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Introduction

This book consists of a peer-reviewed selection of papers presented at the con-
ference The Fragments of Aristotle’s Lost Works on July 6 and 7%, 2016, at the
University of Lisbon. This conference was one of a series of academic events or-
ganised in Europe and North America in celebration of Aristotle’s 2400™ anniver-
sary. The Centre of Philosophy of the University of Lisbon (CFUL) hosted the con-
ference at the initiative of the Centre for Historical Ontology (Heidelberg —
Helsinki — Leuven) and with the full support of the Foundation for Science
and Technology (FCT), the School of Arts and Humanities of the University of
Lisbon (FLUL), and the project Complete Works of Aristotle: Translation and Com-
mentary (PTDC/MHC-FIL/0787/2014). One achievement of this project was the
first Portuguese translation of the fragments of Aristotle’s dialogues, the comple-
tion of which gladly coincided with the preparation of the event.

Like the conference, this book seeks to reignite work on Aristotle’s fragments
and challenge existing paradigms of interpretation. It presents a reassessment of
a considerable number of fragments of Aristotle’s lost works, and offers innova-
tive ways of dealing with them. We expect this publication to have a specific
place in the development of scholarship on Aristotle’s fragments, but equally
hope its reassessment and innovative methodology will shed new light on the
extant works of Aristotle.

The book fills a long gap in the bibliography on Aristotle’s lost works and
fragments. In the second half of the nineteenth century, Valentin Rose was the
first to assemble, organise, and edit the first modern collection of fragments
and testimonies of Aristotle’s lost works (Rose (1863)). This collection, which
subsequently appeared in several editions of different forms (Rose (1870) and
(1886)), had a recognizable impact on Aristotelian scholarship. It helped to inau-
gurate an entirely new period in the study of Aristotle. This period saw the pub-
lications of trendsetting works such as Jaeger’s study of Aristotle’s development
(Jaeger (1923)), the works of Bignone (1936) and Bidez (1943) on the “lost
Aristotle”, as well as, among many others, Diiring’s and Chroust’s reconstruc-
tions of Aristotle’s lost Protrepticus (respectively, Diiring (1961) and Chroust
(1964)). For scholars of this period, there were two main sets of issues surround-
ing the fragments of Aristotle’s lost works. The first set concerned their authen-
ticity and dating. The second explored how their content related both to
Aristotle’s formative period under Plato in the Academy and to his philosophical
production as reflected in the transmitted works.

Although the study of Aristotle fragments has ever since enjoyed an intermit-
tent interest, including new editions and translations of the whole set of texts,

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110679847-001



2 —— Introduction

this area of research has fallen into the background since the 1960s. This is sur-
prising for at least two reasons. First, the liveliness of debates surrounding
Aristotle’s fragments in earlier periods of scholarship. Second, it stands in
stark contrast to the remarkable flourishing of Aristotelian scholarship in the
last sixty years. In this period, the study of Aristotle has taken several different
innovative and exciting directions. However, questions about origin, influence,
development, and intellectual context have given way to an ever more prevalent
interest in Aristotle’s thought on its own right. More specifically, developmental
questions have given way to interest on Aristotle’s thought as represented in his
extant writings. Comparative studies have in no small measure yielded to philo-
sophical analysis and argument-criticism. To some extent, this prevailing lack of
interest in comparative and developmental studies has resulted in a disregard for
Aristotle’s fragments.

This situation is unfortunate, particularly if we take into consideration the
fact that the currently keen concern with Aristotle’s philosophical argument it-
self offers — or could offer — a new assessment of developmental questions,
and indeed of the material of the fragments independent of their role in such
questions. In this sense, current preoccupations and methods could very well
promise a new use for the fragments in assessing Aristotle’s philosophy. As
things currently stand, Aristotle fragments need reassessment, and there is
also great methodological potential in studying these materials afresh with
new interests and methodologies. Precisely because of the advances in critical
analysis of Aristotle’s texts, we are now in an optimal position to update the cur-
rent scholarship on his fragments. Such an update is precisely the purpose of
this book.

All this does not mean that our volume ignores discussion of authenticity
and dating of fragments. On the contrary, it addresses these traditional issues
within specific philosophical discussions and by articulating a new approach
to Aristotle’s lost works. This new approach finds philosophical value in
Aristotle’s fragments precisely in the bridges we can build between them and
the transmitted works. From this perspective, we may view the fragments as
tools of interpretation which we can use to shed light on Aristotle’s extant
work — and of course the extant works, in their turn, to shed light on the
views of the fragments.

In many cases, we argue, where the extant Aristotle is sloppy or makes as-
sumptions incomprehensible to the modern reader, the fragments can fill the
gap. When a claim in the extant corpus is unsubstantiated, or an argument ap-
pears to be incomplete, the fragments can set the record straight. And where
Aristotle’s motives are unclear, the fragments can provide needed context for
the modern reader. To be sure, the fragments have a value on their own as rem-
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nants and testimonies of works lost to history. Even so, or indeed partly because
of this value, they also have a value at the service of illuminating works of the
extant Aristotelian corpus. This book provides secure ground for philosophical
interpretation of endlessly debatable passages from the Physics, De anima, the
biological treatises, the Metaphysics, Politics, Rhetoric and Poetics. At the same
time, it challenges traditional assumptions about the dating of Aristotle’s lost
works, his philosophical development, and the contents of the fragments.

The book divides into two parts. The first part, “Philosophy and Philosoph-
ical Perspectives in Aristotle’s Fragments”, focuses on Aristotle’s interests and
perspectives in his lost exoterical writings, and particularly on how he worked
out his understanding of philosophy in both his popular and scientific works.
The second part, “Philosophical Problems in Light of Aristotle’s Fragments”, ar-
ticulates a new approach to Aristotle’s lost works. It deals with issues of philo-
sophical interpretation in Aristotle’s extant works, which fragments of lost Aris-
totelian works serve to illuminate. The philosophical issues treated in this
section range from Theology to Natural Science, Psychology, Politics, and Poet-
ics. The individual chapters are neither in agreement in terms of content nor uni-
fied in terms of methodology. For this reason, the chapters are not intended to be
read as a continuous treatise. Instead, we invite the reader to explore different
ways of reading the Aristotelian texts in order to forge an individual understand-
ing of his work.

In the first part, Ronja Hildebrandt, “What is Philosophy in the Protrepticus?”,
examines what it means to do philosophy according to the Protrepticus. In contrast
to the influential verdict of Werner Jaeger who claimed that Aristotle’s conception of
philosophy in the Protrepticus is still Platonic, she argues that it is genuinely Aris-
totelian: philosophy in the Protrepticus is the possession and use of both theoretical
and practical knowledge. Moreover she shows that Aristotle, as in other works, as-
sociates philosophy with more universal kinds of knowledge.

