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Introduction
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Plato, Phaedrus 249c3-e4!

And therefore, it is just that the mind of the philosopher alone has
wings, for he is always, so far as he is able, in communion through
memory with those things the communion with which causes a god to
be divine. Now a man who employs such memories rightly is always
being initiated into perfect mysteries and he alone becomes truly per-
fect; but since he separates himself from human interests and turns his
attention toward the divine, he is rebuked by the vulgar, who consider
him mad and do not know that he has a god in him. All my discourse
so far has been about the fourth kind of madness, which causes him to
be regarded as mad, who, when he sees the beauty on earth, remem-
bering the true beauty, feels his wings growing and longs to stretch
them for an upward flight, but cannot do so, and, like a bird, gazes up-
ward and neglects the things below. My discourse has shown that this
is, of all divine ecstasies, the best and of the highest origin to him who

1 The text of the Phaedrus is taken from Burnet, J. 1967 (1901). Platonis opera. Vol. 2.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.
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has it or who shares in it, and he who loves the beautiful, partaking in
this madness, is called a lover.2

This epigraph, Socrates’ description of the best kind of divinely inspired
madness, provides the title of this collection, presented to Eckart
Schitrumpf on the occasion of his 80™ birthday, because it evokes the en-
thusiasm Eckart has displayed for his scholarship and teaching over the
course of his distinguished career. Those who have worked and studied
with him have had the pleasure of experiencing that enthusiasm first hand.

The essays presented here reflect Eckart’s interests in Greek political the-
ory, philosophy, literature, history, and literary criticism.

Bernd Manuwald, in “How to find Socrates’ Views in Plato’s Protagoras?” considers
interpretive problems of the Protagoras, particularly the difficulties of determin-
ing the extent to which the utterances of the Platonic Socrates transmit his doc-
trine. Based on textual analysis, Manuwald determines criteria for systematically
identifying and compiling the beliefs of the Platonic Socrates in this dialogue.
Starting with an analysis of two recent interpretations of Protagoras’ Great
Speech to illustrate the variety of current interpretations, Manuwald illustrates
the pitfalls of interpreting an aporetic dialogue without identifying the relevant
and necessary material, methods, and doctrines that the author of the dialogue
employs and which may not be explicitly given in any particular dialogue under
investigation.

Tiziano Dorandi, in “Una redazione della Repubblica di Platone in sei libri?” ex-
plores the issue of the possible drafting and revision of Plato’s Republic. Begin-
ning with an analysis of the contrasting views of Tarrant and Sedley, Dorandi ar-
gues that Plato likely did not divide the work into books himself. Furthermore,
the work was likely edited differently by various early audiences. Nevertheless, it
is clear that Plato conceived of the work as a unified whole that was to be read as
a single, continuous conversation.

Francisco L. Lisi, in “Justice in the Ninth Book of Plato's Laws and in the Fifth
Book of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics” considers Aristotle’s theory of justice
and the context in which it arose. Lisi proposes a common ground between Peri-
patetic and Academic concepts of justice. Building on Eckart’s arguments
regarding the projection of modern concepts onto Aristotle’s thought in his
2017 publication, “An Overdose of Justice, or the Chimera of Alleged ‘Distribu-
tive Justice,” Lisi argues that justice is the necessary premise for the actualization
of both human nature and individual interests. Thusly, Aristotle provides a new
foundation to the Socratic-Platonic identification between justice and lawful-
ness and makes the Platonic value of general justice a substantial part of his the-
ory.

2 Adapted from Fowler, H. N. 1914. Plato: Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Phaedo,
Phaedrus. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
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Sabine Follinger, in “Aristoteles’ Pragmatien als Literatur” provides an
examination of the nature of Aristotelian texts, particularly whether his texts
originated as lecture notes or were intended for publication and circulation.
Building on the arguments in Eckart's 1989 Philologus article, “Form und Stil
aristotelischer Pragmatien;” she undertakes an analysis of individual works to
provide insights into the position of Aristotle’s treatises in the scientific dis-
course of the 4th century. Féllinger adds to these earlier studies the more recent
observations of a current Marburg project and argues that a comprehensive in-
vestigation of Aristotle’s texts must take into account their ‘literary’ idiosyn-
crasies.

Dorothea Frede, in “Scholé and Eudaimonia in Aristotle” concentrates on difficul-
ties related to the final two chapters of the Nicomachean Ethics, and in particular,
on the questions raised by Aristotle’s “apotheosis” of the theoretical life and its
implications for the philosophy of human affairs. By focusing on the sense in
which Aristotle employs the terms oyoA and doyoAia, and by confronting the
arguments of the commentators—including Eckart’s comments on book 8 of
the Politics—Frede argues that Aristotle never intended to suggest that philoso-
phers should live in isolation from their cities. Rather, experience in human af
fairs is essential for the proper education of legislators who help develop the ide-
al city.

William W. Fortenbaugh, in “Aristotle on Care and Concern” presents a study of
Aristotle’s division of the soul into “logical” and “alogical” parts. Fortenbaugh
argues that Aristotle recognizes a twofold division of the logical part into a sci-
entific part, which considers things that do not admit change and a calculative
part, which considers things that do. In particular, he examines the role
émpélewn, or care and concern, plays in this division and the consequences of
that concept for the contemplative life. Fortenbaugh concludes that the promi-
nence of the concept of care and concern in Aristotle’s discussion of social
relations reveals his recognition of its importance in human interaction.

Giovanni Giorgini, in “Aristotle on the Best Form of Government” turns to the
question of Aristotle’s views on the best form of government and how his ideas
on good government interact with historical reality. Beginning with Aristotle’s
assertion that the best government allows humans to flourish and develop fully
and in which the good person and the good citizen coincide, Giorgini argues
that Aristotle argues sincerely that kingship is best, but only when the king is
extraordinarily virtuous, an opinion he shares with Plato. Nevertheless, Aristotle
distinguishes himself from Plato by considering practical wisdom the proper
virtue for the best ruler and by allowing real world circumstance to play a role
in his definition of the best government.
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Michele Curnis, in “Studying Aristotle’s Politics in the 15th Century: Summaries

and Anthologies in the Greek Manuscripts” presents several new critical editions
of manuscripts that contain quotations, summaries, definitions, and textual ex-
cerpta that preserve text from Aristotle’s Politics. Curnis presents some previously
unpublished manuscripts that differ from those that contain the complete text
of Politics. He argues that the selections preserved in such “anthological litera-
ture” reflect the main interests of the readers of the time and illustrate how these
interests are connected with the history of the text. Given the relative scarcity of
manuscripts of the Politics, readers who desired to recover Aristotle’s Greek had
to limit themselves to these kinds of florilegia.

Klaus Meister, in “Der Feldzug des Xerxes 480/479 und die Sizilische Expedition

der Athener 415-413 v. Chr.: Persischer und athenischer ,Imperialimus® bei
Herodot und Thukydides] considers the question of Thucydides’ possible de-
pendence on Herodotus, in particular concerning the problem of Athenian and
Persian imperialism, as manifested in Athenian policy towards Sicily and in the
campaign of Xerxes against Greece. Meister reconsiders the correspondences be-
tween the two authors as defined by K. Raaflaub and offers a significant number
of new correspondences of his own. Ultimately, he rejects Raaflaub’s thesis and
concludes that, despite the similarities in the narratives, there is no evidence of
an Athenian debate concerning imperialism before the so-called First Sicilian
Expedition of 427-424 BCE.

Claudia Tiersch, in “Plutarch’s Praecepta Gerendae Reipublicae-Rupture or

Continuation with Aristotelian Tradition?” considers the topic of Plutarch’s pos-
sible reception and continuation of Aristotelian political traditions. Starting
with a brief summary of the parallels that Eckart has pointed out between Aris-
totle’s Politics and the Nicomachean Ethics, Tiersch investigates how Plutarch in-
terprets traditional themes of Greek political thought, noting not only continu-
ities between the two but new tendencies in Plutarch. Though Plutarch under-
stands the limits of political activity in his age, he does not accept that he lives in
a period of political decline. Instead, Plutarch values the autarchy of his home-
town and the opportunities it provides the citizens for political engagement.

Wilfried Fiedler, in “Kleomedes von Astypalaia, der letzte der Heroen,” examines

10

the oracle concerning the heroization of the pugilist Cleomedes. Fiedler argues
that though Pausanias reports extensively on Cleomedes, he (like Plutarch did
before him) withholds his judgment concerning the fighter’s afterlife. In con-
trast, Oinomaos and Eusebius ridicule the oracle. For Celsus, the story of
Cleomedes serves to discredit Christian narratives of Jesus, while Origen’s reply
to Celsus allows him to argue that Jesus’s work on earth—even isolated from the
testimony of his resurrection—is proof of his divinity. In the beginning of the
fifth century, Christian writers reduced the story of Cleomedes to an example of
pagan superstition and idolatry perhaps to avoid discussing a possible parallel to
the figure of Jesus.
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Hans-Joachim Gehrke, in “Vom Text zum Raum: Hellenistische Gelehrsambkeit,
frihgriechische Lyrik und ein heiliges Land um Olympia” discusses the
religious and cultural ideas the Greeks used to define Olympia and the relation-
ship the Alpheios and Arethusa have to that sacred space as revealed in myth and
literature. Olympia’s relationships, resulting from its enormous Panhellenic sig-
nificance, also became part of this sacred world. Old connections, like that be-
tween Olympia and Syracuse, obtained a special form and brought the specific
ideas of spaces and their connection to life. The philosophers, historians and
scholars who discussed these ancient stories contributed to this process.

Scott Farrington, in “Talent, Craft, and Ecstasy: Poetic Forces in Horace and
Plato) examines the concepts of poetic madness and talent in Horace’s Ars Poeti-
ca, and the relationship of those concepts to their treatment in Democritus,
Neoptolemus, and Plato. Horace rejects the Democritean notion of a furor poeti-
cus. Those who attribute Democritus’s praise of poetic madness to Plato depend
upon an understanding of Platonic literary criticism that emphasizes the argu-
ments of the Jon over other treatises. Horace seems to inherit the Platonic notion
of évbovctaopde, but through the intermediary of Neoptolemus, who used the
term of the lon, dbvapg, to describe the divine force of the poet. This dvvaypig
becomes Horace’s ingenium, now an ability entirely possessed by the poet but
not possessing him.

Reinhard Brandt, in ““Et in Arcadia ego’ — Ich, der Tod? Oder der Tote? Oder Ich,
Goethe?” presents a study of the epitaph “Et in Arcadia ego” depicted in and em-
ployed as the title for paintings by Giovanni Francesco Barbieri and Nicolas
Poussin in the first half of the 17™ century. Brandt argues that Arcadia serves as a
sort of critical utopia, a poetic recollection of a human way of life, but that it
provides no escape from that way of life. Furthermore, in historical antiquity,
there was probably no connection between Arcadia and freedom. That connec-
tion begins with Poussin and is continued by the artist-tourists of the 18th cen-
tury. The ‘ego’ of the dead in Arcadia is appropriated by the modern educated
citizen.

Volker Losemann, in “Berlin sey Sparta: Bemerkungen zur preuBSischen
Spartarezeption,” beginning with some observations about the slogan “Berlin sey
Sparta) which originated during the Seven Years’ War, he considers the history
of the Grenadier Gleim and his representation as a Prussian Tyrtaeus. Losemann
then sketches the development of the idealization of Sparta in Germany up to
the “Third Reich’ and in neoconservative circles in Germany since the 1980s.

Riidiger Gorner, in “Retrospection and Utopia: Stefan Zweig's Conception of
World Literature from the Spirit of Historiography” discusses Stefan Zweig’s no-
tion of a world community facilitated by literature. Gérner argues that Stefan
Zweig’s encounter with the New World as an exiled European provided him
with a conviction that the future must be supported with a vision of the past:
history has a place in the future, and ‘tomorrow’ is a future object of history.
Zweig expresses, directly and indirectly, a strong preference for philosophical lit-
erature to underpin what he terms “weltgemeinsame Zivilisation,” a conception
of civilization common to all parts of the world.

11
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On behalf of the contributors, I would like to say happy birthday, Eckart,

and thank you for your work, your patient mentoring, and your
friendship.

Scott T. Farrington
Dickinson College

12
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How to Find Socrates’ Views in Plato’s Protagoras?

Bernd Manuwald (Universitit zu Koln)

Except for the Symposium, the Protagoras is probably the most varied of all
of Plato’s dialogues in terms of content and scenery; at the same time, not
least because of its multifaceted nature and its vivid narrative style, it raises
a number of interpretative problems. This situation is reflected in the very
different views put forward by scholars as they can be found in the enor-
mous number of publications on the Protagoras. All interpreters claim that
their readings are based on the text. To some extent, the differences are cer-
tainly caused by the fact that one may disagree on the interpretation of in-
dividual passages, an issue affecting all literary texts. In this case, however,
the widely divergent opinions are primarily a consequence of the difficul-
ties encountered when one tries to find out which utterances of the Platon-
ic Socrates reflect his convictions, i.e., to what extent the figure of Socrates
can be understood as a transmitter of Plato’s doctrines and where these
doctrines are most likely to be grasped. Such a situation is characteristic of
all of Plato’s early dialogues; yet due to its complex structure, the issue is
particularly prominent in the Protagoras.

In this paper, I would like to begin by surveying two contrary readings
advanced recently to exemplify the problem just sketched; following on
from that, by an analysis of the dialogue’s text, I will try to find criteria for
answering the question of where and how the concepts of the Platonic
Socrates in the Protagoras may be found and then compile these beliefs sys-
tematically.

To start with, let me mention two recent interpretations of Protagoras’
Great Speech since, together, they illustrate the wide range of interpreta-
tions presented so far. As is well known, the introductory scenes of the dia-
logue are followed by the first major section, the Great Speech, put into
the sophist’s mouth by Plato, in which Protagoras intends to show that
apetn can be taught, which Socrates had denied. Robert Bees strongly ar-
gues that this speech is a fiction created by Plato and only has a parodic
relationship to the historical Protagoras;! in that case, this section would
be of no value as a testimony for Protagoras’ doctrines. By contrast, Daniel

1 Bees 2014.
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Silvermintz assumes such an accurate representation of Protagoras’
doctrines that the text (on a second level of interpretation) also yields a se-
cret doctrine of Protagoras, namely the doctrine of the survival of the
fittest.? In doing so, Silvermintz has to presuppose that Plato was apparent-
ly not aware of this doctrine because he does not have his Socrates com-
ment on it. Bees’ theory, though, is not unproblematic either: for it would
have been odd for contemporary readers, who still had direct access to Pro-
tagoras’ doctrines, to see Plato have his Socrates criticize the theses of the
dialogue’s Protagoras if not even their basis had any connection with the
historical Protagoras, but they were entirely a product of Plato’s imagina-
tion.

In whatever way one may describe the relationship between the content
of the Great Speech and Protagoras’ doctrines, it certainly is not a problem
of real vs fictitious views of Socrates. The Speech, however, is important for
the problem that Socrates develops on this basis, which is meant to be
significant: Socrates does not continue with the discussion of teachability;
instead, he addresses a lack of clarity he notices in Protagoras’ model of
virtue. Specifically, Socrates claims that it is not clear to him to what extent
the virtues form a unity in Protagoras’ opinion. Indeed, this uncertainty
can be shown to run through Protagoras’ entire speech — whether or to
what extent it may have applied already to the doctrines of the historical
Protagoras can be left open in this context.

The question of the unity of the virtues determines the flow of the dia-
logue almost until its end, interrupted by two lengthy sections that at least
appear to be digressions, Protagoras’ and Socrates’ interpretation of a
poem by Simonides (Prt. 338¢-347a) and the ‘hedonistic’ section (Prt.
351b-359a), which is based on a fictitious dialogue on pleasure by Socrates
and Protagoras with ‘the many. In order to solve the question of the unity
of the virtues, Socrates asks Protagoras whether the unity of dpet is to be
understood in the sense that individual virtues, such as justice or modera-
tion, are parts of apetr or whether these are different names for the same
thing. Protagoras favours the view that they are different parts since, ac-
cording to him, it is possible to have a single virtue without the others (Prz.
329¢-330b). Later, Protagoras will modify this theory and assign a special
status only to courage: one may be courageous without being wise (Prt.
349d; cf. 359a—c). By contrast, Socrates tries to defend the other extreme in
that he declares individual virtues as identical with each other, suggesting
that all of them are knowledge. Then, they would merely be different

2 Silvermintz 2016.
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names for knowledge as a whole, and knowledge would be a sufficient
cause for acting rightly, in line with the Socratic paradox that whoever
knows what is good will do it. If one regards this as a belief of the Platonic
Socrates, one arrives at the so-called Unity Thesis, which is linked particu-
larly to the name of Terry Penner? and still has adherents particularly in
the English-speaking world. One misses, however, a demonstration by the
proponents of how to prove that Socrates’ opposing position is indeed his
belief.

The same problem applies to the assessment of the controversially dis-
cussed ‘hedonistic’ section, in which not only the pleasant as such is called
good, but also the good and the pleasant are identified. If one regards this
position as a view of the Platonic Socrates, following, e.g., C.B. Gosling
and Christopher CW. Taylor,* a further doctrine emerges (in addition to
the Unity Thesis), specific to an early Platonic dialogue, which cannot be
found in any other dialogue in the same way. For this reason, among oth-
ers, most scholars doubt whether Plato’s Socrates really adopts this doc-
trine or even reject this possibility, but not everyone. A particular approach
to taking the doctrine on pleasure in the Protagoras seriously has been put
forward by Jérg Hardy,® who combines it with the doctrine of the power of
knowledge and thus proposes an interesting solution to the Socratic para-
dox on the level of the discussion in the dialogue Protagoras:

“Je angenehmer eine Handlung ist, die man auszufithren wiinscht,
desto stirker ist der entsprechende Wunsch. Nach dieser einfachen
sokratischen Gleichung ist das bessere Wissen auch der jeweils starkere
Wunsch (der Wunsch mit dem groften Lustpotential)?

For actions that require courage, he arrives at the following conclusion:

“Wenn jemand weif$, dass eine Handlung auf die Bewiltigung einer
Gefahr gerichtet ist und die Ausfithrung dieser Handlung fiir den
Handelnden vorteilhaft (angenehm) und anerkennenswert ist, dann
weifs er, dass diese Handlung (in einem umfassenden Sinne) gut ist
und mochte diese Handlung ausfiithren. ... Die Tapferkeit lasst sich
zum einen als eine bestimmte Handlungsmotivation und zum anderen
als ein Wissen charakterisieren, das mit eben dieser Motivation intrin-
sisch verkniipft ist. Das »Wissen davon, was gefahrlich oder unbeden-

3 Penner 1973 (1992).

4 Gosling and Taylor 1982, 45-68.
5 Hardy 2001.

6 Hardy 2001, 146.
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ist«, und die Motivation des Tapferen sind zwei Seiten derselben
Medaille.””

Thus, Hardy not only postulates the element of volition, which is sup-
posed to be lacking in Socrates’ intellectualism, for the dialogue Protagoras
(like Lorraine S. Pangle),® but even finds arguments for it in the dialogue
itself.

This position raises the question of whether it is methodologically per-
missible to combine elements from different argumentative contexts to
create a thesis that cannot be found explicitly in the dialogue. Moreover, a
possible objection to all these theories is that the dialogue ends in aporia.
This point is not assigned its full significance or is virtually ignored even in
the most recent publications. Such a procedure is all the more astonishing
since elsewhere Plato demonstrates in theory and in practice how to deal
with an aporia. The well-known core text is part of the Meno (82b-85b).
Working out how to double the area of a square, which originally fails
through the slave’s aporia but is eventually successful, demonstrates two
points: (1) Aporia frees people from assumed knowledge and is a salutary
intermediate state that enables them to find the right solution. If one tries
hard, an aporia can be resolved. (2) The solution is not achieved on the lev-
el of the discussion that led to the aporia. The slave intended to double the
area of the square by first choosing the double length of its side, then one
and a half times, both of which would have more than doubled the area.
The solution does not consist in looking for a suitable length of the side
between its single length and 1.5 times the length, but in a new approach,
namely in showing that the diagonal of the original square indicates the
side length for a square of double size. Proof of the fact that these two
points are rightly inferred as conclusions from the aporia section in the
Meno is Plato’s procedure in the Republic: Book 1 ends in aporia. The
question after the nature and the impact of justice is then continued on a
different level in Book 2, which could not have been reached from the per-
spective of Book 1, but only once the doctrine of the soul and of the state
have been introduced.

This situation should make one cautious in assuming that a coherent
overall thesis could be inferred solely from an aporetic dialogue. Neverthe-
less, it cannot be excluded that in such dialogues there may be isolated the-
orems or statements matching the beliefs of the Platonic Socrates. Yet in

7 Hardy 2001, 161.
8 Pangle 2014.
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order to avoid a random selection, one will have to try to find criteria that
make such decisions about authenticity as plausible as possible.

The dialogue Protagoras actually does offer some direct and indirect
hints of both a positive and a negative nature as to where views of the Pla-
tonic Socrates might be found or might not be found. With the help of
these pointers, it is possible at least to limit the range of possibilities. In
what follows, I will investigate these pieces of evidence with a look to the
ramifications for the interpretation of the dialogue as a whole.

Discussing the question of the unity of the virtues, Socrates, when re-
viewing Protagoras’ theses, introduces a fictitious interlocutor, who expects
answers from Protagoras and Socrates (continuing what Socrates had
started):

... Is justice something (mpaypd 1), or not a thing at all? It seems to me
that it is something; what do you think?” — ‘I think so too? — “Well,
then, suppose someone asked us, “The two of you, Protagoras and
Socrates, tell me, is that thing whose name you have just mentioned,
justice, itself just or unjust?” I should reply that it is just. How would
you cast your vote? The same as mine, or different” — ‘The same? —
‘So my reply to the question would be that justice is such as to be just;
would you give the same answer?” — “Yes! — ‘Suppose he went on to
ask us, “Do you say that there is also such a thing as holiness?’ we
should, I think, say that we do. — “Yes! — ““And do you say that that
too is something?”; We should say so, don’t you agree?” — ‘I agree there
too? — ““And do you say that this thing is itself such as to be unholy, or
such as to be holy?” I should be annoyed at the question, and say,
“Watch what you say, sir; how could anything else be holy, if holiness
itself is not to be holy?” What about you? Wouldn’t you give the same
answer?’ — ‘Certainly; he said.

‘Suppose he carried on with his questioning: “Well, what was it that
you were saying a moment ago? Didn’t I hear you correctly? You
seemed to me to be saying that the parts of virtue (Gpet) are related to
one another in such a way that none of them is like any other” I
should say, “Yes, you heard the rest correctly, but you must have
misheard if you think that I said that. It was Protagoras who said it in
answer to a question of mine? Suppose he said, “Is that right, Protago-
ras? Do you say that none of the parts of virtue is like any of the others?
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Is that your opinion?” What would you say?” — ‘I should have to agree,
Socrates, he said. (Prt. 330c1-331a5)?

Socrates here explicitly distinguishes between questions and answers. He
does not wish to be tied down to his questions, but is this perhaps all right
for his statements, especially when they are answers? For, if Socrates, who
usually is the one who asks questions, introduces a fictitious questioner
and thus voluntarily creates a situation forcing him to give answers him-
self, then this may be regarded as an obvious sign inserted by the author,
indicating that these answers are important and should be treated differ-
ently from other utterances by Socrates. Therefore, it can be assumed that
Socrates’ proposition that the individual virtues are wpéypata and not
merely ovopota is meant to be regarded as correct. This observation in-
creases in importance when one realizes that the exposition on justice and
piety noticeably agrees with comments made in connection with the doc-
trine of ideas. It is not only that there is mention of avtd 10 Tpdypa, as is
frequently the case with reference to ideas (including, for instance, dikoov
and 6owov, Phd. 75c11-d2), but in the Phaedo there is also the following
comment of Socrates (100c4—6):

9 1 SwcaocOvn wpdypd Tl EoTv T 006EV Tpdiypo; Epol pév yap dokel Ti 8¢ col; — Kapof,
Eon. — Ti obv; &l Tig Eporto &ué 1€ koi oé “Q Tpotaydpo te Koi TdKpoteg, Eimetov
M pot, TodTo TO Tpdype O Gvopdcate dpTL, 1| SKAOGHYY, aVTO TODTO dikadv 6TV §
Gducov;” Eyod pév av avtd (’MOpraipnv Ot dikaov-oL ¢ Tiv' av yijpov Belo; v
owrnv gpot n GAAnv; — Thv avtyv, €en. — "Eotwv dpa toodtov 1) dkooohvn
otov dikatov swou, eainv v &yoye amokpvopevos 1@ [d] Epatdvi-odkodv Kai cm,
Not, &pn. — Ei odv petdt todto fpdg &porror “Ovkodv kel 6c10Td TIvé pate iva”
Qdipev &v, og éydpat. — Nai, 7 8 8. — “Ovkodv gote kol TodTo Tpdypd Tt giva;”
gaipev &v i ob; — Kai todto cvvégn. — “Horspov 8¢ tobto 01O TO wpowpu oate
T010DTOV TEPUKEVAL 010V GVOGIOV ELVOL n olov dotov;” dyavaktica’ Gv Eyoy; Epny,
0 dpompaty, Kol gimoy’ dv- Evenpet, @ dvlpomne: oxoAfj pevidy Tt dAlo dctov gin,
el pn avt [e] ye 1) 6610TNg dotov Eotat. Ti 8¢ 6¥; ovy, odTmg dv dmokpivato; — IIdvo
p&v obv, &pn. Ei obv petd todto imor dpotdv Npds “Ildg obv OAiyov mpdtepov
E\éyete; Gp 0Ok OpODG VpdV KathKovse; §30EuTé pot ehvar <te> Tfig Apetig popio
givorl oBtog Exovia mpdg AMNAM, OC ovk elvor TO £tEpov adT®V olov 1O Etepov”
glmoy’ dv Eymye Ot T pév dAla dpOdS fixovoag, dtt 8¢ kol Epg oietl gimelv toﬁro,
mapikovoag” Ipataydpag yop [331a] 88e todta dmwekpivato, £yd 6& HpdTOV. €l obv
gimor “AAnOf 6de Aéyel, ® prtayopa, ) (png 0vK glvol 1O £TEpOV POPLOV 0lov TO
Erepov OV Tiig Gpetiic; 060G 0010¢ O A6y éotiv;” T dv adTd Amokpivano; — Avéykn,
gom, ® Zodkpateg, oporoyeiv. Trans. Taylor 1991, adapted.
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It seems to me that if anything else is beautiful besides the beautiful
itself, it is beautiful for no reason at all other than that it participates in
that beautiful; and the same goes for all of them.!°

It would be an odd coincidence if such a prominent statement in the Pro-
tagoras was intended to mean something different from what it means in
other Platonic dialogues. In any case, the passage in the Protagoras yields an
argument against assuming that Socrates believes that the virtues are
merely 6vopata of one and the same thing; in a later section Socrates
speaks of parts of virtue as a matter of course (Prt. 353b2), as elsewhere in
the Corpus Platonicum. To infer from the Protagoras the Unity Thesis as a
view of Socrates is, therefore, not particularly advisable.

But, it might be objected, Socrates tries to present the individual virtues
as a single thing over large stretches of the dialogue, aiming to demon-
strate that they are knowledge. Such an observation provokes the following
comments in response:

(1) It is obvious that in terms of the argumentation Socrates reacts to Pro-
tagoras’ argument for the individuality of the virtues with the extreme
counter-thesis of unity. At the same time Socrates indicates on several
occasions that he regards the dialogic conversation as a testing of each
other (Prt. 333¢; 348a); this can be understood as another methodolog-
ical hint. Socrates explicitly envisions the possibility that Protagoras
only introduced his original thesis of the virtues to test him and did
not actually believe in it (Prt. 349cd). The same procedure will there-
fore have to be assumed as potentially applying to Socrates, too.
Whether he makes use of this method in the case of proving that all
virtues are one and the same, however, is not yet demonstrated on this
basis.

(2) In the course of the dialogue, it emerges that Socrates does not commit
unequivocally to the Unity Thesis. While he originally intends to make
Protagoras identify knowledge (or wisdom) and courage (Prt. 350c),
the discussion eventually reveals that courage is a part of knowledge,
namely the knowledge of what is dangerous and what is not dangerous
(Prt. 360d). Both propositions cannot be valid at the same time, as
readers, attentively following the discussion in the dialogue, will re-
cognize.

10 @aivetat yap pot, € i €oTtv dALO KAAOV ATV 0OTO TO KOAGV, 00O 6 &V GALO KOAOV
elvor { S0t petéyel éxeivov tod kohol kod wavro 1 obtwg Aéyw. Trans. Gallop
1983.
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(3) All of Socrates’ attempts at identification have logical flaws, because of
operations of whose problematic nature Plato is aware, as can be seen
from other dialogues.!' Moreover, there is another methodological
hint: Protagoras does not accept Socrates’ identification of knowledge
and courage since it is based on a wrong inversion. Socrates does not
defend himself against this objection; instead, after a long argumenta-
tive detour he arrives at the definition of courage mentioned above,
namely that it is knowledge of what is dangerous and what is not dan-
gerous, a definition again inferred on the basis of logically problematic
procedures. The revelation of the wrong inversion that is not rejected
can be understood as a pointer for readers: they are to check the argu-
mentation carefully and have to allow for the possibility of logical er-
rors.

If one brings all these points together, there are good reasons for not re-
garding the Unity Thesis as the belief of Socrates.

A particular method that Plato employs to demonstrate convictions of
his Socrates is the interpretation of a poem by Simonides, which Plato puts
into Socrates’ mouth (Prt. 339d-347a). Philosophical scholarship does not
always value this section appropriately since at first glance it seems to be an
interpretation of a piece of poetry and thus irrelevant in philosophical
terms. Socrates’ interpretation is triggered because Protagoras, who is fed
up with being asked questions, intends to take the lead in the conversation
and to show his brilliance by demonstrating contradictions in Simonides.
In view of this, Socrates rises to ‘defend” Simonides by giving a longer
speech, in contrast to the dialogic character of the conversation. But as
Socrates says afterwards, he does not approve of interpretations of poetry
because some claim that the poet intends to say one thing, and others
claim that he intends to say something else, so the conversation is
concerned with a matter impossible to verify (Prt. 347¢). This means that
such interpretations reveal the opinions of readers of the poem and not
those of the poet. (I will note only in passing that modern scholars may be
subject to the same criticism when they interpret Plato’s writings. Plato
himself has not entangled himself in contradictions since he did not rely
on written doctrine as his sole medium.) As for Socrates’ procedure, he
provides a prime example of arbitrary interpretation in reading the Si-
monides poem, which suggests that one is meant to see Socrates’ own
views in this reading. One can discern the thesis that, in contrast to god, a

11 For more details see Manuwald 1999 and 2006.
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human being is not able to be constantly good and thus also knowledge-
able (Prt. 344b-345c), a concept that equally transpires from later Platonic
dialogues. Hans-Joachim Kramer already highlighted the importance of
this section.!?> Moreover, Socrates infers from the poem in an astonishing
interpretation that good and correct behaviour is based on knowledge
(345ab) and ‘that no intelligent man believes that anyone does wrong
freely or acts shamefully and badly of his own free will’ (Prt. 345d9-¢2),!3
which he declares to be his belief (Prt. 345d—e). Here, too, connections to
other Platonic dialogues, including later ones, can be pointed out,* so
that, again, one is justified in assuming that Socrates says something he re-
ally believes in.

In the ‘hedonistic’ section, Socrates and Protagoras agree on the thesis
that knowledge is the key factor in acting appropriately, an opinion that is
explicitly shared by Socrates (Prt. 352¢—d):

[Socrates] ... if someone knows what is good and bad, he would never
be conquered by anything so as to do other than what knowledge bids
him? In fact, that intelligence is a sufficient safeguard for man? (352c4-
7)15

That Socrates also accepts this thesis as valid cannot be doubted in view of
his comments on the Simonides poem; what may be doubted, however, is
that, when he demonstrates to ‘the many’ that knowledge is decisive in he-
donistic contexts too, he also agrees with the identification of the pleasant
with the good. For Socrates repeatedly asks whether ‘the many’ are not
able to name a téAhog other than pleasure (Prt. 354b7-c2; d1-3; d7-e2), es-
pecially when he says:

12 Kramer 1990, 87 and n7.

13 811 000€lg TOV GoPdY AVIPMOV NysiTar ovdéva avOpdTmv Ekovta EEapapTavely ovdE
aioypd te Kol kokd Ekdvia £pyatecor. Trans. Taylor 1991.

14 For evidence, see Manuwald 1999, 326-327; 347-349. Only god is really good and
wise: R. 379b1; Smp. 204a1-2. Restrictions of becoming like god: R. 613a7-b1;
Tht. 176a9-b2; Phd. 107b8; Smp. 203e-204b. Nobody does wrong of his own free
will: Tz. 86d7-el; Lg. 731c2-3.

15 «oi gavmep yryvodokn tig tayafd Kol T Kokd, pn v kpotndijvar vmo pmdevog dote
8L dtto wpdTTew f| Gv EmoTipn kekeOn, GAL ikaviv €ivar THY epdvnoty Bondeiv
1 avOpdne; Trans. Taylor 1991.
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But even now you are at liberty to withdraw, if you can give any other
account of the good than pleasure, or of evil than pain. Or are you
content to live a pleasant life without pains? (Prz. 354e8-355a3)'¢

This can be seen as a sign of distancing himself from the views of ‘the
many’ and as an indication of the fact that Socrates has a tékog other than
pleasure in mind.

But how is one then to assess the theory of measuring pleasure, which
Socrates vehemently advocates (Prt. 356¢-357b), as it is meant to put an
end to the power of semblances and lead to scientifically proven decisions,
as it were? Is this perhaps not a doctrine that Socrates subscribes to? The
upshot of Socrates’ exposition is criticism of ‘the many’ since, in order to
save money, they do not visit the sophists present for obtaining the
knowledge necessary for acting rightly (Prt. 357e). It is hardly possible to
disavow the knowledge of measuring pleasure more ironically. Moreover,
Socrates proposes to investigate on another occasion what kind of knowl-
edge it is (Prt. 357b). This example of the so-called ‘gaps’ in Plato’s oeuvre,
perhaps the earliest one, belongs to a type that has a counterpart elsewhere
in his writings,!” namely in the Politicus (esp. 283c-284e). In this dialogue,
two ways of measuring are distinguished, a relative one and an absolute
one with reference to the right measure (pétpiov, cf. esp. Plt. 283d7-9; e8—
11; 284e2-8.). This right measure, which appears under different names
(e.g. ‘the exact itself” [avtd takpPéc], Plt. 284d2; cf. also 284e6-8), is the
criterion for the ethical sphere (Plt. 283e¢3-6). These two forms (the relative
and the absolute art of measurement) are already adumbrated in the Pro-
tagoras, when Socrates moves from absolutely measurable entities (one
chooses a large size instead of a small one, not a larger one instead of a
smaller one) to relations between larger and smaller entities, which
include feelings of pleasure. The presupposed need to assess what a bigger
or a smaller pleasure is, now or later, makes the objective measuring,
which could remove the deception of semblances, absurd. In the Phaedo,
such calculations about pleasure, the moderation out of fear of missing out
on a bigger gain of pleasure, are sharply criticized by the Platonic Socrates
(68e2—692a4). It is not necessary to assume that, when Plato has a forward
reference in the Protagoras, he had already in mind exactly what can be
found in the Politicus (although this cannot be excluded), but he certainly

16 6AX &t kod vOv dvabécdar EEeoty, e mn Exete EALo T @Avor givat O dyadov §j Ty
ndoviy, | 10 kakov AL TL T} TV dviav- §j apkel vpiv 10 N6€me Katafidvar Tov Blov
Gvev Avm@v; Trans. Taylor 1991, adapted.

17 Cf. Szlezdk 1999, 51.
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thought of more than what is said in the Protagoras. This ‘gap; then, sug-
gesting further discussion, together with the other pieces of evidence men-
tioned, justifies regarding the knowledge of measuring pleasure not as a se-
rious opinion of Socrates.

An argument against this reading seems to be that Socrates defined the
investigation of the opinions of ‘the many’ as of some significance for
finding out how courage relates to the other parts of apetn (Prt. 353b1-3),
so that the ‘hedonistic’ section might contribute to clarifying this question.
Strictly speaking, this should lead to the conclusion that the final round of
argument on defining courage is based on the hedonistic thesis and the
knowledge of measuring pleasure. Indeed, Socrates creates the impression
that there is a seamless transition. In fact, however, he leaves the hedonistic
basis without explicitly saying so.!® While so far, the indications of what
may or may not be regarded as a conviction of Socrates have been fairly ob-
vious, from now on the indications are becoming subtler.

One of these is that the art of measuring pleasure is 7ot employed,
although it would be easily possible. For instance, when one’s own city is
suffering an enemy attack, the hardships to expose oneself to the dangers
of fighting could be balanced by the consideration that these pains will be
more than outweighed by the pleasant feeling of living in freedom after
the fight and not to be enslaved, so that the unpleasant fighting should be
accepted for the sake of a bigger gain of pleasant feeling throughout one’s
whole life. There is no trace of such a consideration; instead, it emerges
that the criterion of pleasure does not help to distinguish between coura-
geous individuals and cowards since nobody is keen on what is dangerous,
i.e. selects what is bad and unpleasant for themselves (Prt. 359c—e). The
overall sum of pleasure has been entirely forgotten. In fact, as Protagoras
objects, the courageous and the cowards are distinguished from each other
because the former wish to go to war, the latter do not (Prt. 359). It is then
established as a criterion that the courageous have no disgraceful fear when
they are afraid (Prt. 360ab), i.e., the category of aioypov independent of
pleasure. Yet only a few lines earlier, the following sequence was set up:
praiseworthy (kaldv) and good (Gyo06v), thus pleasant (1180) (Prt. 360a2—
3);12 this is a significant inversion of an earlier statement: pleasant, thus
praiseworthy and good (Prt. 358b3-6),20 i.e., the pleasant is now deter-

18 Cf. Manuwald 1999, 425-429.

19 Ovkodv, v & &y, simep kaddv kai ayadov, kai 730;

20 ai &l tovtov wphelg Emacal, émi Tod AT CHv kol Ndéme, Gp’ o KkoAal [Kod
OPéMpot; kol 10 kadov Epyov ayaddv e Kai dEEMpIOV;
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mined by the good, no longer the good by the pleasant. This agrees with
the fact that prior to the last argument on defining courage, only the non-
hedonistic evaluative terms aioypov, koAdv and dyadov are used and the
category of 180 has disappeared (from Prt. 360a8 onwards).

In addition, the second definition of courage, the knowledge of what is
dangerous and what is not dangerous (Prt. 360d4-5), agrees with the defi-
nition of courage as put forward by Nikias in the Laches (194e11-195a1),
where it is in no way linked to the doctrine of pleasure.

All this suggests that the second definition of courage in the Protagoras is
entirely separate from the hedonistic basis, and the indications in the text
do not justify combining the definition of courage and the doctrine of
pleasure and regarding the latter as the motivation for taking action, com-
plementing knowledge, as Hardy has argued. His thesis leads to a concept
interesting in itself, but not to a concept that Plato is trying to suggest in
the Protagoras. Therefore, one may ask why the doctrine of pleasure is in-
troduced at all in this dialogue. One reason may be to show that the thesis
of the power of knowledge could be proved even if pleasure and the good
are identified — which seems more plausible than Marina McCoy’s as-
sumption that Socrates demonstrated to Protagoras by his questioning
about hedonism that the latter’s statements in the hedonistic discussion
implied the central significance of knowledge in comparison with the oth-
er virtues.?! Additionally, there is the side effect that the sophistic inter-
locutors, who completely agree with the pleasure thesis in the end, are re-
vealed as covert hedonists, though not in the way in which McCoy be-
lieves, namely that Protagoras’ comments include a hedonistic position
from the start.??

It remains to address the issue of how to clarify whether the second defi-
nition of courage, by which Socrates achieves victory over Protagoras, who
denies a necessary link between knowledge and courage until the end, can
be regarded as the belief of the Platonic Socrates. Apart from the dialogue’s
aporetic conclusion, there are no direct signals that would encourage
doubt, but there are indirect ones. Just as the earlier proofs, the proof for
the definition of courage is evidently logically problematic. There is a tran-
sition from contraries (‘not disgraceful’) to polar opposites (‘praiseworthy;
Prt. 360b2-3), although Socrates shows himself aware of the difference be-
tween the two elsewhere in the dialogue (cf. esp. Prt. 346d1-2). Then he
operates with a double expression consisting of ignorance (éyvow) and er-

21 McCoy 2008, 70.
22 McCoy 2008, 66ft. See also the misinterpretation of 354c3 (p. 68).
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ror (apabio, Prt. 360b7), apparently in order to refer back with &yvow to
the word introduced previously (ywyvdokovteg, Prt. 360a4), by which
Socrates managed the transition from the expressions of opinion used ear-
lier to the term knowledge. In fact, he had already employed apadia in the
sense of ‘false opinion’ (Prt. 358c4). As a result of the double expression,
apodia is now reduced to the contrast to knowledge, and only for this rea-
son will the subsequent proof work.

Further, the question of whether the definition of courage can be
regarded as that of Socrates should not be answered without taking the
Laches into account, though this dialogue is not even mentioned in the re-
cent studies by L. S. Pangle and R. C. Bartlett.?? It is not unlikely that the
Laches was written earlier than the Protagoras. The figure of a Socrates
whose background and character have to be introduced to at least some of
the interlocutors (as is the case in the Laches) only makes sense in the early
instalments released by an author of Socratic dialogues. Then contempo-
rary readers or pupils of Plato could see that, in his conversation with Pro-
tagoras, the Platonic Socrates insists on a definition that he rejected in the
Laches and that led to an aporia in that dialogue. Attempts have been made
since Hermann Bonitz?* (and Hardy does so in his commentary on the
Laches)® to save Nicias’ definition by linking it with the notion of en-
durance (xoptepia), which Socrates apparently regards as an element of
courage (La. 192b9—c1; d10-11); so it was believed that one could infer a
result from opinions put forward in the dialogue itself, though its end is
aporetic. But such a combination does not resolve the problem raised by
Socrates in the Laches, namely that there is only overall knowledge (of the
good) and not partial knowledge, i.e. knowledge of courage that merely
covers the future that may or may not be dangerous. Therefore, the Laches
on its own does not reveal how endurance and knowledge of virtue are to
be linked in Plato’s concept of courage. Only by the new aspect of the doc-
trine of the soul, as outlined in the Republic, do these elements come to-
gether (R. 442b10-¢3).2¢

Against this background, it is unlikely that the second definition of
courage in the Protagoras is meant to be seen as the view of the Platonic
Socrates. Indeed, in the dialogue Socrates himself indicates that he does
not regard the entire issue of virtue as resolved (Prt. 360e6-8).

23 Pangle 2014; Bartlett 2016.
24 Bonitz 1886.

25 Hardy 2014.

26 Cf. also Manuwald 2000.
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If one accepts that in the Protagoras Plato has provided hints indicating
to readers which positions Socrates really subscribes to or is prepared to
discuss more seriously, these criteria lead to a few points that can be
assumed with a fair degree of certainty to represent the views of the Platon-
ic Socrates positively or negatively:

According to Socrates, the individual forms of virtue are something sub-
stantial (cf. e.g. Prt. 330cd): justice and piety appear almost like ideas (Prz.
330c3-e1), and in so far as every form of virtue is an entity, there are parts
(popwa) of virtue (as they are called by Socrates in his own argument on
one occasion, Prt. 353b2). These, however, cannot be possessed each in iso-
lation. Knowledge (or wisdom) is the unifying characteristic of virtue (cf.
e.g. Prt. 361b); without knowledge there will be no virtue. The other parts
of virtue are neither identical with knowledge (or wisdom) as a whole, nor
are they to be understood as parts of a genus ‘knowledge’ Virtue based on
knowledge can be achieved by individuals for a limited period of time, al-
beit not forever (Prt. 344b-345c). If there is knowledge of the good and the
bad, this will be a sufficient condition for acting rightly (Prt. 345d—e; 352c—
d). Of the models mentioned at the beginning of the discussion on the
unity of virtues (Prt. 329c-330b) — Socrates had presented the options of
whether the virtues are mere names, or quantitatively different like parts of
gold, or qualitatively different like parts of the face — the model of the
face is most plausibly seen as Socrates’ view if one does not interpret it
(like Protagoras) as including the option of separating the virtues (Prt.
329d5-6; €2-6), but as an indivisible organic entity, which involves qualita-
tive differences, but of which one cannot have one part without the other
or without the whole (i.e. knowledge).?”

Against this background, the issue of the teachability of virtue, which
Socrates did not pursue any further after Protagoras’ Great Speech, when
he used the speech as a prompt to look at the unity of the virtues, is more
complex than it seems. Therefore, even if the question of the character of
virtue was answered, it would be justifiably brought up again at the end
(Prt. 361), in contrast to the Meno. What seems partly unclear on the level
of the Protagoras (since Plato does not convey a solution in the Protagoras)
can receive a possible (preliminary) solution when the doctrine of virtue is
linked with the doctrine of the soul in the Republic; according to that doc-
trine, the leading part of the soul (Aoyiotucdv) is in possession of the overall
knowledge of what is advantageous for each part and for the whole (com-
posed of the three parts) while there are also individual forms of virtue.

27 On the issue of the unity of virtues see also Manuwald 2005.
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Additionally, courage (as part of virtue and the particular virtue of the
courageous part of the soul), for instance, is neither knowledge nor can it
exist without knowledge (cf. R. 442b10—c3).28

According to the Protagoras, the criterion for taking action is not a maxi-
mum of pleasure, but an aim beyond pleasure (Prt. 354b-355a), i.e. the
good. This is to be seen as a point of orientation for an absolute art of mea-
surement, which neutralizes the confusing power of semblances and has
the soul keep to the truth (Prt. 356de). In comparison with this art of mea-
surement, the relative art of measuring pleasure, which merely measures
the pleasant and the unpleasant quantitatively, can only be a distorted pic-
ture. The distinction between an absolute and a relative art of measure-
ment, as it becomes clear from the Politicus (esp. Plt. 283c-284e), is already
somehow adumbrated in the Protagoras.

It is a fact, however, that only readers who know more of Platonic phi-
losophy than the Protagoras reveals are able to understand and evaluate the
hints that are sometimes seemingly contradictory and only emerge after
careful interpretation.

Still, the demonstrated procedure is not an inadmissible method in that
it would read into an ‘early’ dialogue something that Plato had not yet con-
ceived of at the time. For if the individual elements that can be made plau-
sible as beliefs of the Platonic Socrates in the Protagoras as well as in the
Laches combine to form a plausible whole only from the point of view of
later dialogues, the Republic in particular, this cannot be a coincidence, or
one would have to assume that Plato highlighted some elements as clearly
visible convictions of his Socrates, but had not yet noticed under which as-
pect they could be brought together. Moreover, Plato signals in the Protago-
ras that his Socrates has greater knowledge than is systematically revealed
in this dialogue. In the first conversational crisis (Prt. 334c-338e) Socrates,
who typically does not know anything and therefore enquires, offers the ar-
rangement that Protagoras should ask questions and Socrates will try to
show how the respondent should answer. He adds that, as soon as he will
have provided answers to everything Protagoras would like to ask, the roles
should be reversed again (Prt. 338cd). Thus, Socrates presents himself as
the teacher of answering, who is ready to answer all questions and claims
to be able to do so. Protagoras, however, does not take up this opportunity
since he moves to a new theme (in his view) by starting on the

28 Koi avdpeiov M, olpat, tovte 1 pépel kahodpey &vo Ekactov, dtav avtod 10
Bopoedeg Srac®ln did te AWTdY Kol NdovAdV TO HTO TV AOYwV Tapayyeldey devov
Te Kod p).
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interpretation of Simonides, so that readers do not get to know Socrates’
answers either, though they apparently exist.

All these elements together support the theory suggested at the begin-
ning, namely that an aporetic dialogue cannot be interpreted fully just on
its own; instead, a proper satisfactory reading needs further material,
methods and doctrines that the author of the aporetic dialogue is already
aware of and that readers can identify if they look at other dialogues — as
far as answers can be found in Plato’s written doctrine.
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Una redazione della Repubblica di Platone in sei libri?

Tiziano Dorand

1. Premessa

La stesura e la revisione della Repubblica impegno Platone a piu riprese e
per diversi anni, se prestiamo fede alla testimonianza di Dionigi di Alicar-
nasso:

Tutti gli studiosi conoscono quanto si racconta della infaticabile attiv-
ita di Platone (mepi tfig prhomoviog t6vdpog), e tra laltro in particolare,
la storia della tavoletta (t& wepi v 8éAtov) che, si dice, fu trovata alla
sua morte e che conteneva diverse varianti dell’inizio della Repubblica:
“Scest tert al Pireo in compagnia di Glaucone, figlo di Aristone™!

