appeal to telic nature rather than congenital nature in two
ways. First, it introduces a natural source of “corruption” in animals. Humans manipulate the
judgment of nonhuman animals whenever they train them, which can either improve those
animals or make them worse. Cicero allows that bad upbringing and bad education can corrupt
or “bend” an organism away from what is truly good. Yet Cicero here considers what his rivals
seem not to consider—that animals may be “corrupt” at birth. This does not imply some
animals are born evil but rather that some animals (and certainly humans) are “bent” away from
what is actually good. These organisms need correction and instruction before they reliably
select truly good objects and actions. Second, Cicero’s identification of an organism’s nature
in “its two major components, namely mind and body, and then the parts of each” is important.
He notes that awareness of these parts and their excellences grow over time. This means that
biological development or education, or both, seem to have some necessary role in perceiving
these parts. In addition, each organism must perceive these excellences clearly in order to love
oneself and support its own excellences by seeking and rejecting the right things. For the
organisms “corrupt” from birth, however, this self-love is only possible with intervention in
the form of correction or education. Though Cicero does not specify how often animals are
“corrupt” in this way, it is nevertheless reasonable to say that many animals need some
correction to keep away from harm. In other words, loving oneself means requires correction
or education. In claiming this, Cicero implies the superiority of one’s telic nature, which results
from development and education, over one’s biological nature. Biological nature in itself does
not reliably point animals toward developing excellence. This is why it is an unreliable
indicator of the human summum bonum and human nature in its full sense.

As an alternative to grounding an ethical system on one’s biological origins, Cicero
prefers we appeal to trustworthy human judgment, the product of formal or technical education,
which represents our completed, telic nature. Through education students come to understand
the principles and causes of their areas of study. It is only in having received good education
that they understand these and are able to consistently and responsibly make the correct
judgments about theoretical topics, such as mathematics, and about technical applications, such
as carpentry or any other art in which they specialize. The shift Cicero makes here signals an
important restriction on the varied cradle arguments in that he limits himself to human beings
strictly, whereas the cradle arguments in the text appeal to young animals that are not
necessarily human. Since Cicero seems entirely focused on humans, he is concerned with
finding the origins of what he considers our best and specifically human inclinations. In a

thoroughly human context, biological origins are less important than the natural gifts or talents
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that humans possess prior to any training. Thus the reliability that comes with a educated, well-
considered judgment is not taken as the counterpoint to newborn infants; rather it is the
counterpoint to variability of the knack (or lack thereof) that someone could have for some
task. The frame that Cicero uses for his own appeal to nature has nothing whatsoever to do
with newborn animals or human infants. Thus his argument is not really a “cradle” argument
because he does not seek an answer there. Cicero’s suggestion that we ground ethics in well-
developed human judgment instead of early inclinations makes his position is nevertheless
analogous to those cradle arguments because they share a few key features. First, both the
cradle arguments and Cicero’s alternative involve an appeal to the young. While the origin of
the kind of judgment Cicero appeals to would not be available to us from infancy, it is
nevertheless available to us in “youth”—that is, in late adolescence or early adulthood. In
addition, both the cradle arguments and Cicero’s alternative aim to find some uncorrupted
expression of our human nature. Though his rivals seek this uncorrupted state prior in time to
experience of social structures and influences, Cicero seeks it in philosophical immersion that
is prior in importance to those influences.

One benefit of Cicero’s appeal to nature is that it appeals to something that is much
more reliable than what is provided to us at birth. Cicero unambiguously establishes that proper
training in an art produces better results more consistently than does untrained talent. He notes,
“art is a safer guide than nature. To pour out words like a poet is one thing. To arrange what
one says in a methodical and organized manner is quite another.” (iv 10) He suggests regular
and repeatable success is more likely to follow from the well-trained speaker than the talented
one who receives no training. This reliability is a significant advantage over the relative
variability in what is present or absent in an animal immediately upon birth. For Cicero, there
are at least two good reasons for this. First, training in an art through education and experience
provide a more stable foundation for action than natural talent. This is because, as discussed
above, it provides some certainty on account of understanding the relevant principles and
causes of the subject in question. Second, education and training make progress possible.
Indeed, progress is inherent in any educational program. Complete beginners might approach
anew subject for the first time with no understanding whatsoever. Even without understanding,
the beginners learn the practices of their subject and with a guiding hand, often an expert in the
area to teach them, they begin to understand patterns of cause and effect. With repetition,
correction, and adjustment, they make progress toward mastery over time. In other words,
education provides the individual with a passageway from what is given by nature, natural

talents and weaknesses, to what is possible from those innate capabilities. True in intellectual
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and technical areas, Cicero plausibly implies that this applies equally in the context of ethics.
Ethical training, through education, practice, and correction, can propel human beings from
what is given and necessary from their circumstances to what is chosen through virtue.
Centering an appeal to nature on education has plausible benefits at the individual level
because it gives an ethical system a more stable ground than what is given at birth. Education
builds reliability in ethics because it is the thing that transforms immature humans that might
follow their inclinations without critical assessment or reflection into mature humans that
consider their choices alongside their values and goals. There is a further benefit to this
proposal at the community level, however. Eventually the students that receive guidance in
education are themselves able to give guidance. Educated individuals can positively shape the
education of those younger than themselves.?? Every generation is able to learn from the
previous and perhaps even make progress beyond what their teachers had known. This is how
art makes progress over time. Engineering, technology, or medicine, for example, has
benefitted tremendously from the accumulation of education over generations of good teachers
and learners. When individual students make individual progress, they learn from and build
upon the foundation established by those who have come before, and they contribute to the
field collectively. The art becomes more refined, comprehensive, and, often, useful as a result
of this process. An ethical system grounded in intellectual curiosity and study might similarly
be able to make progress, though it might be more difficult to quantify or track. The end and

benefit of human society is mirrored by the end and benefit of the individual.

1.3 The criteria applied to the appeal to education

An education-grounded ethics meets the first criterion of a strong appeal to nature
because it would support the adoption of proper human ends, including virtue and self-
preservation, both at the individual and community level. While Cicero shows a willingness to
accept a few candidates as summum bonum (including virtue, self-preservation, or preservation
of the best parts of oneself) education leads us to and supports them all. Let us consider virtue
as the summum bonum. Learning about the world helps individuals understand their own roles
within it and this, properly appreciated, should imbue them with some perspective about which
kinds of problems are concerned with right and wrong—and thus, are worthy of attention—

and which are not. This encourages the development of virtue, as courage or wisdom or

22 As Cicero and Cato intend to do for Lucullus in books 3 and 4, and as Cicero and Piso intend to do
for Lucius in book 5.
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moderation or any other sort, and even facilitates its practice. The specific virtue one chooses
is not identified, and may be less important than the perspective that brings someone to choose
virtue and act accordingly as an end. So, too, preservation of the whole self or the best part of
oneself, could be the summum bonum. A good education supports self-preservation in several
ways. A basic understanding of care of the mind and body would help one preserve their health.
A clear understanding of one’s values and the consequences of different courses of action could
help that person choose actions that will bring the least damage to themselves or others. In
every case, a good education prepares the individual to choose good ends and good means to
those ends.

The second criterion, that there be a plausible connection from the appeal to the
summum bonum, is also met in Cicero’s telic appeal. Cicero’s appeal assumes that human
beings develop their given nature through education. Education is that process by which
humans beings (and some nonhuman animals) are transformed beings that could have good
judgment into beings whose judgment can be trusted. Prior to education or training, it is plainly
observable that human beings less consistently choose what is in their best interest, or with
what Cicero identifies as a proper end (self-preservation or virtue). Small children, for example,
will often choose that which brings immediate satisfaction over an option that delays
satisfaction. They need guidance from a community of adults to help them learn why one choice
is better than another and help them practice making those choices. That is, they must be
educated well. If Cicero’s appeal to nature originates in a stage of development in which
education has taken hold and the individual is able to engage thoughtfully with the object of
their attention, then the origin and end are easily reconciled with the ends Cicero would accept.
In other words, education is itself that connection that the other schools seem to lack. When
Cicero appeals to his youthful philosophical studies, he appeals to the part of human nature that
is curious and engaged with subtle ideas and arguments. Our desire for learning as our primary
inclination persists throughout one’s education and perhaps even throughout one’s adult life.
While Cicero always foregrounds philosophical activity as important for its application—as
when educations transforms curiosity into a stable foundation for decision making—it
nevertheless has no terminus. Cicero and Cato continue to study philosophy in their free time,
and Cicero’s character demonstrates a continued commitment to philosophical discussion even

as the Republic is on the brink of civil war.

Conclusion
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Cicero’s treatment of the different cradle arguments makes it clear that the Epicureans
and Stoics fail to live up to his standards, though the standards themselves are not explicit. |
have shown that Cicero’s criticism of the Epicurean cradle argument implies that there are two
criteria any good appeal to nature must meet: it must select a suitable summum bonum for
humans, and it must have a plausible connection from the point of appeal to the end selected.
The Epicureans fail to meet both criteria; the Stoics select a better end, though they misapply
it, and fail to meet the second criterion. The Antiochian position gets close but still fails to meet
Cicero’s proposed criteria. When taken in the context of the text-long development of
education as a theme, the relative failures of the cradle arguments are inversely correlated with
Cicero’s thematic emphasis on education. The Epicureans, Cicero makes clear, miss the mark
on education entirely. The Stoics do better in education and have better technical arguments,
but they have missed something crucial to dogmatically maintain the absolute value of virtue
alone. The Antiochians, again, get closer than the other two. Yet despite the pervasive presence
of education in book 5, the Antiochian position does not appreciate the significant flaw it has
in maintaining both that virtue is both the most important good and that it is insufficient for the
happiest life.

Where the other positions have failed to make a strong appeal to nature, Cicero offers
an alternative. Rather than appeal to “nature” evident in neonates, Cicero appeals to our
“nature” in a telic sense, with an emphasis on our ends rather than our origins. His own appeal
to his youthful philosophical studies successfully meets his two criteria for a good appeal to
nature. Education is the very thing that propels us from one sense of nature, the given sense, to

the other, telic one, as the Stoic and Epicurean cradle arguments were unable to do.

Kelsey Ward
Hobart and William Smith Colleges
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Resolving Hermotimus’ Paradox: Reading Lucian’s Hermotimus in Light of

Plato’s Republic

Matthew Sharpe

“Meeting such a one, call him a good man, a true and an honest
[man]; nay, call him philosopher, if you will; to my mind, the
name is his or no one’s...” (Lucian, Hermotimus, §75)

This paper argues that Lucian's Hermotimus is less a critical attack on philosophy, than a defence of a
critical mode of philosophising awake to how readily this pursuit can devolve into a hybristic
sectarianisms, in which pupils identify uncritically with instructors who do not match their fine words
with noble deeds. In part i, we examine the metaphilosophical framing of the Hermotimus’s exchange
between the eponymous hero, aged about 60 (§48) and Lucian’s favored interlocutor, Lycinus. We
show that Lucian accepts that philosophy is intended to be an elevated way of life cultivating wisdom
and virtue. In part ii., we address the central elenchus and the action of the Hermotimus, the patient
work by Lycinus to undermine Hermotimus’ dogmatic self-conceit, by refuting the different solutions
he offers to the paradox involved in his having chosen a particular philosophical orientation, Stoicism,
as a novice without philosophical training. Part iii. excavates the positive vision of philosophy that the
action of the dialogue shows, highlighting the five key places in Hermotimus wherein Lycinus offers
us entirely unironic visions of what philosophy at it best could be, in contrast to what it has become in
Hermotimus or his teachers: or, as Lycinus heralds it, a kind of Ariadne’s thread out of the maze of
Hermotimus’ paradox (§68).

We know that to philosophize, etymologically, is to seek wisdom, as a lover seeks their
beloved. Socrates is depicted in the Platonic Symposium as a near-daemonic figure, like erds
himself, born of penia, “deficiency” or even “poverty”, as well as poros, plenty (Plato, Symp.
203b-204a). This paper argues that Lucian of Samosata, in his dialogue Hermotimus', presents
a searching, too-often overlooked examination of the challenges and risks associated with this
zetetic, inquiring calling of philosophy. These challenges and risks include what might be
called ironically today the ‘startup problem’: namely, how does anyone who is not yet wise or
instructed choose a philosophical orientation, at the very start (§§25-29)? If she were already

wise, she would have no need to choose or do any philosophy. But, if she is as yet unwise, as

! Lucian, Hermotimus, translation by K. Kilburn, in Lucian vol. VI (London: Harvard University Press,
1959). In what follows we will use references to the standardized sections. In some cases, translations
have been amended by the author.
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we all begin by being, how can she know which philosophical orientation shows the path to
wisdom? With a nod to Plato’s Meno 80d-e, this ‘startup problem’ might also be called
‘Hermotimus’ paradox’.

The Hermotimus, and its dialogical addressing of this paradox, arguably deserves a
good deal more scholarly consideration than it has received. Lucian has often been treated as
a representative of the Second Sophistic, a “sophist’s sophist” who wished to subordinate
philosophy to rhetoric.? He has been charged with presenting an inconsistent understanding of
philosophy and philosophers, or else as being a “nihilistic” sceptic or Cynic wholly hostile to
philosophy and its charms.? In English-language scholarship, several monographs on Lucian’s
oeuvre give Hermotimus some consideration, but focus upon its literary and historical values,
treating Lucian as a literary artist.* There are several critical articles on the text, which likewise
give Hermotimus short shrift qua philosophy, as against a piece of literature whose metaphors
merit more attention than its arguments.’ In a piece in L ‘antiquité classique on “Lucian and

the Rhetoric of Philosophy”, we are told that, on top of being “tedious”:

In Lucian's longest dialogue, the Hermotimus, his mouthpiece Lycinus evinces little interest in the
dogmas of the schools, which he dismisses with the comprehensive sophistry that one cannot judge
of any before acquiring a thorough mastery of all (see esp. §§25-70).°

2 Bryan Reardon, Courants littéraires grecs des Ile et 1lle si¢cles aprées J.-C. (Paris: Belles Lettres,
1971), 39; Emily Jane Putnam, “Lucian the Sophist”, Classical Philology 4, no. 2 (1909): 162-177;
Matthew Keil, “Rhetorical and Philosophical Paideia in Lucian”, J. Humanities (Zomba) 26 (2018),
esp.1-2, 8-13; Graham Anderson, “Lucian: A Sophist’s Sophist”, YCIS 27 (1982): 61-99; Alice Alexiou,
Philosophers in Lucian (Diss. Fordham. New York, 1990): 75, 149; Karin Schlapbach, “The logoi of
Philosophers in Lucian of Samosata”, Classical Antiquity 29, no. 2 (October 2010): 251-252.

3 Jennifer Hall, Lucian's Satire (New York: Arno Press, 1981), 151-93; R. Bracht Branham, Unruly
Eloquence: Lucian and the Comedy of Traditions (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1989),
13, 24-25, 52, 55; cf. Jonas Grethlein, “Lucian and the Spell of Philosophy”, in The Ancient Rhetoric
of Deception: the Ethics of Enchantment from Gorgias to Heliodorus(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2021), 166-198.

4 See for example Jacques Bompaire, Lucien ecrivain, imitation et creation (Paris, E. de Boccard, 1958);
Hall, Lucian’s Satire; and Richard Hunter, Plato and the Traditions of Ancient Literature: The Silent
Stream (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012); Branham, Unruly Eloquence, esp. “The
Rhetoric of Laughter”.

5 Cf. Mark Edwards, “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy: The Hermotimus”, L'antiquité classique
62 (1993): 195-202; cf. Grethlein, “Lucian and the Spell of Philosophy”, 189-195.

® Edwards, “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy”, 195. George Brague’s “The Market for
Philosophers: An Interpretation of Lucian’s Satire on Philosophy”, The Independent Review 9, no. 2
(2004): 227-251, likewise stands against taking Lucian’s text to be philosophically serious. Brague
applies behavioral economics to Lucian’s text. This positions Hermotimus as a reflection upon
philosophy’s status in the later ancient world as “a risky investment in human capital with high
information costs. In making such investments, consumers irrationally take excessive risk” (Bragues
2004, 229). The question which Brague prejudges is whether Lucian thinks that some forms of
philosophy may involve more than such “investments” in “human capital” but attempts to seek wisdom.
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Our contention here is that such approaches to Lucian’s Hermotimus miss the reverence
for philosophy in this Lucianic text, so different in form from the other satires in which
philosophers are lampooned.” Lucian’s Hermotimus, despite its first appearances of being a
merely skeptical, even sophistical discrediting of philosophy?®, is better read as a protreptic
defense of the endeavor.” To be sure, the central sections of the dialogue’s elenchus stage
Lycinus’ successive refutations of Hermotimus’ proposed justifications for his opting for
Stoicism: hence, it is easy to read the dialogue as wholly a skeptical, even anti-philosophical
performance. However, just as in several ancient protreptic texts, led by Cicero’s Hortensius,
present their exhortations to philosophy exactly in response to staged “apotreptic” arguments

against it'”

, we should not miss the no less than five key moments within the Hermotimus
proffer a post-Socratic vision of philosophy as a form of zetetic inquiry which both resolves
Hermotimus’ paradox, and has enduring worth (§24, §§29-30, §§64-65, §§68-69, §75). Inline
with Lucian’s self-defenses in The Fisherman (§§32-37) and The Double Indictment (§§7-8,
32-33), that is, we read the Hermotimus as aiming to “expose and distinguish” false from true
forms of philosophizing, and to both stage and affirm the possibility of the latter, rather than
collapsing philosophy into sophistry.!!

In support of this contention, the paper will highlight how Lucian, from start to finish,
pointedly positions the Hermotimus within the lineage of Plato’s dialogues'?: and not simply
the Phaedrus, as has often been noted'?, but preeminently the famous pedagogical books of the
Republic, VI and VII. The Hermotimus’ distinguishing of true from false forms of

philosophizing demonstrably recurs to the central Platonic distinction from Republic VI

between mathematical dianoia, which cannot critically assess its own hypotheses, and

7 Cf. Alexiou, Philosophers in Lucian, 55-57; cf. Keil, “Rhetorical and Philosophical”, 12.

8 Edwards, “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy”, 195; cf. Alexiou, Philosophers in Lucian, 56-57.
% Cf. the more positive assessments of Lucian’s relationship to philosophy at Maurice Croiset, Essai sur
la vie et les oeuvres de Lucian (Paris: Librairie Hachet & Co., 1882), 8-12; Branham, Unruly Eloquence,
33, 36-37, 112; Keil, “Rhetorical and Philosophical”, 12; and with particular reference to Jacques
Derrida’s conception of philosophy, R.G.T. Silva, “Luciano leitor de Derrida”, Classica 35, no. 1
(2022): 1-16.

19 Douglas S. Hutchinson & Monte Ransome Johnstone, “Protreptic and Apotreptic: Aristotle’s
Dialogue Protrepticus”, in O. Alieva et al eds., When Wisdom Calls: Philosophical Protreptic in
Antiquity (Brussels: Brepols, 2018): 113-118.

"' Cf. Graham Anderson, Lucian: Theme and Variation in the Second Sophistic (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1976), 68-84.

12 Cf. for Lucian’s frequent use of Platonic intertexts and literary practices (notably, personae), Karen
Mheallaigh, “‘Plato Alone Was Not There ...": Platonic Presences in Lucian”, Hermathena 179 (2005):
89-103.

13 Hunter, Silent Stream, 1-3.
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philosophical dialectic, which sets out to do just this (Rep. 509¢c-511¢).!* Students like
Hermotimus, who accept the hypotheses presented them by the masters of dogmatic schools
on trust, are like the mathematicians of the central books of the Republic (§§74-75; Plato, Rep.
526¢-527c¢). Philosophy proper, as instantiated by Lycinus in the Hermotimus, is by contrast
characterized by the dialectical ability to call such assumptions critically and reflectively into
question, striving cautiously towards a reasoned, more comprehensive vision considering all
available evidences.

To make these arguments, the paper involves three parts. In part i, we examine the
metaphilosophical framing of the Hermotimus’s exchange between the eponymous hero, aged
about 60 (§48) and Lucian’s favored interlocutor, Lycinus. We show that Lucian accepts that
philosophy is intended to be an elevated way of life cultivating wisdom and virtue, at the same
time as he is concerned at how readily this pursuit can devolve into a hybristic, sectarian
endeavor, in which pupils identify uncritically with instructors who do not match their words
with their deeds. In part ii., we address the central elenchus and the action of the Hermotimus,
the patient work by Lycinus to undermine Hermotimus’ dogmatic self-conceit, by refuting the
different solutions he offers to the paradox involved in his having chosen a particular
philosophical orientation, Stoicism, as a novice without philosophical training. Part iii.
excavates the positive vision of philosophy that the action of the dialogue shows, highlighting
the five key places in Hermotimus wherein Lycinus offers us entirely unironic visions of what
philosophy at it best could be, in contrast to what it has become in Hermotimus or his teachers:

or, as Lycinus heralds it, a kind of Ariadne’s thread out of the maze of Hermotimus’ paradox

(§68).
i. Metaphilosophical beginnings: the frame and the goal

When we first meet him, Hermotimus is a member of the Stoic school, a prokopton making his
way over the course of some decades, with significant monetary cost (§§1-2; cf. 9-10), towards
wisdom as conceived on the Porch. As commentators led by Richard Hunter have noted'?,

Hermotimus is initially framed for us by Lycinus, his interlocutor (and, seemingly here,

4 Cf. William H. F. Altman, Plato the Teacher: The Crisis of the Republic (Lanham, MD: Lexington,
2012) & iii. below.
'S Hunter, Silent Stream, 1-3.
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Lucian’s avatar'®) in a close verbal parallel to the opening depiction of Phaedrus in Plato’s

dialogue bearing that youth’s name:

To judge from your book, Hermotimus, and the speed of your walk, you seem to be hurrying to your
teacher. You were certainly thinking something over as you went along; you were twitching your lips
and muttering quietly, waving your hand this way and that as though you were arranging a speech to
yourself, composing one of your crooked problems or thinking out some sophistical question; even
when you are walking along you must not take it easy, but be always busy with some serious matter
which is likely to help your studies ... (§1)

But whereas Phaedrus in the Platonic text is coming from his teacher, Hermotimus is
on his way to class. Whereas Phaedrus has left the city in search of peace, which could be read
as metaphorical for philosophy’s questioning distance from established conventions,
Hermotimus is clearly rushing around, probably in town. This intertextual recourse to Plato
thus not only announces a Platonic intellectual lineage for reading the dialogue, but sets up its

central preoccupation:

The dialogue’s broader argument that problematic students such as Hermotimus are the result of the
institutionalization of philosophy, which no longer allows for the kind of serious interrogation of
societal assumptions and conventions that Socrates once demanded, and that Plato’s dialogues
dramatized ..."”

Nevertheless, Hermotimus is aiming as high as any student in earlier or later
generations of philosophers has aimed. If ars longis, vita brevis (brachés men 6 bios, makré
de é techné) is a proverbial thought applied to medicine, he tells us, philosophy is a far more
difficult and elevated craft again (§1).!* Hermotimus has taken at least this much from his
Stoic teacher of twenty years: the Socratic notion of philosophy as a way of life'?; one in which,

presumably, philosophers would match elevated words to elevated actions, and might be

16 T will not insist on this, noting that Lucian’s relationship to his characters is a subject of scholarly
dispute. Lucian uses his own name only three times (The Passing of Peregrinus, Alexander the False
Prophet and Nigrinus) and flags his authorship in the True History, when the narrator inscribes
‘Loukianos’ on a plaque in Hades (2.28). See Karen N. Mheallaigh, “’Plato alone ...””.

17 Anna Peterson, “Pushing Forty: The Platonic Significance of References to Age in Lucian’s Double
Indictment and Hermotimus.” The Classical Quarterly 68, no. 2 (2018), [online first
doi:10.1017/S0009838818000587]: 12. See Hunter, Silent Stream, 1-3.

18 Noting the standard therapeutic metaphor for philosophy in antiquity, see Martha Nussbaum, Therapy
of Desire (),1994.

19 See Pierre Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life; llsetraut Hadot, Sénéque: direction spirituelle et
pratique de la philosophie (Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2014); John Sellars, “What Is
Philosophy as a Way of Life?”, Parrhesia 28 (2017): 40-56; Grimm & Cohoe, “What is Philosophy as
a Way of Life? Why Philosophy as a Way of Life?” European Journal of Philosophy (2020): 1-16;
Matthew Sharpe & Michael Ure, Philosophy as a Way of Life: History, Dimensions, Directions
(London: Bloomsbury, 2021); Branham, Unruly Eloquence, 112; Keil, “Rhetorical and Philosophical”,
12.
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judged on this basis.?’ Indeed, just as in the Stoic teaching, philosophy is a way of life which

promises to deliver its votary the very highest things:

the stake is so tremendous, too—whether to perish miserably with the vulgar herd (#6 poll6 ton idioton
surpheto), or be counted among philosophers and reach Happiness... I am only just beginning to get an
inkling of the right way. Very far off dwells Virtue, as Hesiod says, and long (makros) and steep
(orthios) and rough (tréchus) is the way thither, and travelers must bedew it with sweat. (§2-3)

Along with Hesiod, we hence immediately encounter a second important Platonic
intertext in Hermotimus §2, then again at §3%!, which we want to argue is indeed determinative
for fully understanding the text. This is the rough ascent (fracheias tés anabaseds) of Plato’s
Republic VII (515¢), that attends the philosopher’s climb towards true Ideas (cf. Thea. 175b-
c).2

Nevertheless, with Hermotimus® “perishing” with “the vulgar herd”, the opening
sections of Hermotimus introduce a scornful tone towards non-philosophers which, not always
absent in Plato, is foregrounded in Lucian’s text. This suggests a second Lucianic concern of
the dialogue: the propensity of certain ways of philosophizing to fill all but their most self-
aware votaries with a pride, even a false sense of their own nigh divinity, which can verge into
a blithe, anti-demotic scorn.?® It is Lycinus who introduces the theme, which looms large of

course in Lucian’s other texts, comparing Hermotimus’ master with Zeus himself:

Well, your master can give you that; from his station on the summit, like Zeus in Homer with his golden
cord, he can let you down his discourse, and therewith haul and heave you up to himself and to the
Virtue which he has himself attained this long time ... (§3)

Many ancient texts of course contain passages which suggest the apotheosis of the
philosopher, and his eventual state as akin to that of living in the blessed isles (Plato, Rep.

540b-c; Aristotle, NE X, 7). Yet Lycinus’s mock-naive irony in his comparison of his teacher

20 Marcel Caster, Lucien et la pensée religieuse de son temps (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1938), 373-376.

2l Hermotimus laments he is still in the foothills, in his philosophical ascent. “It is slippery and rough
(tracheia), and it needs a hand to help.” One can almost see the representations of Plato’s cave (esp.
515e).

22 One should also mention in this connection the significance of Hermotimus’ “almost forty” years
(§48): this would be the age that Plato specifies his beginning of philosophy in the Seventh Letter
(Peterson, “Pushing Forty”, 3) and which Lucian himself specifies as the age he begun to learn
philosophy in The Double Indictment (§29; cf. Alexiou, Philosophers in Lucian, 73-74; Anderson,
Lucian: Theme and Variations, 81; Hall, Lucian’s Satire, 35-36). It would also place Hermotimus, in
the educational scheme of the Republic, at that age when he should have been back down in the city,
toiling for the public good, not still scurrying to philosophy classes with his head buried in his books
(cf. Rep. 537a-539%¢).

23 Cf. Branham, Unruly Eloquence, 42.
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with Zeus is lost on the star-struck Hermotimus. In reply, the latter can only think “bid up”
Lycinus’ divine parallel for philosophy, placing its goal, theoretical wisdom, far above even
the political conquests of Alexander the Great: “there is no resemblance, Lycinus; this is not a
thing, as you conceive it, to be won and captured in a short time, though myriad Alexanders
were to assault it. Many would climb it, if it could [be so conquered].” (§5) It is this great
contemplative elevation that Hermotimus evidently hopes to achieve that explains his fidelity
to his master, who has frankly advised him that even two Olympiads is far too short a time to
achieve such a goal (§4). Once attained, a heroic, godlike happiness will be delivered to the

aspirant, as Hermotimus explains with passion:

Wisdom, courage, true beauty, justice, full and firm knowledge of all things as they are; but
wealth and glory and pleasure and all bodily things—these a man strips off and abandons before
he mounts up, like Heracles burning on Mount Oeta before deification; he too cast off whatever
of the human he had from his mother, and soared up to the Gods with his divine part pure and
unalloyed, sifted by the fire. Even so those I speak of are purged by the philosophic fire of all
that deluded men count admirable, and reaching the summit have Happiness with never a
thought of wealth and glory and pleasure—except to smile at any who count them more than
phantoms. (§7)

From such a height, the philosopher can “look down ... upon the ants which are the rest
of mankind” (§5). This is a Lucianic recitation of the ancient philosophical theme of the view
from above which French scholar Pierre Hadot has highlighted, and which of course is central
to the Icaromenippus.** Lycinus, however, is clearly concerned in the Hermotimus that this
elevation may be too much for mortals to hope for.?> As he comments, with a concern which
is again lost on his interlocutor: “[d]ear me, what tiny things you make us out—not so big as
the Pygmies even, but positively groveling on the face of the earth” (§5).2° In another clear
echo of the cave eikon in Plato’s Republic, Lycinus next asks how exactly such a heroic, divine
philosopher could ever be expected to engage with his miserable fellows, or to go back down
(katabaino) into the worldly cave he has transcended, as Socrates advises that his philosopher-
guardians must (Plato, Rep. 519c-520e, 539e¢; Lucian, Herm. §8). But Hermotimus’ Stoic

syllabus clearly has not included the Platonic Politeia. For he has not a moment’s doubt:

24 Cf. Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life, 238-250; Anderson, Lucian, Theme and Variation, 16.

25 Cf. Grethlein, “Lucian and the Spell”, 193.

26 Further on, at §13, the concern is underscored, when Lycinus expresses his wish to become Stoic like
Hermotimus and receives the impassioned reply that: “If only you would, Lycinus! You will soon find
out how much you are superior to the rest of men. I do assure you; you will think them all children, you
will be so much wiser ...”
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Lycinus. By Heracles”” (and his death on Oeta), you tell a brave and manly tale about them
[philosophers]. But there is one thing I should like to know: are they allowed to come down
(katerchontai) from their elevation sometimes, and have a taste of what they left behind them? Or when
they have once got up, must they stay there, conversing with Virtue, and smiling at wealth and glory
and pleasure?