Also concerned with the status of philosophy in Aristotle is Christopher
Moore in his paper “Aristotle’s Philosophémata”. Influenced by Simplicius’ opin-
ion, interpreters have traditionally believed that philosophémata in Aristotle re-
fers to any of his lost published works. Moore, however, reads philosophémata as
the noun’s ending -ma suggests, and argues that this term in Aristotle does not
refer to any of his lost published works. According to Moore, philosophémata in
Aristotle refers instead to a common medium of the discipline of philosophy, and
that medium is arguments that transcend specific conversational contexts. In
this reading of philosophémata, Aristotle understands philosophizing as a contri-
bution to an always-improving disciplinary trove of arguments, positions, and
explanations.
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Carlos Megino, “On the Role of the Platonic Interlocutor in Aristotle’s Dia-
logue On Philosophy”, criticizes the accepted opinion that some views in the
lost On Philosophy have to be ascribed to an interlocutor defending Platonic
views as if speaking for Plato himself. He contends that the arguments of that
work, which prove the existence of god (Phil., frags. 13.2 and 13.3 Ross) and
the indestructibility of the world (Phil., frag. 19c Ross), do not unequivocally re-
flect a Platonic view. These arguments do not reflect a Platonic view, according to
Megino, for the following reasons. There is only one argument put forward in
frags. 13.2 and 13.3, and it is implausible that Aristotle used the same argument
to prove both his theological doctrine and Plato’s. Further, frags. 13.2 and 13.3 do
not imply a Platonic architect creator of the world. Instead, they imply a first
cause of the ingenerate and imperishable world’s order. Finally, frag. 19¢ con-
tains an Aristotelian doctrine.

Scholars have reconstructed fragments 8 —9 Ross of the lost Symposium after
Plutarch’s Quaestiones Convivales 11L.iii.1, Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae 10, 429cd,
and Macrobius’ Saturnalia VIL.vi.15-16. Maya S. Petrova, “Aristotle on Wine and
Intoxication”, shows that these fragments are also in debt to Saturnalia
VIILvi.l7-21. This realization significantly amplifies our understanding of the
content of the lost On Intoxication. According to Petrova, Aristotle’s lost work dis-
cussed the effects of wine on people of different sexes and age groups. This dis-
cussion follows practices familiar to the extant corpus and particularly the bio-
logical corpus.

The second part of the book provides concrete examples of how the frag-
ments of Aristotle’s lost works may illuminate issues of philosophical interpreta-
tion in the extant works of physics, biology, psychology, theology, politics, and
poetics. Andrea Falcon concentrates on the work On Philosophy, to which
Aristotle himself refers in his extant writings (most notably, in Ph. II 2,
194a35-36 = Phil.,, frag. 28 Ross). Falcon explores the possible way(s) in
which the results achieved in the work On Philosophy may contribute to his sci-
ence of nature. His results are largely negative. He argues that there remains an
unbridgeable gap between the lost work On Philosophy, which was geared to a
public of non-specialists, and the scientific writings on natural philosophy. In
all probability, it is no coincidence that Aristotle invokes the work On Philosophy
in Physics 11, which is concerned with the principles of the science of nature and
as such is a sort of prolegomenon to the entire project of natural investigation.

With a combination of philological expertise and knowledge of Aristotle’s bi-
ology, Robert Mayhew, “Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae 7 and Aristotle’s lost Zoika
or On Fish”, offers a reassessment of the current understanding of Aristotelian
fragments about animals. He studies the references to Aristotle on fish in
Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae 7 to determine which of these are in fact fragments
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from Aristotle’s lost work Zoika (which Athenaeus sometimes refers to as On
Fish). Mayhew’s analysis not only illuminates Aristotle’s study of animals, it
also suggests corrections to the traditional organisation of animal-texts in earlier
collections of Aristotle’s fragments.

Christopher Shields, “In Dialogue about Harmony”, gives compelling rea-
sons to question Jaeger’s dating of the Eudemus and De philosophia. The argu-
ments in De anima 1 4 — a late work — against the theory of the soul as harmonia
are inconclusive. However, we can regard these arguments as elliptical but con-
clusive, provided we show that they presuppose the robust notion of form of De
anima 1 4. This robust notion of form is a notion of form as a teleological prin-
ciple that unifies the body and which we can specify in fully-intensional terms.
Shields shows that we can find this notion of form in the Eudemus and De phi-
losophia. He shows that these two works criticize the theory of the soul as har-
monia with more sophisticated arguments than the De anima. And all this indi-
cates that the Eudemus and De philosophia already operated with what we call
“mature Aristotelian hylomorphism”. These findings have a series of surprising
conclusions. First, we must conclude that there is no development in Aristotle’s
critique of the harmonia theory. We must contradict Jaeger’s view that the Eude-
mus is an Academic work committed to Platonic metaphysics and that De philos-
ophia is a transitional work from Platonism to Aristotelianism. Second, it is high-
ly disputable that the Eudemus and De philosophia are early works. And if they
happen to be early works, they already provide strong evidence of mature Aris-
totelian hylomorphism. And third, we have good reason to avoid non-doctrinal
speculation about the origins of the Eudemus and De philosophia and their rela-
tions to Aristotle’s exoteric works.

Next, Jason G. Rheins, “The Spurious Fragments of a Supposed Aristotelian
Argument from Design”, revises the fragments scholars study to understand the
origins of Aristotelian teleology. Frag. 13.1 Ross, i.e. the “Subterraneans Argu-
ment” (Cicero’s Nat. Deor. IL.xxxvii.95—96), is the fragment from De philosophia
most likely to indicate philosophical differences between Aristotle’s popular
works and his surviving works. Commentators usually read frag. 13.1 as deploy-
ing an argument from design. Such reading commits Aristotle to the following:
the non-eternity and creation of the cosmos and natural species, nature being
product of deliberate and intelligent design, and the god(s) concern with inferior
parts of reality. Rheins takes this argument and frag. 12a.1 Ross (Sextus, M.
IX.20-23) to be genuine. However, he deflates Aristotle’s commitment to the
teleology in frags. 13.1 and 12a.1. He also argues that other fragments thought
to support Aristotle’s commitment to teleology in frag. 13.1 are spuria. These spu-
ria seem to express views from Philo, the Septuagint Torah, Plato’s Timaeus,
Stoic sources, and perhaps even Hellenistic pseudo-Pythagorean texts.
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The two last essays concern Aristotelian practical and productive sciences.
Antonio Pedro Mesquita, “Aristotle’s Lost Dialogue On Good Birth and Kingship
as the Best Regime” tackles what appears to be a contradiction in Aristotle’s po-
litical theory. In the Politics, Aristotle holds that kingship, i.e. the rule of a man
over the city-state aiming at the common benefit, is in general terms the best
possible political regime. However, he also believes that authority exerted by
many is in general preferable to authority exerted by one single man. It is not
clear at first sight whether we have here a straight contradiction or a clash of
views that we can explain and resolve coherently. Unfortunately, Aristotle
never provides in the extant corpus any apparent reason for his support of kin-
ship. Mesquita coherently explains why Aristotle considers kingship the best re-
gime. He finds the clues for his solution in material from the lost On Good Birth.
This material provides an argument for interpreting good birth as “excellence of
stock”, and this specific understanding of good birth can justify to a considera-
ble extent Aristotle’s preference for kingship.

