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The Classical Review

FEBRUARY 1895.

TESTIMONIA FOR THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLES NICOMACHEAN ETHICS,
FOR THE METAPHYSICS AND FOR THE POSTERIOR ANALYTICS.

THE pafguericy (or peydly) odvrabis of
Claudius Ptolemaeus and the commentary
upon it by Theon of Alexandria contain
references to the matter of passages in the
second and sixth books of the Nicomachean
Ethics.

N. Eth. 11 i. 1. 1103* 14. durrijs 3¢ mijs
dperfis otays Ths pév davonTikiis s 0¢ Hlikis,
7 pé&v QavonTuicny 76 mAetoy ék Sidagkalins e
kol Ty yéveow kai Ty adinow, dubmep éu-
weplas Setrar kal xpdvou, 7 06¢ HOwky é£ Efovs
wepylyverar, S0ev kai Todvopa Eoxmkey pikpov
TapexkAivov ¢mwo 100 Efovs.

Cl. Ptol. uey. ow. mpooimtov, init. wavv
koAds of ywyolws Phogopotvtes, & Sipe,
dokovol por kexwpikévar 70 Oewpyrikov Ths
Phooodias. kai yap e oupBélyxe kai 7Y
TpaKTIK® TplTepov avrod TovTov BewpyTikdy
TUyXdVew obd&v 7TTov dv Tis eUpoL peydAny
odoav & adrols 3La¢op(iw od pévov B TO TAY
pév -qﬂl.kwv aperwv évias vrapfal. Svactar
moAols kal xwpis ;Laﬁno-emg ﬂ;g 3¢ 7ov SAwv
oewpw.s GSUVG,TOV GLV(IL Tvx(“/ avev SLSGO'K(IALQS;
dAAG kal 7§ Ty TAEloTHY Odediay éxel pév éx
s év adrols Tols Tpdypact ouvexods évepyeias,
évBdde d¢ &k s é&v Tols fewpdpaot mwpokomis
weprylyveafau.

The corresponding part of Theon’s com-
mentary (p. 1, Basle edn. 1538 ; p. 3 bottom,
of Halma's edltlon) is as follows :—

Pyoi 8¢ & Hroke;.uuos avpﬂeﬁnxevm T®
7rpax'rmw 70 wporepov abrod T6 Gewpnrmov
Tv‘yxavelv, 8'.(1 TO LO’lDS SGLV TPOTGPOV TOV Wpﬂ-'
favrd 7. xal 6T aiperov 10 mpaxbyoduevov
karelAygévar, kal 6t 0w 76ve dv yévorro ral
70V Tov rpdmov, dmep éoriv dAylevrus xal
NO. LXXV, VOL. 1%,

Gewpnﬂkﬁs efewg AN Spos ¢770'L p.eya)\nv
dvar & airols -rnv Suquopav T pdv yap
Wiy dperdv évias kal dvev Sidacxalins
weprylyveabar, €€ Eovs yap dmacar abrar Ay
Ppovijoens Bokotogr owicraclfar, Jfev  kai
N0ucss - adras déovow Svopdledbar, olov édixds
Twas ofoas. Eiol 8 afrar cudpoaivy dvdpia
éevbepiéTys Sikarogvvy mpadrTys xai dwAds
kahoi kal dyafoi 70 &os evar Aeyopeba.
Sokobor 8¢ TolTwv TwEs Kai Puokds Tapayi-
veaBar. xal yop kai dhoya {Ba Ta pev dvdpeia
Ta 8¢ cdPpova Aéyerar elvar.