Hermotimus. The latter, assuredly; more than that, a man once admitted of Virtue’s company will never
be subject to wrath or fear or desire anymore; no, nor can he feel pain, nor any such sensation. (§8)

However, from near the beginning, Lucian goes out of his way to indicate more and
more clearly the hilarious gap that exists between this exciting philosophical ideal, and the
actual conduct of Hermotimus’ own heroized didaskalos or teacher.?® The central discussion
of Hermotimus’ paradox, to which we will come momentarily, is in fact framed on both sides
by portraits of Hermotimus’ teacher behaving in all-too-human ways, despite his god-like
discourse (§§9-10).% It seems that Hermotimus’ teacher lacks self-control, when it comes to
both avarice and anger management. At §§9-10, we learn of him acting up when a student has
not paid his fees. Lycinus alerts him to the problem here. “Not so fast,” he interjects to
Hermotimus’ defense of his master, referring to the earlier Heraclean parallel, “does it matter
to him [if the students do not pay up], when he is now already purified by philosophy, and no
longer needs what he left behind on Oeta?” (§10)

To the teacher’s irascibility and greed, intemperance and an eristic desire for
argumentative glory must be added (cf. Dial. §20).*° We next hear from Lycinus of a drunken
brawl (a favorite Lucianic vignette of philosophers (cf. Lucian, Symp. §§43-47)) with an

Aristotelian about “the old Peripatetic objections to the Porch”:

His long vocal exertions (for it was midnight before they broke up) gave him a bad headache,
with violent perspiration. I fancy he had also drunk a little too much, toasts being the order of
the day, and eaten more than an old man should... [His rival, Euthydemus] was pretentious,
insisted on proving his point, would not give in, and proved a hard nut to crack; so your
excellent professor, who had a goblet as big as Nestor’s in his hand, brought this down on him
as he lay within easy reach, and the victory was his. (§12)*!

27 Lucian highlights his point by making the student whom Hermotimus’ teacher thrashes for not paying
his bills on time come from “Heraclea”.

28 Cf. Alexiou, Philosophers in Lucian, 56-57.

2 1t is above all the ad hominem depictions of his teacher’s seemingly-very-apparent vices that finally
overthrow Hermotimus and allow Lycinus to direct him to “reconcile yourself now to living like an
ordinary man” (§86). See below.

30 Heinz-Giinther Nesselrath, “Philosophers and Philotimia in Lucian’s Perspective”, in G. Roskam, M.
De Pourcq & L. Van der Stockdt eds., The Lash of Ambition: Plutarch, Imperial Greek Literature and
the Dynamics of Philotimia (Louvain: Editions Peeters/Société des études classiques 2012), 153-68.

31 Nesselrath, “Philosophers and Philotimia in Lucian’s Perspective”, 158-159.
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On the other side of Lucian’s ring construction in the Hermotimus, at the end of the
dialogue (§§79-82), a further pedagogical episode of anger at a student for not paying his tuition
fees is presented. This time, we also learn that this student’s morals have not been improved
by his extensive philosophical education: for in addition to not paying his fees, “he carried off
my neighbor’s Echecrates’ daughter, and raped her” (cf. Lucian, Symp. 46-47)*? as well as,
echoing Aristophanes’ Clouds, that he “thrashed his own mother” when she caught him stealing
(§81)! For Lycinus, as for Lucian his creator elsewhere, there seems to be a basic mismatch
between the ethical goal philosophy promises, and the means that it provides to achieve it,
certainly when it comes to the imperial-era Stoics. We stress therefore that Lucian’s Stoicism
is not that of Musonius, Epictetus, or his contemporary, the philosopher-emperor Marcus
Aurelius. It is the philosophy of the Imperial school, wherein one learns to resolve frivolous
paradoxes, “how to find and compose your wretched texts and syllogisms and problems” (§79,
cf. Lives, §§22-23; §§81-82).3> Such means cannot inculcate virtue, as Hermotimus’ teacher
and his student prove in the flesh, and as we can also find acknowledged in both Seneca and
Epictetus (Seneca, Letters 1.1-4,45.8,48.9, 48.12, 88.2, 88.7,108.24-28; Epictetus, Disc. 1.4.4-
14; 111.21).3

Certainly, readers can find no extensive dogmatic expositions of any philosophical
system in Lucian’s Hermotimus.*®> Yet, we can hardly infer from this premise that Lucian cared
or knew nothing of the systematic teachings of the different schools of his day. Instead, his
concern in this dialogue, as the repeated intertextual references to the Platonic Republic make
clear, is with questions of pedagogy, as against dogmatics: of how one can teach, and learn, to
be a true philosopher, as against a philologos or acolyte of some master whose morals would
remain untouched, or even be worsened by, one’s false ‘philosophy’. The problem with
presupposing that to be a philosopher is to know a complex theoretical system, and then to
identify with this system or one’s master, is the problem of the Hermotimus paradox, towards

which we now must turn in due detail.

32 One might suppose an intended, pointed reference here to Plato’s Phaedo, wherein Echecrates is the
Pythagorean philosopher who asks the eponymous Phaedo to recount the last hours and death of
Socrates. Cf. Mheallaigh, “ ‘Plato alone ...””, 95-96.

33 Alexiou, Philosophers in Lucian, 127-130.

3% Cf. Robert Wagoner, “Seneca on Moral Theory and Moral Improvement”. Classical Philology 109,
no. 3 (2014): 241-26; Matthew Sharpe, “How it’s not the Chrysippus you Read: On Cooper, Hadot,
Epictetus, and Stoicism as a Way of Life”, Philosophy Today 58, no. 3 (2014): 367-392.

35 Edwards, “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy”, 195.
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il. The elenchus and the action of the dialogue: the humbling of Hermotimus’ self-conceit

We are now ready to turn directly to the Hermotimus’ core paradox, and the failed attempts of
the eponymous, hapless hero of Lucian’s dialogue to resolve it. To cite Lycinus’ clear

statement of the issues:

Lycinus. Then, as you love me, answer this: when you first went in pursuit of philosophy, you found
many gates wide open; what induced you to pass the others by, and go in at the Stoic gate? Why did
you assume that that was the only true one, which would set you on the straight road to Virtue, while
the rest all opened on blind alleys? What was the test you applied then? ... this must be my first lesson
from you—how one can decide out of hand which is the best and the true philosophy to be taken, leaving
aside the others (§15-16).

The paradox, also explored in ancient skeptical literature, is that such an initial choice
seems to presuppose a wisdom that could only be achieved at (and as) the end of a person’s
philosophizing. We seem to need to already be wise, to know which dogmatic approach to
philosophy could lead us to wisdom (§§25-29)—but then, we would hardly need philosophy at
such a point at all. In the Hermotimus’ framing of this paradox, the key Platonic intertext is
evidently the Meno (80d-e), as we have commented. Far from being dated or affected, Lycinus
(we would contend) poses in this passage a real, hard and continuing problem we all face,
firstly as students, if we are sufficiently self-aware to not just uncritically accept what
sanctioned authorities teach us as being authoritative or true; and secondly, as teachers, whose
task it is to convey the inherited knowledges of established texts and authorities to our students,
at the same time as we presumably hope that this process will intellectually and normatively
benefit them.

Hermotimus is doubtlessly not the most astute of inquirers. But he has a rustic honesty
(see §77) which allows Lucian to stage directly what are the principal, mundane motivators
students have for adopting a philosophical system before they have had anything like the time
or education to make a well-informed choice. Firstly, Hermotimus says that it was the
popularity of the Porch that attracted him (§16). Next, when Lucian Socratically gets him to
admit that not all popular beliefs are true, Hermotimus recurs to hearsay (§§16-17). He had
heard that Stoicism was the best philosophy, although his stress on the received idea that the
school could make students “the only king, the only rich man, the only wise man, and
everything rolled into one” gently suggests further doubts as to his starting motives, and the
place of vanity within them (§16). Yet, if he had been exposed by his teacher to the Stoics’

hero, Socrates, Hermotimus would have known that Lycinus is not about to accept any appeal
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to hearsay. For, as Hermotimus should have agreed based on his haughty disdain for most

people (cf. i. above), most non-philosophers are unwise:

Lycinus. There you are again, cheating me with your irony; you take me for a blockhead, who will
believe that an intelligent person like Hermotimus, at the age of forty, would accept the word of laymen
about philosophy and philosophers, and make his own selection on the strength of what they said (§§17-
18).

Thirdly, Hermotimus tries telling Lycinus that he was attracted to the Porch due to the
outwardly noble appearance of the Stoics, topped off with a further recourse to “what everyone
admits™:

I saw the Stoics going about with dignity, decently dressed and groomed, ever with a thoughtful

air and a manly countenance, as far from effeminacy as from the utter repulsive negligence of

the Cynics, bearing themselves, in fact, like moderate men; and everyone admits that
moderation is right (§18).

The evident Socratic objection is once more that such outer appearances are hardly a
dependable guide to actual virtue or wisdom, as the facts we learn about Hermotimus’ teacher
of course underline. To be wise, one needs more than to have grown a beard or shaved one’s
head, and donned a khiton or black skivvy, etc. (§18).%¢

At this point of the Hermotimus, §20, we get the first of five points where Hermotimus
tries to shut the dialogue down, which are so redolent of like protests by Socrates’ interlocutors
within the Platonic dialogues. The other episodes come in §50, §52, §61 and §71. Together,
these episodes inscribe the arc of the principal dramatic action of the dialogue: the removal by
Socratic elenchus of Hermotimus’ opening, dogmatic self-certainty and sense of arrogant
superiority over the motley herd. To re-sound the echo of the Republic we noted above, this
process of being refuted should be read as Hermotimus’ own “rough ascent”, or his
philosophical purification by fire (cf. §7; iii below). It is just that here, as in some of Plato’s
early dialogues’’, it is an ascent out of his dogmatic stance towards his own beliefs and

supercilious sense of the wrong-headedness or inferiority of others.

3¢ Intriguingly, Lycinus makes an aside at this point about the blind also being excluded, if appearances
are the best guide to choosing a philosophy (§19). Hermotimus’ learned, affected arrogance is again
evident, when he by contrast says “[m]y argument (/ogos) is not addressed to the blind, Lycinus; I have
no interest in them” (§19). Lycinus’ larger point is again Socratic. Whatever wisdom is, it will be
physically invisible, a quality of soul: “[i]t is not the way of such qualities to come out like that; they
are hidden and secret; they are revealed only under long and patient observation, in talk and debate and
the conduct they inspire” (§19).

37 Again, we note that this notion of early-middle-late dialogues is the subject of scholarly debate. We
refer to it only as accepted endoxa.
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In Socratic fashion®8, Lycinus takes the lead of the inquiry from Hermotimus at §20.
Without apparent irony, he presents the vision of the republic of sages as the goal of philosophy
mentioned above (§§22-25; cf. iii below). This vision provides the occasion for a second
reformulation of the Hermotimus paradox. Now the issue is how we might get to such a utopian
republic, having not seen it ourselves, when there are many paths proposed towards it by the

different philosophical schools:

Indeed, it is not one and the same road that appears, but they are many and various and most unlike one
another. For one seems to lead to the west, another to the east, that to the north and this straight to the
south; and one through meadows, gardens and shades, a way well-watered and sweet with neither
obstacle nor difficulty, while another is rocky and harsh, proffering sun, thirst and fatigue (§25).

Moreover, there are no fewer teachers at the entrances of these different dogmatic paths, each
of whom claims exclusive authority as the sole true guide (§26).>° Nevertheless, each of these
teachers too has only travelled their own paths, and not those of their competitors (§27, §29).
Lycinus hence protests that the problem for anyone who has only been instructed within one
philosophical school is akin to that of a person who has never travelled outside their own
country. (Ethiopia is Lycinus’ example, but one can also hear another Platonic cave echo (Rep.
515a-c)). Naturally, they will suppose that all human beings are like their own country-people,
for lack of experience of anything else (§§31-32). If one protests that nevertheless a student
within any one dogmatic sect can readily learn about other doctrines, Lycinus responds that
instructors belonging within each school have many incentives to misrepresent the views of

opponents, with whom they are competing for students’ adulation and fees:

the business is too like the sand houses which children, having built them weak, have no
difficulty in overturning, or, to change the figure, like people practicing archery; they make a
straw target, hang it to a post, plant it a little way off, and then let fly at it; if they hit and get
through the straw, they burst into a shout, as if it were a great triumph to have driven through
the dry stuff (§33).

The dialogue hence reaches a further moment of aporia at §34. Hermotimus’ motives
for initially choosing Stoicism (popularity, hearsay, appearances) have been Socratically
undermined. By now, it also seems clear that opting for any philosophical system pushes one
inescapably towards theoretical parochialism. Hermotimus next volunteers bravely that the
two of them should therefore inquire together, putting aside appeal to accepted authorities—

which is an interesting advance in his intellectual position, compared to the opening, and

38 Cf. Hadot, Philosophy as a Way of Life, 152-54.
39 Cf. Nesselrath, “Philosophers and Philotimia”, 155-156.
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arguably as far as he gets in the entire dialogue. At §35, in a way which we will see in iii. is
significant, Hermotimus asks Lycinus to compare philosophy to mathematics, where there is
one clear and decidable solution to problem (eg: 2+2=4). Once this solution is found by any
single approach, we have no need to look into other methods. Alas, Lycinus is not convinced
that this is a sound analogy for philosophizing, whose questions and answers are less definable
and decidable. Several other analogies are ventured by Hermotimus, which likewise fall down
in the elenchus. If one sacred golden cup has been stolen from a Temple where only two people
were present, we could know one of them must have stolen it, Hermotimus observes.*
Likewise, if we found that one person, say a Stoic, has the treasure (wisdom), there would again
be no need to question anyone else. The problem with this as an analogical defense for sticking
to a single philosophical system, as Lycinus responds, is that when it comes to a search for

wisdom:

It is not certain that the thing was a cup. And even if that is generally admitted, they
[philosophers] do not all agree that it was gold; and if it is well known that a gold cup is missing,
and you find a gold cup on your first man, even so you are not quit of searching the others; [for]
it is not clear that this is the sacred cup; do you suppose there is only one gold cup in the world?

(§38)

The only seeming way forwards, Lycinus hence famously proposes, would be to accumulate
an encyclopaedic knowledge of all the disputing philosophical systems, before committing to

any one perspective:

If I am to take any one’s advice upon the right philosophy to choose, I insist upon his knowing what
they all say; everyone else I disqualify; I will not trust him while there is one philosophy he is
unacquainted with; that one may possibly be the best of all (§45).*

However, this proposition brings with it at least two other problems. First, there is what
we might call the “inertial problem”. “When we once have committed ourselves and set sail,
it is not easy to return” or to investigate competing philosophers, Hermotimus now
acknowledges (§47).** This is especially important: to become an expert in any complex

theoretical system, or interpreting the work of any difficult textual authority, takes time and

40 See Lucian, Symposium, §§46-47, where it is the rhetorician Dionydorus caught red-handed stealing
a gilded drinking-vessel, when the lights come on.

4 Edwards, “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy”, 195.

42 This has emerged earlier, at §28: “And as to the perils of blundering into one of the wrong roads
instead of the right one, misled by a belief in the discretion of Fortune, here is an illustration:—it is no
easy matter to turn back and get safe into port when you have once cast loose your moorings and
committed yourself to the breeze; you are at the mercy of the sea, frightened, sick and sorry with your
tossing about, most likely.”

136



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p124-148.

energy. Having ‘sunk that cost’, as the economists say, then to reject this system, even for very
good reasons, is psychologically and perhaps professionally damaging for the inquirer,
especially when others have looked to them for direction—we will return to this issue in iii
below.*

Secondly, there is what we might call the “longevity problem”. Hermotimus admits
that, given the state of theoretical contest even in the 2™ century CE, and assuming about
twenty to thirty years to attain full mastery of any one philosophical school’s dogmata (§48),
it would take far more than one human lifetime to examine all philosophical systems
impartially, in order to make an informed choice between them (§§48-50). This reductio ad
absurdum occasions Hermotimus’ second disgruntled moment at §50, which sees him launch
an irritated ad hominem attack on Lycinus’ “detailed examination and unnecessary precision”,
as well as his alleged “hatred” and “mockery” for the poor philosophers (§53).

Hermotimus’ final, increasingly fraught attempt to defend the rationality of his choice
for Stoicism, despite what the elenchus is suggesting, once more proceeds by way of two
arguments from analogy (§54-69). As Phidias could discern the size of a lion, having seen just
its claw, so surely the student can discern the quality of a whole philosophical system from,
say, an introductory lecture (§54). Yet, Lycinus retorts, if Phidias had never seen a complete
lion before, he could never draw an entire lion from seeing only its claw. The problem remains
precisely that no one has seemingly seen the final goal of philosophy, wisdom (§54). But is
not hearing or reading a philosopher not like drinking a draft of wine, from which one is readily
able to tell the quality of the whole cask (§58)? No, Lycinus retorts, for all we know,
philosophical learning may be far more like a cask of asserted seeds, “on the top is wheat, next
beans, then barley, below that lentils, then peas—and other kinds yet” (§59). So, when
someone hears a particular philosophical proposition, just as if they were to take a scoop of
seeds from the top of such a cask, they can tell little about the quality of the whole—just as, in
an avowedly “blasphemous” nod to the Phaedo, Lycinus comments that one cannot tell the

finally lethal effects of taking hemlock from only a small dose (§62).** We are compelled at

43 As John Locke would write in The Essay on Human Understanding (IV, xx, 11): “Can anyone expect
that he should be made to confess, that what he taught his scholars thirty years ago was all error and
mistake; and that he sold them hard words and ignorance at a very dear rate. What probabilities, I say,
are sufficient to prevail in such a case? ... All the arguments that can be used will be as little able to
prevail, as the wind did with the traveller to part with his cloak, which he held only the faster.”

4 Cf. Grethlein, “Lucian and the Spell”, 192-194.
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this point to confront the final possibility that all extant philosophies may be false paths to

truth, and that we have no sure way of deciding the matter:

Do you think it impossible they may all be deluded, and the truth be something which none of
them has yet found? ... In the same way, all philosophers are investigating the nature of
Happiness; they get different answers, one Pleasure, another Goodness, and so on through the
list. It is probable that Happiness is one of these; but it is also not improbable that it is something
else altogether ... (§66)

The dialectical argumentation of the Hermotimus concludes by showing that the
problems cannot ostensibly be avoided if we reframe the paradox around the idea that it should
be the choice of a good teacher, not a theoretical system, that could guarantee the path to the
goal.* After one more ad hominem outburst from Hermotimus (“how unkindly you treat me!”
(§71)), Lycinus is ready to return to his opening themes of the putative philosophers
Hermotimus has idolised ‘speaking high but acting low’. This time, he openly presents the

philosophical aspiration towards divinity as nothing more than a fond, hybristic fantasy:

At least your chagrin will be considerably lessened by the thought that you are not alone in your
disappointment; practically all who pursue philosophy do no more than disquiet themselves in vain ...
As to your present mood, it is that of the man who cries and curses his luck because he cannot climb
the sky, or plunge into the depths of the sea at Sicily and come up at Cyprus, or soar on wings and fly
within the day from Greece to India; what is responsible for his discontent is his basing of hopes on a
dream-vision or his own wild fancy, without ever asking whether his aspirations were realizable or
according to human nature (kata tén anthépou phusin). (§71)*

At the end of the dialogue, as we mentioned above, Hermotimus is encouraged to accept
the life of the ordinary man (6 idiotés) as better than that of the philosophising he has for so
long pursued (§79, §84). We rejoin here the seemingly entirely anti-philosophical advice of
Teirisias to Menippus in the Icaromenippus (§21), as commentators have observed.*’ But
whether this conclusion of the exchange between Lycinus and Hermotimus, and assessment of
the latter’s specific prospects, are to be taken as definitive of Lucian’s wider vision of

philosophy is another question, to which we turn now.

4 For one would then need to know how to decide which teacher is good; or else find some trustworthy
second judge to certify the quality of the first teacher; which judge would in turn need to be certified by
a yet third person, and so on ad infinitum.

46 The action closes with Hermotimus finally admitting defeat. Far from reaching the pinnacle of Mount
Oeta, Hermotimus ends in anguish at the time and money he has wasted and resolved to live an ordinary
life. And “if in future [ meet a philosopher while I am walking on the road, even by chance, I will turn
around to get out of the way as if he were a mad dog (hdsper tous luttontos ton kunon).” (§86)

47 Reardon, Courants litteraires grecs des Ile et llle sie cles apres J.-C., 39; Alexiou, Philosophers in
Lucian, 75, 149; Schlapbach, “The logoi of Philosophers”, 251-252.
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iil. From dianoia to dialectic, the true Lucianic philosopher

It is very easy to see why any dialogue concerning the possibility of philosophy ending
with such a terminus has been read as a wholly sceptical performance, and testimony to its
author’s anti-philosophical credentials. Faced with the growing prominence of students like
Hermotimus in the imperial schools of his day—remembering that Marcus Aurelius had set
about re-founding the four dogmatic schools in Athens—Lucian’s goal was clearly to show
that ‘philosophy’ in such institutionalised formats too often cannot be really distinguished from
sophistry or close-minded sectarianism.*® Its claim to wisdom, and to guiding students towards
better lives, too often proves to be nothing more elevated than a prop for insecure young men’s
vanity and desire for distinction. Its epistemic bases, in the absence of certifiable rational
grounding, rest on forms of uncritical faith in the authority of teachers and sanctified dogmata
which are in no strong sense distinguishable from the most common superstitions or choosing
a dogma by lot and then sticking to it (cf. §57).

However, to read the Hermotimus this way is to read it incompletely, we now want to
contend. For there are clear moments in the dialogue which suggest, in line with Lucian’s
protestations in The Fisherman (§§32-33) and Lives for Sale (§§33-37), that what is at stake
here is a purifying critique of established, fallen modes of philosophising, within the Socratic
paradigm, not the complete skeptical undermining of philosophy as such. We might compare
the logic here to Socrates’ denunciation of false suitors for philosophy in Republic VI, which
in no way prevent him from presenting an alternative model of true, admirable philosophers
and philosophy (Rep. 495d-496d). Telling here is Lycinus’ completely anironic description of
the city of philosophy at Hermotimus §§24-25, which we have skirted several times (and one

can wonder about the identity of the old man he narrates):

I remember hearing a description of it all once before from an old man, who urged me to go there with
him. He would show me the way, enrol me when I got there, introduce me to his own circles, and
promise me a share in the universal Happiness ... Among the noteworthy things he told me, I seem to
remember these: all the citizens are aliens and foreigners, not a native among them; they include
numbers of barbarians, slaves, cripples, dwarfs, and poor; in fact any one is admitted; for their law does
not associate the franchise with income, with shape, size, or beauty, with old or brilliant ancestry; these
things are not considered at all ... Such distinctions as superior and inferior, noble and common, bond
and free, simply do not exist there, even in name. (§24)

48 Peterson, “Pushing Forty”, 12; Branham, Unruly Eloquence, 121.
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When Hermotimus takes this as confirming the very elevated sense of philosophy’s goal which
he has been enthused by, however naively, Lycinus again replies without any of his

characteristic irony:

Lycinus. Why, your desire (erd) is mine too; there is nothing I would sooner pray for. If the city had
been near at hand and plain for all to see, be assured I would never have doubted, nor needed prompting;
I would have gone thither and had my franchise long ago; but as you tell me—you and your bard
Hesiod—that it is set exceeding far off, one must find out the way to it, and the best guide. (§25)

This highly Platonic exchange, early in the Hermotimus, should put us on our guard
against supposing that Lycinus’ ensuing undermining of Hermotimus’ dogmatic stance is an
attack on the worth of philosophising per se. Instead, it primes us to the possibility that the
destructive elenctic work of the Hermotimus itself, despite appearances, represents its own
small contribution to finding a way to the exceedingly distant pedagogical goal of true
philosophy. To find this way, we must surely first remove ourselves from the false paths we
almost certainly will find ourselves upon, as well as the conceited sense that we have already
arrived at the goal, without need of any correction. A further Platonic text, the Sophist’s famous
depiction of the work of elenchus in the mouth of the Eleatic stranger is hence apposite to
invoke here:

Str. But ... some appear to have arrived at the conclusion that all ignorance is involuntary, and
that no one who thinks himself wise is willing to learn any of those things in which he thinks
himself to be clever (oioito peri deinos einai), and that the admonitory sort of instruction gives
much trouble and does little good.

Theaet. There they are quite right.

Str. Accordingly, they set to work to eradicate this conceit (dozés [of cleverness-Fowler]) in
another way ... They cross-examine a man’s words, when he thinks that he is saying something
and is really saying nothing, and easily convict him of inconsistencies in his opinions; these
they then collect by the dialectical process, and placing them side by side, show that they
contradict one another about the same things, in relation to the same things, and in the same
respect. He, seeing this, is angry with himself, and grows gentle towards others, and thus is
entirely delivered from great prejudices and harsh notions, in a way which is most amusing to
the hearer, and produces the most lasting good effect on the person who is the subject of the
operation. (Plato, Soph. 230b-d)

It would be difficult to find a better description for the humbling of Hermotimus’
conceit in Lucian’s Hermotimus than this account of the humanising effects of the elenchus
from Plato’s Sophist. Hermotimus is able by the end of our text to compare Lycinus to a
Euripidean “god in the machine (theos ek méchanés)”, who has “come and pulled me out when
I was being carried away by a rough (tracheos), turbid current, giving myself to it and going

with the stream” (§86). In place of a supercilious would-be philosopher-deity looking down
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from Olympian heights on antlike mortals, we arrive at Hermotimus as a repentant, in
“anguish” at himself (oduromai) for “the time [ have wasted like a fool” pursuing a single
dogmatic approach (§83). His fate can hence be compared by Lucian now, for the first time,
to the actual founder of the Stoics, Zeno of Kition, of whom he professes himself a follower:
“I think I might well shave my head /ike free men who are saved from shipwreck, to give thanks
for salvation today now that I have had so heavy a mist shaken off my eyes” (§86 [our
italics]).*
With this much said, let us now examine what we contend are no fewer than five
openings, at §24, §§29-30, §64, §§68-69, and §§74-75, wherein Lycinus allows us to glimpse
what he calls an “Ariadne’s thread” out of the labyrinths of competing closed dogmatisms in
which Hermotimus has found himself lost within, resolving the Hermotimus paradox by
reframing what philosophy is or ought to be (§68). The key, Socratic shift Lycinus prompts
Hermotimus to consider is to transfer his focus from the goal of philosophy, wisdom, to the
ways in which we could search for it. The republic of sages passage has alerted us to this shift,
when it tells us before the major elenctic work of the dialogue has begun, that “anyone who
would be a citizen needs only understanding (sunesin) and desire for noble things (epithymian
ton kalon), energy, perseverance, fortitude and resolution in facing all the trials of the road,
whoever proves his possession of these by persisting till he reaches the city is ipso facto a full
citizen, regardless of his antecedents” (§24 [our italics]).

When Hermotimus, in frustration, defaults to a decisionistic assertion that, all quibbling
aside, the Stoics are just clearly the best choice for a philosophical way of life at §29, Lycinus
gives us a second positive recommendation as to how we might alternatively proceed, facing

these “trials of the philosophical road.” It is a matter of what the sceptics called epoché:

Do you see, Hermotimus, how common (koinon) is that assertion you made? Plato’s fellow-
traveller, Epicurus’ follower, and the rest of them would say the same, every one of them ... so
I must either believe all of them or disbelieve impartially. The latter is much the safest, until
we have found out the truth (§29).