Finally, Gertjan Verhasselt, “Did Homer Nod Off? Aristotle and Homeric
Problem-Solving”, inquires what Aristotle’s position in the ancient debate be-
tween Homer-bashers and Homer-defenders was. Homer-bashers either reproved
Homer on moral grounds or mocked the inconsistencies and plot holes of his
poems. Homer-defenders tried to explain or dissolve those “apparent” inconsis-
tencies and “immoral” passages. Aristotle is a defender of Homer, but unlike
other defenders, he refuses allegorical interpretations. Verhasselt argues that
Aristotle’s approach to Homeric problems is in line with his views on literary
problems set out in Poetics 25. According to these views, poetry should primarily
be judged by poetic standards. Solving Homeric problems involves an adequate
knowledge of old customs, traditional myths and the poetic diction (archaic
words, metaphors, polysemy, homonymy ... ). Verhasselt focuses in particular
on “knowledge of old customs”, in order to show that this designates a historical
method Aristotle uses in his Constitutions and which is also at work in
Thucydides. Aristotle also devotes attention to the larger context in Homer
and explains certain problems on the basis of the psychological motivation of
the characters involved. Unlike later grammarians, Aristotle does not solve prob-
lems by deleting the Homeric line in question. Verhasselt concludes that, in gen-
eral, Aristotle is much more conservative with regard to the Homeric text and
does not consider emendations real solutions.

We want to thank the Centre for Historical Ontology and Dr. Jan-Ivar Lindén,
without whose encouragement neither the conference nor this book would have
materialized. We extend our gratitude to CFUL, FCT, FLUL, and the project Com-
plete Works of Aristotle: Translation and Commentary (PTDC/MHC-FIL/0787/2014)
for their unwavering support. Last, but not least, we would like to express spe-
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cial thanks to the reviewers and readers of an early draft of the book: Richard D.
McKirahan (Pomona College, Claremont, California), Carlo Natali (University Ca’
Foscari, Venice), and Marco Zingano (University of Sdo Paolo). Their insightful
comments proved to be invaluable.

The editors, March 2020.






Philosophy and Philosophical Perspectives
in Aristotle’s Fragments






Ronja Hildebrandt
What is Philosophy in the Protrepticus? *

In the Protrepticus, Aristotle argues that everybody should study philosophy
since, speaking very generally, doing philosophy is the best activity to which
human beings can devote their time. It is unclear, however, what “philosophy”
means in the Protrepticus. So in this paper, I will examine the question of
what Aristotle advises us to do when he encourages us to philosophize in the
Protrepticus, or, in other words, what Aristotle’s conception of philosophy is in
this work.

It might seem as if we already know what Aristotle means by the name of
“philosophy” in the Protrepticus. The most well-known answer has been given
by Jaeger in his highly influential work Aristoteles: Eine Grundlegung einer Ge-
schichte seiner Entwicklung (1923). According to Jaeger, Aristotle’s conception
of philosophy in the Protrepticus is still Platonic for three reasons.! First, in con-
trast with Aristotle’s sharp distinction between practical and theoretical knowl-
edge in the Nicomachean Ethics, Jaeger claims to recognize a Platonic unity of
being and value, of “theoretical knowledge and practical conduct™® in the Pro-
trepticus. In Jaeger’s view, the distinction between practical and theoretical
knowledge has not yet crossed Aristotle’s mind; knowledge of the causes and
principles of reality and the search for the goodness and happiness in a
human life are still considered to be the same.? Second, Jaeger claims to detect
a Platonic distinction of philosophy into dialectic, physics and ethics in this
work.* And third, he believes that Aristotle invokes Plato’s theory of Ideas in
one large fragment of the Protrepticus in relation to the usefulness of theoretical

* 1 am very grateful to Jonathan Beere, Monte Ransome Johnson and David Ebrey for helpful
comments on a previous draft and to Doug Hutchinson and Monte Ransome Johnson for making
several of their unpublished papers available to me. I would also like to acknowledge written
comments from two anonymous readers.

1 Jaeger (1923). Bignone, Wilpert, de Stryker and de Vogel have since followed Jaeger’s interpre-
tation of the Protrepticus: Bignone (1936) 17; Wilpert (1949) 9f. and 64f.; de Stryker (1960), es-
pecially 78n4; de Vogel (1960) and (1965).

2 AsJaeger’s translator puts it in the English translation of Jaeger’s work: Jaeger (1968) 84. Also
cf. Jaeger (1923) 82.

3 Jaeger (1923) 83. As a follower of Jaeger, de Stryker expresses this view later: what is Platonic
about the Protrepticus is “to consider the science of the good and the science of the prior as
being at bottom identical”. Cf. de Stryker (1960) 101.

4 Jaeger (1923) 83.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110679847-002



12 —— Ronja Hildebrandt

knowledge for legislation.’ Philosophy in the Protrepticus would then equate to
knowledge of Platonic Ideas in the domains of ethics and physics by means of
dialectic; this knowledge would ostensibly be theoretical but, at the same
time, it would be knowledge of what is good in a human life. Scholars such
as Diiring and Monan have already expressed doubts about Jaeger’s interpreta-
tion of the Protrepticus, and 1 will add further reasons to reject it.°
Alternatively, we might think that the conception of philosophy in the Pro-
trepticus is similar to the conception of philosophy in works which, according
to Jaeger, express Aristotle’s more mature ideas, such as the Metaphysics and
the Nicomachean Ethics. Unfortunately, the question of what philosophy is for Ar-
istotle in these works has received even less attention than the question of what
philosophy is in the Protrepticus. The few scholars who have explicitly discussed
this issue usually note that the term has several senses in the corpus aristoteli-
cum. Among these, the following two are the most prominent: (a) the term @\o-
co@ia often means something very similar to €motiun, knowledge or science,
which explains why Aristotle calls both practical as well as theoretical sciences
philosophy;” (b) in other instances, when Aristotle speaks of “philosophy” in a
more narrow way, he only means to refer to the theoretical sciences and some-
times only to metaphysics as philosophy.® Alternative views on what philosophy
is in the Protrepticus roughly coincide with one of these senses. For example, Fu-
jisawa believes that philosophy in the Protrepticus divides into two separate
kinds of knowledge, theoretical and practical knowledge.” Diiring, on the
other hand, suggests that philosophy only refers to “speculative”, i.e. theoretical,

5 Jaeger (1923) 91f.

6 See, for example, Diiring (1955) and Monan (1968) 34—6. See also Schneeweif (1966).

7 Thus, Bonitz’s first entry for “philosophy” in his Index Aristotelicum is “investigatio, scientia”
(Bonitz 1955) 820f. Bien notes that philosophy can refer to “scientific investigation” (Bien 1989)
820f. There are two instances in which Aristotle uses the word “philosophy” for a practical sci-
ence. In EN X 9, 1181b12-15, Aristotle speaks of the “philosophy of human affairs” as the inves-
tigation he pursues in the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics. Cf. also Pol. III 12, 1282b23 where
he mentions “political philosophy”, which is probably the same as the “philosophy of human
affairs”. Aristotle’s speaks more often about “theoretical philosophy”; the locus classicus is Met-
aph. VI 1, 1026a18-23.

8 As Bien observes, when Aristotle uses the term “philosophy” without qualification, it always
refers to the theoretical sciences and especially to the science of first causes and principles, i.e.
metaphysics. Cf. Bien (1989) 26.358. Likewise, Frede argues that any “enterprise aimed at acquir-
ing such [theoretical] knowledge counts as philosophy”, but that “what philosophy primarily is
is metaphysics”; cf. Frede (2008) 514. Reeve agrees that “any non-practical science will count as
philosophy”, while Bonitz argues that philosophy simpliciter is first philosophy or metaphysics;
cf. Bonitz (1955) 821 and Reeve (2012) 161.

