SOME PASSAGES IN ARISTOTLE’S POETICS
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VAHLEN (Beitrdge zu Ar. Poetik (1914), 21—4) regards this as one of the most
obscure passages in the treatise. But he himself has furnished the material for
an understanding of it, and perhaps a little more can be done.

1. Mipotvra requires a subject, and adr@v some noun as a point of reference.
This leads one to suspect an accidental omission, such as ofs uév yap ppodvras
{oi mouyrdL) 8o, KTA.

2. The words tpla, kai mapa Tadra oddév must, with the usual punctuation
given above, mean ‘and there is nothing else besides these six’ (Bywater). But
the analysis which has just been completed shows, not that there are only six
parts, but that there are at least six. The necessity referred to in 144932 and
145027 is not demonstrative but hypothetical necessity (for which see Metaph.
A. 1015%0 foll.) ; the parts are inescapable requisites of imitation of the kind
under discussion. On the other hand, Aristotle did make some show of demon-
strating a priori, in the sentence beginning (1449°36) émel 8¢ mpdéews éoru
wlpnais, that the objects of imitation are reducible to three, namely, the action,
and the moral and intellectual qualities of those who perform it. This was,
I think, the point of médukev aiTia 8vo 7@V mpdfewv elvar, Sudvoia kal Hbos (secl.
Else and Kassel) which I should prefer to retain. We should, then, omit the
comma at 7pla and translate ‘the objects of imitation are three and no more’.
It is a reminder of what was recently established. Admittedly, rovrois at the
beginning of the next sentence must mean the six parts.

3. Coming now to the principal difficulty, the most helpful proposal hitherto
made is that of Vahlen, that rois eieow should be changed to s eibeow, since
1452P14 appears to be a reference back to this passage. This, as he admits, still
leaves s elmeiv to be explained. His proposal {(«xa’ ékacrov) adrdv dis elmeiv
yields, it seems to me, a hazy expression ‘not a few people have made use of
these, taking them, so to speak, severally’, and I should prefer to deal with
adr@v in the way already indicated. But there is an alternative way of achieving
what Vahlen aimed at : we can regard ds elmeiv as a garbled form of dis elSeawv.
On this view Tois etdeaw will be a correction, itself faulty, which has been left
standing side by side with the corrupted word.

4. As for the remainder, Vahlen’s further emendation xat yap éecs, or sy,
éxew wav (with 7dv taken as accusative) seems entirely satisfactory. ‘Several
poets have made out of these parts so many types (of tragedy). According to
them, visual effects take in everything, and so do character, plot, diction,
song and thought.’
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Vahlen, in his paper on Aristotle’s account of the component parts of
tragedy (first published in 1864, and reprinted in Gesammelte Philologische
Schriften, i, p. 268), has I think, given the true sentence-division, and is quite
right in thinking that there is an antithesis between the dialogue and the
lyrical parts of tragedy (7@v pév Adywv . . . 7@v 8¢ dowm@v). But his exposition
of his reading leaves something to be desired. He says that Aéfis and pedomoiia
are here treated by Aristotle ‘as a pair of companion devices for making an
impression on our sense of hearing, which are related to one another like speech
and song, and do not traverse the whole of a tragedy as do the other organic
parts, but in conformity with its clear division into a spoken and a sung part,
become even spatially distinct’. To this Bywater (Commentary, p. 175) is
able to reply with some force that ‘Such a division of the fourth part, it seems
to me, is wholly inconsistent with the general scheme of the six parts, which is
throughout this chapter so clearly before Aristotle’s mind’.

There is the further objection that Vahlen’s view would imply that diction
is of no importance in the lyrics. But I suggest that he is basically right. Aris-
totle does not separate diction and musical composition as sharply as he sup-
poses, but does bracket them as equals for the fourth place. Diction alone applies
to the dialogue. Both enter into ra Aouwd, the lyrical parts, but it is music which
above all gives these their savour. Unlike Vahlen, I should understand r&v
Aourdv as objective genitive after 7dvoudrwy, as though it were péyiorov év 76
78vvew Ta doud. Bywater translates ‘As for the two remaining parts’, but such
a use of the genitive is strange. Aristotle himself makes the statement more
difficult than it need have been by using Adyot, in the same vicinity and even
before the antithesis to T@v uév Adywr has appeared, with the meaning ‘prose’.
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This passage is more troublesome than has been generally realized. The
above is Kassel’s text. The emendation to the dative mepirereia is due to
Gomperz. B has 7T€PL7T€T€L’(1 ')’E’V?]TG.L, A 7T€pL7T€,T€LaL ’}’L,VOVTG,L. The WOI‘dS from Kal‘-
yap wpos to dvayvwpioar inclusive are omitted by B. Kassel obelizes éoriv domep
elpnraw ovpPaiver. Bywater reads rav dua mepuréreian plvavrar, ofav éyet, the olav
being his own emendation, made on the ground that ‘If (with Vahlen) we retain
the manuscript reading olov (= e.g.) it becomes necessary to understand wept-
mérewav after éyew (p. 202). He follows Spengel in changing éorw domep to éorw
s 8mep. He notes that ‘the formal incongruity of number in the juxtaposition
of dvayvdpiows and wepuréreiar is certainly not greater than that in g, 145103
pera pérpov 3 dvev pérpwv, or Thuc. 2. 4. 2 Alfois 7€ kal kepdpw Baévrwy.’