The passage from Theon may be counted
as independent testimony, for though he
only refers to Ptolemy he is nearer the
Aristotelian text than Ptolemy. It will be
seen that Theon’s additions are not put
in oratio obliqua like some of the sentences
he takes from Ptolemy, though it is un-
necessary to lay stress upon this. The
latter part of the passage from Theon seems
to refer to the doctrine of Nic. Eth. VI
xiil. 1, 1144° 4, wdow yap Ooxel ékaora TV
106v vmdpxew ioe rws (kal yap Odixator kai
gudpovikol kal Gvdpeiot kal TdAAa Exoper ebBvs
éx yeveriis) dAN’ Suws vyolpel Erepdv Ti TO
kvplws dyofov xai T4 Towadra dAlov Tpomwov
vwdpxew. kol yop waioi kal Onplos ai Puokal
Imdpxovow &ets.

There are several points in these various
passages and in their relation to one another
which seem worthy of discussion.

I

It is not absolutely certain that Ptolemy
had the Aristotelian text before him, If
B
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évias TGy v dperdy implies, as Theon sup-
poses, that ¢pdvois is counted among the
70iwkai dperal, there is an important depar-
ture from Aristotle’s doctrine, though it is
such a one as the difficulty of his own
representation was very likely to occasion:
and it is at least not impossible that this
change, as well as some minor ones of
expression, is not due to Ptolemy himself
but to a later Peripatetic version of the
passage. A littlelower down Ptolemy guotes
Aristotle by name (Halma p. 2) xal yip ob
kal 70 Gewpyricdv 6 'Apiaroréys wdvv éupelds
els 7pla 70 mpdTa yévy duapel T4 Te Puokdy
kal 70 pabpparikov xai 76 BGeoloywxdy, xk.7.A.
This distinction is found in Metaph. «, T
(cf. 1064" 2), and in the parallel version in
g 1 (cf. 1026 19); but Ptolemy’s account
of it though mainly Aristotelian (cf. eg.
Metaph. X 1072* 26) differs a good deal in
form from that in the Metaphysics and seems
to show the influence of later ideas.

1L

If the passage above quoted from the
Nicomachean Ethics (1103* 14) be compared
with the corresponding statements in the
second book of the Eudemian Ethics (1220
39) and in the Magna Moralia (1185° 38), it
will be clear that of the three it is the
Nicomachean  version which, whether
directly or through a medium, is the proto-
type of Ptolemy’s quotation : and the same
is true of the quotation in Theon’s com-
mentary. Again the reference peculiar
to Theon is obviously nearer to the
Nicomachean Ethics (1144° 4) than to the
version of the same thing in the Magna
Moralia (1197 38). Now when an ancient
writer refers, as Theon does here, to an
undisputed Nicomachean book, and at the
same time to the matter of a passage in a
disputed book, it becomes important to
observe whether the latter reference seems
to be to our text; for, if it were, as it is
rather more probable than not that both
the quotations would be taken from the
same version of the Kthics, the hypothesis
that the disputed book is Nicomachean
would be somewhat strengthened. Here
however the resemblance is not close enough
to make it certain that the extant version
of the disputed book is the one quoted, nor
remote enough to make it probable that the
reference is to the other version (i.e. Bud.
or Nic.), if indeed such other version ever
existed.!

1 Heére two questions may be asked. Is any
instance known where a disputed book is quoted in

IiL.

The passage from Ptolemy may rank as
one of the earliest of those quotations from
the Ethics of which the date can be approxi-
mately fixed. It may be earlier than the
commentary of Aspasius, and is at least
about contemporary, for Ptolemy and
Aspasius are both said to have flourished
about 1256 A.p. And when it is remembered
that Proclus belongs to the fifth century
A.p. and that Simplicius and Philoponus
are as late as the sixth century, the refer-
ence in Theon of Alexandria gains in
importance, for he is said to have flourished
in the latter half of the fourth cen-
tury A.D.

IV.