9 Fujisawa (1973).



What is Philosophy in the Protrepticus? = 13

knowledge in the Protrepticus, while Mansion notes that philosophy is knowl-
edge of the most perfect theoretical object, which I take to be metaphysics or
the study of first principles.’®

This divergence of opinion makes clear that any attempt to understand the
Protrepticus’ arguments for the value of philosophy must be accompanied by
an investigation into the conception of philosophy in this work. It makes a con-
siderable difference whether Aristotle defends the value of the Platonic project of
philosophy, the value of practical and theoretical knowledge, the value of theo-
retical knowledge only, or the value of metaphysics.

Furthermore, asking the question of what philosophy is for Aristotle in the
Protrepticus is helpful for more than merely understanding the work’s defence
of the value of philosophy in isolation. The Protrepticus itself forms part of a dis-
cussion about the nature of philosophy which began within the writings of Iso-
crates and Plato. For example, in the Antidosis, Isocrates expounds his own view
about what philosophy is and criticizes Plato’s conception of philosophy. Accord-
ing to Isocrates, philosophy constitutes a form of practical education that aims at
the improvement of the ability to speak and act well in both public and private
day-to-day situations, an education that emphasizes the limits of knowledge and
the importance of experience. As for considerations concerning abstract theoret-
ical or practical knowledge about the elements of the world or the nature of
human excellence, he deems these to be unhelpful and, therefore, not to
count as the objects of philosophy. Since the Protrepticus was a response to
the Antidosis,** we can expect Aristotle to react to this view.

Now, in the Protrepticus, 1 wish to argue that Aristotle believes, in contrast to
Isocrates, that philosophy is concerned with the possession and use of knowl-
edge rather than experience, and that this most likely includes both theoretical
and practical knowledge. Moreover, we can see the traces of a connection be-
tween philosophy and universality, which will be of lasting importance for Aris-
totle’s conception of philosophy, to the extent that philosophy is associated with
more fundamental, i.e. more universal, knowledge.

In this discussion I will proceed in the following way. First, since the Protrep-
ticus is a fragmentary work, I provide a short introduction to the history and the
current status of its authentication. Second, I will start my evaluation of what
philosophy is in the Protrepticus with Aristotle’s most general description of phi-

10 Diiring (1961) 202 and 275; Mansion (1960) 67f.

11 Hutchinson and Johnson’s have convincingly argued for this point (made by previous schol-
ars) by means of a comparison between the Antidosis and the Protrepticus in Hutchinson and
Johnson (Unpublished Manuscript 3). See also Bernays (1863), Jaeger (1923), Einarson (1936),
Diiring (1961), Hutchinson and Johnson (2018).
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losophy, namely that philosophy is the possession and use of wisdom which
consists in knowledge. In one major fragment of the Protrepticus, Aristotle re-
ports Isocrates’ objection to such a view, namely that knowledge is not useful
for practice. Aristotle’s response to this objection is an argument concerning
the possibility of acquiring two branches of philosophy, namely knowledge of
the just and useful, and knowledge of nature and the rest of reality. I will discuss
the arguments concerning the possibility of acquiring these two branches sepa-
rately in section three and four, before I come back to the question of their rela-
tion in section five: are they two distinct fields of knowledge or two perspectives
on the same knowledge? Finally, I will reconsider the alternatives for what phi-
losophy could be in the Protrepticus and add some speculations on the universal
nature of philosophy.

1 The Authentication of Aristotle’s Protrepticus™

Let me begin with a short history of the authentication of Aristotle’s Protrepticus.
Although no manuscripts have survived of this work, we know from testimonia
that Aristotle wrote an exhortation towards philosophy with the title Protrepti-
cus, which concluded that “one should (or must) do philosophy” (@W\ocogn-
Téov)."? The story of the Protrepticus’ recovery started in 1863 when Bernays sug-
gested that Cicero had used Aristotle’s Protrepticus as a model for his
Hortensius.** A major breakthrough, however, happened in 1869: starting from
Bernays’ hypothesis, Bywater claimed that the Neoplatonic author Iamblichus
of Chalcis must have quoted verbatim large chunks from Aristotle’s Protrepticus
within chapters 6-12 of his own Protrepticus.” This led to the publication of frag-
ments of Aristotle’s Protrepticus in Rose’s edition of Aristotelian fragments,® fol-
lowed by the editions of Walzer and Ross, as well as Bignone’s work on the re-
construction of the Protrepticus.’” Against these attempts to authenticate more
and more fragments primarily on the basis of comparisons with Cicero’s Horten-
sius, Rabinowitz published a study of some of the fragments in 1957, arguing that

12 Cf. Hutchinson and Johnson (2005) 196 —203, who have presented the history of the Protrep-
ticus’ authentication in more detail. Cf. also Rabinowitz (1957) 1-22, Wilpert (1960) and Diiring
(1961) 12f. For a history of its interpretation, see Monan (1968) 1-12.

13 Cf. the testimonies in Walzer (1934) 21-4. Cf. also Ross (1952) 26-9.

14 Bernays (1968) 119ff.

15 Bywater (1869).

16 Rose (1886).

17 Walzer (1934); Ross (1952); Bignone (1936).
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we do not have enough evidence to attribute any but perhaps one of these frag-
ments to Aristotle’s Protrepticus.'®

Rabinowitz’s extreme and negative critique was soon rejected by Diiring,
among others, who published his reconstruction of the Protrepticus a few
years later.” Starting from the common assumption at the time that lamblichus
must have rearranged parts of Aristotle’s Protrepticus for his own purposes,
Diiring divided the fragments further and ordered them in the way he best
saw fit. Schneeweif} did the same five years later but produced a different order-
ing of the fragments.?° Where he deemed it helpful, Schneeweifl even added pas-
sages from other works of Aristotle in-between the fragments. However, the risk
of Diiring’s and Schneeweif3’s approach is that it gives a misleading picture of
the Protrepticus based on their own speculations about what the philosophical
point and rhetorical strategy of the work might have been.

Only very recently, Hutchinson and Johnson have improved the situation
considerably and published the best reconstruction of the Protrepticus we have
so far.** Following a lead suggested by Flashar,® they made use of the fact
that Iamblichus did not just recycle Aristotle but also parts of Plato’s dialogues
in chapters XIII-XIX. Since we still possess these dialogues from which Iambli-
chus quoted, Hutchinson and Johnson were able to study Iamblichus’ method
of quotation. On the assumption that Iamblichus treated Plato and Aristotle in
the same way, a comparison between Plato’s dialogues and Iamblichus’ quota-
tions can shed light on how Iamblichus may have quoted from Aristotle’s Pro-
trepticus. Their conclusion is worth citing in full:

The method of literary construction used by Iamblichus for both the Plato and the Aristotle
chapters is to assemble into each chapter one or a few pure blocks of quotation in a natural
sequence, marking them off from each other by thin comments of his own. The blocks of
quotation are solid and pure, in that no passages are removed from them and no extrane-
ous passages are added to them, though they are sometimes carefully modified. The se-
quence of quotation blocks is natural, in that Iamblichus never returns to a work he has
earlier been quoting from, nor does he ever return to any earlier part of a work he has
been quoting from.

Hutchinson and Johnson (2005) 194

18 Rabinowitz (1957), especially 93-5.

19 Diiring (1961). Opponents of Rabinowitz’s view include Mansion (1958) and Furley (1959).
20 Schneeweif3 (1966).

21 Hutchinson and Johnson (2005).

22 Flashar (1965).
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Hutchinson’s and Johnson’s findings seem to have been generally accepted®
and, assuming that they are correct, we can reach three general conclusions.
First, lamblichus continuously quoted from Aristotle’s Protrepticus in chapters
VI-XII, so that we do not need to rearrange the fragments we find in these chap-
ters. Second, we can distinguish with good reliability between Iamblichus’ intro-
ductory and transitional remarks and blocks of (sometimes paraphrased) quota-
tions. And third, we can be cautiously confident that Iamblichus did not try to
distort Aristotle’s arguments when he modified them.