It is not, however, only the combination of singular and plural that is
strange, but the suggested phrase ofav éyer 1 év 7@ Oidimode (dvayvdpiats).
Perhaps éxew can mean ‘carries with it’. But surely recognition and reversal are
simply two inter-related aspects of the complex plot; neither is a substance
carrying the other as an attribute.
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But the text of Kassel, based rather upon B, is exposed to criticism also.
From parallel instances it seems that 6rav yévyra: should mean ‘when finally
it occurs’, or ‘when it occurs, as it will sooner or later’, rather than ‘whenever
it occurs’. The difference between érav with the aorist and with the present
subjunctive is in my opinion always perceptible in Aristotle, and the latter
alone is frequentative. Elsewhere! I have tried to maintain that in Metaph. A
985218—20 Avafaydpas 1€ ydp pnyaviy xpfirar 7& vd mpds THY koopomoulav, kal
Srav dmoprion dua (v’ airiav €€ dvdykms éoti, TéTe mapélrer adTdv, the sense of the
criticism is that Anaxagoras, when he is finally perplexed, draws in Mind like
a despairing dramatist introducing the God. Aristotle does not say here, any
more than does the Socrates of the Phaedo, that Anaxagoras appealed to Mind
repeatedly and in a care-free manner.

Consider, again, the following passages:
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‘Most disputes occur whenever the men are not friends on the terms on which
they think they are. So when the moment of disillusionment comes, and a man
has believed himself loved for his character while the other did nothing to
indicate this, he has himself to blame. When, on the other hand, he finds himself
deceived by the other’s pretence, he is justified in blaming him.” Here &rav
dmarnbf is very similar to érav %m0 in Poetics, 1456223, which, if my argu-
ment later in this paper is cogent, refers to a particular case.
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‘There will be reciprocity when and only when equality has been brought
about, such that, as the farmer is to the shoemaker, so the shoemaker’s product
is to the farmer’s. One ought not to bring them into the form of a proportion
when their exchange is an accomplished fact—{or in that case one extreme will
doubly exceed the mean—but when, on each occasion, they have their own
products in their hands’.
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The phenomenon being studied is a recurrent one and, if it were not so, the
analysis would be unprofitable. But the ¢rav clauses do not, I think, drive
home this fact of frequent repetition. érav ula wpéracis yérmyrac means rather
‘at the decisive moment when one premiss comes into being’. Below we have
6rav. .. é&vf. .. Ty &8 évoioa. Formally the present and aorist subjunctive are
here combined. But this is Hobson’s choice, since éveor: has no aorist, and the
immediately following periphrasis with rJyn removes any misapprehension.

These considerations lead us back, in the Poetics passage, to the mepumrérear

Y Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, suppl. vol. xxxix (1965), p. 7.
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yivovrar of cod. A. I venture to propose (1) that for kaAXiory 8¢ avayvdpiois we
read kdAA\oTar 8¢ dvayvwpioets, (2) that we accept yivwrra: from the later Greek
manuscripts, (3) that ofov be understood to mean 76 dua mepimerelay yivestau.
Translate: ‘Recognitions are best whenever reversals occur simultaneously with
them, a feature which that in the Oedipus possesses’. As for the remainder,
dMa: means ‘other than the recognition of persons, not ‘other than the best’.
In deciding whether to accept Spengel’s correction of éorw domep to éoriv dis
émep, we have to ask whether Aristotle would regard recognition of inanimate
objects as recognition only in a qualified sense. I can find no reason why he
should say so, and would put forward the suggestion that éorw domep eipnrar
should be ejected as a gloss on $wékeirar, 1452P1. The point is, not that recog-
nition of material objects is not dvayvwpois, but that only recognition of per-
sons can be accompanied by ‘reversal’.
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The problems which have been raised about this are well known. Vahlen
regards it as imperative to insert an dv with éAdvfavev, on the ground that éni 8¢
s oknvijs is adversative here, as at 1460215 émi oxnriis évra. Kassel has fol-
lowed Butcher in bracketing 7év fearyv. These corrections are not plausible,
and leave us in the dark regarding the nature of the criticism referred to. The
unaltered text makes good sense if (i) p7 6pdvra is regarded as conditional and
{epod as the antecedent of 8, and (ii) éAdvbavev is given its proper force as an
imperfect. ‘Amphiaraus was coming up (presumably, on to the stage) from
a temple, of which any spectator who could not see it was, and remained,
unaware.” Some scenery, then, which represented a temple was not recognizable
as such, or was quite invisible, from a part of the auditorium, and the meaning
of dialogue or action became obscure for many spectators. If the poet had taken
care to visualize his production, he would have foreseen this and, if he could
not alter the setting, have given Amphiaraus a line to indicate where he came
from. The difference between w3 Spdvra and éAdvfavev is that between not
seeing and not knowing about. Compare the 8ef p7) Aavfdvew which is frequent
in Aristotle. The direction to the poet is, I think, that he should visualize the
production rather than that he should render vivid to himself the actual events,
but I agree with D. W. Lucas (Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 174) in thinking that this
distinction is not vital. On this view &¢ is still adversative, since it expresses
what actually happened in contrast to the general fact of which Carcinus
ought to have been aware.