One may venture to think that in the
passage above quoted from Nie. Eth. 1. 1.1
there is a difficulty about the position of
the words Sibwep éurepias Seirar xkal xpdvov
which makes the testimonia of interest.
It is true that in Nee. Eth. VI viil. 5,
1142* 1116 ¢pdimos is said to need ex-
perience and time (wAfjfos yap xpdvov woiel
v éumeplav), and in the next passage,?
1142* 16—20, the same is said of cogla,
$pdmots and cogpia being Suavoyrikai dperal,
But according to the same two passages
mathematics is contrasted with gopia and
¢péryais as not needing experience, and
mathematics is the conspicuous instance
in Aristotle of a science which proceeds by
Sidagkalia, in the technical sense. Hence
the fact that a science proceeds by dudagraria
could not be a reason for its needing time
and experience, as affirmed in the received

antiquity under the title Eudemion Ethics? Does
any quotation of the matter of the disputed books
point to a version different to the extant version ?
As far as the list goes which is prefixed to Susemihl’s
edition (cf. also Fritzsche’s) the answer to both ques-
tions seems to be in the negative. And it is worthy
of note that the undisputed Eudemian books are
sometimes quoted under their title ‘Eudemian,’
while the disputed books are quoted as Aristotle,
Aristotle’s Ethics, or the Ethics, or as the Ethics with
the number of the book given as it is in the
Nicomachean version, and not as in the Eudemian,
or lastly with the definite title of Nicomachean Ethics.

2 The two passages, though contiguous, are dis-
tinguished in the above because there are peculiarities
in the form of the second which suggest that it may
be a later addition to the first. If this were so, it
might account for the apparently inaccurate use of
migredovat for énfoTavrar (T utv ob moTebovot of véor
&AAY Adyovgr) : for notwithstanding the wide sense
of morebew, this is just a case where it ought to
be distinguished from émisracéw. The difficulty is
removed by Imelmann’s ingenious emendation (& ey
migredovay of véor ¥ANots Adyovow) : but the form of
the received text is somewhat confirmed by Nic. Eth.
VII. iii. 8, 1147* 18—22.
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text of Nie. £th. 1I. i. 1. On the other
hand, it is characteristic of the moral
virtues that they require time and ex-
perience because they come through habitua-
tion, and it is the very object of the second
book of the ¥ic. Ethics to make this clear.
We should expect therefore rather 7 uév
duavonricy 76 whetov ék Sdaoralias Exer kai
Y yéveaw kai Ty abfnow, ) 6¢ {0y €& ovs
weprylyverar (60ev xai Tolvopa Erxykey mikpdv
wapexkAivov dmd 7100 &ovs) Sidmep Eumepios
Seitar kai xpdvov.

The Paraphrast evidently found the text
as we have it, but his date is probably so
modern that this is not of much consequence.
Aspasius does not quote or paraphrase the
suspected words at all ; yet he has a remark
which suggests that he may have possibly
found them where they are and felt a
difficulty about them. He says e & dpa
puekérns Twos 8 &v 7§ pavldvew, Toirto & el
BovAeral Tis xaketv &fos, kakeltw. AN T6 ye
xuplus &os éori 10 0ileofar rahols émiry-
Scluact. kal piy 7 ¢pdvmors Sua wolAfs éu-
meplas mapaylyverat kal didackalios. It looks
as if he felt that éumepia and &fos were
more distinctive of 76wy dper} as such,
though conceding on the one hand that in
the limited sense of peléry they belong to
the Swavonrikal dperal in general, and on the
other hand that ¢pdimots in particular, which
is one of these virtues, needs, beside d:.8ac-
xahia, also éuweplo in the proper sense.
However this may be one can hardly found
an argument for or against the position of
the words diémep .7.A. on Aspasius.

In the passage from Ptolemy the expres-
sion nearest to OSiwbmep k..M. 1S ék Ths év
adrols Tois mpdypact cvvexois évepyelas, and
this is connected with the ethic, not the
dianoetic virtues. But it is quite possible
that the words are only an expansion of
é &ovs.

Theon has nothing which might corre-
spond to the difficult words or indicate
where he found them, if he found them at
all.

V.

