
SOME PASSAGES IN ARISTOTLE'S POETICS 

I 

I450aIO--I4 otS jLv yap jtLtovvTaL 8vo sEp]q Earlv, uS oe JtLLLovrat Ev, a 8e 

,/I/ovTa& rpLa, Kac rTapa rav a ovv. 7OVTOLS A1v otv OVK oAXya. avriv u ELTrELv 

KeXpr?vraL Trot el'cEav' Kal yap o Lts eXEL rTa Kat r)Oos Kal Lv00ov Kal Afexv Kal jLeAos 
Kal stavotav (o'avt'rs. 

VAHLEN (Beitrdge zu Ar. Poetik (I914), 2I-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. 

I. MluovvTcrat requires a subject, and av-rJv some noun as a point of reference. 
This leads one to suspect an accidental omission, such as ots p,v yap tuLpoUvrac 
<oL 7roi7raTd> 8vo, K7A. 

2. The words rpla, Kat 7rapa ravra ovSev 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 I449b32 and 

I450a7 is not demonstrative but hypothetical necessity (for which see Metaph. 
A. II5"a20 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 (I449b36) e'rrTE e rrpdewos ECrrT 
/lt,aFu, 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 7Tr'VKEV atrtLa Jo TV - pev rpdEW tv a EVa, SLavoLa Kal '0o (secl. 
Else and Kassel) which I should prefer to retain. We should, then, omit the 
comma at rpla and translate 'the objects of imitation are three and no more'. 
It is a reminder of what was recently established. Admittedly, rov'rot 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 7rot0 E'EatL should be changed to us e'EcTLav, since 

I452bI4 appears to be a reference back to this passage. This, as he admits, still 
leaves ws ELrTELv to be explained. His proposal <KaO' ecKaTaov> avrwv Us Eo7TELtv 

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 
av3ruv in the way already indicated. But there is an alternative way of achieving 
what Vahlen aimed at: we can regard as EciTrlv as a garbled form of cOs ElSctLv. 
On this view roEs' ELSeaL 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 Kal yap o/0ELtS, or O'bLv, 

EXELtv rTav (with 7Tiv 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.' 

2 

I450b12-16. Treraprov os Tov pev AoXycv D AEse . . . . Aeyw 3E, w;ATrep rrpodrepo 

ErlprITaL, AXetv Eval rL rv 83a rrjS ovoJLacriaS EpPLr,veLav, o Katl m rcov EJlLErpCOV Kal 
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d 7TO)V XAoyWv E XEL 7r7V1 avri7v (Svvalv . . . Srov Se Ao1TT-v [7rCvTE] ?EAo07roula 

LEtyLoTrOv 7T0v '7SvcraULCTCO. 7 de 'Ots OvUS VXCayWyKV v. . . . 

Vahlen, in his paper on Aristotle's account of the component parts of 
tragedy (first published in I864, 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 (Trv tpev Aoywv . . . Tov 8e AoLtrrv). But his exposition 
of his reading leaves something to be desired. He says that AE'Ls and tLeAorolda 
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. I75) 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 Aoutra, the lyrical parts, but it is music which 
above all gives these their savour. Unlike Vahlen, I should understand Tcov 
AoLT7rov as objective genitive after '8vadTarwv, as though it were EIyuTrov ev ,T 
1(SvvEtv ra Aot-Tda. 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 Aoyoc, in the same vicinity and even 
before the antithesis to rCoV Ev Ao'ywov has appeared, with the meaning 'prose'. 

3 
I452a32-6 KaAA'iT1- 8e davayvwc)pLTtS, iorav fJca 7rEptTrEreta yEvlrac, otov EXEL q ev 

7T- O&[0ro8&. elIlV !,v ofv Kal aAAaL avayvwopl(Je?' Kla yap TrpOS auvxa Kal ra' 

TvXovTa ETarlv WarTEp Etpr7rat GvIaILve tt KaL EL T7TrpayE rItsL X7 /L7) rerpayev EaEtV 

avayvopraat. 