5

145623 pudAiora pev odv—332 émretaddiov Sov;

In its traditional form this whole passage is intolerably confused, and unin-
telligible in some of its detail. I wish to argue that good sense can be restored
by transposing 145627-18, from 8ikawov to dywvilovrar, and 218-31, from émei
kol AydBwy to Slov, and accepting two emendations which have already been
proposed.

In the received order, the passage consists of these elements:
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(a). 5623—7. The tragedian should endeavour to make himself competent
in all four types (probably that of action, simple and complex, that of character,
and that of emotional shock), especially in view of the blackmailing require-
ment which they (the public) now make, that a single author should excel the
specialists in each kind.

(b). 5627-18. In pronouncing whether plays are the same or different, one
must look above all to the plot, and two plots are the same if they have an
identical complication and denouement. Some poets are strong in the former
but weak in the latter, but the two should be fitted together. Again, it may be
repeated that one should not cram into a tragedy an amount of incident more
suited to an epic. The great tragedians did not make the mistake of trying to
adapt for the stage the whole action of the liad, and those who have tried to do
this or something similar have failed on the stage.

(¢). 56218-25. In this respect alone Agathon failed as a dramatist. But in
tragedies of both simple and complex action others (?) achieve their aim (o7,
aim with great skill at what they wish). It is a tragic situation, and one satis-
factory to the sense «f justice, when a clever villain is outwitted. And it is not
improbable, according to a maxim of Agathon, that this might occur.

(d). 56225-31. The chorus should be regarded as one of the actors and an
organic part of the whole. The choral songs of many modern dramatists are
totally irrelevant to the plot, and might come from another tragedy; Agathon
commenced this practice. What is the difference between this and transferring
a speech, or a whole act, from one tragedy to another?

There is a violent discontinuity between (a) and (b). There is an appearance
of continuity between (b) and (c), in so far as the fault for which Agathon
earned unpopularity could have been that of compressing too much action into
a tragedy. The central part of (c) is, as it stands, meaningless, but it may be
noted that Agathon is twice mentioned here. He is mentioned again in (d), and
indeed his name holds these two sections together.

If section (b) is removed from its present position and placed after (d), its
purport is at once seen, because it is in the course of his remarks in (d) that
Aristotle has become interested in the sameness or difference of two plays.
At the same time, when (c) is linked up with (a) its meaning begins to stand out,
though some emendations are necessary. Finally the strength and weakness of
Agathon now emerges as the subject of discussion throughout 1456218 érel kai
Aydbwr—32 émeiaddiov dlov;