Lo stesso episodio ¢ narrato anche da Quintiliano, che non cita il testo di
Platone.? Diogene Laerzio, rifacendosi alla autorita di Euforione (fr. 187
van Groningen) e di Panezio (test. 149 Alesse), ricorda infine che Iinizio
della Repubblica era stato trovato corretto a pil riprese (moAMGKLG
gotpappévny gdpiicBon v apynyv tig Toltteiag).?

E lecito chiedersi se gli interventi di Platone in momenti distinti della
redazione della Repubblica abbiano lasciato tracce nel corso della trasmis-
sione di quell’opera.

Solmsen ne indico una nelle pagine che il filosofo consacra alla critica
dei poeti nei libri 2-3 e in particolare in 3.389b2-d6.# Qui Platone sostiene
che i governanti della citta, e essi soltanto, hanno il diritto di dire il falso
per ingannare nemici o concittadini nell’interesse dello stato. Solmsen ipo-
tizza che Platone avesse scritto questo capitolo in un’epoca in cui pensava
di inserire nella Repubblica una sezione sulla condotta dei cittadini e sui
loro rapporti con i governanti. Poiché nella redazione dell’opera che ci ¢

1 D. H. Comp. 6.25.33 (vol. 2, 133.7-13 Us.-Raderm.). La traduzione ¢ mia. Il riferi-
mento ¢ a R. 1.327a1-2. 1l testo dell'inizio della Repubblica citato da Dionigi
(kotéPnv y0&g eig Hepaio petd Mhadkmvog tod Apiotwvog) non si distingue da quel-
lo trasmesso dai manoscritti medievali. Vedi Dorandi 2007, 21 e 27 n. 59.

2 Quint. 8.6.64.

D.L. 3.37.

4 Solmsen 1965, 182-5 = 1968, 55-8.

W

33

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Tiziano Dorandi

giunta non troviamo traccia di questa rubrica, ¢ possibile concluderne che
essa faceva parte di una prima redazione che era stata poi eliminata nel mo-
mento in cui il filosofo preparo la versione finale della Repubblica. E diffi-
cile immaginare che sia stato Platone a collocare quel passo al posto
sbagliato: “We probably have to think of an editor who had access to Pla-
to’s discarded drafts?’ Lerrore si sarebbe prodotto con verosimiglianza nel
momento in cui i membri dell’Accademia prepararono l'edizione postuma
dei Dialoghi.

Esempi di rimaneggiamenti e riscritture da parte di Platone sono stati
reperiti anche in altri dialoghi.

Secondo Thesleff, una prima redazione del Gorgia sarebbe stata riscritta
e rielaborata con ulteriori e importanti modifiche nella struttura e nel con-
tenuto.®

Per il Teeteto, nell’anonimo commento a quel dialogo tramandato in
maniera lacunosa dal PBerol. inv. 9782 (Il sec. d.C.), leggiamo:

Circola anche un altro proemio, piuttosto insipido, all’incirca dello
stesso numero di righi, che inizia “Orsu, ragazzo, hai con te il discorso
intorno a Teeteto?” Il proemio genuino ¢ quello che inizia “Sei appena
arrivato, Terspione ...?"7

Questa testimonianza ¢ stata addotta a conforto della tesi che anche il Teete-
to fosse stato soggetto a una revisione dopo una prima redazione (Ur-Theae-
thetus).

Un caso piu complesso si registra infine nel Cratilo. 11 lettore si trova qui
di fronte a due versioni differenti di un medesimo passo (438a3-b7): una
versione A e una versione B. La versione A (437d10-438a2 e 438b4-7), che
presenta un testo pitt ampio e che ¢ trasmessa dal codice W (Vindobonensis
Suppl. Gr. 7, X1 s.) e dai suoi apografi, e la versione B (438a3-b4), piu breve,
tramandata dai restanti manoscritti. La versione A ¢ considerata anch’essa
autentica dagli editori del primo tomo del nuovo Platone di Oxford, E. A.
Duke e W. S. M. Nicoll, che pubblicano le due redazioni in parallelo.

La questione ¢ assai spinosa ¢ non ancora risolta.” Mi limito qui a richia-
mare sommariamente la posizione di Sedley che ha cercato sul fondamen-

Solmsen 1965, 184 = 1968, 57.

Thesleff 2007, 78-82.

7 P. Berol. inv. 9782, col. 3.28-37 Bastianini-Sedley, da cui ¢ tratta anche la traduzione.
Il problema del doppio prologo ¢ bene studiato da Carlini 1994, 83-7.

8 Tarrant 1988, 116-22, al quale riviene la definizione Ur-Theaethetus. Si tenga tuttavia
conto del sensato caveat di Carlini 1994, 86.

9 Dorandi 2007, 131-4 € 138-9 n. 38-51.

o\ »n
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to, tra I’altro, di interessanti argomenti filosofici, di confermare la paternita
platonica delle due versioni.?

Sedley sostiene che la versione A non conviene al Cratilo quale leggiamo
oggl; essa conserva piuttosto tracce di una stesura piu antica del dialogo
con qualche differenza nella struttura e nel contenuto. Nel riprendere la
redazione del Cratilo, Platone ne avrebbe approfittato anche per introdurre
una significativa correzione. Nella prima stesura sembra che Platone non
avesse ancora operato la fondamentale separazione di ruoli tra il legislatore
linguista e il suo ispettore, il dialettico, ma che avesse supposto che il pri-
mo fosse uno specialista che poteva impersonare entrambi i ruoli. Per spie-
gare come la versione A sia giunta fino a noi, Sedley suppone che essa fosse
copiata nel margine di alcune “edizioni” antiche, in parallelo al testo della
versione B. Lo stesso fenomeno si sarebbe prodotto anche per un altro pas-
so del medesimo dialogo (385b2-d1), la cui anomala posizione era gia stata
sottolineata da Schofield, che aveva proposto di spostarlo subito dopo
387c6.11

If T am right, a passage carrying a self-contained argument which Plato
must have later come to think of as seriously mistaken appeared in an
early edition of the Cratylus but was meant to be excluded from the lat-
er edition which we possess.... The likely explanation is ... that an ear-
ly Platonic scholar, coming upon the first edition of the dialogue,
copied the offending passage into the margin, presumably as close as
he could get it to the part of the dialogue in which it originally oc-
curred, and that ... it got inadvertently copied into the text.!?

E il momento di ritornare alla Repubblica e riprendere la discussione su un
aspetto della sua tradizione, certo marginale rispetto a altri relativi al con-
tenuto e allo spessore filosofico del dialogo, ma tuttavia intrigante per piu
ragioni come prova la rinnovata attenzione che, dopo lunghi anni silenzio,
ha di recente suscitato.

II. La Repubblica in sei libri

Una divisione della Repubblica diversa da quella tradizionale in dieci libri
gia conosciuta da Trasillo ¢ chiaramente testimoniata nell’Antiatticista, un

10 Sedley 2003, 6-14. Su posizioni simili, ma con altri argomenti Valenti 1998.
11 Schofield 1972.
12 Sedley 2003, 13.
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lessico compilato nel II sec. d.C., ma fondato su fonti autorevoli piti an-
tiche, talune di epoca ellenistica. Se ne conserva solo una redazione abbre-
viata trasmessa dal codice Parisinus Cotslinianus 345 (X sec. ex.).!3

Disponiamo oggi della moderna e eccellente edizione curata da Va-
lente!* che viene qui per la prima volta utilizzata in questo tipo di
indagine.

Nella redazione attuale del lessico, la Repubblica ¢ citata 38 volte spesso
con l’indicazione del numero del libro al quale il lemma si riferisce. In 20
casi, PAntiatticista lascia presupporre il ricorso a un esemplare in cui la Re-
pubblica era divisa in sei libri e non nei tradizionali dieci. In quattro casi,
l'opera ¢ (almeno oggi) citata senza indicazione del numero del libro; in
dodici altri, I'individuazione dei passi rispettivi ¢ incerta vuoi per la gener-
icita del lemma vuoi per problemi di ordine testuale. Significativi sono in-
fine i due lemmi per i quali si deve presumere il ricorso a un esemplare
della Repubblica nella tradizionale divisione in dieci libri: o 53 (qpaptio
IMAGrwv Molrelog o [= 1.340d6, 1.342b6] kai B [= 2.379d1]) e forse anche o
1 (opthia ... IMMGtov Molteiog 8 [= 4.431a72]).1

13 Non prendo consapevolmente in conto il passo di Aulo Gellio (14.3.3): Xenophon
inclito 1lli operi Platonos, quod de optimo statu reipublicae civitatisque administrandae
scriptum est, lectis ex eo duobus fere libris, qui primi in volgus exierant opposuit contra
conscripsitque diversum regiae administrationis genus, quod wardeiag Kopov inscriptum
est, “Senofonte dopo avere letto pilt 0 meno i due libri che per primi erano stati
divulgati di quella famosa opera di Platone che era stata scritta sulla migliore for-
ma di costituzione e sulla amministrazione della stato, oppose loro uno scritto su
un diverso tipo di gestione del potere regio, che intitolo madeio Kopov, Ciropedia”
(traduzione mia). Se intendiamo (Canfora 2014, 29-31) primi nel senso “per pri-
mi” e non “i primi (due)” viene infatti meno ogni possibile riferimento a una di-
versa suddivisione in libri della Repubblica, che pure ¢ stata ammessa fino a tempi
assai recenti. Dopo Hirmer 1897, 654 e Alline 1915, 15 n1 (per i quali primi in-
dicherebbe i libri 1-4.427¢), vedi almeno Sedley 2013, 70 n3 (Gellio “could hardly
refer to anything less than the first three books in the familiar division”) e Tarrant
2012a, 72-3 (primi indicherebbe il testo fino a circa la meta dell’attuale libro 5).
Nella interpretazione di Canfora i libri della Repubblica che “per primi” furono
diffusi da Platone e che spinsero Senofonte a scrivere la Ciropedia sarebbero quelli
centrali della divisione tradizionale, cio¢ 4 e 5.

14 Valente 2015.

15 1l secondo caso (o 1) ¢ piu incerto. Gli altri luoghi ai quali & possibile pensare
sono R. 8.550b4, 8.560b3, 9.575a5, 10.611el e 10.613c6 gia indicati da Hirmer
1897, 678. Ma gli ultimi passi creano problemi anche per chi ammetta una divi-
sione in sei libri e Iidentificazione con il luogo del libro 4 oltre che rispettare lo
stato della tradizione bene si adatta (Hirmer) alla tradizionale “Zehntheilung”
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Ne risulta evidente che le fonti alle quali Antiatticista attinge avevavo
avuto accesso a due esemplari diversi della Repubblica: in uno essa era sud-
divisa in sei libri, nell’altro in dieci.'®

Resta il problema cruciale dei rapporti fra le due suddivisioni, che si de-
clina, a sua volta, in una serie di questioni legate fra loro, alcune delle quali
ancora sub tudice.

Per cominciare: la Repubblica in sei libri conteneva lo stesso materiale di
quella in dieci oppure una redazione piu breve priva di una parte del testo
quale oggi leggiamo? E di conseguenza: si trattava di redazioni composte
entrambe da Platone in momenti diversi, oppure di un’unica redazione che
corrispondeva a quella di cui disponiamo oggi, ma che era stata suddivisa
da lui stesso (o da qualcun altro) in maniera diversa e cioe in sei e in dieci
libri?

Né si puo infine escludere che le due Repubbliche in sei e in dieci libri
fossero piuttosto “edizioni” differenti della medesima opera, indipendenti
dalla volonta di Platone e preparate da ignoti ypoppaticoi che in periodi
distinti e indeterminabili avevano diversamente distribuito in sei e in dieci
libri il testo dell’opera copiato in precedenza su rotoli la cui estensione non
corrispondeva ancora a una equivalenza rotolo/libro qualunque ne fosse la
loro lunghezza.

III. Tarrant vs Sedley

La tendenza oggi ¢ quella di privilegiare, seppure con argomenti e per ra-
gioni diverse, I'ipotesi che entrambe le redazioni risalgono, in un modo o
nell’altro, a Platone stesso. Saremmo pertanto di fronte a due redazioni del-
la Repubblica curate dal filosofo e non a due “edizioni” frutto del lavorio
filologico di dotti piu tardi.

Ne sono esempio gli articoli di Harold Tarrant (2012a) e di David Sedley
(2013) wusciti piut 0 meno in contemporanea. Ognuno dei due studiosi
dichiara di avere conoscenza delle tesi dell’altro, ma nessuno dei due
prende posizione nei confronti dell’altro.

16 Un altro esempio significativo del ricorso dell’Antiatticista a piu fonti distinte puo
essere indicato nelle citazioni della Antidosi di Isocrate come prova il fatto che
l'orazione ¢ indicata con ben quattro titoli differenti. Vedi Pinto 2012, 367 (con
bibliografia nella n. 33).
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Comincio con una succinta presentazione di questi contributi e la dove
necessario di ricerche precedenti con le quali Tarrant e Sedley si con-
frontano.

Tarrant si propone di dimostrare che Platone scrisse due redazioni della
Repubblica, una in sei e una in dieci libri, in due momenti distinti.'”

L’Attiatticista ebbe a disposizione una redazione della Repubblica che
presentava numerose divergenze rispetto a quella attuale e che era divisa in
sei libri e non in dieci.'® Questa redazione in sei libri nella quale Tarrant
individua uno stadio “sub-final” della Repubblica risaliva probabilmente in-
torno al 367 a.C., all’epoca cioe del secondo viaggio di Platone in Sicilia.
Essa non solo presentava singolari varianti significative di lingua e di stile,
ma era anche piu breve poiché non comprendeva ancora certe sezioni pre-
senti nella versione definitiva e soprattutto vi mancavano l’attuale libro 8 e
gran parte del 9. Poiché questi due libri si collocano stilisticamente (evi-
tano in particolare lo iato) allopposto del libro 1 (“VIII and IX still differ
from the core-Republic in the opposite direction from Book 1)1 essi de-
vono essere stati fra gli ultimi composti da Platone:?

Assuming that our extant version represents Plato’s final intentions,
one may presume that significant revision was undertaken after the six-
book version used by the Ur-Antiatticist was in place.?!

Piu nei dettagli, Tarrant sottolinea come alcune citazioni della Repubblica
nel lessico dell’Ur-Antiatticist si distinguono spesso dal testo che leggiamo
oggi e lasciano presupporre anche lacune talora assai ampie rispetto a
quest’ultimo.?? A partire da un esame dell’insieme degli estratti dei di-
aloghi platonici riprodotti nel lessico, ¢ possibile infine ricostruire la fi-
sionomia della collezione di Platonica di cui I'Ur-Antiatticist disponeva:
“The library used by the Ur-Antiatticist...would seem to have had 7o Pla-

17 Tarrant 2012a, 52-78.

18 Lasituazione ¢, in realth, pit complessa poiché almeno una delle fonti dell’Antiat-
ticista conobbe e uso anche una Repubblica in dieci libri.

19 Tarrant 2012a, 70.

20 Tarrant 2012a, 65-70: “The Stylometry of Republic VIII and IX”

21 Si noti che Tarrant impiega la discutibile espressione Ur-Antuatticist (il corsivo qui
e altrove ¢ mio) per designare il redattore del lessico nella sua forma originaria,
cioe prima di essere sottoposto a una operazione di epitomazione. Contra Valente
2015, 37 n223 che opportunamente sottolinea come Tarrant avanzi “without full
awareness of the nature of Greek lexicography” e bolla di “untenable” la sua idea
di un Ur-Antiatticist.

22 Tarrant 2012a, 52-6, da cui le citazioni che seguono. I corsivi sono nel testo di Tar-
rant.
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tonic work from the late period??3 Dal che Tarrant deduce che I'Ur-Antiatticist
non disponeva dei dialoghi tardi caratterizzati dalla scelta di evitare lo iato:

If the texts were assembled before the late dialogues were written, then
(a) they may offer insights into which works were circulating at a mo-
ment well before the end of Plato’s life, while (b) the six-book division
would itself almost certainly go back to that same time. One would
then confidently suppose that the six-book division is Plato’s own div-

ision, whether or not it was a division of the complete text as we have
it.24

Poiché I'Ur-Antiatticist appare assai accurato nelle altre citazioni di dialoghi
platonici, se ne deve concludere che cosi egli operd anche con la Repubbli-
ca e che il testo di quest’ultima differiva notevolmente da quello attuale. La
Repubblica in sei libri, sebbene contenesse molto materiale che ritroviamo
nella redazione in dieci libri, se ne discostava quindi in molti punti anche
significativi:

The Ur-Antiatticist somehow appears to have been using a rather selec-
tive Platonic library, entirely free of hiatus-avoiding dialogues, and
with a six-book Republic that cannot be identical to our Republic unless
one assumes that he was less reliable when citing the Republic than
when citing other Platonic works.?

Di conseguenza, se ammettiamo che la versione in dieci libri rappresenta
lo stato ultimo della riflessione di Platone in tema di politezai, dobbiamo
presupporre che dopo la redazione in sei libri, la Repubblica venne sotto-
posta da parte del filosofo a una ulteriore profonda e significativa revi-
sione.

Tarrant cerca anche di determinare dove 'Ur-Antatticist aveva potuto
reperire la sua collezione parziale e piu antica di Platonica. Nel 367/6, nel
periodo in cui si pensa approssimativamente che Platone compose le opere
del periodo intermedio, il filosofo era in Sicilia per la seconda volta, a Sira-
cusa su invito di Dione dopo la morte di Dionigi il Vecchio e la presa di
potere di Dionigi il Giovane. E intorno a questa data e in queste regioni
che, se non Platone stesso, forse Ermodoro (fr. 1-3 Isnardi Parente), ave-
vano potuto far circolare una prima stesura della Repubblica che corrispon-
deva appunto a quella ancora in sei libri. Poiché, continua Tarrant, ci sono

23 Tarrant 2012a, 55.
24 Tarrant 2012a, 56.
25 Tarrant 2012a, 70.
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elementi interni al lessico dell’Antiatticista che provano che I'anonimo re-
dattore poté anche lui lavorare in Sicilia o almeno nell’Italia del Sud, ¢
dunque in questa zona geografica che egli reperi il manoscritto da cui
estrasse di prima mano tutte le sue citazioni dai dialoghi platonici.?¢

Ammesso che la redazione della Repubblica utilizzata dall’Ur-Antiatticist
non era la stessa che leggiamo oggi e che questa versione in sei libri circolo
in un specifico momento nel mondo greco, Tarrant ne trae le seguenti con-
clusioni finali:

1. This provides further evidence of dialogues undergoing development
and revision;

2. There should be no expectation that the content of each of the Antiatti-

cist’s books can be accurately determined with reference to the

Stephanus pages of our own edition;

It is likely that his version was missing Book VIII and much of IX;

4. There is no evidence that his version contained much of what we know
as Book II, and the assumptions that his first book ended at around 368
are unwarranted, since we cannot presume that anything prior to that
was in his text;

5. There is no direct evidence that his version had very much at all corre-
sponding to roughly V.475-V1.499;

6. There is no evidence that book five went beyond the end of our Book
VII;

7. Hence there is no evidence that his books were of greater length than
the books of our Republic.?”

bl

Diversa e per molti aspetti pitt convincente, ¢ la posizione di Sedley. Lo stu-
dioso parte dal presupposto che Platone aveva scritto una sola redazione
della Repubblica e che fu lui stesso (oppure qualcuno sotto la sua diretta
sorveglianza) che provvide a una divisione dell’opera in sei libri.?

La suddivisione tradizionale in dieci libri venne invece proposta per la
prima volta da Trasillo (I sec. d.C.) o almeno circolo solo dopo i tardi anni

50 a.C. quando Cicerone compose la propria Respublica anche lui in sei lib-
ri.?

26 Tarrant 2012a, 70-4. A ragione, Valente 2015, 37 n223 giudica I'ipotesi “ground-
less” e invita alla massima prudenza (“should be received with extreme caution”).

27 Tarrant 2012a, 75-6.

28 Sedley 2013, 70-4.

29 Sedley 2013, 70, ma con un opportuno caveat nella nota 2. Vedi anche Tarrant
2012a, 72.
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Apparentemente Gellio, nel tardo II sec. d.C., avrebbe fatto riferimento
alla medesima suddivisione e essa fu senza alcun dubbio utilizzata dal suo
contemporaneo Antiatticista.>

Se ci sono buoni elementi—continua Sedley—per ammettere che la ver-
sione in sei libri ¢ piu antica di quella in dieci, resta pur sempre aperta la
questione se essa risale a Platone stesso. E evidente che la Repubblica nella
sua globalita ¢ troppo lunga per essere copiata in un solo rotolo di papiro;
essa dovette dunque essere suddivisa in pitt volumi o da Platone stesso o da
uno scriba. La prima eventualita appare piu probabile, ma anche ammet-
tendo la seconda, ¢ evidente che lo scriba dovette lavorare sotto la diretta
sorveglianza dell’autore. Sedley rinuncia pertanto all’ipotesi corrente pro-
posta da Hirmer (e Alline) che la divisione di opere lunghe in piu libri fos-
se introdotta soltanto in eta ellenistica, convinto che gia all’epoca di Pla-
tone questa pratica era in uso.’!

Siamo in grado di farci una idea approssimativa della struttura della Re-
pubblica in sei libri grazie alle ricerche di Hirmer, anche se dobbiamo am-
mettere che quest’ultimo fu “overconfident” nella ricostruzione di tutti i
dettagli.3?

La versione in sei libri/rotoli non era piu breve rispetto a quella in dieci
(come suppone Tarrant), ma aveva la stessa estensione. Platone aveva opera-
to una suddivisione diversa con cesure fra i singoli libri che non corrispon-
dono a quelle tradizionali. Cosi sistemata, la Repubblica risulta molto piu
interessante perché “The endings of its books were such as to leave the
reader poised for a continuation™

The six-book schema, thus understood, is an artful enough construc-
tion to be Plato’s own, and we would consider seriously the possibility
that it was ... Unlike the ten-book division, the six-book division may
have served to minimise the dialogue’s fragmentation into discrete
episodes, and to maximise its continuity as a single conversation across
the unavoidable endings of scrolls ... it indicates that he was keen for

30 Per Gellio, vedi comunque supra n. 13. Per I’Antiatticista ¢ necessario parlare della
sua fonte o di una delle sue fonti visto che costui non ebbe accesso di prima mano
alla Repubblica. Vedi Valente 2015, 31-42.

31 Sedley 2013, 71 e n6 con esempi tratti dal corpus Aristotelicum. La questione ¢ tut-
tavia pitt complessa e per molti aspetti ancora incerta. Vedi infra, 43.

32 Hirmer 1897, 589-92 (seguito da Alline 1915, 14-9). Sedley 2013, 72 ripropone
una forma semplificata dello schema di Hirmer da lui indipendentemente verifi-
cato.
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the Republic, despite its great length, to be read as a single continous
conversation.?

Lipotesi di Sedley ¢ senza dubbio molto pilt concreta e aderente di quella
di Tarrant alla realta fattuale. Anch’essa si fonda tuttavia su alcuni presup-
posti che mi lasciano scettico in ragione dei molteplici lati ancora oscuri
della trasmissione del testo di Platone nell’Antichita nonché dei metodi
compositivi del filosofo.

IV. Edizioni non redazioni della Repubblica

La questione della suddivisione della Repubblica in libri (sei o dieci) va
ripresa da un altro punto di vista tenendo conto sia di quel poco che sappi-
amo delle pratiche “editoriali” degli autori tra V e IV sec. a.C. sia di quello
che conosciamo (purtroppo molto poco) della forme librarie in cui i testi
letterari allora circolavano.

Sedley da per scontato che all’epoca di Platone fosse gia corrente la prat-
ica di dividere in libri, la cui estensione era quella di un rotolo di papiro
“of suitable length’, opere troppo grandi per essere contenute in un unico
volume.?*

La situazione ¢ in realta pit complessa. Studi recenti hanno rimesso in
discussione o almeno ridimensionato una parte di queste acquisizioni.

In particolare, Corcella ha ribadito I'idea “oggi generalmente accettata
che le divisioni in libri delle superstiti opere lunghe in prosa del V secolo
(Erodoto e Tucidide) non risalgono agli autori” E nel IV secolo infatti e piu
in particolare con Eforo di Cuma (400-c. 330 a.C.)** che comincia e si dif-
fonde la pratica da parte di un autore di “una cosciente e calcolata divi-

33 Sedley 2013, 72-3. A partire da questi presupposti nel seguito dell’articolo, Sedley
propone in un dialogo con Rowe 2007 una rilettura di quella che definisce “the
dialogue’s long central digression” (74). La digressione, che inizia a 471c e arriva
alla fine del libro 7, interrompe il discorso sulla psicologia tripartita e le virtu car-
dinali di cui non ¢ piu traccia nei libri 5-7 e la cui scomparsa non ¢ accidentale,
ma solo temporanea.

34 Sedley 2013, 72.

35 Come si deduce dal confronto fra due passi di Diodoro Siculo 5.1.4 "E@opog ...
Koto Ty oikovopiav Emtétevye’ T®V yop PiPAoV EkdoTny TETOiNKE TEPEXEWY KOTA
yévog tog mpa&eis, “Eforo ... si trovo confrontato con la distribuzione (del materi-
ale); fece in modo infatti che ogni libro contenesse le vicende per genere” e
16.76.5 "Egopog ... Pifhovg yéypagpe tpiaxovia, mpooiptov ékdotn mpobeis, “Eforo
... scrisse trenta libri premettendo a ciascuno un proemio” (traduzione mia).
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sione della sua opera in libri, che la tradizione successiva non poteva alter-
are”3¢

Gia Sedley aveva richiamato a sostegno della propria ipotesi il fatto che i
trattati del corpus Aristotelicum erano gia diffusi in una forma che presup-
poneva una loro distribuzione in rotoli/libri di lunghezza ideale.”

Con il corpus Aristotelicum siamo comunque gia in pieno IV sec. Pur am-
mettendo che sia stato Aristotele stesso a decidere se e come suddividere in
singoli libri/rotoli trattati lunghi, il suo esempio (almeno per chi accetti le
conclusioni di Corcella) ¢ relativamente troppo tardo per dedurne che tra
V e IV secolo Platone avesse praticato lo stesso metodo nel momento di
redigere e mettere in circolazione opere come la Repubblica 33

Corcella non discute della doppia divisione (in sei e in dieci libri) della
Repubblica, ma nota, en passant:

Relativamente brevi sono ... anche i libri in cui appaiono divise la Re-
pubblica e le Legg: platoniche; né troppo stupisce che, tra Platone e Fil-
ippo di Opunte, I’Accademia abbia adottato libri/rotoli di dimensioni
analoghe a quelle attestate per Aristotele.?’

E evidente che Corcella prende qui in considerazione la divisione
tradizionale dei due dialoghi rispettivamente in dieci e dodici libri. Co-
munque sia, quello su cui vorrei insistere € I'attribuzione della suddivisione
in libri della Repubblica e delle Legg: all’attivita “editoriale” dei primi Aca-
demici e piu in particolare del filosofo e segretario di Platone, Filippo di
Opunte (IV sec.).*0

36 Corcella 2013, 25-74. Citazioni rispettivamente da 43-4. Con un rimando a
Parmeggiani 2011, 81-97, in particolare 81-3.

37 Sedley 2013, 71 e n6. Non entro in merito alle dibattute e ancora irrisolte vicende
della formazione del corpus Aristotelicum e della sua prima circolazione.

38 Nonostante lottimismo di Sedley 2013, 71: “There is no longer any reason to
doubt that Plato had already been following the same practice”

39 Corcella 2013, 69. Con un rimando a Birt 1882, 442 (cf. anche 447 e 476-7).

40 Vedi D.L. 3.37 (test. VI Tardn, fr. 14b Lasserre): “Alcuni raccontano che Filippo di
Opunte ricopio le Leggs di Platone quando erano ancora in una stesura provviso-
ria” (todg Nopovg avtod (sc. ITAdtwvog) petéypayev Gviag €v knpd. Traduzione
mia). Su cui Dorandi 2007, 22 e 27 n67-70. Alla luce di quanto finora detto, mi
domando oggi se con l'espressione €v knp®d non venga anche indicato che nel
manoscritto di Platone le Leggs non erano ancora state distribuite in libri. Se cosl,
Filippo non solo aveva provveduto a una revisione formale del testo non rifinito,
ma seguendo una pratica ormai invalsa con I’avanzare del IV secolo, aveva altresi
proceduto a una distribuzione delle Legg: in dodici rotoli/libri (ai quali aggiunse
come tredicesimo il suo Epinomide).
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Molto resta ancora incerto e fluido, ma ci sono elementi sufficienti per
riprendere in considerazione ritoccandone qualche punto la vecchia ipote-
si di Hirmer e Alline che la redazione della Repubblica in sei libri (come
quella in dieci) non risalisse a Platone, ma fosse il frutto di una attivita “ed-
itoriale” posteriore e indipendente.

In altre parole, penso che Sedley abbia ragione a ritenere (dopo Hirmer
e Alline) che la Repubblica in sei libri era identica a quella in dieci libri, ma
abbia torto a attribuire a Platone quell’operazione fondandosi su elementi
non provati.

Un’opera come la Repubblica ebbe una gestazione assai lunga e si formo
per strati o gruppi compatti legati da argomenti o per affinita tematiche,
ma non venne concepita in una serie di libri (sei o dieci), qualunque fosse
la loro estensione:

A lungo si ¢ pensato che la “data di pubblicazione” del dialogo potesse
essere fissata intorno al 375. Ma si tratta di ipotesi del tutto insosteni-
bile poiché nessuna opera antica ¢ stata pubblicata in un determinato
anno quasi si trattasse di un libro a stampa, e perché un testo amplissi-
mo come la Repubblica ¢ stato certamente composto, e forse via via
parzialmente fatto circolare, lungo un esteso periodo di tempo.*!

Non ¢ qui il luogo né il momento per affrontare la complessa, forse insolu-
bile, problematica di quali libri della Repubblica siano stati composti prima
e quali dopo.*

Se ammettiamo tuttavia lo scenario appena tracciato e nello stesso tem-
po escludiamo per le ragioni sopra addotte che la Repubblica non venne
suddivisa in libri da Platone stesso, possiamo immaginarsi che l'opera al
momento della sua redazione si presentava distribuita in pil rotoli forse di
ineguale lunghezza, ma senza che nessuno di essi equivalesse a un libro di
una qualsivoglia delle due versioni di cui abbiamo notizia. Come tale, il
manoscritto della Repubblica era probabilmente conservato, insieme a quel-
lo degli altri dialoghi, nell’Accademia.®3

Non sappiamo chi né quando né dove o per quali ragioni decise di
preparare “edizioni” nelle quali la Repubblica era stata suddivisa rispettiva-
mente in sei o dieci libri corrispondenti a altrettanti rotoli ideali.

41 Vegetti 2007, 7, da cui la citazione.

42 Da ultimo Canfora 2014 ha supposto che una Ur-Politeia fu concepita e con tutta
verosimiglianza messa gia in circolazione prima del primo viaggio di Platone in
Sicilia nel 388 a.C.

43 Stando a una controversa testimonianza di Antigono di Caristo citata da D.L. 3.66
(fr. 39 Dorandi). Una messa a punto in Dorandi 2015, 38-42.

44

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07. Inhalt.
Inhalts I far oder In ,



https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Una redazione della Repubblica di Platone in sei libri?

Si potrebbe pensare ai membri dell’Accademia che lavorarono alla cosid-
detta “edizione” accademica degli opera omnia del filosofo,* ai filologi
alessandrini fra i quali spicca Aristofane di Bisanzio che mostro un forte
interesse per i dialoghi di Platone e la loro organizzazione,* oppure a piu
tardi “editori” dell’epoca postellenistica o imperiale.#

Anche la questione di quale delle due divisioni precedesse Ialtra ¢ desti-
nata, almeno per il momento, a restare senza una risposta convincente.
Mutatis mutandis, la situazione non ¢ diversa da quella della priorita della
distribuzione dei dialoghi platonici in trilogie (proposta da Aristofane di
Bisanzio) o in tetralogie (proposta da Trasillo).#”

E stato suggerito che la divisione in dieci libri risalisse a Trasillo sul fon-
damento della testimonianza di Diogene Laerzio (3.57 = test. 22 Tarrant):

I suoi dialoghi autentici (yviolot didhoyot) dice (Trasillo) sono in tutto
cinquantasei, con la Repubblica suddivisa in dieci libri (tfig pév
Ioreiag ig déka drapovpévng) ... e le Leggr in dodici.*®

Niente prova tuttavia in maniera esplicita che la distribuzione in dieci libri
sia stata operata effettivamente per la prima volta da Trasillo. In ogni mo-
do, sia nella divisione tetralogica dei dialoghi di Trasillo sia in quella trilog-
ica di Aristofane di Bisanzio di cui riferisce Diogene Laerzio (3.61-2 = fr.
463 Slater), la Repubblica ¢ sempre considerata come una unita, cio¢ un ele-
mento della tetralogia o della trilogia alla quale viene ricondotta.#
Qualche elemento complementare sulla cronologia relativa delle due
versioni potrebbe venire semmai dalle ulteriori considerazioni di Corcella

44 Dorandi 2013, 110-3. Ulteriore bibliografia ¢ citata a 112 n5.

45 Vedi D.L. 3.61-2 su cui Lucarini 2010-2011 con discussione della precedente bibli-
ografia e Dorandi 2015, 39-40.

46 Cf. Dorandi 2014, 16-21.

47 Riesaminata da Lucarini 2010-2011.

48 Traduzione mia. La testimonianza ¢ bene analizzata da Boter 1992 discutendo la
questione assai dibattuta del titolo della Repubblica (probabilmente non platoni-
co): IMolreia oppure TTolgion. Questo articolo, le cui conclusioni mi appaiono
convincenti, ¢ purtroppo sfuggito all’attenzione di Tarrant 2012b.

49 E provato che Aristofane di Bisanzio, e in particolare la sezione iniziale delle Pa-
role (AéEerg) intitolata Sulle parole che si sospetta non siano state usate dagli antichi
(ITept @V dromtevopévav pi gipfiotat TdV modadv), ¢ una delle fonti principali
dell’Antiatticista (Valente 2015, 31-4). Non sappiamo purtroppo se i lemmi con le
citazioni platoniche (o almeno una parte di essi, fra i quali quelli con citazioni
della Repubblica) derivano da quello scritto. Né tantomeno possiamo dire se
Aristofane avesse conosciuto la Repubblica suddivisa in sei libri oppure anche
quella in dieci. Entrambe (lo ripeto e ci insisto) sono infatti citate nelle pagine
dell’Antiatticista.
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relative alla lunghezza dei rotoli/libri tra il IV secolo e 'epoca ellenistica.
Sono considerazioni in sé lecite, ma che utilizzerei tuttavia con cautela.

Lestensione dei libri in cui vennero suddivise, a cominciare dal IV seco-
lo, opere lunghe corrisponde a quella di un canto di Omero o di una trage-
dia “e non a caso in eta ellenistica e imperiale avviene che i troppo brevi
canti omerici, in origine certo pensati come rotoli, vengano accorpati in
gruppi di due, tre, forse addirittura quattro in rotoli pitt lunghi”? Omero
potrebbe avere fatto testo “in una prima fase dell’evoluzione libraria”>
Poiché ¢ largamente attestato per autori del IV secolo il fenomeno di
adottare una divisione delle proprie opere lunghe “in libri piu brevi di
quelli normalmente attestati altrove ... ¢ legittimo pensare che si tratti di
una caratteristica di questa epoca” Queste divisioni d’autore furono “presto
dimenticate in favore di una divisione in libri lunghi che risentiva dell’'uso
piu tardo” Il che:

consente di ipotizzare ragionevolmente che nel IV secolo, almeno in
certi ambienti, si usasse dividire i testi in prosa in libri/rotoli relativa-
mente brevi (pitt 0 meno tra i 500 e i 1500 righi “normali” di 34-38 let-
tere, con sporadiche punte fino a 1900), la cui lunghezza non era trop-
po differente da quella di un canto omerico o di un rotolo contenente
una tragedia.

In un’epoca successiva, “si affermarono invece libri e rotoli generalmente
pit lunghi (fino ai 4000 righi)”’!

Chi accolga questi risultati e li applichi a quello che conosciamo sulla
suddivisione in sei e dieci libri della Repubblica di Platone, ammettendo
bene inteso che il testo di entrambe fosse lo stesso, ne potrebbe eventual-
mente desumere che la versione in dieci libri precedette cronologicamente
quella in sei libri e cioe che da una “edizione” in rotoli piu corti si passo a
una in rotoli pit lunghi.

Ancora una volta, prudenza si impone perché non conosciamo quasi
niente sulle pratiche librarie dei secoli V e IV in ragione della mancanza
quasi totale di documenti materiali (frammenti di rotoli di papiro) di con-
fronto.

50 Corcella 2013, 69-70 da cui le citazioni che seguono. Corcella (69 n. 57) si richia-
ma a Schironi 2010, 41-4.

51 Corcella 2013, 67-68 rimanda in particolare a Hemmerdinger 1951, 83-8 ¢ insiste
in particolare sulle sue premesse (83): “A Alexandrie, la longueur des rouleaux de
papyrus tripla brusquement a la suite de la création de la grande bibliotheque, au
début du IIle siecle avant notre ére”
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A parte il papiro di Timoteo (P.Berol. inv. 9875, s. IV), che tramanda un
testo in poesia trascritto in righi “normali’} cio¢ senza rispetto della origi-
nale colometria del poema, I’altro esempio di cui disponiamo (questo in
prosa e in poesia), ¢ il rotolo di Derveni (IV s.). La sua mise en colonne, an-
chessa in righi “normali’} pud qui essere stata influenzata (o imposta) dalla
successione di parti in prosa agli esametri del poema orfico intorno al
quale la trattazione dell’anonimo autore si sviluppa.

V. Per concludere

Lipotesi che, alla luce dei dati disponibili, mi appare piu verosismile e in
linea con quello che conosciamo delle pratiche librarie dell’epoca di Pla-
tone, ¢ quella che il filosofo non abbia diviso lui stesso la Repubblica in lib-
ri, ma che questa operazione sia stata piu tarda e sia nata in ambienti di-
acronicamente lontani frutto di diverse pratiche librarie e direi anche “edi-
toriali:”

However since our knowledge of the internal workings of the Acade-
my is extremely limited and since we know nothing definite about the
circumstances of publication, next to nothing about Plato’s “secre-
taries”, and noting at all about what became of his drafts and discarded
versions, it would be most unwise to indulge in further speculations.?

Comunque stiano le cose, ritengo si possa comunque condividere la pro-
posta di Sedley che Platone concepi la Repubblica come un tutto organico e
unitario che “despite its great length” doveva essere letta “as a single contin-
uous conversation.”s3

Il titolo—“Una redazione della Repubblica di Platone in sei libri?”—di
questo contributo scritto in onore del mio amico e collega in rebus Peri-
pateticis Eckart Schitrumpf, potrebbe dunque essere infine riformulato in
maniera piu esplicita in “Una edizione della Repubblica di Platone in sei
libri?” oppure tout court “Due edizioni antiche della Repubblica di Platone
in sei e dieci libri?

52 Solmsen 1965, 57 = 1968, 184.
53 Della necessita di abbandonare “our habitual talk of distinct books, and instead to
stick with Stephanus page references” (Sedley 2013, 73) decideranno altri.
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Justice in the Ninth Book of Plato's Laws and in the Fifth
Book of Aristotle's Nzcomachean Ethics'

Francisco L. Lisi (Universidad Carlos Il de Madrid)

Although justice is the only virtue to which Aristotle devoted a complete
book and although it plays a central role in his political theory and his
ethics, research on the different aspects of justice as a whole is still relative-
ly scarce, and even fewer studies exist concerning the relationship of justice
to the Academic background. The last comprehensive account on the issue
is Max Salomon’s book.! In spite of their titles, Wolfgang von Leyden?
mainly analyzed the concept of equality and Fred D. Miller, Jr.3 dedicated
only 19 pages of his book entitled Nature, Justice and Rights in Aristotle’s Po-
litics to the topic of justice.* Other monographs focus on specific aspects of
Aristotle’s theory of justice, such as distributive justice or the natural law.’
There are also several contributions that take into account various aspects
of the concept of justice, among which is the well-known study by Hans
Kelsen.® Nevertheless, a major work on this concept still needs to be writ-
ten. It is interesting to note, for example, that the collections of papers
about Aristotle’s Ethics and Politics edited by Fritz-Peter Hager” or Jonathan
Barnes, Malcolm Schofield and Richard Sorabji® do not contain any arti-
cles on Aristotle’s concept of justice. Although during the last decades, the
interest in justice has clearly flourished, as the works of William Mathie,’

* This paper has been written within the framework of a project financed by the
Spanish Secretarfa de Estado de Investigacion, Desarrollo e Innovacién of the Min-
isterio de Economfa y Competitividad (FFI2016-76547-P).

Salomon 1937.

von Leyden 1985.

Miller 1995.

Touloumakos” 1990-1997 report on Aristotle’s Politics shows a similar state of af
fairs.

Cf, e.g., Knoll 2009 or Burns 2011.

Kelsen 1957. Cf. Ritchie 1894; Trude 1955; Faulkner 1972; Hantz 1975; Rosen
1975; Koch 1978; Winthrop 1978; Cropsey 1977; Williams 1980; Keyt 1985.

7 Hager 1972.

Barnes, Malcom, and Sorabji 1977.

9 Mathie 1987.
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Bernard Yack,!® Ulrich Manthe,!! Manuel Knoll!? or Tony Burns!® show, in
comparison to the enormous amount of studies about the evolution of the
Aristotelian ethical thought or the layers of his ethical and political treatis-
es, these works are of surprising, if not astonishing, scarcity.

This relative oblivion of Aristotle’s theory of justice is perhaps related to
the fact that finding a congruous approach to the problem of justice in
Aristotle’s work is rather difficult. Kurt von Fritz has already pointed to the
structural and stylistic difficulties of the book.'* Delba Winthrop, the Har-
vard political theorist, argued in a well-known but misleading paper about
the present subject, that for Aristotle “a politics that understands its high-
est purpose as justice and a political science that attempts to comprehend
all political phenomena within a theory of justice are practically and theo-
retically unsound?”?> She finds some contradiction between the ideal of
virtue as our own good, separate from that of others, and the idea of justice
as the good of others.'® This interpretation relates Aristotle’s thought to
some sophistic tendencies, as can be found in the Thrasymachus of the Re-
public, and clearly ignores the central role which the ideas of objective and
subjective justice play in Aristotle’s practical philosophy. In a recent contri-
bution, Eckart Schiitrumpf has pointed to the incongruities of contempo-
rary scholarship in its projections of modern concepts in such a central
concept as ‘distributive justice’ in the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics.'”

A better understanding of Aristotle’s theory of justice could perhaps be
achieved if we took into account the context in which it arose, especially
Plato’s conception in his last dialogue, the Laws. This paper continues the
reflections I made elsewhere!® on the subject of law and tries to contribute
to a reflection about the common ground between these two philosophers.
A superficial look at the present literature about Aristotle’s and Plato’s po-
litical thought should give convincing reasons to stay on the path that Ada

10 Yack 1990; 1993.

11 Manthe 1996.

12 Knoll 2009.

13 Burns 2011.

14 von Fritz 1980, 241-3.

15 Winthrop 1978, 1201.

16 Winthrop 1978, 1202.

17 Schitrumpf 2017.

18 Cf, e.g., Lisi 2001 and 2018.
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Neschke-Hentschke '? opened more than 40 years ago in this field.?’ The
subject of justice in both thinkers is very complex, and I do not intend to
exhaust the examination of their relation in this paper. I will focus my ana-
lysis on some of the aspects I consider most related to the Academic back-
ground of what Aristotle calls ‘perfect’ or ‘whole justice’ (6An Suconocvvn)
in the first chapter of the book devoted to Justice in the Nicomachean
Ethics.2' 1 shall also try to point to some of the most important differences
between both philosophers concerning this notion of justice.

L. Plato

The Socratic identification between legal (voppov) and just (8ikowov) is the
fundament of Plato's theory of justice, which can be considered an attempt
to give an ontological foundation to the Socratic premise. I am not refer-
ring here to the Form of Justice, which surely has a central function in this
scheme, but rather to the way in which Plato converted Justice into a virtue
of the soul, which has, above all, a great significance for the individual. His
theory mainly attacks the conceptions of some sophistic currents concern-

19 Neschke-Hentschke 1971.

20 Itis still possible to read in the last detailed analysis of the bibliography on Aristo-
tle’s Politics (Touloumakos 1997, 12-13): “Als Begleiterscheinung der Tugend und
als wichtigster Bestandteil der Eudaimonie verstanden wird die Freundschaft in
der Ethik wie auch in der Politik im Zusammenhang mit der Verfassungslehre und
der Theorie vom Wandel der Staatsformen betrachtet und stellt, offenbar noch
deutlicher als die Eudaimonielehre, den Komplex dar, wo Aristoteles seine
Philosophie unmissverstindlich von der Moral-und Staatsphilosophie Platons ab-
hebt. Von dieser unterscheidet sich die praktische Philosophie des Aristoteles
aullerdem durch den Begriff der mesotes, die innerhalb der Ethik- hier in der Tu-
gendlehre, vor allem aber in der Politik- dort im Entwurf der Politie, aber auch in
anderen Erérterungen-, bekanntlich eine bestimmende Rolle spielt. Eine Ebenso
deutliche Differenzierung zeigen ferner Bedeutungsgehalt und Stellenwert der
Gerechtigkeit und der Lehre von der Eudaimonie sowie die fir das aristotelische
Denken nicht minder charakteristische Erorterung der Frage nach dem Zweck
des Staates?” It seems that the author of this enumeration has not read Plato’s
work. None of the distinctive points mentioned here are exclusively Aristotelian,
but all of them belong to Aristotle’s Academic background. On the other hand,
Miller 1995, 67-86 pays practically no attention to Plato's political theory. This is
especially disturbing in his chapter dedicated to Aristotle’s concepts of justice and
law, which cannot be understood without the Academic background.

21 von Fritz 1980 studied Aristotle’s notion of partial justice, but contrary to his ex-
press intention, the relationship to the Academic background is not taken into ac-
count.
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ing justice. In the Republic, Thrasymachus defines justice as an dyafov
aALotprov, in the sense that it is profitable not for the just man, but mainly
for the rulers or for others.?? On the contrary, Socrates’ argument aims at
showing that justice implies a benefit for its owner. This approach does
not mean, as many scholars seems to believe, that for Socrates/Plato justice
has no relation to others, but only that its main benefit belongs to the just
person. Justice thus becomes a virtue of the soul and implies its ordered
state, where the intellect rules over the other components. This order is
also identified with the vopog and the vopov in a well-known passage of
the Gorgias, where both are seen as conditions that make the virtuous state
of the soul possible, a state that is called subjective justice (Sucaioovvn) and
temperance.?? The identification between lawful and just begins already in
the subject’s soul, for just actions are the consequence of the soul’s well-
ordered state. Therefore, justice is primarily a benefit to the subject of the
action.?* T believe it would be unnecessary in this context to engage in a
discussion about the relation of this new concept of justice as being pri-
marily a virtue of the different components of the soul in their mutual re-
lationship with the Socratic premise nemo sua sponte peccat. 1 would, how-
ever, at least like to point to the significance of the notion of justice as it is
exposed in the Gorgias for the medical approach: justice is the ordered and
healthy state of the soul and injustice is equivalent to disease and disorder.
This internalization of the virtue of justice is to a certain extent (if not
completely) contrary to the traditional meaning of it, where it is a mainly
political virtue. But Plato needed to guarantee the claim that only just
souls could produce just actions and that only just souls were law-abiding
souls, i.e., this was necessary to identify lawfulness with justice. This con-
ception of justice is related to another definition of it: “doing one’s own
business?”?’ In so far as each part of the soul/society accomplishes its own
task (subjective justice), it creates an objectively just state of the soul/soci-
ety (objective justice). It is remarkable that in this conception of justice as
an individual’s own benefit, there is no explicit reference to the relation to
others, except the precept of following the ruling part, but there is no refer-

22 R. 1341cd.

23 Grg 504d1-3. In classical Greek, there is a clear differentiation between the virtue
of justice, i.e. a characteristic of the acting subject (Sicaiocvvn), and the objective
just state of affairs (3ikatov), which is not always taken into account by the schol-
arship.

24 This is the appropriate perspective for understanding Socrates’ statement that it is
better to suffer injustice than to do it.

25 R.2370a4; 4 433a8, b4, d8; 9 586e5-6.
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ence to reciprocity between the different parts of the soul or of society. On-
ly two principles govern their relationship: the duty to care for the inferior
parts of the soul/society on the side of the ruling part, and the duty to fol-
low its norms by the ruled parts.

This approach is also clearly formulated in the last of Plato’s dialogues.
One of the most interesting passages on this subject is the famous excursus
in the penal code of the Laws,?® where the Athenian guest exposes the lead-
ing philosophical principles of his new conception of penal law.?” The ba-
sic principle of his penal code is the Socratic conception that no one does
wrong willingly. Of the two main problems present in this passage (com-
patibility of the penal code with the Socratic paradox and the idea of virtue
as knowledge as basis of the system), the first one is solved in a similar
manner as in the Gorgias and other Platonic dialogues. Wrongdoing is the
consequence of different psychological diseases, which the laws of the pe-
nal code try to heal. This implies a clear internalization of the notion of
justice as human virtue: only a just state of the soul can be the cause of a
just action. In other words: it is the inner state of the soul that makes an act
just or unjust and not its effects.