This passage is more troublesome than has been generally realized. The 
above is Kassel's text. The emendation to the dative TEpIrETELa is due to 
Gomperz. B has 7TepETeLrca yevTraL, A 7rep7TrerTELta ytvovTat. The words from Kal 

yap 7rpos to avayvwplaat inclusive are omitted by B. Kassel obelizes eItv UoaTrep 

etpr7rat avlcgatv?e. Bywater reads o'rav a/a TTEptrerEtat 7ytvwvrat, otav e'Xe, the otav 

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 Wrept- 
7TTEreav after E'XEc (p. 202). He follows Spengel in changing E'rrLv coaTrep to E'Otv 

Cs o'TTrp. He notes that 'the formal incongruity of number in the juxtaposition 
of avayvCSptrLs and 7reptTreertat is certainly not greater than that in 9, I451b3 
iLETLa -LETpov 7) avEV IIerpcov, or Thuc. 2. 4. 2 A K0otp TE Kca KEpd( 3aAAo'TCvr.' 

It is not, however, only the combination of singular and plural that is 
strange, but the suggested phrase olav EXet -q ev Tco Ol&Iro& (dvayvcp&cas). 
Perhaps eXEt 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 Oicav yEV`7p-ca should mean 'when finally 
it occurs', or 'when it occurs, as it will sooner or later', rather than 'whenever 
it occurs'. The difference between l'-av 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 
985aI8-2o Avaeay4pas TE yap I_LXav4A Xp-'Tar Tco VCO 7TpcS r KOU11.LO7ttavl1 Kal 

oTav a7prop-q o L- tlv alTlav Ee ava~K?7s EcTTl, TOTE ?TapEAKEL a'3i-v, 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: 
E.NA. 9. I I65b6iI v 7TAELTaL tq 8aopal ylVOVTaL T0Tss lAotgs, oTav /7L0L Wq1`&sg otWv?rTat 
Kat 4cn qltAo&. iTav ,yv oYv &WJEVaof TLS' Ka' '5roX0Aap77 cfAE&GaL Ata TO I7Os, /577, ) co 

I~~~C ', O&AFo C 
ta o'7 

TOLOVT0V EKEWVOV 7TpaTTOVTOS', EaLVTOv1 aCTLWT QV. avOTav V7TO T77S' EKELVO1) 7TPOU7TOVLV 

UE(w alTraT-qOq, Slta'ov yKaAEFV Tp' a7TTavTL. 

'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 o'Tav 
alrfaT77Gfl is very similar to 77 i Petics,I.b22wih 

OTav-qTTq q 45a .2, whch,if my argu- 
ment later in this paper is cogent, refers to a particular case. 

E.N 5. I I 33 3 133b3 ETL877 aVTV7r,E7TOV Ogs, OTV Lua8?, 7(A)EOTp~WpO~7pS 
aKVTOTO/LOV, To EPYOV To TOO arKVT0QTo/5OV77PSTOOVECYV.E oXqa 

avaAoyl'ag ot' SEF a"yELv oTav aAAa'CwVTat (Et' SE'L7 a'/4koTE`pas 4eC Tadg VTTEPOXalS TO 

ETEpov aKpov), 
a 

OTavEXV At 
r VC 

'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-for in that case one extreme will 
doubly exceed the mean-but when, on each occasion, they have their own 
products in their hands'. 

E.NV. 7. II I47a2534 7~ /EV yap KaLOO'Aov 80'ea, 77I 8 E"TEpa 7TEpt' TW(V Kat) 'EKacYTa EoTLv, 

(7V 0L77UtS3 7')877 KVp(fa' oeTav 8E' /5Ca yE`v77Tat E' aUT7WYo . . . (a~i OTCLv 01)? /5EV 

KaGOOAov EVi7 KWOAV' ora yiEVEuGrat, 77 8E Tt 7riv yAVKV' 7)8V, TOVTL 8E YAVKV' (alT77q SE' 

4EVEpE)VTX77 8' g'rOv/cda E'voi3ua, -q Ixs'v oi'v AE` yEL OE yEw ToOTo, -" 8' trnvptadk e 

The phenomenon being studied is a recurrent one and, if it were not so, the 
analysis would be unprofitable. But the &rTav clauses do not, I think, drive 
home this fact of frequent repetition. 0"Tav 1dkta 7TpO'Taorts /E-v-qTat means rather 
'at the decisive moment when one premiss comes into being'. Below we have 
oTav... EV-.. TVXV 8' vofkra. Formally the present and aorist subjunctive are 
here combined. But this is Hobson's choice, since E"VEUrTt has no aorist, and the 
immediately following periphrasis with Tv'X? reoe n iaprehension. 