The transposition provides a subject for Bovdovrar in 1456220, which is now
at once seen to belong to the series gvkodavrodior and déodor (145625 and 7) ;
but oroydfovrar is unintelligible. Christ’s emendation to oroyd{eras, scil. &
Aydfwv, seems right. The phrase rpayikov yap rodro kai ¢ddvlpwmov occurs in
an impossible position, in advance of the mention of the fact which it explains.
Susemihl has rightly proposed that it should come in after %7604, and a further
sign of its being out of place is the repetition of éorw 8¢ Todiro, which is not
needed at all in line 21, and is in its proper place in line 23, éorw 8¢ Toi70 Kal
elxds, ktA. I would suggest, then, U‘roxd{efm &v Bovdovrar Oavpaords, otav
6 0oos uév pera movnplas (8”) éfamarnldi, domep Ziovdos, kal & dvdpeios pév
dduxos 8 Tyl Tpayucdy yap Tobro Kal durdvlpwmov, éarwv 8¢ TodTo Kal €lkds,
domep Aydbwv Aéyeu. In the previous note, I have called attention to the special
force of an aorist subjunctive after 6rav. As for favpaords, this is used in a quite
straightforward way and corresponds to the English ‘admirable’ or ‘astonishing’.
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With these emendations, and with 145627 8{xaiov §¢—218 dycwvi{ovrai removed
and placed after émeioddiov S)ov, the whole passage from 145623 may be
translated : ‘One should endeavour to become competent, if possible, in all of
these, and if not, in the more important of them, especially in view of the
blackmail which (the public) now apply to the poets. After good poets in every
genre have appeared they now require a single author to excel each in his
speciality ; forit was in this respect alone that Agathon also displeased them. But
in his tragedies of action, complex and simple alike, he aims with wonderful tact
at what they want, when the clever villain is well and truly outwitted, like
Sisyphus, and the brave, but unjust man is at last defeated. For this situation is
tragic, giving scope for human feeling. It is, moreover, probable, as Agathon
explains; for it is probable that there should be some events contrary to
probability. But the chorus should be regarded as one of the actors, an organic
part of the whole—the choral songs of [some writers] are no more related to
their plot than to some other tragedy; they sing interludes, and this practice
stems from Agathon. Yet what difference is there between this singing of
interludes and the transfer of a speech from one work to another, or of a whole
act? And in pronouncing whether a tragedy is the same or another, it is fair to
look above all to the plot. This means that plots are the same whose complica-
tion and denouement is the same.’

Agathon is thrice mentioned by name, but I think it is only when the faulty
text is corrected that we can link up these references and understand what is
being said about him. What Aristotle tells us is not that he injudiciously
planned a tragedy on an epic scale, and paid the penalty for this; but that,
while excelling in ingenuity of plot, he could not meet the unfair demand that
he should beat other playwrights on their own ground. The outwitting of
Sisyphus, and the defeat of a bold but unjust man, must be examples taken
from his plays, and the latter situation is said to be ¢iddvfpwmov. It need not
be explained here that two views have been taken about the meaning of this
term in ch. 13. Some of those who believe that it is equivalent to ‘the sense of
justice’, or satisfaction at seeing a guilty person punished, suggest that it must
have that sense at least in the present passage, for instance Butcher, Aristotle’s
Theory of Poetry and Fine Art*, p. 303 n. 2. This is not perfectly clear even with
the traditional text, and if rpayicov—piddvlpwmov is brought in after 503
it will refer primarily to the second of the two examples given, for which the
meaning ‘sympathy with a human being’ is perfectly suitable.

1t follows, if my suggestion is correct, that the treatment of plot in the Poetics
really ended with the words 1) éxmimrovaw 1) kakds dywvilovrar in 1456218.
It will perhaps be objected that émel kai Aydfwy ééémecev is shown to be in its
right place by the preceding éxmimrovaw; but this argument is neutral. This
may be precisely the cause by which someone who found a displaced page of
manuscript, and was uncertain which way round to turn it, was led into error.

6
1457P22-5 %) & yfipas wpos Plov, kal éomépa mpos fuépav: épel Tolvvy TV éomépay
yipas Nuépas 9 domep *Eumedoklis, kal 70 yfpas éomépav Biov 7 dvouas Biov.
Bywater’s text, upon which he comments (p. 285): ‘The actual words of

Empedocles, which Aristotle supposes us to know, are not to be found among
his fragments; all that can be said of them is that they must have been some-
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thing like yfpas fuépas but different from that in point of phraseology. . . .
This allusive way of referring to something supposed to be known to the
reader is not uncommon in Aristotle.” Instances are given. Rostagni, taking
a similar view, prints éomépav Siov and Svopas Blov in inverted commas and
says both are attributed to Empedocles not as literal citations, but as an idea.

These editors seem to overlook the fact that, whatever Aristotle may do
when confirming from the poets some assertion of doctrine, in an illustration
of metaphorical language the actual words used are indispensable. The prac-
tice of allusive reference, mentioned by Bywater, is indeed common it is also
very typical of Aristotle to give the keywords of a poetical quotation, leaving
it to his hearers to supply for themselves the operative words. But then the
opposite practice is also frequent, as in Ethics, 6. 1140?19 «afdmep kal Aydfwv
¢mow, 1141214 domep * Ounpds ¢now év d Mapyity, 115123 domep Avafavdpidns
éoxwiev, 1151031 domep ral Etmpos Aéyet, all followed by quotations in extenso.