While the main evidence for Aristotle’s Protrepticus comes from Iamblichus’
Protrepticus, scholars have also considered secondary sources. Due to an overlap
in text and content, it must be the case that lamblichus used Aristotle’s Protrep-
ticus for some chapters of his De communi mathematica scientia (henceforth
DCMS). 1t is generally accepted that DCMS 26 contains material from the Protrep-
ticus, while the discussion is still ongoing for chapters 22, 23 and 27.2* Another
topic of current debate is the literary form of the Protrepticus, which revolves
around the question whether it was a dialogue or a monologue.”> My analysis
of Aristotle’s conception of philosophy in his Protrepticus will only rely on the

23 Recent studies that include analyses of Aristotle’s Protrepticus make use of Hutchinson’s and
Johnson’s findings; see Bobonich (2007) 163n13, Walker (2010) 135, Wareh (2012) 41, Collins
(2015) 244. Only Flashar — apparently taking back his earlier view — expressed doubts about
whether we can infer how Iamblichus quoted Aristotle from the way he quoted Plato. He argues
that, since Ilamblichus was a Neoplatonic, he may have quoted Plato faithfully but modified and
rearranged Aristotle’s text so as to make him agree with Plato’s ideas; cf. Flashar (2006) 174f.
Although we cannot exclude this possibility, I believe that the burden of proof lies with Flashar.
Considering what we know about how Iamblichus cited Plato, we have little reason to doubt that
Iamblichus also cited Aristotle in this way. Further evidence for rejecting Flashar’s objection
comes from a recent study by Hutchinson and Johnson. They studied how Iamblichus quoted
another text for which we have an independent manuscript tradition, namely the Pythagorean
Golden Verses, which Iamblichus’ quotes in chapter III of his Protrepticus. Here again, they
found that Iamblichus’ technique of excerption is as they hypothesized in their early work on
the authentication of Aristotle’s Protrepticus. Cf. Hutchinson and Johnson (Unpublished Manu-
script 2) nn29 - 41.

24 Cf. the commentary on this evidence in Hutchinson and Johnson’s forthcoming collection of
citations, fragments, paraphrases and other evidence: Hutchinson and Johnson (Unpublished
Manuscript 1). Cf. also their work on the relation between the DCMS and the De partibus animal-
ium in Hutchinson and Johnson (Unpublished Manuscript 4).

25 The question of whether the Protrepticus was a dialogue is as old as the history of its authen-
tication. To mention just the most prominent members of this discussion: Jaeger and Diiring
think it was a monologue; see Jaeger (1923); Diiring (1961) 29 —32. Bywater and, most recently,
Hutchinson and Johnson argue that it was a dialogue: Bywater (1869); and Hutchinson and
Johnson (Unpublished Manuscript 1). All things considered, I believe that it is more likely
that the Protrepticus was a dialogue, but nothing hinges on it for the conclusions of this paper.
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fragments from Iamblichus’ Protrepticus and DCMS 26, and I will remain neutral
on the question of the Protrepticus’ form.

2 Philosophy as the Possession and Use of
Wisdom

The most general description of philosophy in the Protrepticus can be found at
the very beginning of chapter 6 of lamblichus’ Protrepticus. There Aristotle states
that philosophy is the possession and use of wisdom, be it wisdom that is either
essentially or accidentally helpful for managing our life and the state well:*

o Uriokeipeva pog TOV Plov ATV, 0lov <TO> GMPA Kal <Ta> Tept TO GMPA, Kabdmep Spyavd
TVQ DTIOKELTAL, TOUTWV & EMKIVEUVOG £0TIV 7| XPTOLG, Kol TIAEOV BdTepov drmepydleTal TOIG
pn 8edvtwg avToig XpwpeEvols. Bel Totvuy 6péyeabal TG EMOTAUNG KT&aobal Te avTNY Kal
XpiioBat aTii mpoonKOVTWG, 8’ {G MAVTA TaDTA £V ONodpEdA. PINosOENTEOV dpa MV, €l
péMopev 0pBdg moAttevoeoBat Kal TOV EquT@V Piov SlaEey wPeNipwg.

The underlying things of our life, such as, for example, the body and the things that con-
cern the body, are underlying just like some instruments (6pyavé) whose use is dangerous,
and [which] cause more harm to those who do not use them as they should. It is necessary,
then, to aim at this knowledge, to acquire (ktdoBai) it and make use of (xpfioBa) it suitably,
by means of which we will make the best of all these things. Therefore, we ought to philos-
ophize (@W\ocopnTéov) if we are to take part in politics correctly and to manage our life
beneficially.

Prt. 373-11 Pistelli

A later quote that refers to this earlier passage puts the same point in a nutshell:

Clearly, then, we should not flee from philosophy, since philosophy is, as we believe, both
the possession and use of wisdom (ktioig Te kal xpfiotg copiag), and wisdom is among the
greatest goods.

Prt. 40.1- 4 Pistelli

First and foremost, this description of philosophy as the possession and use of
wisdom includes an allusion to a passage in Plato’s Euthydemus, in which Soc-
rates and his interlocutor agree that the mere possession (ktijotg) of good things

26 All references to Aristotle’s Protrepticus are to Pistelli’s edition of lamblichus’ Protrepticus or
to Festa’s edition of Iamblichus’ De communi mathematica scientia. All translations of passages
attributed to Aristotle’s Protrepticus as well as passages from Isocrates’ works are mine. All
translations from Aristotle’s corpus are from Barnes’ standard edition of Aristotle’s works.
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is not enough to make us happy; we also need to know how to use (ypfiofar)
these good things properly (280d4—7).”” Therefore, philosophy should not only
be the possession of knowledge (288d8), but also — as the Euthydemus suggests
— the use of knowledge (cf. 288d —289b). However, the differentiation between
the possession and use of knowledge is also a theme in Aristotle’s Eudemian Eth-
ics and Nicomachean Ethics.”® In general, although Aristotle does not repeat the
phrase that philosophy is the possession and use of wisdom in other works, it is
certainly compatible with it: considering the Metaphysics and Nicomachean Eth-
ics, philosophy seems to be both theoretical knowledge in the domains of theol-
ogy, nature and mathematics (cf. Metaph. VI 1, 1026a18f.) as well as practical
knowledge,? the end of which is not the mere acquisition of knowledge, but ac-
tion.

Now, according to this description of philosophy in the Protrepticus, what is
essential to philosophy is that it is concerned with wisdom understood as knowl-
edge. This knowledge is also described as helpful for living and ruling well, but
that does not tell us much about the kind of knowledge which philosophy is sup-
posed to be. More specifically, it does not help us decide whether “wisdom” in-
cludes only one kind of knowledge that is both theoretical and helpful for acting
and living well, as Jaeger believes, or whether Aristotle believes that wisdom in-
cludes two distinct fields of knowledge, namely a theoretical and a practical kind
of knowledge.