By way of this suspension of judgment, the Lucianic philosopher who does not know which
theoretical perspective is right in advance needs to expose themselves to as many competing

perspectives as possible, as if she were a juror in a lawcourt:

These are not the instructions issued to juries, Lycinus; they are not to hear one party, and,
refuse the other permission to say what he deems advisable; they are to hear both sides alike,

4 Cf. Edwards, “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy”, 199-200; i.e. remembering that Zeno of
Kition, the Stoic founder, was shipwrecked outside of Athens before turning to philosophy.
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with a view to the better sifting of truth from falsehood by comparison of the arguments; if they
fail in these duties, the law allows an appeal to another court (§30).5

Philosophy in these passages is hence emerging not as a systematic dogmatic
orientation or set of answers. It is as a way of assessing competing claims to truth; a way which
presupposes no identification with any system, and which, as such, can begin to be taught and
modelled even to novices. The third, much fuller positive description of the Lucianic true
philosopher’s epistemic virtues however comes in §64—after the breakdown of Hermotimus’
proposed analogies for philosophical learning, of the lion’s claw, the stolen cup, and the draft
of wine (see ii. above). A “greatest thing (fou megistou)” is needed by the aspiring philosopher,
even once one he has examined many views. And this greatest thing turns out to be a set of
epistemic virtues to enable the skilful seeking out and assessing of the range of competing
evidences, arguments, and perspectives before leaping to final judgment or sectarian

identification:

Lycinus. Why (bear with me), a critical (kritikés) investigating (ezetastikés) faculty, mental acumen
(nou ozeos), a precise (akribous) and impartial (adekaston) understanding (dianoias); without this, the
completest inspection will be useless ... the owner of [these attributes] must further be allowed not a
little time (fo toiouto chronon ouk oligon); he will collect the rival candidates together, and make his
choice with long, lingering, repeated deliberation; he will give no heed to the candidate’s age,
appearance, or repute for wisdom, but perform his functions like the Areopagites, who judge in the
darkness of night, so that they must regard not the pleaders, but the pleadings. Then and not until then
will you be able to make a sound choice and philosophise (philosophein). (§64)

Hermotimus, unfortunately, entirely misses the significance of this decisive moment in
Lycinus’ discourse and its clear link, via the juridical model, back to the recommendations at
§§29-30. In reply, he laments without cause (and perhaps in a further ironic aside to the
Phaedo®") that such a practice of inquiry could only emerge “after death”. In case we missed
it, in any event, Lucian has Lycinus at §§68-69 give us yet a fourth, confirming formulation

concerning the epistemic virtues of a true philosopher, as against any dogmatic sectarians:

For the discovery of truth (tén alétheian), your one and only sure or well-founded hope is the
possession of this power: you must be able to judge (krinein) and separate (chorizein) truth
from falsehood; you must have the assayer’s sense for sound and true or forged coin; if you
could have come to your examination of doctrines equipped with a power (dunamin) and craft

50" As Lycinus emphasises, somewhat later, when asked to depict the Ariadne’s thread he has hinted
must exist to resolve Hermotimus’ paradox: “It is not original; I borrow it from one of the wise men:
‘Be sober and doubt all things,” says he. If we do not believe everything we are told but behave like
jurymen who suspend judgment till they have heard the other side, we may have no difficulty in getting
out of the labyrinths.” (§68)

S Cf. also §84, where an Aesopian fable is introduced, with Phaedo, 60c, and the significance of the
name Echecrates, as above.
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(technén) like that, I should have nothing to say; but without it there is nothing to prevent
[others] severally leading you by the nose ... (§68)%

The fifth and final passage in which Lucian lets us glimpse the attributes of the true
philosopher comes at §74. The key background text here is again Republic VI-VII, but this
time not the cave eikon (see i. above), but the division of intellectual powers pictured in the
famous “divided line” (Rep. 509d-511e). In this famous image, we recall that philosophy and
dialectic, as its distinctive Socratic-Platonic method, are situated as both ideally pedagogically
conditioned by, and qualitatively beyond, the kind of understanding (dianoia) characteristic of
mathematical studies like geometry (esp. Rep. 526¢-527¢).>

The problem with the kind of systematising philosophy Hermotimus has long ago
embarked upon, Lycinus tells us, is that it is like to a poetic mythology—and we might reflect
on Hermotimus’ propensity for arguments from analogy at this point (cf. Rep. 510b-d). When
the poet tells us that there is a three-headed, six-handed man, we take her word for it and read
along for the sake of the story (§74).>* The poet-author is in this way just like the Platonic
geometer of Republic VII, who “make[s] use of the visible forms (tois orémenois)” to base their
demonstrations (Rep. 510b, d-e), and reason about them, without ever calling these hypotheseis
into question (Rep. 510c). If anyone doubts the validity of claiming a conscious Lucian
intertextual nod to the Republic here>, what follows gives its confirmation. “This is the way

that wonderful (thaumasté) geometry proceeds”, Lycinus tells us:

it sets before beginners certain strange assumptions (arché allokota tina) and insists on their granting
the existence of inconceivable things, such as points having no parts, lines without breadth, and so on,
builds on these rotten foundations a superstructure equally rotten, and pretends to go on to a
demonstration which is true, though it starts from premisses which are false. Just so you, when you have

52 What is required therefore is that the pupil finds a teacher “who understands demonstration
(apodeizeds) and the art of distinguishing (diakriseds) matters in dispute (t6n amphisbétoumenon)”,
who could teach these powers. If Hermotimus could find such a teacher, Lycinus now declares: “you
would be quit of your troubles; the best and the true would straightway be revealed to you, at the bidding
of this art of demonstration (apodiktiké), while falsehood would stand convicted; you would make your
choice with confidence; judgment would be followed by philosophy; you would reach your long-desired
Happiness, and live in its company, which sums up all good things.” (§§68-69)

53 Cf. Lucian, Nigrinus, §2 and Putnam, “Lucian the Sophist”, 172.

5% Significantly and amusingly, it is a heavily-“mathematicised” depiction of what we would next be
asked to accept by this Lucianic poet: “six eyes, six ears, three voices coming from three mouths, and
thirty fingers ... and if he had to go to war, three hands held three shields—light, oblong, and round
[sic.]—and three brandished axe, spear, and sword.” Even the reference to war here can be read as a
play upon Socrates’ attempt to “sell” mathematical studies to the thymotic Glaucon in Republic VII by
advertising their uses in war (Rep. 522¢-523b, 525b, 526¢-d).

55 And one notes the recourse of Hermotimus to a mathematical analogy, when he begins to think things
through for himself, at §35 (see ii. above).
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granted the principles of any school, believe in the deductions from them, and take their consistency,
false as it is, for a guarantee of truth. (§§74-75 [italics mine])

Now, readers of Plato will know that geometry and the other mathematical subjects are
stations on the pedagogic way in the education of the guardians. They are “helpmates”
(sunerithois) to dialectic, which is the distinct method of philosophy (cf. Rep. 521¢-531b, 532b-
533d). Geometry, and the other mathematical pursuits, assist in training students to “employ
pure thought (noései)” (Rep. 526b), with ideas separated from sensible materiality (Rep. 524c,
525a, 525¢-d, 526b). However, dialectic transcends this kind of dianoia. For it, exactly, does
not “leave the hypotheses which [it] use[s] unexamined, ... unable to give an account of them”
(Rep. 533c). Dialectic involves a dimension of self-reflection about its own starting points
which mathematical, hypothetical modes of inquiry cannot allow. As Lycinus protests: “it was
there [with the first postulations] that you ought to have seen whether it [ Stoic philosophy] was
credible or acceptable ... once you admit the premises, the rest comes flooding in” (§74).5 In
this light, Lycinus’ continuation of his critique of dogmatic philosophising in the Hermotimus,
which concerns exactly the incapacity of systems-building philosophers to call their basic
assumptions into question, especially given the reputational costs of admitting they were

wrong, is telling:

Then with some of you, hope travels through, and you die before you have seen the truth and detected
your deceivers, while the rest, disillusioned too late, will not turn back for shame (oknousin
anastrephein aidoumenoi): what, confess at their age that they have been abused with toys all this time?
So, they hold on desperately, putting the best face upon it and making all the converts they can, to have
the consolation of good company in their deception; they are well aware that to speak the truth means
they will no longer be revered above the many as now (dsper nun kai uper tous pollous dozousin) nor
receive the same honour (oude timésontai omoiés). No, they would not be ready to speak the truth,
knowing the heights from which they will fall to the state of ordinary mortals ... (§75)

In this way, a final, crowning philosophical virtue is enucleated by the end of Lucian’s
Hermotimus, to be added to those other epistemic virtues we have seen that he repeatedly
positively identifies with philosophy. At issue is indeed nothing less than the capacity to
anastrephein, to be moved to turn one’s soul around, letting previously-held opinions go if the

evidence suggest this; a capacity which we know is also a definitively Platonic or Socratic

56 Cf. Rep. 533c: ‘[f]or where the starting point is something that the reasoner does not know, and the
conclusion and all that intervenes is a tissue of things not really known, what possibility is there that
assent in such cases can ever be converted into true knowledge or science?’ ‘None,’ said he.” With
Lucian, Herm. §28: “Your mistake was at the beginning: before leaving, you should have gone up to
some high point, and observed whether the wind was in the right quarter, and of the right strength for a
crossing to Corinth, not neglecting, by the way, to secure the very best pilot obtainable, and a seaworthy
craft equal to so high a sea.”
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concern, not simply in Republic VII, but including in the decisive cave eikon.”’ Unlike the
sectarian, whose name is tied to a particular set of dogmata, the true Lucianic philosopher
would be unafraid to admit critically that they were wrong, and reconsider their starting points
and endpoints dialectically. Then, and perhaps only then, can we talk of a true philosopher,

Lycinus stridently affirms:

Just a few are found with the courage to say they were deluded and warn other aspirants.
Meeting such a one, call him a good man, a true and an honest; nay, call him philosopher, if
you will; to my mind, the name is his or no one’s; the rest either have no knowledge of the
truth, though they think they have, or else have knowledge and hide it, shamefaced cowards
clinging to reputation ... (§§75-76)

Conclusion

We have now argued that the widespread reading of Lucian’s Hermotimus as a
tendentious, if not sophistical, undermining of the possibility of true philosophy, is a partial,
and finally erroneous assessment of this rich dialogue. In fact, Lucian’s text is profoundly
Socratic and post-Platonic, as the text’s frequent echoes of Platonic dialogues, including
centrally books VI-VII of the Republic, alert us. Lucian’s target is not philosophising as such,
as the search for wisdom, but the ways that philosophising tends to be carried out, through
students’ early adoption of dogmatic systems conveyed by charismatic teachers or masters. As
Hermotimus’ inability to provide any good answer as to why he chose to be a Stoic (popularity,
hearsay, the appearance of wisdom of Stoics, admiration for his teacher) shows, Lucian
recognises that too often we adopt philosophical systems on less than genuinely philosophical
or rational grounds, before becoming reputation-bound to defend those systems from critical
assessments and countervailing evidences.

Nevertheless, as we have now contended, this does not reflect a sceptical Lucianic
denial of the possibility of any more genuine forms of philosophising, any more than Plato’s
refutations of the sophists would commit him to a radical scepticism about the life of the mind
per se. In fact, laced in and out of the refutation and humbling of Hermotimus by Lycinus (see
ii. above), we have seen that Lucian gives us in at least five places glimpses of a more positive,
Socratic vision of philosophy—the same vision which is of course being played out in the

dialogue itself (iii. Above). The philosopher who would be not become a sectarian will need

57 See Pierre Hadot, “Conversio”, in Discours et mode de vie philosophique (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
2010), 133 on the significance of words derived from strephein in Plato. In our text, see §28: “For still
to turn around (anastrepsai) and come back again in safety is no easy matter once a man casts himself
to the wind ...”
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to cultivate, as we saw, firstly, a “desire for noble things (epithymian ton kalon), energy,
perseverance, fortitude and resolution in facing all the trials of the road” leading to the true city
of philosophy (§24). Secondly, they will need by themselves and with the aid of a true teacher
to foster in themselves a critical (kritikés) investigating ability (ezetastikés), sharp mental
acumen (nou ozeos), a precise (akribous) and impartial (adekaston) understanding (dianoias)
able to distinguish true from false (§64, §§68-69), and the open-minded patience to consider
all sides of any issue, like a juror or judge facing competing testimony and disputed facts,
before committing to judgment (§64, §69). Thirdly and above all, given the human propensity
to pre-emptively identify with a dogmatic stance which Hermotimus personifies for us in the
dialogue, the true philosopher will need to cultivate the intellectual humility and indifference
to public reputation to be able to acknowledge, when the evidence warrants, that they have
been mistaken, to be able to anastrephein, turn themselves around.

This is, it seems to us, a profoundly post-Socratic, post-Platonic vision of philosophy
as an approach to seeking wisdom, rather than identification with any reified intellectual system
or doctrine. And the implications of this vision are wide-ranging, not least when it comes to
considering philosophical pedagogy. To the extent that we teach philosophy as a sequence of
competing systems, headlined by status-conferring textual authorities, Hermotimus’ paradox
will always apply. Or rather, students will continue to become doctrinaire followers of
competing sects on bases which cannot be philosophically defended, but which reflect their
pre-philosophical concerns for popularity, reputation, appearances, hearsay, and reverence for
social and institutional authorities. It is only by following something like Lycinus’
metaphilosophical lead in the Hermotimus—that Ariadne’s thread he several times advertises,
fruitlessly, to Hermotimus in the dialogue—and in doing so, teaching students to philosophise
as an art or craft of thinking critically and independently, before they adopt some doctrinal

identification, that Hermotimus’ paradox can be resolved or short-circuited.

Matthew Sharpe

Australian Catholic University

References

Alexiou, Alice S. 1990. Philosophers in Lucian. Diss. Fordham. New York.
Altman, William H. F. 2012. Plato the Teacher: The Crisis of the Republic. Lanham, MD: Lexington.

146



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p124-148.

Anderson, Graham. 1976. Lucian: Theme and Variation in the Second Sophistic. Leiden: E.J. Brill.
Anderson, Graham. 1982. “Lucian: A Sophist’s Sophist”, YCIS 27: 61-99.
Bompaire, Jacques. 1958. Lucien ecrivain, imitation et creation. Paris, E. de Boccard.

Bragues, George. 2004. “The Market for Philosophers: An Interpretation of Lucian's Satire on
Philosophy.” The Independent Review 9, no. 2: 227-251.

Branham, R. Bracht. 1989. Unruly Eloquence: Lucian and the Comedy of Traditions. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Caster, Marcel. 1938. Lucien et la pensée religieuse de son temps. Paris: Belles Lettres.
Croiset, Maurice. 1882. Essai sur la vie et les oeuvres de Lucian. Paris: Librairie Hachet & Co.

Edwards, Mark J. 1993. “Lucian and the Rhetoric of Philosophy: The Hermotimus.” In: L'antiquité
classique, Tome 62: 195-202.

Grethlein, Jonas. 2021. “Lucian and the Spell of Philosophy.” In The Ancient Rhetoric of Deception:
The Ethics of Enchantment from Gorgias to Heliodorus, 166-198. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Grimm, Stephen & Caleb Cohoe. 2020. “What is Philosophy as a Way of Life? Why Philosophy as a
Way of Life?” European Journal of Philosophy: 1-16.

Hadot, Ilsetraut. 2014. Séneque: direction spirituelle et pratique de la philosophie. Paris: Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin.

Hadot, Pierre. 1995. Philosophy as a Way of Life. Trans. M. Chase. London: Wiley-Blackwell.
Hadot, Pierre. 2010. “Conversio”. In Discours et mode de vie philospohique. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.
Hall, Jennifer. 1981. Lucian's Satire. New York: Arno Press.

Hunter, Richard. 2012. Plato and the Traditions of Ancient Literature: The Silent Stream. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2012).

Hutchinson, Douglas S. & Johnson, Monte Ransome. 2018. “Protreptic and Apotreptic: Aristotle’s
Dialogue Protrepticus”. In O. Alieva et al eds., When Wisdom Calls: Philosophical Protreptic in
Antiquity. Brussels: Brepols: 111-154.

Keil, Matthew. 2018. “Rhetorical and Philosophical Paideia in Lucian”, J. Humanities (Zomba) 26: 1-
15.

Mheallaigh, Karen. 2005. “‘Plato Alone Was Not There ... ‘: Platonic Presences in Lucian.”
Hermathena 179 (2005): 89-103.

Mheallaigh, Karen. 2010. ‘The Game of the Name: Onymity and the Contract of Reading in Lucian.”
In F. Mestre ed., Lucian of Samosata, Greek Writer and Roman Citizen, 83-94. Barcelona: Publicacions
de la Universitat de Barcelona.

Nesselrath, Heinz-Giinther. 2012. “Philosophers and Philotimia in Lucian’s Perspective”. In G.
Roskam, M. De Pourcq & L. Van der Stockdt eds., The Lash of Ambition: Plutarch, Imperial Greek
Literature and the Dynamics of Philotimia, 153-168. Louvain: Editions Peeters/Société des études
classiques,

Nussbaum, Martha. 1994. Therapy of Desire. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Peterson, Anna. 2016. “Philosophers Redux: The Hermotimus, the Fisherman, and the Role of the Dead
Philosophers.” ICS 41: 185-200.

Peterson, Anna. “Pushing Forty: The Platonic Significance of References to Age in Lucian’s Double
Indictment and Hermotimus.” The Classical Quarterly 68, no. 2: 621-633.

Putnam, Emily Jane. 1909. “Lucian the Sophist”, Classical Philology 4, no. 2: 162-177.

147



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.

http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p124-148.

Reardon, Bryan. 1971. Courants litteraires grecs des Ille et llle sie cles apres J.-C. Paris: Belles Lettres.
Sellars, John. 2017. “What Is Philosophy as a Way of Life?’, Parrhesia 28: 40-56.

Sharpe, Matthew. 2014. “How it’s not the Chrysippus you Read: On Cooper, Hadot, Epictetus, and
Stoicism as a Way of Life. Matthew Sharpe”. Philosophy Today 58, no. 3:367-392

Sharpe, Matthew & Ure, Michael. 2021. Philosophy as a Way of Life: History, Dimensions, Directions.
London: Bloomsbury.

Silva, R.G.T. 2022. “Luciano leitor de Derrida”, Cldssica 35, no. 1 (2022): 1-16.

Wagoner, Robert. 2014. “Seneca on Moral Theory and Moral Improvement”. Classical Philology 109,
no. 3: 241-262.

148



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p149-192.

Aristoteles, Primeiros Analiticos 11, 1-4: tradugio e notas”

Tomas Troster™”

This is an annotated translation of the first four chapters of the second book of Aristotle’s Prior
Analytics. 1 aim to offer Portuguese-speaking readers a clear text with complementary materials to
elucidate and contextualize Aristotle’s work, fulfilling a significant gap in the Lusophone
bibliographical universe. To do this, I have taken Ross’s edition of the Aristotelian text as a basis — in
which I have made some small changes — and compared my work with a series of existing translations
and commentaries on the text.

Apresentagdo

Na introdug@o de sua recente tradugdo para o italiano, Milena Bontempi descreveu os
Primeiros Analiticos ndo s6 como “o primeiro texto de logica formal”, mas também como a
obra que “exerceu a influéncia mais decisiva na histéria da logica pos-aristotélica”.! Por outro
lado, no prefacio de sua traducdo francesa, Michel Crubellier destaca que os Primeiros
Analiticos foram historicamente tratados como um livro cuja leitura ndo seria obrigatoria.
Prova disso seriam os inimeros manuais € comentarios — escritos ao longo de mais de dois mil
anos ap6s a redacdo do texto do filosofo grego — que reconstruiram, complementaram e
reformularam o conteudo da obra, como se tais livros pudessem substituir o estudo do texto

original. Se ¢ verdade que, durante séculos, a filosofia da ldgica “foi como um conjunto de

* A presente tradugdo é o primeiro fruto de uma pesquisa de pos-doutorado realizada no Programa de
Pos-Graduagdo em Letras Classicas e Verndculas, da Faculdade de Filosofia, Letras e Ciéncias
Humanas da Universidade de Sdo Paulo, com bolsa do Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento
Cientifico e Tecnologico (CNPq). Sendo esta uma primeira versao da traducdo — que futuramente sera
expandida e possivelmente publicada em livro —, quaisquer criticas ou sugestdes que ocorram a voces,
leitores e leitoras, serdo muito bem-vindas. Quero agradecer a todos aqueles que contribuiram para
blindar esta traducdo de diversos erros e também para que ela se tornasse mais clara. Agradeco
especialmente ao meu supervisor de pos-doutorado, Daniel Lopes, a Christian Perret, Catherine
Menezes, Rodrigo Menezes, Dionatan Tissot, Fernando Gazoni, ao parecerista anonimo que revisou
este trabalho e a Marco Zingano — que colaborou diretamente para a elaborag@o da primeira versdo do
projeto desta traducdo. At last but not the least, agradego ao CNPq, que generosamente financiou a
pesquisa que resultou nesta traducao.

" Professor da Universidade de Brasilia — e-mail: ttroster@gmail.com.

 Bontempi, 2016, p. 275.
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notas de rodapé dos Analiticos™", também é certo que sua fonte primaria nem sempre recebeu
a devida ateng@o.

O objetivo desta traducdo — que ¢ a primeira de uma série de tradugdes dos textos dos
Primeiros Analiticos que planejo fazer — ¢ preencher uma lacuna significativa no universo
bibliografico em lingua portuguesa', oferecendo aos leitores lusdfonos um texto claro e com
materiais complementares para elucidar e contextualizar a obra de Aristoteles. Acompanhada
do texto grego editado por Ross (com poucas intervencdes, que foram sempre destacadas),
minha tradugdo e as notas pretendem falar por si mesmas.

Sobre o conteiido dos quatro primeiros capitulos do segundo livro dos Primeiros
Analiticos, o capitulo que abre a série se dedica a apresentar os casos nos quais € possivel
extrair mais de uma conclusdo a partir de um par de premissas, tanto pela conversdao da
conclusdo original, quanto pela substituicdo de alguma premissa, explorando outro termo
contido em um dos termos da deducdo original. O grupo dos trés capitulos seguintes examina
0s casos nos quais ¢ possivel deduzir uma conclusdo verdadeira a partir de premissas falsas —
sendo a primeira figura objeto do capitulo 2, a segunda, do capitulo 3, e a terceira, do capitulo
4. No inicio do capitulo 2, também encontramos uma exposi¢do sobre a impossibilidade de se
deduzir uma conclusao falsa de premissas verdadeiras e, nas ultimas linhas do capitulo 4, uma
apresentacdo sobre a impossibilidade de se deduzir uma mesma conclusio de um fato e de sua

negacdo. Nao menos digno de nota ¢ que, despretensiosamente, Aristoteles apresenta en

passant alguns argumentos proposicionais, como modus tollens e silogismo hipotético.

i Crubellier, 2014, p. 7.

il Embora existam duas tradugdes para o portugués dos Primeiros Analiticos — publicadas por
Pinharanda Gomes, em 1986, ¢ Edson Bini, em 2005 —, nenhuma delas foi feita diretamente da lingua
original (Gomes assume que se valeu da tradugfo francesa de Tricot; e Bini, ainda que afirme ter
traduzido a obra do grego, fez adaptacdes literais e absorveu sem grande cerimdnia varias notas da
versdo inglesa de Tredennick). Além disso, ambas oferecem pouquissimos recursos adicionais para a
compreensao do texto.

150



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p149-192.

Capitulo 1 (52b38-53b3)

[Existem pares de premissas dos quais ¢ possivel extrair mais de uma conclusao]

[52b38] 'Ev m6c01¢ pdv ovv oyfuact Kai S moiov kol TOcmv mpoTdcemy Kol mote Kol mdg
yiveTon cLAAOYIGUOG, [40] €11 & €ic mola PAentéov dvackevdlovTt Kai Katackevalovty, [53al]
kol ¢ Oel {ntely mepi o mpokeévoy ko omotovodv pébodov, €Tt 8¢ o1 moiag 650D
Inyoueda tag mepi EKooTov Apyag, 110M dteEAnAvbopey.

[S2b38] Ja examinamos, entdo, em quantas figuras, e por meio de que tipo e de quantas
premissas, e quando e como ocorre uma deducdo.! [40] Examinamos também os tipos de coisas
para as quais é preciso atentar ao se refutar ou estabelecer uma proposi¢do? [53al] e como se
deve buscar premissas para o que foi proposto® em qualquer investigacdo.* Além disso,

examinamos por qual caminho apreenderemos os principios de cada investigagio.’

[53a3] éneil 6 oi pev kaBoAov TV GLALOYICUAV €10TV Ol 88 Kot PEPOS, ol PeEV Kabolov [5]

movTeG aiel mAgim cvAdoyilovtal, TV & &v pépet ol PEV Kot yoptkol TAEl®, o1 8™ dmopatikol

! Assim como Smith, escolhi traduzir “cvAloyioudg” por “dedugdo”, por este corresponder a um
conceito mais amplo e condizente com o objeto de estudo de Aristoteles do que a nogdo de “silogismo”,
consagrada pela filosofia escolastica. Como resume Candel, enquanto o cGuAAOYIGHOG aristotélico seria
“ainda um vocéabulo de uso comum que aponta a um uso especializado”, o silogismo escolastico acabou
se tornando “um tecnicismo ja totalmente alheio a qualquer uso comum” (p. 12).

2 Subentendendo a ocorréncia de “proposi¢do” em “dvackevdlovtt kai katoockevalovt”. Crubellier e
Mignucci, entre outros, optaram por “tese” e, Tricot, por “conclusdes” (nunca ¢ demais lembrar que a
conclus@o de uma deducdo é uma proposi¢ao).

3 Aristoteles nio usa expressamente a palavra “premissas”, mas, considerando alguém que se propde a
provar uma determinada conclusdo, é natural que ele busque premissas que proporcionem tal prova e
produzam um argumento que deduza a conclusdo proposta. De maneira mais literal, seria possivel
traduzir “n®dg 6e1 {ntelv mepi 10D mpokeEVOL” por “como se deve pesquisar sobre o que foi proposto”.
4 Traduzindo aqui “pé0odov” por “investigacdo” (que também poderia ser “disciplina”) — e ndo por
“método”, como fazem, por exemplo, Tricot e Tredennick. Uma vez que Aristoteles esta falando sobre
“como se deve buscar...” (premissas para provar uma determinada tese ou conclusdo), ndo faria muito
sentido referir-se a outro método, ja que o proprio “como” parece designar alguma espécie de
procedimento. Vale lembrar da ocorréncia do termo “péfodoc” no exordio da Etica Nicomaqueia, onde
tampouco faria tanto sentido que Aristoteles se referisse a “todo método™: “Toda arte e toda
investigacio [...] parecem tender a algum bem” — “Tldca tévn kol oo péBodog [...] dyabod Tivog
€plecBon dokel” (1094al-2).

5 A maior parte dos tradutores concorda que a primeira frase deste paragrafo seria uma sintese tematica
dos capitulos 1 a 26 do livro I dos Primeiros Analiticos. Porém, se, para Mignucci e Ross, a continuagdo
do paragrafo seria um resumo de todo o restante do livro I, Smith e Crubellier discordam que os
capitulos 32 a 46 teriam como objeto o caminho relativo aos principios (na pagina XIv da introdugéo
de sua tradugo, Smith afirma que o objetivo dos capitulos 32 a 45 seria “explicar como transformar
uma dedugdo qualquer em uma dedugdo ‘nas figuras’” — objetivo este que Aristoteles teria declarado
como alcangado no inicio do capitulo 46). De todo modo, é praticamente consensual que, neste
paragrafo inicial, Aristoteles faz um sumario pelo menos do contetido dos capitulos 1 a 31 do livro L.
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T0 ovumépacpo. LOvov. ai HEV yap GAANL TPOTAGELS AVIIGTPEPOLOLV, 1| O GTEPNTIKT] OVK
AVTIOTPEPEL. TO O GLUTEPAGHO T1 KOTA TIVOG 0TV, DGO’ ol pev dAAOL GLALOYIoUOL TAEI®
oviloyilovtar, [10] olov & t0 A dédetctan mavti T B f twvi, koi 10 B Tvi 1 A dvorykaiov
VIapyev, Koi €1 undevi d B 10 A, 000€ 10 B 00devi td A, TovTo 8° Etepov 0D EunpocBev &l
O€ T un drapyeL, oOK Avaykn Kol 10 B tivi 1@ A pn dmdpyetv: Evoyeton yap mavti DIApyELY.
[53a3] Considerando que algumas dedug¢des sdo universais e outras sdo parciais®, [5] todas as
universais deduzem sempre varias conclusdes, ao passo que, entre as parciais, as categdricas’
deduzem varias conclusdes e as negativas uma Unica conclusdo. Isso porque as outras
proposicdes convertem, mas a proposi¢do parcial privativa® ndo. E a conclusdo diz algo a
respeito de algo, de modo que as outras dedu¢des deduzem varias conclusdes.’ [10] Por
exemplo: se se mostrou que A se atribui a todo ou a algum B, ¢ necessario que B se atribua a

algum A'’; e, se se mostrou que A nio se atribui a nenhum B, tampouco B se atribui a nenhum

® Embora a grande maioria dos tradutores se habituaram a verter as expressdes “kotd pépoc” (aqui
presente) e “év péper” como “particular”, optei pelo termo “parcial”, tal como Taylor o fez em sua
tradugdo inglesa de 1807. Ora, literalmente, ambas as expressdes significam “em parte”. Aristoteles as
usa para designar um tipo especifico de proposicdo (ou conclusdo de uma deducdo), que € aquele que
se “atribui a algum” sujeito de um determinado tipo, “ndo se atribui a algum” ou “ndo se atribui a todo”.
Ao apresentar esse tipo de proposicdo (Pr. An. 1, 1, 24a18-19), o filésofo o distingue de outros dois
tipos: universal ou “kaf6Aov” — cujo predicado se atribui a todo ou a nenhum determinado sujeito — e
indefinido ou “ad16p1ot0c” — que se atribui a um determinado sujeito sem referéncia explicita ao todo
ou a parte, como no caso de “prazer ndo ser um bem”. Além da confusdo criada com outro tipo
completamente diferente de seres “particulares” — os “kaf’ &kaota”, também traduzidos como
“singulares” ou “individuais”, por exemplo, “Socrates” ou “Caélias” —, traduzir “év pépel” como
“particular” também ocultaria a relagdo de subalternincia que uma proposigdo de tal tipo possui em
relago a sua universal correspondente.

7 Em grego, “katnyopkoi” —usado aqui como sindnimo de “afirmativas” (ou “kata@atikoi”). Também
seria possivel traduzir “xatnyopikoi” literalmente, como “predicativas” ou “acusativas”, ou “positivas”,
como optou Smith.

8 Em grego, “otepnuiky)” — usado aqui como um sindnimo de “negativa” ou “dmo@atiky”’, ou seja, que
declara que determinado sujeito ndo possui ou é privado de certo predicado.

° Evidentemente, o “de modo que” (“®%c0’) se refere ao fato de as outras proposigcdes serem
convertiveis — e ndo ao fato de a conclusio dizer “algo a respeito de algo” (“ti katd Tvoc”). Quer dizer,
nao é porque uma conclusio diz algo a respeito de algo que as outras dedugdes (que t€ém uma conclusao
universal afirmativa, universal negativa ou parcial afirmativa) deduzem mais de uma conclusdo, mas
sim porque as conclusdes dessas outras dedugdes sdo passiveis de conversdo.

10 Lembrando que, no capitulo 2 do livro I, Aristoteles mostra que proposigdes afirmativas sio sempre
convertiveis. A partir de uma proposicdo como “A se atribui a algum B” sempre se pode inferir que “B
se atribui a algum A” (ou se “algum B ¢ A”, logo, “algum A é B”); e, de “A se atribui a todo B”, é
sempre possivel inferir que “B se atribui a algum A” (ou se “todo B ¢ A”, logo, “algum A é B”)
(conversdo por limitagdo) — por exemplo: se “todo fridngulo é poligono” € possivel inferir que “algum
poligono ¢ triangulo”.
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A —sendo isso diferente do que foi colocado anteriormente.!! Mas se A!'? ndo se atribui a algum
B, ndo ¢ necessario que B também néo se atribua a algum A — pois ¢é possivel que B se atribua

a todo A."