And, if my view prevails, we shall often say that the author of a benefit
wrongly done commits an injustice; for as a rule, my friends, neither
when a man gives some material object to another, nor when he takes
it away, ought one term such an act absolutely just or unjust, but only
when a man of just character and disposition does any benefit or in-
jury to another.?8

This passage seems to be an explicit rejection of the traditional commit-
ment to the effects of the act, which is defined by its results, as it is reflect-
ed in Cephalus’ position in the first book of the Republic.?? Furthermore,
the Athenian guest clearly states the corrective and healing aims of penal-
ty.3? Even the death penalty is based on this ‘medical’ conception of penol-

Ogy_.’:l

26 Lg 9 859c-864b.

27 This much-discussed passage has been the object of exceptional scholarly papers
(e.g., Saunders 1968 and Schopsdau 1984), but I also believe that some very im-
portant points have been overlooked (cf. Lisi 2008).

28 Lg 9 862a7-b4, translation Bury 1968.

29 R.1327a-331c.

30 Lg 9 862b5-c4.

31 Cf. Lg 9 862c1-863a2.
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From the general context of the Laws, it is evident that the aim of the
legal norm is to enforce this ordered state of the soul, which we call just’-
or, at least, to make it possible. The citizen should internalize the norm
prescribed by law through imitation and, thus, allow the rule of the noetic
element over the lower ones. There is a passage in the excursus where the
Athenian stranger summarizes the different kinds of crime and the link be-
tween lawful and just.3? In this section, the Athenian guest explains the na-
ture of justice and injustice.3 The latter is the consequence of a disordered
state of the soul produced by (a) the violence of the Bvpdg, (b) the ‘violent’
deceit of the lowest part of the soul and (c) the ‘ignorance’ of the highest
element of the psyche. Items (a) and (b) are clearly cases where the lower
elements overcome the volg and master the entire personality.34 It is more
difficult to determine the nature of (c), ‘ignorance; the sick state of mind,
because it continues to rule the other souls, but it does so in a wrong
way.3S

The main issue in this passage is that the state of the soul, which corre-
sponds with justice, consists in the mind’s acceptance of the norm of the
city, even if the norm can be wrong in some specific determinations. In
other words, the main point here is not a ‘good conscience’ or a true opin-
ion in the broadest sense, but the mere acceptance of the norm of the law,
the most complete identification between law-abidance and justice. The
Athenian is speaking for the future citizens of Magnesia, whose knowledge
of the truth comes from the vopo, the social norms in their broadest sense,
and is practically based on them. But this definition of justice is valid also
for every city; hence, it points to the citizen and not to the goodness of the
state. The citizen has the obligation of respecting the written and the un-
written laws and of following the direct indication of the best people (i.e.
the rulers) of the city; only in this way can he become just.

The excursus clearly shows the new Platonic conception of justice, in
which the emphasis is not so much on the results of an action as on the
inner disposition of the individual or the society. This inner disposition
consists in the ruling of the mind over the mortal souls in the terminology
of the Timaeus. Justice is the ordered state of the law-abiding soul. The link
between law and justice could also provide some clues as to understand-
ing, for instance, Socrates’ attitude in the Crifo. But above all, I would like

32 Lg 9 863a3-864c2.

33 Saunders 1968, 421.

34 Cf.Lg 9 863eS5-864al, and esp. dvvactevovoav at 863b7.

35 For a more detailed analysis of this difficult passage, cf. Lisi 2008.
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to underline the relationship of this conception of justice with the one in
the Republic as order of the soul. In fact, the right order of the soul is what
determines the quality of just. It is possible through a disposition of the
soul that blindly accepts the norms of the State. The full identification be-
tween ‘lawful” and ‘just’ is the central point in this passage, and as will be
shown below, it is the Academic foundation of Aristotle’s position in the
first chapter of the book dedicated to justice in the Nicomachean Ethics.

II. Aristotle's treatment of justice in the Nicomachean Ethics

The Nicomachean Ethics begins and ends with the consideration of happi-
ness. After the determination of happiness as the scope of human life and
of happiness as a certain actuality of the soul according to complete virtue
(tehelov apetn) in the first Book, virtue is defined as a state or condition of
the soul characterized by being a middle between two extremes (2). This
definition of virtue makes it necessary to analyze ethical actions and deter-
mine the nature of an intentional deed (3.1-5), the theoretical basis, which
will lead the study to the conclusion in book 10 that happiness is achieved
in contemplation. Between 3.6 and 9, the work consists mainly in a treatise
of the ethical (3.6-5) and intellectual virtues (6-7) and of their actualization
in friendship (8-9). Just as justice in some sense represents the highest ethi-
cal virtue, friendship expresses the highest manifestation of the virtues of
the rational part of the soul. This parallelism is implicitly provided by Aris-
totle in his treatment of the relationship of justice and friendship in book
8, chapters 9 to 11, and clearly stated in the seventh book of the Eudemian
Ethics, chapters 9 and 10.

Aristotle picks up his treatment of justice in the Nicomachean Ethics pre-
cisely from the point where Plato had left it off. He begins his analysis by
considering the doctrine that sees justice as a state of the soul that lets peo-
ple perform just actions and wish just things. Then, he goes on to propose
a definition of injustice from a similar point of view.3¢ Aristotle claims that
this doctrine of justice is universally accepted (mévtag) and adds the re-
mark that they “want to say” (Boviopévovg Aéyew). I do not here intend to
discuss the implications of this statement. Some critics have understood
the wavtog in its most extensive sense.’” In fact, however, such a doctrine
can be found explicitly only in the Platonic dialogues and, as shown above,

36 EN 5.1 1129a6-10.
37 So, e.g., Smith in Joachim 1951, 127n1.
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Plato has made this doctrine the center of his speculations about justice,
and it could scarcely be stated that, for example, the Sophists defended
such a view. Lauretta Seminara maintains that Aristotle is pointing to Plato
and the Academy.?® In his commentary to the Nicomachean Ethics, John
Burnet refers the wévtag to Plato’s Gorgias 460b.3° Although this passage is
also related to the doctrine described by Aristotle, the more radical state-
ment of it can be found in the excursus of the Laws analyzed above.

The Academic background of the first chapter lies not only in this defi-
nition of justice as a state or disposition (£€ic) of the soul, which serves as a
basis for its treatment.*’ The idea that science includes the knowledge of
contraries is likewise of Platonic origin.#! There are also Platonic echoes in
other passages of the chapter.*? Aristotle's theory of justice rests on a criti-
cism of Plato's views, even if it does not mention his name in this chapter.
As Seminara correctly points out, this endoxon acts as the basis and point
of departure of the whole chapter and of Book 5.4

Aristotle accepts that justice is a state of the soul, but refuses to welcome
its reference to a unique semantic kernel.* Its analysis of who can be con-
sidered unjust or just reveals two main meanings of objective justice: as le-
gality (10 vopwov) and as equality (10 icov).* The first kind of justice is de-
fined as respect of the principles contained in the social norms.*¢ The just
is not related to an absolute norm, but to the content of the social norm of
a community, whose goal is the production and preservation of happiness
and of its parts for the political community.#” Happiness, however, is here
defined in a positivist way, since the law aims at the common interest of
the existing political regime.*® The Platonic origin of this approach is once

38 Seminara 1998, 656-8.

39 Burnet 1900, 204.

40 Cf.EN 5.1 1129a10.

41 EN 5.1 1129a13-4; cf. Seminara 1998, 663.

42 E.g. EN 5.1 1129b1-10. Cf. Lg. 3 687a2-688d5; S 742e4-743c4.

43 Seminara 1998, 655-6; cf. also Dirlmeier 1964, 398-9n3; Caiani 1996, 307n3.

44 Eowe 8¢ mheovaydg Aéyeoban 1 Sukarocvvn koi M dducion (“justice and injustice are
apparently polysemic™ EN 5.1 1129a26-7, transl. Lisi).

45 EN 5.11229a34.

46 Cf.EN 5.1 1129b11-17.

47 EN 5.1 1129b17-19. Aristotle only states this in the case of the community, but
there is no explicit indication that it is also the case for the individual.

48 ol 8¢ vopot yopevovast mepi amdvteov, otoxaldpevot i Tod Kowi] CLPEEPOVTOG TAGY
1} 1015 dpioTolg i Toig Kupiots f kat” GAkov Twvd TpdTov Totodtov (“The social norms
proclaim on every issue [what is right], aiming at either the benefit of the whole
community or of the best or of the people holding power or according to other
similar criterion” EN 5.1, 1129b14-17; transl. Lisi),.

58

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07. Inhalt.
Inhalts I far oder In ,



https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Justice in Plato and Aristotle

again evident, since Plato defines the vopog as the “opinion of the commu-
nity” (86ypa tiig wolews) not only in the Laws,* but already in the Repub-
l1¢.°° That Aristotle is thinking in Academic terms and not in some kind of
either Protagorean relativism or other form of absolute law positivism is
evident from his statement that right enacted laws define these issues right-
ly, while offhand laws do it worse.!

This kind of justice is characterized as the use of perfect or complete
virtue (teheia/6An dpetn).’? It corresponds to what Plato calls ndoa dpeti®3
and can be found in the Laws, when the Athenian defines dikatocvvn as a
mixture of the other three virtues of the soul (ppoévnoig, cwepocvvy and
avdpeia).®* In fact, Aristotle quotes a proverb, in which the expression
‘whole virtue’ (oo apetn) appears as another denomination of this kind
of subjective justice.’

To Plato, the whole virtue reflects the ordered state of the soul, while in
Aristotle’s view it implies only the acceptance of the current communal
values, and at least in this chapter these values are not related to any abso-
lute philosophical good since the treatment of this issue is postponed al-
though it is clear that Aristotle discriminates between a good citizen and a
good man in an absolute way.’¢ In spite of this superficial impression, it
should be pointed out that the Aristotelian position is not so different
from the one expressed in Plato’s Laws, since the Athenian guest is just crit-
icizing the Dorian legislation and its ranking of values, i.e., he argues that a
correct legislation should have a right hierarchy of values that are to be fol-
lowed by the members of the community. In fact, in the ninth book of the
Laws, Plato treats the violation of the Magnesian code as a manifestation of
diseases of the soul, since the ordered state of the citizens’ soul is a reflec-
tion of the hierarchy of values and norms present in the legislation.’”

Aristotle adds a characteristic to complete justice that is not present in
the Platonic text in the same way. This characteristic makes the use (ypfjoic)
of virtue in relation to other people (npdg &tepov) possible. It is precisely
the exercise of all virtues in political life that makes the general or com-

49 Lg 1644 d3.

50 R. 3 414b5-6; 4, 429b-d; cf. Lisi 1985, 64-5.
51 EN 5.1 1229b24-25.

52 EN 5.1 1129b25-33, cf. 1130b18-20.

53 Lg 2 658a5-c4.

54 Lg1631c7-8.

55 EN 5.1 1129b30.

56 Cf.EN 5.2 1130b26-29.

57 Cf. Lisi 2013.
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plete justice the most valuable virtue.’® This characterization of complete
justice raises the question of whether or not it is a state of soul (81g), like
the other virtues. In what follows, Aristotle clarifies what he means: it is a
possession, a state of the soul,’” which makes the use of all virtues towards
others possible. In so far as just actions, i.e., actions according to the law,
produce and preserve the happiness of the community,® it is clear that this
general or complete justice is the foundation of the community. It is main-
ly a political virtue, as Aristotle clearly expresses.®! To sum ups: it is the state
of the soul the makes the use of the virtues in the public sphere possible.
From one point of view, this characterization of justice comes very close to
Plato’s conception of it as the ordered state of the soul. Nevertheless, Aris-
totle introduces a crucial change in so far as he creates a specific sphere for
it and makes a clear difference between the private and public virtue, a
difference that Plato tried to eliminate at any cost. Besides, Aristotle put
the stress on the relationship to others and on the congruence of the citi-
zen virtue with the normative content of the law. The norm and the virtue
are now adapted to the existing ruling system®? and clearly distinguished
from the virtues of the pure and simple good man.®

III. Conclusions

Plato tries to internalize the notion of justice by also making it an individ-
ual virtue that regulates the relation between the different parts of the soul.
It is a pre-political conception of justice that serves as a fundament of the
political organization. To him, justice has an ontological value, and simi-
larly to what he did with other key concepts in the Greek tradition of polit-
ical thought, he tries to relate all the meanings of the concept to a basic
kernel: the idea of a right distribution of values and honors. Justice is the
order originating in the good hierarchical structure that warrants the rule

58 EN 5.1 1129b30-1.

59 Cf. 6 &ov odtiv at EN 5.1 1129b31-2.

60 EN 5.1 1129b17-19.

61 EN 5.11129b33-1130al.

62 EN 5.1 1129b14-17.

63 Miller’s translation of universal justice for the general or complete form does not,
if I understand the English expression correctly, reflect the Aristotelian sense, be-
cause Aristotle does not mean by 6An duotoovvn a kind of justice that is valid ev-
erywhere. When he states that “universal justice applies to any polis with laws;
Miller 1995, 68 sees a kind of natural law in the text, which is not really there.
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of the highest element of the soul. In this sense, justice is order and law,
and there are different forms of justice according to the participation of the
different political orders in the ideal norm.

Aristotle maintains the importance of justice, and in a certain sense radi-
calizes the Socratic-Platonic identification of justice and legality. Justice as
an expression of the existing legality has now become the complete or per-
fect virtue. The happiness of the community consists in the actualization of
this perfect virtue in the public relationships of its citizens. Happiness is
the actualization of the rule of law. Does this mean that, for Aristotle, a
pre-political form of justice does not exist, even if we can find some re-
mains of it in his work? In other words, does justice no longer have an on-
tological foundation in the cosmological order of the world?®* If we con-
sider that, for Aristotle, politics according to nature is the scope of political
knowledge, his thought still stays on the Academic ground and one could
speak of a cosmic or natural foundation of justice in so far as good laws are
only those according to the nature of the corresponding people. The dis-
tinction between political and the so-called pre-political conceptions of
justice are not clearly defined, and neither for Aristotle nor for Plato is it
truly useful. As a matter of fact, Plato’s notion of justice in the ninth book
of the Laws is very close to the Aristotelian position. To the Athenian guest,
justice is mainly respect and internalization of the law.®’

Aristotle’s position does not imply a complete relativism, since nature is
the factor which determines the justice or injustice of an action or a law.
Nevertheless, he does not mean a universal nature, but the concrete charac-
ter of each society.% Here, he maintains the Platonic approach.®”

There is a point where Aristotle takes a different approach from Plato’s
Laws. In the penal excursus, Plato lets the quality of the action completely
depend on the state of the soul that does it.®® Some passages could be inter-
preted in the sense that for Aristotle, the qualification of an act as just or
unjust was more located in the intentionality of the subject than in the just
or unjust disposition of the soul. His acceptance that an unintentional act

64 Miller 1995, 86.

65 Lisi 2013.

66 Winthrop 1997, 228 asserts that a theory of justice in Aristotle is impossible, be-
cause of the completely conventional character of the notion in Aristotle's
thought, but the assertion fails the point of the Aristotelian argument because of
the reasons adduced here.

67 Cf. Lisi 1985, 197-345.

68 Cf. section I above.
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can accidentally be just® seems to imply that the quality of the action de-
pends on its effects more than on the disposition or the state of the sub-
ject's soul.”® As opposed to Plato, Aristotle considers it possible for a just
man to do wrong (ddweiv), but this does not imply that he then becomes
unjust.”! The qualification of an action depends not only on the intention-
ality of it, but also on a subject’s clear consciousness of his action.”? Aristo-
tle shifted the accent from the state of the soul to the intentionality in or-
der to qualify the action. A clearer definition in this sense can be found in
the first chapter of the second book of the Eudemian Ethics, where virtue is
also defined as “the best disposition, or state or ability of everything that
has a use or a work”3 subordinated to the ends of the action, then “the
work of each thing is its end; from this, therefore, it is plain that the work
is a greater good than the state, for the end is the best as being an end?74

In a certain way, Aristotle here returns to the traditional conception of
justice, since he basically sees it as a political virtue, a virtue that needs the
normal interchange of a civic life. Nonetheless, if one takes into account
the role of the ppovnoig in the Aristotelian ethics and its function in per-
forming virtue as it is exposed in the thirteenth chapter of the sixth book,
it is clear that the soul of the virtuous man should enjoy a similar order to
that proposed by Plato, i.e., an order where the highest part rules over the
lower components of the soul. The acceptance of the norm of the law by
the ppdvnoig has similar effects in Aristotle and in Plato, and both thinkers
establish a clear link between justice and law. And what is more: Aristotle's
definition of happiness as “a certain actualization of the soul according to
perfect virtue”” clearly indicates that for him the virtuous and ordered
state of the soul is justice in its actualization in the life of the political com-
munity.

Plato's definition of justice as t& éavtod mpdrtetv connects the political
and ethical dimension of virtue. Symptomatically, Aristotle does not men-
tion any limitation of human activity in society as proposed by Plato, but

69 EN 5.8 1135a15-28.

70 Cf.EN 5.8 1135a18-24.

71 EN 5.6 1134a17; cf. Williams 1980, 190. Williams clearly confuses the Aristotelian
distinction between perfect and partial justice.

72 Cf. Aristotle’s qualification of adultery under the influence of passion as an unjust
action committed by a subject who is not unjust. In order to have a real unjust
subject, the existence of a rational deliberation is necessary.

73 EE 2.1 1218b37-39; transl. Rackham 1981.

74 EE 2,1, 1219a8-10; transl. Rackham 1981.

75 yoyfic évépyeld Tig kot dpetny tedeiov ; EN 1.13 1102a5-6; transl. Lisi.
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he also acknowledges that a human community needs justice as its founda-
tion to preserve its unity. Distributive justice instantiates a middle term in
the interchange existing between individuals that have different abilities
and functions in the society.”¢ Necessity is what keeps a community togeth-
er. A right political system should establish a correct distribution of honors
according to every citizen’s value. Corrective justice should reintroduce
equality when the middle term established by the law has been infringed.
But all these objective manifestations of justice are not possible, at least in
an essential way, without the subjective disposition of justice as teleio
apeT.

Aristotle, however, has reintroduced the Thrasymachean view of justice
as an alien good, but in a new form: justice is the necessary expression of
the exercise of virtue. In Aristotelian terms, virtue can be actualized only in
a society, and because of that, justice is the whole of virtue. Contrary to
Winthrop’s interpretation,’” justice is not contrary to human nature or in-
dividual interests, but rather it is the necessary premise for the actualiza-
tion of both of them and for the realization of felicity for the political com-
munity.”8 In the case of justice, Aristotle has given a new foundation to the
Socratic-Platonic identification between justice and law-abidance, but the
Platonic value of general justice as a state of the soul embracing the whole
genus of virtue is a substantial part of his ethical and political theory.
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Aristoteles’ Pragmatien als Literatur

Sabine Follinger (Marburg)

Die Lektiire der Aristotelischen Schriften stellt den Leser vor nicht geringe
Herausforderungen.! Diese hat in der Moderne Arthur Schopenhauer in
seinen 1851 erschienenen Kleinen philosophischen Schriften in Form eines
Tadels zusammengefait: Aristoteles schreibe planlos und gehe die Dinge
so durch,

,wie sie ihm einfallen, ohne sie vorher durchdacht und sich ein deut-
liches Schema entworfen zu haben: er denkt mit der Feder in der
Hand, was zwar eine grofle Erleichterung fir den Schriftsteller, aber
eine grofe Beschwerde fiir den Leser ist.?

Dieses Miflempfinden faflt, wenngleich etwas einseitig und uberspitzt,
einen Eindruck von Heterogenitit zusammen, der Leser der Aristotelis-
chen Schriften immer wieder beschiftigt.> Mit ihm hat sich Werner Jaeger
1912 in seiner Untersuchung der Metaphysik eingehend befafft. Dabei
stellte er grundlegende Beobachtungen zu der Mischung von Stilebenen,
die sich bei Aristoteles finden lassen, an. Gleichzeitig ist seine Erklirung
fir den Charakter der Aristotelischen Pragmatien symptomatisch fiir die
Probleme, die der Versuch einer Einordnung der Schriften mit sich bringt.
So vermifit Jaeger zwar eine ,kinstlerische Gliederung dieser heterogenen
Schriften und Schriftenkomplexe® und denkt deshalb an ,Vorlesungss-
chriften/4 stellt aber fest, dafl die Lehrschriften ,,im Durchschnitt“ doch
»minutids ausgearbeitet” und auf einen je ,einheitliche[n] skopds® aus-
gerichtet seien.’ Damit entspriachen sie den Anforderungen, die die antike
Literaturkritik an syntagmatische Schriften, d. h. an ausgearbeitete Werke,
gestellt habe. Letztendlich weist Jaeger den Schriften eine Zwitterstellung
zu: Sie seien ,weder Kolleghefte noch Literatur“® Dies fihrt zu seiner
Schluf¥folgerung, man misse als das Spezifische der Aristotelischen

1 Vgl. auch van der Eijk 2017, 182.
2 Schopenhauer 1988 (1851), 55-6.
3 Vgl. Flashar 2006, 116-7.

4 Jaeger 1912, 130.

S Jaeger 1912, 136.

6 Jaeger 1912, 137.
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Schriften ihre Publikationsweise sehen. Denn sie schienen trotz ihres unlit-
erarischen Charakters ,wie literarische Werke zu einer gewissen Verbre-
itung bestimmt gewesen zu sein” Aus diesem Grund lehnt Jaeger die von
Zeller aufgemachte Opposition, daff Aristoteles seine Lehrschriften im Un-
terschied zu den Dialogen nicht publiziert habe, ab und nimmt eine ,,Pub-
likation nach altjonischer Weise durch Vorlesung® innerhalb der Schule
an.®

In der Folgezeit galt als communis opinio, daf es sich bei den Aristotelis-
chen Schriften um Vorlesungsschriften handle. Mit diesem ,Sitz im
Leben‘ konnte man begriinden, warum der Duktus teilweise schwer ver-
standlich ist, wenn etwa Voraussetzungen nicht expliziert oder neue
Gedankengange unangekiindigt eingeschoben werden.” Man bezeichnete
die Pragmatien als ,Vorlesungsschriften, ,Materialsammlungen® oder ,/ec-
ture notes;19 wobei man aber nicht ausschlof, daf§ Aristoteles diese Werke
weiter Uberarbeitete. Damit wollte man die Heterogenitit im Duktus
einzelner Schriften erklaren.!!

Franz Dirlmeier nannte in seinem wichtigen Beitrag von 1962 Aristote-
les* ,miindlichen Stil“ als Grund dafiir, daf§ die Pragmatien nicht den Ein-
druck von ,Literatur machten. Aristoteles verfahre im Grunde auch in
den ,internen Schriften® dialogisch und halte keinen Monolog ex cathedra.
Mit seiner Gedankenfithrung werde ,der Horer oder Leser unmittelbar
hineingerissen...in den inneren Dialog, den der Philosoph zuvor mit sich
selbst gesprochen hatte 12

Mit der Einordnung der Pragmatien als Produkte des Schulbetriebs!?
verbanden sich auch Urteile tber ihren unliterarischen Charakter. Dem

7 Jaeger 1912, 135.

8 Jaeger 1912, 147.

9 Zur umfangreichen Literatur, die miindliche Erliuterungen als zum Verstindnis
der Pragmatien notwendig ansicht, vgl. Lengen 2002, 106 mit Anm. 196.

10 So Jackson 1920; Moraux 1968, viii; Diiring 1966, 9, 19, 33. Vgl. auch die Literatu-
rangaben bei Lengen 2002, 14. Van der Eijk 1997, 79 weist darauf hin, da§ man
unter ,,lecture notes“ etwas anderes zu verstehen hat als ,,Notizenstil“

11 Vgl. etwa Jaeger 1912, 136-7; During 1966, 32-35, der sogar die These vertrat, die
Heterogenitit verdanke sich der Tatigkeit eines Redaktors, der alle Texte incl. No-
tizen des Aristotelischen ,work in progress’ genau abgeschrieben habe: ,Dieser
Redaktor ist also fir die heutige duflere Form der Schriften verantwortlich“ (ebd.,
35). Im Blick auf De partibus animalium lehnt Kullmann 2007, 4, die Annahme
nachtriglicher Uberarbeitungen ab.

12 Dirlmeier 1962, 12.

13 Daf diese Meinung sich durchgesetzt hat, konstatiert Flashar 2004, 180.
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Urteil Jaegers, sie seien ,Uberhaupt nicht Literatur;"* und seiner
Gegentberstellung dieser ,,Sachprosa® vs. einer ,,Kunstprosa“!® schlof sich
Ingmar During an und nannte die Wissenschaftsschriften ,unliterarische
Prosa‘1® Holger Thesleff (1966) sah sie als den Prototyp des schmucklosen,
abstrakten und emotionslosen Wissenschaftsstils an.!”

Der mit dem als ,unliterarisch® erscheinenden Charakter der Aristotelis-
chen Pragmatien zusammenhingenden These der ,Vorlesungsman-
uskripte® konnte auch die Tatsache nichts anhaben, daf§ vereinzelt-und mi-
tunter sogar von denjenigen, die Aristoteles’ Schriften einen literarischen
Charakter absprachen—darauf hingewiesen wurde, daff einzelne Biicher
bzw. Werke oder zumindest Passagen einen durchaus ausgefeilten Charak-
ter aufweisen. So notierte Diring, Phystk 1 habe eine wirkungsvolle
Darstellung und einen gepflegten Stil.8

Es ist das Verdienst des Jubilars, dem diese Festschrift gewidmet ist, mit
einem Aufsatz von 1989 schon friith die Problematik der Forschungsdiskus-
sion hervorgehoben und einen neuen Weg eingeschlagen zu haben.?
Denn Eckart Schitrumpf wies auf die Widersprichlichkeit hin, daf§ man
einerseits die Pragmatien als Vorlesungsmanuskripte ohne literarische Am-
bitionen betrachtete, andererseits aber den ausgearbeiteten Charakter
einzelner Passagen oder Bucher erkannte. Er selbst demonstrierte am
Beispiel von Politik 3, da§ entgegen den genannten Verdikten, die Aris-
totelischen Schriften seien keine ,Literatur; der Einsatz rhetorischer
Stilmittel der Verwendung in zeitgenossischer Kunstprosa entspreche. Er
zog daraus die Schluf$folgerung, daf eine generelle Etikettierung der Prag-
matien als Vorlesungsschriften der Problematik nicht gerecht werde. Denn
es bleibe letztendlich unklar, ,welche formale Qualitit dies [sc. das Vor-
lesungsmanuskript] hat, wie sehr es stilistisch ausgearbeitet war oder nicht
war:*?0 Gleichzeitig vermutete er, daf§ die These vom Vorlesungsmanuskript
stark von antiken Nachrichten beeinflufSt sei, denen zufolge ,heraus-
gegebene Schriften auf Vorlesungsmaterialien, akroatikor logoi, beruhen !
Grundlage dieser These sei wohl der bei Plutarch, Alex. 7 uberlieferte Brief

14 Jaeger 1912, 133.

15 Jaeger 1912, 137.

16 Diring 1966, 555. Vgl. Moraux 1973, 7: Die Pragmatien seien von einem ,fast ab-
solute(n) Mangel an literarischen Anspriichen” gepragt.

17 Thesleff 1966, 89-113.

18 Zitiert bei Schitrumpf 1989, 180.

19 Schitrumpf 1989.

20 Schitrumpf 1989, 180.

21 Schiitrumpf 1989, 180.
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Alexanders an Aristoteles gewesen, in dem Alexander Aristoteles vorwirft,
einen Fehler begangen zu haben, indem er seine ,akroamatischen
Schriften® herausgegeben habe.?? Diesen Brief konne man aber, so
Schitrumpf, nicht zugrundelegen, da sowohl er als auch Aristote-
les Antworten nach der communis opinio der Forschung nicht echt seien.??
Auch konnte Schiitrumpf stark machen,?* daf§ die Kommentatoren Simp-
likios und Olympiodor die meisten Pragmatien fir cvvtéyparta, also aus-
gearbeitete Schriften hielten. Zu den ovvtdyporo zdhlten sie die €xotepticol
Loyor, also die Dialoge, und die avtompdécwma—die auch als dxpoaporicd
bezeichnet wurden—, das heif$t: Schriften, in denen Aristoteles in eigener
Person spricht.

Mit Schitrumpfs Beitrag war der Weg gewiesen, sich differenzierter mit
dem literarischen® Charakter Aristotelischer Pragmatien zu befassen.
Dabei erwies und erweist es sich als sinnvoll, mit Urteilen tber ,Publika-
tion* und ,Adressaten’ zurtickhaltend zu sein. Denn mit der Beurteilung
des ,literarischen® Charakters wurde und wird auch die Frage verkntpft, ob
bzw. inwieweit die Pragmatien, wie die uns nur noch in Fragmenten und
Zeugnissen zu fassenden Dialoge des Aristoteles,? zur Verdffentlichung
gedacht gewesen seien. Als Argument fiir eine Unterteilung in Werke, die
fiir eine Publikation gedacht, und solche, die nur fiir einen engeren Kreis,
etwa in der Schule, bestimmt waren, konnte man anfiihren, daff Aristoteles
selbst auf ,exoterische® Werke in seinen Pragmatien verweist und teilweise
deren Kenntnis voraussetzt oder auch von Schriften, die ,heraus-
gegeben® sind, spricht.?¢ Andererseits wies man bereits frith darauf hin,
daf ,Herausgeben® im antiken Sinn nicht mit ,Publizieren® im heutigen
Verstindnis gleichzusetzen ist. So war bereits das Vorlesen eines ausgear-
beiteten Textes eine ,Herausgabe?”

Insgesamt scheint es also geboten, den Weg, den Schitrumpf exemplar-
isch beschritten hat, weiter zu verfolgen und erst einmal eine Feinanalyse
der einzelnen Schriften zu unternehmen. In Kombination mit impliziten
und expliziten Verweisen auf den ,Sitz im Leben® und mégliche Adressaten

22 ovk 0pBag émoincog €kdolg Tovg GkpouTikodg TV Adymv—,Du hast nicht recht
daran getan, die akroamatischen Deiner Schriften herauszugeben:

23 Schitrumpf 1989, 186-7.

24 Schiitrumpf 1989, 187-9.

25 Zu den Aristotelischen Dialogen vgl. Flashar 2006, 112-25, insbes. auch zum Ver-
hiltnis von Dialogen und Lehrschriften 116-8. Zur bemerkenswerten Uberliefer-
ungsgeschichte der Pragmatien vgl. Flashar 2004, 180-2; Primavesi 2011.

26 Vgl. Flashar 2004, 179; Flashar 2006, 117-8.

27 Vgl. Birt 1882, 437 Anm. 2, zitiert bei Schitrumpf 1989, 180 Anm. 27.
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kann man dann vielleicht zu weiteren Aufschlissen tiber die Verortung der
Aristotelischen Pragmatien im Wissenschaftsdiskurs des 4. Jhdts. v. Chr.
gelangen.

Diese Richtung schlugen seit den 90er Jahren des letzten Jahrhunderts
einzelne Studien in der Aristotelesforschung ein, auf die im folgenden
einzugehen sein wird. Allgemein stellte Philip van der Eijk (1997) in
einem grundlegenden Beitrag fest, daf§ eine Unterscheidung in Kunstprosa
und Sachprosa keine geeignete Kategorie fiir die Untersuchung von wis-
sensvermittelnden Schriften bilde, und pladierte fiir eine neutrale, d. h.
nicht wertende Feinuntersuchung solcher Schriften nach Aufbau, struk-
turellen und sprachlichen Eigenheiten, literarischen Strategien und sprach-
pragmatischen Gesichtspunkten. In diesem Zusammenhang wandte er
sich gegen eine generelle Etikettierung der Pragmatien als Vorlesungsman-
uskripte,?® da eine solche nicht durchgingig dem Charakter der Aris-
totelischen Schriften gerecht werde.

Die neuen, differenzierten Ansatze zur Erforschung Aristotelischer Prag-
matien sind im aktuellen ,Handbuch der griechischen Liter-
atur® gewurdigt,” und die Notwendigkeit, diesen Schritt weiterzugehen,
falt eine jingst erschienene Einfihrung programmatisch zusammen: ,,Die
aristotelischen Schriften als ,Literatur® zu lesen und zu analysieren, ist eine
erst ansatzweise in Angriff genommene Aufgabe3°

I. Mogliche Untersuchungsperspektiven

Im folgenden mochte ich, im Rickgriff auf bereits frither erarbeitete
Beobachtungen und ausgehend von einem rezenten Marburger Projekt,
das den ,literarischen Charakter von De generatione animalium untersucht,
einige Kriterien vorstellen, die bei einer Feinlektire Aristotelischer
Schriften weiterfihrend sein konnten.

28 Auf die Variationsbreite der Aristotelischen Pragmatien wies Markus Asper hin.
In seiner 2007 erschienenen Monographie, die einen Zugang zur Klassifikation
antiker Wissenschaftstexte versucht, klammert er eine eigene Untersuchung der
Aristotelischen Lehrschriften zwar aus, vermerkt aber summarisch deren Band-
breite im Rahmen des von ihm zugrundegelegten Klassifikationsrasters von
Mundlichkeit-Schriftlichkeit, Konsens-Konkurrenz und Personlichkeit-Unper-
sonlichkeit. So stellt er die ausgeprigte Technik einer ,immanente(n) Dialo-
gisierung® einem ,,Streben nach Un- oder besser Uberpersonlichkeit* gegentiber.
Asper 2007, 245-65, mit Bezug zu den Aristotelischen Pragmatien ebd. 261.

29 Erler 2014, 368-9.

30 Flashar 2013, 63.
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1) Argumentationsstrukturen

Ein erster zentraler Ansatzpunkt besteht darin, die vielfach konstatierte
Heterogenitit der Aristotelischen Darstellungsweise Schrift fur Schrift zu
untersuchen und so das Nebeneinander von deduktiver und diskursiver
Vorgehensweise oder Faktenreferat und Problemdiskussion besser zu er-
fassen und in Bezug auf die Gesamtstruktur eines Werks zu bewerten. Fiir
ein solches Vorgehen pladierte der von mir 1993 erschienene Beitrag zur
Diskursivitit in den Aristotelischen Schriften. Ankniipfend an Dirlmeiers
Beobachtung,?' daf§ Aristoteles vielfach in einem Dialog mit sich selbst be-
griffen zu sein scheine, habe ich an exemplarisch ausgewéhlten Passagen
verschiedener Schriften (Metaphysik A 9; De generatione animalium 1.17;
Eudemische Ethik 7.12; Nikomachische Ethik 9.12; Analytika Posteriora 1.66)
den diskursiven Duktus dargestellt und Kategorien zur Beschreibung
dieses ,mundlich® erscheinenden Stils herausgearbeitet. Anders als
Dirlmeier habe ich diese Elemente aber nicht als ,Residuum einer ur-
springlichen Miindlichkeit® gewertet, sondern damit begriindet, daf§ die
diskursiven Strukturen bestimmte Argumentationsweisen literarisch um-
setzen, die zum einen den Weg der Erkenntnis, etwa Elenktik und Auss-
chlufverfahren, wiedergeben und zum anderen damit gleichzeitig dem
Rezipienten ermdglichen, den Weg des Erkenntnisgewinns nachzuverfol-
gen. Es handelt sich meines Erachtens um ,die Folge einer neuartigen
Form wissenschaftlichen Schreibens, das die Umsetzung eines dialektisch
verlaufenden Denkens im Medium der Schrift darstellt“*? und gleichzeitig
den Rezipienten in den Gedankengang des Autors mit hineinzieht.3? Diese
Uberlegungen fithrt mein 2012 erschienener Beitrag weiter. In ihm habe
ich, Kategorien der ,Schreibforschung® anwendend, diese Charakteristika
Aristotelischen Schreibens mit einem ebenfalls aus der ,Schreib-
forschung’ stammenden Begriff als ,epistemisches Schreiben®3# bezeichnet.
Diese Art von Schreiben dient dazu, das eigene Wissen weiterzuverarbeiten
und zu prézisieren. Damit kann man die Funktion vergleichen, die aus
moderner Perspektive Holmes®S dem Prozef§ des Schreibens fiir das Ver-

31 Dirlmeier 1962, 12-3.

32 Follinger 1993, 280.

33 Dieser von mir vertretene Ansatz ist rezipiert in dem 2014 erschienenen Beitrag
zu Aristoteles’ Philosophie im Handbuch der griechischen Literatur der Antike
(Erler 2014, 368-9).

34 Eigler u. a. 1990, 18.

35 Holmes 1987, 226-7.
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fassen naturwissenschaftlicher Texte und Heintz3¢ fiir mathematisches Be-
weisen zugewiesen haben.3”

Etwa zu derselben Zeit hat sich Philip van der Eijk dem Duktus der Par-
va Naturalia gewidmet. Er konnte nachweisen, daff Aristoteles in De divina-
tione per somnum ,polemischer” und ,dialektischer® verfahrt,>® wohinge-
gen er in De insomniis mehr ,theoretisch und deduktiv3 vorgeht.

Eine wichtige vergleichende Arbeit bildet die Monographie von Ralf
Lengen. In dieser untersuchte er exemplarisch die Darstellungsweise in
Nikomachischer Ethik und Rbetortk sowie in Ausschnitten aus De partibus
animalium und Historia animalium und arbeitete Unterschiede zwischen
der problemorientierten Darstellung von Nikomachischer Ethik und De part-
tbus animalium auf der einen Seite und der ergebnisorientierten Darstel-
lungsweise der Rbetorik auf der anderen Seite heraus. Damit konnte er
auch zu differenzierteren Ergebnissen zum ,Sitz im Leben‘ der Pragmatien
gelangen, den man von Pragmatie zu Pragmatie neu bestimmen muf.4°

Um den literarischen Charakter® einer Pragmatie als ganzer zu bestim-
men, mufl man, natiirlich, die Feinanalysen im Rahmen der Gesamtord-
nung der einzelnen Schrift betrachten und untersuchen, auf welche Weise
sie durch eine tibergeordnete Gedankenfiihrung verbunden sind und ob
und wie sich dies durch bestimmte als Verbindungen dienende sprachliche
Elemente niederschligt.

36 Heintz 2000, 169.

37 Vgl. Asper 2007, 121.

38 Eijk 1994, 66.

39 FEijk 1994, 46.

40 Fur die biologische Schrift De partibus animalium vermutete Wolfgang Kullmann
aufgrund des vom Autor geduflerten Stolzes auf die eigene Innovativitit in der
Topik und der Art und Weise, wie Aristoteles De partibus animalium 1 als ,Pro-
grammschrift® gestaltet, daf der ,Sitz im Leben® die Vorlesung gewesen sei, aber
»daf Aristoteles seine zoologischen Schriften auch fiir ein weiteres Publikum und
fir die Nachwelt“ verfalt habe (Kullmann 2007, 137). Daf Aristoteles allgemein
ein Lesepublikum als Sekundiradressaten im Blick hatte, vermutete auch Verde-
nius 1985, 18.
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2) Charakteristika auf der Ebene der ,,gedanklichen Ordnung“#!

Hierher gehdren methodologische Bemerkungen, die Aristoteles macht,*?
wie die Ankindigung einer Auseinandersetzung mit anderen Positionen
und die Feststellung, daff eine Untersuchung notig ist bzw. warum sie
notig ist. Aber auch metatextliche Bemerkungen sind in diesem Rahmen
zu untersuchen. Dies betrifft Ankiindigungen, daf§ bzw. warum ein bes-
timmtes Thema behandelt werden soll, oder AbschlufSbemerkungen, daf3
im vorhergehenden ein bestimmtes Thema behandelt worden sei. In
diesem Zusammenhang ist auf den Beitrag von Reviel Netz zu verweisen.
Er hat die These aufgestellt, dal der Aristotelische Text in Paragraphen
gegliedert werden konne, und hat plausibel sprachliche ,Marker; die die
Einteilung deutlich machen, benannt.3

Auch bestimmte syntaktische Eigentimlichkeiten, die auf den ersten
Blick ,defizitire’ Konstruktionen zu sein scheinen, wie Ellipse oder Anako-
luth, sind unter Umstinden kein Zeichen der ,carelessness“ des Autors,
sondern das Merkmal einer bestimmten Ordnung des Textes, wie van der
Eijk gezeigt hat.#4

3) Unpersonlicher Stil* und Emotionalisierung

Eine gewisse Spannung besteht zwischen einem ,unpersonlichen Stil® auf
der einen Seite und einem emotionalisierenden, den Rezipienten mit ein-
beziehenden und geradezu an ihn appellierenden Duktus auf der anderen
Seite. So rechnet man zu Kennzeichen eines ,unpersonlichen Stils® den
Verzicht auf direkte Ansprache des Adressaten in der 2. Pers. Sg.4 Auch
spricht Aristoteles so gut wir gar nicht in der 1. Pers. Sg. Diesem Streben
nach Unpersonlichkeit stehen aber Charakteristika gegentiber, die den Au-
tor sehr wohl als emotional an seinem Gegenstand Beteiligten darstellen,
wie die Erzeugung von wd0og durch bestimmte sprachliche und syntaktis-
che Elemente. Semantik und stilistische Elemente, die emotionalisierend

41 Ausdruck von Rapp 2013, 300. Van der Eijk 2017 untersucht die Formen von
,Ordnung’ anhand zweier Passagen in den Parva Naturalia.

42 Vgl. Lengen 2002, 19-21.

43 Netz 2001.

44 Van der Eijk 1997, Zitat: 110.

45 Van der Eijk 1997, 118; Lengen 2002, 166.
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wirken und/oder ein bestimmtes £0og des Autors* vermitteln,* sind auf
der lexikalischen Ebene wertende Adjektive wie ,gut® und ,hervorra-
gend“ sowie Ausdricke, die das Interesse des Rezipienten wecken sollen.
Zu diesen zihlt die Bezeichnung einer Sache als ,spannend ,wichtig
»groffartig® Aber auch Formulierungen, die die Expressivitit steigern, wie
doppelte Verneinungen oder der Intensivierung dienende Wendungen wie
ygrundsatzlich ,ginzlich® erregen Gefiihle und damit die Aufmerk-
samkeit. Ein schones Beispiel eines solchen Vorgehens ist die berithmte
Passage in De partibus animalium 1,5 (1,55. 645a5-22). Hier wirbt der Autor
auf ansprechende Weise fiir Biologie, indem er die Asthetik der Erkennt-
nis, die auch mit diesem Bereich verbunden sei, hervorhebt, den Ekel vor
der Beschaftigung mit ,Korperlichkeit als ,kindisch und Beweis mangel-
nder Selbstliebe brandmarkt und glaubhaft sein eigenes £00og als begeistert-
er und iberzeugender Forscher vermittelt.#

Im Bereich der Syntax sind Ausrufesitze sowie rhetorische Fragen und
Satzverkirzungen wie die Aposiopese oder Imperative affekterregend.
Hinzu kommen Stilfiguren, darunter insbesondere Ironie und rhetorische
Frage. Gerade die beiden letztgenannten konnen Zeichen von Polemik
und Engagement sein.

Auf die von Rhetorik gepragte Polemik des Aristoteles hat bereits Veget-
ti (1993) hingewiesen. So macht Aristoteles zwar immer wieder Kontra-
henten ,leeres Gerede® (Loyot kevoi) zum Vorwurf, wenn jemand bei seiner
Beweisfihrung nicht von den der Untersuchung eigenen, sondern von al-
lzu generischen Prinzipien ausgeht (GA 2.8.747b27-748a16).# Doch er
selbst bedient sich einer solchen Vorgehensweise in Fallen, in denen eine
generelle Theorie durch Gegenbeobachtungen gefihrdet werden kdnnte
und wo es ihm auch nicht méglich ist, den dadurch entstehenden Proble-
men durch Verweis auf weitere empirische Forschung zu entgehen (z. B.
GA 1.1.715a18-b16).5°

Direkte und indirekte Fragen kommen bei Aristoteles haufig zum Ein-
satz, und sie konnen ihre Funktion darin haben, den Rezipienten ,in den
Dialog mit hineinzuziehen® entsprechend der unter 1) dargestellten ,imma-
nenten Dialogisierung:

46 Vgl. die Kategorie ,,Presence of the Author and the Audience in the Text® in: Van
der Eijk 1997, 115-9.

47 Vgl. Follinger 2016, 138.

48 Vgl. hierzu Follinger 2016, 139-41.

49 Vegetti 1993, 37-9.

50 Vegetti 1993, 41-5.
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4) Die Verwendung von Dichterzitaten

Aristoteles verwendet immer wieder gerne Dichterzitate, zum Beispiel
wenn er in Politrk 1.2.1253a1-7 auf die Genese des Staates eingeht und sich
in diesem Zusammenhang auf Homer beruft oder wenn er in der Niko-
machischen Ethik (7.7.1149b13-18) seine philosophisch begriindete Mein-
ung, daf Begierde ein schlimmerer Affekt als der Zorn sei, mit einer An-
spielung auf Sappho und einem Homerzitat illustriert. In beiden Fillen
sind die Zitate kein Element der Sachargumentation, sondern dienen der
zusatzlichen Illustration.’' Anders ist seine Vorgehensweise in De genera-
tione animalium 1.18.722b17-30, wo er Empedokles im Rahmen seiner Au-
seinandersetzung mit von ihm als falsch angesehenen Zeugungstheorien
anfihrt. Hier dient das Zitieren einerseits dem ,Belegen; andererseits aber
kann die Art und Weise, wie er zitiert, die zitierte Meinung auch schon gle-
ich desavouieren.>? So ironisiert Aristoteles offensichtlich die Empedokleis-
che Anschauung, daf§ jeder Geschlechtspartner die Hilfte (cOpporov)
beitrage—diese Erklarung ist Aristoteles zufolge unsinnig, weil sie nicht
erklaren kann, auf welche Weise die Beitrige im Zeugungsprozef§ zusam-
mengesetzt werden—, durch die Formulierung: ,wie Empedokles unter der
Herrschaft der Liebe erzeugt (yewd), indem er sagt ..° (GA
1.18.722b19-20). Dies ist ein Wortspiel mit der urspriinglichen und
konkreten Bedeutung von yewéw und der von ihm abgeleiteten des
ideellen ,Erzeugens; wie sie zu Aristoteles’ Zeit bereits gebriuchlich
waren.> Aristoteles zieht hier die Empedokleische Meinung schon durch
das Sprachspiel ins Lacherliche, und daf Empedokles® Annahme unhaltbar
ist, demonstriert er an den aus ihr sich ergebenden absurden Folgerungen,
wie dies der Abschnitt GA 1.18.722b20-30 durch die wiederholte Verwen-
dung entsprechender Worter (4d0vatov, ob dhvart], advvartov, Gloyd) auch
sprachlich geradezu ,einhdmmert:

5) Narratio/exemplum/Anekdote

Narrative Partien spielen in Aristoteles” Werken uberraschenderweise im-
mer wieder eine Rolle. Sie konnen unterschiedliche Funktionen besitzen.
Eine recht ausgedehnte Erzahlung bietet die berihmte Anekdote Gber die

51 Vgl. hierzu Follinger 2016, 131-4.
52 Ein eigener Beitrag hierzu ist in Vorbereitung.
53 Vgl. LS, sw.
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okonomische Expertise des Philosophen Thales in Politik 1.11.5* Thales
habe sich, so die Erzihlung,*> gegen den Vorwurf verteidigen miissen, daf3
er so arm sei, weil Philosophie keinen praktischen Nutzen biete. Diese Kri-
tik habe er aber entkriften konnen, weil er aufgrund seiner astronomis-
chen Kenntnisse eine grofle Olivenernte vorhersehen konnte, im Winter
Olivenpressen zu einem Tiefpreis erwarb und, als die Ernte kam, zu besten
Bedingungen verkaufte. Das Exemplum hat an dieser Stelle Beweisfunk-
tion.’¢ Denn es steht anstelle der abstrakten Formulierung eines okonomis-
chen Gesetzes, um zu demonstrieren, daf$ auch ein Philosoph die ,Markt-
gesetze* kennen und ausnutzen kann. Gleichzeitig bietet es Auflockerung,
die der Rezipient nach der vorhergehenden, cher ,trockenen® Passage
goutieren wird. Dartiber hinaus demonstriert es aber auch noch die
Uberlegenheit der Philosophie. Denn Thales ist der reichliche Gewinn
moglich, weil er iber Kenntnisse verfiugt, die Hindlern abgehen: Er ist in
der Lage, astronomische Erkenntnisse zu erlangen und dartber hinaus aus
diesen Okonomische SchluSfolgerungen zu ziehen, also gewissermaflen
,nebenbei’” auch solche Dinge zu tun, die gar nicht das Ziel der Philoso-
phie darstellen. Damit aber kann Aristoteles ,unter der Hand® seine
eigentliche Anschauung von der Minderwertigkeit der Chrematistik ver-
mitteln. Wahrend bei dieser Erzahlung der Unterhaltungswert der Anek-
dote ein Nebeneffekt ist, kann er bei anderen narrativen Partien das
Hauptziel sein.’”