In any case, the idea that philosophy is knowledge and that this knowledge
is somehow useful for living and ruling well, constitutes one of Isocrates’ main
objections against Plato’s conception of philosophy in the Antidosis.>® Interest-

27 In the background of this passage of the Protrepticus is probably also Meno 87c —89a, where
Socrates and Meno conclude that excellence must be knowledge since nothing that is tradition-
ally thought of as useful (such as strength, beauty or wealth) can be used correctly (6p6r| xpfiotg)
if it is not accompanied by reason. Without knowledge, such things can be harmful.

28 EE119, 1225b11-12: émel 8¢ 10 €miotaobat kal TO idévat SiTtov, Ev pev T Exewy, Ev 8¢ TO Xpii-
oBat Tii émotnun. And EN VII 5, 1146b31-33: kol yap 0 Exwv HEV o0 XpwHEVOG B Tf] EmoTnpn Kal
O Xxpwpevog Aéyetan £miotacdal.

29 Cf. EN X 9, 1181b12-15, and Pol. III 12, 1282b23. The question of whether practical philosophy
or philosophy that is moAttikr constitutes knowledge for Aristotle is highly debated. In this re-
gard, it is worth pointing out that Aristotle calls oAtk “knowledge” or “science” (cf. f| oAl
Twn émotpn) in Rh. I 4, 1359b17, even though it might not be knowledge in the strict sense of
EN VI 3. I use the terms “knowledge” and “science” in a wide sense here which includes prac-
tical knowledge.

30 That Isocrates directs his criticism in Antidosis 258 — 269 primarily against Plato is widely ac-
knowledged by commentators although, as usual, Isocrates does not mention his opponents by
name. Instead, he describes them as masters of eristic arguments who spend time with astron-
omy, geometry and other such studies (cf. 262). There are many reasons why Plato is the most
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ingly, such an objection has been preserved in DCMS 26. The discussion of this
objection will be useful for understanding Aristotle’s conception of philosophy
in the Protrepticus because it illuminates the rival concept to which he was re-
sponding.®

At the beginning of DCMS 26 we read that two domains are sometimes asso-
ciated with “it”, i.e. philosophy:*

ool yap ot PV elvat THY TV &Sikwv Kal Stkaiwv Kal Kak®V kai dyad@V EmoTipny, Opoiav
0LV YEWHETPIQ Kol TG GG TAlG TolTalg, Of 8¢ TRV Tept PUoEWS Te Kai TG TolTNG
dAnBeiag @pdvnowv, olav of Te mept Avayayopav kai oppevidny eionynoavro.

For they [i.e. certain philosophers] say, on the one hand, that it [i.e. philosophy] is knowl-
edge (¢ruotnun) of what is unjust, just, bad and good, [a kind of knowledge] that is similar
to geometry and other such sciences; on the other hand, they say that it is wisdom (@pdvn-
01G) about nature and the rest of reality, [i.e. a kind of wisdom] as those around Anaxagoras
and Parmenides proposed.

DCMS 79.10 - 15 Festa

The subsequent lines contain the objection against such conceptions of philos-
ophy. Note how this objection plays with the words “possession” and “using”,
which were integral for Aristotle’s description of philosophy as the possession
and use of wisdom:

el 81| ur AeAnbévar tov pEAovTa miept TouTwV EEETALEW, OTL TTAvTa TA GyaBd Kal T TTpOg
TOV Blov wéApa Toig GvBpwoLg év T@ Xpfobat Kai TpATTew £0Tiv, GAN’ OUK €V Td YWVWwo-
KEWV HOVOV- OUTE Yap VYLAIVOLEV T@ YVWPILELV T TIOMNTIKG TiiG VYLElag, GAAK T) Tpoapépe-
0Bat TG owWpaALY- 0UTE MAOUTODHEV T@) YIYVWOKeW TAODTOV, GAAX TG KeKTioBaL TTOAATV
oVoiav- OUBE TO MAVTWY PEYIOTOV £V {DHEV TQ) YIYVWOKEW GTTA TGOV OVTwV, GAX TG TpdT-
e D+ TO yap eVSAUUOVEIV GANOMG TODT E0Tiv.

probably addressee of Isocrates’ criticisms here, but maybe the most convincing reason is that
Plato proposes a curriculum for the education of the guardians and philosophers in Republic VII,
which includes inter alia astronomy, geometry and dialectic (cf. 521d together with 528de and
533cd). Since Isocrates can only conceive of dialectic as eristics, he could easily characterise Pla-
to’s curriculum by means of these three subjects: geometry, astronomy and eristics.

31 As Hutchinson and Johnson (Unpublished Manuscript 3) 10 note: “To read Isocrates’ Antido-
sis and the remains of Aristotle’s Protrepticus side by side is to see that one work is answering
the other as a whole and by means of a multilevel counterattack.”

32 The preceding lines suggest that “it” could refer to the science of mathematics, but that
seems unlikely since Aristotle says that “it” is like geometry. I assume that lamblichus has some-
what distorted the context of the passage. The argument only makes sense if “it” here refers to
philosophy.
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So, someone who is going to examine these things should not overlook that everything that
is good and useful for the life of humans lies in using (xpfiobat) [these things] and acting
(npatrew) rather than in understanding (ywwokew) alone. For neither are we healthy by
knowing (yvwpilewv) the things that produce health, but by applying [them] to our bodies;
nor do we become wealthy by knowing wealth, but by possessing (ktdopat) lots of proper-
ty; and most of all do we not live well by knowing some beings, but by acting well. For this
is what it means to be truly happy (10 d8apoveiv).

DCMS 79.15-24 Festa

According to this objection, every candidate branch of knowledge for what is
truly philosophy must pass the requirement of being good and useful for a
human life. Yet, what it is to be happy for humans is to act well, rather than
to possess knowledge. Thus, whether some knowledge can qualify as philosophy
depends, in this view, on whether it contributes to being happy, i.e. to acting
well. This view that the end of philosophy is successful action in private and
public affairs is a commonplace in Isocrates’ works (cf. especially Antidosis
266, but also Against the Sophists 7— 8, Encomium of Helen 5, Antidosis 271, Letter
to Alexander 4, Panathenaicus 30), so it is plausible that the critical voice behind
this objection is — at least partly — Isocrates.?® If the Protrepticus was a dialogue,
then the character “Isocrates” could have expressed himself this way; if it was a
monologue, then Aristotle might have reported such an objection as that of a crit-
ic.3

In the following lines of DCMS 26 (cf. 80.5-81.1 Festa), we find examples
that suggest a gap between knowledge and practice: just in virtue of their knowl-
edge of demonstrations (8¢ &nodeifewc) pertaining to geometry, geometers can-
not survey land properly, while those who lack such knowledge of geometry but
possess experience in this line of work can. Likewise, just in virtue of their
knowledge of demonstrations (dmoSeifeig) and syllogisms (cuAAoyiopoi), those
who study the theory of music cannot play an instrument, while those who
have experience, but no knowledge of musical theory, can. In general, so the ar-
gument goes, those who have experience and opinions are better in actual prac-
tice than those who only have knowledge of the demonstrations, proofs and
causes in any given scientific domain. Even worse, once those with experience

33 The Socrates of Xenophon’s Memorabilia could also be in the background of the criticism: he
criticizes the same fields of studies (geometry and astronomy) as being useless in Mem. IV.vii.
34 See note 25 above.
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gain such explanatory knowledge® in the appropriate field, they become less
good at what they do.