[53a15] AGtn pév ovv Ko Thvtov aitia, Tdv e Kadorov Kol Tdv Kotd uépog: Eott 8& mepi
TV KaBOAoL Kol dAA®G ginelv. 6o yap 1 VO TO PEGOV 1 VO TO CLUTEPACUA EGTV, ATAVTOV
goton O 00TOG GLALOYIGHOG, &0V TO PEV &V T@) Péo T0 & v T¢) cvpumepdopott Te0R, olov £l TO
A B [20] cvpmépacpa 61a Tod I, 660 V10 10 B 1j 10 T €otiv, dvdykn katd taviov AéyecBot 1O
A elyap tO A €v O t@® B, 10 6¢ B év 1® A, kol 10 A Eotan &v T A* oA €110 E v 6Ap 1®
ILt08eT évid A, xai 10 E év 1 A Eotat. Opoing 08 kai €l 6TEPNTIKOG O GLAALOYIGUOC.

[53a15] Essa causa, entdo, ¢ comum a todas as dedugdes que fornecem varias conclusdes, tanto
as universais quanto as parciais.'* H4, no entanto, outra coisa'> que se pode dizer sobre as
universais.'® Com efeito, para todos os termos que estiverem sob o termo médio ou sob termo

da conclusdo!’, haverd a mesma deduciio de todos eles, caso sejam colocados uns no termo

' Quer dizer, concluir que “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” ¢ diferente de concluir que “B ndo se atribui
anenhum A” e, portanto, se se conclui uma proposicdo desse tipo (universal negativa), é possivel dizer
que tal dedugdo propicia mais de uma conclusdo — e, consequentemente, tal deducao propicia diferentes
conclusdes. O mesmo se pode dizer de conclusdes como “A se atribui a todo B” ¢ “A se atribui a algum
B”.

12.Com o objetivo de facilitar a compreensdo do texto, acrescentei (ocorréncias explicitas de alguns)
termos que estdo subentendidos.

13 Tome-se como exemplo “zebra [A] ndo se atribui a algum animal [B]” (ou “algum animal [B] ndo é
zebra [A]”), cuja conversdo seria “animal [B] ndo se atribui a alguma zebra [A]” (ou “alguma zebra
[A] ndo ¢ animal [B]”’) — quando, na verdade, animal [B] se atribui a toda zebra [A] (ou seja, toda zebra
[A] é animal [B])).

14 Quer dizer, se a conclusdo de uma deducdo é convertivel, entdo, tal convertibilidade seria a causa da
pluralidade de conclusdes dessa dedugdo, independentemente de ela ser universal ou parcial.

15 Literalmente, aqui Aristoteles ndo diz que ha “outra coisa”, mas sim “outro modo” (“8A\wg”) de se
falar sobre a pluralidade de conclusdes das dedugdes universais. No entanto, como se vé na sequéncia
do capitulo, trata-se de uma outra razdo pela qual as dedugdes universais produzem mais de uma
conclus@o. Vale a pena citar um trecho do comentério de Smith sobre a passagem 53a3-53b3: “Em
53a3-14, Aristoteles mostra que uma conclusdo adicional pode ser derivada de diversas formas
dedutivas por conversdo. Por outro lado, em 53al5-b3, ele estd interessado nas conclusdes que sdo
deduzidas de uma deducio original com o acréscimo de uma outra premissa. E dificil entender como
essas afirmagdes se relacionam com quaisquer outros projetos dos Primeiros Analiticos, ou como
exatamente elas se relacionam uma com a outra. E possivel conceber que ele esteja tentando explorar
como uma cole¢do de dedugdes se encaixaria na estrutura de toda uma ciéncia demonstrativa” (p. 183).
16 Vale destacar que, para Aristoteles, existem basicamente quatro dedugdes universais: AAA-1
(Barbara), EAE-1 (Celarent), EAE-2 (Cesare) e AEE-2 (Camestres). Ao mencionar, logo a seguir, as
dedugdes que podem ser obtidas com “termos que estiverem sob o termo médio”, ele claramente se
refere as duas dedugdes universais da primeira figura (Barbara e Celarent) — ja que, no proximo
paragrafo, ele destaca que a mesma operacao s6 funciona na segunda figura com termos que estdo sob
o termo da conclusao.

17 Embora Aristoteles use aqui apenas “conclusdo” (e ndo “termo da conclusdo”™), como bem observou
Waitz (apud Tricot), o filésofo ndo se refere a conclusdo em si mesma, mas sim ao termo ao qual se
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médio e os outros no termo da conclusdo.!'® Por exemplo!'’: se AB [20] é uma conclusio por
meio de C, para todos os termos que estiverem sob B ou sob C, necessariamente A sera dito
deles. Pois se D estiver inteiramente em B, e B em A, também D estara em A. Novamente, se
E estiver inteiramente em C, e C em A, também E estara em A. E de modo similar também

ocorre se a dedugdo for privativa.?’

atribui o predicado da conclusdo, quer dizer, o termo menor. Adotei a solu¢do de Smith, que traduz
“counépaopa’ nesta passagem por “conclusion-term”.

18 Por “uns... e 0s outros...” (“td pudv... 7o §°...”"), Aristoteles simplesmente se refere a0s mesmos termos
logo antes mencionados, que se encontram, respectivamente, sob o termo médio e sob o termo da
conclusdo (e ndo que os termos que se encontram sob o termo médio sejam colocados no termo da
conclusdo e vice-versa).

190 exemplo oferecido por Aristoteles é construido na forma AAA-1 (ou Barbara). Se uma dedugdo
tem como conclusdo AB — “A se atribui a todo B” (ou “todo B é A”) —, que ¢ alcangada através do termo
médio C — ou seja, através das premissas (i) “A se atribui a todo C” (ou “todo C € A”) e (ii) “C se atribui
a todo B” (ou “todo B é C”) —, logo, todos os termos que estiverem sob B ou C também terdo A como
predicado. Ora, “se D estiver inteiramente em B”, podemos deduzir que “A se atribui a todo D” (ou
“todo D € A”), com base nas premissas (iii) “A se atribui a todo B” (conclusdo da dedugdo original,
obtida a partir de i e ii) e (iv) “B se atribui a todo D” (ou “todo D é B”). Por exemplo: tomemos A como
animal, C, mamifero, B, cdo, e D, rottweiler; tendo concluido que (iii) “animal [A] se atribui a todo cdo
[B]” (ou “todo cdo é animal”) (por intermédio do termo C, mamifero) e assumindo (iv) “cdo [B] se
atribui a todo rottweiler [D]” (ou “todo rottweiler é cdo”), podemos concluir (v) “animal [A] se atribui
a todo rottweiler [D]” (ou “todo rottweiler é animal™).

Ja “se E estiver inteiramente em C”, entdo, € possivel concluir que “A se atribui a todo E” (ou “todo E
€ A”’), com base nas premissas (i) “A se atribui a todo C” (ou “todo C é A”) (premissa maior da dedugdo
original) e (vi) “C se atribui a todo E” (ou “todo E é C”). Por exemplo: tomemos A como animal, C,
mamifero, ¢ E, gato; partindo de (1) “animal [A] se atribui a todo mamifero [C]” (ou “todo mamifero é
animal”) e assumindo também (vi) “mamifero [C] se atribui a todo gato [E]” (ou “todo gato é
mamifero”), concluimos (vii) “animal [ A] se atribui a todo gato [E]” (ou “todo gato é animal”).
Embora Aristételes tenha dito logo antes que, em casos como esses, “haverd a mesma deducdo”,
considerando que os termos sdo outros, a dedug@o ndo seria exatamente a mesma, ainda que tenha a
mesma forma dedutiva.

20 Aristoteles se refere a EAE-1 (ou Celarent). Para ilustrar o que o filosofo diz, tomemos como base a
seguinte dedugdo: (i) “A ndo se atribui a nenhum C” (ou “nenhum C é A”) e (ii) “C se atribui a todo B”
(ou “todo B é C”), tendo como conclusdo (iii) “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum B é A”).
Ora, se um termo E estiver inteiramente contido em C, também se conclui que “A ndo se atribui a
nenhum E”, com base nas premissas (i) “A ndo se atribui a nenhum C” e (iv) “C se atribui a todo E”
(ou “todo E € C”). Por exemplo: tomemos A como sapato, C, mamifero, ¢ E, gato; partindo de (i)
“sapato [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum mamifero [C]” (ou “nenhum mamifero é sapato”) e assumindo
também (iv) “mamifero [C] se atribui a todo gato [E]” (ou “todo gato é mamifero”), concluimos (v)
“sapato [ A] ndo se atribui a nenhum gato [E]” (ou “nenhum gato é sapato™).

Por outro lado, se um termo D estiver inteiramente em B, logo, € possivel concluir que “A ndo se atribui
anenhum D”, a partir de “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” e “B se atribui a todo D”. Por exemplo: tomemos
A como sapato, C, mamifero, B, cdo, e D, rottweiler; tendo concluido (iii) “sapato [A] ndo se atribui a
nenhum cdo [B]” (ou “nenhum cdo € sapato”) (por intermédio do termo mamifero — quer dizer, com
base nas premissas i ¢ ii) e assumindo (vi) “cdo [B] se atribui a todo rottweiler [D]” (ou “todo rottweiler
€ cdo”), podemos concluir (vii) “sapato [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum rottweiler [D]” (ou “nenhum
rottweiler € sapato™).
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[53a25] émi 0¢ tod devTEPOL GYNUATOG TO VIO TO GLUTEPAGHO LOVoV E0Tol cuAAoyicachal,
olov &l 10 A 1@ B pndevi, t® 8¢ I' mavti- cvpmépacua 6t oddevi td I' 10 B. £l 81 10 A ¥1d 10
I éoti, pavepov dT1 ovy VIApPyEL 0OTH TO B* 10ic 6™ VO 10 A &1L 00Y VTAPYEL, 0D OfjAov S
100 cvALoYIopoD. [30] kaitor ody vrapyel @ E, €l Eotv VIO 10 A A TO pev @ I undevi
VIapyev 10 B 100 10D GuALOYIGHOD dédelkTat, TO 0 TM A un) DILapye AvamddekToV EIANTTOL,
Mot 00 310 TOV GVALOYIGHOV cvpPaivel 1O B 1d E ur) vmapyewv.

[53a25] Na segunda figura, porém, sera possivel deduzir mais conclusdes apenas dos termos
que estiverem sob o termo da conclusdo.?! Por exemplo: se A ndio se atribui a nenhum B, mas
A se atribui a todo C, conclui-se que B ndo se atribui a nenhum C.?? Ora, se D esta sob C, é
evidente que B no se atribui a nenhum D.? Porém, que B nio se atribua aos termos que estio
sob A, isso ndo ¢ evidente pela dedugdo. [30] No entanto, se E estd sob A, B ndo se atribui a
nenhum E. Mas antes se mostrou por dedugdo que B nio se atribui a nenhum C, ao passo que
agora se apreende sem demonstracao que B ndo se atribui a nenhum A, de modo que ndo ¢ pela

deducio que se segue®* que B nio se atribui a nenhum E.?°

21 Aqui, o que o Aristoteles diz poderia ser traduzido de modo mais literal como: “sera possivel deduzir
apenas o que estiver sob a conclusdo”. Novamente, traduzi como “termo da conclusdo” o que Aristoteles
designa simplesmente pela palavra “conclusdo” (“cvunépacua”). O mesmo ocorre nos proximos
paragrafos.

22 Trata-se de EAE-2 (ou Cesare), que Aristoteles apresenta no inicio de I, 5, convertendo esta dedugio
a Celarent (ou EAE-1): “seja, pois, M predicado de nenhum N e de todo O; uma vez que a premissa
privativa [“M ndo se atribui a nenhum N”’] € convertivel [ou seja, uma vez que “N ndo se atribui a
nenhum M”], N ndo se atribuirda a nenhum O” (27a5-7). Exemplificando: se (i) “mamifero [A] ndo se
atribui a nenhum sapato [B]” (ou “nenhum sapato € mamifero”) — consequentemente, (i’) “sapato [B]
ndo se atribui a nenhum mamifero [A]” (ou “nenhum mamifero é sapato”) — e (ii) “mamifero [A] se
atribui a todo cdo [C]” (ou “todo cdo é mamifero™), portanto, (iii) “sapato [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum
cdo [C]” (ou “nenhum cdo é sapato”).

20 ponto de partida ¢ EAE-2: (i) “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum B é A”) e (ii) “A se
atribui a todo C” (ou “todo C é A”), portanto, (iii) “B ndo se atribui a nenhum C” (ou “nenhum C ¢ B”).
Ora, se € certo que (ii) “A se atribui a todo C” e existe um termo D inteiramente contido em C — ou seja,
se ¢ verdade que (iv) “C se atribui a todo D” (ou “todo D ¢ C”) —, logo, também ¢ certo que (v) “A se
atribui a todo D” (ou “todo D ¢ A”). Consequentemente, também ¢é possivel concluir (vi) “B nao se
atribui a nenhum D” (ou “nenhum D ¢é B”), simplesmente substituindo C por D na dedugdo. Por
exemplo: se (i) “mamifero [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum sapato [B]” (ou “nenhum sapato é mamifero™)
e (v) “mamifero [A] se atribui a todo rottweiler [D]” (ou “todo rottweiler é mamifero”), portanto, (vi)
“sapato [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum rottweiler [D]” (ou “nenhum rottweiler é sapato”).

24 Esta ocorréncia de “copfaiver” (“se segue™) também poderia ser traduzida como “se conclui”.

2 Em seu comentario, Ross argumenta que o ponto destacado por Aristoteles aqui é que “B ndo se
atribui a nenhum E” (ou “nenhum E é B”) ndo ¢ uma consequéncia da deducio original, mas sim de sua
premissa maior — a saber, que “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum B ¢ A”), acrescentando-se o
fato de que “A se atribui a todo E” (ou “todo E ¢ A”). Por outro lado, o ponto que Aristoteles parece
querer destacar aqui € que, se substituirmos A por E — sendo que E esta inteiramente contido em A (ou
seja, que “A se atribui a todo E” ou “todo E ¢ A”) —, ¢ possivel que, com tal substitui¢do, obtenhamos
a seguinte premissa (menor) falsa: “E se atribui a todo C” (ou “todo C é E”). Por exemplo: tomemos as
premissas de EAE-2: (i) “poligono [ A] ndo se atribui a nenhum circulo [B]” (ou “nenhum circulo [B] é
poligono [A]”) e (i) “poligono [A] se atribui a todo pentagono [C]” (ou “todo pentagono [C] é poligono
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[53a34] éni 0¢ t@V &v pépel TV eV V1o [35] T0 cvumépacia ovk Eotar TO dvaykoaiov (oV yop
yiveTon cLALOYIGHOG, OTav ot ANEOT| v pépet), TV & VIO TO UEGoV E0TAL TAVI®V, TATV 0O
3160 1OV GLALOYIGHOV” olov &l TO A movti T B, 10 8¢ B tvi 1@ I 10D pév yap vmd 10 I 1e04vtog
00K £0T01 GLALOYIGHOG, ToD &° V7o 10 B Eotan, [40] GAL™ 00 S10. TOV TPOYEYEVILEVOV.

[53a34] Nas dedugdes parciais, ndo havera outra [35] conclusdo necessaria dos termos que
estiverem sob o termo da conclusdo (pois nio ocorre deducdo quando a conclusdo?® é
apreendida parcialmente), mas haverd outra conclusdo necessaria de todos os termos que
estiverem sob o termo médio, s6 que ndo pela dedugdo. Por exemplo: se A se atribui a todo B
e B a algum C, ndo havera dedug¢do daquilo que for colocado sob C?’, mas havera dedugio

daquilo que estiver sob B, [40] s6 que ndo gracas a dedugio anterior.?®

[A]™); ora, substituindo poligono [A] por tridngulo [E] — sabendo que “todo tridngulo [E] é poligono
[A] —, teremos: (i’) “tridngulo [E] nédo se atribui a nenhum circulo [B]” (ou “nenhum circulo [B] é
triangulo [E]”) e (i1") “tridngulo [E] se atribui a todo pentdagono [C]” (ou “todo pentagono [C] é
tridngulo [E]”), sendo esta premissa (ii’) falsa. Portanto, na segunda figura, a substitui¢do de A por E
ndo funcionaria para obter uma nova deducdo, ou, pelo menos, ndo funcionaria mantendo ambas
premissas verdadeiras.

26 Literalmente, o texto diz: “quando esta é apreendida parcialmente” (“étav abtn Aneof &v péper”).
Mignucci e Tricot (entre outros) seguem a interpretacdo de Waitz, para quem “esta” (ou “adtn”) deve
ser interpretada aqui como “a conclusdo parcial que sera usada como premissa maior” (de um argumento
que nao consistiria em uma deduc?o).

% Para ilustrar o que diz o filosofo, tomemos como exemplo o seguinte argumento: (i) “cachorro [A]
se atribui a todo vira-lata [B]” (ou “todo vira-lata é cachorro™), (ii) “vira-lata [B] se atribui a algum
macho [C]” (ou “algum vira-lata é macho”) e, portanto, (iii) “cachorro [A] se atribui a algum macho
[B]” (ou “algum macho é cachorro”). Ora, se considerarmos que (iv) “macho [C] se atribui a todo
canarinho macho [D]” (ou “todo canarinho macho é macho™), nao é possivel inferir — a partir das
proposi¢des colocadas — nem que “cachorro [A] se atribui a todo canarinho macho [D]” (ou “todo
canarinho macho é cachorro”) nem que “cachorro [A] se atribui a algum canarinho macho [D]” (ou
“algum canarinho macho é cachorro™).

28 Quer dizer, se tomarmos como premissa “A se atribui a todo B” e soubermos que ha um termo D
inteiramente contido em B (ou seja, que “B se atribui a todo D”), necessariamente, concluiremos que
“A se atribui a todo D” — mas isso constituiria uma ocorréncia de Barbara (ou AAA-1) — e ndo de Darii
(ou AII-1), que foi a dedugdo parcial apresentada logo antes. Para ilustrar, tomemos A como “cachorro”,
B, “vira-lata”, C, “macho” e D, “vira-lata caramelo”. Nesse caso, um argumento na forma All-1 (ou
Darii) seria: (i) “cachorro [A] se atribui a todo vira-lata [B]” (ou “todo vira-lata é cachorro”), (ii)
“vira-lata [B] se atribui a algum macho [C]” (ou “algum macho é vira-lata™) e, portanto, (iii) “cachorro
[A] se atribui a algum macho [C]” (ou “algum macho é cachorro™). Porém, se assumirmos como
segunda premissa (ii’) “vira-lata [B] se atribui a todo vira-lata caramelo [D]”, entdo, teriamos a
seguinte versdo de Barbara (ou AAA-1): (i) “cachorro [A] se atribui a todo vira-lata [B]” (ou “todo
vira-lata € cachorro”) e (ii’) “vira-lata se atribui a todo vira-lata caramelo” (ou “todo vira-lata
caramelo € vira-lata™), portanto, (iii’) “cachorro se atribui a todo vira-lata caramelo” (ou “todo vira-
lata caramelo € cachorro”).
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[53a40] opoing 8¢ Kaml @V GALOV oYNUATOV TOD HEV YAP VIO TO GUUTEPACHO OVK EGTOL,
[b1] Batépov & Eoton, TV 0D 1 TOV GLAAOYIGUOV, ) Kod &V Toic kKabdhov £ dvamodeikton
TG TPOTAGEMG T VTTO TO PEGOV €JelKVTO™ BOT 1) 00O’ £Kel Eotan 7 Kol &ml TOOTOV.

[53240] E 0 mesmo também se d4 com as demais figuras®, pois nio havera outra conclusio
dos termos que estiverem sob o termo da conclusio’, [b1] mas havera outra conclusio dos
termos que estiverem sob o termo médio®!, so que ndo pela deducdo original — e sim do modo
como também nas dedugdes universais, a partir de uma premissa ndo demonstrada, provou-se
outra conclusio dos termos que estio sob o termo médio.*> De modo que (i) ou tampouco

havera mais de uma conclusdo no primeiro caso (ii) ou havera mais de uma conclusio também

no outro.>?

7

2 Ndo sem alguma razdo, Robin Smith observa que ¢ “intrigante” (“puzzling”) o fato de Aristoteles se
referir a outras figuras (no plural), sendo que ele ja havia tratado de dedugdes da primeira e da segunda
figura (restando, portanto, apenas a terceira). Smith supde, entdo, que o fildsofo esteja se referindo as
dedugdes parciais da segunda e da terceira figura, ja que, no paragrafo anterior, ele havia dado como
exemplo uma dedug@o parcial apenas da primeira figura. A essa referéncia a outras figuras, também
podemos acrescentar o fato de que ndo ha deducdo universal na terceira figura.

39 Como se vé&, a suposigdo de Smith mencionada na nota anterior se mostra correta, ja que na segunda
figura, Aristoteles destacou que € possivel — ao menos em Cesare (EAE-2) — deduzir outra conclusdo
que esteja sob o termo da conclusio (e ndo sob o termo médio).

31 Literalmente, Aristoteles diz aqui apenas “do outro” (“Oatépov”) — € ndo “outra conclusio dos termos
que estiverem sob o termo médio” (como ¢ natural entender a passagem).

32 Cf. acima 53a29-34. Em relagdo a ocorréncia de “a partir de uma premissa ndo demonstrada” (“8¢
avomodeikTov Ti|g mpotdoems”), vale citar o comentario de Crubellier sobre a presente passagem:
“Aristoteles aparentemente pretende falar de inferéncias imediatas que podem ser extraidas de uma s6
proposicédo, por conversdo (ver os capitulos 2 e 3 do livro I) ou por subalternancia. Por exemplo, de 4
é o caso para todo B, pode-se inferir que 4 € o caso para algum B. Mas tais inferéncias ndo sdo deducdes
em sentido estrito, uma vez que a defini¢do da deducdo implica que ha varias premissas”.

33 Quer dizer, considerando essas provas “a partir de uma premissa ndo demonstrada”, das duas, uma:
ou (i) ndo podemos dizer que ha outra conclusdo dos termos sob o termo médio no caso de uma dedugéo
universal na segunda figura (e tampouco haveria em dedugdes parciais); ou (ii) também deveremos
dizer que ha mais de uma conclusio dos termos sob o termo médio de dedugdes particulares (e 0 mesmo
se da no caso de uma dedugdo universal na segunda figura).
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Capitulo 2 (53b4-55b2)
[N2o é possivel deduzir uma conclusdo falsa de premissas verdadeiras; casos na primeira figura

nos quais se deduz uma conclusdo verdadeira a partir de premissas falsas]

[53b4] "Ectt puév odv obtog Exev Hot’ dAn0gic eivar tag mpotdoelg [5] 81” dv 6 cuiloyiopde,
€oT1 &’ dote Yevdelc, 0Tt 6’ doTe TNV UEV AANOT TNV O Yevdii. T0 O cvumépacpo 1j AANOEg
7| yeddog &€ avayknc. &€ dAn0®V pév odv ovk EoTt Yeddoc cuAloyicacal, &k yeuddv & Eotty
aANBEg, TAV 00 51011 AL’ &T1 TOD Yap 610TL 00K 0TV €K YEVLODY GLAAOYIGHOG" [10] o1 Hijv &’
aitiov, €v Toig Emopévolg Aeydnoetal.

[53b4] E possivel, entdo, que as premissas [5] pelas quais se d4 a dedugio sejam verdadeiras,
falsas, ou que uma seja verdadeira e a outra falsa.* J4 a conclusio de uma dedugio ¢ ou
verdadeira, ou falsa — necessariamente. > De premissas verdadeiras nio se deduz uma
conclusao falsa, mas € possivel deduzir uma conclusdo verdadeira de premissas falsas — s6 que
ndo o porqué, mas apenas algo que ¢°°: pois do porqué ndo ha deducdo a partir de premissas

falsas. [10] A razdo pela qual isso se da sera dita a seguir.

3% Nesta frase inicial do capitulo, adotei quase integralmente a excelente sugestdo feita pelo parecerista
deste trabalho.

35 Aristoteles parece aqui simplesmente aludir ao fato — decorrente do principio de ndo contradigio — de
que a conclusdo de uma dedugo nédo pode ser simultaneamente verdadeira e falsa (ou parcialmente
verdadeira e parcialmente falsa).

A% (134

3¢ Traduzi “81611” por “porqué” e “6t1” por “algo que é”. Em sua parafrase, Ross traduziu “816t1” por
“causa” (“reason”) e “6t1” por “fato” (“fact”) — e, assim, Aristoteles estaria dizendo aqui que, de
premissas falsas, é possivel deduzir uma conclusdo verdadeira de um fato, mas ndo de uma causa.
Nunca é demais lembrar que, para Aristoteles, uma dedugdo do porqué equivale a uma demonstragdo,
que ¢ definida por ele da seguinte maneira: “chamo de demonstragdo a dedugdo cientifica e, de
cientifica, aquela dedugdo em virtude da qual, por té-la, conhecemos cientificamente” (Seg. An. I, 2,
71b17-19); além disso, na sequéncia, o filosofo diz que as premissas das quais parte a demonstragao
devem ser “verdadeiras, primeiras, imediatas, mais conhecidas, anteriores e causas da conclusdo” (Seg.
An. 1, 2, 71b20-22) — caso contrario, ndo havera ciéncia em uma deducdo. Logo, se uma deducdo
formalmente valida conclui algo verdadeiro a partir de premissas falsas, € evidente que tal dedugao nao
apresentard a causa ou o porqué de tal conclus@o, mas apenas terd como conclusdo uma proposi¢ao
acidentalmente verdadeira — ja que uma dedugéo valida com premissas falsas também pode levar a uma
conclusdo falsa. Eis um exemplo de uma dedug@o com premissas falsas e conclusdo verdadeira: “se (i)
todo rubi é veloz e (i1) tudo o que é veloz é pedra, portanto, (iii) todo rubi é pedra” (ou, dito de outro
modo, “se (ii) pedra se atribui a tudo o que é veloz e (1) veloz se atribui a todo rubi, portanto, (iii) pedra
se atribui a todo rubi”’). Mantendo exatamente a mesma forma argumentativa e, novamente, partindo
de premissas falsas, também ¢é possivel inferir uma conclusio falsa — como neste exemplo: “se (i) fodo
rubi ¢ veloz e (i1") tudo o que é veloz é liquido, portanto, (iii’) todo rubi é liquido™ (ou, dito de outro
modo, “se (ii’) liquido se atribui a tudo o que é veloz e (i) veloz se atribui a todo rubi, portanto, (iii’)
liquido se atribui a todo rubi”). Como se vé a partir desses dois exemplos, em uma dedugéo
formalmente valida com premissas falsas, a verdade da conclusdo ¢ totalmente contingente. E eis um
exemplo aristotélico de uma demonstracdo ou deducdo do porqué: “(iv) os planetas estdo proximos e
(V) toda fonte de luz que esta proxima ndo oscila, portanto, (vi) a luz dos planetas ndo oscila” (ou, dito
de outro modo, (v) “ndo oscilar é uma caracteristica que se atribui as fontes de luz que estdo proximas
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[53b11] IIpdtov pv odv 81t &€ dAnB®V ody, 016V 1€ Yeddog cuAloyicachal, viedfev Sflov.
&l yop 100 A Svtog dvdyxm 1o B givor, Tod B un dvroc dvéaykn 1o A un eivar. i obv dAndég
8ot 10 A, dvéyxn 10 B dAn0ic etvau, §| cupproeton [15] 10 adtd Eua eivai Te Koi ovk eivar
10010 3’ AdHVATOV.

[53b11] Em primeiro lugar, entdo, ¢ evidente que ndo ¢é possivel deduzir uma conclusio falsa
de premissas verdadeiras pela seguinte razao: se, sendo A o caso, é necessario que B também
seja o caso, entdo, B ndo sendo o caso, é necessario que A também ndo seja o caso.>’ Entdo, se
A ¢ verdadeiro, € necessario que B seja verdadeiro, ou [15] a mesma coisa resultara ser e ndo

ser a0 mesmo tempo>® — o que é impossivel.

[53b16] p 611 88 Kkeiton 10 A €ig 8pog, vmodnedftm évdéyecon £vog Tvog Evtog &€ avérykmg
Tt cupPaivery: od Yap oldv Te* 1O Pev Yap cvpfaivov &€ dvaykng To coumépacpd &ott, S’ MV
8¢ todto yivetan éhayictov, Tpeic 8pot, [20] Vo 8¢ Suotipata Kai TpoTdoels. £l ovv dAndéc,
® 10 B Omapyet, 10 A movti, @ 82 10 T, 10 B, @ 10 I, dvéykn 10 A vmépyev kai oy olov e
T0dT0 YEDSOG elvar Gua yap VapEel TaDTO Kai 0vy VrdpEet. 1O ovv A dHonep Ev keitat, SO0
TPOTACELS GLAANPOEToNL. Opoig OE Kal €ml TV [25] otepnTik®V Exel” 00 yap EoTv €€ AANODY
OetEan yeddoc.

[53b16] Mas ndo se deve supor — porque A foi posto como um Unico termo — que seja possivel

que algo se siga®® necessariamente pelo fato de uma tnica coisa ser o caso — pois isso nio é

e (iv) estar proximo é algo que se atribui aos planetas que observamos no céu; portanto, (vi) ndo oscilar
é algo que se atribui a luz dos planetas que observamos no céu’) (adaptado de Seg. An. 1, 13, 78a30-
b2). Também vale lembrar que, nas linhas inaugurais dos Primeiros Analiticos (24a10-11), Aristoteles
deixa explicito que o objetivo de sua investigagdo é a demonstragdo — tratada com maior profundidade
apenas nos Segundos Analiticos —; por 1sso, ndo é de se surpreender que ele aqui chame a atengdo para
as condi¢Oes necessarias para uma deducdo do porqué.