Zu den gennannten Merkmalen lassen sich andere hinzuziehen. Aber
bereits diese Beispiele zeigen, wie wichtig eine umfassende Untersuchung
der Aristotelischen Pragmatien nach ihren ,literarischen Eigenheiten ist,
und ermuntern dazu, den Weg weiterzugehen, den Eckart Schiatrumpf
bereits frith beschritten hat.
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Scholé and Eudaimonia in Aristotle”

Dorothea Frede

I The Background of the Question

There are few passages in Aristotle’s ethics that are as troublesome as the
two chapters near the end of the Nicomachean Ethics (10.7, 8) that plead—
so to speak ex improviso—not only for the superiority of the theoretical life
over the practical life, but for an almost complete independence of that
god-like state from all practical concerns. To name just a few of those prob-
lematic claims: Autarky in the true sense applies only to the philosopher;
all other activities presuppose interactions with other people. Only the
philosopher leads a life of true oo, lessure, while even the best practical
life, the life of the statesman, is doyohog, unleisurely, because it serves fur-
ther purposes. Virtues of character are tied to the body, while virtue of rea-
son is separate from it, and though all human beings stand in need of ex-
ternal goods, the activities of the philosopher are independent from other
people and approximate those of the gods. Because the gods do not inter-
act with one another, they have no need for virtues of character like
courage, justice, moderation or magnanimity. Humans capable of vobg
should emulate the gods and aim to make themselves as immortal as possi-
ble by exercising their theoretical reason, for true happiness consists in the
life of Oewpia.

Apart from the fact that Aristotle had promised a discussion of the theo-
retical life early on in the Nicomachean Ethics (EN 1.5 1096a4-5), and de-
clared that humans are inferior beings than the heavenly bodies (EN 6.7
1141a17-b2), there is nothing that prepares the reader for such an apotheo-
sis of the purely theoretical life and a devaluation of the practical life at the
end of the EN. For, from Book 1 on, it was Aristotle’s concern to show that
happiness, the best human life, consists in practical activities that are the
joint product of practical reason and virtues of character that involve other
people. Thus, in the discussion of friendship in Book 9 Aristotle not only
praises the ‘alter ego’ as someone who shares ones thoughts and arguments

* In honor of Eckart Schiitrumpf whose scholarly work represents a model of oyoirn
and doyolio.
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(EN 9.9 1170b10-14), but he also indicates that philosophy presupposes a
kowavia (EN 9.1 1164b2-6) and includes cvpgilocogeiv among the activi-
ties that make up a satisfactory life (EN 9.12, 1172a5). As it is, the eulogy of
the theoretical life in 10.7, 8 suggests that the philosopher is not a {dov
wolrtikov at all, and that autarky in his case means that he does what Aris-
totle has denied of human beings earlier: he leads the solitary life of a her-
mit (EN 1.7 1097b6-11).

The problem caused by the eulogy of the theoretical life also concerns
its place in the text. For the elated state of Ocwpia is dropped as abruptly as
it has come up. Instead in EN 10.9, Aristotle turns to the question of the
moral education of the citizens, a question that culminates in the problem
of the proper education of the legislators who are responsible for that edu-
cation. Aristotle indicates that the study of the conditions of legislation
and of the constitutions in general will provide the necessary background
and will thereby lead to the completion of 1 mepi T dvOpdTeLa Prrocopia,
‘the philosophy of human affairs’ (EN 10.9 1181b12-15). He makes no
mention of a connection between that kind of philosophy and the theoret-
ical philosophy that has just been presented as the only source of true hap-
piness.

As is well known, there have been various and varied attempts to cope
with Aristotle’s eulogy of the philosophical life. While some interpreters
treat the divine form of happiness as incompatible with the human form of
happiness as depicted in the previous books,! others have done their level
best to smooth down the differences and to argue for a ‘compatibilist’ in-
terpretation of divine and human happiness.? But this is not a debate that
will be taken up here. Instead, this article’s concern is with the peculiarity
that Aristotle treats oyoAn as a decisive criterion that separates divine theo-
rizing from even the best human activities, which he treats as doyolot be-
cause they are not self-contained actions but serve further purposes (EN
10.7, 1177b4-26). The word ool is never mentioned in connection with
happiness in the EN before this instance. Neither does it occur in the EE,

1 Ackrill 1997, 199: the “broken-backed theory™ similarly Hardie 1968 and Bostock
2000.

2 There are ‘inclusivists’ (Broadie 1991; Charles 1999; Scott 1999, et al.), but also
compatibilists, such as Cooper 1987; Lear 2004 ef al., who argue that fewpia func-
tions as a kind of organizational principle of a whole network of activities. All
these attempts suffer from the same deficiency: there is little indication in the text
that Aristotle wants to maintain an inclusivist or compatibilist stance in those
chapters.
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or in the Protrepticus.> The terms ool and dgoyoria are not much used by
Aristotle, anyway, apart from the socio-economic sense that distinguishes
the part of the population that does not have to work for a living from that
which does in the earlier books of the Politics.* But this is clearly not the
sense of oyol) and doyolia that Aristotle has in mind in EN 10.7, 8.

The only place in Aristotle where that pair plays a significant role in the
relevant sense is Politics Books 7 and 8. But this is not the only reason why
this article is focusing on that text. Aristotle introduces, there, a similarly
sharp contrast between the theoretical and the practical life and treats
them, at least at first, as incompatible (Pol. 7.2-3). That this passage in a
way presents a parallel to the troublesome chapters EN 10.7, 8 has, of
course, not escaped the notice of scholars familiar with the Po/itics. If it is
not often resorted to in the discussion of the two forms of life in EN 10,
that must be due to the fact that Aristotle in the Politics presents arguments
both for and against the preference of the theoretical and the practical
form of life, seemingly without, however, reaching a clear verdict. That text
will therefore be subject to closer inspection.

II. Alternative Lives in Politics 7.2-3

If the depiction of the contrast between the theoretical and the practical
life in EN 10.7, 8 takes Aristotle’s readers by surprise, the same can be said,
albeit for different reasons, for the corresponding passage in Politics 7.2-3.
For in Politics 7, the topic is not philosophy and its role in the good life,
but rather the design of the ideal constitution, of 1 kot’ dyfv woleia,
"the city of one’s prayers; that Aristotle mentioned frequently in the Politics
before.> As he makes clear right from the start in Pol. 7.1, the best city must
be of the kind that provides the most choiceworthy life for its citizens,
who, in turn, must fulfill the conditions to live a most happy life by com-

3 In Protr. 56.1 oxoldtew occurs only once in a non-specific sense.

4 In ordinary Greek doyokio und oyoMj are frequently also used in the sense of hav-
ing or not having some occupation, and there is, of course, the phrase ool ye,
‘far from it

5 The use of the word ‘ideal’ is not to signify that Aristotle is talking about a utopic
design of a never-never land. Not only does he emphasize that he is going to con-
struct a city, none of whose conditions are to be impossible (Pol. 7.4 1325b35-39),
but he treats the legislators as the authorities whose task it is to work out the con-
crete conditions in the ideal city (cf. Pol. 7.2 1325a8 et passim).
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bining the virtues of character with practical wisdom.® External, material
goods are only as good as the use that the citizens make of them. That use
depends on the goods of the soul. And hence it is to be taken for granted
that the city will act nobly and live happily, if its citizens do. Although
Aristotle does not assume the kind of isomorphism for city and soul that
we find in Plato’s Republic, he does assume that both city and citizens com-
bine the virtues of character with practical wisdom. And in the conclusion
of his introductory remarks, Aristotle states that there is total congruence
between the happiness of a city and that of its citizens (Pol 7.1
1323b40-1324a4):

“...the best life, both for the individuals separately, and for city-states
collectively, is a life of virtue sufficiently equipped with the resources
that are needed to take part in virtuous actions. With regard to those
who dispute this, if any happens not to be persuaded by what has been
said, we must ignore them in our present study but investigate them
later?”

After this affirmation of an intimate connection between the best constitu-
tion of city and the activities of its citizens, it comes as quite a surprise that
Aristotle starts the very next chapter with the question of whether or not
the communal life is preferable to the solitary life (Pol. 7.1 1324a14-17):

“Which life is more choiceworthy, the one that involves taking part in
politics with other people (cvpmolteveshon) and participating in the
polis (xowwveiv mokews), or the life of an alien (Eevikdg), cut off from
the political community (tfig ToATikig Kovmviag dmoledvpévog)?”

Although Aristotle admits that this question represents a kind of wdpepyov,
a side-issue, he devotes quite some time and effort to the discussion of that
‘side-issue’ in what follows, before he returns to his main topic, the con-
struction of the best city in chapter 4.

It is worthwhile, therefore, to take a closer look at the way Aristotle in-
troduces the question of whether life in a community is preferable to a
solitary life. He admits that everyone is agreed on the point that the best
constitution is the one that provides the best and happy life. But then he
claims that the very people who are agreed on that point are in dispute

6 The exclusion of the ‘working’ part of the population from citizenship that is first
justified in Pol. 3.4, 5 and again in 7.8 will not be discussed here (cf. Frede 2005).
Although that workforce is a necessary element in the ideal city, it is not part of the
body politic.

7 Cf. Pol. 2.1 1260b27-29; 3.1 1288b21-39 et passim.
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about whether the best life is the political life of action (6 mwolttikog Kot
wpaktikOg Piog) or rather the life that is released from such concerns, name-
ly the theoretical life, which some claim is the only life for a philosopher
(povov 1tvég @actv sivar e1hocogov) (Pol 7.2 1324a25—32). This is the
question Aristotle sets out to clear up in chapters 2 and 3. But while the
alternatives themselves are fairly clear, the way Aristotle pursues them in
his discussion is hard to follow, at least at first sight, because he seems to
get side-tracked into questions that are only distantly related to his topic,
so that he seems to get entangled in wdpepya with respect to the wapepyov.
For he spends quite some time on discussing the reason that ruling over
one’s neighbors by force constitutes an injustice and he enriches that dis-
cussion by illustrations of the bloodthirsty habits of war-like nations. His
intention seems to be to rule out that the cultivation of war and a war-like
spirit can ever be the highest concern of legislation, and to justify the view
that preparations for war should be concerned only with defense (Po/ 7.2
1324a35-1325a15).

At the beginning of chapter 3, Aristotle returns to the controversy con-
cerning the two forms of life again and brings forth arguments for both
sides: one party pleads that only a life free of all engagements, including
political ones, is choiceworthy, while the other party pleads that the politi-
cal life is preferable, because it is an active life, and only an active life is a
life worth living (Pol. 7.3 1324a16-24). After some rumination on the argu-
ments for both sides, Aristotle offers an evaluation of the two kinds of lives
that is much more even-handed than that in EN 10.7, 8: both sides are part-
ly right and partly wrong. While it is true that the happy life must be an
active life, not all kinds of activity need involve other people. It is quite
possible to be active in one’s mind only, in study (6ewpio) and thought
(duavomotg). Analogously, city-states can be active internally, without inter-
action with their neighbors, just as god and the cosmos are active only in-
ternally and not externally.® But the claim that activities do not necessarily
concern external objects does not settle the question of the superior worth
of theoretical and practical activities. There is at best an analogy between

8 The activity of a god consists of pure thinking, which Aristotle ascribes to the ‘Un-
moved Mover; the divine first cause of motion of the universe (cf. Metaph. 11.7
1072a19-73a13 and 9 1074b15-75a10). The universe, according to Aristotle, is
unique and embraces all there is; hence, there is in his system no possibility of any
interaction between the k6opog and other entities.
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citizens whose actions concern only interior affairs and the mind that is
concerned only with its own thoughts.”

The fact that Aristotle in his final verdict in Pol. 7.3 does not end up
with as clear a verdict in favor of the theoretical life as he does in EN 10.7,
8 is one of the reasons why this passage does not receive much attention in
the general discussion of that problem. The seeming digressions in Pol. 7.2,
3 may represent an additional deterrent. But as a closer look at the text
shows, these digressions provide valuable information about the back-
ground of Aristotle’s discussion of the two alternative forms of life in Pol.
7.2, 3. For they support the assumption that the antithesis between the the-
oretical and the practical life was the topic of a real-life controversy and not
just Aristotle’s brain-child. This assumption is confirmed by the fact that
Aristotle Pol. 7.2 1324a25 speaks of a controversy (Guoiofnteiton) rather
than of something one might have a controversy about (au@iopnmorv
gxewv). And, in what follows he presents the arguments for the differing
points of view as the proposals by two different parties (oi pév...oi 8¢).10
And these views include, at least to a certain point, the digressions in the
text. Thus, the proponents of a philosophical life seem to have accused the
champions of a politically active life of the kind of imperialisms and ex-
pansionism that was so common among Greek city-states (Pol. 7.2 1324a35-
b40). The champions of a political life seem to have objected to those im-
putations that military provisions are a necessary part of political planning,
so that they are a concern of the respective legislation as well (Pol. 7.2
1325a5-15). The distracting side-discussions (that Aristotle may have aug-
mented beyond what was really necessary), ' were, then, part of the origi-
nal debate that Aristotle inserted as a w@pepyov into his discussion of the

9 That the judgment is more evenhanded does not mean that it presents a clear so-
lution to the problem of the worth of theoretical and practical activities. Because
‘practical’ can also mean ‘being active’ it applies to theorizing as well. But that cla-
rification of the double meaning of mpaxtikog does not justify the claim that the
life of the citizen contains both activities, as Irwin 1990, 81 suggests.

10 The importance of the opposite positions in the controversy has, of course, not
escaped the commentators (see Kraut 1997, 61-63; Schitrumpf 2005, 98f.; 127;
239), but they do not take the possibility into consideration that Aristotle is re-
porting an actual controversy; Depew 1991, 349 regards it as a construction of
Aristotle’s.

11 Aristotle leaves no doubt about his aversion against wars, against the conquering
and subduing of neighbor-states, because he regards them as acts of injustice (Po/
7.2 1324b22-41). That explains his repeated extensive criticism of states like Sparta
that educate their citizens for warfare only, rather than for a life in peace (cf. Po/
7.14 1333b5-1334a10; 15, 1334a40-b5). On this point, he is quite in agreement
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best constitution, a wdpepyov that he ends, at least for the time being, in a
somewhat undecided way, as far as the competition between the practical
and the theoretical way of life is concerned. It also remains an open
question whether and how the two forms of life can be combined.

III. The Platonic Background of the Controversy

If Aristotle is reporting a real-life life-debate in Pol. 7.2-3, we do not have to
go far to look for the debaters. It is a topic that must have excited Plato’s
disciples in the Academy, among them the young Aristotle. For Plato does,
in fact, give good reasons to the members of his school for taking either of
the two sides, i.e., both for and against an engagement in politics by
philosophers. In the Republic, Plato argues that the philosophers, after fin-
ishing their education, have to actively engage in politics in the Cave for
fifteen years, before they are released from that duty at age fifty and al-
lowed to spend most of their time with philosophy, although they still
have to take turns in the rule of the city and to engage in the education of
the young (R. 7 519c-521a; 539¢-540c). These rulers are obliged to engage
in politics because they have been educated for that very purpose, and this
is their contribution to the good of the state.'? This obligation has been
subject to various interpretations.'3 But against all fanciful speculations, it
seems best to take Plato at his word: the tri-partite state, once installed,
needs to be ruled by philosopher kings and queens. The philosophers have
been separated off, after all, from the other two classes and have received a
higher education so that they can act as overseers over the community.
They have to look after the selection of the young, to provide for their edu-
cation and training, and to see to it that order and justice are maintained
in the state.

Plato does not, in the Republic, give the waging of wars a prominent
place, but he regards wars—at least wars of defense-as inevitable, given the
fact that the expansion of cities leads to conflicts over territory (R. 2

with Plato’s criticism of Sparta and Crete as states that educate their citizens with
war as their ultimate aim and do not realize that war should serve peace (Lg 1
625¢c-628¢).

12 The obligation to rule is not unconditional. For the partners agree later that a
philosopher would engage in politics only in his own kind of city and in no other
(R. 9 591e-592b).

13 There is a host of different suggestions on this question in the secondary litera-
ture, e.g. White 1986; Silverman 2007; Bobonich 2007.
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373d-374a). For this very reason, the state needs professional soldiers with
suitable training and education. And although Plato pleads for a humane
way of dealing with the enemy, he regards military conflicts as one of the
eventualities statesmen have to be prepared for. Questions like that of the
justice of wars and the need of preparations for wars would therefore quite
naturally have been part of the controversy in the Academy.

But if Plato provides pertinent reasons for why philosophers should en-
gage themselves in politics, he also provides reasons for the very opposite
position. In the portrait of the ‘true philosopher’ in the so-called ‘excur-
sion’ in the Theaetetus, Plato lets Socrates argue that the philosopher will
take no part in the life of the community (Tht. 172¢c-177¢). Quite the re-
verse: only his body is present in the city. His mind is free to roam wherev-
er it takes him. The philosopher does not only stay away from politics and
the law-courts, but he does not go to the market-place either. He does not
even know if his next-door neighbor is a human being or some other crea-
ture. The questions the true philosopher concerns himself with are rather:

“What is man? What actions and passions properly belong to human
nature and distinguish it from all other beings? This is what he wants
to know and concerns himself to investigate” 14

The excursion on the true philosopher in the Theaetetus contains signifi-
cant information concerning the controversy not just because it argues
strongly against partaking in politics, but also because it introduces the
pair of opposites this article is concerned with, namely oxoM and doyohic.
For in the Theaetetus, Plato uses these concepts in his depiction of the con-
trast between the philosopher’s and the rhetorician’s life and activities,
when he likens the philosopher to a free man (¢ ev0epog) and the speaker
in law courts to a servant (oixétng) (Tht. 172d-e).!S The philosopher leads a
life of leisure, while the orator in court is always in a hurry:

“Because the one man always has what you mentioned just now-free
time (oyoAn). When he talks, he talks in peace and quiet (todg Adyoug
év gipfivn &mi oyoAiic wowodvtar) and his time is his own... But the other

14 On the digression in the Theaetetus cf., e.g., Rue 1993; Sedley 2004; Linnstrom
2011; Peterson, 2011.

15 Apart from the Theatetus, Plato uses oyolj and doyolio in the ordinary sense of
having or not having some occupation. They are not employed as distinctive crite-
ria of the good life in either the Republic or the Laws. The only place where
aoyohio is mentioned in connection with philosophy at all, is Phd. 66b-d, where
the body is said there to act as an impediment to the mind.
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man-the man of the law courts—is always in a hurry (év doyoria) when
he is talking; he has to speak with one eye on the clock. Besides, he
can’t make his speeches on any subject he likes, he has his adversary
standing over him, armed with compulsory powers”

Plato, in the excursion in the Theaetetus, contrasts two types of men: the
philosopher is not concerned with law-cases, but with the nature of justice
and injustice itself, not with the question of whether a certain king or rich
man is happy, but with the nature of happiness and misery and how they
can be obtained and avoided (Tht. 175b-d). The two types of lives are final-
ly summed up there, as follows (Tht. 175¢): There is the one who has been
brought up in true freedom (ékevBepia) and leisure (oyokn)-and there is
the other one who is worldly wise but does not know how to speak about
the gods and about the truly happy among men. Plato denies that the
philosopher will ever have anything to do with politics whatsoever, with
laws or decrees, with the council or with the public assembly (7ht. 173c-e).
His studies concern those things that are above the height of the heaven
and deep down under the earth:

“Geometrizing upon earth, measuring its surfaces, astronomizing in
the heavens; tracking down by every path the entire nature of each
whole among the things that are and never condescending to what lies
near at hand” (Tht. 173e-174a).1¢

Plato presents, then, as sharp an opposition between the theoretical and
the political life as possible. The philosopher lives in peace and leisure, the
politician is necessarily always busy and cannot direct his own thoughts
where he wants to take them. The difference between the philosopher’s
oxoAn and the orator’s doyohio is emphasized once again later in the ‘di-
gression’ (Tht. 175e), as a justification of the advice to avoid the human
condition altogether, to take refuge with the divine, and to become as
much like god as possible (Tht. 176b: opoiwoig 0e®), by becoming truly
good and escaping wickedness.

It is obvious, then, that Plato’s dialogues provide sufficient material for
both sides of the controversy that Aristotle reports in Pol. 7.2 and 3. That
there was indeed such a debate in the Academy and that Aristotle took part

16 This is, of course, a rather different Socrates from the one who denies, in the Apo/-
0gy, that he was ever engaged in such studies and that the Athenians must have
confused him with Anaxagoras (Ap. 26d).
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in it, must remain a conjecture.!” But there are several reasons that speak
for that assumption. There are, first of all, clear indications that Politics
Books 7 and 8 were written at an early date, at a time when Aristotle’s po-
litical thought was still very much influenced by Plato.!® As noted also by
others, Aristotle’s plans for an ideal city, its position, organization, and the
suitable education for its citizens, are closely related to Platonic views, even
where he contradicts them. One significant indication of an early date is
also the fact that Aristotle refers to his own exoteric works (éEmtepucol
Aoyou) rather than to his ethics as the source for sufficient information con-
cerning the conception of the best life, as well as concerning the distinc-
tion between the different types of goods: the material goods, the goods of
the body and the goods of the soul (Pol. 7.1 1323a21-26)."° To be sure, later
in the text Aristotle also refers to his ‘ethics’ as a kind of confirmation (Pol.
7.13 1332a8-9; a21-25), but that reference may well be a later addition, for
as the editor’s parentheses show, it interrupts the flow of the text.

Against the assumption that Aristotle is representing a controversy that
took place in the Academy that was especially inspired by the excursion in
the Theaetetus it may be objected that oyoAn and doyoria are not even men-
tioned in the report on the controversy in Pol. 7.2, 3. This would be indeed
a serious objection, had Aristotle confined his discussion of this issue in
Pol. 7 to chapters 2 and 3. But in fact, he returns to the question of the best
form of life much later in that book (7.13-15), and in that later discussion
oxoAn and doyolio do play a central role, and they continue to do so in
Aristotle’s (incomplete) program of education in Book 8. That the connec-
tion between the controversy concerning the theoretical and the practical
life and the later explanation of the good life as a life that combines both
aspects is often overlooked,?® must be due to the fact that this topic is re-
sumed only after the lengthy discussion of the organization of the ideal
city in chapters 4-12. For, in those chapters Aristotle is concerned with
practical questions such as the ideal city’s size, the number of its citizens,

17 Kraut 1997, 61-63 notes that there is a dispute and refers to that between Socrates
and Callicles at Gorgias 484c-486d and the excursion in the Theaetetus as models,
but he does not consider the possibility of an actual dispute in the Academy or of
Aristotle’s participation in it.

18 This view is shared by many experts, albeit for various reasons (cf. Schitrumpf
2005, 166).

19 The distinction of the three types of goods is explained in EN 1.8 1098b12-20, and
Aristotle states, there, that the distinction it old and well-established among the
philosophers.

20 It has not been overlooked by Rowe 1990, Kraut 2000, and Schitrumpf 2005,
130-138.
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its location, with air, water and the proximity to the sea, with the necessary
functions of the citizens, with military arrangements, etc. It is therefore
easy to overlook the fact that in the general depiction of the happy life in
the ideal city, Aristotle takes up again certain considerations of the contro-
versy, as reported in 7.2, 3.

IV. The Role of oyolij and éoyolio in the Best State (Pol. 7.13-15)

Chapter 13 resumes the discussion of the main topic of the book-the deter-
mination of the best constitution itself and of the sort of citizens that the
state must be constituted of if it is to be happy and well governed. This
question requires a clarification of the question addressed already in chap-
ter 1, what happiness is (Pol. 7.13 1332a3-7), and Aristotle here resorts to
his definition of happiness from his ‘Ethics] namely that happiness is the
perfect (téketog) activation or use of virtue. He adds the explanation that by
‘perfect’ he means what is so in an ‘unqualified’ (mAdc) way rather than in
a ‘qualified’ (¢ vmobéocmg) way. He thereby departs from the language
used in the passage in EN 1.7 1097a30-4, where he defines happiness as the
perfect use of virtue and explains that perfect are those actions that are
chosen for their own sake, in contradistinction to actions that are chosen
for the sake of something else (8 &\ho / 8 £tepov). The difference in ter-
minology in Pol. 7.13 is no accident, for Aristotle has a different distinction
in mind.2! He is concerned here, not with means and ends, but rather with
actions that serve different kinds of ‘beautiful ends’ (xolé) (Pol 7.3
1332a11-16):

“For example, in the case of just actions, just retributions and punish-
ments spring from virtue, but are necessary uses of it and are noble in a
necessary way (10 koA®dg dvaykaing £xovow), since it would be more
choiceworthy if no individual or city-state would need such things. On
the other hand, just actions that aim at honors (émi t6¢ Tipag) and pros-
perity (émi tag edmopiog) are unqualifiedly noble?”??

21 The contrast amAdG—£E VToBEcEOT/EK TV DTOKEEVOV/TPOG DrdBecty TV is used
in the Politics earlier to distinguish the unqualifiedly best form of constitution
and the form under certain limiting circumstances (6.1 1288b21-37; 7, 1239b3-5 et
passim).

22 The importance of this modification will emerge later in connection with the dis-
cussion of oyoMj and doyolio. No such differentiation is contained either in the
EN or in the EE. No mention is made that acts in war are doyoloi in the discus-
sion of courage, although Aristotle mentions that it is hard to recognize that its
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In both cases, the actions are acts of virtue and done for their own sake; the
difference lies in the fact that the first type of virtuous actions aims at the
restitution of some infraction or deficiency of public peace and harmony,
while the latter type of actions are performed in peace and harmony-both
types clearly refer to the acts of politicians under different circumstances.
The differentiation explains at the same time that people can cope nobly
with bad circumstances, because these circumstances are a matter of bad
luck (toyn). So Aristotle has found a place for virtuous actions that involve
pain and trouble, although he regards it as the task of legislators to prevent
such obstacles. For, a city is excellent if all its citizens can participate in an
excellent way (Pol. 7.13 1332a32-35).

In what way does the depiction of life in the best city constitute a re-
sumption of the controversy of chapters 2-3? It does so in two respects.
First, it emphasizes that there are no excellent people who are not partici-
pating citizens. Second, it adds that all citizens receive the same kind of ed-
ucation (Pol. 7.14 1332b39-1333a10). And this education ‘for all’ is what oc-
cupies Aristotle in what follows. As he states, education is concerned with
three things: with nature (¢¥o1g), habit (£60g), and reason (Adyoc). While
all people are born with a certain nature of body and soul, nature can be
developed in different ways by habit, for habits can turn out for the better
or for the worse. In addition, reason needs to be developed in a certain way
by education (madeia). And to see to it that all is arranged well is the task
of the legislator concerning those things that are learned by habituation
(801Copevor), as well as those that are learned by instruction (dxovovreg). 23

Both aspects of education are further pursued in what follows. And just
as Aristotle does in his ethics, he here distinguishes not only between char-
acter, as the part of the soul that listens to reason, and reason itself, but also
between the theoretical and the practical kind of reason (Pol 7.14,
1333a16-1333b5). Because Aristotle at the same time refers to the principle
that the higher faculty has the higher dignity, we expect him to give prefer-
ence, again, to the theoretical kind of activity over the practical kind. But

actions contain a kind of pleasure, because soldiers have to put up with fear and
pain (EN 3.9). In EN 10.7 1177b6-12 acts of war and even its preparation are called
aoyoloi because no one would choose them for their own sake, but only for that
of peace.

23 Depew 1991, 361 rejects the ‘superstructuralist view’ suggested by Cooper 1975,
143 that “once moral virtue is securely entrenched, intellectual goods are allowed
to predominate™ but Depew regards politics and contemplative activity as mutual-
ly supportive, even mutually entailing, without explaining how this is supposed
to happen—except that it happens in the ideal aristocracy.
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this expectation is disappointed. For instead of pursuing the difference be-
tween Ocwpia and wpaic, Aristotle introduces the distinction between
oyoAn and GoyoAia, without attributing the former to Oswpio and the latter
to wpa&ig (Pol. 7.14 1333a30): “The whole of life is divided into work
(Goyoria) and leisure (oyorn), war and peace, and of actions some are nec-
essary or useful, others noble. And the same choice must be made among
the parts of the soul and their actions. War must be chosen for the sake of
peace, work for the sake of leisure, necessary and useful things for the sake
of noble ones”

Practical activities are here not all and sundry assigned to the side of
what is necessary and useful, and theoretical ones to what is noble. How
can we be sure? It is suggested by the fact that Aristotle assigns to the states-
man the task of seeing to it that the citizens are capable of doing both
things well: to go to work (doyokeiv) and to war (wohepeiv), if necessary,
but also to remain at peace (gipnvn) and leisure (oyordlewv). And though it
is important to perform useful actions (ypiowya), it is even more necessary
to perform noble ones (koAd) (Pol. 7.15 1334a39-bS). This indicates that all
unqualifiedly noble actions are a matter of oyoAn, and that they are actions
that concern moral and political as well as cultural and intellectual pur-
suits. 24

That the noble and therefore leisurely actions include the activities of
theoretical as well as those of practical reason can be concluded from Aris-
totle’s request that the legislator keep all the parts of the soul and their ac-
tions in good order and see to it that the citizens lead good lives, so that all
are capable of coping with work, but also of living a life of leisure (Pol. 7.14
1333a33-5). For these aims, children must be educated as well as people of
other age groups who need education. Aristotle does not provide an excep-
tion for the philosophers’ theoretical activities from this injunction.

That Aristotle has an all-encompassing kind of education in mind is
somewhat obfuscated by the extensive criticism that fills the rest of that

24 This point is not only missed by all those interpreters who limit 6yoAn to cultural
affairs and to that part of life (cf. Solmsen 1964 who even claims that Aristotle’s
conception of ool is ‘Hellenistic’ also Lord 1990; Vander Waerdt 1985, Kraut
1997.). Schiitrumpf 2005 seems somewhat undecided. He defines oxoAn as ‘sin-
nerfiillte Lebensgestaltung’ and though he indicates that it concerns activities that
are not merely necessary (484-487), he seems to identify it with those activities
that concern the ‘muses’ (133-5; 574-5). He does not clearly state that all practical
perfect activities are those of oyol| (467/8; 498-500), because he regards oyoln as
‘die Befreiung von anderen Aufgaben’ (501). Varga 2014 limits oy0An to the possi-
bility of ‘self-determined activities] that are pursued independently of commit-
ments to the community.
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chapter (Pol. 7.14 1333a5-1334a10). It takes up, once again, the complaint
that the states that are held in the highest repute do not educate their citi-
zens for a life of peace and leisure by furthering all the virtues, but for a life
of gain and conquest. This critique focuses especially on the miserable fate
of Sparta after the loss of its power, as a warning against the wrong-spirited
kind of education by legislators who do not realize that such states must
come to ruin once they lose their military prowess.?

That the avoidance of war and conquest as the aim of education is, nev-
ertheless, not Aristotle’s main concern emerges in chapter 15, where he
takes up the topic of education in general and emphasizes, once again, that
it serves the same end both for the individual citizen and for the communi-
ty as a whole. The best man and the best citizen are one and the same and
a life in peace and leisure is the best form of life. But Aristotle does not
content himself here with this frequently repeated slogan, but now also dif-
ferentiates between virtues that are concerned with work (Zpyov), and
virtues that are concerned with leisure (oyoln). As his further explanations
indicate, there is no strict dichotomy between virtues of work and virtues
of leisure (Pol 7.15 1334a16-18). To be sure, some of the virtues have their
function (8pyov) exclusively in leisure, while others have their function in
‘unleisure’ (doyora), but other virtues have them in both. What Aristotle
means by this prima facie enigmatic statement emerges from his further ex-
planations (Pol. 7.15 1334a19-40): a city must possess moderation, courage
and endurance, because it must be able to defend itself against attackers, if
it is not to be enslaved by others. Such defense is war, and fighting in war
requires those virtues whose function is ‘work’ (doyolia). But a city must
also possess philosophy for leisure. And it must possess temperance and
justice for both times—that is, both at times of doyokio and of oyohs. For if
people live in peace and affluence, they need moderation and justice as
well; otherwise, they will not know how to make good use of what they
have: “Much justice and temperance are needed, therefore, by those who
are held to be doing best and who enjoy all the things regarded as bless-

25 The concentration on Sparta speaks for an early date of composition-when its
downfall after the battle at Leuctra in 371 was still relatively fresh in people’s
minds. A much later date would have to be assumed if, as some interpreters as-
sume, the work was intended as advice to Alexander the Great. Sparta would
serve, then, only as an example of warning. But if that was Aristotle’s intention,
Alexander would hardly have been amused by the repeated condemnation of wars
and conquests.
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ings” (Pol. 7.15 1334a28-30).2¢ Actions of justice and moderation, surely as
well as those of other virtues, are required while living in peace and good
order (Pol. 7.16 1334b36-40):

“It is evident, then, why a city-state that is to be happy and good
should share in these virtues. For it is shameful to be unable to make
use of good things, but even more shameful to be unable to make use
of them in leisure time—to make it plain that we are good men when
working or at war, but slaves when at peace and leisure?

Virtues of character are associated, then, with both doyoiio and oyorn, and
so must be the respective activities.

Unfortunately, Aristotle does not comment any further on the meaning
of ‘philosophy; i.e. whether he uses it in a narrow sense of Bcwpia or in the
wider sense that includes intellectual activities of all kinds. But the fact
that he subsequently emphasizes that the training of ‘habits’ is only the be-
ginning of education, while that of reason (Adyog) and understanding
(vodg) concerns the t€hog of human nature as such (Pol. 7.15 1334b15), sug-
gests that philosophy is here used as the common name for all higher
learning intended for the citizenry as a whole.?”

To make the citizens ready for a life in oyoAn is, then, the intention that
Aristotle pursues with his plan of education. The fact that he refers to the
three factors that determine the quality of human beings: nature, habit,
and reason, shows that education should concern all three and in the right
order. While nature is there from the beginning, habits of character come
in second, reason and understanding set in last:

“For spirit, wish and also appetite are present in children right from
birth, whereas reason and understanding naturally develop as they
grow older. That is why supervision of the body comes first and pre-
cedes that of the soul; then comes supervision of appetite and desire.

26 This, in all likeliness, refers to the distinction introduced earlier between ‘neces-
sarily noble’ and ‘unqualifiedly noble’ activities (Po/ 7.13 1332a10-16). Justice is
used both for punishment, a use one would rather avoid, if possible; such just ac-
tions are koAd of necessity and in doyolio. But justice also has its function in pre-
serving good order, and in that case its actions are unqualifiedly koAd — and the
same distinction applies to acts the other virtues of character such as liberality,
magnanimity etc. that are, then actions in cxol. Aristotle may have wanted to
avoid a more extended discussion of the difference between the conditions of
leisurely and unleisurely virtuous actions.

27 On evidence for a broad sense of philosophy cf. Kraut 1997, 140.
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But supervision of desire should be for the sake of understanding, and
that of the body for the sake of the soul” (Pol. 7.15 1334b22-28).

This is clearly the plan of education that Aristotle regards as necessary for
all citizens and that he wants to make a public rather than a private con-
cern (8.1). But of the three aspects of education: nature = the body, habit =
the virtues of character, and reason, only the first two are discussed in the
detailed plan of education in the subsequent chapters. The discussion of
the physical conditions, the procreation and rearing of children up to the
age of seven, fills the rest of book (7.16, 17). The education of habit—espe-
cially the habits that are to form the character—is the topic of book 8. But
its design remains incomplete, for it breaks off in the midst of the discus-
sion of the musical education of children.?® A program of the education of
reason and understanding is missing altogether.

The fact that Aristotle’s program ends with music has led many experts
to the conclusion that the life of leisure intended for the citizens of the ide-
al city is to consist of ‘music’ only-in the wider sense that includes all the
muses such as literature.? But this assumption not only ignores the fact
that Aristotle has clearly left the design of education incomplete, for it
breaks off in the midst of the discussion of the suitable musical modes, but
it also ignores the fact that subjects of higher learning have been referred
to repeatedly and that their discussion has been deferred until later (Pol.
8.3 1338a30-34). Reading and writing are not only useful for everyday
chores, but the means for much further learning (Pol. 8.3 1338a40: mwoAAdg
padfoelg €tépac).’® These references let one conclude that a program of

28 As Aristotle indicates, he approves of the division of life into periods of seven
years, so that is how his program is staged; but he does not specify the subjects of
education that he regards as suitable for the periods beyond childhood.

29 Solmsen 1964, Lord 1982; Kraut 1997, 127.

30 Kraut 1997, 175; 183-4 regards the fields of higher learning as one of the subjects
Aristotle intended to but did not get around to discuss. He does not, however,
mention that they contain activities of oxoAn—despite the explanation in Metaph.
1.1 980a1-982a3 that the study of mathematics of the priests of Egypt constituted
the first use of oxoAn. And Kraut assumes that Aristotle wants to exclude politics
from oyoM—179-80, thereby ignoring the earlier distinction between different
kinds of activities— i.e. those that are done to remedy some defect and those that
are koAG amrhdg. It seems that all these commentators have simply forgotten that
virtuous activities are the constituents of happiness, including, of course, those of
politics. Schitrumpf is not very explicit about this question. On the one hand he
regards music only as the prelude of the educational scheme, on the other he
seems to assume that oyolr| consists only of music even in the case of adults.
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higher education had originally been intended but not carried out, which
also had the aim to make the citizen fit for noble political activities.3!

The misunderstanding that the educational program is limited to
povowkr is not only due to the abrupt end of the discussion in 8.7, but also
to the fact that Aristotle does not confine his discussion to the musical ed-
ucation of children but includes in it a lengthy excursion into the effects
that music has on grown-ups in general. Thus, he rules out the kind of mu-
sical training that is needed for soloists and for competitions. He rules out
the use of the avldg (flute/oboe) and other instruments that overly excite
the audience, but also discusses the cathartic effects that such music can
have on souls that are by nature in a state of exaltation (Pol. 8.6 1341a21-b8;
8.7 1341b32-1342b28). This lengthy excursion is not without reason; for
Aristotle is concerned with the effect that music has on the moral disposi-
tion of the citizens in general. But its discussion distracts from the fact that
the plan of education, as it unfolds in Book 8, does not get beyond child-
hood age, as is indicated by the fact that its subjects are limited to reading,
writing, gymnastics, music, and drawing (Pol. 8.3 1337b24-27). Given that
Aristotle adheres to the division of life into periods of seven years that has
been attributed to Solon,3? his modest curriculum must concern children
up to the age of 14 years only. What plans he had for the education of ado-
lescents up to age 21 and beyond remains an open question. It is, at any
rate, highly unlikely that the grown-ups were expected to spend their time
only with listening to music, even if povowr was not limited to music in
our sense of the word.

The reason that let Aristotle abandon, guasi mid-sentence, his design for
the education of the citizens can therefore not be that music is the be-all of
oyoAn in his best state. He must, rather, have realized that his design of ed-
ucation was getting ensconced in a maze of details that was a distraction
from his real concern, namely to give general advice to the legislators
about the citizens’ education.?? Initially, the discussion of music was to
serve only as a kind of ‘prelude’ (Pol. 8.5 1339a13: évdooipov) to the sub-
ject. But in its execution, Aristotle found himself haggling with Plato

31 Political activities are mentioned again in Pol. 8.6 1341a8.

32 Pol. 7.17 1336b40-1337a3.

33 Its closeness to the Platonic criticism of music is one of the points that speak for
an early date of book 7 and 8. In the Poetics, by contrast, music (pehomotia) is treat-
ed as a factor of lesser importance: it is called one of ‘the greatest pleasurable ac-
cessories of tragedy, but takes fifth rank after plot, character, diction and thought’
(Po. 6). Aristotle does not concern himself, there, with the cathartic influence of
the musical modes.

97

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Dorothea Frede

about such details as the suitable types of musical mode—whether for chil-
dren, adolescents, or grown-ups. He must have realized that that pursuit
was getting out of all bounds. An extension into all fields of education
from childhood to adulthood in detail would have been an enormous en-
terprise, as Aristotle must have recognized at that point, so that he simply
broke it off with a few remarks on the criteria of the suitability of the musi-
cal modes.?*

Because the design of the citizens” education remained a fragment, we
do not know what kind of higher education Aristotle had in mind for the
citizens of his ideal city and what role philosophy was to play in it. But
there are certain indications concerning the controversial question
whether philosophers should participate in the city’s political functions or
remain strangers outside it. As Aristotle states, in the ideal city all citizens
get the same education, and they all take turns in ruling and being ruled.’’
This need not prevent certain citizens from pursuing Oewpia in a way that
exceeds the average mind’s interests and comprehension.’¢ But that is no
reason why philosophers should not also be citizens and engage in politics.
We can take Aristotle himself as our witness, despite the fact that as a met-
ic, he could not play an active part in politics for practically all his life. But
he clearly spent a great amount of time on the study of the conditions of
politics and regarded his interest in politics not only as compatible with
philosophy, but as part of philosophy. It is the ‘philosophy of human af-
fairs’ that starts with the principles of ethics and finds its completion with
those of politics (EN 10.9 1181b12-23). Whether Aristotle regarded the
study of those principles as a special kind of 8swpia is difficult to say, be-
cause he never uses that term in that connection.?” But in the EN he indi-
cates once that students of political philosophy need not overburden them-

34 This diagnosis is supported, with caution by Solmsen 1964, 217n97 who refers to
the view of H. von Arnim's observation (Sitzungsber. Wien. Akad. 200, 1924.1.82)
that his theory “in diesem Stile [scil. of Books 7 and 8] weitergefiihrt, sehr umfan-
greich geworden wire”

35 That all citizens are to partake in ruling and being ruled in turn is repeated sever-
al times (Pol. 7.14 1332b25-6).

36 That the study of extraordinary subjects (mwepirtd) is not everyone’s delight is indi-
cated at Pol. 7.14, 1333a27-30, just as Aristotle in EN 6.7 1141b2-8 mentions that
people admire philosophers with an interest in outlandish subjects, such as
Anaxagoras and Thales, but regard these studies as useless, because they do not
concern the human good.

37 The often-quoted reference in EN 2., 1103b26-29 that his aim is not fswpia as in
his other treatises but make people good does not mean that his reflections on the
good life and the nature of the virtues are not of a theoretical nature.
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selves with those details of other branches of philosophy that are beyond
their own concern.® It is clear, therefore, that they are engaged in the
study of the philosophical principles of politics, for they are to learn all the
things that legislators need to know if they are to order a city for the best.
And once they are accomplished legislators, they will surely be engaged ac-
tively in politics and these activities will constitute their life in oyoAn.

But if oyoAn embraces such a wider range of activities, from music to
politics to intellectual pursuits, as long as the respective activities are con-
cerned with unqualified kaid and not with the settling of conflicts,
whether with other cities or within the city, the question arises why Aristo-
tle in the relevant chapters in EN 10.7, 8 confines oyoAn| to fewpia in the
narrow sense and claims that even the statesman’s activities are doyolot.

V. The origin of EN 10.7, 8

As mentioned earlier, there seems to be a close connection between the
comparison of the practical and the theoretical life in EN 10.7, 8 and the
controversy as reported in Pol. 7.2, 3. The two parties treat practical and
theoretical activities as incompatible—and though oyo)1 is not mentioned
in Aristotle’s summary of that controversy, there can be hardly any doubt
that the proponents of the theoretical side would have claimed oyol ex-
clusively for their side, in the spirit of Plato’s Theaetetus. The argument for
the primacy of the theoretical life with respect to happiness in EN 10 may
represent, of course, a late return to the purist ‘Theaetetan’ view of the su-
periority of fewpia in the narrow sense and a reaffirmation of the philoso-
pher’s state outside the political community, a reaffirmation that simply ig-
nores the development in Politics 7 and 8. But as pointed out before, this
purist stance does not fit well into the context of EN in general and not
into that of Book 10, given that it ends with the transition to legislation
and the study of politics as the concern of the ‘philosophy of human af-
fairs? It is therefore a much more plausible explanation that chapters 7 and
8 contain an early piece of text, namely the contribution that Aristotle
made to the controversy in the Academy, as reported in Pol. 7.2, 3. If Aris-
totle participated in that controversy, he may have intentionally presented
a one-sided argument in favor of fewpio. He must have resorted to that

38 EN 1.13 1102a23-26. The division of philosophy in Metaph. 5.1 is uninformative
on this question, because it concerns itself only with metaphysics, mathematics,
and physics.
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piece of text in EN 10 provisionally, in order to fulfill his promise to dis-
cuss the theoretical form of life, but with the intention to cut back some of
the needlessly hyperbolic claims in favor of the theoretical life, such as the
contention that only the theoretical life is a life of oyoAn.3° Aristotle evi-
dently did not have the time to fulfill his intention to make the necessary
revisions that would have led to a more balanced view of the two forms of
life.

But even if this conjecture is right and such were his intentions, the
question still arises what prompted Aristotle to give pride of place to
Bcopio in his contribution to the controversy in the Academy. Was it just
juvenile enthusiasm in the spirit of the Theaetetus? Or was it just a one-sid-
ed dialectical exercise? Such explanations are too facile. Aristotle has good
reasons to emphasize the primacy of first philosophy and no reason to re-
treat from that stance. After all, Bewpia is concerned with the objects that
are the foundation of all knowledge. Without proper knowledge of meta-
physics, of what is unchangeable and necessary, there is no knowledge of
what is changeable and contingent, whether in the physical world or in the
human sphere. All knowledge is ultimately based on knowledge of the first
principles of ontology on the one hand, of the different entities there are,
and on the first principles of cosmology on the other hand, of the first
causes that keep the world together and going. That is why Aristotle in
Metaph. 5.1 1025b3-26a32 assigns the rank of first philosophy to meta-
physics—and the rank of second philosophy to physics. He has no reason to
retreat from that assessment of the primary place of Bewpia. proper.

But he could have, and would have, cut back claims that give to Oswpia
more than its due place in human life in EN 10.7, 8. Not only are its activi-
ties not suited for everyone, they are also not the only activities that are
worth doing. And there is also no reason to claim that the lonely thinker is
the only truly autarkical and happy person. Aristotle would, no doubt, in
his revision have refrained from insinuating that the virtues of character
are dispensable, because the gods do not interact in the way human beings
do. In addition, he would not have just discussed the practical life under
the perspective that it provides the material goods that are necessary for
the philosopher’s upkeep. In short, Aristotle would have proposed a more
balanced view that assigns its due place to both the theoretical and the
practical form of life in the way he does in the Po/itics 7 and 8. As his dis-

39 The very brief and unclear eulogy of the godly nature of fewpia at the end of EE
8.3 1249b13-23 clearly was not a suitable model even as a first draft for a compari-
son between the theoretical and the practical life.
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cussion of education shows, Aristotle did not ignore the fact that although
some people may be born to become philosophers, none are born as
philosophers. All citizens need the kind of education that is suitable for
the different stages of their development, and that also applies to future
philosophers. They, too, are social animals, not only in their early life, but
also in their maturity. For philosophy, even first philosophy, presupposes a
kowavia of people who share their thoughts and insights; such a commu-
nity is provided by a school like that headed by Aristotle.

Had Aristotle been more explicit about his views concerning higher ed-
ucation in Po/. 8 and not gotten bogged down in the details of musical edu-
cation, we might know better what place and role he would have assigned
to philosophy in his ideal city. That he did not mean to uphold the idea
that philosophers are best off as &evikoi who live separate from the city is
shown by Aristotle’s own contributions in his ethics and politics. These
works are not just concerned with the life in the city, but they aim to pro-
vide a new basis for it. For, as he sees it, without the ‘philosophy of human
affairs’ there will be no proper education of legislators who know their
job—and without such legislators there will be no ideal city. Such a philoso-
phy cannot be developed by a philosopher who lives in splendid isolation
and in separation from the city; it presupposes the kind of familiarity with
moral and political principles that in turn presuppose the careful study of
human actions and interactions that seems to have occupied a lot of Aris-
totle’s time and energy. That it did so is clearly witnessed by the ‘collec-
tions of laws and constitutions’ that he refers to as the prerequisite material
for the education of future legislators.*’ The evaluation of these studies and
the design of the best constitution were clearly part of Aristotle’s and his
students’ oyoln.
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Aristotle on Care and Concern

William W. Fortenbaugh (Rutgers University)

Fundamental to Aristotle’s ethical treatises, both the Nicomachean and the
Eudemian Ethics, is a bipartite psychology, which divides the soul into two
parts: T0 dAoyov, “the alogical part’ and 10 Aoyov &yov, “the logical part”
(EN 1.13 1102a27-8 and EE 2.1 1220a9-10). Translators often prefer to
speak of “the irrational part” and “the rational part” There is nothing
wrong with that as long as one realizes that “irrational” is not used in refer-
ence to a part of the soul that is totally divorced from cognition and there-
fore is closed to reason. Put differently, it would be wrong to think of 10
Ghoyov as a psychic part that is the locus of sensation, pleasant and painful
feelings, which are quite distinct from thought. Rather, the alogical part is
the locus of emotional response, e.g. anger and fright, and the logical part
is the locus of deliberation and reflection. The two parts are closely related
in that both involve cognition. The emotion of anger involves thinking
oneself slighted, and the emotion of fright involves thinking that harm is
likely. These thoughts become the occasion for deliberation and reflection.
The angry person deliberates how to take revenge, and the frightened per-
son considers how to avoid harm. Moreover, if time permits, both the an-
gry individual and the frightened individual may reflect on the particular
situation, asking whether a perceived slight is real and whether an appar-
ent danger is serious and imminent.!