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

IProceedings of the Aristotelian Society, suppl. vol. xxxix (1965), P. 7. 
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ylvovTra of cod. A. I venture to propose (I) that for KaAXXartYr S dJvayvdptaLrs we 
read KaAaraTal 8E advayvwpolats, (2) that we accept ylvwvrTa from the later Greek 
manuscripts, (3) that otov be understood to mean Too ara 7TrepTrereav ylvYeaal. 
Translate: 'Recognitions are best whenever reversals occur simultaneously with 
them, a feature which that in the Oedipus possesses'. As for the remainder, 
aAAal means 'other than the recognition of persons, not 'other than the best'. 
In deciding whether to accept Spengel's correction of 'ernV WOTrCE to ErUrtLV C 
o7Irp, 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 &erTv SVO7TEp Et'p-qra 
should be ejected as a gloss on vrdKcTraL, 1452b1. The point is, not that recog- 
nition of material objects is not avayvoSptrtLs, but that only recognition of per- 
sons can be accompanied by 'reversal'. 

4 

I455a26-9 o7ry1elov 8 E TOVbTOV O' E7TETLTo KapKivp). O yap Al,jLadpaos E6 lEpoV eI455a26n9 Ue0 8 E aTOa2Y9/cTV 

dv7eEL, o iJL opcVTia TOv OEaT7rv EAadvOavev, Ec'r oS rjs K7icrK) EIvs e`eoreev 8vaXEpavadvTrV 
TOvTO Tr v OearTCv. 

The problems which have been raised about this are well known. Vahlen 
regards it as imperative to insert an av with EAJvOavev, on the ground that rM' Se 

-rjS a(KvJVs is adversative here, as at 1460oa5 (aK?7v7js ovra. Kassel has fol- 
lowed Butcher in bracketing rov Oea-rJv. 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) /q) o"p6vrTa is regarded as conditional and 
lepov as the antecedent of o, and (ii) EAaJvOavev 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 px/ o{pcovra and EAdvOavev is that between not 

seeing and not knowing about. Compare the et r/u) Aav0avetv 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 E' is still adversative, since it expresses 
what actually happened in contrast to the general fact of which Carcinus 
ought to have been aware. 

5 

I456a3 fLdatrTa Pev o_v-'a32 &rdiLov 'o;VAov; 

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 I456a7-I8, from 3&Katov to adywviovTat, and aI8-31, from e7ret 
Katl Aydowv to oAov, and accepting two emendations which have already been 
proposed. 

In the received order, the passage consists of these elements: 
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(a). 56a3-7. 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). 56a7-I8. 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 Iliad, and those who have tried to do 
this or something similar have failed on the stage. 

(c). 56aI8-25. In this respect alone Agathon failed as a dramatist. But in 
tragedies of both simple and complex action others (?) achieve their aim (or, 
aim with great skill at what they wish). It is a tragic situation, and one satis- 
factory to the sense of justice, when a clever villain is outwitted. And it is not 
improbable, according to a maxim of Agathon, that this might occur. 