37 Aristoteles apresenta aqui uma espécie de modus tollens (argumento proposicional também conhecido
como negagdo do consequente): “(i) se A, entdo B; (ii) ndo B; portanto, (iii) ndo A” (ou “(i) A — B; (ii)
~B; .. (iii) ~A”). Por exemplo: “(i) se Serafim ¢ humano, entdo, Serafim é animal; mas (ii) Serafim ndo
é animal; portanto, (iii) Serafim ndo é humano”; ou entdo: “(i) se chove, o chdo fica molhado; (ii) o
chdo ndo ficou molhado; portanto, (iii) ndo choveu”. Como o fildsofo dira no proximo paragrafo, para
que de fato produza uma conclusio necessaria, “A” deve ser compreendido como um par de proposi¢des
ou premissas — ja que ndo é possivel que algo seja necessariamente inferido a partir de um inico termo
isolado.

38 Por “a mesma coisa resultard ser e ndo ser a0 mesmo tempo”, Aristoteles se refere ao fato de que —
se assumissemos como verdade: (i) “A é necessariamente acompanhado de B”; (ii) “ndo B”; e (iii) “A”
— noés cairiamos em contradi¢cdo — ja que (i) e (iii) implicam (iv) “B”, que ¢ a negagdo de (ii). Outra
tradugio possivel para “fj coppriceton T oTd Gpa eivai Te Kai ovK givon” é “ou se seguird que a mesma
coisa € e ndo ¢ a0 mesmo tempo”.

39 Outra tradugio possivel para esta ocorréncia de “copfaiverv”’ é “seja inferido” (ou “resulte”).
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possivel —, ja que aquilo que se segue necessariamente ¢ a conclusdo, que, por sua vez, ocorre
por meio de no minimo trés termos [20] e dois intervalos ou premissas. Entdo, se ¢ verdade
que A se atribui a tudo aquilo a que B se atribui, e que B se atribui a tudo aquilo a que C se
atribui, é necessario que A se atribua a tudo aquilo a que C se atribui*’ — e ndo ¢ possivel que
isso seja falso, pois assim a mesma coisa a0 mesmo tempo se atribuiria e niio se atribuiria.*!
Seja A, entdo, posto como algo uno, mas compreendendo duas premissas.*’ E o mesmo se da
com dedugdes [25] privativas*’ — pois ndo se prova uma conclusio falsa a partir de premissas

verdadeiras.

[53b26] 'Ex yevddv & dAn0eg ot cuAloyicacBal kKol AUPOTEP®V TAV TPOTAGEDV YEVLIDV
00oMV Kol THG PG, TOVTNG &° 0VY OTOTEPAS ETVYEV AAAA TG deVTEPOC, EGvrep OANV AapPdvn
yevdfi pn 6Ang o6& Aappavouévng Eotv [30] omotEpaGODV.

[53b26] De premissas falsas, no entanto, € possivel deduzir uma conclusdo verdadeira, seja

quando ambas forem falsas, sejam quando apenas uma o for — embora esta nao possa ser sendo

40 Dito de outro modo, “se (i) 4 é predicado de tudo aquilo que pertence a B e (ii) B é predicado de
tudo aquilo que pertence a C, entdo, necessariamente, (iii) 4 € predicado de tudo aquilo que pertence
a C” (ou, dito de outro modo, “se (ii) todo C é B ¢ (i) todo B é A, entdo, necessariamente, (iii) todo C é
A”).

4 De modo similar ao do argumento do paragrafo anterior, por “a mesma coisa a0 mesmo tempo se
atribuiria e ndo se atribuiria”, Aristoteles se refere ao fato de que — se assumissemos como verdade: (i)
“A se atribui a tudo aquilo que ¢ B”; (ii) “B se atribui a tudo aquilo que é C” e (iii) “A néo se atribui a
tudo aquilo que é C” — cairiamos em contradi¢do, ja que (i) e (ii) implicam (iv) “A se atribui a tudo
aquilo que é C”, que ¢é a negagdo de (iii).

42 Aristoteles parece dizer aqui que, para que seu “modus tollens” de fato tenha uma consequéncia
necessaria, € preciso que A seja entendido como o conjunto de duas premissas — € ndo como um termo
isolado, do qual, como ele destacara no inicio do paragrafo, nunca se poderia inferir uma concluséo
necessaria.

43 Quer dizer, em dedugdes que tenham uma premissa € a conclusio negativas — como “se (i) 4 ndo é
predicado de nenhum B e (ii) B é predicado de todo C, entdo, (iii) 4 ndo é predicado de nenhum C” (ou
“se (ii) todo C é B e (i) nenhum B é A, entdo, (iii) nenhum C ¢ A”) —, tampouco sera possivel que as
premissas sejam verdadeiras e a conclusio seja falsa.
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a segunda premissa*®, caso ela seja tomada como inteiramente falsa*’; caso ndo seja, é possivel

que [30] qualquer uma das duas premissas seja falsa.*¢

[53b30] £ot® yap 10 A dAw ®d I vmdpyov, T@ 6& B undevi, unde 1o B 1@ I'. voéyetan 8¢ tovo,
olov MO 00devi {Pov, 008 AiBog 00devi dvOpdT®. £y 0OV AnedT| To A mavti td B kai 10 B
wovtit® I, 10 A mavti 1@ I omapéet, dot’ €€ apgoiv wevd®dv aAn0Eg 10 copnépacua” [35] mag
yop avlpwmog (dov.

[53b30] Tomemos o seguinte caso: A se atribui a C como um todo, mas ndo se atribui a nenhum
B, e B nio se atribui a nenhum C. Isso é possivel, por exemplo, com animal [A]*’ ndo se
atribuindo a nenhuma pedra [B], e pedra [B] ndo se atribuindo a nenhum humano*® [C]. Entdo,

se se assume que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [pedra], e B [pedra] se atribui a todo C

4 Como bem sugeriu o parecerista deste trabalho, uma tradugio mais fiel para “tovng & oy dmoTépog
Etuyev aALa Thig devtépag” (que traduzi como: “embora esta ndo possa ser sendo a segunda premissa’)
poderia ser: “no entanto, [...] esta ndo é qualquer premissa, mas a segunda”.

4 Como fica claro na continuagdo do texto (explicitamente em 54a4-6), por “inteiramente falsa”,
Aristoteles se refere a uma premissa ou proposigao universal — falsa— que é contrdaria a uma proposicao
universal verdadeira. Quer dizer, se “A se atribui a todo B” (ou “todo B € A”) é uma proposicao
verdadeira, a proposi¢do universal contraria “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum B é A”) sera
considerada inteiramente falsa. E o contrario também: se “A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum
B é A”) é uma proposic¢ao verdadeira, a proposi¢do universal contraria “A se atribui a todo B” (ou “todo
B é A”) sera inteiramente falsa. Por exemplo: se ¢ verdadeiro que (i) “mamifero se atribui a toda
ariranha” (ou “toda ariranha é mamifero”), a proposicao universal contraria (ii) “mamifero nao se
atribui a nenhuma ariranha” (ou “nenhuma ariranha é mamifero) sera considerada inteiramente falsa.
Porém, a proposicdo contraditoria a (i) — “mamifero nao se atribui a alguma ariranha” (ou “alguma
ariranha ndo & mamifero”)—, ainda que seja falsa, ndo seria inteiramente falsa, mas apenas parcialmente
falsa. O mesmo ocorre se se toma como verdadeira a proposicao (ii’) “amorosa ndo se atribui a nenhuma
bomba” (ou “nenhuma bomba é amorosa™), a proposi¢ao universal contraria (i’) “amorosa se atribui a
toda bomba” (ou “toda bomba é amorosa”) sera inteiramente falsa, diferentemente da contraditéria de
(11”) — “amorosa se atribui a alguma bomba” (ou “alguma bomba é amorosa”) —, que sera falsa, mas
ndo inteiramente.

46 Dito de outro modo, um argumento ndo podera proporcionar uma conclusdo verdadeira se ele for
criado com todas as seguintes condigdes: (i) conter apenas uma premissa falsa; (ii) tal premissa ser a
primeira premissa; e (iii) tal premissa ser inteiramente falsa. Nos casos em que qualquer uma (ou mais
de uma) dessas condi¢des ndo for satisfeita, serd possivel criar argumentos que deduzam conclusdes
verdadeiras a partir de uma ou duas premissas falsas.

47 Acrescentei entre colchetes os termos e os exemplos empregados por Aristoteles, a fim de facilitar a
compreensdo do texto.

“8 Nao ¢é raro encontrar edigdes que optem traduzir “8vOpwmog” por “homem” — em vez de “humano”.
No entanto, nunca ¢ demais lembrar que “dvOpwmog” € um termo que inclui homens e mulheres, ao
passo que os gregos tinham a palavra “avip” (ou “avdpog”, no genitivo) para se referir especificamente
a “homem” enquanto “macho da espécie humana”.
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[humano], A [animal] se atribuird a todo C [humano], de modo que, partindo de duas premissas

falsas*’, obter-se-4 uma conclusdo verdadeira — [35] pois todo humano é animal.>®

[53b35] dcadtog 6& kol TO otepNTIKOV. 0Tt yap T@ [ unte 10 A vmdpyew unoevi unte 1o B,
10 pévrot A 1¢ B mavti, olov v tdv odtdv dpov Anedévimv pécov 1e0f 6 dvlpomog Moo
yap obte {Pov oBte EvOpomog 00devi Dmdpyel, avOpmn 8& moavti {Pov. Hot’ Edv [40] O pév
Vmapyel, AaPn undevi Vmdpyey, ® 88 pry Vrhpyet, TavTi Vrdpyely, £k YevddV Apeoiv dAn0ic
gotal 10 cvpmépacpa. [S4al] opoimg 6¢ deyydnoetar kai £av €nl TL Yevomg Ekatépa AneoT.

[53b35] O mesmo se da também no caso privativo. Com efeito, € possivel que nem A nem B
se atribuam a nenhum C, ¢ que A se atribua a todo B, como quando se coloca humano [B]
como termo médio dos mesmos termos tomados no exemplo anterior, pois nem humano [B]
nem animal [A] se atribuem a pedra [C], e animal [A] se atribui a todo Aumano [B]. De modo
que, se [40] assumirmos que aquilo que de fato se atribui ndo se atribui a nenhum?!, e
assumirmos que aquilo que ndo se atribui se atribui a todo>2, entdo, partindo de duas premissas
falsas, obter-se-4 uma conclusdo verdadeira.>® [54al] E o mesmo também podera ser feito™* se

cada uma das premissas for tomada como parcialmente falsa.>’

4 A saber, que (i) “animal se atribui a toda pedra” (ou “toda pedra é animal”) e que (ii) “pedra se atribui
a todo humano” (ou “todo humano € pedra”).

50 Dito de outro modo, aceitemos como fatos: (i) “todo humano [C] é animal [A]”, (ii) “nenhuma pedra
[B] € animal [A]” e (iii) “nenhum Ahumano [C] € pedra [B]”. Em seguida, se assumirmos que (iii’) “todo
humano [C] é pedra [B]” e (ii’) “toda pedra [B] é animal [A]”, concluiremos necessariamente —
partindo de duas premissas inteiramente falsas — que (i) “todo humano [C] € animal [A]” — que € uma
proposicdo verdadeira.

1 Por “assumirmos que aquilo que de fato se atribui ndo se atribui a nenhum”, Aristoteles se refere ao
fato de se assumir como premissa — inteiramente falsa — “animal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum humano
[B]” (ou “nenhum humano [B] é animal [A]”).

52 Por “assumirmos que aquilo que ndo se atribui se atribui a todo”, o filésofo tem em mente tomar
como premissa — inteiramente falsa — “humano [B] se atribui a toda pedra [C]” (ou “toda pedra [C] é
humana [B]”).

53 Em sintese, se construirmos uma versio de Celarent (EAE-1) tendo como premissas: (i) “animal [A]
ndo se atribui a nenhum Aumano [B]” (ou “nenhum humano é animal’) e (i) “humano [B] se atribui a
toda pedra [C]” (ou “toda pedra é humana”), obteremos uma conclusdo verdadeira — (iii) “animal [A]
ndo se atribui a nenhuma pedra [C]” (ou “nenhuma pedra € animal” — partindo de duas premissas
inteiramente falsas.

5% Outra tradugdo possivel para “Opoing 8¢ deryOnoetar”: “e também se podera mostrar a mesma coisa”.
%3 Sigo a tradugdo mais usual para a expressdo “émi T wevdng” (literalmente, “em algo falsa” ou “em
alguma [medida] falsa”), utilizada por Aristoteles para se referir a uma premissa que ¢ falsa, mas nado
inteiramente falsa (cf. acima nota 45). Crubellier encontrou uma solugdo engenhosa para traduzir a
expressdo: “falsa até certo ponto” (ou “fausse jusqu’a un certain point”).
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[54a2] 'Eav &’ 1} £tépa tedf] wevdng, Tiig v mpdmg 8Ang wevdodg oBong, olov tfig A B, odk
goton 10 cvumépacpa dAnoic, tfic 8¢ B I Eotor. Aéym & 8Anv wevdi v [5] évavtiav, olov &i
undevi vILAPyoV TovTi EIANTTAL T} €1 TAVTL UNSEVL VITAPYEWY.

[54a2] Se, porém, apenas uma das duas premissas colocadas for falsa, sendo a primeira
inteiramente falsa, por exemplo, AB, ndo haverd conclusdo verdadeira, mas havera se a
premissa inteiramente falsa for BC.® Chamo de inteiramente falsa a [5] proposi¢do contraria,
como se aquela que ndo se atribui a nenhum fosse tomada como atribuida a todo, ou se aquela

que se atribui a todo fosse tomada como ndo atribuida a nenhum.>’

[54a6] éoto yap 10 A 1@ B undevi vmapyov, 10 6¢ B 1@ I' mavti. av o v pév B I' mpdétacty
AMPo aAndf], v o0& 10 A B wyevdi] dAnv, kol movti vmdpyew @ B 10 A, ddvvatov to
cvumépacua dAn0sg elvar ovdevi yap [10] drfipye tév T, einep @ 10 B, undevi 10 A, 10 8¢ B
movti T I

[54a6] Tomemos o seguinte caso: A ndo se atribui a nenhum B, e B se atribui a todo C.>® Ora,
se a premissa BC for tomada como verdadeira, e a premissa AB como inteiramente falsa —

sendo A atribuido a todo B —, serd impossivel que a conclusdo seja verdadeira.>® Pois [10] A

%6 Como o filésofo havia dito em 53b26-30, uma dedugdo ndo podera obter uma conclusdo verdadeira
caso apenas a primeira premissa — AB, no caso — seja falsa e, para além disso, seja inteiramente falsa.
Mas, caso uma dedugdo seja construida com a primeira premissa verdadeira e a segunda inteiramente
falsa, sera possivel obter uma conclusdo verdadeira. Para ilustrar o que Aristoteles diz aqui — € nos
préximos dois paragrafos —, tomemos como verdade: (i) “animal [A] se atribui a toda ave [B]” (ou “toda
ave é animal”) e (ii) “ave [B] se atribui a todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne é ave”). Ora, assumindo a
premissa maior — inteiramente falsa — (i’) “animal [ A] ndo se atribui a nenhuma ave [B]” (ou “nenhuma
ave € animal”) e a premissa (ii), conclui-se — por EAE-1 ou Celarent — que “animal [ A] ndo se atribui
a nenhum cisne [C]” (ou “nenhum cisne € animal”). Ja no outro caso, tomemos como verdade: (iii)
“mineral [A] ndo se atribui a nenhuma ave [B]” (ou “nenhuma ave € mineral”) e (iv) “ave [B] se atribui
a todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne € ave”). Ora, assumindo a premissa maior — inteiramente falsa — (iii’)
“mineral [A] se atribui a toda ave [B]” (ou “toda ave € mineral”) e a premissa (iv), conclui-se — por
AAA-1 ou Barbara — que “mineral [A] se atribui a todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne € mineral”). Por
outro lado, se a premissa menor (v) for inteiramente falsa — como no caso: (i) “animal se atribui a toda
ave” (ou “toda ave é animal™) e (v) “ave se atribui a todo lagarto” (ou “todo lagarto é ave™) —, é possivel
obter uma conclusdo verdadeira, como “animal se atribui a todo lagarto” (ou “todo lagarto € animal”).
57 Dito de outro modo, apenas as proposigdes universais podem ser inteiramente falsas. Se é verdadeiro
que “A se atribui a todo B” (ou “todo B € A”), entdo, ¢ inteiramente falso que “A ndo se atribui a nenhum
B” (ou “nenhum B é A”); se é verdadeiro que “A nio se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum B é A”),
entdo, ¢ inteiramente falso que “A se atribui a todo B” (ou “todo B ¢ A”). Cf. acima nota 45.

58 S80 as premissas de Celarent (ou EAE-1), das quais se deduz que “A nio se atribui a nenhum C” (ou
“nenhum C ¢ A”) — conclusdo essa que Aristoteles reafirmara logo a seguir.

% Ou seja, se € inteiramente falso que (i) “A se atribui a todo B” (ou “todo B é A”) — sabendo-se que
“A ndo se atribui a nenhum B” (ou “nenhum B é A”) — e é verdade que (ii) “B se atribui a todo C” (ou
“todo C ¢ B”), sera impossivel deduzir como verdade que (iii) “todo C é A” (ou “A se atribui a todo
C”). Cf. acima nota 56.
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ndo foi atribuido a nenhum dos elementos de C, uma vez que A ndo se atribui a nenhum dos
elementos de B, e B se atribui a todo C.5°

[54a11] opoicng & 00d’ € 10 A 1® B mavtl vmdpyet kol 10 B @ I, éaebn & 1 uev 10 BT
4An0Onc TpoTasic, 1} 82 10 A B yevdic 6An, kai undevi @ 10 B, 10 A — 10 cvunépacpa yeddog
gota mavti yap vmaper 1@ I 10 A, [15] elnep @ 10 B, movti 10 A, 10 82 B mavti td I'. pavepdv
oV 811 Tig TPATNG dANG AopBavouévng yevdodc, 86v Te KatapaTikiic £4v e oTEpNTIKAC, TG
&’ etépag aAnbovg, ov yiveton GANOEC TO CLUTEPAGLLAL.

[54a11] O mesmo se da caso A se atribua a todo B, e B se atribua a todo C®', tomando-se BC
como uma premissa verdadeira, e AB como uma premissa inteiramente falsa — ou seja, A nao
sendo atribuido a nenhum B —; nesse caso, a conclusao sera falsa. Pois A se atribuird a C, [15]
uma vez que A se atribui a todos os elementos de B, e B se atribui a todo C. E evidente, entdo,
que, tomando a primeira premissa como inteiramente falsa — seja ela afirmativa ou privativa —

e a segunda premissa como verdadeira, a conclusdo nio sera verdadeira.’

[54a18] Mn 6Ang 6 Aappavopévng yevdodg Eotat. 1 yap 10 A d pev I movti dmépyel 1@ [20]
8¢ B twvi, 10 8¢ B mavti @ T, olov {@ov xdrve pév mavti Aevkd 88 Twvi, 10 88 Aevkdv mavti
KUKV, £0v ANeoT 10 A moavti 1@ B kol 10 B mavti @ I, 10 A moavti t@ I dndpéer aAnbdg maic
yap KOkvog {dov.

[S4a18] Mas, se tomarmos uma premissa que ndo seja inteiramente falsa, haverd uma
conclusdo verdadeira. Pois, se A se atribui a todo C e a [20] algum B, ¢ B se atribui a todo C —
por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui a todo cisne [C] e a algo branco [B], e branco [B] se atribui

a todo cisne® [C] —, se se assume que A [animal] se atribui a todo B% [branco], e B [branco]

% Via de regra, Aristoteles ndo costuma dar exemplos quando um argumento é impossivel. Para ilustrar
o que diz o filésofo, no entanto, podemos construir o seguinte exemplo, com a primeira premissa
inteiramente falsa e a segunda premissa verdadeira: (i) “ave [A] se atribui a todo lagarto [B]” (ou “todo
lagarto é ave”) e (i) “lagarto [B] se atribui a todo camaledo [C]” (ou “todo camaledo é lagarto”), de
onde se concluiria que (iii) “ave [A] se atribui a todo camaledo [C]” (ou “todo camaledo é ave”). Como
se vé, diferentemente dos casos ilustrados pelo filésofo, o argumento acima ndo consegue deduzir uma
conclusdo verdadeira partindo de uma primeira premissa inteiramente falsa e uma segunda premissa
verdadeira.

%1 S30 as premissas de Barbara (ou AAA-1), das quais se deduz que “A se atribui a todo C” (ou “todo
CeA”).

62 Cf. acima nota 56.

 Nunca ¢ demais lembrar que Aristoteles ndo tinha ciéncia da espécie de cisne-negro existente na
Australia. Para o fildsofo, portanto, a proposi¢do “todo cisne é branco” era considerada uma proposicdo
verdadeira.

% Eis a premissa falsa — porém ndo inteiramente falsa — do argumento: “animal se atribui a tudo o que
€ branco” (ou “tudo que € branco € animal”).
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a todo C [cisne], A [animal] se atribuira verdadeiramente a todo C [cisne] — pois todo cisne é

animal.

[54a23] opoimg 0¢ kal €l otepnTiKov € 10 A B* €yywpel yap 10 A t@® pév B tvi dmdpyewv [25]
¢ 8¢ T undevi, 10 8¢ B movti 1§ I, olov {Gov Tivi Aevkd yiovi & ovdepd, Aevkov 8¢ méon
Y1OVL. €1 0OV Anedein 10 pév A pundevi ¢ B, 10 82 B mavti @ I, 10 A 008evi td T vmapéet.

[S4a23] O mesmo também se d4 caso a premissa AB seja privativa. Pois ¢ possivel que A se
atribua a algum B [25] e a nenhum C, e B se atribua a todo C — como, por exemplo, animal [A]
se atribui a algo branco [B] e a nenhuma neve [C], e branco [B] se atribui a toda neve [C].
Entdo, se se assume que A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum B® [branco], e B [branco] se

atribui a todo C [neve], A [animal] ndo se atribuird a nenhum C [reve].

[54a28] Eav &’ 1 pév A B mpotacig 6An Anebii dindng, 1 8¢ B I' 6An wevdng, €oton
oLAAOYIGHOG AANONM S [30] o0&V Yap k®ADEL TO0 A @ B xai t@ ' mavti vmdpyev, 0 pévior B
undevi 1@ T, olov doa 0D avtod yévouvg €idn pn m’ dAnia o yop {Pov kol imme Koi
avOpdT® Vapyet, nmog 8 ovdevi avOpdm. dav ovv Anedfi 10 A mavti t® B kai 10 B mavti
@ I, dAn0&g éotan 10 cvpnépaopa, [35] yevdodg 6Ang obong g B I' mpotdcewc.

[54a28] No entanto, se se assumir uma premissa AB como inteiramente verdadeira, e uma
premissa BC como inteiramente falsa, havera a dedugdo de uma conclusdo verdadeira. [30]
Pois nada impede que A se atribua a todo B e a todo C, ao passo que B ndo se atribui a nenhum
C — como, por exemplo, as espécies [B e C] de um mesmo género [A] que ndo estdo uma sob
a outra.®® Pois animal [A] se atribui a cavalo [B] e a humano [C], mas cavalo [B] ndo se atribui
a nenhum humano [C]. Portanto, se se assume que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [cavalo] e B
[cavalo] a todo C® [humano], a conclusdo serd verdadeira®®, [35] sendo a premissa BC

inteiramente falsa.

[54a35] opoimg 8¢ kai otepnTiki|g ovong thig A B mpotdoews. évdéyetar yap 10 A pnte 1@ B

e @ T pundevi vmapyetv, unde 1o B pundevi 1 I, olov 10ig €€ dAkov yévoug £idect 1O yévog:

8 Eis a premissa falsa — porém ndo inteiramente falsa — do argumento: “animal ndo se atribui a nada
que é branco” (ou “nada que ¢ branco ¢é animal”).

% Quer dizer, no caso em que nem B pertence a C nem C pertence a B — embora B e C pertencam a A.
O exemplo da sequéncia do texto esclarece o ponto em questdo.

87 Eis a premissa inteiramente falsa do argumento: “cavalo se atribui a todo humano” (ou “todo humano
€ cavalo™).

8 A saber, “animal se atribui a todo Aumano” (ou “todo humano é animal”).
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70 yap {Dov obte pHovotkf] ot iaTpukii vrapyet, ovd’ [bl] 1 povouer latpucti. AnedEvTog ovv
10D pev A undevi 1 B, 100 6¢ B mavti @ I, dAn0Eg Eotan 1O cupmépacyia.

[54a35] O mesmo também se d4 sendo a premissa AB privativa.®® Pois ¢ possivel que A ndo
se atribua a nenhum B e a nenhum C, ¢ B néo se atribua a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, um
género [A] ndo se atribui as espécies [B e C] de outro género. Pois animal [A] ndo se atribui
nem a musica [B] nem a medicina [C], e tampouco [bl] a musica [B] se atribui a medicina [C].
Assumindo-se, entdo, que A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum B [muisica], e B [musica] se

atribui a todo C”° [medicina], havera uma conclusio verdadeira.”!

[54b2] kai €1 un 6An yevdng N B I' dAL’ €xi 11, Kol 00Tmg E6Ton TO CLUTEPAGHLO AANOEG. OVOEV
YAp KOAMEL TO A Kai 1 B xoi 1@ [5] T 8o vmapyetv, 0 pévror B tivi ¢ I, olov 10 yévog ¢
gidet kai Tf] dapopd: T yap {Gov mavti dvBpome Kol wovti meld, 0 8 dvOpwmog Tvi meld Kol
00 mavti. £l 00V 10 A mavti 1@ B koi 10 B mavti 16 I Anedein, 10 A movti 1 I dnapéer dmep
MV GAn04C.

[54b2] E se a premissa BC’? ndo for inteiramente falsa, mas apenas parcialmente falsa, também
nesse caso haverd uma conclusdo verdadeira. Pois nada impede que A se atribua inteiramente
aBeal5]C,ao passo que B se atribui a algum C — como, por exemplo, o género [A] se atribui
aespécie [B] e a diferenga’ [C]. Pois animal [A] se atribui a todo humano [B] e a todo bipede™
[C], ao passo que humano [B] se atribui a alguns bipedes [C], mas ndo a todos. Se se assume,
entdo, que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [humano] e B [humano] a todo C”° [bipede], A

[animal] se atribuira a todo C [bipede] — o que era verdade.

 Quer dizer, se a premissa maior AB for negativa (ou seja, assumindo-se que “A ndo se atribui a
nenhum B” ou “nenhum B é A”), também sera possivel obter uma conclusdo verdadeira partindo de AB
verdadeira e BC inteiramente falsa.

"0 Eis a premissa inteiramente falsa do argumento: “musica se atribui a toda medicina” (ou “toda
medicina é musica”).

"I A saber, que “animal ndo se atribui a nenhuma medicina” (ou “nenhuma medicina é animal”).

2 Como o leitor ja deve ter percebido, por “premissa BC”, Aristoteles se refere & premissa menor ou
segunda premissa, ao passo que, por “premissa AB”, o filésofo se refere a primeira premissa ou
premissa maior de um argumento.

3 Sobre a nogdo de “diferenca” ou “Swapopd” (“diaphora”), Ricardo Santos (2016, p. 134) sintetiza:
“Aristoteles chama diferencas de um género as propriedades que distinguem as diversas espécies desse
género (por exemplo, bipede é a diferenca do género animal que distingue a espécie homem das outras
espécies desse mesmo género). Em [Categorias] 1b16-24, argumenta que dois géneros podem ter uma
mesma diferenca somente se um deles for um subgénero do outro”.

4 A bem da verdade, Aristoteles usa o termo “meld¢” (“pezos”), que significa literalmente “dotado de
pés” — e também ¢ traduzido como “pedestre” ou “terrestre”. Cometi essa pequena infidelidade com o
proposito de deixar o exemplo mais claro em portugués.

75 Eis a premissa parcialmente falsa do argumento: “humano se atribui a todo bipede” (ou “todo bipede
€ humano”). Nao € uma proposicao inteiramente falsa, porque algum bipede ¢ humano, embora nem
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[54b9] opoing 8¢ kai otepnrikiic [10] obong tiig A B mpotdcemc. £vdéyeton yap 10 A UNTe T®
B pite @ I' undevi dmépyetv, 1o pévror B tvi 1 T, olov 10 yévog 16 &€ dAlov yévoug £idet
Kol Stopopd T yap (dov obte ppoviieel ovdepd VITdpyel 0bTe BewpnTikt], 1] 6€ PPOVNOIG TV
OeopnTikdi. £l 0OV AneOein 10 uév A undevi td [15] B, 10 8& B mavti @ I, 00devi 1d I 10 A
orapEet todTo & v dAn04C.

[54b9] O mesmo também se da [10] sendo a premissa AB privativa.”® Pois é possivel que A
ndo se atribua a nenhum B e a nenhum C, ao passo que B se atribui a algum C — como, por
exemplo, um género [A] em relacdo a espécie [B] e a diferenca [C] de outro género. Pois animal
[A] ndo se atribui a nenhuma sabedoria’’ [B] e a nenhuma disposicdo teérica’ [C], mas
sabedoria [B] se atribui a alguma disposi¢do teorica [C]. Se se assume, entdo, que A [animal]
ndo se atribui a nenhum [15] B [sabedoria] e que B [sabedoria] se atribui a todo C7°
[disposicdo teorica], A [animal] ndo se atribuira a nenhum C [disposi¢do teorica] — isso que

ja era verdade.

[54b17] 'Emi 8¢ 1@V €v p€PeEL GLAALOYIGUADV EVOEYXETOL KOl THG TPADTNG TPOTACEMG OANG 0VONG
yevdodc tiig 8 £tépac dAndodg dAN0Eg eivon TO cvpumépacua, Kol &ni Tt wevdodg obong ThC
[20] mpotng Tig & £tépoc aAnbodg, kai Thg PEV dANBoDg Tiig &’ &v pépel yevdods, Kol
AUPOTEP®V YELODV.

[54b17] Em relagdo as dedugdes parciais, também ¢ possivel haver uma conclusdo verdadeira

quando (i) a primeira premissa for inteiramente falsa ¢ a segunda premissa for verdadeira, (ii)

todo bipede seja humano — ou seja, existem bipedes que ndo sdo humanos.

¢ Quer dizer, se a premissa maior AB for negativa (ou seja, assumindo-se que “A ndo se atribui a
nenhum B” ou “nenhum B ¢ A”), também sera possivel obter uma concluséo verdadeira partindo de AB
verdadeira e BC parcialmente falsa.