There is therefore a strong case for the transposition éomépav Biov 7, domep
*Epmedokdijs, dvouas Blov, even if the manuscript authority for it is not strong.
But there is an alternative. If the text of Ac is retained, «al 76 yfjpas éomepdv Blov
can be regarded as the quotation, and dvouds perhaps as a second Empedoclean
version of the metaphor. In this case part of an iambic line is quoted, and
what must be abandoned is the view that the quotation is from the Kafappol.
We know that Aristotle in the dialogue On Poets included tragedies among the
poems of Empedocles (fragment 70 R).
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The punctuation here is my own. There is some divergence of reading, but it
is not important, and we learn again in 1460b26-9 that an error of fact in
poetry is not excusable if the story could have been otherwise told without loss
of effect. The reading dv 8¢ 64, scil. Towirov udfov or Towaidra mpdyuara, is con-
firmed by 1450228 éru édv Tis épeéijs 05 prjoers Mbukds, krA. But what is the
meaning of the words from dv 8¢ 6 to dromov? Bywater translates them: ‘If the
poet has taken such a Plot, however, and one sees that he might have put it in
a more probable form, he is guilty of absurdity as well as a fault in art’ (my italics).
One may object to this that the introduction of the absurdity is the fault in art.
As an alternative, it may be suggested that dromov in line 35, as well as yelotov
in line 83, qualifies 76 Aéyew: ‘Hence the claim that the story would thereby
have been cancelled is laughable. For such stories ought not to be framed at all.
But if a poet takes such a plot and one sees that he might have put it in a more
probable form, this claim is also strange.” In the words which immediately
follow (1460°1-2) viv 8¢ Tois dAAois dyabois & wouyris dpavile. H&Vvwv 76 dromov,
Aristotle has inadvertently applied the same adjective to the strangeness of the
story itself. Likewise he has used yeloiov both of the unrealistically conceived
incident and of a defender’s inadequate plea on its behalf (1460215 émi oxnrijs
yedota &v daveln), 233 76 Aéyew S7u dviipyTo dv ¢ udbos yedotov).
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1) dA\o mouei uépos. mapddevypa 1 7od “Extopos Siwéts. el pévrol 76 Tédos 1) pdAov
7 ) frTov évedéyero Vmdpyew kal kaTd TY wepl TovTwY TéxvmY, [Jpapriofar]
odk dplds: Sei yap €l évdéyerar SAws pndauf Guaprijobar. ér morépwy éoti TO
dudptnua, TGV kata TV Téxvny 1 kat’ dAdo ovuBeBnrds; éxarTov yap el un 7det
67 Eagos Ondea képata odk éxer 1) €l duipriTws Eypapev.

The third of the principles recommended for use in defending the work of
poets against allegations of error is that the standard of right and wrong in
poetry is not the same as it is in social science, or in any other science or art.
Aristotle adds to this a distinction between two forms of error within the art
of poetry itself, one inherent in it, the other incidental. (ad7ijs 8¢ tijs mouyTiciis
Surry) dpapriar 1) pév yap kab’ adriw, 1) 8¢ karo ovuPefnrds). The sentences in
which this distinction is elaborated are corrupt in our texts. So far as I know,
editors of the Poetics, though they differ from one another in their emendations
and analysis of the grammar, agree in supposing that the incidental form of
error is a bona fide or unconscious mistake about a matter of fact in an
extraneous science or art. The lines 1460b29-32, worépwr—ro audprnua, Tdv
KGT&. T’7‘7V TG’XV'T)V ';} Ka’l" &MO O'UILBEB?’]KO’S; é’/\a'r’rov ydp EZ [.L’)}] :;]’86(- gTL é’)\a(ﬁos 97;/\6“1
képata olk éyet 1) €l duiprTws éypaer, do at first seem to suggest this.

Bywater in his notes on 1460°15 (p. 326) and b21 (p. 328) takes up the
position that “The general sense of the passage (with the reading 7& mpoeXéobar)
is briefly this: If it was through a mistake in his original conception of the
thing that either the technical error, or impossibilities, of whatever kind they
may be, have got into his description, the error in that case does not belong
to the art of the poet per se, but only per accidens.’

It may be objected that on such an interpretation the subdivision of forms
of error belonging to poetry promptly brings us back to a point already
reached, and adds nothing to what is secured by the strong affirmation that the
standard of rightness in poetry is not what it is in politics, zoology, medicine,
and so forth. The words adr7js 8¢ would naturally be understood as introducing a
further stage of defence rather than an alternative procedure. Meanwhile there
is a kind of error which on the accepted view is missing from the classification,
namely the conscious inaccuracy of a writer or artist who is aiming at an artistic
end still higher than exact imitation of reality. Evidently it will require discussion
what this higher end can be if, by hypothesis, the arts are imitative ; but this is
a form of error which exists in famous works of literature, and might well play a
part in an apologia for them. Coleridge, in one of his marginalia to Shakespeare,
poses the question, ‘Was it without, or in contempt of, historical information
that Shakespeare makes the contemporaries of Coriolanusquote Catoand Galen?
I cannot decide to my own satisfaction.” His alternatives are the right ones.
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In emending the text of the Poetics, one should, then, bear in mind the
possibility that the second sort of mistake in the sentence beginning el pév
yap mpoeidero (1460P16) is intentional inaccuracy. Without claiming to solve
every difficulty, I propose to maintain (1) that one may accept Bywater’s
analysis of the sentence and reconstruction of the text, and indeed even leave
standing his English version, and yet read the passage in this sense, as he does
not;