(d). 56a25-3i. 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 becomne 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 I456aI8 Errd Kai 

YydOcov-32 E7rEaC6otov o"Aov; 
The transposition provides a subject for lovAovrat in I456a20, which is now 

at once seen to belong to the series avKofavrovofr and defo0a3 (I456a5 and 7); 
but (rroxadcovraT is unintelligible. Christ's emendation to arroxa-eTra, scil. o 
AydOcov, seems right. The phrase rpaytKov yap rovTro Kai qcAdcvOpwnrov 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 -rr,-Or, and a further 
sign of its being out of place is the repetition of `cr-nv O8 ToVrTO, which is not 
needed at all in line 21, and is in its proper place in line 23, coruTv Se -rovro Kat 
ELKOS, KTA. I would suggest, then, (Troxderat (Ov tovAov-rat OavmaarTi)s-, orav 
o Caobos- pev erard -rov-qp'as <8'> efa7rarr-O, (JcTTrEp ZJav?>os, KaL o av6pEoSpe Iev 
a&8KOS ' r Trr ' Tpay7Kov yap K rovro Kal qtAdvvopworov, 'arlv $ TrovTO Kal eElKO, 

war,rep AyaOcov AEyet. In the previous note, I have called attention to the special 
force of an aorist subjunctive after orav. As for OavtuxaOrTS, 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 I456a7 8&KaLov 8--aI 8 dycovIovra removed 
and placed after E'TEtdo'tov o\iov, the whole passage from I456a3 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; for it 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 
lie 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 AadvOporrov. 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 Art4, p. 303 n. 2. This is not perfectly clear even with 
the traditional text, and if rpayCKov-0LAadvOpw7rov is brought in after ?r-TTr10 

it will refer primarily to the second of the two examples given, for which the 
meaning 'sympathy with a human being' is perfectly suitable. 

It follows, if my suggestion is correct, that the treatment of plot in the Poetics 
really ended with the words '7 EK7,T7rT0VrCV D KaK6S aywvlovrat in I456aI8. 
It will perhaps be objected that ;,rEC Kal AyaldOv 1EETreaev is shown to be in its 
right place by the preceding EKTrL-rrrovatv; 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 

I457b22-5 ?; 0 ypas Tpos pLov, Kat cc7repa 7Tpos 7.lepav Epel ToLvvv TV)7V EcEepav 
yrIpas ,utdpas as wcrvep 'EiE8O0KXAjS, Ka TOr yjpas aorepav '3ov X eaeas fPov. 

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 yrjpas 'jtpas 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 Eairepav pliov and Sva&ads ftlov 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. I I40aI 9 KaOaTrep iKal AyaOowv 

l70atv, I 141 a4 la4 71Trp "O77pods (rLcnrv ev reC Mapyl T, I 15 b2 3 JTarep Ava4avSplirls 
EcaKW/jev, I I5Ib3I (arUep Kal Evrvos AcyEL, all followed by quotations in extenso. 

There is therefore a strong case for the transposition E'arrpav f/3ov 7r, WarTEp 
'E,lTreoK8A1s, Svatuas- flov, even if the manuscript authority for it is not strong. 
But there is an alternative. If the text of Ac is retained, KaL ro y77pas aIrrepv fl[ov 
can be regarded as the quotation, and 8vaikds 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 KaOapp,oi. 
We know that Aristotle in the dialogue On Poets included tragedies among the 
poems of Empedocles (fragment 70 R). 

7 
I46oa33-b2 orr TO )e'yev or davp'lro av 0 Iv0oS yeAoLov (aE dpX7s1 yap ov &et 

crvvlraaLat TOVTOvSroVS), av 8e Kal balv'jTaL evAOywrTepcows evaEXEcraE, Kal 

T0ro7rov ETre Kat Ta ev 'OSuVaCELa aAoya &ra rept Y 
-rv EKcoev (oS OVK av 7v avEKTa 

&iAov av yEVOLrTO, dl avTra bavAos 7roTqT7)S TroLcr'ae vv^v 8E' Tors a'AAots adya0ots o' 

T7rotrj7)S cav eEL I 1vvwv ro aro7Tov. 