77 Aristételes usa o termo “@pdévnoic” — examinado minuciosamente no livro VI da Etica Nicomaqueia
—, também traduzido amiude como “prudéncia” ou “sabedoria pratica”.

8 Aristoteles usa apenas o adjetivo “Oswpntikn”, e, relagdo ao qual uma grande parte dos tradutores
subentendem o substantivo “conhecimento” ou “ciéncia” (‘“émotiun”). Para justificar o acréscimo que
fiz do termo “disposi¢do”, cito a seguinte passagem da Etica Nicomaqueia: “Comecemos, entdo, por
essas [virtudes ou disposi¢des] de que antes falamos. Sejam, assim, aquelas pelas quais a alma articula
a verdade — afirmando ou negando — cinco em numero; sdo elas: arte, ciéncia, prudéncia, sabedoria e
inteligéncia [...]. Assim, a ciéncia € uma disposi¢cdo demonstrativa [EElg dmodewtiky] com todos os
demais tragos que determinamos nos Analiticos” (EN V1, 3, 1139 b 14-33). Nesse sentido, embora o
filosofo ndo o diga explicitamente neste trecho dos Primeiros Analiticos, o género do qual a epdvnoig
(ou sabedoria) seria uma espécie é a disposicdo (§€1c ou 6uiBeotg), sendo um de seus tipos (ou
diferencas) a disposicdo tedrica — em contraposi¢ao, por exemplo, com as disposi¢des prdticas.

" Eis a premissa parcialmente falsa do argumento: “sabedoria se atribui a toda disposicdo tedrica” (ou
“toda disposi¢do teorica é sabedoria) — que ndo € inteiramente falsa, porque alguma disposi¢do teorica
€ sabedoria, embora nem toda disposi¢cdo teorica o seja.
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a [20] primeira premissa for parcialmente falsa e a segunda premissa for verdadeira, (iii) a
primeira premissa for verdadeira e a premissa parcial® for falsa, e (iv) ambas as premissas

forem falsas.

[54b21] 008V yap korder T A 16 uév B umdevi vmapyetv 6 8& I Tvi, kai 10 B 1@ I i, olov
{@ov 00Seud 1oVt Aevkd 8& Tvi Ddpyel, Kai 1) 1V Aevkd Twvi. £l odv pécov tebein 1) xLdv,
[25] mpddToVv & TO {@dov, Kai Anedein 10 pev A A 1@ B dmdpyewv, 10 8¢ B tvitd ', 1 uév A
B 6An yevdng, 1 6¢ B I' aAn0nc, kai 10 cvunépacua aAnbéc.

[54b21] Pois nada impede que A ndo se atribua a nenhum B e se atribua a algum C, e B se
atribua a algum C — como, por exemplo, animal [A] néo se atribui a nenhuma reve [B], mas se
atribui a algo branco [C], e neve [B] se atribui a algo branco [C]. Se se coloca, entdo, neve

81

como termo médio [25] e animal como primeiro termo®’, e se assume que A [animal] se atribui

inteiramente a B? [neve], e B [neve] se atribui a algum C [branco], sendo a premissa AB

inteiramente falsa e a premissa BC verdadeira, a conclusio também ser4 verdadeira.®®

[54b27] opoimg 8¢ kai otepnTiKTic 0Vomng Thig A B mpotdoemc €yywpel yap 10 A 1d pév B OA
orapye @ 88 T tvi un) vmépystv, 1o pévrot [30] B tvi 6 T dmépyetv, olov 10 {Hov avOpdnm
L&V TTavTl VTAPYEL, AEVKED O Tvi oVY EmETAL, 0 8’ AVOPOTOG TIVI ALK VITAPYEL, BOT €1 HECOV
1e0€vToc 10D AvOpdmov Anebein 10 A undevi d B vmapyev, 10 8¢ B tivitd I vmdapyetv, dAn0eg
£€otal TO GLUTEPUGUO, YEVOODG oong OANG Tiig A B [35] mpotdoemg.

[S4b27] O mesmo também se da se a premissa AB for privativa. Pois ¢ possivel que A se
atribua inteiramente a B e néo se atribua a algum C, ao passo que [30] B se atribui a algum C
— como, por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui a todo humano [B], mas ndo acompanha algo
branco [C], e humano [B] se atribui a algo branco [C], de modo que, se se coloca humano
como termo médio e se assume que A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum B [Aumano] e que B
[humano] se atribui a algum C [branco], havera uma conclusio verdadeira®* partindo de [35]

uma premissa AB inteiramente falsa.

80 Considerando que Aristoteles trata aqui das dedugdes parciais da primeira figura — ou seja Darii (ou
All-1) e Ferio (ou EIO-1) —, por “premissa parcial”’, entdo, ele se refere a segunda premissa ou premissa
menor de tais deducdes — que serd uma premissa parcial afirmativa (como “algum A é B” ou “B se
atribui a algum A”).

81 Por “primeiro termo”, entenda-se “termo maior”.

82 Quer dizer, se se assume que “A [animal] se atribui a todo B [neve]” (ou “todo B [neve] é A [animal]”)
— que ¢ uma premissa inteiramente falsa.

83 A saber, que “animal se atribui a algo branco” (ou “algo branco é animal”).

84 A saber, que “animal ndo se atribui a algo branco” (ou “algo branco nio é animal”).
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[54b35] ki €i éni 1 yevdng | A B Tpotoois, £6Tan 10 CUUTEPAGHA GANOEG. OVOEV YOp KOAVEL
70 A xoi 6 B koi t® I tovi dépyewy, koi 0 B 1@ I 1ivi Omdpyety, olov 10 {Dov Tivi Kok Kai
TIVi PEYAA®, Kol TO KoAOV TvVi peyddm Dmdpyety. &av odv Anedf 10 A movti td B kai 10 B tivi
@ I, [55al] 1 uév A B npotacic éni ti wevdng Eotar, 1 8¢ B T dAnO1g, kai 10 cupmépacua
aAnBég. ouoimg 6¢ kol otepnTiKiic obong g A B mpotdoemg ot yap avtoi dpot Ecovral Koi
OOOVTOC KEILEVOL TPOG TNV ATOSEIELY.

[54b35] E se a premissa AB for parcialmente falsa, também havera uma conclusdo verdadeira.
Pois nada impede que A se atribua a algum B e a algum C, e B se atribua a algum C — como,
por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui a algo belo [B] e a algo grande [C], ¢ belo [B] se atribui a
algo grande [C]. Se se assume, entdo, que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [belo] e que B [belo]
se atribui a algum C [grande], [55al] a premissa AB sera parcialmente falsa, a premissa BC
sera verdadeira, e a conclusio sera verdadeira.®> O mesmo também se d4 se a premissa AB for
privativa — ja que, com os mesmos termos ¢ a mesma disposicdo, pode-se fazer tal

demonstracdo.®¢

[55a4] [TaAw i pév A B [5] dAnbng 1 6€ B T yevdng, dinbeg oton 1O GOUTEPAGHLA. OVOLEV
Yap koAdeL 10 A 1@ pév B 6hm vmépyey @ 82 T tvi, koi 10 B td I undevi dmapyetv, olov
DoV KoKV pev Tavtl pélovt 8& Tvi, Kikvog 68 00devi péhavt. dot’ el Anebein Tavtl @ B 10
A xai 10 B ivi t® I, dAn0eg [10] Eotan t0 cvpmépacua yevdodg dvtog tod B T

[55a4] Novamente®’, se a premissa AB for [5] verdadeira e BC for falsa, haverd uma conclusdo
verdadeira. Pois nada impede que A se atribua a B como um todo e a algum C, e B ndo se
atribua a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui a todo cisne [B] e a algo negro
88 [

[C], e cisne [B] ndo se atribui a nada negro®® [C]. De modo que, se se assume que A [animal]

85 A saber, que “animal se atribui a algo grande” (ou “algo grande é animal”).

8 Quer dizer, para mostrar que ¢é possivel obter uma conclusdo verdadeira em Ferio (ou EIO-1) com a
primeira premissa parcialmente falsa e a segunda premissa verdadeira, pode-se assumir que: (i) “animal
[A] ndo se atribui a nada belo [B]” (ou “nada belo [B] € animal [A]”) e (ii) “belo [B] se atribui a algo
grande [C]” (ou “algo grande [C] é belo [B]”), deduzindo-se que (iii) “animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo
grande [C]” (ou “algo grande [C] ndo € animal [A]”). No texto, operei uma parafrase, ja que,
literalmente, o que o fildsofo diz é: “os termos serdo os mesmos e estardo dispostos do mesmo modo
para a demonstracao”.

87 Quer dizer, invertendo o valor de verdade das premissas — e, assim, assumindo uma premissa maior
verdadeira e uma premissa menor falsa.

88 Novamente, vale lembrar que, para o filésofo, a proposi¢io “nenhum cisne é negro” era considerada
uma proposi¢do verdadeira.
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se atribui a todo B [cisne] e B [cisne] a algo negro [C], [10] havera uma conclusio verdadeira®’,

sendo falsa a premissa BC.

[55a10] opoimg 8¢ kai otepnTikiig Aaufovouévng g A B potdoems. £yympel yap 10 A @
ugv B pmdevi td 8¢ T tvi un) vmépyewv, 1o pévtot B undevi td I, olov 10 yévog @ &€ dAlov
vévovug €idetl kol @ cvpuPePnkott ol avtod €idect O yap (dov [15] apOud pev ovdevi
VILapyEL AeVK® O TIvE, 6 & Gp1OIdg 00dEVE Aevkd ddv oDV pécov TedT| O dptOudc, kai Aneoi
70 uév A pndevi td B, 10 82 B tivi 1 T, 10 A tvi 1 T oy vmapet, dmep fv dAn0éc: koi 1
pev A B mpotaoig dAndng, 1 6¢ B I' ywevdngc.

[S5a10] O mesmo também se da se se toma uma premissa AB privativa. Pois € possivel que A
ndo se atribua a nenhum B e ndo se atribua a algum C, ao passo que B ndo se atribui a nenhum
C — como, por exemplo, um género [A] ndo se atribui a nenhuma espécie [B] de outro género
e ndo se atribui a algum acidente [C] de suas proprias espécies. Pois animal [A] ndo se atribui
[15] a nenhum nimero [B] e se atribui a algo branco’® [C], ao passo que nimero [B] ndo se
atribui a nada branco [C]. Se se coloca, entdo, numero como termo médio, e se assume que A
[animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum B [numero], e que B [numero] se atribui a algum C [branco],
A [animal] ndo se atribuira a algum C°! [branco], o que era verdade — sendo a premissa AB

verdadeira e a premissa BC falsa.

[55a19] ol €1 éni 1 yevong M A B, [20] wevdng 8¢ kol B T, Eotar 10 cvpnépaopa dAnoéc.
008&V Yap KOADEL TO A 1 B Tivi koi @ T Tivi Drdpyetv xotépm, 10 68 B undevi 1 T, olov &l
évavtiov 10 B 1@ I, dpew 6& coppefnkdta 1@ avtd yéver 10 yop {Hov Tvi Aeukd Kol Tvi
nELovL OILapyEL, AevKOV 8 00devi pédavt. [25] &6 ovv Anedf o A mavti Td B xoi 10 B tivi 1)
I, dAnBeg €oton 10 cuumEpacua. Kol otepnTikig 6& AapPavouévng tiic A B ocadtog ol yop

avTol Opot Kol MGAVTMG TEdcOVTUL TPOG TNV ATOSEIELY.

% A saber, que “animal se atribui a algo negro” (ou “algo negro é animal’”).

0 Seria natural esperar que, aqui, Aristoteles dissesse “animal ndo se atribui a algo branco”, ja que,
logo antes, havia dito que “um género [A] [...] ndo se atribui a algum acidente [C]”. No entanto,
tratando-se de um acidente, ¢ natural que um género — como animal — se atribua a alguns entes com tal
acidente e ndo se atribua a outros, ou seja, que animal se atribua a algo branco e também nao se atribua
a algo branco. Aqui e nos proximos capitulos, Aristoteles eventualmente usa uma proposi¢do parcial
com o sentido implicito de que tanto a parcial afirmativa quanto a negativa s8o verdadeiras — confira,
por exemplo, 56a14-18 e 56a35-36.

°! Entendendo que, na ocorréncia acima de “animal se atribui a algo branco”, Aristoteles quis dizer que
“animal se atribui a algo branco e animal nao se atribui a algo branco” (ou, dito de outro modo,
“animal se atribui a algo — mas ndo tudo — que é branco”).
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[S5a19] E se a premissa AB for parcialmente falsa [20] e a premissa BC também for falsa,
havera uma conclusdo verdadeira. Pois nada impede que A se atribua a algum B e a algum C,
¢ B ndo se atribua a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, se B for contrario a C, sendo ambos
acidentes de um mesmo género [A]. Pois animal [A] se atribui tanto a algo branco [B] quanto
a algo negro [C], mas branco [B] néo se atribui a nada negro [C]. [25] Se se assume, entdo,
que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [branco] e B [branco] a algum C [negro], havera uma
conclusdo verdadeira.”? O mesmo também ocorre se se toma uma premissa AB privativa — ja

que, com os mesmos termos e a mesma disposicdo, pode-se fazer tal demonstragio.”?

[55a28] kai Apeotépwv & YeLODY 0VGMOY EGTOL TO GUUTEPAGHO AANOES EyY@PET Yap TO A T®
[30] pév B pndevi 1@ 82 I tvi dmépyetv, to pévror B undevi 1@ I, olov 10 yévog @ 8 dAkov
vévoug gidel kal 1@ cupPePnkott Toig €ideot Toig avtoD {Pov Yap AplOUd HEV oVdEVI AeLKD
8¢ Tvi Dmapyet, Kkod O aplOUOC 00Sevi Aevkd. ddv oLV Anedf 0 A mavti ¢ B koi 10 B tivi d
I, 10 [35] pev ovumépacpa dAN0Eg, ai 6€ mpotdoelc GUE® YELOETC.

[55a28] E se ambas as premissas forem falsas, também havera uma conclusao verdadeira. Pois
¢ possivel que A ndo se atribua a [30] nenhum B e se atribua a algum C, ao passo que B néo se
atribui a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, um género [A] em relagdo a espécie [B] de outro
género e a um acidente [C] de suas proprias espécies. Pois animal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum
numero [B] mas se atribui a algo branco [C], e numero [B] ndo se atribui a nada branco [C].
Se se assume, entdo, que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [numero] e B [numero] se atribui a

algum C [branco], a[35] conclusio sera verdadeira®®, embora ambas as premissas sejam falsas.

[55a36] opoimg 6¢ kol otepnTikiig obong THg A B. 008&v yap kwAvel 10 A @ pév B Ohw
orépye 6 88 T Tvi pny Omdpyety, unde 10 B undevi 14 I, olov {Pov khkve pév movi pélavi

0€ Tvi ovy dpyet, KOkvog 6’ ovdevi pédavi. dot’ €i [40] AneBein T A undevi t@ B, 10 ¢ B

o2 A saber, que “animal se atribui a algo negro” (ou “algo negro é animal”).

9 Operei uma parafrase no texto. Literalmente, o que Aristoteles diz é: “os termos serdo os mesmos €
estardo dispostos do mesmo modo para a demonstra¢do”. Quer dizer, para mostrar que € possivel obter
uma conclusdo verdadeira em Ferio (ou EIO-1) com a primeira premissa parcialmente falsa e a segunda
premissa falsa, pode-se assumir que: (i) “animal [A] nédo se atribui a nada branco [B]” (ou “nada branco
[B] é animal [A]”) e (ii) “branco [B] se atribui a algo negro [C]” (ou “algo negro [C] é branco [B]”),
deduzindo-se que (iii) “animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo negro [C]” (ou “algo negro [C] ndo é animal
[A]").

% A saber, que “animal se atribui a algo branco” (ou “algo branco é animal”) — conclusdo obtida por
Darii (ou All-1).
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i t® I, 10 A tvi [b1] ©® T ody vmépéet. 1O pdv odv coumépoaope dAN0éc, ai 8& mpotdoelg
WELOETC.

[S5a36] O mesmo também se da se a premissa AB for privativa. Pois nada impede que A se
atribua inteiramente a B e ndo se atribua a algum C, e B ndo se atribua a nenhum C — como,
por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui a todo cisne [B] e ndo se atribui a algo negro [C], e cisne
[B] ndo se atribui a nada negro [C]. De modo que, se [40] se assume que A [animal] ndo se
atribui a nenhum B [cisne] e que B [cisne] se atribui a algum C [negro], A [animal] néo se
atribuira [b1] a algum C [negro]. A conclusdo, portanto, sera verdadeira, ainda que as premissas

sejam falsas.
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Capitulo 3 (55b3-56b3)
[Casos na segunda figura nos quais se deduz uma conclusdo verdadeira a partir de premissas

falsas]

[55b3] 'Ev 6¢ t@® péow oyfuott mivimg Eyympel o1 yeuddv dAnbég cuAloyicacBal, kai
AUPOTEP®V TV TPOTACE®V [5] OA®V yevuddv AopuPavouévey kol &l Tt EKatépag, Kol Thg Hev
aAnBoc t1|g 6& Yyevdoic obong [6Ang] 6motepacodV Yevdodg TIfepuévng, [Kai el aueotepor &ml
TL YEVOELG, Kol €1 1] UEV AmADG AANON G 1) 8 €nl TL Wevdng, Kai €l 1) uEv 6An yevdng M & émi Tt
AnOnc,] xal v 1oig KaBoAov kal énl v &v pépet [10] cvAloyioudv.

[55b3] Na figura média®®, é possivel deduzir de todas as formas uma conclusdo verdadeira
partindo de premissas falsas, tanto (i) tomando ambas as premissas como [5] inteiramente
falsas”®, quanto (ii) tomando cada uma delas como parcialmente falsa, ou (iii) uma sendo
verdadeira e a outra falsa — independentemente de qual das duas seja falsa —, tanto nas deducdes

universais quanto nas [10] dedugdes parciais.”’

[55b10] i yap 10 A 1® pév B pmdevi vmdpyet td 8 I' mavti, olov {Pov MO pév oddevi tnme
o€ mavti, £av Evavting tefdow ai Tpotacelg Kol Anedij 10 A 1@ uév B mavti td o0& T undevi,
€K YeLd®V OAWV TAV TPoTdce®V AANBEg EoTan TO cuUTEPAG. Opoimg 08 kol 1 T@ pnev B [15]

ovti 7@ 6& T' undevi vapyel 10 A° 6 yap aTOg £G6TAL GVAAOYIGUOG.

%5 Quer dizer, na segunda figura.

% Considerando que s6 proposi¢des universais podem ser inteiramente falsas, duas das quatro dedugdes
na segunda figura poderdo ter ambas as premissas inteiramente falsas, a saber, EAE-2 (ou Cesare) e
AEE-2 (ou Camestres). As outras duas dedugoes — EIO-2 (ou Festino) e AOO-2 (ou Baroco) — possuem
uma premissa parcial.

97 Neste paragrafo, sigo as sugestdes de Ross para desconsiderar e excluir os trechos entre colchetes —
assim como o fez Mignucci. A primeira exclusdo ¢ a da palavra “6Ang” (“inteiramente”) — na passagem
“uma sendo verdadeira e a outra [inteiramente] falsa” —, ja que “uma sendo verdadeira e a outra falsa”
(ou seja, falsa de diversos modos possiveis) descreve de modo mais abrangente o que o filésofo de fato
apresenta no capitulo. A segunda exclusio € a do trecho “kal €i dpedotepon €mi Tt Yevdels, Kai €1 1 p&v
amA®G aANONG 1| &’ &ml TL WeLdNG, Kai €1 1) uev OAn yevdng 1 & €xl T1 aAnONg” — que aparece no final do
paragrafo “independentemente de qual das duas seja falsa — [e se ambas forem parcialmente falsas, ou
se uma for absolutamente verdadeira e a outra for parcialmente falsa, ou se uma for inteiramente falsa
e a outra for parcialmente verdadeira], tanto nas dedugdes universais quanto nas deducdes parciais”.
Em relacdo a passagem “gi dupdtepar €mi T1 yevdeic”’, como nota Mignucci, ela seria “uma mera
repeticdo” do que Aristoteles acabara de dizer: “tomando cada uma delas como parcialmente falsa”
(“[wevddv...] éri Tt éxatépac”) — e, de fato, o filosofo mostra que é possivel deduzir uma conclusédo
verdadeira a partir de duas premissas parcialmente falsas (em 55b38-56a4). Ja no restante do trecho
entre colchetes, aparecem as ingldrias expressoes “absolutamente verdadeira” (“ami®dg dAnONG”) e
“parcialmente verdadeira” (“éni Tt AnONS”), sem outras ocorréncias no conjunto dos capitulos 2-4 —
razao pela qual considerou-se tal passagem como inauténtica.
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[55b10] Com efeito, se A ndo se atribui a nenhum B mas se atribui a todo C — como, por
exemplo, animal [A] ndo se atribui na nenhuma pedra [B] mas se atribui a todo cavalo [C],
caso se coloquem as premissas contrarias e se assuma que A [animal] se atribui a todo B
[pedra] e A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum C [cavalo], havera uma conclusdo verdadeira.”®
partindo de premissas inteiramente falsas. E o mesmo também se da caso A seja atribuido [15]

a todo B e ndo seja atribuido a nenhum C* — pois havera a mesma dedugio.'*

[55b16] TT1dAw i M) uev £tépa OAN yevdng M &° £Tépa OAN AANONC 0VOEV Yap K®AVEL TO A Kol
1 B xai 1 I’ mavti dnépyety, 0 pévror B undevi t® T, olov 10 yévog toic pf vm’ dAinio
gideotv. 10 yop {Hov kol tnme movti [20] kai dvOpdre, kol 00delc vOpomog inmog. £dv odv
OO 1@ pev movti T@ 08 undevi VIAPYEWY, 1 LEV OAN wevdng Eotar 1 & OAN dANONG, Kai T
ocuumépacpa aAn0&c Tpog OToTEPMODV TEBEVTOG TOD GTEPTTIKOD.

[55b16] Novamente'®!, se uma das premissas for inteiramente falsa e a outra for inteiramente
verdadeira: pois nada impede que A se atribua a todo B e a todo C, ao passo que B ndo se
atribui a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, o género [A] em relacdo as espécies [B e C] que ndo
se atribuem uma a outra. Pois animal [ A] se atribui tanto a todo cavalo [B] quanto a todo [20]
humano [C], e nenhum Aumano [C] é cavalo [B]. Entdo, caso se assuma que animal [A] se

atribui a todo cavalo [B] e animal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum humano'®? [C], havera uma

% A saber, que “pedra [B] nio se atribui a nenhum cavalo [C]” (ou “nenhum cavalo é pedra™).

% Invertendo as premissas, mas mantendo os mesmos termos, temos o seguinte argumento EAE-2 (ou
Cesare) com duas premissas inteiramente falsas e uma conclusdo verdadeira: se (i) “animal [A] ndo se
atribui a nenhum cavalo [B]” (ou “nenhum cavalo é animal”) e (ii) “animal [A] se atribui a toda pedra
[C]” (ou “toda pedra € animal”), portanto, (iii) “cavalo [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum pedra [C]” (ou
“nenhuma pedra é cavalo”) — atinica diferenca em relagdo ao caso anterior é que os termos da concluséo
(que é convertivel) aparecem na ordem inversa.

100 Vale lembrar que as duas dedugdes universais da segunda figura — EAE-2 ¢ AEE-2 (também
conhecidas como Cesare e Camestres) — sao convertidas por Aristoteles (no capitulo 5 do livro I) na
mesma deducdo da primeira figura, a saber, EAE-1 (ou Celarent). No caso de Cesare — (i) “M nao se
atribui a nenhum N” (ou “nenhum N é M”) e (ii) “M se atribui a todo O” (ou “todo O ¢ M”), portanto,
(ii1) “N ndo se atribui a nenhum O” (ou “nenhum O é N”) —, o filésofo apenas converte a primeira
premissa, transformando-o em Celarent, na primeira figura — (i’) “N néo se atribui a nenhum M” (ou
“nenhum M é N”) e (ii) “M se atribui a todo O” (ou “todo O é M”), portanto, (iii) “N ndo se atribui a
nenhum O” (ou “nenhum O ¢é N”) (cf. 27a5-9). No caso de Camestres — (iv) “M se atribui a todo N”
(ou “todo N é M”) e (v) “M nao se atribui a nenhum O” (ou “nenhum O é M”), portanto, (vi) “N ndo
se atribui a nenhum O” (ou “nenhum O é N”’) —, o fildsofo converte a primeira premissa, inverte a ordem
das premissas e converte a conclusdo para transforma-lo em Celarent — (v’) “O néo se atribui a
nenhum M” (ou “nenhum M € O”), (iv) “M se atribui a todo N” (ou “todo N é M”), portanto, (vi’) “O
ndo se atribui a nenhum N” (ou “nenhum N é O”) (cf. 27a9-11). Consequentemente, tudo aquilo que
funciona com EAE-2 (ou Cesare) também costuma funcionar com AEE-2 (ou Camestres), tendo como
principal diferenca a inversao dos termos da conclusao.

101 Subentenda-se: “é possivel obter uma conclusdo verdadeira”.

102 Literalmente, o que Aristoteles escreve é: “caso se assuma que se atribui a todo e ndo se atribui a
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premissa inteiramente falsa e uma premissa inteiramente verdadeira, e a conclusdo sera

verdadeira, independentemente de qual das premissas for colocada como negativa.'®

[55b23] «ai 1 1} £Tépa €L TL WeLONG, 1 6 £Tépal OAN AANONC. Eyywpel Yop 1O A T® [25] uev B
i Oapyey 1@ 8 T mavti, 10 pévror B pundevi 16 I, olov {Dov Aevkd pév Tivi kopokt 8¢
mavTi, koi T AeukOv 008evi kKdpakt. v ooV ANedTi 1O A @ pév B undevi ¢ 62 I dhw drdpysty,
N uév A B mpotacig énl Tt wevdng, 1 6° A T’ 6An aAnbng, kai 10 cvpnépacpa aindéc. [30] kal
HeTaTOEPEVOL OE TOD GTEPNTIKOD MGAOTMS O1d Yap TAV TRV dpmv 1] AnddeELs.

[55b23] Também é o caso'® se uma das premissas for parcialmente falsa e a outra for
inteiramente verdadeira. Pois ¢ possivel que A se atribua a [25] algum B e a todo C, ao passo
que B ndo se atribui a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui a algo branco [B]
e a todo corvo [C], e branco [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum corvo [C]. Entdo, caso se assuma que
A [animal] nao se atribui a nenhum B [branco] € A [animal] se atribui inteiramente a C [corvo],
sendo a premissa AB!% parcialmente falsa e a premissa AC '°® inteiramente verdadeira,
também a conclusdo!®’ sera verdadeira. [30] E 0 mesmo também se d4 caso a premissa negativa

seja deslocada (com efeito, a demonstragdo se dé através dos mesmos termos).'%®

nenhum”. Acrescentei os termos “animal”, “cavalo” e “humano”, pois, embora eles ndo aparecam no
texto, ha evidéncias de que o filosofo se refere a eles. O mesmo valeria invertendo “cavalo” e “humano”,
quer dizer, 0 mesmo valeria “caso se assuma que animal [A] se atribui a todo humano [B] e animal [A]
nao se atribui a nenhum cavalo [C]”.

103 Explicitando: se se assume como premissas (i) “animal se atribui a todo Aumano” (ou “todo humano
€ animal’) e (1) “animal ndo se atribui a nenhum cavalo” (ou “nenhum cavalo é animal”), sera possivel
concluir que (iii) “humano ndo se atribui a nenhum cavalo” (ou “nenhum cavalo é humano”). E o
mesmo se da invertendo a ordem das premissas: se (ii) “animal ndo se atribui a nenhum cavalo” (ou
“nenhum cavalo é animal”) e (i) “animal se atribui a todo humano” (ou “todo humano é animal”),
portanto, (iii”) “cavalo ndo se atribui a nenhum Aumano” (ou “nenhum humano é cavalo”). Nesses dois
exemplos, se trocarmos “animal’” por “pedra”, teremos casos de argumentos que levam a uma conclusio
verdadeira com uma premissa afirmativa inteiramente falsa (“todo humano € pedra” e “todo cavalo é
pedra”) e uma premissa negativa verdadeira — diferentemente dos exemplos do fildsofo, que tém a
premissa negativa inteiramente falsa.

104 Quer dizer: “também é o caso de se obter uma conclusio verdadeira”.

105« 4nimal [A] ndo se atribui a nada branco [B]” (ou “nenhuma coisa branca é animal”).

106 < 4nimal [A] se atribui a todo corvo [C]” (ou “todo corvo é animal”).

197 “Branco [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum corvo [C]” (ou “nenhum corvo é branco”).

198 Quer dizer, é possivel provar o mesmo resultado (isto é, deduzir uma conclusio verdadeira de uma
premissa inteiramente verdadeira e uma premissa parcialmente falsa) apenas invertendo as premissas e
tomando, como premissa maior, (i) “animal [A] se atribui a todo corvo [B]” (ou “todo corvo é animal”),
como premissa menor, (ii) “animal [A] ndo se atribui a nada branco [C]” (ou “nenhuma coisa branca é
animal’), concluindo-se que (iii) “corvo [B] ndo se atribui a nada branco [C]” (ou “nenhuma coisa
branca € corvo”). Nunca é demais lembrar que tanto EAE-2 (ou Cesare) quanto AEE-2 (ou Camestres)
sdo praticamente equivalentes e redutiveis a mesma deducdo da primeira figura (EAE-1).
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[55b31] kai €l 1] KoTopaTiKn TPOTACIS EML TL WELONG, 1 0& GTEPNTIKT OAN AANONG. 0VSEV Yap
KOAMEL TO A T pdv B tivi Omépyey 16 88 T' dho pry dmépyety, koi 1o B undevi ¢ I, olov 10
{dov Aevk® pev Tvi Tt [35] 8° 00depId, Koi TO AEVKOV 00dEd THTTN. BoT’ £0v ANeoT| T0 A
oA T® B vmapyewv @ 6¢ I' undevi, 1 uév A B émi 1 wevdng, 1 &” A T’ 6An dAnOng, kol to
ovumépacuo AAN0EC.