The above is not intended to suggest that the alogical part of the soul is
quite separate from sensation. On the contrary, the thoughts involved in
emotional response are often accompanied by sensations. For example, the
thought that an insult has occurred typically results in an uncomfortable
feeling, which depending on the circumstance can be quite painful. The
same is true of fright. Indeed, when fright becomes terror, the pain may be
not only intense but also localized in the region around the heart. Here it
need only be added that while the involvement of sensation in emotion is
common—Aristotle says that emotions are accompanied by pleasure and

1 Fortenbaugh 1975, 23-5.
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pain (EN 2.5 1105b23, Rh. 2.1 1378a20-1)—it is not entirely clear whether
he thinks of sensation as a necessary feature of emotional response.? In the
Eudemian Ethics, he says “for the most part” (EE 2.2 1220b12-14), and in
the Rbetoric he dissociates hate from pain (Rh. 2.4 1382a13).3 That is not
true of thought: both factual and evaluative. Thinking that a slight has oc-
curred is necessary to anger: one thinks that something has been said or
done, which is deemed an affront. Hence, in the Topics, thought is men-
tioned in the essential definition as the efficient cause of anger (Top. 6.13
151a16-17, cf. Rh. 2.2 1378a32). And the same holds for fright; the thought
of imminent danger is a necessary part of being frightened and for that rea-
son is mentioned in the essential definition of fright (Rh. 2.5 1382a21-2,
1382b30-5).

None of the above is news.* Nor is the fact that Aristotle’s ethical psy-
chology is different from his biological psychology, which is familiar to
readers of Aristotle’s work De Anima. There we find a threefold division
that marks off the faculty of nutrition, from both the faculty of sensation
and that of thought. This division corresponds to the scala naturae. Plants
have only nutritive capacity, animals have sensation as well, and human be-
ings have cognitive capacity in addition to nutrition and sensation.

There is also appetite or drive, 6pe&ig, which is closely related to the fac-
ulty of sensation in that the two are found together at birth in both ani-
mals and humans. In need of nourishment, the newly born experience dis-
comfort and instinctively search for the mother’s teat. In the case of human
beings, drive can also be aroused by cognition, as when a frightened indi-
vidual decides that flight is the best path to safety and begins to take eva-
sive action.

While the ethical and biological psychologies are different, the two are
not incompatible, so that it is possible to move back and forth from one
psychology to the other. Take the emotion of anger. Whereas the ethical
psychology assigns emotion to the alogical part of the soul, the biological
psychology explains emotional response in terms of both sensation and

2 The adverb Awg at NE 2.4 1105b23 need mean no more than “speaking generally?

3 If Aristotle thinks that the pleasures and pains that accompany emotional response
are caused by bodily changes brought on by emotion (e.g., the frightened person
not only thinks himself frightened but also experiences an unpleasant increase in
heart rate), it is easy to think of cases in which the bodily change is simply too
weak to be noticed. Indeed, a person may be so absorbed in deliberating how best
to achieve a goal like safety that he fails to notice changes going on within his
body, e.g. excessive heart palpitations.

4 See Fortenbaugh 1970, 40-70, rpt. 2006, 9-37.
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thought. We might say that the biological psychology unpacks what the
ethical psychology treats as one. And when the emotion of anger results in
action leading to revenge, both psychologies recognize the involvement of
drive. Only the ethical psychology sees that as an exercise of the alogical
part of soul (EN 1.13 1102b29-30, EE 1221b31-2); in contrast, the biological
psychology recognizes a motive faculty that is closely related to sensation.

Finally, it should not be forgotten that the logical part of the bipartite
soul is the locus of the deliberations and reflections that emotions occasion
(see above). What needs to be added is that Aristotle recognizes a twofold
division within the logical part. There is the scientific part, 710
émotnpovikov, which considers things that do not admit change. There is
also the calculative part, 10 Loywotikdv, which considers things that do ad-
mit change (EN 6.1 1139a5-15). For the most part, this essay will focus on
the world of change, but the world of things that do not admit change will
receive attention, albeit brief, below in Section VI.

I

Whereas Aristotle’s bipartite psychology is especially prominent in the eth-
ical treatises, it also occurs in the Politics. Best known may be the final
chapter of Book 1, where Aristotle introduces it to justify the subordinate
roles of slaves and women within a well-organized city state. Slaves, we are
told, completely lack the deliberative faculty; women have it but lacking in
authority (Pol. 1.13 1260a.12-14). The assertion is puzzling to say the least
and has been much discussed in the scholarly literature.’

The bipartite psychology is also found in Book 7. There, Aristotle focus-
es on what steps a legislator can take to ensure that a city-state is marked by
well-being and happiness. Such a state is said to require a citizen body,
which is morally good, and that is dependent on nature, habituation, and
reason: @Vo1g, £00g, and Adyog (Pol. 7.13 1332a39-40). Since nature has al-
ready been discussed earlier, Aristotle introduces a backward-looking refer-
ence (Pol. 7.13 1332b9 looking back to Pol. 7.7 1327b19-1328a3) and pro-
ceeds to education, wotdeio, saying that men learn some things by habitua-
tion, €0wWopevor, and other things by listening, dxobdovteg (Pol. 7.13
1332b10-11). Without expressing himself in the technical language of bi-
partition, Aristotle is thinking in terms of bipartition, which is fundamen-
tally based on a twofold division of education: a first part that aims to

5 For a recent discussion, see Fortenbaugh 2015, 395-404.
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shape a person’s emotional responses by means of an early habituation,
€00, and a second stage in which a person learns not only to follow an ar-
gument but also to reason for himself.¢

Subsequently, the bipartite psychology is introduced with greater clarity,
when Aristotle says that the soul is divided into two parts, pépn, of which
one part has reason in itself, 0 pév &gt Aoyov ka®’avto, while the other
does not have reason in itself, T0 8’00k &yet1 [Adyov] ke’ avto, but is able to
listen to (obey) reason, Aoyw vmoxovew (Pol. 7.14 1333216-18). The phrase
70 pév &xet Moyov is a variation on 10 Adyov Eyov, and the phrase 10 § ok
gxet introduces a negative adverb in place of the alpha privative in dAoyov.
What might be puzzling is the occurrence of vmakovew when compared
with the occurrence of dkobdovteg in the earlier passage (Pol. 7.13 1332b11),
but what Aristotle wants to say is clear enough. The infinitive drakovew is
used in reference to the emotions. Aristotle is thinking of the person
whose emotions are under control through the habituation that takes place
as a first step in moral education. The participle dxovovteg (without a pre-
fix) in the earlier passage refers to a second stage in moral education, when
a person learns not only to follow an argument but also to reason for him-
self and to act accordingly.

In what follows, bipartition is introduced even more clearly. Aristotle
uses the contrasting phrases, t0 dloyov and 10 Adyov &ov (Pol. 7.15
1334b18-19), which occur in Aristotle’s ethical treatises (see above). We are
told that the body is prior in generation to the soul and that the alogical
part of the soul is prior to the logical part. That is said to be clear, for
anger, wish and appetite, 00pog, fovAnoig and émbupia, are present at birth
whereas reasoning and mind/understanding, Aoyopog and voig, develop
over time (Pol. 7.15 1334b22-5). Aristotle goes on to tell us that care of the
body should begin before that of the soul. Next comes care of desire/drive,
6pekig, which is for the sake of the mind. Here &peig stands in for anger,
wish and appetite. All three provide motive force and so can be viewed as
varieties of 8peic. Finally, Aristotle adds that care of the body is for the
sake of the soul (Pol. 7.15 1334b25-8).

6 Caveat: the habituation of young people does not exclude verbal communication:
young people are expected to listen to their tutors and generally to their elders.
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I

What especially interests me in Politics 7.15 (1334b25-8) is the noun
émpérewa, which has been translated with “care? It occurs once in the ac-
cusative case and is understood four times after the definite article tqv. In
itself, the word is not exceptional. Indeed, the noun is common and cog-
nate with the verb péhewv and the noun perén as well as with the verb
émpeleiobar and the adjective émpeAnc. In one form or another, it occurs
repeatedly in 7.16 (1334b31, 1335a7, 1335b12, 7.17 1336a6 and so on).”
Here, repetition is not a fault. Being part of everyday language, émpéleia is
immediately intelligible to a wide audience, so that Aristotle is able to dis-
cuss human behavior—both admirable and deplorable—without introduc-
ing the technical language of bipartiton.

Translating émpéhein with “care” makes for good English at the end of
7.15 (1334b25), and in what follows “care” will often be the preferred
translation. Nevertheless, there will be occasions when “concern” may be
substituted and even preferred. For “care” seems to suggest doing some-
thing (the phrase “take care”), while “concern” suggests an agent’s mindset
(“feel concern”). Moreover, the translator who wants to imitate the Greek
grammatical construction or to avoid repeating the same word “care” may
on occasion find “concern” to be the better choice. But more often than
not, “care” and “concern” can be regarded as synonyms and used inter-
changeably.

At the beginning of 7.16, Aristotle discusses legislation dealing with re-
production. He says that since the legislator must consider the bodily con-
dition of offspring, “his first care should be about coupling’, mpdtov pév
gmpeAntéov mept v ovlevwv (1334b31).8 Reasons are given, both biologi-
cal and familial, for fixing the ages of persons engaging in reproduction.

7 The noun pekém occurs earlier at Pol. 7.15 1334b17. The Geek word pedém is like
the English word “care” in that can refer to the concern and attention devoted to
something as well as to the practices and treatments that follow from and exhibit
concern and attention. See LSJ sv. At Pol. 7.15 1334b17, pekém refers to the
practices and disciplines that lead to good character. Much the same holds regard-
ing émpéleto. Indeed, on occasion there may be no need to choose between atten-
tion and practices. E.g. at EN 4.1 we are told that the extravagant man will develop
into a selfindulgent person if left unschooled, dradaydyntog; but if he obtains
proper care, érpélela, he may attain the median/right state (1121b10-12). In other
words, if he comes under the tutelage of someone who cares for him and under
that person is subjected to proper practices, he may cease to be extravagant and self-
indulgent.

8 Or “he should first concern himself with coupling.
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Aristotle adds that the bodies of the children are to accord with the wish of
the legislator: mpog v 100 vopoBétov Podinow (Pol. 7.16 1335a6). Here,
we are not to understand wish as an abstract thought apart from desire.
Rather, wish here has motive force, so that the legislator is moved to set
forth and to explain the guidelines that are to be followed by the citizens
of a city-state. Indeed, Aristotle himself assumes the role of legislator, offer-
ing various considerations, some of which are biological. When prospec-
tive parents are too young, their offspring are adversely affected. And with
aging comes a decline in reproductive capacity.’ There are also familial
considerations: e.g., when one party becomes impotent and the other does
not, quarrels are apt to arise, and when children grow up and are ready to
succeed to their parents, the latter should not be too old to be pleased and
to provide assistance. There are even meteorological considerations: winter
is to be preferred as are winds blowing from the north (Pol 7.16
1334b29-1335b2).

Taking care does not stop with coupling. Rather, during pregnancy
women should take care, émpeleioBar, of their bodies (Pol. 7.16
1335b12-13), neither being lazy nor eating food that lacks nutrients. Re-
garding the former, Aristotle says that the legislator will require daily
walks. In doing so, he is taking a cue from Plato, who says that all bodies
benefit from being shaken and then considers legislation enjoining preg-
nant women to go for walks (Lg. 7 789D-E). In regard to mental activity,
Aristotle recommends an opposite regimen: the mental activity of a preg-
nant woman should be more leisurely, for the unborn child draws on the
mother in the way that plants draw on the earth. The comparison may be
far fetched, but for our purposes that matters little. Important is that Aris-
totle continues to focus on proper care, which he thinks worthy of legisla-
tion. And in setting forth his own views, Aristotle leaves aside the technical
language of bipartition. Rightly so, for it would add nothing and even be a
distraction. The same holds for the remainder of Book 7. Aristotle speaks
of nations in which creating a military habit is a matter of care, émpelig
(Pol. 7.17 1336a6), and of the advantages of early care, émpéheta (Pol. 7.17
1336a22). So too it is a matter of care, émpelng (Pol. 7.17 1336b14), for
rulers to shield young people from unseemly words and pictures (Pol. 7.17
1336b14-15).

9 Women are to marry at 18 and men at 37, when they are in their prime. As a conse-
quence, the decline in their reproductive capacity will coincide: at 50 for women
and 70 for men (Pol. 7.16 1335a6-32).
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At this point, one may wonder why Aristotle does not recognize
émpérewn as a virtue. Certainly for the English speaker, “care” and “con-
cern” have a positive ring. And the person who expresses care for others
and exhibits concern in his actions is readily seen as a good person. One
reason is that the word émpéhetn is like the English “care” and “concern” in
that it has no special tie to ethics. We can refer to the care exhibited by a
master craftsman in building a ship without saying anything about his
moral character. And so can Aristotle, who refers to a trireme and the pos-
sibility of building a ship &1t téxvng ki émpeleiog, “with art and care” (Rh.
2.19 1392b1-6). The craftsman applies his art carefully, no matter whether
he is a good man or an evil man.

A second reason is that Aristotle recognizes a distinction between moral
and intellectual virtues. And in the case of moral virtue, he tends to think
of an established disposition closely tied to emotion, i.e., a disposition
whereby one responds correctly to a particular kind of situation. For exam-
ple, courage, dvdpeio, is an excellent disposition in regard to fright and in
particular fright occasioned by the prospect of bodily harm, even death, on
the battlefield. Similarly temperance, co@pocivn, is a disposition in regard
to appetites aroused by bodily pleasures: in particular those of eating,
drinking, and sexual intercourse. And generosity, £éevfepiotng, is shown,
when material goods are available either for the taking or the giving, there-
by increasing or diminishing one’s personal wealth. Care, émpéheio, is dif-
ferent in that it is not closely tied to a particular situation. A person can be
careful in responding to danger, in choosing bodily pleasures, and in acts
of generosity. Since that hardly needs documentation, I limit myself to a
few passages in the Politics, where émpéhela and cognate forms are used in
regard to quite different things: food and farming (Pol 1.8 1256a18-19,
1.11 1259a3), common and private property (Pol 2.3 1261b33, 2.5
1263a27), slaves (Pol. 2.9 1269b8), and the conduct of public affairs (Pol. 3.5
1278b53).

The listed passages focus on different situations in which care, émpélea,
is called for, and taken together they tell against construing care as a moral
virtue on a par with those recognized by Aristotle. Perhaps, then, care
might be better viewed as an intellectual virtue. Indeed, care in farming,
handling property, dealing with slaves, and conducting public affairs all in-
vite planning ahead: that is, reflection on the present situation and deliber-
ation how best to proceed. That belongs to practical intellect. Expressed in
terms of the bipartite psychology, we might say that such considerations
belong to the calculative part, 10 Aoyiotucdv, which is a division of the logi-
cal half of the soul. And in cases in which change is not a factor, theoretical
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intellect is exercised, i.e. the scientific part, 10 émompovikdv, of the logical
half (above, end Section I).

A particularly important case of practical intellect exhibiting care is the
establishment of an educational system for the youth of a city-state. Aristo-
tle addresses the topic in the last book of the Politics, where he tells us that
the legislator should direct his attention to education, woudeia (Pol. 8.1
1337a12). We are told that education should be a public matter and not a
private matter, in which each person cares for his own children (émpéiea,
émpeleiobar Pol. 8.1 1337a22-4). The youth are part of the state, and the
care of each part is inseparable from the care of the whole (émpéiein Pol.
8.1 1337a29-30). In this regard, we are told, the Spartans merit special
praise, for concerning their children they make the greatest effort, migiom
omovdn| (Pol. 8.1 1337a32), treating education as the business of the state.

The use of 6movdn| in combination with wigiotn merits comment. In the
present context, it makes perfectly good sense. Aristotle thinks that the ed-
ucation of young people should be subject to state control and admires the
Spartans for exhibiting exceptional zeal in making education a primary
concern.!? Nevertheless, Aristotle does not think that all acts of care neces-
sarily involve great effort. He makes the point in the Rbetoric, where he
tells us that acts of care, effort, and strain, émpéhewor, omovdai, and
ovvrtovia, are painful in that they are constrained and forced, dvaykoio and
Biata, unless we are habituated to them, in which case habit makes them
pleasant (RA. 1.11 1370al11-14). That may be overstatement. Being accus-
tomed to certain tasks does not always render them pleasant, but habit
does mitigate constraint, and in many cases it renders enjoyable those tasks
that otherwise would be demanding and therefore stressful.!!

Much the same can be said in regard to scientific intellect. In the Nico-
machean Ethics Aristotle refers to other fields of concern, év toig dAlaug
émpeleiong, regarding which there is scientific knowledge, émotun. We

10 Here “zeal” translates omovdn. Deciding on a suitable translation is not always
easy, for much depends on context. Liddell and Scott group possible translations
of omovdn under three major headings: I: “haste, speed) II: “zeal, pains, trouble,
effort” III: “earnestness” The second category fits Pol. 8.1 1337a32, where Sparta’s
care regarding the education of young people is endorsed. Nevertheless, the third
category would not be wrong, for omovdr is used of serious engagement and on
occasion contrasted with amusement (e.g. Pol. 10.6 1177a1-3).

11 Put differently, for Aristotle habit becomes second nature (on “second nature] see
Fortenbaugh 2007, 60), and what is natural is pleasant. Moreover, becoming ac-
customed to a particular activity typically involves removing impediments, and
unimpeded activity is pleasant (NE 7.12 1153al5, 7.13 1153b9-19, cf. Pol. 4.11
1295a36-7).
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are told that one must neither exert oneself nor relax oneself too much or
too little (EN 6.1 1138b26-8). Aristotle is not ruling out cases in which
maximum concentration is demanded. These can be tiring and unpleasant,
and in dealing with them we are to be guided by right reason (EN 6.1
1138b29). But if we have accustomed ourselves to thinking scientifically,
such cases will be few and dealt with reasonably.

v

Aristotle’s remarks on education in Politics 7-8 have already been touched
upon above in the preceding Section. Here, I want to call attention to Aris-
totle’s remarks on education in Nicomachean Ethics 10, for in both treatises
Aristotle not only recognizes the importance of nature, habit, and reason,
Vo, £0og, and Aoyog (Pol. 7.13 1332240, 7.15 1334b6-7; EN 10.9
1179b20-1) but also expresses a strong preference for laws governing the
educational system of a city-state (Pol. 8.1 11337al1-34; EN 10.9
1179b31-5). Indeed, in the Ethics, he goes beyond educating young people
and tells us that we need laws regulating not only a person’s early years but
also his adult life and generally the whole of a person’s life (EN 10.9
1180a1-4).

Especially striking is the fact that the Nicomachean discussion resem-
bles that of the Politics (above Section III), in that it makes frequent use of
the noun émpélein and its cognate forms. We read that with few excep-
tions, only in Sparta does the lawgiver exhibit care, émpéleta, in the nur-
ture and practices of young people (EN 10.9 1180a23-5). Moreover, it is not
sufficient that young people obtain correct nurture and care, tpo@r and
gmpélela (EN 10.9 1180a1-2); habituation must continue throughout a
person’s life. And when a community fails to provide care, é&apeheicbay,
individuals must step up (EN 10.9 1180a30-1). Indeed, nothing prevents an
individual lacking scientific knowledge from taking good care,
gmpeAnOfjvar, of another person, as long as he has gained experience
through accurate observation of the other person (EN 10.9 1180b16-18).
All totaled, there are thirteen occurrences of émpéiela and cognate words
in this portion of the Nicomachean Ethics: roughly four pages in the OCT.
The number of occurrences in the Politics passages discussed above in Sec-
tion III is seventeen over roughly fourteen pages in the OCT. Perhaps we
can say that when Aristotle focuses on education and good character, he
finds émpélewa an apt word to capture the care and concern that is exhibit-
ed by a wise educator. But Aristotle never treats émpélewo as a terminus tech-
nicus. The number of occurrences testify to the importance of care and
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concern, but émpéleln remains a common noun, which bridges the divi-
sions of Aristotle’s bipartite psychology. To be sure, Aristotle uses it when
introducing his discussion of intellectual excellences, but he does not sug-
gest tying émpuéheta to the logical half of the soul. For care and concern can
be exhibited in emotional response and when intellectual activity involves
care and concern, it does not occur without drive, 8pe€ig, which finds its
home in the alogical half.!?

Vv

If one focuses on the title of this essay, “Aristotle on Care and Concern;’
and especially on what has been said in Section III, one might expect the
word émpéleto and its cognates to be prominent in Aristotle’s discussions
of social relations, living together, and community of words and actions
(EN 2.7 1108b9-30, 4.6-9 1126b11-1128b9 and EE 2.3 1220b38-1221b3, 3.7
1233b16-1234a34). For there, Aristotle discusses several commendable dis-
positions, including friendliness, wittiness, and modesty or a sense of
shame,!? which would seem to involve care and concern. And indeed they
do, but in discussing these dispositions, Aristotle does not use £mpéleia
and its cognates. That need not be a regrettable omission, for we find Aris-
totle using gpovtiCew (EN 4.6 1126b15, 27, EE 3.7 1233b27), which in the
Politics occurs as a synonym for émpeleicbar (Pol. 2.3 1261b33-6).14 More-
over, neither in the Politics nor in the ethical treatises does Aristotle pro-
mote émpéleta to the status of a terminus technicus, and what he does say in
the ethical treatises concerning social relations is comparatively brief and
on occasion inconsistent.!

12 Had later Peripatetics made émpélewa into a terminus technicus, we might expect
some evidence of that in Didymus’ work (The Opinions) of Aristotle and the Other
Peripatetics on Ethics (fort. late 1% ¢. BC). The noun and cognate forms occur three
times (136.18, 151.15, 152.5 Wachsmuth), none of which suggests that émpéleia
has become a terminus technicus. See below, n. 14 and 16.

13 Other dispositions discussed are truthfulness, righteous indignation, and dignity.
The last two are discussed only in the Eudemian Ethics.

14 See Bonitz, Index Aristotelicum 832.24. Cf. Didymus 152.6-7, where we read, “The
entire fighting force and the deliberative (councils) are more authoritative by tak-
ing care, émpeleioba, of virtue and being concerned, omovdatewv, with the noble
(transl. Tsouni, 2018). The change of verb is stylistic.

15 Perhaps most interesting is an apparent difference in what is said in the NE and
EE concerning choice, wpoaipests. See Fortenbaugh (1968) 122, (repr. 2006) 148,
(2011) 228-30, and (2017) 121.
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In the Nicomachean Ethics, friendliness, ikio, is given pride of place
among the commendable social dispositions. It is presented as the mean
between obsequiousness, dpéoketn, and grouchiness, dvokoiio. Obse-
quious individuals are said to be pleasant at all times; they offer praise and
never object to anything, thinking, oiépevoy, that they must avoid giving
pain to whomever they meet. In contrast, grouchy individuals object to ev-
erything, not caring in the least, 008’ 61100V @povtiovtes, whether they
give pain (EN 4.6 1126b12-16). Very different are persons whose character
occupies a middle position. They put up with and refuse to put up with
the right things in the right manner. That means that their behavior will
vary depending upon the persons with whom they are interacting. For it is
not proper to show consideration, epovtiCewv, in like manner to familiar
persons and to strangers (EN 4.6 1126b27).

In the Eudemian Ethics, the discussion of friendliness does not have
pride of place (it comes third). In addition, there is variation in vocabulary.
Whereas the Nicomachean version contrasts the friendly individual with
grouchy and quarrelsome individuals, d0ckolog and dvoepig (EN 4.6
1126b16), the Eudemian version contrasts the friendly individual with the
hostile individual, ameyfntikog (EE 3.7 1233b32). Of greater interest is the
general statement with which the Eudemian Ethics introduces the discus-
sion of social dispositions. We read that both the praiseworthy and blame-
worthy states of character are emotional, Tafntikei (EE 3.7 1233b18). That
seems to contradict the Nicomachean assertion that the social disposition
of friendliness is different from the relation of friendship existing between
two persons. For the latter involves affection, 10 otépyewv, while the former
is without emotion and affection, dvev wdovg...xoi 10d otépysv (EN 4.6
1126b21-3). The difference is real, to which may be added another differ-
ence. The Eudemian version takes note of the flatterer but unlike the Nico-
machean version does not distinguish the flatterer from the obsequious in-
dividual (EN 4.6 1127a7-10, EE 3.7 1233b31). These differences are not to
be downplayed, but they need not obscure a similarity that relates to the
central theme of this paper: namely, the importance of care and concern.
Not only does the Nicomachean version twice make use of the verb
opovtilewv in discussing friendliness, but also both versions are clear that
the friendly individual has in mind the best interests of other people. The
Nicomachean Ethics tells us that he imparts to each person what is appropri-
ate, and apart from special circumstances he chooses to provide pleasure
and to avoid giving pain; he is guided by the noble and the advantageous
(EN 4.6 1127a2-5). The Eudemian Ethics makes the point, albeit succinctly:
the friendly man is said to fall in with what seems to be best (EE 3.7
1233b34).
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Care and concern are also exhibited by the educated person, whom Aris-
totle calls witty and tactful, evtpémerog (EN 4.8 1128a10, 33; EE 3.7
1234a4). Such a person makes humorous remarks that are intended to be
enjoyed by the listener, and that holds not only for the bystander but also
for the person who happens to be the object of a jest, providing he is a per-
son of good judgment (EE 3.7 1234a18-23). The qualifier is important, for
Aristotle recognizes mockery as a form of humor, but thinks that there
must be limits. Indeed, he calls attention to lawgivers who forbid certain
kinds of slander and adds that the ban might be extended to include mock-
ery (EN 4.8 1128a30-1). What needs to be added is that Aristotle’s treat-
ment of wittiness focuses as much on the witty man as on the person who
listens to what he says. We are told that the witty individual interacts with
others in a way that exhibits good taste, éupeing, éppeldg (EN 4.8 1128al,
9), that he possesses tact, £émde&iomg (EN 4.8 1128a17), and that his humor
is that of a free and educated man, £ evbéprog and wemadevpévog (EN 4.8
1128a21-1). The attributes listed here are unquestionably desirable, so that
a person who wishes to be valued for his participation in social gatherings
does well to show concern for himself by cultivating the listed attributes.!®

Aristotle’s remarks on modesty or sense of shame, 0idd¢,!'” come last in
the Nicomachean Ethics and are notable in that they not only deny aiddg
the status of being a moral virtue but also question whether it is a state of
character, £&1c. We are told that 0iddg is more like an emotion, wdog. It is
defined as a kind of fear of disrepute, dd0&{a, and said to have a physical
effect: blushing occurs. It is not appropriate to every age, but it befits
young people, for they live by emotion, and shame keeps them from going
wrong (EN 4.9 1128b10-18). In the Eudemian Ethics, 0iddq, is said be a
mean disposition, pecdtg, between lack of shame and bashfulness. We are
told that the person who lacks shame, dvaioyvvtog, exhibits no concern re-
garding another person’s opinion, pndepdg @epovtiov 86&ng (3.7
1233b27-8); the bashful person exhibits concern regarding everyone’s opin-
ion; the modest person, aidnpwv, exhibits concern regarding the opinion

16 Ideally the desirable attributes are acquired early in life. They are “the result of
care) ta £& émpeheiag, “such as the preliminary studies and the way of life suited
to a free man] t4g mporadevoelg kai ditag Elevbepiovg (Didymus 136.18-20,
transl. Tsouni 2018). But when early education is inadequate or weakened by cir-
cumstances, then attention to oneself is necessary. On Didymus see above n. 12
and 14.

17 Ostwald 1962, 109 in his translation of EN 4.9 1128b10 prefers “sense of shame”
Rackham 1952, 351 and Kenny 2011, 50 in their translations of EE 3.7 1233b26
prefer “modesty”
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of manifestly good persons, tijg [86Enc] OV @awopévav émewdv (EE 3.7
1233b29).!8 Noteworthy here is that exhibiting concern has become self-re-
garding. To be sure, paying attention to what other people think is to be
concerned with the opinions of other people, but the primary concern is
with one’s own reputation. And in paying attention to the opinion of good
people, one is not improving them. Rather one is checking on one’s own
behavior: how it is viewed by persons whose judgment can be trusted.
Such self-concern is natural and to be embraced, for good reputation,
gvdo&ia, is a good, albeit an external good.!?

1%

In Book 10 of the Nicomachean Ethics, we find Aristotle focused on con-
templation, Oewpia, which is said to be an activity of the best part of a hu-
man being. That part is intelligence, vodc, and the locus of theoretical wis-
dom.? Its activity is loved for its own sake and provides pleasures that are
said to be marvelous in purity and certainty (EN 10.7 1177a12-b4). Aristo-
tle praises it for being selfsufficient in the highest degree. To be sure, a
wise man gua human being still needs nourishment and leisure to engage
in contemplation, but a wise man can engage in contemplation by himself,
and the wiser he is, the more he is able to do so (EN 10.7 1177a32-4). We
are told that the activity of our intelligence constitutes complete happiness,
providing it lasts a complete lifetime (EN 10.7 1177b24-5).

The emphasis on selfsufficiency, avtapkel and avtapkng (EN 10.6
1176b5-6, 10.7 1177a27, b21, 10.8 1179a3) is of interest, for in elevating the
life of contemplation above the practical life of ordinary men, it tends to
diminish the importance of care and concern in relation to other people. If
a person is naturally intelligent and has his basic needs met, he is compara-
tively independent of other people. He can focus on himself and his pre-
ferred activity. Care and concern will be in larger measure self-regarding.
And to the extent that he is absorbed in contemplation, altruistic care and
concern will be crowded out. That is, of course, an exaggeration and not

18 I follow Kenny 2011, 50 and not Rackham 1952, 351 in translating gowopévav
with “manifestly” and not “who appear? Although gaivesbou can be used in both
senses, here Kenny is to be preferred.

19 Cf. Arius Didymus, (The Opinions) of Aristotle and the Other Peripatetics on Ethics
122.49, 129.14-17.

20 In terms of Aristotle’s bipartite psychology, it belongs to the scientific part, 10
émotnuovikdv, of the logical half. See above, end Section 1.
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Aristotle’s considered position. Indeed at one point, Aristotle acknowl-
edges that contemplation can benefit from involvement with others (EN
10.7 1177a34). We are not told who these others are, but we can take a cue
from Aristotle’s discussions of commendable dispositions in social rela-
tions. Especially apposite is the characterization of friendliness (already in-
troduced above, Section V). We should think of a friendly person who
combines intelligence with cooperation. Engaged in philosophic discus-
sion with others, such a person neither objects to everything that is put for-
ward nor always accepts the view of another. Rather, he is like the friendly
man who falls in with what seems best (EE 3.7 1233b34).

Also relevant is Aristotle’s characterization of truthfulness, ¢Afn0eia (not
discussed above in Section V). The truthful person cares about the facts
and therefore is inclined to say what he knows to be true. Nevertheless,
there are occasions when he will do otherwise despite a firm grasp of the
truth. By way of illustration, Aristotle cites Socrates (EN 4.7 1127b25-6),
who was known to diminish himself by professing ignorance when he
need not have done so. Aristotle is favorably disposed to this form of self-
depreciation, providing it is used moderately (EN 4.7 1127b30). It avoids
bombast (EN 4.7 1127b24) and can be helpful in philosophic discussion.
Instead, of claiming knowledge, being a know-it-all, which can intimidate
other discussants, Socrates was wise to adopt a manner that encouraged
others to share their own views for critical examination.

Moreover, the idea that a person can be fully independent and might
live without ever needing the assistance of others is fantasy. As Aristotle ob-
serves, there will always be need of external well-being, for human nature
is not self-sufficient in regard to contemplation. A person needs health,
nourishment and generally beneficial treatment, Oepaneio (EN 10.8
1178b35). And even under the most favorable conditions, continuous con-
templation is not possible for a human being (EN 10.6 1176b44-5).2! Mem-
bers of a philosophic community will have been well-aware that all mem-
bers of their community share these needs and that care and concern must
be altruistic as well as selfregarding. Indeed, if the members have been
brought up well, they will recognize that the need extends to all human
beings.

21 Cf. EN 10.7 1177a21-2, where Aristotle describes the activity of intelligence as
“most continuous;” cvvexeotdtn and then says that we are more able to engage in
contemplation continuously, 0eopeiv cvveyds, than to perform any kind of ac-
tion, wpdrtew O0todv. The use of mpdrtew is important. Contemplation is an
gvépyela, but not a Tpa&ic.

118

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07. Inhalt.
Inhalts I far oder In ,



https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Aristotle on Care and Concern

That said, Aristotle’s emphasis on self-sufficiency is pervasive and may
explain at least in part why the word émpéhewn and its cognates are not
prominent in Aristotle’s discussion of the contemplative life. Indeed, it is
only at the very end of the discussion that the noun and the participle oc-
cur. We are told that the person who cultivates his intelligence, vodg, seems
to be most beloved by the gods. For if the gods have any concern,
gmpéreia, for humans—and they seem to—it is to be expected that they
rejoice in what is most akin to them, and that is man’s intelligence, vobg
(EN 10.8 1179a22-7). And the gods requite good persons who most honor
intelligence as being persons who exhibit care, émpelovpévoug, for what is
dear to the gods (EN 10.8 1179a27-9). This introduction of the gods may
appear to be an afterthought, but it has been prepared for by the assertion
that man possesses something divine, 0€i6v 11, and if intelligence is divine
(BTov), then life according to intelligence is divine in comparison with hu-
man life (EN 10.7 1177b28-31).

Whether this appeal to the divine finds favor with the modern reader
may be left aside. It is enough to say that by attributing care and concern
to the gods, Aristotle is tacitly recognizing the importance of care and con-
cern for human beings in their relationship to each other.

(XX}

In concluding this article on Aristotle’s interest in care and concern,
émpérewa, I want to make special mention of the Honoree of this volume,
namely, Eckart Schiitrumpf, whom I have known for many years. We met
first at a conference of the American Philological Association, where I over-
heard Eckart speaking German. Being keen at the time to immerse myself
in German scholarship on Aristotle, I was delighted to find Eckart tolerant
of my imperfect German and even more pleased with his interest in the
Peripatos. That was the beginning of fruitful interaction over more than
three decades, during which I have experienced Eckart’s generosity—care
and concern—regarding the work of Project Theophrastus. He has con-
tributed significantly to the Project’s publication series, RUSCH, by serv-
ing on the Advisory Board and providing his own text-translations of Aris-
totle’s successors. In addition, he has tactfully stepped in to assist others in
completing a text-translation, corrected errors, and written substantive es-
says for individual volumes. All in all, a paradigm of émpéleia.
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I Incipit

It is a well-known experience for college professors that, when they ask
their students to write papers on the best regime according to Aristotle,
they typically receive essays advocating such different regimes as kingship,
aristocracy or a well-balanced mixed regime (a woluteia) as the best form of
government. The interesting and puzzling fact is that all the three answers
are correct; or, rather, it is possible to find evidence in the Aristotelian texts
in support of each of the three regimes. A lucky topic for the students:
whatever they write, they get it right provided they do not pick tyranny or
are so cheeky as to maintain that Aristotle was in fact a social-democrat!"

What I propose to do in this essay is to try to scatter some light on the
subject and see whether it is possible to point to a most likely candidate, if
not to sort out the problem altogether. My prudent beginning may sur-
prise some readers: after all, isn’t Aristotle the founder of the classic theory
of the forms of government, which includes three good regimes and three
perversions, with Kingship the clear winner? This is true, but even a per-
functory reading of Aristotle’s Politics leads one to realize that, after devis-
ing that neat scheme, Aristotle made things more complicated because of
his recourse to history and his observation of reality. For history abounds
with examples that tell us reality is much more complicated than Aristo-
tle’s neat scheme: there are all sorts of subdivisions and there are multiple,
different instantiations of every regime. That grid is more a hermeneutic
tool containing ideal-types than the quintessence of Aristotle’s investiga-
tions about political regimes.?

Accordingly, I will follow Aristotle in his argument, which starts by con-
necting the best form of government with human flourishing: the best
regime enables human beings to fully develop their typically human po-

1 Following some ingenious contemporary interpreter such as Martha Nussbaum:
see her piece of bravura: Nussbaum 1990.

2 For an introductory treatment of the subject see Newman 1887-1902, 1.214-225,
2.385-401, and Keyt and Miller 1991.
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tentialities, to become virtuous and therefore to flourish. It is the only
regime in which the good human being (who acts justly) and the good cit-
izen (who respects the laws) coincide. I will argue that Aristotle is serious
in maintaining that kingship is the best form of government if the king is
an extraordinarily virtuous person, but only in that case. It is not a mere
hypothesis, it requires the lucky conjunction of many elements, but it is
historically possible. In this respect, Aristotle always remained Platonic: the
best regime for him consists in the rule of one man far superior in virtue
and knowledge to any other so that he appears like a god among human
beings. However, this statement must be qualified in two respects: Aristo-
tle believes that a king must have a “heroic virtue,” which is different in
kind from the virtues possessed by human beings; in general, however,
Aristotle identifies the virtue necessary for ruling in @pévnoig, practical
wisdom, differentiating thus himself from Plato who saw in philosophical
knowledge the specific qualification to rule; second, Aristotle thought that
the best regime in the end depends on the circumstances, on the human
material at hand, namely on the quality of the citizens available to the law-
giver and the statesman.

II. Human Flourishing and the Best Regime

The most fruitful start consists in disentangling Aristotle’s reasoning by
following in his footsteps. He sees the question of the best regime as inex-
tricably intertwined with that of the best life to live, which is the most con-
ducive to human flourishing. This is clearly shown by the way Aristotle ap-
proaches the problem in Politics 7.1, where he states that before one can
properly undertake the investigation of the best regime, one should deter-
mine the nature of the most desirable life (Pol 7.1 1323a13-15). It is evi-
dent, for him, that the constitution of a political entity will structure the
way of life of the entire community: it will direct citizens towards a view of
the good life. Then, in the Nicomachean Ethics, a work which he describes
as “a political treatise” (rohtikn pébodog),® Aristotle examines the question
of what is the highest good for human beings: he is persuaded that there is
an overarching good that is specific to human beings and the best form of
government is the one which enables men to attain it. Everyone calls this

3 Arist. EN 1.1 1094b11. Cf. MM 1.1 1181b25-6. Vander Waerdt 1991 offers many
sensible observations: he strongly argues for reading Aristotle’s ethical teaching in-
side the framework of his political thought; I have the same approach here.
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highest good “happiness” or, better, “human flourishing” (eddopovia), but
when it comes to specifying its content opinions vary: some people identi-
fy it with pleasure, others with honour, others yet with contemplative life.
In this approach, Aristotle is remarkably different from the typical and
most widespread contemporary liberal approach which conceives the task
of the State to be the protection of human rights and enabling human be-
ings to pursue their individual, even idiosyncratic image of happiness. On
the contrary, Aristotle believes that every living thing has an activity
(8pyov) which is specific to it: for horses it is running and for the eye it is
to see; the excellent horse is that which runs fast and the excellent eye is
that which sees afar.* The &pyov specific to human beings is thinking and
therefore human excellence will consist in being able to do theoretical ac-
tivity; human happiness will reside in “a certain activity of the soul accord-
ing to virtue,’ namely in contemplative activity (0ewpia). Differently from
pleasure, which is common also to other sentient beings, and to the life
spent pursuing honour, which needs the recognition of other people, theo-
retical activity is perfectly self-sufficient and unique to human beings.

In order to pursue the Biog Oempnricdg however, human beings need to
live in a good form of government. Aristotle stands out in this persuasion,
which separates him from previous and subsequent authors: Plato, for in-
stance, shared Aristotle’s view that human happiness resides in a theoreti-
cal activity specific to the philosopher, an activity which assimilates man to
God,® but he thought that men could pursue this activity even in a corrupt
regime and, in addition, believed that external goods (such as wealth,
friends, fame) did not contribute to happiness. Subsequent authors, such
as the Stoics and the Epicureans, thought that the political regime in
which one person happened to live mattered nothing because the Stoic
wise man is a citizen of the universe and can find happiness anywhere
whereas the Epicurean retreats from the public arena and finds happiness
in the @ia of few friends. Aristotle, on the contrary, shares our modern
conviction that human beings cannot flourish in a bad regime, a convic-
tion reinforced by the totalitarian political experiences of the 20t century,
which have shown how an evil regime can turn its citizens into evil or de-
graded human beings. Aristotle very sensibly concludes that the Piog

4 EN 2.5 1106a20-21.

5 EN 1.9 1099b25. See the sensible observations in White 1992.

6 I am especially thinking of the opoiwoig 0ed of the Theaetetus, but this is also the
argument of the entire Republic. Famously, Aristotle conceives of god as pure
thought and maintained that when human beings do theoretical activity, they
come close to god, they ‘immortalize!
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moltikog necessarily precedes and creates the conditions for our theoretical
life and that the political community was created with a purpose in view:
the common good, which is what justice consists of.” This connection be-
tween ethics and politics is shown also by the Nicomachean Ethics’ conclu-
sion, where Aristotle connects the two disciplines in the “philosophy con-
cerning human matters” (EN 10.10 1181b15). The better the regime you
live in, the better your chances to flourish are. Finally, Aristotle very sensi-
bly argued that certain external goods do contribute to our happiness: al-
though Priam’s virtue shines (Sioldpmet) even in the midst of his misfor-
tunes, nobody would count him ‘happy’ (e08apoviCer).?

Let’s now turn to the Politics, and more specifically to its opening lines.
Here, Aristotle famously states that “every polis is a kind of community
(kowovio) and every community is created with the purpose of attaining
some good (dyaBov);” therefore the polis, which is “the most supreme
community” will aim at the supreme good, namely human flourishing.? In
fact, Aristotle adds, although the polis was created to enable human beings
to live ((fjv), it actually exists in order to make “living well” (&0 (fjv) possi-
ble: otherwise, we could call a collection of slaves a polis, but it is evident
that they do not share in “living well” or have purposeful lives; this expres-
sion equals evdawpovia, or human flourishing. Accordingly, Aristotle blunt-
ly dismisses other possible ends for the political community: its object is
not military alliance, nor does it exist for the sake of trade or of business
relations.!? It is evident that in Aristotle’s thought, the polis exists in order
to enable human beings to flourish, and this requires virtue; conversely,
one may argue that a human being can be virtuous and flourish only in-
side a polis. Aristotle’s famous statement that “man is by nature a political
animal” (Pol. 1.2 1253a2) entails exactly this: those who live outside the po-
lis are either inferior or superior to human beings; they are either wild
beasts or gods.!! It also entails that those people who live in huge political
arrangements where a despot rules over an immense population are not
perfect human beings; they are “slaves by nature]” and it is just and advan-

7 EN 8.11 1160a 13-14. In the opening lines of Politics 7, Aristotle states that those
who wish to examine appropriately what is the best form of government should
first determine what is the most desirable way of life: Pol. 7.1 1323a13-14.

8 EN 1.9 1100a4-9; 1.9 1100b31; 1.9 1101a6-8.

9 Pol. 1.1 1252a1-2. I have used Ernest Barker’s classic 1958 translation; it is accurate
and stylistically refined. I have sometimes adjusted it for consistency.

10 Pol. 3.9 1280a31-37; cf. b31-35.
11 Pol. 1.2 1253a3-29. For a very insightful treatment of the relation between human
flourishing and the polis see Ritter 1969.
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tageous for them to be ruled by a despot.!? We thus see how exacting Aris-
totle’s formula “man is by nature a political animal” is.

Aristotle’s next important step consists in identifying three forms, or re-
lations, of authority inside the household: the head of the household-the
father—has a “kingly” authority over the children and a “political” or “aris-
tocratic” authority over the wife (because they are both free, but the wife is
inferior); he has a “despotic” authority over the slaves. We learn here that
the king ought to be naturally superior to his subjects even if he is of the
same stock, and we are given the typical Homeric examples.!® This is im-
portant because evidently Aristotle believes that, although there is a funda-
mental difference between the government of a polis and the administra-
tion of the household, these relations of authority are mirrored or replicat-
ed in political regimes. We will see later how fruitful this insight can be.

Aristotle’s approach to the question of the best regime is typical of his
method of inquiry. As he states clearly, once one has sufficiently examined
this subject in a theoretical way, it is necessary to turn to the practice: “All
subjects of this nature may be treated liberally in theory, but have to be
handled in practice as circumstances demand?'* He therefore goes on to
examine visions of the best regime in which a human being could live “ac-
cording to one’s wishes” (kat edyiv),'’ which include actual forms of gov-
ernment and imagined regimes devised by previous famous authors. It is
not by chance that the Platonic projects of a perfect mohteia are the first
candidates to be examined. Aristotle has several sensible observations
against Plato’s view of the rule of philosophers accompanied by commu-
nion of goods, women and children for the ruling classes. He observes that
Plato’s exasperated search for unity transforms a polis, which is essentially
plurality, into a family,'® and notices that “men pay most attention to what
is their own, they care less for what is common;”1” from which he con-
cludes that it is better that property be private and be somewhat made

12 Pol. 1.5 1255a1-2. Let’s recall that decmoteia is the rule of the master of the house
over the slaves: as a political regime, despotism transfers this private status into
the public arena.

13 Pol. 1.12 1259b1-16.

14 Pol. 1.11,1258b9-11.

15 Pol. 2.1, 1260b2. In 7.2 1324a23-25, Aristotle reiterates that the best form of gov-
ernment is necessarily that in which all sorts of men are at their best and live hap-
pily.

16 Pol. 2.2 1261a15-20 and 1261b7-9; see also 2.5 1263b33-36.

17 Pol. 2.3 1261b33-36.
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common in use.'® After reviewing Plato’s major political proposals, Aristo-
tle credits ‘Socrates’ with “ingenuity, novelty of view and a spirit of in-
quiry}” but he adds two devastating lines of criticism. First, “perfection in
everything is perhaps a difficult thing” and one may make assumptions
“according to one’s wishes” (kat’edy1v), but one ought not to make any as-
sumption which is plainly impossible (d4dVvatov).!® Second, and this is a
recurrent idea in Aristotle, “almost everything has been discovered al-
ready;” therefore, in the long history of mankind, Plato’s measures “would
not have gone unnoticed if they had been really good?”? Aristotle then
goes on to examine two other projects of ideal moAteion, those of Phaleas
of Chalcedon and of Hippodamus of Miletus, and criticizes their main
lines.?! In addition, Aristotle examines two actual forms of government
lauded by many Greeks as excellent mohteion, namely Crete and Sparta. We
may recall that already in the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle had maintained
that the genuine statesman aims at rendering his citizens good and law-
abiding and gave as examples the lawgivers of Crete and Sparta.?? Aristotle
is aware that some people consider Sparta a mixed constitution, and they
extol its merits for this since they believe that the best regime should con-
sist in a mixture of all constitutions—monarchy, oligarchy and democracy.??
Sparta, however, is criticized for the bad arrangement between Spartans
and helots: these latter are always on the watch for the misfortunes of their
masters, “just as if they lay in an ambush;*?* on the contrary, in order to
preserve a political arrangement it is necessary that all of its parts want to
keep it in the same condition.?s Aristotle also criticizes the excessive free-
dom of women, the greed of the Spartans and, more generally, the fact that
their constitution is designed uniquely to create warrior citizens: Sparta

18 See Pol. 2.5 1263a26-28 and 39-40; cf. 6.5 1320b9-10 and 7.10 1329b42-1330a3. On
the topic of property in a political regime, see Giorgini 2016.

19 Pol. 2.6 1265a19-20; cf. 4.1 1288b37-38; 7.4 1325b37-40.

20 Pol. 2.5 1264a2-3. Cf. 7.10 1329b25ff., where Aristotle maintains that most institu-
tions have been invented in the course of years on a number of different occa-
sions, indeed an indefinite number of times: “Necessity itself, we may reasonably
suppose, will steadily be the mother of indispensable inventions..

21 On these reformers and ‘utopian’ thinkers see the pathbreaking essays, Bertelli
1982 and 2012.

22 EN1.13,1102a10-12.

23 Pol. 2.6 1265b32-35. In Sparta, monarchy would be represented by the two kings,
oligarchy by the Council of Elders, and democracy by the Ephors, who are drawn
from the ranks of the people.

24 Pol. 2.9 12692a38-40.

25 Pol. 2.9 1270b20-21.
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therefore flourished when it was always fighting but it could not keep her
empire in peaceful times. And we may add that human flourishing cannot
be pursued in times of war and does not consist in warlike virtue. The Cre-
tan constitution is criticized for some of its institutions, which make it a
constitutional arrangement only by name while it is in fact “an arbitrary
form of oligarchy”?¢ These explorations in constitutional theory and prac-
tice reveal Aristotle’s desire to learn from the past, be it in the form of ideas
put forth by famous thinkers or the actual practice of people.