The punctuation here is my own. There is some divergence of reading, but it 
is not important, and we learn again in I46ob-26-9 that an error of fact in 
poetry is not excusable if the story could have been otherwise told without loss 
of effect. The reading av 8e 0r, scil. rotorovV pV0ov or Totavra 7rpayLtara, is con- 
firmed by 1450a28 ETt dcv TE s e qf4 s 0 p6 lS Y 0EIaO , KrA. But what is the 
meaning of the words from av Ue 0r to 'ro7rov ? 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 afault 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 aro7rov in line 35, as well as yeAorov 
in line 33, qualifies r-o AyeLV: '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 (I460ob-2) vvv Se TOr aoAAo&s, ayaOoFs o6 vrot-TLrS daavleV ES vv?ov ro aroVrov, 
Aristotle has inadvertently applied the same adjective to the strangeness of the 
story itself. Likewise he has used yeAAoov both of the unrealistically conceived 
incident and of a defender's inadequate plea on its behalf (146o0a5 Ecmr aK77l7s 
ycAota av (avel[, a33 TO Ae'yeL oT av7fp7ro Ev d avOos yeAovov). 
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8 

I460b I3-32 7rpo Se rov7os otX 7o ac7r ovpnXrs aar o'aTv rrToAiLtKfS Kat '7)S TTOr7TLKS' 

ovotsE 
Ars 

TEXVr7)S Kal 7To0Lt7TLK)S. avrrS os rs T7S TOLrnTLKS OLTT7j dcapTLa, 7 ILEv yap 

KaO' au7-r]p, ~ Ke KaTra auo'v43e]IfKOs. El tIV yap -TpoeLAero lci,c7taaoac * * davvatliav, 
avrS XQ alaprLTa 

el oE TO 7TpoEAEcGraC p) 'odpCus-, dAAa rov LTrrrov <aK')> apow Ta 

SEeta TTpoflEP/ArKOTra, ?} To Ka0a EKarLaTrv TEXvr7v aLapT7Prr) a, OLOV TO KaET laTpLK7)V 

} tArAqv reyXvrv [r aovara TreTrolT77rat] d roavoov, ov Ka ' EavTrrv. (USTE SeL Lra 

E7TLTL,U71JLaTa EV To0S 7Tpop0Aq'jLaCtLV EK TOVT7JV EITLUKO07TOVVTa AVELV. 7TpcoTOV -LEV Ta 

TTpos avT77v T7Xv rEX)vrv dvvara 7re7TroTr07a, 7yjLtapT7rraT dAA' p0gs ac' EXEL l TvyXveL 
'roiV reAovs TOV avTrs T (ro yap -reAoS EcLtpraL), el OVTCo) EKTArrArKTLKCroTEpov 

' avro 
' O dAAo 7TOLEL FLepos. 7TapdaeLyt,a r ov^ TVEKropoS 8tO)ELS. el y,LVTOL TO TreAoS q piXAAov 
7 <r 

r7Trov 7 VEo XETO VZr7FaXEL KaL KaTa 77jV 7TEpt TOVTO)V TEXV7CV, -[raprTaOtaL] 
OVK OpOaS' yeL yap el elvSeeraT oACS tLTr)oapLL 7lOaprc0pT)aaL. Efl TTorepWV aEUL TO 

dalcdprr7La, TWOV KaTa r7)v TeXv7)V 7} KarT dAAo avlEfiE/q7KoS; fArtrov yap el tL oSe 

onL EXa(aOoS 0rAta KepaTa OVK EXE7L ) El Wdrlcos E`ypaaJev. 

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. (aVrs7 oe TrjS 7Tro0LrTK?7S 

t,TTrr adlaprtla') [ev lyap KaO' avT7rv, ) oS KaTa avtu/je/37KOs). 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 i46ob29-32, TroTepwov-ro daLapT,7/ta, Trv 

KaTa T7rV TeXV7)V 7) KarT aAAo UV/ZPe/37K05s; e`aTrov yap EL tL7r yoc E oTt eAac`Aos O AEta 

KEpara OVK EXet 7) el d!a rtTrwS e"ypaw/ev, do at first seem to suggest this. 
Bywater in his notes on I46ob15 (p. 326) and b21 (p. 328) takes up the 

position that 'The general sense of the passage (with the reading Tco TrpoeAEuOal) 
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 avrr-s 8e 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 Coriolanus quote Cato and Galen? 
I cannot decide to my own satisfaction.' His alternatives are the right ones. 