(2) that the remarkable truncated version of these sentences in Riccardianus,
46, for which see Kassel’s apparatus criticus, does interpret the xara ovuBeBrnros
duapria as intentional error;

(3) that 1460P31—2 éarTov ydp el w1 7ider k7A., rightly understood, offers no
hindrance to this interpretation.

(1) In Bywater’s edition the passage reads: el uév yap mpoeidero (lacuna)
ddvvaplav, adrijs 1) duapria: el 8¢ @ mpoeXéobar un dpbds, dAXa Tov Immov dudw
TO‘. 8€§LU‘. ﬂpOBEﬁA?]KéTa, ';} 76 Ka@’ éKCiO"T")V TE’XV'Y)V cip,dpr'r)p,a, (OfOV 7'6 Ka:r’ zanLK"‘]V
5 &Ny Téxvmy) 4 ddvvata memoinTar omot dv odv, od kald’ éavriy.

For a statement of points in which Bywater disagrees with Vahlen in reading
or analysis I must refer to his commentary, p. 327. His version of the above is:
‘If the poet meant to describe the thing correctly (and failed through) lack of
power of expression, his art itself is at fault. But if it was through his having
meant to describe it in some incorrect way . . .’, etc. un dpfds is regarded as
qualifying not mpoeAéofar, but an unexpressed uiproacfar which is dependent
on WPOGAG,G'BGL.

To dwell now for a moment on the phrase ‘meant to describe it in some
incorrect way’. The English words are ambiguous, and may be equivalent
either to ‘meant to describe it in a way which is in fact incorrect’ or to ‘meant
to describe it in a way which he believed or realized to be incorrect’; and one
has to refer to Bywater’s notes to discover that he intended the phrase in the
former sense. More generally, an English phrase of the form ‘he meant to do X
correctly, or incorrectly’ is ambiguous, unless the context indicates in which
way it is to be taken. So we might read Bywater’s version in the latter way if
this is more in accordance with the tenor of the whole passage.

(2) The version of the whole passage in Riccardianus, 46 deserves separate
consideration. This manuscript omits 1460°14—~15 74s moAirikijs . . . adrijs 8¢,
15 8urry) dpapria, and 21-3 dmowavody . . . memoinrar, and has other unique
readings consequent on these omissions. On the other hand, its reading ddwvaula
makes it unnecessary to suppose a lacuna where modern editors have done so.
If T understand Kassel’s report correctly the manuscript has this:

(1460P13) mpos 8¢ TovTois oy 7 adTy SpfdTys éoTiv Tis mouyTUCTst 1) uév yap Kaf’
adriv, 1) 8¢ katd ovuBePnrds: €l pév yap mpoeketo pipjoactar, ddvwania adris
apaptio: (? €l) 8¢ mpoeAéobar pn Splds, dAXa Tov immov dudw Ta Sefid mpofeBfin-
kéta, 1) 10 kad’ éxdorny Téxymy dudprnua, ofov T0 kar’ latpukny 7 kar’ dAqy
Téxvmy, 1) ddvvata memoinTar, HudpryTat, AAX Splds éxer, €l Tvyxdver KTA.

It looks as though someone, in the attempt to make sense, has cut down still
further a text which had already suffered by accidental loss of words. Aristotle’s
first line of defence in the fuller text, namely that the standard of rightness
in special sciences or arts is not necessarily the same as that of poetry, has
disappeared. The meaning intended appears to be: ‘Besides this, the rightness
of poetry is not the same (i.e. is not one and the same throughout?) but takes
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two forms, one proper and one incidental to it. If (the art) intended to imitate,
weakness (therein) is a fault pertaining to the art itself. But if from choice it
chose incorrectly—chose to display a horse with both right feet advanced—
or if it has represented what is erroneous or impossible in one of the several
arts, for instance medicine, error has been committed, but the procedure is
sound if the art achieves its aim’, etc.