Even if the testimonia were favourable
to a transposition, the variations either in
commentary or quotation have to be used
with caution, especially when the difficulty
in the original arises from the connexion of
the argument. The ancient writer may
have felt the same kind of difficulty about
the original passage as the modern student,
and consciously or unconsciously may have
departed from the original. A warning

example is given by the manner in which
Proclus reproduces a certain passage of the
Organon. The original is: dxpiBearépa &
émoTiuy émaTiuns kai wporépa, 7 Te TOD OTL
kai 8tdTe % adTy dAAG uy xwpls TOV 8T THs ToOD
didte, kal 7 iy kad Umokewuévov s xald Two-
Kepévor... ... kal ) € éarrévwv Ths éx mpoo-
Oérews ..\ Post. An. 87* 30. There is
here a known difficulty. From what is said
elsewhere in the same treatise, 78" 32 s¢q.,
and from the sequel of the passage itself,
the reader would expect to find that the
science of the 8t alone would be ranked
higher in exactness than the science which
combines the 8uéme with the &ri, and this
again higher than the science of the é&r.
Yet the statement of the passage is clear,
and there can be no reasonable suspicion
that the words are corrupt. No plausible
emendation—in fact nothing less than an
entire rewriting of the passage would give
the sense expected. Proclus (Comm. in pr.
Eucl. Element. lib., Friedlein p. 59 1. 11)
writes : dxpBeatépa ydp éoTw émoTiuy dAly
dAAys, ds pnow 'Apiororédys, ) Te €€ dmhova-
Tépov imobécewy Gpunuévy Tis wowhwrépats
dpxais xpwpérns! kai % 70 SuoTe Aéyovoa Tis
70 OTL YLyvwakovons K.T.A. ’

He seems merely to have avoided the
hard words, making the passage easy by
substituting for them the kind of formula
which suits the doctrine of 78° 32. In fact,
as may be seen by referring to the con-
tinuation of the passage partly quoted above,
Proclus combines Post. 4n. 87* 30 with 78°
32 as if there was no difference between the
two places.?

! The text has # e mouirwrépais &pxais xpwuévn
Tiis & amhovorépwy tmoBéoewy bpunuévns. The cor-
rection is due to Barocius (¢if. Friedlein) and seems
obviously right, for the phrase corresponds to # &
éatTérwy Tiis ék wpoodérews in the original.

% In the same treatise of Proclus are three refer-
ences to the Athics: in p. 82, 1. 4 (Fried.) to Nie.
Eth, 1095 1, in p. 83, 1. 25 and p. 192, 1. 10
to Nic. Eth. 1094v 26, These do not occur in
the above mentioned list of testimonia, though they
come from a book of which there is a modern edition
with a copious index ; it may be suspected therefore
that the list is capable of a good deal of extension.
There are many references to Plato in the same book,
and especially to the Timaeus, which are interesting
sometimes as confirming curious expressions in Plato’s
text, or as contributing to interpretation (cf. e.g.
Fr. 20, 10, Tém. 53 C; Fr. 52, 20, T%m. 42 A ;
Fried. 108, 10, T'm. 42 E; Fr. 291, 1, T%m. 37 B ;
Fr. 382, 3, T%m. 53 C). It contains references to
passages later than the part of the Timaeus at which
Proclus’ commentary ceases. The Commentary is of
course often quoted, but the editors of the Timaeus
seem to have made little or no use of this other
source. Stallbaum quotes it perhaps not more than
once, and then through the medium of Boeckh, and
on a historical point, not for the text.