88 D. J. ALLAN 



SOME PASSAGES IN ARISTOTLE'S POETICS 

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 t pev 
yap TrpoEAMETO (1460bI6) is intentional inaccuracy. Without claiming to solve 

every difficulty, I propose to maintain (I) 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 Kara aTVlEfl7Kos0 

daaprla as intentional error; 
(3) that I460b31-2 Aa77rov yap e ii-l 2aEL K7A., rightly understood, offers no 

hindrance to this interpretation. 
(I) In Bywater's edition the passage reads: el tev yap rrpoEAEro (lacuna) 

aSvvaplav, avrrT7S at4aprtia El S 7Ti rrpoEAEoOat ,Lur op66s, dAAT 7ov t`r7rov dacLo) 
ar o&ELa Trpo0flEflArKoTa, 

' 
Tro Ka6' eKaUaTrIqv reXvr7v daLapT77JLa, (Oov TO KaT laTpPK7)j 

X da2Ar7v reXvr-v) X} aovvaTa 7TErroL7rTaL O7TOL v ovv, ov Ka6 EcavYrjv. 
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. t) odpO6)s is regarded as 
qualifying not rTpoEAEcOsat, but an unexpressed tuoroaaoOat which is dependent 
on wrpocAerOaL. 

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 I460bI4--I5 7h ,roAlmKS . * * avrs oe, 
15 Lr-7r djxLapta, and 21-3 o7roLavoOv . . . TreTroLraT, and has other unique 
readings consequent on these omissions. On the other hand, its reading advvaldta 
makes it unnecessary to suppose a lacuna where modern editors have done so. 
If I understand Kassel's report correctly the manuscript has this: 

(46ob1 3) 7TpOS 8E TOVTOLS o?VX avT7r op0OT7rSr EOTlV T 7TrorL7TLK7S' 7 tLEV yap KaO' 

avrrv, 8e KaTa ovujLP/3EKo' El Lev yap 7TpoEtAETo /4aaUOat, davvatLa avTjs- 
adcapTfa (? EL) be 7TpOEAeOaL In) dp6as, aAAa TO'V t7Trov adp( ct) ra oetLa TpofEflA77- 
KOTa, 71 To KaOU EKaarT7V TEXV77V ad/apTt77La, OLov TO Kar taTpLK7)Tv 77 Kcar' qv 
T?EXvr7v, 7 a ovvara 7rzErot^rTa, TLc.apTrqTat, dAA o 'p6a)s XEL, El TvyXaveL 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: EL' LEv yap TrpoEiAcro (scil. 
' 

r-eXv7) 
... EL. (scil. 7TpoEtAEro) rrpoEAE'cOai Lat 6pu)s . 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, 
(I248aI8) ov yap )' E/3ovAevaaro /ovAevacraJevoS, Kal TOV70T eovAevcaro, aMA 
Eo7TLV apxrj TLSv Ov8 evor7JE vo07raaS TpoTEpOV vo7jaar, Kal TOUT ElS aTELtpov OViK apa 
TO vorjaat xd vovs (Casaubon, for manuscript reading avvovaa) apX7', ov3e rov 

f3ovXev'9aaaOaL ovA7j. '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 (I46ob29-3i): E' TrorEpWv (r'TrEpov, Her- 
mann) rTTL To' apadpTrpjtua, TJW Kara T-IV TEXV-rlv 7 KaT aAAo uavi/Efl3qKos ; AaTrrov 

yap EL7 n TIL oT eXawos OGXAEta KEpaTa OVK EXE? 7 EL 
' 

E' '577TCO EypaW/ev. 

This is commonly regarded as a restatement of the distinction made above, 
avTr5j -E TrS- TOlr77TLK7S &TT77 cL/LapTLa, 77 pev yap Ka0 avTr7v, 

' 7 Kara aT V/4Ef K77KOS, 

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 a'AAo in the phrase 
Kar' aAAo av5f/eq77KOS' has no discernible function. Secondly, in I46obI5-i6 
Aristotle was not saying that the former fault was Kara Tre'XVv (7)1v rTOtLTl-KqV) 

and the latter not, but that both are aVT7s rT77s re'Xv7s (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 b29-3 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 aAAo then immediately stands out. It will be a consequence of this 
view that the phrase adlti'4Tcos Eypaobev in I46ob32 covers both errors which are 
said in 6ob 5 to be avrrs ' rqS TrrOl7TTTK7S. Can this be maintained? I will try here 
to view the argument as a whole. 

i. 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, 8EF yap El ev8exera oAC vLr ]Bapln riaprjcTaOa, I460b28-9. 