I assume that the construction intended is: €l pév yap mpoeideto (scil. % Téxrm)
... €l 8¢ (scil. mpoeideTo) mpoeXéabar uy Spbas. If so, there is undoubtedly in the
second alternative a reference to deliberate inaccuracy. If a digression is per-
missible, it may be added that this idea of choosing to make a choice is not in fact
Aristotelian. Not only has Aristotle nowhere included anything of this kind
in his discussions of choice in the Ethics, but a passage in the Eudemian version
can be indicated in which he shows that this would lead to a vicious regress,
(1248218) od yap 87 éBovAevoaro BovAevoduevos, kal TodT’ éBovAedoaro, dAN’
éoTw dpyn Tis* 008’ événoe vorjoas mpdTepov vofioat, kai TodT’ €is dmepov: odk dpa
70D voijoar X6 vods (Casaubon, for manuscript reading ovvodoa) dpx1, 00dé 1o
BovAevoacbar Bovhy. ‘A man, surely, does not deliberate after deliberation
whether he should do so, and after deciding this in turn by deliberation — —
an intuition is not the origin of intuiting, nor a deliberation of deliberating’.

(3) I come to my last point, that in what follows there is nothing fatal to this
interpretation. Having turned to the use of these principles in replying to
critics of the poets, Aristotle says (1460P29-31): érv morépwv (mérepov, Her-
mann) éoTe 70 dudpTnua, TOV katd TV Téxvny 7 kat’ dAAo ovuPefnkds ; édaTTov
yap €l 1) fdet 67i Eados Oridea képata odk éxer 1) €l dupiTws éypaier.

This is commonly regarded as a restatement of the distinction made above,
adrijs 8¢ Tijs mouTikdls SurTy dpaptia, 7 pev yap kad’ adriv, 7 8¢ kata ovpuBePnxds,
and I know of no commentator who does not state or imply this. If so, the
question suggested to a well-disposed reader of the poets is, to which kind does
the alleged fault belong? and an unconscious error in natural history is now
given as an instance of the latter kind of mistake. If this is the only valid inter-
pretation my argument has been in vain. But it may well be questioned whether
it is even a natural reading of the words. Firstly, on this view dA)o in the phrase
kar’ dMo oupPeBnrds has no discernible function. Secondly, in 1460P15-16
Aristotle was not saying that the former fault was kard Téxvmy (r9v mounTikiy)
and the latter not, but that both are adrfs 4s 7éyrns (in distinction from other
faults which arise from non-observance of the standard of a neighbouring art)
and that the first belongs to poetry per se, the second per accidens. One must
presume that in lines P2g—g1 he is still speaking in these terms. Thus the right
translation is: ‘whether the fault is of either of the kinds, which we say belong to
the art, or is a mistake in another incidental respect’. The purpose of the
addition of d\Mo then immediately stands out. It will be a consequence of this
view that the phrase duwuijrws éypaper in 1460P32 covers both errors which are
said in 60P15 to be adris Tis monTikfs. Can this be maintained ? I will try here
to view the argument as a whole.

1. Poetry has its own standard of rightness, which is not the same as that
of political science or any other science or art. So an error falling within some
province of specialist knowledge is not automatically an error in the poet’s own
craft. He may be a superb craftsman in words, or again the lapse in factual
knowledge may be accompanied by want of artistic skill. Thus far it hardly
matters whether we are speaking of an unconscious lapse or of intentional
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error. No doubt a good poet or artist will, within reasonable limits, secure
accurate information, 8ei ydp el évdéyerar SAws pndaud Hpapricdar, 1460°28—9.

Take now (2a) the poet or painter who, intending to imitate, fails because
he has not mastered his own technique, and (2b) one who knowingly and
from choice misrepresents facts coming within the range of specialist know-
ledge or introduces what anyone can see to be impossible, with an artistic
purpose in view. This purpose might be that of conveying astonishment or
fear. These instances have in common the fact of failure in imitation, but in the
former this is a result of incompetence, in the latter, of choice. In the former
case the failure is both adrijs 1ijs Téyrns and kaf’ éavmiy, in the latter it is again
abrijs Ths Téxvns but kard ocvuBeBnkds, because entailed by the pursuit of an
end other than imitation.

In 1460P21 dore Sei . . . Aristotle proposes to consider how to meet the objec-
tions, beginning with those which touch the poetic or imitative art itself.
There is no mention of type (2a), because, if it is beyond dispute that the
imitation is not effective, there can be no reply to the objection. This then
leaves for justification, among apparent faults in art, the mistake deliberately
incurred with an end in view (24). With this Aristotle is, in my opinion, cer-
tainly dealing in lines 23 7udpryra—29 undouf Ypapricfar. The mention
of the pursuit of Hector in the [liad, in particular, takes us back to 1460°14~27,
where admiration is expressed for Homer’s skill in handling the untrue and the
impossible. If, as can hardly be doubted, in the sentence (1460226) mpoat-
petobflal 7e Sei ddvvara elxdéra pdMov 7 Svvard dwifava, the meaning is that it is
right to choose what one realizes to be impossible, there is a presumption that 76
mpoeXéabar 7 pds in 60P18 refers to a similar choice.