III. The Classification of Political Regimes

Aristotle’s next important constitutional point consists in examining who
is to be considered citizen in a polis. He observes that this varies according
to the regime and concludes that the citizen under each different kind of
constitution must also be different.?” It follows that “the virtue of the citi-
zen is necessarily related to the form of government,” and since there are
several different kinds of regimes, there cannot be a single absolute excel-
lence of the earnest (omovdaiog) citizen. On the other hand, the good man
is so called in virtue of a single absolute excellence. Aristotle’s line of rea-
soning is clear: different regimes require different virtues from their citi-
zens (and, conversely, they educate them into different virtues). Being an
earnest citizen in an oligarchy like Sparta requires different virtues than be-
ing an earnest citizen in democratic Athens; not to speak of what it means
to be an ‘earnest citizen’ in a tyranny: evil regimes clearly reveal how a per-
son can be an earnest citizen without possessing the virtue of the good hu-
man being.?® Again, the examples of the recent totalitarian past, and
movies like Florian Henckel von Donnersmarck’s The Lives of Others
(2006), set in Eastern Germany under the Communist regime and showing
the deceit and compromise required by totalitarian regimes in everyday
life, may help our memory and imagination. We may add that, in this per-
spective, there is only one regime in which the virtue of the earnest citizen
is identical to that of the good man: and this is the best constitution.?? On-
ly in this regime do the virtues required to be considered an earnest citizen
coincide with the virtues of the good human being in general. Why is this

26 Pol. 2.10 1272b10-11.

27 Pol. 3.1 1275b2-4; 3.4 1276b30-31; 3.5, 1278a15-16.
28 Pol. 3.4 1276b35; cf. EN 5.3 1130b28-29.

29 Cf. Pol. 4.7 1293b5-6.
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distinction so important? One simply has to recall how many immoral acts
have been perpetrated by ‘earnest citizens’ who followed the law and
obeyed orders; although their deeds were criminal, they were neither ille-
gal nor unjust, if one equates what is just with what is legal.

We are at this stage in the best position to examine Aristotle’s famous
classification of the forms of government. He recalls that human beings
originally get together for the common interest and the common benefit;3°
it follows that:

those constitutions which consider the common interest are right con-
stitutions, judged by the standard of absolute justice. Those constitu-
tions which consider only the personal interest of the rulers are all
wrong constitutions, or perversions of the right forms. Such perverted
forms are despotic whereas the polis is an association of free men.3!

This is evidently a qualitative way of classifying the political regimes: how
do rulers exercise their power? To this Aristotle adds a quantitative way:
how many are those in power? For the term “constitution” (roAteio) iden-
tifies the “concrete government” (molitevpa);’? this is ‘supreme’ or
‘sovereign’ (kOptov) in any city and may be composed of one, few or many
citizens. When the one, the few or the many rule with a view to the com-
mon good, we have a right constitution; when they rule for their personal
interest, we have a perversion. The resulting classification is as follows:

Right Regimes Perversions
Kingship Tyranny
Aristocracy Oligarchy
Politeia Democracy

This scheme is so famous, that I will confine myself here to a few observa-
tions. Aristotle is very sensibly persuaded that all good forms of govern-
ment aim at some kind of the just, that is, are based on some notion of jus-
tice. For instance, justice consists in equality-but only among equal citi-
zens; conversely, inequality is just when it is applied to unequal citizens.

30 Pol 3.6 1278b22-24.

31 Pol. 3.6 1279a18-22. The use of “despotic” emphasises that in such regimes, citi-
zens are not altogether free, and the ruled cannot pursue happiness. A polis, prop-
erly speaking, cannot be despotic because it is an association of free men endeav-
ouring to actualize their most typically human potentialities.

32 There depart from Barker’s translation, which renders mokitevpa as “civic bodyZ
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So, there is a portion of justice in all these views and this is why it is not so
easy to identify the best regime immediately.33

Furthermore, and differently from Plato who believed that only philoso-
phers’ rule was a right form of government and democracy was a very bad
regime,>* Aristotle maintains that rule of the dfjpog can be a correct form
of government, provided it is exercised for the benefit of the entire citizen-
ry. The rehabilitation of the mAfjfog dpydv is, indeed, one of the most re-
markable departures from Plato in Aristotle’s political thought.

From what follows, it emerges clearly that this neat scheme is conceived
by Aristotle as a hermeneutical tool for examining existing political
regimes. For Aristotle immediately shows it presents serious difficulties
which are revealed by historical investigation and the observation of exist-
ing constitutions.?S For instance, in reality the few and the many identify
the rich and the poor, respectively (a ‘sociological’ observation, we may
say). Also, the quantitative element is accidental: what if in a city the rich
are the many and the poor are the few? Can we still speak of oligarchy as
rule of the rich? Finally, Aristotle shows that there are many kinds of king-
ship, aristocracy, oligarchy and democracy and the borders between
regimes are not so neat and clear.3¢ In fact, there exist also “combinations”
of constitutions, such as “oligarchical aristocracies” and “politeiai inclining
towards democracy”?’

The Best Regime: Kingship?
In many passages, Aristotle is adamant in maintaining that if in a political

community there is someone, or a few people, so incomparably superior in
virtue to all others, he (or they) “can no longer be treated as part of the po-

33 Pol. 3.9 1280a9-15. See the sensible observations of Knoll 2016.

34 Cf. Plato, R. 5.449a and 8.555b ff., for the position of democracy in his classifica-
tion of constitutions. It is the last but one and prepares the advent of tyranny.

35 I implicitly side with a ‘unitarian’ reading of Aristotle’s Politics concerning his
constitutional theory. For a reassertion of this view see Knoll 2011a and 2011b. An
extreme position in this sense is held by Phillips Simpson 1998, who argues that
(xvi): “the Politics is a formal and doctrinal unity without even apparent incoher-
ence? For a contrary opinion see Schiitrumpf 2011. See also Schitrumpf 2005.

36 See Angell Bates 2003, 80-82, who speaks of Aristotle’s “deconstruction” of his
own scheme. Bates’ book is rich with interesting observations but suffers from the
author’s assumption that Aristotle’s writings are as perfectly polished as Plato’s,
disregarding the fact that they are notes for lectures.

37 Pol. 6.1 1317a3-6.
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lis” and should without hesitation rule over all others: “for a person of this
order may very well be like a god among men”38 People like this are not
bound by the laws because they are themselves the law. I am inclined to
think that by emphasising the god-likeness of such a person (for his lan-
guage leads us to suppose that he is thinking of one person, not even a
few) Aristotle wants to underscore the incommensurability with human
standards of such a ruler; but he does not want us to assume that it is im-
possible to find such a person just as it is impossible to see a god roaming
the streets along with men.? In fact, a little later, Aristotle reiterates that it
is ridiculous to think of ruling over, or in turns with, someone of extraordi-
nary virtue just as it would be ridiculous to do so with Zeus: the “natural
course” is for all others to pay a willing obedience to the man of outstand-
ing virtue; such men will accordingly be the permanent kings in their
cities.*? A conclusion that is emphatically reached again a little later:

When it happens that the virtue of a family, or even a single person, is
of merit so outstanding as to surpass that of all the rest, it is only just
that this family should be vested with kingship and absolute sovereign-
ty, or that this single person should become king.... The only course
which remains is that he should receive obedience and should have
supreme power without any limit of tenure.*!

This belief is confirmed by what Aristotle says at Politics 3.13 1283b22-24:

If some one man be a better man than all the other good men who be-
long to the concrete government (mwolitevpa), this one man should be
sovereign (kvplov) on the very same ground of justice.

Furthermore, at the beginning of Politics 3.10 Aristotle poses “the question
as to what the authoritative element (10 k0pov) of the city should be” He

38 Pol. 3.13 1284a4-11. On the characteristics of this virtue and its compatibility with
political association see Newell 1987.

39 I therefore disagree with the interpreters who consider the willing acceptance of a
man of extraordinary virtue as king a practical impossibility or merely hypotheti-
cal. I will give my reasons in the next section. See, e.g., Bluhm 1962, and Mulgan
1977, 78-88. Among these interpreters I would like to single out the refined view
of Bartlett 1994, who sees the foundation of Aristotle’s political science in the re-
jection of divine law and gives a very nuanced interpretation of his theory of polit-
ical regimes. I cannot agree, however, with his conclusion that (149): “the abso-
lute kingship Aristotle here describes is for all practical purposes impossible” For
an extreme reading in this line of interpretation see Nichols 1992.

40 Pol. 3.13 1284b25-34.

41 Pol. 3.17 1288a15-30.
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quickly answers that “it is either the multitude, the wealthy, the re-
spectable, the one who is best of all, or the tyrant” (Pol. 3.10 1281a11-15).
The Béhtictog &v, “the one who is best of all later described as
omovdardtortog (Pol. 3.10 1281a33), is clearly the king. Finally, in Politics 7.3
1325b10 we read that “if there is anyone superior in virtue it is fine and
just to obey him” We may note Aristotle’s insistence on this god-like virtue
of the good king: when he examines the perverted regimes, he says that
tyranny is necessarily the worst constitution since it is a perversion of the
“best and most divine” (Belotdm).> We may also note that, in the quick re-
view of political regimes in Nicomachean Ethics 8.12, Aristotle maintains
that kingship is the best form of government and adds that the king is
“self-sufficient and excels in all good things; and such a man needs nothing
further? Kingship-we read a little further on-aims at being “paternal
rule”® We may infer that Aristotle thought that a man of extraordinary
virtue who ruled a city as king would make laws who foster the common
good, educate the citizens to the highest virtues, and protect them by mak-
ing wise alliances and not waging adventurous wars;* finally, he would al-
low them to do theoretical activity as much as possible, enabling them to
implement their most typically human potentiality by taking upon himself
the burden of political matters.* In so doing, he would act as the good fa-
ther of the house—an image that combines traditional and Homeric sugges-
tions revived by Plato and Xenophon.

It is interesting to note that the extraordinary virtue of the king succeeds
in keeping the polis a community although one of its key features disap-
pears: even if one man only rules the city without alternation and there is
no shared participation in ruling, the citizens fully retain their political
prerogatives and thus the polis remains a xowavia. In fact, Aristotle ad-
dresses the objection made by some people (dokel 8¢ Tiowv) that “it is en-
tirely contrary to nature for one person to be sovereign over all the citizens
where the city consists of men who are alike;” this objection presupposes
the typical view of the polis as a community of equals.*¢ Aristotle’s answer
is precisely that one such man of superlative virtue is not like the others:
their virtues cannot be compared. This is not the case with perverted one-
man rule, namely tyranny, in which there is nothing in common between

42 Pol. 4.2 1289240.

43 EN 8.11 1160a35-36; b27-28.

44 Many interesting observations in Horn 2006.

45 T agree with Vander Waerdt 1985 that Aristotle preferred a certain kind of king-
ship because it is better suited to foster a life of philosophia.

46 Pol. 3.16 1287a11-13.
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the ruler and the ruled and the spirit of community, which is' i.e., the
essence of the polis is lost: “for where ruler and ruled have nothing in com-
mon (pndév kowdv), they have no friendship, since they have no justice ei-
ther?# In the case of tyranny, Aristotle repeatedly and consistently argues
that this regime is the mirror-opposite of political and constitutional gov-
ernment.*8

Finally, a similar conclusion is reached in Po/itics 7.14 1332b16-32, where
Aristotle adds an important qualification: if the rulers and ruled differed so
much as gods and heroes differ from human beings, it would be just that
the same people ruled all the time; but since there is no-one showing such
difference and superiority now, it is better to rule and be ruled in turns.
This is, in my opinion, a point of fundamental significance and it is con-
firmed by what we read in Politics 5.10 131324-8: nowadays kingships are
not created anymore, and any government of that type which emerges to-
day is either a personal government or a tyranny. This is because many
people today have equal qualities, but no-one is superior to the point of
being suited to the greatness and dignity of the position of king. It is the
kind of ‘human material’ present in a city that tips the balance in one sense
or the other.

IV. Beyond the Surface: Things Get More Complicated

A little later on, Aristotle seems to make things more complicated, for he
adds this consideration: if in a city we have a number of excellent persons,
an aristocracy should be considered preferable to a kingship.#® Aristotle is
careful to specify that by ‘aristocracy’ he means a regime where the mem-
bers are “not merely good according to some principle” (mpog vmoébesiv
twva) but are “absolutely (amAdg) the best in point of moral quality”® In
fact, this is perfectly consistent with his previous reasoning: the matter de-
pends on the circumstances, on the presence in the city of one man of out-
standing virtue or of some with equally great virtue. Kingship and aristoc-
racy are thus closely connected because they have virtue as the criterion for

47 EN 8.11 1161a33-34.

48 See Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 14 and 16: when describing Pisistratus’ fair and just rule in
Athens, Aristotle twice remarks that he “ruled politically rather than tyrannically”
(pOALOV TOMTIKDG | TUPAVVIKDG).

49 Pol. 3.15 1286b4-7; cf. 1287b14 where Aristotle states that “two good men are bet-
ter than one.

50 Pol. 4.7 1293b3-5. On this see the refined observations by Irrera 2016.
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the choice of the rulers: “kingship corresponds with aristocracy” in this re-
spect, Aristotle observes.’! Some confirmation comes also from his remark
in Politics 5.2 1289a31-32 that speaking of the best form of government is
actually identical to speaking of kingship and aristocracy.

This persuasion seems to be corroborated by what Aristotle maintains
in the Eudemian Ethics. There he reminds the reader that in every constitu-
tion there is a form of justice because every political regime is a communi-
ty and a community is kept together by justice. What he means is that in
every constitution there are people who are more or less similar. When, on
the contrary, the relation is like that of soul and body or artisan and instru-
ment or master and slave, there cannot be anything in common between
them, for one is the instrument of the other.’> Hence, kingship is suited
only to circumstances when a man has an outstanding virtue compared to
his fellow-citizens. In this work, Aristotle reiterates his persuasion that all
regimes (or rather all power relations) can be found also in the family: the
father has kingly power, the husband and wife have an aristocratic relation-
ship, and the brothers have an egalitarian relationship. Aristotle adds that
the aristocratic constitution is based on proportional equality and this is
the best regime.>

To make matters (apparently) even more complicated, Aristotle intro-
duces a further consideration accompanied by a beautiful metaphor. For
he says that the idea that the people at large—instead of the few-should be
sovereign in a city seems defensible and appears to contain some truth.

There is this to be said for the many. Each of them by himself may not
be of a good quality; but when they all come together it is possible that
they may surpass—collectively and as a body, although not individually-the
quality of the few best. Feasts to which many contribute may excel those
provided at one man’s expense. In the same way, when there are many,
each can bring his share of goodness and moral prudence; and when all
meet together the people may thus become something in the nature of a
single person, who-as he has many feet, many hands, and many senses—
may also have many qualities of character and intelligence.>*

Aristotle shows here to have no qualms in admitting that the mass of
the people may be suited to rule in certain circumstances, namely when

51 Pol. 5.10,1310b2-3; cf. 4.2 1289a30-33. Incidentally, this is also Plato’s view in the
Republic: Kallipolis is ruled by one or a few ‘philosopher-kings’ depending on the
lucky chance of finding one or more true philosophers (R. 4.445d).

52 EE 7.9 1241b13-24.

53 EE 7.9 1241b37-8.

54 Pol. 3.11 1281a40-1281b8.
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there is friendship and concord among the people. They will not possess
full virtue,* but their union will make up for that. Some contemporary au-
thors, notably Stanford classicist and political scientist Josiah Ober, have
used this statement to argue that Aristotle believed in the “wisdom of the
multitude” and had already identified an ‘epistemic’ approach to decision-
making which was based on democratic values.’®

V. Towards a Solution

To solve the riddle of the best constitution according to Aristotle, we may
start from the opening lines of book 4 of the Politics. There, with a (critical)
eye to Plato and the other authors who investigated the topic of the best
regime, Aristotle declares that “there is a rule which applies to all the arts
and sciences]” including politics: in this field, one has to investigate first
what is the best regime “according to our wishes” (kat’evynv); secondly,
“which sort of constitution suits which sort of civic body” The good law-
giver and the real statesman should, therefore, look not only for what is ab-
solutely best but also for what is in general most efficient and what is best
according to the circumstances. Thirdly, they should consider the sort of
constitution which is based on a specific presupposition (¢ vmoBécenc).’”
Fourthly, one has to know the type of constitution which is best suited to
political communities in general (pdiiota appottovoav). Aristotle criti-
cizes both the thinkers like Plato who investigate what is absolutely best,
regardless of the actual conditions of a place or people and the means at
disposal; and those who advocate an existing form of government (such as
the Spartan or Cretan constitution) as best.>

5SS Pol. 3.7 1279a39.

56 Ober 2013. See also Ober 2017, where he explores the possibility of applying an-
cient insights to contemporary democracies. Also, Waldron 1995, who coined the
expression “doctrine of the wisdom of the multitude” For a very sensible review
of the literature on the subject and an alternative defence of democracy based on
the equality of citizens see Schwartzberg 2016. Finally, see the very insightful Lane
2013, who sensibly argues that, read in context, Aristotle’s statement about the
‘wisdom of the multitude’ indicates that he thought the people could make good
judgments about officials but were not good themselves at holding offices.

57 By ¥mobeoig Aristotle means the specific presupposition, namely the target at
which the policy of a certain political arrangement aims at: in Pol. 6.2 1317240,
for instance, he states that the vm60eoig of democratic regimes is érev0épua, liber-

ty.
58 Pol. 4.1 1288b38-1289al.
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After this classification, we may argue that Aristotle believed that the
best form of government in which anyone could live kot e0yfiv is a monar-
chy, provided that the king has an extraordinary virtue. Is it possible to
find such a man? I believe Aristotle thought it was, both for theoretical and
practical reasons. At the level of theory, in the 4% century BCE, kingship
was not immediately assimilated to tyranny as a bad form of government,
as it was the case in the 5% century: with Cleisthenes’ reforms and the es-
tablishment of democracy in Athens, following the expulsion of the Pisis-
tratid tyrants, one-man rule had become an unviable option as a regime.>
Monarchy was the negative counterpart to democratic selfimage, to demo-
cratic ideology. The ideological Stimmung of the 4™ century is completely
different in this respect. Xenophon, already, had rehabilitated kingship as a
good form of government in such works as the Agesilaos and the Cyropaedia
where, incidentally, the kings of Sparta and Persia were chosen as examples
of excellent monarchs. In Plato’s political works, especially in the Republic
and the Statesman, the perfect city is ruled by a philosopher-king or a
statesman who possesses true political science. In addition, monarchy had
been rehabilitated historically, ‘on the ground’ so to speak, by such new
sole rulers as Evagoras and Hermias of Atarnaeus,®® whose merits are ex-
tolled also by Isocrates.®! For Aristotle the possibility of finding an excel-
lent man who can become king of a political community is thus not just a
hypothetical but also a historical possibility, based on the examples of his
age. It is certainly hard to find all the favourable conditions, above all a
man of exceptional virtue devoted to the common good, but this is not
just a utopian thought. Once established as king, such a man could rule ac-
cording to his virtue and art and change the laws according to his knowl-

59 On the tyrant as the dialectical counterpart to democracy and democratic ideolo-
gy I wish to refer to Giorgini, 1993.

60 Hermias, Aristotle’s father-in-law (he married his adopted daughter), is a perfect
case in point: he had been Plato’s and Aristotle’s pupil, and Aristotle dwelled
three years in Atarnaeus after leaving Athens following Plato’s death; when Her-
mias was betrayed and then killed by the Persians, Aristotle wrote a Hymn to
Virtue to praise him. On this composition, the tradition of the text and literary
genre, and for comments see Bowra 1938; Renehan 1982; and especially Ford
2011.

61 In an interesting and sophisticated essay, Atack 2015 maintains that Aristotle’s
treatment of kingship is (319): “a critical response to the virtue kingship theories
of Isocrates and Xenophon, parallel to that of Plato in the Statesman and the
Laws? She concludes that Aristotle did not have current examples in mind but
was rather looking into a mythical past for exemplars. See also Atack 2014.
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edge, just like the perfect statesman envisaged by Plato in the Statesman.6?
We may note, incidentally, that Plato described the best constitution as de-
tached from all the others and standing out “as a god from men”% We may
add that in his review of historical monarchies, Aristotle speaks of a kind
which he defines mappoociieio, where one person is absolute sovereign on
every issue;** a type of kingship which corresponds to paternal rule over a
household because “just as paternal rule is kingship over a family, so con-
versely this type may be regarded as paternal rule over a polis..265 I am in-
clined to think that the logical conclusion of Aristotle’s reasoning is that a
man who excels in virtue like a god among human beings should have the
power of a mapPoctieia.

This is a very important point. As we know from the Nicomachean
Ethics, the Blog woltikdg is rewarding because it prepares the conditions for
the activity which is most suited to human beings and in which their hap-
piness resides—theoretical activity®*-but it is not itself the supreme form of
life. It follows that citizens of the best regime will have most time at their
disposal because one person of extraordinary practical virtue takes care of
the political affairs himself. They can attend to the Biog Bewpntucdg undis-
turbed by practical matters and knowing that they are taken care of in an
excellent way. We may remark how similar this conclusion is to Plato’s vi-
sion, which Aristotle abundantly criticizes. There is, however, an impor-
tant difference. Plato was persuaded that philosophers, who know the idea
of the good, are also the best statesmen because they know what is really
good for their fellow-citizens. Aristotle, on the contrary, draws a hard and
fast distinction between theoretical knowledge and practical wisdom and,
in fact, finds the perfect example of the @pévipog in Pericles, not in
Socrates.®” The situation with the ‘kingly man’ is, however, different. Prac-
tical wisdom is the virtue of the rulers,®® but the ‘kingly man’ must have
something more, a ‘heroic virtue’ which is different in kind from the other
human virtues and assimilates him to a god or a hero, setting him above

62 Aristotle remarks that “it is clear that a constitution based on the letter and rules
of law is not the best constitution:” Pol. 3.15 1286a16. See Pl., Plt. 297a; 300c-d. Cf.
X.,Cyr. 7.

63 P, Plt. 303b; Lg. 9 875c.

64 On mopPoocireio see Gastaldi 2009; Nagle 2000; Carlier 1993.

65 Pol. 3.14 1285b30-33.

66 On theoretical activity and schole see Solmsen 1964.

67 EN 6.5 1140b7-10.

68 Pol. 3.4 1277b25-30: “practical wisdom alone of the virtues is peculiar to a ruler?
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human standards.®? For Aristotle, the gods are beyond virtue and vice (it
would be ridiculous to praise them for observing contracts, for instance, or
returning deposits) and have no activity in common with men but
thought.”% It is this kind of heroic virtue which enables the king to benefit
his fellow-citizens by creating the material conditions for their pursuit of
philosophy.”! It follows that this heroic virtue is exercised in political mat-
ters and concerns only t& woAwtiké. In fact, Aristotle observes that men of
outstanding virtue “will be treated unjustly if deemed worthy of equal sta-
tus, being so widely unequal in virtue and in their political capacity (v
TolTkTV Sdvapy)72

However, since the occurrence of all these circumstances is so rare, and
god-like men are rarest,” Aristotle is ready to concede that a government
of the most virtuous citizens is an excellent alternative; these would edu-
cate their fellow-citizens into the values of the constitution and make them
good, law-abiding citizens. The choice is thus between one man of extraor-
dinary virtue and a small group of virtuous men, and it depends on the cir-
cumstances, on the ‘human material’ at hand.”* Indeed, since Aristotle dif-
ferentiates between different kinds of aristocracy, at one point he swiftly
equates the kind of aristocracy based on virtue of the rulers and the ruled
with “the best constitution” fout court.”> We may note that this was exactly
Plato’s solution, who thought that the best form of government should be
a philosophical monarchy or, alternatively, what we are accustomed to call
the rule of the philosopher-kings, which in practice is an intellectual aris-
tocracy.

The third solution is to opt for the “most efficient” constitution, which
can be the best in certain circumstances: this is a mixed regime which com-

69 EN 7.1 1145a15-27, where Aristotle speaks of a “virtue superior to us, a heroic, in-
deed divine, sort of virtue?

70 EN 10.8 1178a10-24. This is why, if we love and cherish a friend, we do not wish
him to become a god -he would be incomparable to a human being and the
friendship would end: EN 8.7 1159a5; cf. 9.4 1166a22.

71 Iagree with Vander Waerdt 1985, 267-268 that this leaves open the question of the
relation between this heroic virtue and the virtue of philosophy. Vander Waerdt
believes that Aristotle wanted to avoid the difficulty inherent in Plato’s rule of the
philosopher-kings, who needed to be compelled to re-descend into the cave of po-
litics and were thus destined to be unhappy.

72 Pol. 3.13 1284a9-10.

73 EN 7.1 1145a28: “Now it is rare that a divine man (10 Ogiov Gvdpa) exists?

74 See Pol. 4.2 1289a32-34, where Aristotle says that studying the best form of gov-
ernment is equivalent to studying these two regimes, kingship and aristocracy.

75 Pol. 4.7 1293b20.
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bines the traits of oligarchy and democracy and is best suited to situations
where there is a prevalence of the middle class.”® This conclusion is not to-
tally unexpected, for Aristotle is persuaded that different constitutions are
advantageous to different people.”” On a more general level, Aristotle be-
lieves that one has to evaluate the constitutions according to their approxi-
mation to the best, “unless one is judging with a view to a presupposition;”
namely, according to the circumstances and the objectives of a constitu-
tion.”® Interestingly enough, after reviewing the many historical types of
oligarchy and of democracy, Aristotle concludes that such a mixed regime
may be identified with the wolrteia, although it is customary to call
wolrteion only those regimes which tend towards democracy.”? From an in-
stitutional point of view, such mixture is possible when one takes traits
from both forms of government, for instance, by choosing election to the
magistracies instead of lot (this is typical of oligarchies), but without limi-
tations according to wealth (this is typical of democracies). Such a constitu-
tion is sort of a mean between two extremes and it is therefore excellent.’°
To the point that Aristotle feels entitled to conclude:

It is clear that the best form of political community is one where pow-
er is vested in the middle class and that good government is attainable
in those states where there is a large middle class.8!

This middle type of constitution is also best because is stable and free from
factional strife. In general, Aristotle remarks, factional strife arises out of
inequality (&vicov) and the corresponding desire for equality;?? according-
ly, where the middle class is large there is least likelihood of faction and
dissension (otdoelg kol dtaotdoelg) among the citizens.$? This fact makes it
also “the safest” (do@odeotdrn) of all constitutions,3* because human be-
ings are happiest when they have equal status (icov &yovteg)®® and therefore

76 Pol. 4.8 1293b33-34. At 4.9 1294a16-17, Aristotle describes this as a mixture of the
wealthy and the poor.

77 Pol. 6.1 1317a14-15; cf. 4.12 1296b13-1297a13.

78 Pol. 4.11 1296b9-10.

79 Pol. 4.8 1293b35.

80 Pol. 4.9 1294b12-20. Irrera 2016 defines this regime a fourth kind of aristocracy
because (120): “the mixture of parts in a well-tempered constitution is realized ‘in
a beautiful way”

81 Pol. 4.11 1295b35-38.

82 Pol. 5.1,1301b27-29.

83 Pol. 4.11 1296a7-10.

84 Pol. 5.1 1302a15.

85 Pol. 5.7 1307a18.
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do not attempt to overthrow the constitution. One final point: I am in-
clined to think that Aristotle believed that the fine blending of the quali-
ties of democracy and oligarchy to create a stable molteia is the work of a
wise legislator or statesman, endowed with pdvnoig and love for his coun-
try. The example he had in mind was probably Solon, who was unique in
having created a péon molreia in Athens.8¢

VI. Looking for Confirmation

Let us now turn to the other works of Aristotle in order to get some in-
sights and confirmation of our conjectures. In the Rbetoric, Aristotle speaks
only of four forms of government.?” Why is it so? We have to rule out the
explanation that at the stage when Aristotle wrote this work, he had not
elaborated his more complex theory of the forms of government which in-
cluded three good ones and three perversions. We must do so because Aris-
totle explicitly says that these arguments have been dealt more lengthily in
his Politics. Therefore, we may argue that for rhetorical purposes four forms
were enough because the aim of rhetoric is to find persuasive arguments
about well-known things and those four regimes were the most widespread
and well-known. They are distinguished by their sovereignty, by the part
which makes decisions, and are: democracy, oligarchy, aristocracy and
monarchy. They are characterized as follows: in democracy magistrates are
elected by lot, whereas in an oligarchy they are chosen according to their
wealth; in aristocracy, magistrates are chosen according to their education
in the laws: “in aristocracy those who have remained faithful to the institu-
tions rule;” these are by necessity the best. In monarchy, one person alone
is sovereign: monarchy which has a certain order (té&w) is kingship, that
which has no limits (46piotog) is tyranny. Moreover, every regime has a cer-
tain purpose, for which each one is chosen: the purpose of democracy is
liberty, that of oligarchy wealth, that of aristocracy what concerns educa-
tion and institutions, that of tyranny the protection of the tyrant. It is just
too bad that the line concerning the purpose of kingship is missing. Final-
ly, each constitution has a “character” (800g), which is in line with, and
conforms to the constitution itself. The character of the citizens conforms

86 I take the reference in Pol. 5.11 1296a38-b2 to be to Solon, who is mentioned be-
fore in the chapter. On Aristotle’s positive judgment of Solonian democracy see
Lintott 1992, esp. 126-127. Other interpreters believe that the reference is to Ther-
amenes, who is praised in the Azh. Pol.

87 Rb. 1.8 1365b20ff.
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to that of the constitution, for each political regime tends to create citizens
similar to the constitution. Accordingly, each political regime has its own
specific standard of goodness by which it judges the virtue of citizens: the
good citizen and the good human being are one and the same only in the
best form of government.?® On the other hand, the good ruler is always
characterized by practical wisdom (ppdévnoig), which is an absolute stan-
dard that is not relative to a specific political arrangement.®’

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle examines the question of the best
regime with a double intent. First, it is important to know what regime is
best because, as such, it will be also the most conducive to human flourish-
ing. This is an important point which enables us to underscore again the
difference between Aristotle’s and the typical contemporary approach” in a
liberal society we certainly do not expect our happiness to come from the
State or to be the government’s business. We might expect the government
to have efficient public services—schools, hospitals, police-but happiness is
a private matter; whereas for Aristotle a political community that does not
care about the happiness of the citizens is such only in words but not in
deeds. The polis creates the political pre-conditions for the flourishing of
its citizens, and the best regime succeeds perfectly in doing this. Second,
Aristotle considers friendship among the citizens an all-important virtue
and devotes a long treatment (two books) to the examination of this topic:
he is thus interested in studying the kind of justice and friendship that can
be realized in each form of government. In the Nicomachean Ethics, we
have a sketchier treatment of the characteristics of the different regimes
than in the Politics, but the content is very similar. Aristotle maintains that
there are three kinds of constitutions and three corresponding “perver-
sions” Here, he describes the three constitutions as kingship, aristocracy,
and timocracy, “which most people are used to call politeza.”! He then says
clearly that “of these the best is kingship and the worst is timocracy.” The
friendship of a king towards his subjects consists in superiority in benefit-
ing them; he takes care of them as a father takes care of his children or as a
shepherd takes care of his sheep. This is a typical Homeric image (again al-
ready found in Plato’s Statesman) and in fact Homer’s description of
Agamemnon as “shepherd of people” is quoted. The three perversions are

88 Pol. 3.4 1277a14-16 and b25-30; 3.18 1288a36-39; 4.7 1293b4-7.

89 Fine observations about a good ruler in a non-ideal political community may be
found in Irrera 2010.

90 EN 8.12 1160a30.

91 EN 8.12 1160a35-6.
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democracy, oligarchy, and tyranny, and Aristotle comments that in these
deviated regimes, there is little justice and friendship.

There is another interesting point here: Aristotle comments that it is
possible to have friendship with a king, provided one is excellent in virtue
(EN 8.9 1159al). But it is not possible, contrary to popular opinion and
Homeric images, to be friends with a god because his or her superiority in
virtue far exceeds human standards. In order to have friendship, there must
be something in common, which is not the case between gods and men.
As he had already argued in the Magna Moralia, denying the possibility of
friendship between gods and men, Aristotle believes that in order to have
friendship it is necessary to have reciprocation, which is obviously impossi-
ble in that case?? As he says in the Eudemian Ethics, “it is ridiculous if
somebody accuses god not to reciprocate friendship?? An interesting puz-
zle thus arises: we wish all the best goods for our friends, but we want
them to remain friends and therefore we cannot wish them to become
gods; we wish all the goods to our friends but provided they remain hu-
man.”* We want our friends to flourish and, as we have seen, human flour-
ishing for Aristotle consists in theoretical activity. Since thinking is also the
activity of god and our intellect is something divine, when human beings
think they assimilate themselves to god: they “immortalize” themselves
(6BavatiCewv: Aristotle makes up this verb which recurs only in this pas-
sage) and live a divine life.”

Conclusion

One final point. Aristotle, typically, does not confine himself to these theo-
retical explorations of the question of the best regime. He devotes the last
two books of the Politics to an examination of the practical circumstances
that are required in order to build the best possible political arrange-
ment.?® He thus declares his persuasion based on “the observation of
facts™7 that, as concerns the size of the population, it has to be “the great-

92 See MM 2.11 1208b27-30.

93 EE 7.3 1238b27.

94 EN 8.9 1159al-11.

95 EN 10.7 1177b28-32. On superhuman virtue see EN 7.1 1145a 25. Cf. MM 2.5
1200b12.

96 Interesting observations in Chuska 2000.

97 Pol. 7.4 1326b12: éx 1@V Epyov.
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est surveyable number required for achieving a life of self-sufficiency?”® As
to the location, it is better if the city has access to the sea and is geographi-
cally situated in a central zone, not too north nor too south or east: people
in the north are typically courageous but lack intelligence and refinement;
people of Asia are endowed with skill and intelligence but lack spirit and
therefore are prone to live as subjects and slaves. Maybe not surprisingly,
Greece happens to have an intermediate geographical position, and the
Greek stock possesses both spirit and intelligence: it could “govern every
other people, if only it could once achieve political unity?® One important
point concerns property: as we previously saw, Aristotle is persuaded that
“it ought not to be owned in common, as some writers have maintained,
though it ought to be used in common and as friends treat their belong-
ings?1% Therefore, the best arrangement is when the territory of the city is
divided in two parts, one which is public property while the other belongs
to private owners.

The general features of the best regime depicted in Politics 7 and 8 are
those of an aristocracy of ‘great-souled’ people (peyaddyvyot) which shares
many traits with a moAteia.%! Hence, citizens “must not live a mechanic or
a mercantile life” and people occupied in such jobs should not be included
in the citizenry because they cannot achieve virtue.!? This feature charac-
terizes this political arrangement as un-democratic because no democracy
would exclude such people from citizenry.!9 The fully virtuous citizens of
the best regime would engage in an active life, and—in turn—in politics, and
would hold offices, again in turn and according to their age; this will en-
sure that every one of them has the opportunity to also enjoy the pleasures
of theoretical activity. In fact, the purpose of their city will be to lead a
peaceful life because waging war and ruling over other nations despotically

98 Pol. 7.4 1326b24-25.
99 Pol. 7.7 1327b30-33. Aristotle’s wording is deliberately loose: he says pudg
ToyyGvov roheiag, “if they happened to have one constitution?

100 Pol. 7.10 1329b41-1330a2. Cf. 2.5 1263a40.

101 I agree with Enrico Berti’s refined arguments concerning the nature of Aristo-
tle’s best regime; in his view, the political regime depicted in book 7 and 8 of the
Politics is an idealization of the city governed by the middle constitution and is
therefore a moluteio. However, I disagree with him on the fact that the notion
that Aristotle was a supporter of kingship “is a legend” because the historical
possibility of such kingship was almost non-existent. See Berti 2013, 42.

102 Pol. 7.10 1328b39-40.

103 Aristotle’s qualms against democracy, as exemplified by contemporary Athens,
are here present. On the unfairness of Aristotle’s depiction of Athenian democra-
cy and its historical motivations see Strauss, 1991.
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is unjust. We may notice how this ideal runs against the actual conduct of
both Athenian democracy and Macedonian kingship. We may explain the
fact that Aristotle, although reminding once again his readers that it is not
against nature (wopd @Vowv) but rather noble (kakog) and just (Sikaiog) to
all obey a man of superior virtue and practical capacity (ddvapwv
TPOKTIKNY), opts for an aristocracy of true virtue by looking at the political
circumstances of his time: current education is not conducive to the cre-
ation of extraordinarily virtuous men, so it is better to come to terms with
reality and try to implement a regime suited to the circumstances.

Aristotle is well aware that it is easy enough to theorize about such mat-
ters, but it is far less easy to realize one’s theories: we give an account “ac-
cording to our wishes” (kot’edyfv), but the implementation depends on
chance (toyn).1%* By this, Aristotle means that we may “pray that our city is
equipped according to our wishes (kat gdyfiv) at all points where fortune
(tOyn) is sovereign.... The goodness of the city is a different matter: here we
leave the realm of fortune, and we enter the realm of human knowledge
(émotpn) and purpose (wpoaipeocig)”0s
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Studying Aristotle’s Politics in the 15th Century: Summaries
and Anthologies in the Greek Manuscripts”

Michele Curnis (Universidad Carlos Il de Madyrid)

L. Introduction

The diffusion in the West of manuscripts with the Greek text of Aristotle’s
Politics had a fairly short duration: the first copies were probably brought
to Italy from Constantinople in the final years of the 14th century; when
Constantinus Lascaris completed his transcription of the work in 1501,
Aldo Manuzio’s famous editio princeps had been available for three years.
Of course, other manuscripts dating back to the 16th century -and even
more recent ones- are preserved, but the most important period for
manuscript diffusion of this work in the original language is undoubtedly
the 15th century. The known copies dating back to this period (or to the
end of the 14th century) are not very numerous, if one considers the im-
portance of this work in itself and in the history of Western political
thought. As it is well known, the Politics had a fairly limited circulation in
the Middle Ages; more fortunate than the original Greek version were the
Latin translations: the first one by William of Moerbeke, and especially the
later one by Leonardo Bruni.? One should not think, however, that in the
humanistic age the spread of the Politics from Greece to Europe was limi-
ted exclusively to the few manuscripts containing the complete text: Aris-
totelian teaching was also able to circulate in a much more concise form,
through quotations, summaries, definitions and textual excerpta, i.c., all of
those literary resources that are usually referred to as “anthological litera-
ture” The aim of this note is to consider some types of textual support, un-
published and different if compared to those that offer the complete text of

* This research was funded by the CONEX Project of University Carlos III of Madrid
(the European Union Seventh Framework Programme, n. 600371), Ministerio de
Economia y Competitividad del Gobierno de Espafia (COFUND 2013-40258) and
Santander Bank. I am pleased to offer Eckart Schiitrumpf some preliminary results
from the research on manuscript excerpta of Aristotle’s Politics.

1 Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional de Espafia, mss. 4578 (Andrés 1987, 58-59).

2 Schitrumpf 2014, 33-38.
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Politics, primarily because these texts have not yet attracted the attention of
editors and scholars. Since the purpose of this analysis is to study the diffu-
sion of the contents of Po/itics -intended as Aristotelian teaching, of essence
for the formation of an intellectual in the humanistic and Renaissance age-
it would not be appropriate to insist on the conventional distinction be-
tween “direct tradition” and “indirect tradition” of the Greek text. In com-
parison with the manuscripts that present the treatise in full, those that
contain only a few quotations, excerpta, and summaries have only been
able to ensure very partial knowledge of the Politics; nevertheless, it is pre-
cisely the typology of selection and the quality of the topics chosen for
documentation -more than the complete manuscripts- which reflect the
main interests of the readers of the time, and how these interests are con-
nected with the history of the text.3

On the other hand, the limited number of complete copies of the text
dating back to the Renaissance period should not lead one to think that
many other contemporary exemplars were lost. While it is reasonable to
suppose that many manuscripts of the 12th and 13th centuries have indeed
been lost, above all because of the poor quality of the paper used, this hy-
pothesis loses weight if referring to the 15th century. Since the complete
manuscripts of Politics are not very numerous, it must have been difficult
for a European intellectual of that age to access the Greek text, even when
he only wanted to verify the original political terminology, which was al-
ready known thanks to the Latin translation.* As it is well established, the
publication of the “new” Latin version by Leonardo Bruni stirred up an in-
ternational controversy, related to the general problem of contemporary
Latin translations of ancient Greek texts.’ As a result, some readers per-
ceived the need to recover the original Greek version of Politics to personal-
ly assess the differences among Latin translations. Nevertheless, it is certain
that for most of the scholars interested in Aristotle’s political teaching, this
was impossible, so they had to limit themselves to compendia, gnomologi-
cal literature, school extracts, and partial syntheses.

3 Curnis 2011. Regarding the diffusion of Latin commentaries see Lanza 2013.

4 Schiitrumpf 2014, 39-64. Regarding the meagerness and scarcity of indirect tradi-
tion and the absence of Greek commentaries, see Schiitrumpf 1991, 67-71 (Rezep-
tion) and Curnis 2016.

S Schiitrumpf 2014, 65-76.
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II. ‘Opor about politics

Among the variety that exists for this production and its didactic purposes,
it is often possible to come across the genre of &pot, i.e. “definitions;” or
“fundamental principles” These &pot are very brief and synthetic texts in
which philosophers’ doctrines were summarized through their own words
and with short quotations from the original texts.®* Humanistic and Renais-
sance manuscripts, especially if miscellaneous contents are present and not
limited to a single authorship, often report pages or sections of pot, not
necessarily related to the rest of the text. In the case of Aristotle’s Politics, it
is possible to find a group of 8pot in some miscellaneous manuscripts’
(some of which are joined by an important element of the Aristotelian tra-
dition, since they contain the text of the short pseudo-Aristotelian script
De virtute or De virtutibus et vitiis). In these manuscripts dating back to the
15th century, an anonymous scholar or reader wanted to gather some defi-
nitions about the content of the Nicomachean Ethics, the Rbetoric, and the
Politics under the initial title (generic but crucial for understanding the
quality of the selection) Apiototéhovg dpot apetdv kol kakidv, “Aristotle’s
definitions about virtues and vices? Since the text is unpublished, the fol-
lowing is a provisional edition based on five manuscripts from among
those in which the text is found: the most authoritative (and perhaps the
oldest of these five) is undoubtedly the exemplar of Modena, Biblioteca Es-
tense Universitaria, Mut. gr. 144 (0.T.8.12)% = Mut, dating back to 1441 for
the part that interests here (ff. 161r-v). The second, Miinchen, Bayerische
Staatsbibliothek, Mon. gr. 495° = Mon, depends on Mut and is datable to
the mid-15th century (ff. 57v-59r); Mon is the antigraph of the third

6 The term is well attested in the Aristotelian tradition, starting from the original
works of the philosopher (it is sufficient to see De anzma 403a 25, Politics 1294a 35,
1300a 11, 1300b 15 and many pages of Metaphysics); “Significat notionis defini-
tionem” (Bonitz 1870, 529b 55). In the gnomological literature, introducing a the-
matic section formed by quotations and textual excerpta or a comparison between
different philosophical doctrines is very common (8pot that contrast, for example,
the teaching of Plato and Aristotle are widespread: cf. the manuscripts Vat. gr.
484, ff. 1941-195v, Vat. gr. 485, ff. 1781-182v, Vat. gr. 495, £. 12v, etc.). Cf. McKirahan
1992, 36-48 (especially 47).

7 Regarding manuscripts containing fragments, quotations, excerpfa or summaries
from the Greek text of the Politics, see Dreizehnter 1962, 67-69; Dreizehnter 1970,
xxxix; Curnis 2017, 18-19.

8 Eleuteri 2016, 82.

9 Eleuteri 2016, 83-84.
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manuscript, Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Par. gr. 96310 = Par,
classified as dating back to “sec. XV terzo venticinquennio” (ff. 296v-298r).
A fourth manuscript, Vatican City, Vatican Apostolic Library, Ottob. gr.
1511 = Ott, presents the 8pot in an inaccurate version but accompanied in
the initial part by marginal thematic indications (wepi @pyovtog, mepl
worewe, etc.), which document how readers isolated the political defini-
tions using the same method of anthological collections (ff. 209r-210r). Ott
is also a miscellaneous manuscript that assembles documents from very dif
ferent ages; it is classified as a composite product of the 13th through the
15th century, and it is precisely the later stage that the Aristotelian pot
date back to. The fifth manuscript, the monumental Milan, Biblioteca Am-
brosiana, G 69 sup. (409)'? = Ambr (ff. 287r-288r) dates back to the second
half of the 15th century, perhaps to 1463. Although the content of the first
three manuscripts (Mut Mon Par) is not at all identical, the stemmatic re-
lationship established for De virtute is also confirmed for the §pot, and in
particular for the political ones. Ott does not seem directly related to any
of the previous three, despite the fact that it presents the text of De virtute
(in addition to the homonymous De wvirtuttbus by Georgius Gemistus

10 Eleuteri 2016, 85-86 (“assieme a Mon. gr. 495, suo antigrafo, e Vind. phil. gr. 311
appartiene ad uno stesso gruppo”).

11 Feron and Battaglini 1893, 84-85; Eleuteri 2016, 76. Feron and Battaglini 1893, 85
correctly report that on f. 210r one can read the definition of “slander” by Lucian:
this 8pog is placed under the political ones taken from Aristotle, although they
have no thematic connection (the quotation by Lucian does not appear in the
other manuscripts examined). However, it is not at all exact what was reported in
the electronic platform Pinakes (pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr): according to the database,
this codex should contain the script Calumniae non temere credendum starting
fromf. 210; in reality, only this definition is quoted from Lucian’s pamphlet (see
the critical apparatus).

12 Martini and Bassi 1906, 488-493. In the original index of the manuscript (f. 1v),
the Aristotelian section is reported with the same title that we read in Mut
(Apiototéhoug ék OV NOK®Y dpot apetdv Kal Kakidv), without the specification
of Politics, since this lemma is found inside the text. Unlike Mut Mon Par Ott, in
Ambr the entries in red ink which refer to the extracts from Rbetoric and Politics
are placed in the external margin (f. 287v), in order to not interrupt the flow of
definitiones in the main column of the page. This choice, typical of the tradition of
anthological and gnomological manuscripts, also determines another variation
with respect to other codices: if in Mut (and consequently in Mon Par) the copy-
ist only inserts captions like amd tfig pnropikiic and 4md @V moMTIKGV, in Ambr
there is a column for lemmatic entries such as 00 adt0d 4o Tiig Pnropukiic and
70D 00ToD GO TdV TOMTIK®V, i.€., with the authorial reference to Aristotle himself
(00t0D). Regarding other gnomological contents of this Ambrosian codex (sen-
tences, apophthegmata and anecdotes), see Tartaglia 1978-1979.
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Pletho). Ambr does not contain the De virtute, but it is certainly the most
encyclopedic of the five manuscripts: an authentic library of Greek culture
gathered in one sole book of great length, written -as it seems- by a single
copyist.!> The synthetic critical apparatus that follows the Greek text re-
veals that errors are mostly produced in Mon and then repeated in Par, ex-
cept in one case: in definition [13] Mon corrects an error present in Mut,
restoring the original Aristotelian syntax (but it is not sufficient to suppose
that the copyist of Mon has collated any complete copy of the Politics).
Ambr and Ott do contain their own mistakes, especially omissions. Al-
though the most reliable version is in Mut, this latter is not completely ir-
reproachable, as can be seen in the text’s [14] syntactic inconsistencies;
however, it can be resolved by comparison with the original; the text’s [14]
deterioration can be observed in all the examined documents.'

Ap1oT0oTELOVE EpOot ApeTdV Kol KaKidW 'S dmd TdV TOMTIK®Y

[1] Apyov pvoet 6Tl 10 duvapevov Tf) dwavoig Tpoopdv. [2] AoDrov ¢pvceL TO
duvapevov td chpott tadta vrnpetelv. [3] AodAdG €otv 6 pn) avtod eovoel,
GAL EAhov EvBpwmog Gv. [4] Olkdg ot 1) gig mlcav Nuépav cuvestrvia
Kowovia katd oow. [5] Kopn éotiv 1 €k mhedvov oikidv cuvestnkuio
Kowavia Tpd xpiceng Evekev pr Epnuépov. [6] TTOAG Eotiv 1} €k TAEOVOV

13 A vast bibliography on this codex -but not referring to the section of &pot we are
interested in- is offered by Pasini 2007, 263-264, to which Pascale 2017 can be
added.

14 The transcription tries to reflect as faithfully as possible the editorial characteris-
tics of the manuscript text: in the five copies the single sententiae and their corol-
laries are marked with the first letter in red ink; rubricatio has been transformed in
our transcription into a progressive number, which allows the reader to isolate
and identify the single text on the basis of Mut, probably the oldest exemplar of
the group. Even the punctuation attempts to be as faithful as possible to the origi-
nal, if not in the quantity of signs at least in the quality: ‘two points’ have been
rendered with simple points (since in Mut they are always before a red letter, i.e.
at the end of a single &pog); commas have been eliminated, except when they in-
troduce a sentence coordinated with respect to the previous one; ‘high points’
have been transformed into commas, except when they are placed before a red let-
ter: in this case they have become simple points; on the contrary, ‘high points’
have been preserved if followed by an argumentative, adversative or explanatory
connective (&pa, Yap, 8¢, 810, efc.).