[S5b31] E isso também se dé caso a premissa afirmativa seja parcialmente falsa e a premissa
privativa seja inteiramente verdadeira. Pois nada impede que A se atribua a algum B mas ndo

se atribua a C inteiramente!®’

, a0 passo que B ndo se atribui a nenhum C — como, por exemplo,
animal [A] se atribui a algo branco [B] mas néo se atribui a [35] nenhum piche [C], e branco
[B] ndo se atribui a nenhum piche [C]. De modo que, caso se assuma que A [animal] se atribui
inteiramente a B [branco] e ndo se atribui a nenhum C [piche], sendo a premissa AB''°
parcialmente falsa e a premissa AC'!! inteiramente verdadeira, também a conclusio serd

verdadeira.!'?

[55b38] kai &l dueotepat ai Tpotdoelg Emi TL WeLIETS, £0TOL TO CLUTEPOCHA AANOES. Eyympel
yap 10 A xoi 1 B kai [40] 1 T’ tivi Omdpyetv, 10 82 B pndevi 16 T, olov {dov xoi [56al]
Levk® Tvi Kol péAavi Tive, 70 8 Aevkdv 008evi pédavi. £y oOv ANeOR T0 A ¢ puév B movti td
0¢ I' undevi, dueo pev ai TpoTacelg £t TL WeVOETS, TO € ovumépacpa AAn0Es. opoimg d¢ Kai
petatebeiong T oTEPNTIKTG O1d TOV AdTOV dpov.

[55b38] E caso ambas as premissas sejam parcialmente falsas, também havera uma conclusio
verdadeira. Pois € possivel que A se atribua a algum B e [40] a algum C, ao passo que B ndo
se atribui a nenhum C — como, por exemplo, animal [A] se atribui tanto [56al] a algo branco
[B] quanto a algo negro [C], e branco [B] ndo se atribui a nada negro [C]. Entdo, caso se

assuma que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [branco] e que A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum

199 Por “[ A] ndo se atribua a C inteiramente”, leia-se: “A ndo se atribui a nenhum C” (ou “nenhum C é
A”).

10 “Animal [A] se atribui a toda coisa branca [B]” (ou “toda coisa branca é animal”).

1 Animal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum piche [C]” (ou “nenhum piche é animal”).

112 A saber, “branco [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum piche [C]” (ou “nenhum piche é branco”). Embora
Aristoteles ndo se d€ o trabalho de dizé-lo, caso a ordem das premissas seja invertida, o mesmo resultado
(com os termos da conclusdo invertidos) também pode ser alcangado — obtendo-se um argumento EAE-
2 (ou Cesare) que deduz uma conclusdo verdadeira a partir de uma primeira premissa verdadeira e uma
segunda premissa parcialmente falsa.
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C [negro], sendo ambas as premissas parcialmente falsas, a conclusdo!!? sera verdadeira. E o

mesmo também se d4 deslocando a premissa negativa, por meio dos mesmos termos. '

[56a5] Davepov 6€ kal Eml TOV &V PHEPEL GLAAOYIGUAV" 0DOEV Yap K®ADEL TO A T® pev B mavti
¢ 8& T tvi vmapyetv, koi 10 B 16 I i uny déipyetv, olov {Dov mavti dvOpdmm Aevkd 88 Tivi,
avOpwmoc 88 Tvi Aevk@ ovy VdpEet. v oDV Te0T] O A @ pév B undevi vmapyetv 16 8& I tivi
[10] Omapyewv, 1 peEV KaBOAOL TPOTUGIC OAT YELONG, 1 &’ &V Pépel AANONC, Kol TO CLUTEPAC LA
aAn0&c.

[56a5] O mesmo também ¢ evidente no caso das dedugdes parciais. Pois nada impede que A
se atribua a todo B ¢ a algum C, e que B no se atribua a algum C — como, por exemplo, animal
[A] se atribui a todo Aumano [B] e a algo branco [C], ao passo que Aumano [B] ndo se atribuira
a algo branco [C]. Entdo, caso se assuma que A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum B [Aumano]

1115

mas [10] se atribui a algum C [branco], sendo a premissa universal '~ inteiramente falsa e a

1116 1

premissa parcial''® verdadeira, também a conclusdo'!” sera verdadeira.

[S6al1] doavtwg o0& kol kataeatikig Aappavopévng tic A B €éyyopel yap 10 A t@® pév B
undevi 1@ 82 T tvi un) vmapyetv, kai 1o B t® T tvi uny vmdpyety, olov 10 (Hov 008evi dydym,
Aevkd [15] 8¢ twvi, xod 1O Syvyov ody dIpEet TV Aevkd. v o0V Tef] 10 A 16 pév B mavti
1@ 8¢ I Twvi un vmapyew, 1 pev A B mpdtacic, 1 kaboriov, OAn yevdng, | 6 A T dinbng, kai
10 cupumEPacUO AANOEC.

[S6al11] Do mesmo modo também se da tomando a premissa AB afirmativa. Pois € possivel
que A nio se atribua a nenhum B e ndo se atribua a algum C, e que B ndo se atribua a algum C

— como, por exemplo, animal [A] ndo se atribui a nada inanimado [B] e animal [A] se atribui

a [15] algo branco''® [C], e inanimado [B] ndo sera atribuido a algo branco [C]. Entdo, caso

13 “Branco [B] ndo se atribui a nada negro [C]” (ou “nada negro é branco”) — conclusio obtida por
Camestres (ou AEE-2).

114 Assim como nos casos apresentados nos paragrafos anteriores, ao inverter a ordem das premissas
negativa e afirmativa, o mesmo resultado pode ser alcangado, com a unica diferenca de que a conclusio
(universal negativa e, portanto, convertivel) tera seus termos invertidos. Por exemplo: se (i) “animal
[A] ndo se atribui a nada negro [B]” (ou “nada negro € animal”) e (ii) “animal [A] se atribui a tudo o
que é branco [C]” (ou “tudo o que é branco é animal™), conclui-se — a partir de duas premissas
parcialmente falsas — a proposi¢do verdadeira (iii) “negro [B] ndo se atribui a nada branco [C]” (ou
“nada branco € negro”).

1S “gnimal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum Aumano [B]” (ou “nenhum humano é animal”).

16« Animal [A] se atribui a algo branco [C]” (ou “algo branco é animal”).

17 A saber, que “humano [B] ndo se atribui a algo branco [C]” (ou “algo branco ndo é humano”) —
conclusdo obtida por Festino (ou E10-2).

118 Aqui, assim como em 55al1-15, seria natural esperar que Aristoteles dissesse “animal nio se atribui
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se assuma que A [animal] se atribui a todo B [inanimado] e A [animal] ndo se atribui a algum
C'""” [branco], sendo a premissa AB!?’ — a universal — inteiramente falsa e a premissa AC!?!

verdadeira, também a conclusio'?? sera verdadeira.

[56a18] xoi g pev kaboAov dAnbodg tebeiong, tfig 6 &v pépel yevdodg. ovdev yap [20]
KoOAMEL TO A pfite t® B prte @ I undevi EnecBon, 1O pévtot B tivi 16 T un dmépyewy, olov
{@ov 00Sevi ap1Opud ovd’ dyiym, Kkoi O dptOrdC TvVi Aydym oy Enetal. &dv odv Tedfi 10 A 16
pev B undevi 1@ 0¢ ' v, 10 pév cvumépacpa Eotor aAnN0Eg kai 1 kaboAov TpodTaois, 1) 6 &v
pépet [25] wevdng.

[S6a18] O mesmo também se da colocando uma premissa universal verdadeira e uma premissa
parcial falsa. Pois nada [20] impede que A ndo acompanhe nenhum B e nenhum C, ao passo
que B ndo se atribui a algum C — como, por exemplo, animal [A] ndo acompanha nenhum
numero [B] e nenhum inanimado [C], e numero [B] ndo acompanha algum inanimado [C].
Entdo, caso se assuma que A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum B [numero] e A [animal] se

3

atribui a algum C [inanimado], a conclusdo ' serd verdadeira e também a premissa

124 enquanto a premissa parcial'® sera [25] falsa.

universa
[56a25] kai katapotikiig 8¢ Tiic KaBOoAov TIBEPEVTIG OoAHTOC. EyXmPET Yap TO A kol @ B kai
~ er e 7 by 4 5 ~ N e T \ 4 ~ b 1 ~ ~
@ I’ 6do vmapyew, 10 pévrol B tivi 1@ I' pun €mecbar, olov 10 yévoc @ €idet Kai i) dtapopd
10 yap (dov mavti avOpome kol 6o meld Enetot, AvOpwmog 6’ 0¥ movti Tel@. BoT’ dv AneoT)|
10 A 1® [30] pnév B 6A@ vmapyewv, @ o0& T Tivi un vmapyewv, 1 uev kaborov mpdtacic ainbng,

N8 év uépetl yevdng, to & cuumépacua GANOEC.

a algo branco” — considerando que, logo acima (e também na sequéncia do texto), o filésofo diz que
“[A] nfo se atribui a algum C”. No entanto, como observa Ross, ¢ possivel resolver a questdo
entendendo “algum C é A” como “algum C ¢ A e algum C ndo é A” (ou “A se atribui a algum C, mas
nao todo [C]”).

119 Novamente, vale destacar que Aristoteles descreveu como fato que “animal [A] se atribui a algo
branco [C]” e, logo em seguida, enuncia como segunda premissa do argumento “A [animal] nao se
atribui a algum C [branco]”, classificando tal premissa como verdadeira. Como foi dito na nota acima,
entenda-se, entdo, “animal [ndo] se atribui a algo branco” como “animal se atribui a algo branco e néo
se atribui a algo branco” ou “algo branco € animal e algo branco ndo é”.

120« gnimal [A] se atribui a todo inanimado [B]” (ou “todo inanimado é animal”).

121 “Animal [ A] ndo se atribui a algo branco [C]” (ou “algo branco ndo é animal”).

122 A saber, que “inanimado [B] néo se atribui a algo branco [C]” (ou “algo branco ndo é inanimado™)
— conclusdo obtida por Baroco (ou AOO-2).

123 A saber, que “nitmero[B] nio se atribui a algo inanimado [C]” (ou “algo inanimado ndo é niimero”)
— conclusdo obtida por Festino (ou EIO-2).

124 “Animal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum nuimero [B]” (ou “nenhum nimero é animal”).

125 “Animal [A] se atribui a algo inanimado [C]” (ou “algo inanimado & animal”).
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[56a25] E com uma premissa universal afirmativa também se d4 o mesmo. Pois ¢é possivel que
A se atribua inteiramente a B ¢ a C, ao passo que B ndo acompanha algum C — como, por
exemplo, o género [A] se atribui a espécie [B] e a diferenca!?¢ [C]. Com efeito, animal [A]
acompanha todo humano [B] e animal [A] acompanha bipede'?’ [C] inteiramente, mas humano
[B] ndo acompanha todo bipede [C]. De modo que, caso se assuma que A [animal] [30] se
atribui inteiramente a B [humano] e que A [animal] ndo se atribui a algum C [bipede], sendo a

premissa universal'?® verdadeira e a premissa parcial'?’ falsa, a conclusdo!*° sera verdadeira.

[56a32] Davepdv 8¢ Kol OTL €5 AUEOTEP®OV YeLd®V €0Tan TO SLUTEPACHO GANOEC, €lmep
Evdéyeton 10 A kol T B kol 1@ ' 6hw vmapyev, 10 pévrolr B twi t@ ' un [35] érecOar.
MoeBévtog yap 100 A 1@ pév B pundevi 1@ o I' tvi dmapyev, ol PEv TPOTACELS AUPOTEPOL
WELOETC, TO 0 GUUTEPAGLLO GANOES.

[56a32] Também ¢ evidente que partindo de duas premissas falsas havera uma conclusdo
verdadeira, uma vez que A pode se atribuir inteiramente tanto a B quanto a C, ao passo que B
ndo [35] acompanha algum C. Pois assumindo-se que A ndo se atribui a nenhum B mas se

32

atribui a algum C 3!, embora as premissas sejam ambas falsas, a conclusdo '*? serd

verdadeira.'?

126 Como bem observa Ross — ¢ também fica claro pelo exemplo — trata-se de uma diferenga que esta
inteiramente contida no género, mas ndo se limita a uma unica espécie.

127 Novamente, Aristoteles usa o termo “nel0c” (“pezos™), que significa literalmente “dotado de pés”
(também traduzido como “pedestre” ou “terrestre”).

128 “ Animal [A] se atribui a todo humano [B]” (ou “todo humano é animal”).

129 “ Animal [ A] ndo se atribui a algum bipede [C]” (ou “algum bipede ndo € animal”).

130 A saber, que “humano [B] ndo se atribui a algum bipede [C]” (ou “algum bipede ndo é humano”) —
obtida por Baroco (ou AOO-2).

131 Assim como em 55al1-15 e em 56al14-18, Aristoteles parece usar “A se atribui a algum C” (ou
“algum C é A”) com o sentido de “A se atribui a algum C e ndo se atribui a algum” (ou “algum Cé A e
algum ndo ¢”). Do contrario, as premissas do argumento ndo poderiam ser consideradas ambas falsas,
jé& que, se “A se atribui inteiramente a C” (ou “todo C é A”), ndo seria falso assumir que “A se atribui a
algum C” (ou “algum C ¢ A”).

132 A saber, que “B ndo se atribui a algum C” (ou “algum C néo é B”).

133 Como exemplo, aceite-se como fatos que: (i) “animal [A] se atribui a todo humano [B]” (ou “todo
humano é animal”), (i1) “animal [A] se atribui a todo pinguim [C]” (ou “todo pinguim é animal”) e (iii)
“humano [B] ndo se atribui a algum pinguim [C]” (ou “algum pinguim nio é humano”). Em seguida,
tome-se como premissas: (i’) “animal [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum Aumano [B]” (ou “nenhum humano
€ animal”) e (") “animal [A] se atribui a algum pinguim [C] e ndo se atribui a algum pinguim [C]” (ou
“algum pinguim € animal e algum nao €”). Dessas duas premissas falsas, é possivel obter a concluso
verdadeira (ii1) “humano [B] ndo se atribui a algum pinguim [C]” (ou “algum pinguim nao é humano”).
Esquematicamente:

Fato Argumento

Todo humano [B] é animal [A] Nenhum humano [B] é animal [A] (inteiramente falsa)

Todo pinguim [C] é animal [A] Algum pinguim [C] € animal [A] (e algum pinguim [C] ndo € animal
[A]) (falsa)
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[56a37] opoimg 8¢ Kai kaTnyopikiic odong Tiic KaBOAOL TPOTAGEMG, TG O’ &V LEPEL GTEPMTIKT|C.
EYY®PET yop 0 A @ pev B undevi 1@ 6¢ I' mavti €necOou, kol 1o B [40] Tivi Td [ pn dmapyerv,
olov {@ov émothun HEv o0demd avOphme 8¢ mavti Eneton, 1| 8 émicTtAuUN 0V TAVTi AVOPOT.
[b1] 8av obv AN@OR 0 A 6 pév B 8k dmépyewy, @ 8& T i un Enecdot, ai pév mpotdoelg
YELOETC, TO 08 cuUTEPUGL. GANOEC.

[56a37] E 0 mesmo também se d4 se a premissa universal for categdrica'>* e a premissa parcial
for privativa. Pois ¢ possivel que A ndo acompanhe nenhum B e acompanhe todo C, e que B
[40] ndo se atribua a algum C — como, por exemplo, animal [A] ndo acompanha nenhuma
ciéncia [B] mas acompanha todo humano [C], e ciéncia [B] ndo acompanha todo humano'®
[C]. [b1] Entdo, caso se assuma que A [animal] se atribui inteiramente a B [ciéncia] e que A
36

[animal] ndo acompanha algum C [humano], sendo ambas as premissas falsas, a conclusao!

sera verdadeira.

Algum pinguim [C] ndo € humano [B] Algum pinguim [C] ndo é humano [B] (verdadeira)

134 Quer dizer, afirmativa.

135 Ou seja, “ciéncia ndo se atribui a algum humano” (ou “algum humano ndo é ciéncia”) — lembrando
que proposi¢des do tipo “B ndo se atribui a todo C” (ou “nem todo C é B”), para Aristoteles, sdo
equivalentes a proposigdes como “B ndo se atribui a algum C” (ou “algum C ndo é B”).

136 A saber, que “ciéncia [B] ndo se atribui a algum humano [C]” (ou “algum humano ndo é ciéncia”) —
conclusdo obtida por Baroco (ou AOO-2).
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Capitulo 4 (56b4-57b17)
[Casos na terceira figura nos quais se deduz uma conclusdo verdadeira a partir de premissas

falsas; ¢ impossivel deduzir uma mesma conclusdo de um fato e de sua negagéo]

[56b4] "Ectot 6¢ kal &v 1@ £0XAT® oynUaTL o1 Wevddv [5] dAnbic, kol AUEOTEPOV WYELIDY
000V OA®V Kol EMi TL EKOTEPAS, Kol TG HEV £TEpag aAnBodg OANG Tiig & £Tépag wevdolc, Kol
g uev émi T yevudotc thg 6’ OAng aAnbodg, kol avamaiy, Kol 0caydc GAA®G Eyympel
UETAAAPETY TOGC TPOTACEL.

[56b4] Havera também na tltima'3? figura uma [5] conclusio verdadeira obtida por meio de
premissas falsas, tanto (i) quando ambas as premissas forem inteiramente falsas'3®, quanto (ii)
quando cada uma delas for parcialmente falsa, (iii) quando uma for inteiramente verdadeira e
a outra falsa, (iv) quando uma for parcialmente falsa e a outra for inteiramente verdadeira, e

vice-versa, e (v) de quantas outras maneiras for possivel dispor as premissas.

[S6b9] 006V Yap kmAve pfite TO A pnte O B pundevi @ [10] I' vmdpyewv, 16 pévior A tivi 1@
B vmépyetv, olov 0BT’ dvOpwmog obte meldv ovdevi dydye Enetat, dvOpwmog pévror Tivi el
VIapyeL. 0y odv AneOR 10 A kai 10 B mavti 1@ I vndpyety, ai pév mpotdoeig dhat wevdeic, 1o
0¢ ovumépacua dANOEG.

[56b9] Pois nada impede que nem A nem B se atribuam a nenhum [10] C, ao passo que A se
atribui a algum B — como, por exemplo, nem humano [A] nem bipede'*® [B] acompanham
nenhum inanimado [C], ao passo que humano [A] se atribui a algum bipede [B]. Entdo, caso
se assuma que A [humano] e B [bipede] se atribuem a todo C'*° [inanimado], embora as

41

premissas sejam inteiramente falsas, a conclusdo'#! sera verdadeira.

[S6b14] doavtwg d¢ Kai Thg HEV oTEPNTIKTG THG 08 KaTaeatikiic [15] obong. &yywpel yop T0

ugv B pmdevi 16 T vmapyetv, 10 8& A mavti, kai 10 A tivi td B un) Omdpyety, olov 10 péhav

137 Isto ¢, na terceira figura.

138 Lembrando que apenas proposi¢des universais podem ser inteiramente falsas, duas das seis dedugdes
na terceira figura poderdo ter duas premissas inteiramente falsas, a saber, AAI-3 (ou Darapti) e EAO-3
(ou Felapton). Todas as demais dedugoes — IAI-3, All-3, OAO-3 e EIO-3 (também conhecidas como
Disamis, Datisi, Bocardo e Ferison) — possuem uma premissa parcial.

139 Novamente, a fim de facilitar a compreensido (sem prejudicar a estrutura do argumento), substitui
“pedestre” (em grego, “me(0¢”) por “bipede” (em grego, “6imovs”).

149 Ou seja, caso se assuma que: (i) “humano [A] se atribui a todo inanimado [C]” (ou “todo inanimado
€ humano”) e (ii) “bipede [B] se atribui a todo inanimado [C]” (ou “todo inanimado ¢é bipede”).

141 A saber, que “humano [A] se atribui a algum bipede [B]” (ou “algum bipede é humano”) — obtida
por AAI-3 (ou Darapti).
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000Vl KOKV®, {Dov 8¢ mavti, Kai 10 {Pov o mavti péravi. Hot’ v Anedt] 10 pév B moavtl @
I, 10 8¢ A pndevi, 10 A Tvi @ B ovy dmdpéer kol T pév ovpnépacpa [20] aAnbéc, ai o6&
TPOTACELS YEVOELS.

[S6b14] Do mesmo modo também se da caso uma premissa [15] seja privativa e a outra
afirmativa. Pois ¢ possivel que B ndo se atribua a nenhum C, que A se atribua a todo C, e que
A ndo se atribua algum B — como, por exemplo, negro [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum cisne [C],
animal [A] se atribui a todo cisne [C], e animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo negro [B]. De modo
que, assumindo-se que B [negro] se atribui a todo C [cisne], que A [animal] ndo se atribui a
nenhum C [cisne], A [animal] ndo se atribuira a algum B [negro] — e a conclusdo'*? sera [20]

verdadeira, embora as premissas'** sejam falsas.'**

[56b20] xai &l éni T1 éxaTépa YeLONG, EGTOL TO CUUTEPACHA AANOES. OVOEV YOP KOAVEL KOl TO
A xoi 0 B tivi 1@ T vmépyetv, kai 10 A tivi T B, olov 10 Agvkov koi 10 Kakdv Tvi {Ho
VIapyEL, Kol TO AEVKOV TV KaA®. £dv ovv Tedfj 1O A Kad T [25] B mavti 1@ I vmépyety, oi pév
TPOTAGELS EML T1 WEVOETG, TO O GUUTEPAGHLO AANOES.

[S6b20] E se cada uma das premissas for parcialmente falsa, também havera uma conclusdo
verdadeira. Pois nada impede que A e B se atribuam a algum C, e A se atribua a algum B —
como, por exemplo, branco [A] e belo [B] se atribuem a algum animal [C], e branco [A] se
atribui a algo belo [B]. Entdo, caso se coloque que A [branco] e [25] B [belo] sejam atribuidos
a todo C [animal], embora as premissas'*’ sejam parcialmente falsas, a conclusdo'*® sera

verdadeira.

[56b26] xai otepntiki|g 0¢ thig A I T1Bepévng Opoimc. 00dEv yap KoAvel 1O pév A tvi td I pun
Vrapyev, T 88 B Tivi Omdpyety, koi 1o A 1 B un mavti drdpyety, olov 10 Aevkov Tvi {do oy
VIApyYEL, TO 6€ KooV [30] Tvi Dmdipyet, Kai TO AELVKOV 00 TavTi KOAD. ot Gv ANeoTj 10 puév A
undevi 1@ I, 10 6& B mavti, dpuedtepor pEV al Tpotdoelg €Ml L WELOEIS, TO & GLUTEPAGLLO

aAn0<c.

142 A saber, que “animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo negro [B]” (ou “algo negro nio é animal”) — obtida
por EAO-3 (ou Felapton).

143 Sdo elas: (i) “nenhum cisne [C] € animal [A]” e (ii) “todo cisne [C] é negro [B]”.

144 Trata-se de uma versio de EAO-3 (ou Felapton), na qual Aristoteles, por alguma razdo, inverteu a
ordem das premissas.

145 Ou seja, assumindo-se que: (i) “todo animal [C] é branco [A]” e (ii) “todo animal [C] é belo [B]”.
146 A saber, que “branco [A] se atribui a algo belo [B]” (ou “algo belo é branco”) — obtida por Darapti
(ou AAI-3).
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[S6b26] E 0 mesmo também se da caso se coloque a premissa AC como privativa. Pois nada
impede que A ndo se atribua a algum C, B se atribua a algum C, e A nio se atribua a todo B'*’
— como, por exemplo, branco [A] ndo se atribui a algum animal [C], belo [B] [30] se atribui a
algum animal [C], e branco [A] nio se atribui a todo belo'*® [B]. De modo que, caso se assuma
que A [branco] ndo se atribui a nenhum C [animal], ¢ B [belo] se atribui a todo C [animal],

sendo ambas as premissas parcialmente falsas, a conclusio '’ sera verdadeira.

[56b33] ‘Qoatvtmg 6¢ kal Tiig HEV 6ANG WYevdodg Tiic 6° 6Ang aAnbodg Aapupavoudvng. &yympel
yap kai 10 A xoi 0 B [35] mavi td I Enecdan, 10 pévrot A tivi 1@ B un vrépyewy, oiov (Hov
Kol AeVKOV TovTl KUKV Emetat, T pévrot {Pov od mavti Vrdpyel Aevkd. tedévimv odv dpav
To0VTOV, £0v ANEOT TO pev B 6Aw t@ [" dmdpyewv, 10 8¢ A dAg i) vmapyewv, 1 pév B TN 6An
gotal aAnOng, 1 0€ A I' 6An yevdng, kai [40] 10 cvupnépacua dAnOEG.

[56b33] Do mesmo modo também se da assumindo-se uma premissa inteiramente falsa e outra
inteiramente verdadeira. Pois ¢ possivel que A e B acompanhem [35] todo C, ao passo que A
ndo se atribui a algum B — como, por exemplo, animal [A] e branco [B] acompanham todo
cisne [C], ao passo que animal [A] ndo se atribui a todo branco'>® [B]. Colocando, entdo, os
termos desse modo, caso se assuma que B [branco] se atribui inteiramente a C'°! [cisne], e que

152

A [animal] ndo se atribui a C [cisne] inteiramente'*?, a premissa BC'>? sera inteiramente

verdadeira, a premissa AC!>* sera inteiramente falsa, e [40] a conclusdo!* sera verdadeira.

[56b40] opoimg 6¢ xai i t0 pev B I' yeddog, 10 6& A T dAnBég ol yap torobtot Hpot Tpog TV

amodeiy [S7al] < dyvyov> — uédav — kokvog [Eyvyov].

147 Quer dizer, que “A ndo se atribua a algum B” (ou “nem todo B seja A” ou “algum B ndo seja A”).
148 Quer dizer, “branco [A] ndo se atribui a algo belo [B]” (ou “algo belo ndo é branco”).

149 A saber, que “branco [A] ndo se atribui a algo belo [B]” (ou “nem tudo o que é belo é branco” ou
“algo belo ndo é branco”) — obtida por Felapton (ou EAO-3).

130 Ou seja, que “animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo branco [B]” (ou “algo branco ndo é animal” ou “nem
tudo o que € branco € animal”).

151 Ou seja, que “B [branco] se atribui a tedo C [cisne]” (ou “todo C [cisne] é A [animal]”).

152 Ou seja, que “A [animal] ndo se atribui a nenhum C [cisne]” (ou “nenhum C [cisne] é A [animal]”).
153 “Todo cisne é branco” (lembrando que Aristoteles ndo sabia da existéncia de cisnes negros).

154 “Nenhum cisne é animal”.

155 A saber, que “animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo branco [B]” (ou “algo branco nio é animal’) —
conclusdo obtida por Felapton (ou EAO-3). Mais uma vez, vale destacar que Aristoteles apresenta
também aqui as premissas em ordem invertida.
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[S6b40] E o0 mesmo também se d& caso a premissa BC seja falsa, e a premissa AC seja
verdadeira — pois termos como estes'>® fornecem a demonstragdo: [57al] inanimado, negro e

cisne. "’

[57a1] dAAa kol €l dpedtepatl ApBAVOIVTO KATAPATIKOL 0VOEV YOp KOADEL TO uev B mavti 1d
I énecOat, 10 8¢ A Ao pr Dmapyewy, kol 10 A Tvi 1@ B vmdpystv, olov kikve movri {Hov,
péEAY [5] 6 00devi KOKV®, Kol TO péAay DTTapyEL Tvi Lo®. GotT’ dv Aneoij 10 A kai 10 B mavti
1@ T dmapyev, 1 ueév B T 6An aAnong, 11 6 A T' 6An yevdng, Kai 10 cuuTépacLa GANOEG.

[S7al] Por outro lado, isso também se da caso ambas as premissas assumidas sejam
afirmativas. Pois nada impede que B acompanhe todo C, A ndo acompanhe C inteiramente, e
A se atribua a algum B — como, por exemplo, animal [B] se atribui a todo cisne [C], negro [A]
ndo se atribui [5] a nenhum cisne [C], e negro [A] se atribui a algum animal [B]. De modo que,
caso se assuma que A [negro] e B [animal] se atribuem a todo C [cisne], sendo a premissa
BC!'*® inteiramente verdadeira, e a premissa AC'* inteiramente falsa, a conclusdo'®® também

sera verdadeira.

[S7a8] opoimg o6& kai thig A I' Anebeiong aAnbodc: did yap tdV avTdv Spmv 1) ATOdEELC.

156 Adoto aqui a variante do manuscrito C%: “towodtol 6pot” (que traduzi como “termos como estes™) —
em vez da predominante (¢ muito criticada) ocorréncia de “avtoi 6por” (“os mesmos termos”). Tal
escolha se deve ao fato — observado por Ross, Mignucci e diversos outros comentadores — de que os
mesmos termos utilizados no paragrafo anterior (amimal, branco e cisne) ndo permitem criar —
independentemente da ordem em que eles sejam dispostos — uma versao de Felapton (ou EAO-3), com
uma premissa maior verdadeira e uma premissa menor inteiramente falsa, que leve a uma conclusio
verdadeira. E certo que C? parte de “kai oi totodtot pot” (‘e termos como estes...”) — e ndo de “oi yap
totodtot Hpor” (“pois termos como estes...”), cuja presenca ¢ muito mais frequente e condizente com o
restante dos Primeiros Analiticos. Embora use variantes oriundas de distintas linhagens de manuscritos,
com a intervengdo que operei no texto, acredito ter defendido os interesses pretendidos pelo filosofo,
eliminando as inconsisténcias presentes em outras variantes e ilustrando o ponto que Aristoteles se
propds a demonstrar.