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 offailure 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 av;ri-s -rjs -re'vr and KaO' eavr'v, in the latter it is again 
avrrjs ijs 7eXVWs, but KaTa Uav/fIE/ICKS, because entailed by the pursuit of an 
end other than imitation. 

In 1460b2 I COcruT 8E ... 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 (2b). With this Aristotle is, in my opinion, cer- 
tainly dealing in lines 23 ?l dprj7raL-29 t rqSalj ?!apr7-aBa. The mention 
of the pursuit of Hector in the Iliad, in particular, takes us back to I46oaI4-27, 
where admiration is expressed for Homer's skill in handling the untrue and the 
impossible. If, as can hardly be doubted, in the sentence (I460a26) rrpoat- 
pelaOal Te et dSvvaa Kr a E1KdTa pAAov 7 Svvara darOava, the meaning is that it is 
right to choose what one realizes to be impossible, there is a presumption that r6 
TrpoEAEcaOact ir dp6co in 60bI8 refers to a similar choice. 

The words (I460b24-26) aAA' dop06s 'XeL, el ,vyXaveL Tov Treovs ro avTrjs ro 
yap 'rAos e'pv7aL- el ourcos- E'K7TArqKTitKlOrTEpov av'o 7' dAAo rTOLELt epos have been 
explained by editors in various ways. Vahlen and Bywater agree in supposing 
that ro -erAos et'lptpTa 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 1460oI 1-13. They regard the two clauses el TvyXaveL 
... and el ozrcos... 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 Ae'yo e' el ozTos etc. Kassel (Index s.v. TeAos) refers to I450a22, 
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 
ei'pqTrac 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 (146ob29, EL r7Tore pwVv EaT r' 
dClprTr]La .. .). A slight expansion may show how I propose to take the follow- 

ing words, if this is not already clear, namely: T)v Kara Te'Xv7lv (cv IJLdv E(T,- 
KaO' EavTrj?v ,) e KaTa aVltfefr3qKos) X KaTr aAAo avaftefrlEKOs. Supposing the 
latter to be the case, as when a painter depicts a hind with horns, the error is of 
type i 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 ro e'vat KaTra avpjfleqKos,l one of the main prevailing 
types of being according to Metaphysics J7 and E2. In brief, on the usual view 



the whole passage refers to unconscious inaccuracy, and in I46ob22-9 Trp-rov 
LEV ... 7tapTr7jaOa and 29-32 l .. . . pabev Aristotle deals in succession with 
the two kinds of fault distinguished in lines 15-I6. My suggestion is that b22-9 
refers to the incidental fault in the art, and I5-I6 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 to 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 (I23Ib38-32a4). 8X?cs 8oe ra xp'lara AEyoLEv Kai %r'v 

Xpr])anrorLtK,rv. q tkv yap Ka6O avro Xpr7aUs To KT71,arTOS earlV, olov 7TroSr77paTOS 
. e e e% C' a ! nan n^ 

7q LLaTov,l, 7 Kara avVLOep7KOS Tev, 0ov LEVTOl OVTWS (OSS Eav ct LtS Taa1Oco XP7joa0TO 

'ST VTroSr1JLarT, a,AA' oov L r 7coATyhO KaL 7} ul aCOd as. 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. I246a27-46b4), 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 (b) 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. I 37a5 ff. ol 8' dvOpwrro 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, I46obI8 ro 

7rpoEAEcaat YrL pOps6 compare E.E. I246a33 adaprELv otov orav EK(LV LU7q opQOCS 

yp d', and with both, Plato, Hippias Minor 366 c 2, MaTrep avr vvavros el ypa7Cfa 
TO LLO OVOuLa OTaV o ovA?7. 
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