15 The integration at the beginning of the title is certain: in all the manuscripts ex-
amined the section of §pot opens with this caption, followed by the specification
concerning the Aristotelian work: &m0 tijg 10wiig (Mut, f. 160r), amd Pnropikic
(Mut, f. 160v), 470 tdV Toltik®v (Mut, f. 161r).
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Aristotle’s definitions of virtues and vices from Politics'®

[1] Lord by nature is which can foresee by the exercise of mind. [2] By nature is a slave
which with its body gives effect to such foresight. [3] Is a slave who is by nature not his own
but another’s man. [4] The family is the association established by nature for the supply of
men’s everyday wants. [5] Village is the first society to be formed by several families, aiming
at not only the supply of daily needs. [6] State exists as a single complete community of
several villages, nearly or quite self-sufficing. [7] The state is the end of all the communities,
because the nature of a thing is its end; for what when each thing is fully developed, we call
it with the name of its nature; so, the state represents nature. [8] Besides, the final cause and
the end of a thing is the best. [9] Further, the state is a creation of nature prior to the family
and prior to the individual, because the first would not be self-sufficing when isolated, and
the second is defined by his power and function. [10] Justice is the principle of order in
political society. [11] Justice is the determination of what is just. [12] A slave is by nature,
because he is a part of the family as property, and the art of acquiring property is a part of
the household. No man can live well, unless he is provided with necessaries; as in the arts
which have a definite sphere are necessary their proper instruments, so is the servant for the
household: he is a living possession and instrument. [13] Further, as production and actions
are different in kind (production has a different end, while action is its own end), but both
require instruments, these ones must likewise differ in kind. But life is action and not pro-
duction, and therefore the slave is the minister of what is necessary to action. [14] Further,
that the master and the slave are by nature is clear from many things, above all from nature
itself: immediately, a man rules from his soul the body ruling principle and the servant’s
despotical rule, whereas from his intellect and appetency rules the royal rule itself and the
political one, as to say that the rational element rules the passionate one, because so it is
useful. [15] The rule of a household is a monarchy, whereas constitutional rule is a govern-
ment of freemen and equals. [16] The master and the slave are not so called because of sci-
ence, but because they are of a certain character. [17] The science of the slave is servile to-
ward the common profit, whereas [18] the science of the master teaches the use of slaves.

16 The proposed translation is inspired by lexical and terminological choices from
the version of Barnes and Jowett 1988. In some points with problems and syntac-
tic inconsistencies (as in the case of the text [14]) it is purely indicative.

153

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Michele Curnis

[19] Riches is a number of instruments to be used in a household or in a state. [20] The
excellence of a household of course demands a master, like the most authoritative of the
excellences; on the contrary, the excellence of woman, child and slave is servile. Silence is a
woman'’s glory, but this is not equally the glory of man; the excellence of a child is not rela-
tive to himself alone, but to the perfect man and to his teacher, and the same about the
excellence of the slave, so that the excellence of character comes to all them in different
ways. [21] Female, child and slave do not have deliberative faculty; the slave hasn’t it at all;
the woman has, but without authority; the child has, but incomplete. [22] Six are the
modes of subsistence among men: the shepherd, the husbandman, the brigand, the fisher-
man, the hunter and the retail trader. [23] Among the arts some ones are very truly, in
which there is the least element of chance; they are the meanest ones, in which the body is
most maltreated; the most servile in which there is the greatest use of the body, and the
most illiberal in which there is the least meed of excellence. [24] In the soul there are three
states: emotions, capacities and dispositions. Emotions are anger, fear, hatred, longing, jeal-
ousy, pity and generally all states which are accompanied by pain or pleasure. Then, there
are the capacities, in virtue of which we are capable of feeling anger or pain or pity. At the
end, the dispositions, in virtue of which we are well or ill disposed with respect to the emo-
tions: we are either praised or blamed, depending if we are well or ill; praise and blame re-
fer to virtue and vice. So, dispositions, virtues and vices are neither emotions nor capacities.

III.  Structure, Sources and Quality of the “Summary”

Although the initial indication of &pot refers to & moAtikd as a whole, the
summary concerns only the first book of Aristotle’s treatise. The reader is
given a fairly accurate examination of the contents of Po/itics I, however it
certainly is not homogeneous. Some chapters are completely left out (such
as specific ones on economics or crematistics), while there is a pronounced
insistence on the definition of physiological effects among social relation-
ships. We have introduced the word “summary” (and not a set of excerpta),
because this is the intent of all the 8poy; the term excerptum is in general a
textual quotation, faithful to the original (and a set of excerpta from the
same work constitutes an epitome). In this case, the original text of Aristo-
tle has sometimes been faithfully transcribed, but it often has been sum-
marized, condensed and modified. It is possible to compare the short
strings of the individual 6pot with the original Aristotelian text, as in the
following table: the systematic comparison allows one to appreciate simul-
taneously the typology of selection and the techniques to “condense” a
philosophical thought, which is anything but predictable or mechanical.
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Epyo.

[10] Aikn €oti mOMTIKAG KOwmViog
ta&ic. [11] Aikn €oti T0d dikaiov
kpioig.

[12] ®voet 8¢ 6 dovAog dTL pépog
pév oikiag 1 KTio1g Kol 1) KTNTIKn
Tiig oikovopiag: Gvev yap TOV
avaykaiov advvatov ed (v Gomep
3¢ taig mpiopévaig TEvag
avaykaio T oikelo Opyava obtom
Kai T} oikovopkf] 0 drnpéme
Epyoyov yop KTipo Koi dpyovov.

[13] "En émel Stopépet 1} woinoig
Kol Tpagig £idet, N pév yap woinoig
GAlov Eveka TELOVG, 1) O€ Tpa&ig
a0t 0TV £0VTHG TENOG, dEovTat d&
opoing apeodTepat OpYavaOY,

1252a31-34 10 pev yap duvapevov T davoig Tpoopdv dpyov
pooet kol deomolov pioEl, TO 3¢ Suvapevov TadTo T cOPATL
TOLEWV ApyOpEVOV Kol PUGEL SoDAOV.

1254a14-15 6 yap pn ovtod @doet GAL’ drlov, avOpwmog dv,
0010g @UGEL S0DAAG EoTty. 1254b20-22 EoTt yap evoEL Sodhog
0 duvapevog GAlov etvon 510 kol GAAov dotiv.

1252b12-14 1) pév ovdv &ig micay REéPaV GuvesTKLID
KOW®Vio, Ko, QUGLY 0lKOG EGTIV.

1252b15-16 1} & €k mAEWOVOV OIKIAOV KowoVia TpdTN YPNoEDS
£vekev i1 £QnuEPov KA.

1252b27-1253a2 1 &’ £k TAEOVOVY KOPAV Kowvwvie TEE0G
TOMG, 101 TAONG EYOVCN TEPAG TTG VTAPKELNG MG ETOG
ginelv, yiyvopévn pév tod v vekev, odoo 8¢ Tod &0 Cijv. 810
o0 TOMG PVoEL E0TLY, glmep Kol ol TpdTOL Kowwviat. TEAOG
yap aBn éketvav, 1| 88 pHoic Téhog £otiv- olov Yip EKacToV
goT1 Tfig YevEoeng TekecBeiong, TadTY Gapsy TV GUGLY lval
£KGOTOV, BoTEP AVOPOTOL, IOV, oikiag. ETL TO 0V Eveko, Koi
10 Téhog PELTIoTOV- 1} & aTdpKeta kKol TELog Kol BEATIoTOV. €K
TOOTOV 0OV PAVEPOV ETL TOV PUGEL 1) TOAG £0TL.

1253a18-26 kol mpoTEPOV ¢ TH POGEL TOMG 1 Olkio Kol
EKa0TOG NGV 0TIV, TO Yo SAOV TpdTEPOV GvoryKaiov Eivar
70D P€POVG: Gvapovpévov yap Tod dAov ok EoTan TOLG 0VIE
¥elp, €l pun dpwvopwg, domep &l Tig Aéyet ™y Mbivnv:
Swpbopeion yop Eotat Tolad T TAvVTO 08 T@ £pym dplotot Kol
i) dvvdpel, Hote pNKETL ToladTA OVTo 00 AEKTEOV T ADTOL
glvar AL dpdvopa. 8t pgv obv 1) TOMg ko pvoet kai
TPOTEPOV 1| EKOGTOG, STAOV.

1253a37-38 1) yap dikm woMTiki|g kowvmviag TaELG £0Tiv, 1) 6
Sikn tod dkaiov kpioig.

1253b23-33 'Emei obv 1 Ktiioig pépog tiig oticiog £0Ti kod
KTNTIKn pé€pog Tiig oikovopiag: Gvev yap Tdv dvoykaiov
adbvarov kol Cijv kai €0 Cijv, domep 51 toig Gpiopévarg
TEYVOIG Bvarykodov G gin ddpyey o oikelo dpyava, el péAiet
amrotedecOiceshon To Epyov, obtm Kol @ oikovoptkd. Tdv &
Opybvev o pdv dyuya Ti 3¢ Epyuya, olov @ kuBepvitn 6 pév
ofag dyoyov 0 8& TPOPELG EPYLYOV- O Yap HTIMPETNG &V
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TG DMPETNG.
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S50DA0G VTINPETNG TAOV TPOG TNV TPAELWY.

17 The critical text of Politics 1 is quoted from the edition of Besso and Curnis 2011.

155

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Michele Curnis

‘Opor émo téyv wolitikddv

Aristotle’s Politics original text

avaykn Koi TadTo TV a0tV EXEV
Srapopav: 0 8¢ Piog mpa&ig ov
moincig 0Ty’ 810 0 0DA0G TV
TPOG TV TPAEWY VINPETNG EOTIV.
[14] "ET1 8¢ @boeL 0 dpyov Kai to
apxOpEVOV €K TOALDV STjAOV Kol
péoTo i phoeng onTig EVhg
yap 0 GvOpwmog £k Yuyiig Kol
chpaTog dpyovTog Kol apyopEvoy
SeGTOTIKNV ApyNV, Kol €K vod Kot
0pEEEmG BpYOVTOG VTNV POCIAMKTYV
Kol TOMTIKNY APV <. fiyouv Tod
TaONTIKOD TO AOYIoTIKOV, OTL KOl
GUPPEPOV.

[15] 'H oikovopukt| povapyio otiv:
1N 8¢ wohtikr| ELevbépmv kol iowv
apyn. [16] Aeomdtng kai doDA0G 0V
Aéyeton KAt EMOTAENY, GALO TR
101665¢ givat. [17] Aoviiky 8¢
£mMoTApN E0TIV HTNPETIKT TOD
Kowij Avctterodvroc. [18]
Agomotikn 8¢ 1 xpNoTIKT S0VAMV.

[19] IThoDtog EoTty Opybvev
TAT00G 0IKOVOPIK®V Kol TOMTIKAMY.
[20] Apetr) oikovopik) fjyovy
deomdTO E0TiV, OOV
GPYTITEKTOVIKY]" YOVOIKOG 08 Kol
730G Kol 0OA0L VTINPETIKNY
YOVOUKOG YOp GPETT o1yn” Avopog O
00K £07TL, Td0G TE 0V TPOG EAVTOV,
AL TPOG TO TELOG KoL TOV
Nyodpevov, kai doviov dpoing
®ote kot dAhov Kol dAlov Aoyov
EmPariet tovToig 1 MO dpet.
[21] Otte 10 OfjAv 000’ 6 Taig obte
0 dodhog Exet T PovdevTikdv O pev
yap doDAog ovK Exel GAmG TO B¢
OfjAv Eyer pév, dropov 8¢ 6 8¢ moig
Exel pév, ateleg O€.

[22] Biot t®v avOpodTov &
VOpOdIKOG, YEMPYIKOG, ANGTPIKOGC,
GALELTIKOG, ONpeVTIKOG Kot
KOTNALKOG.

[23] ToV teyvdv TeXVIKOTOTOL PEV
bmov EddyioTov THYNG

156

1254a13-14, 23-26, 30-32 tig pév ovv 1 evoig 10D dovAov Kkai
Tig 1 dvvapig, &k TovT@V dihov- [...] kol e00vg £k yevetiig Evia
S1EGTNKE TOL PEV £l TO pyechan 16 8” &mi 1O dpyetv. Kai £ion
TOANAL Kai ApYOVTOV Kai dpyopévov Ty, Kol del Bedtiov 1
apym 1 1oV BeATidOveV Gpyopivev, otov GvBpdmov §i fnpiov:
[...] év Gracw Eppatvetar 1O Gpyov kai 0 dpyopevov, Kai
TODTO €K TH|G ATACNG PUOEMG EVOTEAPYEL TOIG ELYVYOLC.
1254b2-9 o1 & obv, domep Aéyopev, mpdtov &v {Ho
Bewpficar kai SEGTOTIKNY apyNV Kol TOMTIKNAY: 1) PEV Yop
Yoyr) T0d GOPATOG pyEl SEGTOTIKNV GpyNv, O O€ vodg Tiig
dpéEeme ToMTIKTY Kod BucIMKNY- &v 0ic pavepdv 6TV &1L
Koo POGY Kai suppépov 10 dpyecot @ cdpatt HTo Tig
Wuxig, Kol @ TadnTikd popie Ko Tod vod Kai Tod popiov
100 Aoyov Eyovtog, 10 &’ €& Toov f avamaty PraBepov maoty.
1255b16-23, 30-31 @avepodv 8¢ kai ék ToOT@V &1t 0V TAVTOV
€011 deomoteinl Kol moATikr], 008E dcan aAMRaLG ol dpyai,
Bomep TVEG aoty. 1| pev yop ELeLOEPOV PUGEL 1) 5E SovAmV
£otiv, Kol 1 pév olkovoptk povopyio, povapyeitat yop wog
otkog, 1 8¢ molrikn) Erevdipov Kal iowv apyr. 6 pév ody
deoTOTNG 0V AéyeTon Kot EmGTAUNY, A T TO106S” Elvar,
opoing 3¢ kol 0 dodAog kol 6 Erevbepog. emotpn & dv &in
Kol dgomoTikn Kai SovAky, [...] ai pév 0DV TOLODTOL THGOL
SovAikai Emotipod ict: decmotikn & émoTpn €TV
APNOTIKT| SOVAMV.

1256b36-37 6 8¢ whodtog Opydvev TAT OO E6TIv oikovoptkdY
Kol TOMTIK®V.

1260a17-21, 30-33 610 tOV pev dpyovia teréav Exetv Ol TV
NOUMV apetiv’ 10 yap Epyov 0TIV AMADG TOD APYITEKTOVOG, O
8¢ LOyog apyttéktov. tdv &8 GAev Ekactov Goov

EmPatiet aOTOlG, HoTE Pavepov OTt EoTv NOIKT APET TMDV
elpnuévev Tavimv, Kol oy 1] a0TH GOMPOCVVI] YOVAIKOS Kal
Gvopog, [...] yovouki koopov 1 oryn @€pet, GAL’ avdpl ovKETL
T0070. €Ml §” O Taig ATeANG, SfAoV OTL TOVTOV PEV Kol 1} dpeTn)
0VK 00TOD TPOG ATOV 6TV, GALR TPOG TO TELOG KoL TOV
Nyovpevov- opoimg & kol S0VAOL TPOG SEGTOTNV.

1260a12-14 6 pev yap d0drog dAmg 0K Exel TO POLAEVTIKOV,
70 ¢ OfAv Exet pév, GAL’ dkvpov' 0 8¢ maig Exet pév, GAL
ateléc.

1256a19-21, 40-1256b2 dAka pryv €101 ye TOAL TPOPTiG, 10
kol Biot modroi kai Tdv {hwv kai tdv avBpdrov gictv: [...] ol
pév obv Biot tosodtot oyeddV gioty, Goot ye adTdPLTOV EYOoVst
™V épyaciav koi pr 8t aAlayig kol kammAeiag wopilovrar tv
TPOPTV, VOHOOTKOG YEMPYIKOG ANGTPIKOG GMEVTIKOG
Onpevticode.

1258b35-39 eiot 8¢ texvikdToTOL P&V TAV EpYactdy Gmov
EMGioTov TG, Pavavsdtator § év aig 1o chpate Aopdvral

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07. Inhalt.
Inhatts I

far oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

‘Opot a0 @V Tolitik@dv

Studying Aristotle s Politics in the 15th Century

Aristotle’s Politics original text

Bavavcotatar 88 év aig Té chpata
AoBdtor dovikdToTat 3¢ dmov Tod
cmpoTog TALIoTAL YPNOEIGT
ayevéototor 8¢ Gmov EAdyioTov
TPOCOET APETHG.

[24] Tplo €oti 0 €V T} Yoxd
ywopeva: wéon, dvvaperg kol EEeig
760N pév odv dotv Opyi, PoBog,
picog, mobog, Cijhog, ELeog Kai Ta
ToladTo HAOG 0ig EmeTan MM Kad
Ndovy- duvapeig 8¢ kad’ g Suvartol
gopev 0pyebival, AvmmOijvon kai
Ohmg mabeiv: £Ee1g € Kb’ GG TG
&ropev mpdg Tadta, fyouv €0 7
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Text [24] doesn’t refer to Politics but to Nicomachean Ethics
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06vov yopav eikiav picog m6Bov Cijkov Ereov, Srag oig
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pév obv £oti Td Yéver 1 dpet, elpnrot.

Notwithstanding, this is not a uniform text whose source is located exclu-
sively in Politics. The most interesting detail concerns the text [24]: it is
placed at the conclusion of the §pot on politics, but it is not taken from the
Politics. On the contrary, it is a very famous passage of the Nicomachean
Ethics, which likewise enjoys an appreciable fortune in the tradition of
commentaries, paraphrases and gnomological compilations of the Aris-
totelian treatise (see below). In addition, the text [24] is presented as an ac-
tual summary of the original page, not a simple quotation, since it leaves
out a good deal of secondary information and does not reproduce its syn-
tactic structure (unlike almost all previous 8pot). The most probable hypo-

18 Ciritical text of Bywater 1890.

157

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Michele Curnis

thesis is that the mention of virtue!® at the end of the text [23] induced the
anonymous editor/scholar to recall the passage from the Nicomachean
Ethics in which Aristotle precisely explains virtue, starting from the distinc-
tion of three internal components of the soul (passions, capacities, condi-
tions). At the beginning of the selection (§pot dmo tiig 0uciig), this textual
passage is neither quoted nor summarized, partly because it stops at some
definitions of pleasure, for which only a partial correspondence can be
found in the original Greek treatise.?’ There is no indication, however, that
from this text [23] to the next, the source ceases to be the Politics and be-
comes the Nicomachean Ethics; nor could the reader argue it in any way, un-
less he knows the detailed content of the second treatise.

Referring to the degree of fidelity to the main source, i.e., the way in
which Politics 1 has been condensed into the succession of §pot, it should
be noted that the text [3] is the only one interposed in the linear sequence
of quotations according to the original book (respected between texts [1]
and [21]). It is a comprehensible and relevant interposition, taken from the
chapter that Aristotle dedicates to the role of the slave of the household.
The texts [22-23], devoted to the different types of human lives, constitute
a small autonomous block with respect to the previous sequence. In addi-
tion, the final summary taken from the Nicomachean Ethics is added to this
small block. All these remarks make it possible to conclude that, in the
opinion of the anonymous editor, the most important section of Politics 1
is found between 1252a31 and 1256b37 (with an appendix of 1260a12-33,
which has a precise meaning). Considering the literary nature and practical
function of the &pot, the disinterest in all of the methodological and exem-
plifying contents is logical (including the numerous poetic quotations and
allusions that Aristotle introduces within the first book); on the other
hand, establishing which thematic areas attracted the attention of the
anonymous scholar is more complex. Politics 1, in fact, is characterized by
four major thematic areas: (1) the generation of the woAig starting from mi-
nor social elements, (2) slavery, (3) domestic administration and (4) rela-

19 Moreover, the meaning of dpetn in this passage is quite problematic: “Keine
Tatigkeit von banausen und Theten wird mit arete verrichtet” (Schitrumpf 1991,
361). No modern commentator relates this Politics page with the other one of
Nicomachean Ethics, as in the final part of the 6pot

20 The 6pot taken from the Nicomachean Ethics end with the definition ©dovn éott
kot i youxis kai katdotactg, which does not seem to have a direct correspon-
dence in the original text (on the contrary, the meaning seem to diverge from the
conclusion of EN 7.14 1154b27-28); xivnoig tiig woyxfis is the definition of aiveoig
in Pol. 8.3 1337b42.
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tions between members of the house.2! Apart from some definitions con-
cerning the first of these, it is clear that the other three areas do not receive
attention in the summary work. It is surprising, moreover, that the first
chapter is not an object of any interest, since the quotations begin with
chapter 2.22 The anonymous editor, however, is very attentive to the princi-
ple with which Aristotle links the themes and develops the arguments: the
natural origin of the elements and the relationships that the philosopher is
proposing.?? In the first fourteen texts, focused on anthropology (and not
yet on economics), the term @io1g appears at least once in eight of them. It
is not possible to establish whether the editor selected the definitions on
the basis of a lexicographical or other criteria (as often happens in antholo-
gies from Late Antiquity and the Byzantine age); no doubt, however, we
can say that the concept of “nature” constitutes his principle of reading
and exegesis of Politics 1: a principle actually applied to man, to slave, to
those who command or obey, and at the end also to the city, in the sense
that it is nature, in the same way that the complete realization of nature
represents the ultimate goal of existence. By nature there are different hu-
man categories -the anonymous editor notes- and by nature there is also
the city. Nevertheless, the famous definition of man, who by nature is a so-
cial animal, does not appear among the selections (perhaps because it is al-
ready well known, and therefore not necessary in such a succinct selec-
tion?).2* It should be noted that in the previous section of the 6pot, taken
from Nicomachean Ethics, the editor did not quote the analogous definition
of 1.7 1097b11 either. On the other hand, with the frequent insistence on
nature, he captures a fundamental element of Aristotle’s political concep-
tion, decisive as well in the history of Aristotelianism among the monothe-

21 Schiitrumpf 1991, 120-128; Besso and Curnis 2011, 59-61.

22 Perhaps because this short chapter focuses on the program of the entire book 1?
“Pol. I ist nach dem Programm des ersten Kapitels keine Okonomik, sonderns
eine, durch fremde theoretische Ansichten motivierte, Untersuchung tber den
Unterschied zwischen den verschiedenen Gemeinschaften und den Personen, die
diese regieren” (Schitrumpf 1991, 125). It has already been observed that the
anonymous editor does not care for either premises or methodological conclu-
sions: the 6pot have as an object conceptual terms, natural, or metaphysical enti-
ties.

23 Miller 2000, 321: “Aristotle’s Politics is distinguished by the place of honour it ac-
cords to the concept of nature. At the outset, the political relations of ruling and
being ruled are among the things that develop naturally (cf. Pol. 1.2 1252a24-6). In
addition, the polis or city-state exists by nature and a human being is by nature a
political animal (e.g. 1253a2-3) cf. Reeve 2009.

24 Schitrumpf 1991, 207-210; Vegetti 2016.
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istic religions of the Hellenistic, Late-Ancient and Medieval ages.?s If the
reconstructive hypothesis on the correction of Aristotelian political philos-
ophy by the Stoic school (which during the Hellenistic age would have
transformed the conception focused on the city with the other, of the hu-
man being citizen of the world) is reliable,? then the supposition that the
culture of the anonymous editor had Stoic implications can be excluded.
Even more generally, it seems possible to exclude the premise that the se-
ries of political dpot comes from a “school” reworking, with ambitions of
critical synthesis through an articulated argumentative proceeding.?”

In the block affecting the texts [6-9], the editor cites another of the fun-
damental characteristics of Aristotle’s political society, namely its self-suffi-
ciency, but without recalling by contrast the lack of selfsufficiency that
characterizes minor forms of the same society (family and village). The ob-
jective of “living well” which only the mwoAig society can guarantee, remains
outside the selection, too. Since it was a brief specification, which could
have completed the text [6] with the full mention of lines 1252b27-30, it
can be presumed that the editor deliberately omitted this argument, as it
was considered of little importance or misleading. We do not know what
age the collection of &pot of Politics 1 dates back to, but it hardly could be
considered as a compilation prior to the 12th-13th centuries, that is the
golden epoch of Byzantine gnomological literature. The chronology of the
writing can be brought back to the context of Christian culture, in which
the concept of “good” is not to be separated from religious doctrine, even
before being linked to the common ethical norm. The cultural context
would thus reflect upon the direction of research and its objects: the im-
portance of the Politics lies not in the purpose of existence according to
Aristotle, but in the teachings on virtue and vice.

Besides the philosophical quality of the selected passages, in relation
both to Politics 1 and other Aristotelian works on practical philosophy,®
another negative observation can be useful for the reconstruction of the
method of the anonymous editor: in the definition of political society is

25 “Ce caractere naturel de la cité est le premier des éléments de I'idée aristotélici-
enne de société politique” (Berti 2009, 108).

26 Annas 1995; see Rowe’s doubts and reflections in Rowe 2000, 391.

27 Very different, regarding the outline of the structure and treatment of the original
text, is the summary reworking of Arius Didymus that Ioannes Stobaeus gathers
in the Anthologion in 2.7, 26 (11, 148-149 Wachsmuth).

28 In the five manuscripts examined, the 8pot from the Nicomachean Ethics and those
from the Po/itics are interspersed with two very short definitions drawn from the
Rbetoric: 1.11 1369b34-35 and 2.2 1378b18-20.
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lacking the holistic concept of the city as an organic and coherent whole,
which Aristotle presents in the book 7 (7.8 1328a21-42).2° On the contrary
-and this second observation is instead of a positive nature- the editor tran-
scribes the definitions of the book following the order of the original text,
without ever altering it (except in an obvious case, as already observed for
the text [3]). The two joint observations lead one to believe that the anony-
mous editor did not know the full text of the Politics when he was engaged
in drafting the &pot, but that he was studying it for the first time, reporting
from his model the definitions he considered most significant and the con-
tents he judged inalienable in the teachings of Aristotle.® This work was
interrupted within the first book, but not in a predictable way; one can in
fact hypothesize that the interruption was due to the reference to the page
of Nicomachean Ethics on the components of the soul, because the editor
remembered the definition of virtue. This also means that the anonymous
reader of the Politics, at the mention of virtue, recalled what he had previ-
ously studied in another Aristotelian treatise. Disposition and dissimilarity
in the different sections of the 8pot thus indicate the order in which the
reader was studying Aristotle’s practical philosophy: Nicomachean Ethics,
Rbetoric, Politics. It is not known, however, why this systematic study was
interrupted at the end of the first book of the last title. Undoubtedly, con-
sidering the original collocation of the text [23], one can say that the study
of economics, slavery and crematistics have not interested the scholar at all,
since his selection barely contains any definition concerning these topics.
The main object of the research, as the overall title of the 8pot clearly indi-
cates, is the dialectic between virtue and vice, between good and evil in
terms of ethics. In this regard, Politics 1 offers a matter of primary impor-
tance, since the term @petr assumes a performance meaning in the rela-
tionship between “virtue” and “function” of family members. On the basis
of this meaning and its consequences, Aristotle establishes who possesses
ethical, economical, and political virtue, explaining the hierarchization be-
tween man, woman, child and slave.3! And it is precisely for this reason
that the anonymous editor coherently connected the block of texts [15-18]

29 This is a fundamental passage of the entire Aristotelian “research program;” which
includes the same “natural” character of political society: cf. Hentschke 1971,
388-412.

30 According to a need to catalog and summarize the main data that also character-
izes modern readers and contemporary scholars: cf. for example the chapter A
Pedestrian Synopsis of Aristotle’s Best Polis in Pol 7-8, in Hansen 2013, 63-70.

31 Gastaldi 2017, 128: “Si manifesta qui il rapporto tra virtu e funzione, e pertanto si
pone in primo piano un criterio di differenziazione, che distingue nettamente chi
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with the text [20], reaching the completion of his research in correspon-
dence with the final page of book 1.32 If the summary had continued, the
editor would have noticed the problematic fruitfulness of this theme in the
pages of book 3, in which Aristotle analyzes the specific virtues of the citi-
zen, differentiating virtuous man and virtuous citizen, i.e. identifying specif-
ic political virtues (no longer individual but collective).3?

IV. Between the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics

If we consider the first book of the Politics as autonomous and unrelated to
the others,?* the anthropological study it contains can be summarized in a
clear way: man, as a man, is fully realized only within the city and its rela-
tions (so he is {@ov moMticdv as “destined to live within the polis”). This
conclusion -coinciding with the declaration of “the primacy of the city”3s-
does not appear evident from the selection of the 6pot in the examined
manuscripts.>® Moreover, it is also possible that the selection is incomplete

comanda - il capofamiglia - da chi ¢ comandato. [...] Queste differenze dipendono
dalla configurazione antropologica dei soggetti. E proprio I'imperfezione psichica
di donne, figli e schiavi a far risaltare la compiutezza etica dell’oikonomikos, che lo
rende capace di amministrare nel modo migliore la sua famiglia” Cf. also May-
hew 2009 on the relationship between rulers and governed.

32 In this perspective of reading, the text [19] constitutes a useful definition, but
which is inconsistent with respect to the relationship between nature, function
and virtue that the other definitions illustrate.

33 Cf. Lisi 2001 and 2007.

34 Regarding the problems of order of composition and relationships between the
various books, see Schiitrumpf 1980, 264-286; Schiitrumpf 1991, 37-67.

35 The Primacy of the City is the title of a chapter in Simpson 1998, 14-16.

36 The reader might also ask himself whether the anonymous editor was aware of
the Aristotelian analytical method applied to the Politics, so that “Dividing a
whole into its parts may be a necessary step to understanding the whole but get-
ting to the parts cannot be enough” (Simpson 1998, 17). The same doubt could
also be of interest for another manuscript text, of uncertain date (between the end
of the 16th and the late 17th century), in which another anonymous scholar tran-
scribed numerous entries of Politics 1, accompanying them with exegetical and
philological reflections: it is the unpublished codex Milan, Biblioteca Am-
brosiana, Q 109 sup., ff. 8r-11r (Martini and Bassi 1906, 722). These annotations
concern only the first four chapters of the book and cannot in any way be consid-
ered as excerpta from the Politics, because the text presents the structure of a lem-
matic commentary. The same manuscript also contains, but by a different hand,
perhaps even more recent than the previous one, a series of &pot taken from
Magna moralia and quaestiones from the Ilepi tiig eihiag (ff. 16r-v).
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and that the initial project has been interrupted for some concrete reason.
But perhaps the starting caption and the final digression offer the key to
solving the problem: the title specifies that the definitions offered will con-
cern virtues and vices, that is, a specifically ethical (rather than political)
sphere. And the digression of the text [24] betrays the true interest of the
anonymous editor: virtue. At the end of the first book, the same editor
probably realized (wrongly) that the treatise of Aristotle offered him no
other material useful for his research; he took the pretext of the term épet
at the conclusion of the text [23] to return to a well-known page of the
Nicomachean Ethics, in which Aristotle actually talks about virtues and vices
in relation to the praise or blame that man receives from actions connected
to them. On a philological level, the digression of the text [24] constitutes
an important document relating to the culture of the anonymous editor;
moreovet, it can be compared not only with the original text of the Nico-
machean Ethics, but also with a successful anonymous paraphrase of the
treatise (circulating in numerous copies from the second half of the 14th
century and with various attributions: Heliodorus of Prusa, Andronicus of
Rhodes, Olympiodorus, the Emperor John VI Cantacuzene).” An isolated
testimony of this paraphrase, coinciding perfectly with the contents of the
text [24], can also be read at the end of the codex Madrid, Biblioteca Na-
cional de Espana, mss. 4808.

Anonymi paraphrasis in Ethicam Madrid, BNE mss. 4808, . 196v*’
Nicomacheam®®

Meta 8¢ tadta, okentéov i Eotv 1 apet)” tpioe | Ta v i) woylj wept & ol apetai, Tadto wan,
Yap £0TLTA £V TR Yoxf), a0 Suvapeig E&eic. kai | duvapers, £&eig wabn opyi, poPoc, picog, Eeog,

wa0n pév eicwv émbopia opyT poPog Opicog m600¢, Ciilog, Td ToladTo 0ig elwde

@O6vog yopd @iMia picog w6og Cijrog Ereog, wopakorovdelv A kai ndoviy. duvépelg 5¢ kab’
dhwg oig Emeton HdovA 1 Mo Suvépes 8¢ ai dig mofntucol TovTv Aeydpeda olov kad’ dg

TPOG TODTA EMTNOELOTNTES TG YLXTG, KO GG dvvaroi Eopév opyiobijvar. EEeig giot kb’ g

TofnTikol TovTOV Aeyopeba, olov kaf’ g Eopev | mPOg TabTa EXOREV €V KOl KAKMG, 0loV TPOG TO

37 “The author of this Paraphrase remains unknown, as he was evidently unknown
to the ex-Emperor John Cantacuzene who, in 1366, paid a scribe to copy the work
under the modest title of: Avevipov wopagpaog” (Nicol 1968, 16). The
manuscript with the “modest title” Nicol refers to is the Florence, Biblioteca
Mediceo Laurenziana, Plut. LXXX 3.

38 Heylbut 1889, 32-33 (1. 36-7, 11-13).

39 Bravo Garcia 1978, 81-82 is the first editor of this text, which previously had not
been correctly identified. Unlike the political horoi of the five examined
manuscripts, the note in the Matritensis 4808 lacks initials and detailed punctua-
tion because it is simply an impromptu memo, without any stringent relationship
with the textual contents that precede it (Lucian’s writings, but nothing of Aristo-
tle: see Andrés 1987, 420-421).
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Anonymi paraphrasis in Ethicam
Nicomacheam

Madrid, BNE mss. 4808, f. 196v

duvatol opyodijvar 1 AvmmOfvan i Erefjoat. £€e1g
3¢ ol tpomot, kab’ odg mhcyopey T TEON,
IMNhovoTL 0 TaGYEW AT KOAGDS | KOK®S, 010V
TpOg 10 OpyIGijvar £l pev 6podpdS Kol AoXETMG

opyobijvon &i pev Mav opyikog kakdg Exopev
TPOG OpYNV, €1 & Bhwg pm dpylopeda &’ oig i,
Kai oUTm Kak®g Exopev Tpog Opynv, TO fpa
péowmg £xov 10 pMte Mav drepodyelv unte

€yopev 1| TovvovTiov AveEvog Kai poAak®dg,
KaK®OG Eyopev, i 8¢ péomg, KOAMdS opoing o€ kol
TpOG T& GAAQ. [...] £T1, KOTG péV TO TAON OV TE
émavovpedo obte yeyopeda, katd 8¢ Tag ApeTag
1 10 Koxiog émavovpeda fj yeyopeba.

avalyiTog Exetv.

The text of the Madrid manuscript is very useful for the study of the diffu-
sion of the Nicomachean Ethics and the Aristotelian &poty; whoever tran-
scribed it seems to have been inspired by a model closer to the text [24]
than to the original version of the treatise or the anonymous paraphrase;
said in another way, the source of the Madrid notula* is to be found in a
section of &pot dedicated to passions according to Aristotle, but not entire-
ly coinciding with those on vices and virtues that the examined
manuscripts report at the bottom of the political selection.

Finally, it appears evident that the anonymous editor of the &pot was
looking for ethical definitions inside the Politics; anthropology, economics,
and political science interest him, but only in relation to the distinction
between virtues and vices. For this reason, his &pot about politics are
markedly poor in political terminology and arguments related to woleia.
From the philological investigation point of view, collections of &pot taken
from a single work do not help the constitutio textus, since in most cases the
sampling is subject to syntactic and lexical changes, due to the need to
summarize and provide a clear and easily remembered definition (al-
though this result is not always achieved in the 8pot taken from the Politics,
as we have observed). Consequently, it is not possible to relate the horoi
drawn from the first book with any part of the manuscript tradition of the
Politics in full text. The analysis of this summary can however be concluded
with an important datum, namely the relationship with the tradition of De
virtute, the pseudo-Aristotelian text closest to it, both in the thematic
choices and in the structural definition sequence. The material datum of
the presence of the §pot in some manuscripts that also contain De virtute*!
leads us to believe they were elaborated within a cultural environment in

40 Cf. the description in the catalogue: “Notulae de passionibus animae excerptae ex
Ethica Nicomachea” (Andrés 1987, 421).

41 In addition to the already analyzed Mut Mon Par Ott, it is necessary to mention
the manuscript Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Phil. gr. 311.
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which the apocryphal treatise -certainly older and more complex- was
widespread and well known.

V. An Epitome of Politics 1

A “summary” aimed at drafting a definition is not the only way to dissemi-
nate the textual contents of a philosophical treatise. In the anthological lit-
erature the most recurring textual typology -more useful for the philologi-
cal comparison with the direct tradition- is that of excerpra, i.e. textual pas-
sages selected for their importance (of content and/or form), usually less
subject to interpolation. Indeed, 6pot are synthetic definitions, while ex-
cerpta have a floristic purpose in the sense that they must retain the refer-
ence to the text auctoritas. In the 15th century manuscripts, excerpta from
the Politics are not very frequent, but worthy of mention is one of the most
significant examples, taken from a manuscript presenting a sort of encyclo-
pedia of Aristotelian doctrine through anthologies of the whole corpus:
Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Par. gr. 2042. In this manuscript,
datable to the second half of the 15th century (probably to the 1470’s), the
succession of works about practical philosophy proceeds from the Nico-
machean Ethics to the Politics, then offers extracts from the Rbetoric and the
Poetics.** In order to understand the qualitative difference between a possi-
ble “summary” of Politics 1 (such as the one reconstructable with the &pot)
and an “anthology” of the same, it will be useful to report the series of cor-
responding extracts from the Parisian codex. In this case, the numbering
faithfully reflects the original paragraphs in the manuscript; after the para-
graph number, correspondence with the pages of current editions is found
in parentheses; finally, the apparatus gives an account of textual variations
with respect to the complete text.

42 Starting from f. 253r the extracts from EN;f. 273v Pol.;f. 280r Rbet.; from f. 283r
tof. 284v Poet. “Der cod. Par. Gr. 2042 und cod. Vat. Gr. 1002 enthalten die gle-
ichen Excerpte der Politik” (Dreizehnter 1962, 68 n 1). The Vatican codex con-
tains works of Cardinal Bessarion and Georgius Gemistus Pletho: the section of
the Aristotelian excerpta (ff. 100v-130v) could be more ancient with respect to the
other ones. Bessarion is the strong element that unites the two manuscripts (cf.

infra).
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Paris, BNF, Par. gr. 2042, ff- 273v-274r
"Ek 10D TpdTOV TOV TOMTIKOV APLGTOTELOVG

[1 (1252a1-7)] 'Emedn wicov wOAMv Opdpev Kowvoviav Tvé ovoav, Kol mTacoV
Kowoviav dyadod tvog Evexev cuvestnrvioy, Tod yap ivar dokodvrog dyabod
x6pv wavto TPATTOVGL TAVTEG, dfjAov (g oot pEv dyafod Tvog ctoydlovior
péAcTa 8¢ 1 Kowevio 1) TOALTIKY.

[2 (1252a7-10)] 'Ocot p&v obv ofoviar TOAMTIKOV Kol BactAMKOV Kol oikovoptkov ko
deomoTikdy £ivar TOV adTOV 0V KaAdg Aéyovot mARBeL Yap koi dryd Tt vopilovst
Srapépey GAL’ 0vK €idel TOVT®V EKOGTOV.

[3 (1252a31-34)] To pév dvvapevov ti] dravoieg Tpoopdy, Gpyov vcel, ki deomdlov
@YHoer 10 8¢ duvapevov TG cOPOTL TADTO TOVELV ApYOpEVOY Kai pUGEL SoDAOV.

[4 (1252b9-15)] Ex piv odv to0tov Tdv §00 Koweovidv, Sniovott Gvdpdg koi
YVvoiKkédg, decmdTov Kod Sovlov, oikia mpd, kai opbdc Hoiodog eine mouwjoag,
otkov piv mpoTioTa: yuveikd t€, Bodv T dpotiipa. 6 Yop Bodg &vt’ oikéTov Tolg
mévnowv éotiv. Xapovvddg opocirvovg, Empeviong opoxdmovg.

[5 (1252b15-17)] 'H & éx mhewdvov oikidv kowovia mpdtn, ypnocmg Evekev pm
gpnuépov, KOpPN* péMoTa 38 Kotd VoY Fotkev 1| KdPN, Gmotkio oikiog slva.

[6 (1252b19-26)] To wpdtov &Pactlevovio ai mOAelg koi vov &t ta E0vn. €k
Bactkevopévav yap cvvijlbov, mdca yap oikia, Bacthedetol VO T0D TPEGPLTATOL:
[vacuum] odtovg Ogovg 6¢ S Todto MAVTEG Pool Pacthedeshat. dtL Kol avToi, ol
pév £t kai vdv, oi 8 10 apyaiov Efaciievovro.

[7 (1253a2-3, 18-20)] Tdv @voel 1| TOAG €oti, Kol 0 dvOpmmog eOcEL TOATIKOV {DOV*
ko 8fjov dmo Tod Adyov Exev: mpodTEPOV TH} PUGEL TOMG, T oikia Kai ExacTog UMV
o1, 10 Yap Bhov TPOTEPOV Gvaykoiov lvat Tod pépov.

[8 (1253a31-37)] "Qomep yap kol tedewdev PérTIoTOV TOV (DO AVvOpOTOHS E0TIV, 0VTM
kol yopiohev vopov kai Sikng yeipiotov wavrov: yoremwtdtn yoap aducio
gyovoo dmho- 6 88 GvOpomog dmho Exev QUETOL QPOVAGEL Kol GpETii, oig &mi
tavavtio £ott ypfiodat. 810 dvooudTatov Kol GypidTATOV GVEL GPETRG, Kol TPOg
appodicta kai E3wOMV yelptoTov.

[9 (1254b2-9)] "Eotwv Gomep Aéyopev mpdTov &v {dm Dewpiicat kai SeomoTikiv apyiv
KOl TOMTUCV- 1} P&V yap Yoyt Tod 6OPOTOG dpyeL SEGTOTIKIV apynV, O d& vodg Tiig
Opéfemc moMTiknV kol PactMkiyv- v oic @avepdv £o6TL OTL Katd QUG Koi
cvpeépov 10 dpyechot 1 chpatt vVTO THig Yuxfic, Kai @ TadnTikd popin VO ToD
vod kol Tod popiov Tod Adyov ExovToc.

[10 (1255b16-17, 18-20, 31-33)] OV tovTovV £oTL deomoteion Kol TOMTIKY. 1 pEV
£hevbépav pdoet 1 8¢ dodAwv €oti, Kai 1| pév oikovoptkn povapyio: povapygeitol
yap miC oikog 1 8¢ woMTiky ElevBépov Kol icmV dpyn. O deomdNC OvK &V TR
KktdcBat dovAovg, GAL €v Td ypTicOar dovAotc.

[11 (1256a4, 11-14)] 'H ypnpatiotiky oy 1 o0t Tf] oikovopkf® tiig p&v yap €oti 10
mopicachay, tig 8¢ 10 ypfoachar wotepov 8¢ pépog avtiig &oti T ff Erepov £ld0g,
£yel Supopnnoty.
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[12 (1256a21-25)] "Qote ai dapopai TG TPoPTiG TOVG Piovg TeEmOUKAGL StopEPOVTAG
@V (Qov. @V Te yap Onpiov o pev dyehoio to 8¢ omopadikd €0Tl, OTOTEPWOG
GULPQEPEL TPOG TV TPOPTV aTOlG S0 TO T& pev {wopdya Té 8¢ KapTodyo T 6
TopQaye adT@dV Evat.

[13 (1256b1-2)] Oi tdv dvBpdrv Biot, obtot gloi: vopadikdg, yewpykds, AnoTpikdc,
GALELTIKOG, ONPELTIKAG.

[14 (1256b16-22)] Ta @utd @V (hov Evekev ointéov sivar kai T dAAa (o T@V
avOphT@V xapv, o pév fjpepa Kai S v xpfio kol o v tpoeny. Tov &
ayplov, &l pn wévta, GArd T6 ve mAglota Tfig TPOo@Rc Kai dAANG Pondeiag Evekev,
tva koi £o0ng kai GAAa Spyava yivntan &€ adtdv. £l 0OV 1) o1 pndiv pfite drekic
molel pfte pammy, dvoykaiov tdv avOpaTov Evekey aDT TAVTO TETOMKEVOL THV
@OGV.

[15 (1258b35-39)] Eioi 8¢ teqvikdtatar pév tdv Epyacidv dmov EAdyotov Tiig
TOMG, Pavavcotatar év ofg 0 chpate AoBdvial pdhote: SoviikdTotal 58 Erov
100 cmpatog TAEIGTAL YPNOEG GyevESTATOL 08 OTOL EAAYIGTOV TPOGOET APETHG.
Xapng Iaplog kai Amodrddwpog Afpviog Eypoyav mepl yempylag. ‘O Gakfig,
oveldloviov avT® S TV weviav ¢ aveoeelods TG @rhocogiag obong,
kotovonoe k Ti¢ aotpovopiog €dodv @opav €copévnv. £t xepdvog dvtog,
OAlymv appafdvag tdv Elatovpyiov tdv T v Mt kol &v Xio mévtov, Tod
kopod fovtog, TOAAL yppato GUVAEEEY.

[16 (1259237-1259b1)] Tpia £idn Tiig oikovopikfig &v pev deomotiky, £v 6 waTpiKi,
Tpitn 8¢ yopuc® €ott yap Kol yovoukdg TO dpyetv, kol Tékvev, m¢ EAevBEpmv pev
apeotv, 00 TOV aOTOV 3€ TPOTOV THG APYTiG, GAAGL YUVOIKOG PEV TOMTIKAG, TEKVOV
8¢ PactMKdC.

[17 (1260a17-20)] Awd OV pév dpyovia tedéav Exev del v MOy apetiv: 10 yap
£pyov €oTIV AMADG TOD APYLTEKTOVOGC, O O€ AOYOG APYLTEKTOV, TOV & dAL®V EkacTov
6oov émPaiiel adTolC.

[1] post péAiota 8¢ om. Kai T0D KVPIOTATOV TAVTOV 1) TAGCMY KUPLOTATH Kol TAGOG TEPIEYOVTO TOG
GAhag. abn & gotiv 1) kakovpévn OMG kai [4] post kowvwvidy add. dniovort ... dovdov | post
miveow gotiv cf. Pol. codd. 1) pév odv &ig miicav Npépav cuvestnivio Kowevin Katd GUoLY 0lkog
£ottv, obg Xapadvdog pev kodel oposimvovg, Empevidng 6¢ 6 Kprg opokdmoug [6] 810 kai t0 TpdTov
Pol. codd. | post mpeoputdtov vacuum (om. 1252b21-24 (ot ... drovv) | avtodg Beodg] kai Todg
Beovg Pol. codd. [7] kai dijhov amd oD Adyov Eyxetv excerptoris glossa ex 1253a9-18 | wpdtepov &1y
Pol. codd. [8] xpiicBar péhiota Pol. codd. [9] ot & odv Gomep Aéyopev Pol. codd. (Etepov & odv
domep H) | pavepov éotwv Pol. codd. [10] post pr. wodrtiky om. 1255b17-18 008¢ maoat ... Tvég
paow | dovrav éotiv Pol. codd. | post icav apyfi om. 1255b20-31 6 pév ovv ... ypnotky SovAwv | 6
yap deomdtng Pol. codd. | Todg Sovrovg Pol. codd. [11] pév yap 10 Pol. codd. | post ypiicacbat om.
1256a12-13 i yap ... oikovoptkiiv; [12] éotwv Pol. codd. [13] Ot ... gioi excerptoris reductio ex
1256a40-1256b1 [14] yevopévolg ointéov 16 te gutd, TdV {dov Evekev eivon Pol. codd. [15] Tiig
toymg] g om. Pol. codd. fere omnes | § &v aig Pol. codd. | dyevvéstatar Pol. codd. fere omnes |
Xapng ... cbvie€ev excerptoris paraphrasis ex 1258b 39-1259a 18 [16] émel 8¢ tpia pépn g
oikovopkfig Pol. codd. fere omnes | tpitov Pol. codd. | yovaucodg Gpyew Pol. codd.