157 Na maior parte dos manuscritos, sdo listados aqui os termos negro, cisne e inanimado (que, como se
pode perceber, ndo sio os mesmos do paragrafo anterior). Ross observa que Waitz esteve
“indubitavelmente certo” aos descarta-los, ja que eles ndao funcionariam aqui — pelo menos néo em tal
ordem. No entanto, mudando a ordem — como fiz no texto — para inanimado, negro € cisne, como
observa Ross, € possivel demonstrar o ponto de Aristoteles. Quer dizer, assumindo-se (i) “inanimado
[A] ndo se atribui a nenhum cisne [C]” (ou “nenhum cisne € inanimado”) e (ii) “negro [B] se atribui a
todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne € negro”), € possivel obter a conclusdo verdadeira (iii) “inanimado [A]
ndo se atribui a algo negro [B]” (ou “algo negro ndo é inanimado” ou “nem tudo o que € negro é
inanimado”), partindo de uma premissa AC verdadeira e uma premissa BC inteiramente falsa (pelo
menos para Aristoteles, que desconhecia a existéncia de cisnes negros).

158 “Todo cisne [C] é animal [B]”.

159 “Todo cisne [C] é negro [A]”.

160 «“Algum animal [B] é negro [A]” (ou “negro se atribui a algum animal”) — obtida por AAI-3 (ou
Darapti).
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[57a8] E 0 mesmo também se da caso se tome a premissa AC verdadeira — pois a demonstragado

se dara por meio dos mesmos termos. '®!

[57a9] TaAw tiic pnev 6Ang danbotc [10] odong, g & €mi Tt Wevdovg. £yywpel yop O pev B
mavti @ T dmapyev, 10 88 A Twvi, kai 10 A tivi ¢ B, olov dimovv pév mavti avOpdnm, KaAdv
8> 00 mavti, koi 10 KoAOV Tvi dimodt Vrépyel. dav ovv AneOR kai T A xoi 10 B Ao 16 T
vmapyew, 1 pev B T 6An ainbng, | 0 [15] A T €xl 1 wevdng, 10 6& cupmépacua GANOEC.

[57a9] Novamente !®?, sendo uma premissa inteiramente verdadeira [10] e uma premissa
parcialmente falsa. Pois ¢ possivel que B se atribua a todo C, A se atribua a algum [C], ¢ A se
atribua a algum B — como, por exemplo, bipede [B] se atribui a todo Aumano [C], belo [A] ndo
se atribui a todo humano [C]'®*, e belo [A] se atribui a algum bipede [B]. Entdo, caso se assuma
que tanto A [belo] quanto B [bipede] se atribuem inteiramente a C [humano], sendo a premissa

66

BC!** inteiramente verdadeira e a premissa [15] AC'®® parcialmente falsa, a conclusdo!'®® ser4

verdadeira.

[57a15] opoiwg o¢ woi thig pev A I' dinBodg tiig 0¢ B [ émi 11 wevdodg Aapfavouévng
petateféviav yap Tdv oanTdv Spwv Eotor 1| ATodEIEIG.
[57a15] E o mesmo também se da tomando-se a premissa AC verdadeira e BC parcialmente

falsa — pois haverd demonstragio partindo dos mesmos termos, colocados em outra ordem. '’

161 Aqui, diferentemente de 56b40-57al, é possivel demonstrar o ponto de Aristdteles usando os
mesmos termos do paragrafo anterior, invertendo apenas a ordem de animal e negro. Parte-se, entdo,
dos fatos: (i) “animal [A] se atribui a todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne € animal”), (ii) “negro [B] ndo se
atribui a nenhum cisne [C]” (ou “nenhum cisne € negro” e (iii) “animal [A] se atribui a algo negro [B]”
(ou “algo negro € animal”). Em seguida, assume-se como premissas: (i) “animal [A] se atribui a todo
cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne € animal”) e (ii’) “negro [B] se atribui a todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne é
negro”) — donde se conclui, por Darapti (ou AAI-3), a proposi¢ao verdadeira (iii) “animal [ A] se atribui
a algo negro [B]” (ou “algo negro é animal”), partindo de uma premissa maior AC verdadeira e uma
premissa menor BC inteiramente falsa (pelo menos para Aristoteles).

162 Subentenda-se aqui: “é possivel obter uma conclusdo verdadeira™.

163 Assim como em 56all-15 € em 56a32-37, aqui, Aristoteles parece usar “A se atribui a algum C” (ou
“algum C é A”) com o sentido de “A se atribui a algum C e ndo se atribui a algum” (ou “algum Cé Ae
algum C ndo € A”). Ja que aqui estabelece como fato que “belo [A] ndo se atribui a todo humano [C]”
(ou “algum C nio ¢ A”), como se ecoasse a afirmacdo anterior de que “A se atribui a algum C” (ou
“algum C é A”).

164 “Todo humano [C] é bipede [B]”.

165 “Todo humano [C] é belo [A]”.

166 A saber, que “algum bipede [B] € belo [A]” (ou “belo se atribui a algum bipede”) — obtida por Darapti
(ou AAI-3).

167 Quer dizer, invertendo a ordem das premissas e tomando A como bipede, B como belo, e C como
humano, também se obtém uma conclusdo verdadeira. Nesse caso, temos como fatos: (i) “A [bipede]
se atribui a todo C [humano]”, (ii) “B [belo] se atribui algum C [humano]”, e (iii) “A [bipede] se atribui
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[57a18] kai Thig HEV OTEPNTIKTG THE 0€ KOTAPATIKTG 0DoNG. £l Yap Eyywpel 10 uev B A 1d
I dmépyewv, T 8¢ A [20] twvi, kai dtav obtmg Exmoty, od Tavti ® B 10 A, &av obv Aneof 10
pev B 6w 1 I' dmapyewv, 10 6& A undevi, | U&v otepnTikn €ml TL Wyevdng, 1 6’ £tépa OAN
GANONG KOl TO CLUTEPUCHLOL.

[57a18] E também a partir de uma premissa privativa e uma premissa afirmativa.'*® Pois, uma
vez que ¢ possivel que B se atribua inteiramente a C, que A se atribua [20] a algum C, e que —
quando os termos estejam dispostos desse modo — A ndo se atribua a todo B'®’; entdo, caso se
assuma que B se atribui inteiramente a C e que A nao se atribui a nenhum [C], sendo a premissa
privativa parcialmente falsa, a outra premissa sera inteiramente verdadeira, assim como a

conclusdo.'”?

[57a23] ndhv énel d€deictan 6T TOD PEV A pndevi vapyovtoc 1@ I, Tod o0& B tvi, £yywpet 10
A tvi 1@ B [25] pn dmapyev, eavepov 01t kol thg pev A I' 6Ang dAnbodg odong, tiig 6¢ B I’
ni T1 yevdoic, &yympel 10 cvumépaopa givar GAnOEG. dav yap ANeOf T pév A undevi e I, 10
0¢ B movti, 1 pév A T 6An dinbng, 1 0 B I éni 1 wevdnc.

[57a23] Novamente, uma vez que se mostrou'’! que, A ndo se atribuindo a nenhum C e B se

atribuindo a algum C, € possivel que A [25] ndo se atribua a algum B, ¢ evidente que, sendo a

a algum B [belo]”. Entdo, partindo das premissas (i) “bipede [A] se atribui a todo humano [C]” (ou
“todo humano ¢€ bipede”) e (ii’) “belo [B] se atribui a todo Aumano [C]” (ou “todo humano € belo™),
deduz-se a proposi¢do verdadeira (iii) “bipede [A] se atribui a algum belo [B]” (ou “algum belo é
bipede”) — por Darapti (ou AAI-3), a partir de uma premissa maior AC verdadeira e uma premissa
menor BC parcialmente falsa.

168 Subentenda-se: “é possivel obter uma conclusfo verdadeira, sendo uma premissa verdadeira e uma
premissa parcialmente falsa”.

169 Ou seja, que “A ndo se atribua a algum B” (ou “nem todo B ¢ A” ou “algum B ndo ¢ A”).

170 Como se pode perceber, Aristoteles ndo fornece um exemplo aqui. Mignucci propde tomar A como
branco, B como animal, e C como humano. Nesse caso, serdo fatos: (i) “A [branco] se atribui a algum
C [humano]”, (i1) “B [animal] se atribui a todo C [humano]”, e (iii) “A [branco] ndo se atribui a algum
B [animal]”. Entdo, partindo das premissas (i’) “branco [A] néo se atribui a nenhum Aumano [C]” (ou
“nenhum Aumano é branco”) e (i) “animal [B] se atribui a todo Aumano [C]” (ou “todo humano é
animal’), deduz-se, por Felapton (ou EAQO-3), a proposi¢ao verdadeira (iii) “branco [A] ndo se atribui
a algum animal [B]” (ou “algum animal ndo é branco”) — sendo a premissa negativa (i’) parcialmente
falsa e a premissa afirmativa (ii) verdadeira.

17! Embora ndo tenha encontrado nos comentarios nenhuma referéncia a passagem do capitulo 6 do
livro I onde Aristoteles apresenta a dedugdo EIO-3 (ou Ferison), a meu ver, ¢ evidente que o filésofo
aqui se refere a ela. L4, ele diz: “pois se P ndo se atribui a nenhum S, e R se atribui a algum S [logo, S
se atribui a algum R], P ndo se atribuira a algum R” (28b33-34), provando EIO-3, que se reduz a EIO-
1 (ou Ferio) com a simples conversdo da premissa menor (como acrescentei nos colchetes acima).
Como bem observa Smith, no entanto, vale destacar que nao é s6 possivel como também ¢ necessario
que “Ando se atribui a algum B” (ou “algum B ndo é A”), caso seja verdade que (i) “A ndo se atribui a
nenhum C” (ou “nenhum C é A”) e (ii) “B se atribui a algum C” (ou “algum B é C”). De todo modo, o
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premissa AC inteiramente verdadeira, e a premissa BC parcialmente falsa, é possivel haver
uma conclusdo verdadeira. Pois, caso se assuma que A néo se atribui a nenhum C, e que B se
atribui a todo C, a premissa AC sera inteiramente verdadeira, ao passo que a premissa BC sera

parcialmente falsa.!”?

[57a29] Dovepov 8¢ kai €ml TV &v PEPEL cVALOYIGU®Y OTL TavTeg [30] Eotatl dd YyevddV
dAn0éc. oi yap avtoi dpot Anmtéol koi dtav kaHOAOL MGV ai TPOTAGELS, ol eV &v Toig
KOTYOPIKOIG KATNYOplKoi, ol 8’ €v 101G oTEPNTIKOIG GTEPNTIKOL. OVOEV Yap dloeEPEL UNdev
VIAPYOVTOG VTl AAPEIV DTLAPYEV, Kol TvVi DTLAPYOVTOG KaBOAov AaPelv vmapyev, Tpog [35]
Vv 1OV dpov EkBecty: Opoimg O€ Kol Eml TV GTEPNTIKDV.

173 130] havera — de todos os modos —

[57a29] E evidente que também nas deducdes parciais
uma conclusdo verdadeira obtida por meio de premissas falsas. Pois deve-se assumir os

mesmos termos que foram assumidos quando ambas as premissas sdo universais'’* — termos

que Aristoteles faz nesta passagem ¢ — assumindo como fatos as premissas (e a conclusdo) de uma
dedugdo EIO-3: (i) “A ndo se atribui a nenhum C” e (ii) “B se atribui a algum C”, logo, (iii) “A ndo se
atribui a algum B” — substituir a segunda premissa por uma premissa universal (que, portanto, sera
parcialmente falsa), obtendo assim uma versdo de EAO-3 (ou Felapton) com a premissa maior
verdadeira, a segunda premissa (parcialmente) falsa e a conclusio verdadeira: (i) “A ndo se atribui a
nenhum C” e (ii”) “B se atribui a todo C”, logo, (iii) “A ndo se atribui a algum B”.

172 Para ilustrar o que Aristoteles diz, tomemos A como planta, B como verde, e C como lagarto. Nesse
caso, serdo fatos: (i) “A [planta] ndo se atribui a nenhum C [lagarto]” (ou “nenhum lagarto é planta™),
(i1) “B [verde] se atribui a algum C [lagarto]” (ou “algum lagarto é verde™), e (iii) “A [planta] ndo se
atribui a algum B [verde]” (ou “algo verde nao é planta”). Entdo, partindo das premissas (i) “planta [A]
ndo se atribui a nenhum lagarto [C]” (ou “nenhum lagarto é planta”) e (ii”) “verde [B] se atribui a todo
lagarto [C]” (ou “todo lagarto é verde”), deduz-se a proposi¢do verdadeira (iii) “planta [A] ndo se
atribui a algo verde [B]” (ou “algo verde ndo € planta”) — sendo a premissa (i) (ou AC) inteiramente
verdadeira e a premissa (ii’) (ou BC) parcialmente falsa.

173 Ressaltando que todas as dedugdes da terceira figura produzem apenas conclusdes parciais —
inclusive as duas dedugdes que possuem ambas as premissas universais (que, vale destacar, foram as
Unicas tratadas até agora neste capitulo) —, Crubellier é perspicaz ao observar que, por “deducdes
parciais”, Aristoteles se refere aqui as dedugdes que possuem uma premissa parcial. Nunca ¢ demais
lembrar que ndo existe dedugdo sem uma premissa universal, ou seja, que ndo ha deducdo com duas
premissas parciais — ainda que existam deducdes com duas premissas singulares ou individuais (em
grego, kab’ €kaota), como, por exemplo: (i) “Socrates é cativante”, (i1) “Socrates é careca”, portanto,
(ii1) “algum careca € cativante” (dedugdo esta que se assemelha mais a AAI-3 do que a I1I-3, que é uma
forma invalida).

74 E importante observar que, em toda parte anterior deste capitulo, Aristoteles se dedicou
exclusivamente as dedugdes com duas premissas universais — a saber, Darapti (ou AAI-3) e Felapton
(ou EAO-3) —, ainda que a terceira figura conte com quatro outras formas dedutivas validas, que partem
de uma premissa universal ¢ uma premissa parcial. Neste paragrafo — que é o tnico dedicado as
dedugdes com uma premissa parcial na terceira figura —, entdo, o que Aristoteles parece querer dizer é
que os mesmos termos que funcionam para AAI-3 também funcionam para IAI-3 (ou Disamis) e para
AlI-3 (ou Datisi), assim como 0s mesmos termos que funcionam para EAO-3 também funcionam para
OAO-3 (ou Bocardo) e para EIO-3 (ou Ferison) — entendendo “funcionar” como “produzir uma
conclusdo verdadeira a partir de uma ou duas premissas falsas”. Vale notar que Aristoteles fez quase
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categoricos!” nas dedugdes categdricas'’® e termos privativos!”” nas dedugdes privativas.'”
Pois, para [35] a exposicio dos termos'”®, em nada difere assumir um termo que nio se atribui
a nenhum como sendo atribuido a todo, ou assumir um termo que se atribui a algum como
sendo atribuido universalmente '® — ¢ 0 mesmo também se d4a no caso das deduc¢des

privativas. '8!

[57a236] ®ovepdv ovv dT1 dv pEv ) 1O cuumépacua Yeddog, avaykn, & GV O Aoyog, wevdiy etvol

N o

| mévto 7 Evia, dtov 8 dAndéc, odk dvaykm dAndsc eivan obte Ti 0BTE MAvVTO, AL EGTL INdEVOC

todas as combinagdes possiveis para as deducdes com duas premissas universais: (i) duas premissas
inteiramente falsas (56b9-20); (ii) duas premissas parcialmente falsas (56b20-33); (iii) uma premissa
inteiramente falsa e uma premissa verdadeira (56b33-57a9); e (iv) uma premissa parcialmente falsa e
uma premissa verdadeira (57a9-28). Porém, como bem observa Mignucci, o filésofo ndo apresentou os
casos com uma premissa inteiramente falsa e uma premissa parcialmente falsa — e, entéo, o tradutor
italiano supriu tal lacuna em sua belissima nota para este paragrafo (cf. Mignucci, pp. 603-608), na qual
também mostrou como os casos de AAI-3 e EAO-3 funcionam para as demais dedugdes (aquelas com
uma premissa parcial) na terceira figura.

175 Quer dizer, “termos afirmativos”, ou melhor, “termos que se atribuem [afirmativa ou
categoricamente] aos seus sujeitos”.

176 Ou seja, “dedugdes afirmativas™ (isto €, dedugdes cujas conclusdes sdo afirmativas).

177 Leia-se: “termos cujos sujeitos estdo privados deles” ou, simplesmente, “termos que ndo se atribuem
a determinados sujeitos”.

178 Ou seja, “dedugdes negativas” (isto €, dedugdes cujas conclusdes sdo negativas).

179 Por “para a exposi¢io dos termos” (“mpog THV 16V dpav Ekbeov”), pode-se entender: “para dispor
os termos de um modo que se prove o que foi proposto [a saber, que é possivel obter uma conclusdo
verdadeira a partir de uma ou duas premissas falsas]”.

180 Como exemplo dos casos afirmativos, tomemos 56b9-14. L4, Aristoteles toma como fatos: (i)
“humano [A] ndo se atribui a nenhum inanimado [C]”, (ii) “bipede [B] ndo se atribui a nenhum
inanimado [C]” e (iii) “humano [A] se atribui a algum bipede [B]”. Em seguida, o filosofo prova que,
de duas premissas inteiramente falsas — (i’) “humano [ A] se atribui a todo inanimado [C]” e (i1”) “bipede
[B] se atribui a todo inanimado [C]” —, € possivel deduzir (por Darapti ou AAI-3) uma concluséo
verdadeira: (iii) “humano [A] se atribui a algum bipede [B]”. Ora, a mesma conclusdo (iii) também
poderia ser obtida de uma premissa inteiramente falsa e de uma premissa parcial falsa — tanto de (i’)
“humano [A] se atribui a todo inanimado [C]” e (i) “bipede [B] se atribui a algo inanimado [C]” (por
AlI-3 ou Datisi); quanto como de (i) “humano [A] se atribui a algo inanimado [C]” e (ii’) “bipede [B]
se atribui a todo inanimado [C]” (por 1AI-3 ou Disamis).

81 No caso negativo, tomemos o exemplo de 56b33-40, onde Aristoteles toma como fatos: (i) “animal
[A] se atribui a todo cisne [C]”, (ii) “branco [B] se atribui a todo cisne [C]” e (iil) “animal [A] ndo se
atribui a algo branco [B]”; a partir disso, assumindo-se a premissa inteiramente falsa (i) “animal néo
se atribui a nenhum cisne [C]” e a premissa verdadeira (ii) “branco [B] se atribui a todo cisne [C]”,
conclui-se (por EAO-3 ou Felapton) que (iii) “animal [A] ndo se atribui a algo branco [B]”. Ora, a
mesma conclusdo (iii) também poderia ser obtida de uma premissa falsa (mas ndo inteiramente) (i”)
“animal ndo se atribui a algum cisne [C]” (ou “algum cisne ndo é animal”) e da premissa verdadeira
(para Aristoteles) (ii) “branco [B] se atribui a todo cisne [C]” (ou “todo cisne é branco”) — por OAO-3
(ou Bocardo); bem como da premissa inteiramente falsa (i’) “animal ndo se atribui a nenhum cisne [C]”
(ou “nenhum cisne é animal”) e da premissa (parcialmente) verdadeira (ii’) “branco [B] se atribui a
algum cisne [C]” (ou “algum cisne é branco”) — por EIO-3 (ou Ferison).

188



Journal of Ancient Philosophy, vol. 18 issue 1, 2024.
http://dx.doi.org/10.11606/issn.1981-9471.v18i1p149-192.

dvrog dAnbodg @V &v 1@ cvAloyioud tO cvumépacpo [40] dpoimg etvor dANOEc ov pnv &€

avaykng.

[57a36] E evidente, entdo, que, se a conclusio for falsa, é necessario que as premissas'®? das
is part to — tod 1 — sejam falsas'®3; ja d lusdo fi

quais parte o argumento — todas ou algumas — sejam falsas'®’; ja quando a conclusdo for

verdadeira'®®, niio é necessario que as premissas sejam verdadeiras — nem algumas nem todas

—, alias, mesmo quando nenhuma das premissas na dedugdo for verdadeira, [40] também ¢

possivel que a conclusdo seja verdadeira — s6 que nio por necessidade. '*°

[57a40] aitiov &’ 611 [bl] 6tav 600 &y oVT® TPOG dANAa dote Batépov dvtog €€ AvayKnc
givan Bdtepov, TovToL pry vrog pdv ovdE Bdtepov Eotat, dviog &’ ok dvéykn eivat OdTepOV:

[S7a40] A causa disso € que, [b1] quando se tem duas coisas que se relacionam entre si de tal
modo que, do fato de uma delas ser, a outra necessariamente ¢, ndo sendo a segunda coisa, a
primeira também ndo serd, ao passo que, sendo a segunda, a primeira ndo necessariamente

sera. 86

182 Embora Aristoteles ndo use aqui o termo “premissas” (ou “mpotdoelc”), ele se refere as coisas “das
quais parte o argumento” — “¢€ Gv 6 Adyoc”. Logo, tais coisas ndo podem ser sendo premissas ou
proposi¢oes, ja que um termo em si mesmo ndo pode ser considerado como verdadeiro ou falso. Em
vez de “premissas”, Crubellier optou por “elementos”.

183 Em outras palavras, se a conclusio de uma dedugio ¢ falsa, entdo, necessariamente, uma de suas
premissas ou ambas devem ser falsas. Como define o filésofo no capitulo de abertura dos Primeiros
Analiticos: “a dedugio [ovAloyiopoc] é um argumento [Adyog] no qual, uma vez que certas coisas sejam
colocadas, algo diferente das coisas estabelecidas necessariamente resulta do fato de tais coisas serem”
(24b18-20). Logo, se um argumento é de fato uma deducao — ou, em outras palavras, se ele possui uma
forma valida — e suas premissas s3o ambas verdadeiras, necessariamente, a sua conclusdo também sera
verdadeira. Relembrando o que Aristoteles disse no inicio de II, 2: “de premissas verdadeiras ndo se
deduz uma conclusdo falsa, mas é possivel deduzir uma conclusdo verdadeira de premissas falsas”
(53b7-8). Eis que, aqui, o filésofo encerra a sua proposta de mostrar os casos — nas trés figuras da
dedugdo — em que € possivel obter uma conclus@o verdadeira partindo de premissas falsas.

184 1 eia-se: “quando a conclusdo de uma deducdo [ou de um argumento] for verdadeira”.

185 Quer dizer, Aristoteles demonstrou — neste capitulo € nos dois anteriores — que € possivel obter uma
conclusdo verdadeira a partir de premissas falsas. Portanto, o fato de uma conclusao ser verdadeira ndo
implica que as premissas das quais ela foi inferida também sejam verdadeiras. Por outro lado, como
dedugdes com premissas falsas também podem implicar conclusdes falsas, em casos em que nem todas
as premissas de uma deducdo forem verdadeiras, a verdade da conclusdo ndo sera necessdria, mas
meramente acidental.

186 Fazendo eco a 53b11-15, Aristoteles parece expor aqui um principio proposicional: se (i) “A implica
necessariamente B”, entdo (ii) “ndo B” implica (iii) “ndo A” (o que equivale ao argumento hoje
conhecido como negagdo do consequente ou modus tollens); porém, assumindo apenas (iv) “B”, ndo ¢
possivel garantir necessariamente que (v) “A” (isso equivaleria a falacia hoje conhecida como falacia
da afirmagdo do consequente). Exemplificando: se (i) “chover [A] implica necessariamente que o chédo
fica molhado [B]”, entdo (ii) “o chdo ndo esta molhado [ndo B]” implica (iii) “ndo choveu [ndo A]”;
porém, se se sabe que (iv) “o chdo estd molhado [B]”, ndo é possivel garantir necessariamente que (V)
“choveu [A]” (afinal, o chdo pode ter sido molhado de outros modos).

Em sintese: (i) uma dedugdo com premissas verdadeiras garante que sua conclusdo sera verdadeira; (ii)
se uma dedugdo possui uma conclusido falsa, é certo que ao menos uma de suas premissas é falsa; mas
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[57b3] t0d & odtod dvrog Kkai Uy dvrog advvatov & dvdykmg etvar T antd Aéym & olov Tod
[5] A &vtog Aevkod 0 B gtvon néya 8 dvéykmge, koi un dvtog Asvkod tod A 10 B etvon péya 8
dvérykmge. dtav yap tovdi dvroc Aevkod, Tod A, Todi dvéaykn puéya stvar, 10 B, peyéiov 8¢ tod
B dvtoc 0 ' pny Aevkdv, dvéykn, €l 10 A devkdv, 0 ' pny elvon Aevkdv. kod tav 0o Sviwmv
Batépov vtog [10] avaykm Bdtepov givar, TovTOoL Uy dviog Gvaykn O Tp@dTov un sivol. Tod
51 B pny 8vtog peydAov 10 A ovy 0idv T Aevkov eivat. Tod 88 A pry dvrog Aevkod i dvéykn T
B péya ivor, cvpfaiverl €€ dvéyxng tod B peydiov un dvroc antd 1o B etvor péyoa todto 8’
advvatov. el yap 0 B un ot péya, [15] 10 A odk Eotar Aevkov &€ avaykngc. el oDV ur dvtog
ToUTOL Agvkod 10 B E6Tan péyo, cvpPaivet, £i 1o B py Eott péya, slvan péya, g S TpLdV.

[57b3] Mas ¢ impossivel que uma mesma coisa seja necessaria'®’ tanto do fato de uma certa
coisa ser quanto do fato dessa coisa ndo ser'®® — dizendo, por exemplo, que [5] B seja
necessariamente grande'® do fato de A ser branco, quanto B seja necessariamente grande do
fato de A néo ser branco. Quando, pois, deste objeto A sendo branco, € necessario que aquele
objeto B seja grande, e, de B sendo grande, que C seja ndo branco, € necessario que, se A for
branco, C ndo seja branco.'” E quando duas coisas sejam tais que, do fato de uma ser, a outra
[10] necessariamente ¢é, desta segunda coisa ndo sendo, a primeira coisa necessariamente nao

serd.!”! Ora, se B ndo for grande, A nio podera ser branco.'”? Porém, se, de A nio sendo

branco, ¢ necessario que B seja grande, segue-se necessariamente que'®’, de B ndo sendo

(iii) o fato de que a conclus@o de uma dedugfo seja verdadeira ndo garante que as premissas de tal
deducdo também sejam verdadeiras (ainda que esse possa ser 0 caso).

187 Por “seja necessaria”, pode-se entender “seja uma consequéncia necessaria”. Como bem apontou o
parecerista deste trabalho, aqui, a expressdo “‘€¢ dvayxng’ tem uma funcdo adverbial, qualificando o
modo como a coisa é (givan)” — e, portanto, sua tradug¢io mais literal seria “necessariamente” (e ndo
“necessaria”).

188 Quer dizer, € dbvio que a soma dos angulos internos de um tridngulo serd necessariamente igual a
180° (pelo menos em superficies planas), tanto quando chove, quanto quando ndo chove; porém, tal
necessidade ndo poderia ser uma consequéncia do fato de ter chovido e do fato de néo ter chovido.

189 Entendendo aqui “B seja necessariamente grande” (ou “B seja grande por necessidade™) como “B
seja grande como uma consequéncia necessaria [de A e, a0 mesmo tempo, de ndo A]”.

190 Trata-se de uma versdo aristotélica do argumento proposicional conhecido hoje como silogismo
hipotético: (1) “A implica B” e (ii) “B implica ndo C”, portanto, (iii) “A implica ndo C”.

191 Aristoteles ecoa o que havia dito no capitulo 2: “se, sendo A, é necessario que B também seja, entdo,
B nio sendo, ¢ necessario que A também nao seja” (53b12-13) — argumento também conhecido como
negacdo do consequente ou modus tollens.

192 Assumindo, é claro, o que Aristoteles havia suposto antes: “quando [...] deste objeto A sendo branco,
€ necessario que aquele objeto B seja grande”.

193 Qutra tradugdo possivel para “copPaivet € dvaykng” é “conclui-se necessariamente que”.
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194

grande, o mesmo B ¢é grande'* — o que é impossivel.'”” Pois, se B ndo ¢ grande, [15] A nio

sera branco necessariamente. Entao, se, do fato deste [A] ndo ser branco, B serd grande, segue-

se que, se B ndo for grande, [B] é grande — como ocorreria por meio de trés termos.'*®

Tomas Troster

Universidade de Brasilia
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‘impossibilidade’ deduzida [aqui] ndo ¢ de fato impossivel” (p. 191). Em seguida, o tradutor se remete
a um trecho do livro de Lukasiewicz, onde lemos: “ao comentar esta passagem, Maier diz que aqui
haveria uma conexao contraria a lei da contradi¢do, que, portanto, seria absurda. Esse comentario revela
mais uma vez a ignorancia de Maier sobre a 16gica. Néo ¢ a implicacdo ‘se ndo 3, entdo 3’ que é contraria
a lei da contradi¢io, mas apenas a conjun¢do ‘B e ndo B’ (p. 50). De fato, se aceitarmos que toda
implicagdo (ou proposi¢do do tipo “se a, entdo B”) for meramente condicional, ndo ha nenhuma
contradi¢do em dizer que “se ndo P, entdo B”, ja que o antecedente “ndo B” seria apenas hipotético e,
por conseguinte, o seu consequente “Bf” também seria meramente hipotético. Porém, se assumirmos
que, de um par de proposi¢des contraditorias — como “B” e “ndo B — uma sempre ¢é verdadeira, entdo,
a conjuncdo da implicacdo “se ndo P, entdo B~ com a premissa implicita “ndo B (ou a conjungdo da
implicagdo “se B, entdo ndo f” com a premissa implicita “B”) implicaria na contradi¢éo “p e ndo B”.
196 Quer dizer, como ocorreria no exemplo apresentado antes por Aristoteles: (i) “se A € branco, entdo,
B ¢ grande” e (ii) “se B ¢é grande, entdo, C ¢ ndo grande”, portanto, (iii) “se A ¢ branco, entdo, C € ndo
branco” — como se B fosse equivalente a dois termos, tais como A e C no exemplo, assumindo que (i’)
“se B ndo for grande, A ndo podera ser branco” e (ii’) “se, de A ndo sendo branco, € necessario que B
seja grande”.
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