Although we do not find this exact line of reasoning in Isocrates’ works, it
looks like something which Isocrates could and should have said to defend
his view. What we do find in Isocrates is the thought that experience is more im-
portant than knowledge for acting well (cf. Against the Sophists 14, Encomium to
Helen 5, Antidosis 191 and 296), because, as Isocrates claims, the most important
things about performing successful actions elude knowledge: we cannot have
knowledge of the right moment for doing or saying something (cf. Antidosis
184) and we cannot know whether the consequences of our actions will benefit
us in the future (cf. Against the Sophists 2-3). The examples, however, which
carry most of the force of the objection in DCMS 26 are absent from Isocrates’
work,?® although he does argue that sciences like “astronomy, geometry and
other such studies” (Antidosis 261) are useless for acting well and can only
serve as mental gymnastics for the young (Antidosis 263 —265). Isocrates comes
closest to the argument of DCMS 26 in his late work Panathenaicus, where he
claims that experts in mathematical studies and, more generally, people who
have studied a subject for such a long time that they can teach students, “are
more senseless in [handling] other businesses of life than their students (since
I hesitate to say [even more senseless] than their slaves)” (Panathenaicus 16).
For Isocrates, philosophy cannot be pure knowledge, because knowledge does
not provide any proper benefits for acting well in private and public affairs.

Aristotle probably took this objection very seriously. He still recognizes the
advantage of experience over knowledge in matters of practice in Metaphysics
I 1: “With a view to action experience seems in no respect inferior to art, and
we even see men of experience succeeding more than those who have theory
without experience” (981a12-15). In DCMS 26, the Isocratean objection is fol-
lowed by arguments concerning the possibility, usefulness and easiness of the
knowledge under attack, arguments that overlap to a large extent in text and
content with the more detailed arguments of chapter 6 of lamblichus’ Protrepti-
cus (cf. DCMS 80.7-83.1 Festa and Prt. 37.22—41.5 Pistelli). lamblichus must have
used these arguments from Aristotle’s Protrepticus for both the DCMS and his
own Protrepticus. Thus, the argument in Protrepticus 6 must be understood as
a response to Isocrates’ objection that philosophy cannot be the possession
and use of knowledge, because knowledge is useless for action. In this paper,

35 By “explanatory knowledge” I mean knowledge not just of facts but also of reasons for why a
certain fact holds true. This is émotApn strictly speaking for Aristotle (cf. Metaph. 1 1), and this is
consistently the notion of émotiun and “knowledge” that I believe is at issue in the Protrepticus.
36 However, we can find two of the examples in Xenophon’s Mem. IV.vii.
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I will only deal with the first set of arguments with which Aristotle answers this
objection, which is the set of arguments intended to show that it is possible to
acquire philosophy understood as knowledge. In this argument, we can see
what kind of knowledge Aristotle thinks philosophy is, which he will later
show to be useful and easy to acquire.

3 Philosophy and Knowledge of the Just and
Useful

We have seen that Isocrates criticized the value of knowledge for action. The first
stage of Aristotle’s answer to this objection is to provide evidence about the pos-
sibility of acquiring such knowledge that Isocrates found unhelpful for action:

£T1L TOIVLV, el TA BUVTA KL WPEALA TTAVTEG aPOUHEDN, TIAPASEIKTEOV WG TR PIAOCOPETV
apoTepa TabTA LIAPXEL, Kol OTL TNV XGAEMOTNTA TG KTHOEWS LTIOSEETTEPAV EXEL TOD pe-
Y€0oug Tiig weheiog: T& Yap pdw TavTeg HBLOV TOVODHEV. HTL PEV 0DV TG TiEE TV Sikaiwv
Kal TV GUPPEPOVTWY, £TL 8¢ Tepl PUOEWS Te Kal TAG GAANG dAnBeiag émothpag Suvatol
AaBetv €opev, pddlov Emdetéa.

Further, since all choose the things that are possible and beneficial, we must show that
both of these [features] hold true for philosophizing, and that the difficulty of acquiring
it [i.e. philosophy] is less than the greatness of its benefit. For we all work on the easier
things with more pleasure. That we are able to grasp knowledge about what is just and
what is useful, as well as knowledge about nature and the rest of reality, is easy to demon-
strate.’”

Prt. 37.22—-38.3 Pistelli

37 The whole passage is most likely a transitional addendum by Iamblichus: it exhibits the met-
atextual features characteristic of lamblichus’ addenda (cf. “we must show” and “it is easy to
demonstrate”). It is nevertheless likely that Iamblichus hereby summarizes Aristotle’s actual
strategy and reuses some of Aristotle’s original words. For, first, it is probable that Aristotle pro-
ceeded in this way, since he explicitly argues that a protreptic speech should (among other
things) provide arguments concerning the possibility, usefulness and easiness of the thing
that you encourage towards. Cf. Rh. I 3, 1359a11-16 and 1359a30-b1; I 6, 1362a15-21, and 1 7,
1364a291. Also cf. Hutchinson and Johnson (Unpublished Manuscript 1) 21. Second, the division
of philosophy in this passage (“knowledge about what is just and what is useful as well as
knowledge about nature and the rest of reality”) alludes to the two kinds of philosophy the criti-
cism of DCMS 26 targeted. According to the criticism, philosophers think that the end of studying
philosophy is either of two kinds of knowledge: (1) “knowledge of what is unjust and just, bad
and good” (79.10f. Festa) or (2) “wisdom about nature and such reality” (79.12f. Festa). The par-
allel phrasing in DCMS 26 suggests that lamblichus borrows the division of philosophy in Pro-
trepticus 6 from Aristotle’s original text.
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Isocrates did not question that such knowledge exists or that we can acquire it in
the objection from DCMS 26, but only that such knowledge is unhelpful for ac-
tual practice. Yet, Hutchinson and Johnson®® have argued that this way of pro-
ceeding is in accordance with Aristotle’s own strategy for deliberative speeches,
of which protreptic speeches are a subclass; in Rhetoric I 3, for example, Aristotle
argues that one must show that the thing deliberated about is possible
(1359a11-16 and 1359a30-b1). In fact, it is easy to see that the possibility of
something is a pre-requisite for a discussion about its usefulness and easiness.
When something is impossible, talk about whether we should obtain it because
it is useful and easy to acquire is pointless.

Before discussing this argument in detail, I wish to pause for a moment and
address the division of philosophy into kinds of knowledge in this passage, i.e.
37.26-38.3 Pistelli. Jaeger has argued that this passage presents a Platonic divi-
sion of philosophy into ethics, physics and dialectic: knowledge about the just
and the useful would be ethics, knowledge of nature physics, and knowledge
of the rest of reality would be dialectic.’® It is questionable whether this
would even be a Platonic division, and it is even more questionable whether
“the rest of reality” refers to dialectic. In any case, considering only the textual
evidence of this passage and leaving aside Jaeger’s broader view on the develop-
ment of Aristotle’s thought, his interpretation is purely speculative. Indeed, the
strictly twofold structure of the following argument suggests a twofold rather
than a threefold distinction. As de Stryker has shown, every premise of the argu-
ment has two parts, one for knowledge of the just and useful, and one for knowl-
edge of nature and the rest of reality.*° I quote Aristotle’s argument in full below,
distinguishing the parts dealing with (a) the possibility of knowledge of the just
and useful, and (b) the possibility of knowledge of nature and the rest of reality:

BTL pév ovv Tag mepl TV Sikalwv Kol TAV oUPPEPOVTWY, ETL 88 Mepl PUOEWS Te Kol THG
GAAng &Anbeiag émotpag duvatol AoBeiv €opev, padlov Embei&at. del yap yvwplHwTepa
T& TPOTEPA TOV VOTEPWY Kol T& BeATiw TRV @UOWV TOV XEPOVWV. TOV YOP WPLOHEVWY
Kal TETAYHEVWY EMOTARN KEANOY £€0TIV || TV Evavtiwy, Tt 8¢ T@Vv aitiwv f| TV droPat-
VOVTWV. £0TL & MPLOPEVA Kal TETAYHEVA TRYOX TOV Kak@V PaANov, WoTep GvBpwog Emiel-
KIG GvBpWIToL @avAov: TV avTNV Yap EXEV Gvaykaiov aTd pog GAANAa Stapopdv. aitid
Te pdAoV TG TPOTEPA TAV VOTEPWV" EKEIVWV YAP GVAIPOVHEVWV GVALPETTAL T& TIV ovaiav
€€ Ekelvwv EXOVTa, PNKN HEV APOPMV, Emineda 8¢ unk@v, otepea 8¢ emmédwv, otouela de
TV OVOpACOPEVWY GUANXBDV.

38 Cf. Hutchinson and Johnson (2018).
39 Jaeger (1923) 83.
40 De Stryker (1960).
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That we are able to grasp knowledge about just and useful things as well as knowledge
about nature and the rest of reality, is easy to demonstrate. (b) For the prior is always
more knowable than the posterior, (a) and the better by nature [is more knowable] than
the worse. (a) For knowledge is more of determinate and ordered things than of the oppo-
site [kind of] things, (b) and more of the causes than of effects. (a) Yet, good things are
more determinate and ordered than bad things, as for example a decent person is more de-
terminate and ordered than a bad person: for, they necessarily show the same difference
relative to each other. (b) And the prior things — more than later things — are causes: for,
if these things are eliminated (Gvaupeiv), the things which have their essence out of these
are eliminated, ([as for example] lines [are eliminated] when numbers [are eliminated], sur-
faces when lines, solids when surfaces) and letters [are causes more] than the so-called

» 41

“syllables”.
Prt. 37.26 - 38.14 Pistelli

WoTE €lmep YUY HEV OWHATOG GUEWVOV (GPXIKWTEPOV Yap TRV @VOWV £0Th), Tept 8¢ o@UA
TEXVAL KOl PPOVITELS i0lv laTpiki T€ Kal YUpvaoTikn (Tadtag yop RUELS EmoThHOg TOepey
Kai kekTRoOal Tvag avTag @apev), SiAov 6Tt kol iepl Puyxnv kai T&G PuxAg ApeTdg £0TL TIg
Empéheta kol TéYVN, Kai Suvatol AaBelv adTAV £opev, eimep ye kal TV PeT dyvoiag mAeio-
VoG Kal YV@VaL XOAEMWTEPWV.

(a) Thus, since soul is better than body (for its nature is more architectonic (dpykwTEPOV),

while the arts and wisdoms (téyvat kai @povroelg) concerning the body (riept 8¢ o@wpa) are
medicine and gymnastics (for we take these to be fields of knowledge and say that some
have acquired them), it is clear that there must exist some sort of care (émpélelx) and
art concerning the soul and the excellences of the soul (riept PpuynVv kai TaG Puxig APeTEg);
and we are able to acquire them, if indeed [we are able to acquire a care and an art] of
things about which our ignorance is greater and [we are able] to know what is more diffi-
cult.

Prt. 38.14-22 Pistelli

Opoiwg 8¢ kail TV mepl PUoEWG TIOAD Yap TPOTEPOV GvayKaiov TV aitiwv kal TV oToL-
Xelwv elvar @pévnoy f| v Votépwv. ol ydp TabTa TAV dKpwv oLS €K ToUTWV T
Tp@OTA MEPUKEV, GAN’ £ xelvwv kal 8 éxeivwv TAAQ yiyveTal kai cuvioTatat gavepas.
€lte yop mOp €T anp eite dPOPOG eite G TVEG PUTELG aiTion Kol TPOTAL TOV GAAWV,
48UvaTov TV BAAWV TL YLYVWOKELV EKEVOG GyvooDvTag MG Yap &v Ti§ i Adyov yvwpifot
VMBS dyvo@v, i TauTag EmioTatto pndév T@v oTolelwv eidwg;

41 Editors and commentators have struggled with the construal of this passage. The most nat-
ural construal of oToiyeia 8¢ T@WV Gvopadopévwy cuANaB@YV is “letters [are eliminated] when the
so-called ‘syllables’ [are eliminated] , but this must be wrong (see also 39.7f. Pistelli). The best
solution has been proposed by Hutchinson and Johnson in Hutchinson and Johnson (Unpublish-
ed Manuscript 2) n129 ad Prt. 38.14: “To us the awkwardness seems merely an artefact of the se-
lection process of Iamblichus, which makes the overall shape of the line of reasoning at times
unclear simply by shortening it; the phrase construes nicely when governed by the parallel
above at 38.10-11.”
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(b) Likewise, [we are able to know] the things about nature: for, with much more priority is
it necessary that wisdom (ppdvnoig) is of causes and elements than of the posterior. For,
these [i. e. posterior things] are not among the highest things, nor are the first things by na-
ture [composed] out of them, but it is manifest that it is out of these [i. e. the elements] and
because of these that everything else comes to be and is composed. For, whether it is fire,
air, number or some other natures that are the causes and the first things of everything, it is
impossible to know one of these when you fail to understand them [i.e. the causes and the
first things]. For, how could someone either grasp a word when he fails to understand syl-
lables or know these [viz. the syllables] when he has not even understood letters?

Prt. 38.22-39.8 Pistelli

I will discuss part (a) and part (b) of the arguments separately. For now, I will
start with part (a), which concerns the possibility of knowledge of the just and
useful. This argument has two stages. The first appears in 37.26 —38.14 Pistelli,
showing that the better is more knowable than the worse:

Conclusion A: The better is more knowable than the worse.

Premise 1: Knowledge is more of the determinate and ordered than of their op-

posites.

Premise 2: Better things are more determinate and ordered than worse things.
The second stage can be found in 38.14 - 22 Pistelli, where, starting from the first
stage’s conclusion, Aristotle argues further:

Premise 3: Soul is better than body.

Premise 4: We are able to acquire knowledge of the body (namely through

medicine and gymnastics).

Conclusion B: We are able to acquire knowledge of the soul.

In the reconstruction provided, which follows the text closely, the argument
is incomplete. From the conclusion of the first stage of each argument that the
better is more knowable than the worse and the additional premise 3 that soul
is better than body, Aristotle infers implicitly that the soul is more knowable
than the body. Given this conclusion and the fact that we can acquire knowledge
of the body, we must then conclude that we can also acquire knowledge of the
soul.

In his intensive work on the whole passage, de Stryker has provided referen-
ces to passages in Plato’s dialogues for all premises of this argument.*? I agree
with him about the Platonic background of the premises, but I do not agree
with his inference that this is supposed to entail that the argument is Platonic
rather than Aristotelian, and that, therefore, the picture of philosophy that we
receive in the Protrepticus is Platonic rather than Aristotelian. In going through

42 De Stryker (1960).