B2
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The passage from Theon’s commentary
seems to require emendation. The clause
kal dwAds xalol xal dyafoi 70 ¢&fos elvar
Aeydpefa might be construed as an inde-
pendent sentence with the emphasis on
€fos. Yet this would be very harsh: the
sentence doxolor 8¢ 7odrwy Twés would be
separated awkwardly from the list of moral
virtues to which it directly refers. Again,
that list would be naturally terminated by
a general expression to cover any virtues
not enumerated, and xal drhds is a phrase
by which such an expression is properly
introduced. Hence it may be inferred that
something has dropped out between dwAds
and «kalol, perhaps afs absorbed by the
termination of dwAds, or xaf’ &s lost through
similarity of initial syllable to that of kalof.
The sense also seems ciearly to require #6os
for &os in the same clause—a conjecture
confirmed by a passage a little further on
(Halma p. 4) wpds ye py ™p xard 7is
wpdeis kal 70 7) 6 0 s kadokayafiav. The part
emended would then read thus: fev «xal
Hfikds adras dfolow dvopdieabar ofov éfixds

rwas oboas. el § abraw cwppoaivy dvdpia
éevfepidrys  Sikaioovvy mpadrys, ki dwAds
<als> kaloi xai dyafol 70 005 elvar Aeyd-
peba doxolor 8¢ TovTwY TWés K.T.A.

It may be noticed that the conception of
kalds kal dyaBés here and of xaloxayabia
seems to be of the general kind found in
the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics:
for kalokayafia in that special sense which
is peculiar to the Eudemian Kthics includes
dianoetic as well as ethic virtue. On.the
Eudemian view therefore it ought not to
appear at all in a list of ethic virtues, such
as Theon here gives, and in a general list of
the virtues would pretty certainly be repre-
sented by the substantive (xaloxayafia) and
not by the adjectives as above. In the
second passage from Theon xaloxayabia
appears, not as one among other virtues,
but as designating moral excellence in
general () kuta Tas wpdes kal 7o Hfos kaloka-
vafia) just as it does in Polities 1259" 34
and Nic. Ethics 1179" 10.

In the second line of the first passage
from Theon the editions have xaraAydévar;
Halma gives it without variant.

J. Coox WiLsox.

THE PROCEDURE OF THE <PROVOCATIO.

THERE is probably no subject connected
with Roman criminal procedure about which
such vagueness prevails even at the present
day as that of the exact nature of the
¢ provocatio ad populum.” To the student
of courts of appeal the question of main
interest must always be whether the ¢ pro-
vocatio’ was a true appeal; that is,
whether the people could, by this procedure
amend, as well as confirm or reject, a
sentence. Under great varieties of state-
ment we find a general agreement amongst
modern authorities that the people possessed
this power. Mommsen (Staatsrecht ii. p.
978 note 3) says that the ¢ provocatio’
goes from the magistrate to the ¢ comitia,’
and is not merely ‘cassatory’ but also
¢ reformatory ’ ; Merkel ({ber die Geschichte
der Klassischen Appellation) thinks that, at
least in the case of ‘multae,” it may have
been reformatory ; in Smith’s Dictionary of
Antiquities (s.v.  appellatio’) we read that
‘the ‘“provocatio” was an appeal in the
strict sense of the term, s.e. it consisted of
a rehearing of a case previously tried and
a new judgment upon it’; and this belief

even underlies the apparently contradictory
statement of Marcel Fournier (Zssai sur
Dhistoire du droit d’appel, p. 40) that °the
“ provocatio ”’ did not tend to the reforma-
tion of a sentence like the appeal, it
changed the competent tribunal, which
permitted a new judgment to be rendered
that had no connexion with the first’ ; for,
where a tribunal is changed after a sentence,
there we have the true-appeal. But no
adequate explanation is vouchsafed by any
of these authorities as to how this reforma-
tory character wos attained. An explanation
could only be furnished by an accurate
knowledge of the procedure of the
¢ provocatio’; but here we are met by
the initial difficulty that, as Geib says
(Criminalprozesse, p. 168), nothing is known
about such procedure. This is literally
correct ; with the exception of the brief
account, meant to be typical, of the trial of
Horatius, no description of a ¢provocatio’
has been preserved in Roman history, unless
the trial of Rabirius for ¢ perduellio” can be
considered a true case. The reason for
considering it to be one is that the procedure