The words (I4.60b24—26) a\’ o’p@&)g é'xe:., €l Tvyxdva 700 Té\ovs TOD aﬁ'rﬁg' T0
yap Tédos elpnrar: €l olrws ékmAnkTikdiTepov %) adTd 7 dAo mouel pépos have been
explained by editors in various ways. Vahlen and Bywater agree in supposing
that 76 7édos elpnras refers to one of Aristotle’s previous statements that it is
legitimate for epic poetry, and to a lesser degree for drama, to aim at representing
the marvellous, perhaps 1460211-13. They regard the two clauses e Tvyydved
... and el orws . . . as parallel to one another, the latter making more specific
what has been said in the former. But I think that the display of the marvel-
lous and irrational has nowhere been said to be an end of serious poetry ; and the
account of the construction is not persuasive. Aristotle in such a case more
commonly says Aéyw 8’ el orws etc. Kassel (Index s.v. 7éos) refers to 1450222,
where the plot and the action is said to be the end of drama. But it seems to me
that in this context, the appeal is made to some exceptional end, which justifies
the lapse from factual accuracy. With others, I am inclined to suspect that
€lpnTau is not genuine.

Next, it remains for consideration whether the critic’s reproof really is of the
the kind which attaches itself to the imitative art (146029, &rt morépwy éori 76
apdprnpa. . . .). A slight expansion may show how I propose to take the follow-
ing words, if this is not already clear, namely: 7&v kara Téxvmy (v 7 puév ot
ko’ éovmiv, 1) 8¢ kard ovpBePnkds) 7 kar® dMo ouuPefnkds. Supposing the
latter to be the case, as when a painter depicts a hind with horns, the error is of
type 1 and the principle that the rightness of art is not the same as that of
specialist knowledge can be invoked. That a painter should also be a zoologist
would be an instance of 76 elvar kard ovpuBeBnrds, one of the main prevailing
types of being according to Metaphysics 47 and E2. In brief, on the usual view
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the whole passage refers to unconscious inaccuracy, and in 1460°22—9 mp&rov
wev . . . nuaprijofar and 29-32 éru . . . éypafer Aristotle deals in succession with
the two kinds of fault distinguished in lines 15-16. My suggestion is that b22—g
refers to the incidental fault in the art, and 15-16 to that which cannot be
fairly ranked as a fault in art at all.

There is an incidental fault within the art, and a fault incidental ¢o the art.
The Eudemian Ethics can here give us some light. In somewhat the same manner,
Aristotle finds there that there are two incidental uses of property in addition
to its ordinary use (1231P38-3224). Sixds 8¢ Ta ypripara Aéyopev kal T
xpnparioTuciy. 9 pev yap kal’ adro ypiois Tod kripatos éotiv, ofov vmodparos
1) {pariov, 7 8¢ kara ouuBeBnkds uév, od uévroL olTws ws v €l Tis oTabud yprioaiTo
7@ Smodijpart, dAN’ olov 1) mdAnois kai 7 picbwaos. To sell or hire out shoes is to
make incidental use of them, since so far as the vendor is concerned the prime
object is not to walk comfortably, but to make a profit. They are, however, sold
as shoes; and this is distinct from the more obviously incidental use of a shoe
as a weight.

Returning to this distinction later (E.E. 8. 1246227—46P4), Aristotle refers
to intentional misuse of knowledge, but unfortunately in a passage corrupt
almost beyond possibility of restoration. Here the author starts from a distinc-
tion between use of a thing for its natural purpose and two kinds of non-
natural use. The thing may be used for a wrong end (a) in its natural capacity,
as when a man squints so that he sees double, and (4) in some way irrelevant to
its form and purpose. Knowledge can be brought under these headings, since,
e.g., someone who knows how to spell may, intentionally, mis-spell; and if
virtue is knowledge, a just man may produce unjust actions by his justice. (But
Ethics, 5. 113725 fI. of 8” dvfpwmor has explained why this is not the case, and
we are engaged here in an indirect disproof of the thesis that virtue is know-
ledge.)

The author of E.E. is distinguishing ways in which you may use or misuse
something which you possess, the author of the Poetics is interested in ways in
which one who does not possess expertise in other arts, or even perhaps in his
own, may go wrong or choose to go wrong, or be alleged to go wrong. But,
naturally, the distinctions made touch one another. With Poetics, 1460°18 7o
mpoeXéabfar p7) dpfds compare E.E. 1246233 duapreiv ofov Stav ékav p1y dpbds
ypdim, and with both, Plato, Hippias Minor 366 c 2, domep od Svvards el ypdihar

3 N ¥ o ’
TOUMOV ovouQ OoTay BOUA?’).

University of Glasgow D. J. ALLax
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