Compared to the previous 6pot, the epitome of Par. gr. 2042 presents a se-
lection of passages which are a little more balanced and better distributed,
although the similarity of interests and the coincidence of many passages is
undeniable. Each one of the main contents of the book is represented by at
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least one passage, but the modality of transcription is quite different with
respect to the synthetic horoi. The epitomator, in addition to selecting tex-
tual portions from all the books of the Politics and subdividing them book
by book while maintaining the original order, does not exclude argu-
ments, poetic quotations and literary allusions, and only on very few occa-
sions assuming the burden of synthesizing or paraphrasing the original
text (like in [7, 13, 15]). Moreover, the epitome preserves some passages
that constitute important definitions of Aristotelian philosophy, which
were absent in the 8pot, such as the definition of man as a political animal
[7] or nature that does not leave anything unfinished or do anything in
vain [14]. It is not possible to establish a relationship between the &pot and
this epitome in terms of textual dependence: apart from some coincidence
in the transcription, the second cannot derive from the first. But this be-
comes important evidence of the multiplicity of political readings in the
15th century, dependent on the selection of an editor or an anthologist.
The case of Par. gr. 2042 is paradigmatic, since it is a manuscript of great
proportions, entirely dedicated to presenting an anthology of the Corpus
aristotelicum; moreover, the copyist of the Politics section, once known as
Anonymus 8-kai, was in recent years identified with Alexius Celadenus, of
Spartan origins, born around 1450, who from the beginning of the 1470’s
was an intrinsic part of the Roman house of the Cardinal Bessarion, the
owner of the codex.®3

The series of excerpta reported was considered as the core of Politics 1 in
terms of textual citations. The most evident analogy with the &pot is the
part of the book affected by the epitome; as in the case of the definitions, it
is the first half that occupies almost all the extracts (the texts [1-14] con-
cerning the part from the beginning up to 1256b22, while only the texts
[15-17] report passages from the second half). It is a further confirmation
that Aristotelian economics and crematistics were perceived as a “diffi-
cult”™* subject, if not on a conceptual level, certainly in the context of tex-
tual selection. It was arduous to isolate short passages capable of effectively
summarizing these arguments. A different discourse, on the other hand,
concerns the social relations and specific virtues of the various social cat-
egories, since Par. gr. 2042 reports extracts from the subsequent books of

43 Speranzi 2009 and 2011.

44 The exegetical problems concerning the economic teachings of Aristotle, above
all in relation to justice, continue to be a subject of current critical debate: cf. Lisi
2017.
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the treatise, and can retrieve the clarifications that Aristotle inserts in this
regard in book 3.

Continuation of the investigation and the publication of the entire epit-
ome, also in comparison with other sources, will likewise allow the estab-
lishment of which side of the direct tradition the texts come from. From
the extracts of book 1, however, it is already possible to isolate some obser-
vations: if in the text [12] the lectio is 1@V te yap Onpiwv (corresponding to
1256a23), this means that the excerpta of Par. gr. 2042 do not derive from
the MS group (two main manuscripts of the first family), in which te is
omitted, nor from the ACD group (important manuscripts of the second
family),* in which yap is omitted. In the text [15] the lesson € dyiotov tiig
oM (instead of éldyiotov TOyMG, corresponding to 1258b36) is found only
in some manuscripts dating back to the late 15th century,*® as well as in
the exemplar of Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 200 (Ven,),
which belonged to Cardinal Bessarion and was written in Rome by
Ioannes Rhosos in 1457.47 It is therefore not surprising that, in the same
text [15], the lesson dyevéotaton (instead of dyevvéctatar of 1258b38-39) is
also found in Ven,,. Finally, it is possible to hypothesize that the source of
the excerpta of Par. gr. 2042, at least limited to the Politics, is to be identified
in the Ven,, or in other exemplars very close to it, certainly in the Bessari-
on context of the Roman period.
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(.T.8.12),f 161r.
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Der Feldzug des Xerxes 480/479 und die Sizilische Expedition
der Athener 415-413 v. Chr.:
Persischer und athenischer ,,Imperialimus® bei Herodot und

Thukydides.

Klaus Meister

In seiner grundlegenden Untersuchung ,Die Wesensbestimmung der
Geschichte durch die antike Geschichtsschreibung® betonte Hermann
Strasburger im Jahr 1966, also vor gut 50 Jahren, zur inhaltlichen Ab-
hangigkeit des Thukydides von Herodot: ,Ja, wer alle Berithrungsstellen
beider Werke vorurteilsfrei durchgeht, mufl zweifeln, ob Thukydides das
des groffen Vorgangers mehr als nur oberflichlich zur Kenntnis genom-
men hat“ (S.63). In diametralem Gegensatz hierzu urteilt A. Rengakos
2011 im ,Handbuch der griechischen Literatur der Antike“ (Bd. 1, S. 399):

»Dariiber hinaus hat die Forschung der letzten Jabre eine groffe Zahl inter-
textueller, thematischer und struktureller Beziehungen zwischen den herodoters-
chen Historien und Thukydides* Werk wabhrscheinlich gemacht.

Tatsachlich existiert zu diesem Thema seit ca. 25 Jahren eine grofSe Fiille
von Veroffentlichungen, die unten S. 188 f. verzeichnet sind.

Eine der auffilligsten Abhingigkeiten des Thukydides von Herodot bet-
rifft das Problem des athenischen bzw. persischen Imperialismus, wie er
sich in der athenischen Politik gegeniiber Sizilien bzw. im Feldzug des
Xerxes gegen Griechenland manifestiert.

Diesem Thema hat K. Raaflaub im Jahr 2002 einen sehr wichtigen Auf
satz mit dem Titel: ,Herodot und Thukydides: Persischer Imperialismus
im Lichte der athenischen Sizilienpolitik® gewidmet.! Raaflaub analysiert
vergleichend die athenische Debatte, die dem Eingreifen in Sizilien 415 vo-
rausging (Thuk. 6.8-26) und die sog. Kronratsdebatte der Perser vor dem
Feldzug des Xerxes 480 v. Chr. (Hdt. 7.8-18). Er konstatiert im ersten Teil
eine Reihe von inhaltlichen Parallelen und Gemeinsamkeiten, die auf eine
Benitzung des Herodot durch Thukydides schliefen lassen. Im zweiten
Teil erblickt er die Herkunft beider Debatten in der athenischen Sizilien-

1 Raaflaub 2002.
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politik. Die folgenden Ausfithrungen weisen eine dhnliche Struktur auf
und gliedern sich ebenfalls in zwei Teile:

Im ersten Teil Ich lege ich den Katalog der Ubereinstimmungen zu-
grunde, freilich im Gegensatz zu Raaflaub mit zahlreichen Modifikatio-
nen, Erweiterungen und neuen Vorschligen. Auf diese Weise konstatiere
ich ca. 20 Konkordanzen, also die doppelte Anzahl im Vergleich zu
Raaflaub. Im zweiten Teil erértere ich ebenfalls die Herkunft beider Debat-
ten, komme dabei allerdings zu einem vollig anderen Ergebnis als der
verehrte Kollege.

Erster Teil: Intertextuelle, thematische und strukturelle Beziehungen zwischen
Thukydides und Herodot.

Vielleicht sind nicht alle im Folgenden aufgezihlte Konkordanzen gle-
ichermaffen iberzeugend, vielmehr einige von ihnen der analogen his-
torischen Situation geschuldet, dennoch erweisen sich zahlreiche inter-
textuelle Beziehungen als evident.

1. Tiefere Ursachen der Feldziige.

Beide Autoren informieren iber die tiefere Ursachen der Feldziige. Die
Athener erstrebten die Eroberung von Sizilien (Thuk. 6.1), die Perser die
Eroberung Griechenlands (Hdt. 7.5 ff.).

2. Aufere Anlasse.

Was die aufleren Anldsse angeht, so ist es bei der athenischen Expedition
nach Sizilien der Hilferuf der Egestaier und der Leontiner (Thuk. 6.1-2),
im Falle des Perserkrieges der Wunsch des Dareios nach Rache fiir die per-
sische Niederlage von Marathon (Hdt.7.1).

3. Falsche Versprechen der Hilfesuchenden.

Die angeblichen Reichtimer der Egestaier sind in Wirklichkeit nur vorge-

spielt (Thuk. 6.6.2-3, 8.1-2); von der angekindigten Unterstiitzung der
Perser durch die Peisistratiden (Hdt. 7.6.2) verlautet spater nichts mehr.
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4. Mangelnde Kenntnis der zu erobernden Gebiete.

In beiden Fallen war der Souveran, bei den Athenern der Demos, bei den
Persern Xerxes bzw. der persische Kronrat, mit Land und Leuten, die sie zu
erobern planen, ganz und gar unvertraut: Bei Thukydides wird diese Un-
kenntnis gleich zu Beginn des Berichtes hervorgehoben (6.1.1), bei
Herodot kommt sie sowohl im Gesprach zwischen Xerxes und Demaratos
(7.101-105) als auch in der Kronratsdebatte mehrfach zum Ausdruck
(7.8ff.).

S. Falsche bzw. manipulierte Prophezethungen.

Beide Male spielen manipulierte und irrefithrende Prophezeihungen fiir
die Durchfithrung der Expeditionen eine nicht unwesentliche Rolle
(Thuk. 8.1.1 bzw. Hdt. 7.6.3-4).

6. Zeitpunkt der Debatte.

In beiden Fillen fand die Debatte dartiber, ob man die Feldziige un-
ternehmen solle, erst dann statt, als die grundsatzliche Entscheidung zu
deren Durchfithrung bereits gefallen war (Thuk. 6.8-25 bzw. Hdt. 7.8-19).

7. Stimmen der Warner.

Beide Male spielt die Person des Warners eine wichtige Rolle. Es handelt
sich jeweils um einen alteren, erfahrenen Staatsmann, dessen Ratschlige
sich bereits in der Vergangenheit bewihrt hatten. Bei Thukydides ist es
Nikias,? bei Herodot Artabanos.? Nikias beansprucht fir sich, niemals aus
personlichem Ehrgeiz oder wider besseres Wissen geredet oder gehandelt
zu haben (Thuk. 6.9.2). Ferner war es fiir ihn angesichts der grolen Begeis-
terung der Massen nicht ungefahrlich, von dem Sizilienfeldzug abzuraten.
Artabanos sprach sich bereits gegen den Skythenfeldzug des Dareios aus
(Hdt. 7.1002) und riskiert jetzt mit seinem Widerspruch den Zorn des
Konigs sowie den Verlust seiner Ehre (Hdt. 7.11.1, 1602).

2 Dazu Marinatos 1980.
3 Vgl. Pelling 1991.
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8. Scharfe Angriffe gegen die Befiirworter.

Weiterhin scheuen sich weder Nikias noch Artabanos, ihre Gegner person-
lich scharf zu attackieren (Thuk. 6.12.2-13. Hdt. VII 10e): Beide betonen
deren maflosen Ehrgeiz und Egoismus (Thuk. 6.12.2 bzw. Hdt. 7.10n),
werfen ihnen vor, die militirische Stirke der Gegner zu verniedlichen,
fordern sie dazu auf; sich genauer tber deren Starke zu informieren (Thuk.
6.20-22 bzw. Hdt. 7.108) und warnen sie davor, alles dem Zufall zu
uberlassen (Thuk. 6.23.3 bzw. Hdt. 7.108).

9. Stimmen der Befiirworter.

Thukydides und Herodot heben tibereinstimmend die relative Jugend der
Hauptbefiirworter hervor, nimlich des Alkibiades bzw. des Mardonios
(Thuk. 6.12.2, 17.1, 18.6. Hdt. 7.12.2. 18,2): Beide Minner werden als
Abenteurer vorgestellt, die stindig auf Neues aus sind und sich von diesen
Unternehmungen groflen personlichen Gewinn versprechen: ,\Vor allem
begebrte er das Kommando und hoffte, dadurch Sizilien und Karthago zu er-
obern, und fiir sich selbst, wenn er Erfolg habe, Geld und Rubm zu gewinnen®,
sagt Thukydides (6.15.2) tber Alkibiades, wihrend Mardonios nach
Herodot (7.16.1) ,selbst gerne Satrap von Griechenland werden wollte.“

10. Weiterreichende Eroberungsziele der Befiirworter.

Beide Historiker schreiben Alkibiades bzw. Mardonios nicht nur die Er-
oberung von Sizilien bzw. Griechenland zu, sondern weitergehende Ziele:
Alkibiades plant die Eroberung Karthagos und des gesamten Mittelmeer-
raumes (Thuk. 6.15.2), Xerxes traumt von einem Perserreich, ,,das alle Volk-
er zu etnem einzigen Land vereint und den Himmel zur Grenze des Perserreiches
macht“ (Hdt. 7.8y1-3).

11. Minimierung der Gefahren und Ristken.
In beiden Debatten kommen die Uneinigkeit, die zahlenmifige Unter-
legenheit, die schlechte Ausriistung und die unwirksame Kampfesweise

der Feinde zur Sprache; auf diese Weise werden die Gefahren des geplanten
Unternehmens heruntergespielt, wihrend die Opposition in realistischer
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Einschitzung der Lage davor warnt, die Feinde zu unterschitzen (Thuk.
6.17.2-5,20.2-21.2 bzw. Hdt. 7.9a1-2, 10 03-B2, 10n1).

12. GrofSe Begeisterung auf beiden Seiten fiir die Feldziige.

Hier existieren bei beiden Historikern wortliche Ubereinstimmungen:
Thukydides bemerkt, ,daf die Athener darauf drangen,gegen die Insel zu Felde
zu ziehen“ (6.6.1: otpatevey Gppnvro); nach einer Rede des Alkibiades
wdrangen die Athener noch wviel mebr als vorber darauf, zu Felde zu
ziehen (6.19.2: oM@ pdilov fi mpotepov dpunvro otpatedev), und nach
einer Erwiderung des Nikias ,,drangen sie noch mebr darauf™ (6.24.2: wold 8¢
pailov dppnvto). Herodot berichtet, daff Dareios nach der persichen
Niederlage bei Marathon und nach einer Revolte in Agypten ,noch mebr
darauf drang, zu Felde zu ziehen* (7.1.3: kai pailov 6punto otpateveco).

13. Wirtschaftliche Motive.

In beiden Fillen wird die Entscheidung fir den Feldzug nicht nur durch
politische, sondern auch durch wirtschaftliche Motive beeinfluf§t. Nach
Thukydides (6.24.3) war das athenische Kriegsvolk von der Aussicht begeis-
tert, ,,schon durch dieses Unternebmen Geld zu verdienen und eine Macht
dazuzuzerobern, aus der thnen fiir alle Zeit ein taglicher Sold gewifS sei.“ Mar-
donios und Xerxes machen den Feldzug ihren Soldaten dadurch schmack-
hafter, daf8 sie Hellas und Europa als ,schones, reiches und fruchtbares
Land*“ bezeichnen (Hdt. 7.5.3, 802).

14. Militarischen Vorbereitungen.

Bei Thukydides (6.31.3) heifSt es:

,Und jeder der Trierarchen war dufSerst berettwilligst darauf bedacht (£g 1o
poxpotata wpodounbévrog), dafl sein Schiff an préichtiger Ausstattung und
Schnelligkeit alle iibertrife.“ Xerxes forderte nach Herodot (7.8.51) seine
Generile dazu auf, ,sich zur ndber bezeichneten Zeit bereitwillig
(mpobbdpwg) einzufinden

Ferner meint Herodot (7.19.2): Als Xerxes fiir die am besten ausgestatteten
Perser einen Preis aussetzte, ,bewies jedermann jegliche Bereitwilligkeit, den
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Befeblen nachukommen® (wdg &vip elxe mpobopinv wdcav &mi Toiot
gipnpévotor). Ferner dhneln sich die Angaben der beiden Historiker (Thuk.
6.31.3 bzw. Hdt. a.a.0.) iiber die Aufstellung des Heeres am Pirdus bzw. am
Hellespont in der pathetischen Hervorhebung der grofSartigen Riistungen.

15. Trankopfer und Gebete zu Beginn der Feldziige.

Dartiber berichtet Thukydides (6.32.2):

WAls dann die Schiffe bemannt waren und alles endlich verladen war, womit
sie in See stechen wollten, wurde mit einem Trompetensignal Schweigen
geboten, dann verrichteten sie die vor dem Auslaufen iiblichen Gebete, nicht
auf jedem Schiffe getrennt, sondern alle zusammen nach den Worten eines
Herolds, mischten in Kriigen den Wein das ganze Heer entlang, und aus
goldenen und silbernen Schalen brachten Schiffssoldaten und Trierarchen
Trankopfer dar. Die Gebete sprach auch die iibrigen Volksmenge vom Lande
aus mit, Biirger und wer noch sonst ihnen woblgesinnt dabei war. Dann
stimmten ste den Schlachtgesang an, beendeten die Opfer und stachen
schliefSlich in See.“ (Thukydidestubersetzungen nach G.P. Landmann)

Ahnlich lautet der Bericht Herodots (7.54):

»Diesen Tag verbrachten die Perser mit Vorbereitungen fiir die Uberfabrt. Am
folgenden erwarteten sie den Sonnenaufgang, verbrannten allerlei Raucher-
werk auf den Briicken und bestreuten den Weg mit Myrten. Als die Sonne
emporstieg, spendete Xerxes aus einer goldenen Schale ins Meer und betete
zur Sonne: Es moge ihm kein Ungliick zustofSen, welches ihn an der Er-
oberung Europas hindere, ebe er an die Grenzen jenes Erdteils gelangt sei.
Nach diesem Gebet warf er die Schale in den Hellespont, dazu einen golde-
nen Mischkrug und ein persisches Schwert, das sie Akinakes nennen.
“ (Herodotibersetzungen nach F. Feix)

Nicht nur die Angaben tiber die Gebete und Trankopfer finden sich schon
bei Herodot, auch der Charakter der beiden Berichte dhnelt einander,
wobei gerade die Schaustellung der eigenen Grofle und die évapyeo=Bild-
haftigkeit der Darstellung zu Beginn der Feldziige einen scharfen Kontrast
zu deren katastrophalem Ende bilden.
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16. Wettfahrten am Anfang der Feldziige.

Dazu heif3t es bei Thukydides (6.32.2):

»Zundchst noch segelten sie in Kiellinie, dann aber unternabmen sie eine
Wettfahrt (Gpikav) bis Aigina. Danach strebten sie in eiliger Fabrt nach
Kerkyra, wo sich das iibrige Heer der Bundesgenossen sammelte.

Herodot (7.44) berichtet ebenfalls tber eine Wettfabrt (pika) zu Beginn
des Feldzugs:

LAls Xerxes in Abydos eintraf, wollte er sein ganzes Heer mustern. Vorsor-
glich war fiir thn dort ein erhohter Sitz aus weifSem Stein auf einem Hiigel
errichtet worden; die Abydener batten ihn nach einem friiheren Befehl des
Konaugs errichtet. Hier also nahm er Platz und musterte FufSvolk und Schiffe,
indem er auf die Kiiste schaute. Bei diesem Anblick erfafSte ihn das Verlan-
gen, eine Wettfabrt der Schiffe (1dv ve®dv Guihav) zu erleben. Als diese
stattfand und die phoinikischen Sidonier siegten, freute er sich iiber die Wet-
tfabrt und iiber sein Heer.“

17. Eine Vorahnung der Niederlage von Persern und Athenern?

Thukydides bemerkt zur Stimmung der Athener vor der Ausfahrt der
Flotte (6.31.1):

wIn diesem Augenblick, da es nun wirklich bereits ans Abschiednebmen an-
gesichts grofSer bevorstehender Gefahren ging, kam ihnen das Schreckenerre-
gende threr Unternehmung weit mebr zum BewufStsein, als da sie die Fabrt
beschlossen hatten®.

Bei Herodot (7.44) heifit es:

»Der ganze Hellespont war mit Schiffen bedeckt, und die ganze Kiiste und
das Flachland von Abydos war voller Menschen. Xerxes pries sich gliicklich,
dann weinte er.“

Beide Stellen stehen in scharfem Kontrast zur vorangehenden Euphorie
und enthalten vielleicht einen versteckten Hinweis auf die spateren Katas-
trophen.
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18. Argumente fiir ein praventives Vorgehen.

Bei Thukydides (6.18.2-3) wendet sich Alkibiades prinzipiell gegen eine
Stillhaltepolitik und pladiert fir ein praventives Vorgehen:

»Gegen den Mdchtigen webrt man sich ndmlich nicht nur, wenn er angreft,
sondern kommt thm zuvor, damit er nicht angreift. Wir konnen es uns nicht
eintetlen, wie weit wir berrschen wollen, sondern sind gezwungen, da wir
nun einmal auf diesem Stand angelangt sind, gegen die einen Anschlige zu
sinnen, die anderen nicht hochkommen zu lassen, da uns droht, von anderen
beberrscht zu werden, wenn wir nicht selbst iiber andere herrschen. Und ihr
konnt nicht in gleicher Weise wie andere nach Frieden trachten, wenn thr
nicht eure ganze Lebensweise der der anderen anpassen wollt.“ (Uberset-
zung K. Raaflaub)

Xerxes hatte bei Herodot, der auch hier als Vorbild des Thukydides zu be-
trachten ist (7.11.21-3), mit dem Hinweis argumentiert, daf8 Untitigkeit
nur das Erreichte gefihrde und daf§ man rechtzeitig neue Eroberungen pla-
nen misse, um eventuellen Angriffen der Feinde zuvorzukommen:

»Denn das weifS ich genau: Wenn wir uns auch ruhig verbalten, jene werden
es doch nicht tun, sondern unser Land erst recht angreifen, falls man daraus
Schliisse ziehen kann, was sie bereits getan haben: Sie haben Sardes
niedergebrannt und sind gegen Asien gezogen. Zuriick kann also keiner
mehr von beiden. Hier gilt es zu handeln oder zu leiden, damit entweder
dies alles unter die Herrschaft der Griechen oder jenes unter die der Perser
kommt. Ein Mittelding gibt es bei dieser Feindschaft nicht.“

Die Analogie der beiden Partien ist evident.

19. Kommentar des Thukydides zur sizilischen Katastrophe eine Parallele zu
Herodots Darstellung des Falls von Troia?

Thukydides (7.87.5-7) bewertet die sizilische Katastrophe zusammen-
fassend wie folgt:

»~Man kann wobl sagen, dafS dieses Ereignis von allen in diesem Kriege das
bedeutendste war, meines Erachtens sogar von allen, die wir aus der
Uberlieferung kennen, fiir die Sieger der grofte Rubm, fiir die Untergegan-
genen das grofte Ungliick: Auf der ganzen Linie besiegt und unter Leiden,
von denen keines etwa klein war, hatten sie in volliger Vernichtung, wie
man so sagt (mavoledpig O 10 Aeydpevov), Fufvolk und Schiffe und
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tiberbaupt alles verloren, und nur wenige von so vielen kehrten nach Hause
zuriick.

Das Wort wovoledpia findet sich in der klassischen Prosa sonst lediglich
bei Herodot (2.120.5), und zwar im Zusammenhang mit dem Untergang
Troias. Dort heifSt es:

»Die Gottheit wirkte darauf bin, daf die Troianer in ihrer volligen Vernich-
tung (ravorebpin) den Menschen deutlich machten, daf auf grofes Unrecht
grofSe Rache seitens der Gottheit folgt.“

Als erster vertrat H. Strasburger* die These, daff Thukydides nicht nur das
Wort waveledpio von Herodot iibernommen habe, sondern sich auch
dessen Deutung vom Untergangs Troias zu eigen gemacht habe: ,Die Ver-
suchung zu behaupten, dafl die Herodotstelle das Schlisselwort zur Auf-
fassung des Thukydides sein solle, ist fiir mich nicht gering” Zahlreiche
Forscher sind dieser Ansicht gefolgt, darunter N. Marinatos Korff und
H.R. Rawlings® und N. Fisher.® Mit Modifikationen gilt dies auch fir W.R.
Connor:” ,The passage (sc. of Thucydides) seems to me to raise the
question of theodicy but to leave it quite open. It is not a statement of
Thucydides’ theology, but a way to lead an enlightened and sophisticated
audience to confront the awesome possibility that there may be a divine di-
mension to human history“ Ahnlich betont neuerdings J. Grethlein:® ,Im
folgenden wird die These verfolgt, daff die theologische Deutung a la
Herodot evoziert wird, aber nicht als Modell, sondern als Kontrast fir
Thukydides* Deutung des Peloponnesischen Krieges dient“ Auch S. Horn-
blower? ist der Auffassung, ,but awareness und deliberate allusion to Hdt.
seems hard to escape” und wendet sich damit gegen K.J. Dover,!? dem er
eine Uberkritische Einstellung vorwirft. Dover duflerte nimlich erstmals
schwerwiegende Bedenken gegen die oben genannte Interpretation: Zum
einen betonte er, daf§ Thukydides mit dem Zusatz 10 Aeyopevov auf den all-
gemeinen, fast sprichwortlichen Gebrauch von movoledpio hinweist, der
somit keineswegs der Verwendung des Wortes bei Herodot geschuldet sein
muf, zum anderen bemerkte er zur angeblichen Ubernahme der Deutung

Strasburger 1958, 39 Anm. 3 (=1968, 529 Anm. 83 =1982, 707 Anm. 83).
Marinatos Korff und Rawlings 1978.

Fisher 1992, 368.

Connor 1984, 208, Anm. 57.

Grethlein 2008, 132.

Hornblower 2008, 745.

Gomme, Andrewes, und Dover 1970, 465.
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Herodots durch Thukydides ,I suspect that if Thucydides had recalled the
Herodotean passage he would have taken some trouble to avoid the ap-
pearance of subscribing to its theology“! Noch schirfer fillt die
Ablehnung von L. Kallet aus: ,Certainly at this stage of narrative Thucy-
dides would not have feared that his readers would infer that he was now
imputing divine causation to the Athenian disaster in Sicily, which would
jar if not subvert not only the entire narrative of the expedition, but his
History as a whole 12 Diese Kritik erscheint mir berechtigt, daher ist die
Abhingigkeit des Thukydides in diesem Fall in der Tat zumindest prob-
lematisch.

20. Die athenische Niederlage in Sizilien als Gegenstiick zum Sieg iiber Xerxes.

Dazu bemerkt A. Rengakos: ,Besonders auffillig ist der mannigfaltige
Bezug auf Herodots Werk in den Bichern VI und VII, wodurch die sizilis-
che Katastrophe Athens als Umkehr des athenischen Sieges in den
Perserkriegen gestaltet wird“13

Zum Beleg fiir die Richtigkeit dieser These ist einerseits an das bereits
zitierte Nachwort des Thukydides (7.87.5-7) zur sizilischen Katastrophe der
Athener zu erinnern, andererseits an den sog. Athenerpassus (Hdt.
7.138-139), in welchem Herodot die Athener als ,Retter Griechen-
lands“ bezeichnet (7.139.5).

Zuweiter Teil: Herkunft der herodoteischen Debatte

Im Zusammenhang mit dieser Thematik verdient die These K. Raaflaubs
in dem oben zitierten Aufsatz niahere Uberprifung.

Raaflaub betont zuniachst mit Recht: ,In seiner Kronratsdebatte liefert
Herodot den Kern einer im Gesamtwerk detailliert nachgewiesenen sys-
tematischen Typologie von ,Imperialismus® als eines politischen
Phinomens!* Anschlieffend stellt er die Gemeinsamkeiten der Debatte
bei Thukydides und Herodot, wie oben dargelegt, vergleichend zusammen
und folgert aus ihnen mit Recht, ,,daf Thukydides Herodots Debatte im

11 Gomme, Andrewes, und Dover 1970, 465.
12 Kallet 2001, 115.

13 Rengakos 2011b, 409.

14 Raaflaub 2002, 21.
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Auge hatte, als er seine Siziliendebatte verfasste:!S Raaflaub geht jedoch
noch einen Schritt weiter, indem er behauptet: ,Das Xerxes* AufSerungen
zugrundeliegende Denkmuster scheint mir in der Tat am besten auf die
athenischen Eroberungsplane in Sizilien zu passen'¢ Mit anderen Worten:
Die persische Imperialismusdebatte Herodots reflektiere in Wirklichkeit
eine ahnlich lautende Debatte der Athener, die der Intervention in Sizilien
nach Thukydides vorausging. Da Herodot jedoch nach Raaflaub selbst bei
Herabdatierung des traditionellen Todesdatum 424 um gut zehn Jahre
»den Untergang der groflen Sizilischen Expedition im Jahr 413 nicht mehr
erlebt haben kann® ergeben sich aus dieser These grofle chronologische
Schwierigkeiten, die Raaflaub durch die Annahme zu beseitigen sucht, daf§
die athenische Imperialismusdebatte bereits vor der sog. Ersten Sizilischen
Expedition der Athener 427-424 v. stattgefunden habe. Zitat: ,Die fiir un-
sere Analyse der Debatte in Herodots Kronrat maflgebenden Elemente
lassen sich somit in den Motiven und Diskussionen der Athener im
Zusammenhang der Sizilienexpedition von 427-424 kaum weniger als in
denen von 415 nachweisen oder wahrscheinlich machen 17

Diese These ist meines Erachtens aus folgenden Griinden abzulehnen:

1. Die Veroffentlichung des herodoteischen Werkes um 414, wie sie erst-
mals von CW. Fornara'® vertreten wurde, ist sehr fraglich, in neuester Zeit
lehnt A. Rengakos!® im Gefolge von ]J. Cobet?® diesen spaten Ansatz ab
und kehrt zum traditionellen Datum ca. 430-424 zuriick: (Hauptgrund:
Aristophanes, Acharner, von 425 v. Chr., Vers. 523 ff. =Persiflage von
Herodot I 4). Falls aber der traditionelle Ansatz zutrifft, erweist sich die
These Raaflaubs aus chronologischen Griinden als unméglich.

2. Doch selbst wenn das spatere Datum zutrifft, so spricht folgender
Tatbestand eindeutig gegen die These Raaflaubs: Die Expedition von
427-424 hatte im Vergleich nur ,Groflen® Expedition von 415-413 die
geringe Grofenordnung von 20 Schiffen (Thuk. 3.86.1) und verfolgte nach
Thukydides (3.86.4) einen durchaus begrenzten Zweck:

LUnd tatsichlich entsandten die Athener ibre Schiffe, wobei sie ibre
Stammesverwandtshaft (sc. mit dem ionischen Leontinoi, das damals
mit dem dorischen Syrakus im Krieg lag) zum Vorwand nahmen; tat-

15 Raaflaub 2002, 23-25.
16 Raaflaub 2002, 28.

17 Raaflaub 2002, 32.

18 Fornara 1971.

19 Rengakos 2011a, 341-42.
20 Cobet 1977.
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sdchlich aber wollten sie den Getreidetransport von Sizilien zur Peloponnes
verhindern und einen Vorversuch unternehmen, ob es thnen maglich ware,
Stzilien zu unterwerfen (mpomepdv te wolodpevol el opict duvard in Ta
v 1f] ZwkeMg mpdypoata Hroysiplo yevésHar).

Hier wird also die erste Sizilienexpedition als ein Vorversuch, d.h. als eine
Art von Sondierung bezeichnet, ob es den Athenern moglich wire, Sizilien
zu unterwerfen. Diese relativ bescheidene Zielsetzung schliefft es meiner
Ansicht nach aus, daf§ im Zusammenhang mit diesem Unternehmen eine
grundsatzliche Imperialismusdebatte in Athen stattgefunden hat.

3. Raaflaub selbst spricht, wie oben dargelegt, ,von einer im
Gesamtwerk detailliert nachgewiesenen systematischen Typologie von ,Im-
perialismus* als eines politischen Phinomens“ und bemerkt zur Imperialis-
musdebatte bei Herodot: ,Die meisten dieser Argumente tauchen hier
nicht zum ersten Mal auf; sie ziehen sich im Gegenteil wie ein roter Faden
durch das ganze Geschichtswerk Herodots?! Diese Beobachtung ist
richtig, doch sollte man daraus folgern, daf§ sich die Kronratsdebatte bei
Herodot aus mehreren unterschiedlichen Komponenten zusammensetzt,
die sich bereits an anderer Stelle in dessen Werk finden.

4. So ist es heute Gemeingut der Forschung, da§ die ,imperialistische
Politik* des Lyderkonigs Kroisos (1.6-94) sowie der Perserkonige Kyros
(1.141-216), Kambyses (2.1-3.60), Dareios (3.61-7.4) und Xerxes (7.5-8.122)
die Leitlinie und Grobgliederung der gesamten Darstellung Herodots
bildet. Daf§ die Debatte groSenteils ,,Herodots eigene Konstruktion ist® be-
merkt Raaflaub daher mit Recht.??

5. Die Herkunft der Debatte ist entsprechend nicht so zu erklaren, wie
Raaflaub annimmt, vielmehr etwa folgendermafSen:

Zum einen sind Elemente der athenischen Volksversammlung mit
eingeflossen. Dieser Tatbestand ergibt sich aus der Aufforderung des Xerx-
es: (Hdt. 7.852) an die Mitglieder des Kronrats: ,, Damit thr mich aber nicht
fiir eigenmichtig haltet, lege ich euch die Sache zur Beratung vor, und jeder, der
will, soll seine Meinung dazu dufSern.

Zum anderen sind mehrere Argumente, wie sogar Raaflaub selbst ein-
rdumt, aus den Persern des Aischylos Gbernommen. Zitat Raaflaub: ,In Ais-
chylos® Persern finden sich gewisse Zige von Xerxes’ Charakterbild,
darunter seine jugendliche Agressivitit (744), seine Abhingigkeit von
schlechten Ratgebern (753, 757), der auf ihm lastende Druck, es Dareios
gleichzutun und sich als Kriegsheld zu bewiahren (755-58), das

21 Raaflaub 2002, 20.
22 Raaflaub 2002, 18.
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Nebeneinander von Rachebediirfnis fiir Marathon (473-77) und auf ganz
Griechenland zielender Eroberungslust (50, 233-34), das Vertrauen in die
Unwiderstehlichkeit des riesigen persischen Heeres (87-92), die Mahnung,
nicht aus Begierde fir Fremdes den bestehenden Besitz zu gefihrden
(823-826) und die Warnung vor gottlicher Strafe fir Hybris und
Verblendung (93-100, 808, 820-822):23

Demnach sind tatsachlich zahlreiche Elemente, welche die Debatte bei
Herodot charakterisieren, bei Aischylos vorgebildet, dessen Perser bekan-
ntlich im Jahr 472 aufgefithrt worden sind, also lange, bevor der athenis-
che ,Imperialimus‘ seinen Hohepunkt erreichte.

Entsprechend bezieht sich die Debatte Herodots, der bekanntlich auch
fir die Schilderung der Schlacht von Salamis (8. 56 ff.) die Perser des Ais-
chylos beniitzt hat, in Wirklichkeit, wie es der gesamte Kontext dringend
nahelegt, auf den Feldzug des Xerxes gegen Griechenland, wihrend Thuky-
dides wesentliche Elemente und Aspekte der herodoteischen Debatte, von
den beteiligten Personlichkeiten und den historischen Begleitumstinden
abgesehen, auf die grofe Sizilische Expedition der Athener tbertragen hat
und damit im Grundsitzlichen der Darstellung seines Vorginger gefolgt
ist.
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Plutarch’s Praecepta Gerendae Reipublicae—Rupture or
Continuation with Aristotelian Tradition?

Claudia Tiersch

The time of Roman Empire is normally considered an era of administrative
order but political stalemate. Political orders came from the Roman Capi-
tal, but usually the Roman Empire only reacted to requests from the
provinces, a kind of question and response without a deeper political strat-
egy, as Fergus Millar, one of the leading historians for Roman history once
judged.! Especially for Imperial Greece, an area of proud political tradi-
tions in former times, a region that put forth the Athenian democracy, fed-
eral states and the political concepts of Plato and Aristotle, this change
proved to be very disadvantageous, according to the former research ten-
dencies of ancient historians. A quite politically active territory was forced
by the boots of the Roman to resign itself to a status of mute subservience.
That is why provincial Greece in Roman Imperial times, save for its rich
cultural foundations, has not found much attention in the scholarship of
ancient history.2 An additional reason for this long-lasting approach was a
problem with the sources: in contrast to classical or Hellenistic times, not a
single historiographical source has been preserved that gave a continuous
narrative of political activities in imperial Greece. Even the fragmentarily
preserved work of Cassius Dio, the Roman senator of Greek origin, who
officiated as curator in Smyrna and Pergamum, and returned after his ac-
tive career to his native country, was a Roman history with only some inci-
dental remarks about imperial Greece.

In the last two decades, however, this somber perspective has changed.
A newly focused attention towards Greek imperial inscriptions and a relec-
ture of authors like Plutarch or Dio Chrysostom uncovered a rich field of
political activities in Greek cities.> The newly figured picture consisted not
only on the political elites, but also their readiness for political engage-
ment in their home cities and the honors they received from their grateful
compatriots. The newly considered sources revealed an often very lively po-

1 Millar 1977.
2 Exemplary for that view was Bengtson 1996, 544.
3 E.g. Veyne 2005, 11.
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litical climate, active assemblies and councils and citizens who had very
clear-cut expectations for their politicians.* Moreover, many political trea-
tises have been rediscovered. Their often unknown authors, stemming
from schools like the Neopythagoreans or the Neoplatonians, developed
thrilling concepts for the contemporary situation, connecting traditional
political thinking with new necessities. The predominant question con-
cerned the political scope between the local sphere and Roman rule.’

But was it possible at all to continue Greek political traditions under
these changed circumstances? I'd like to follow up this question analyzing
one of the most superb treatises of this time, Plutarch’s The Precepts of State-
craft. Plutarch was not only one of the most productive authors in ancient
times, but also a politician active during the 1%t and 2" century BCE in
Chaironeia in Boeotia, a rather remote town in a rather remote region of
Greece.® Only recently, Jackson Hershbell detected the Peripatetic and Pla-
tonic roots of Plutarch’s political philosophy,” referring primarily to his fre-
quent connection of ethics and philosophy and some sources of his knowl-
edge. Still missing however, is a deeper analysis about what Aristotelian
ideas Plutarch possibly received.?

This approach seems to be appropriate not only because it leads to the
core of the question what Greek political traditions really were picked up
and revived in imperial times, but also because of the nature of Aris-
totelian thinking. Aristotle was a brilliant categorical thinker, seen especial-
ly in his comparisons of different constitutions, be it democracy, oligarchy,
aristocracy, or the famous ‘polity; and their advantages and disadvantages
and their possible changes. Aristotle has never left any doubt that his abso-
lute priority was the best possible state, destined for the common good
based on law and justice.” On the other hand, Aristotle never stepped out
as an apologist for a special kind of government, instead giving a balanced,
flexible, and pragmatic kind of political analysis. His main impetus was
that the outcome of political government, the pursuit of happiness for all
citizens, was much more important than any kind of constitution. What
kind of government was best suited for administering a polis in the best
possible way was a question to debate and evaluate, and the answer could

Meyer-Zwiffelhofer 2003, 375-402.

Centrone 2000, 559-584.

Swain 1996, 135-186.

Hershbell 2004, 151-162.

Baltussen 2017 concentrates on the purely philosophical reception of Aristotelian
thinking in the Second Sophistic.

9 Arist. EN 5.1 1129b11-19; Morrison 2013, 190-193.
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differ according to the particular political circumstances. A less perfect but
stable order should be preferred against any instability.!° Social and politi-
cal differences among the citizens are a necessary part of the constitution as
well as the exchange of roles between ruler and ruled.!

Moreover, this perfect state is closely connected with the ethical virtues
of its inhabitants and their political cooperation.!?> As much as it should
enable the happiness of its inhabitants, it is dependent from their ethical
qualities, the dpetf of the demos as well as the apetn of the political elite.
Therefore, the state is the result of the active participation of its citizens,
the target of a happy political life.!® Even though Aristotle repeatedly
stresses the priority of politically qualified leaders and their obligation to
educate the citizens towards good behavior,'* he does connect their pre-
ponderance with a special level of individual apet. Otherwise the wisdom
of the many should prevail, as Aristotle points in his famous summation
theory. That means the form of the state was for him only the necessary
vessel for ethical content and a functional need. In this respect it is not a
coincidence that there are several parallels between his Politics and the
Nicomachean Ethics, as Eckart Schitrumpf has repeatedly pointed out.'
Therefore, I want to investigate the question of how Plutarch deals with
these traditional themes of Greek political thinking. What continuities
does his treatise manifest and what new political tendencies, caused by the
changed circumstances? Does his paper represent traces of political decline
or depression?

1. Continuities

In fact, some close connections with peripatetic philosophy are completely
evident, primarily in the prominent importance of the political sphere that
Plutarch stresses everywhere in his treatise. Of course, an emphasis on the
political field alone is not a specifically Greek tradition, but it could be
found, e.g., in the badly preserved Roman political orations of Republican
times or in Cicero’s treatises as well. But some differences with Roman po-

10 Arist. Pol. 3.15 1286b27-37; 4.11 1295a240-b1; Horn 2013, 229; 235.

11 Arist. Pol. 2.5 1264a17-22; 3.4 1276b20-31; 3.9 1280a19-25; 4.4 1291 a10-19; Delau-
riers 2013, 131-138.

12 Arist. Pol. IV 8, 1294a3-9; Horn 2013, 241.

13 Morrison 2013, 184.

14 Arist. EN 1.2 1095a-b; 10.9 1180 b23-28; Frede 2013, 13; Horn 2013, 243.

15 E.g. Schiitrumpf 2014; 2015a; 2015b.
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litical thinking emerge and put his considerations closer in line with Greek
traditions. His treatise does not denote a simple affirmative praise of the
Greek polis or a mere appeal for political engagement. Plutarch rather rep-
resents and describes the political sphere as a field with its own complex
rules and obligations that confronts every would-be politician with several
requirements and responsibilities and is not to be seen as a natural play-
ground for better-off elites.

This already concerns, according to Plutarch, the motivation for the en-
try into politics. The decision for politics is not self-evident nor should be
ready-made because of its weight and its responsibilities. Menemachus, the
young man for whom Plutarch wrote the essay, should test his motivation
beforehand, to avoid disappointments for himself as well as for the com-
munity, in case he would only have been driven by mere interest in glory
and power: “First then, at the base of political activity there must be, as a
firm and strong foundation, a choice of policy arising from judgment and
reason, not from mere impulse due to empty opinion or contentiousness
or lack of other activities?'¢ Politics, for Plutarch, was too important and
serious to be surrendered to mere dandies or men whose only political
conviction was greed for power: “These men cast great discredit upon pub-
lic life by regretting their course and being unhappy when, after hoping
for glory, they have fallen into disgrace or, after expecting to be feared by
others on account of their power, they are drawn into affairs which involve
dangers and popular disorders”!” To find the appropriate balance between
exercising an office and avoiding to seek it too often was crucial.’® A neces-
sary condition intrinsically connected with the question of attitude was for
any politician to pay attention towards an always well-ordered private life.
Only in this way, so the argument of Plutarch in pursuing a Platonic ap-
proach goes, could the politician gain enough credibility to be accepted by
the citizens with his political advice.!” Referring to examples from the Ro-
man republic and Sparta as a comparison, he states concerning the con-
temporary times: “So great is the importance, in a free state, of confidence
or lack of confidence in a Man’s character”?

Another equally important aspect presents the explicit respect for the
rules of political life. A politician always has to abide the law and to accept
in the rules and laws that have been enacted by the citizens, the necessary

16 Plu. Praec. ger. 2 798C; 28 820F.
17 Plu. Praec. ger. 2 798E; 12 806BC.
18 Plu. Praec. ger. 17 813CD.

19 Plu. Praec. ger. 4 800B.

20 Plu. Praec. ger. 4 801C.
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limits of his own political initiatives. This respect for law and justice
should be dominant even in cases when friends of the politician would
raise inappropriate demands.?! Although these sentences sound like a high-
minded idealistic evocation, our sources speak a different language. Several
historical examples from imperial Greece illustrate that Plutarch’s admoni-
tions in fact came from real experiences. The fall of ambitious men like
Herodes Atticus, who tried to overcome established rules in order to ob-
tain a completely new kind of regional political power in imperial Greece
but was stopped by citizens all over Greece showed that citizens even in
these times certainly had means of limiting exuberant ambitions and re-
warding useful ones. Herodes tried to transform his status as a committed
Athenian citizen into a Roman client king of Greece by changing his gift
practices from financial donations to his fellow citizens into huge building
programs throughout Greece.?? But his ambitions were stopped by a front
of enraged Athenians, elitist and poorer citizens alike. Herodes was
swamped with lawsuits and was constrained at the end to stop his attempts
and to beg the emperor Marcus Aurelius for mercy.?* Surely this is an ex-
treme example, but several cases where politicians were urged by local citi-
zenry to play according to established rules at least show that Plutarch’s
prescriptive rules are not only manifestations of idealistic hopes.?*

An essential part of this respect claimed by Plutarch for political rules
belonged to the ongoing importance of political oratory: “However, we
should not on this account neglect the charm and power of eloquence and
ascribe everything to virtue, but, considering oratory to be, not the creator
of persuasion, but certainly its co-worker..”?5 A politician has to be more
than simply well-informed about the respective political agenda because of
the complexity of political matters.2¢ As a necessary precondition, Plutarch
even recommended the would-be politician to ‘study’ the political charac-
ter, the political culture of a specific citizenry, because it would differ
strongly in several cities and could be essential for any political success and
the placement of political messages.?’

Even though the scopes of political activities had been shrinking be-
cause of Roman dominance, the politician should teach the citizens the

21 Plu. Praec. ger. 13 807B.

22 Philostr. VS 2, 1, 3; 5; 6.

23 Philostr. VS 2,1, 4; 8; 11.

24 Cf. Aristid. Or. 50 71-104; Meyer-Zwiffelhofer 2003, 390.
25 Plu. Praec. ger. 5 801C.

26 Plu. Praec. ger. 15 812BC.

27 Plu. Praec. ger. 3 799B — 800A.

195

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Claudia Tiersch

proud political traditions of their cities and legitimize his political plans
according to these patterns: “His speech must also have, in a good cause, a
charm that pleases and a winning persuasiveness: in addition to nobility of
purpose, it must possess grace arising from stately diction and appropriate
and persuasive thoughts. And political oratory, much more than that used
in a court of law, admits maxims, historical and mythical tales, and
metaphors, by means of which those who employ them sparingly and at
the proper moment move their audiences exceedingly..”?® Love for the po-
lis, the demos and its institutions should remain the lasting point of refer-
ence for all citizens; therefore, even the politician should be ready to enter
every kind of public service.??

Of course, all of these prescripts should not only enable the politician’s
success, but as Plutarch leaves no doubt about pursuing an Aristotelian tra-
dition, serve the ultimate aim to divert the people’s interest to ‘useful’
things3® and to teach and influence them towards the desired goal: obedi-
ence and allegiance towards his intended plans as well as peace and obedi-
ence towards Rome. Nevertheless, the politician should avoid humbling
the citizens.3! This seems advisable even for the purpose of preventing any
real enmity or disagreement against himself.3? Instead, there was alterna-
tive but to count essentially on the power of carefully selected political ar-
guments and elaborate rhetorical skills. In Plutarch’s view, a politician was
entitled to embody the animate law, the personalized knowledge about
what to do or not to do by restraining his own passions and holding his
office benevolently and leniently.>* He should reproach wrong ways or
meanings, thereby creating limits towards damaging people or their
plans.3* Values like mildness or good order (rpadtge®® and edtaia), estab-
lished for ages in Greek thinking but now charged with a new semantics,
emerge in this argumentative context. Additional hints, how to orchestrate
the political procedure as cooperation between the politician and his polit-
ical allies,>® complete the vademecum. It might not be a coincidence that

28 Plu. Praec. ger. 6 803A.

29 Plu. Praec. ger. 15 811AB; 29, 821F.

30 Plu. Praec. ger. 25 818E.

31 Plu. Praec. ger. 19 814 EF.

32 Plu. Praec. ger. 16 813A.

33 Plu. Praec. ger. 4 800A-801C; Alexiou 2008; Cf. for the Aristotelian approach
Schitrumpf 20152, 189-211.

34 Plu. Praec. ger. 7 803BE.

35 Plu. Praec. ger. 19 814 EF; 26 819B; Zaccaro 2017, 24-27.

36 Plu. Praec. ger. 16 813B; 26 819BC.
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the term ebta&ia, originally charged with a military semantics and after-
wards connected with the submissive behavior of individuals or groups like
youths or women, now transferred this submissive significance into the
common parlance. Giovanni Salmeri commented on this phenomenon in
his analysis: “Thus we encounter a case of mirroring of the private sphere
in the public sphere, and vice versa..”” Plutarch turns out to be part of
this broader transformation process.

To sum up, this part of the treatise gives several hints for a reception of
an especially Aristotelian tradition in Plutarch. It is a combination of the
respect for the demos and established political rules with a top-down per-
spective, the aim of the politician to educate and shape the citizens towards
a defined purpose. All this comes along with a detailed ethics of obliga-
tion. Even the rise of Rome has not changed everything.

II. New tendencies

On the other hand, things had changed in Roman times. The stronger fo-
cus on local elites or the role of leading politicians instead of rules and pro-
cedures in Plutarch’s treatise is somewhat symptomatic for changed politi-
cal circumstances. Politics was seen here essentially from the perspective of
leading politicians, their roles and responsibilities. It followed Platonic tra-
dition rather than an Aristotelian, and it represented an essential part of
the new political practice, when Rome used primarily the local elite as
their contacts, partners, and trustees of the enforcement of Roman politi-
cal order.’8

Another remarkable item is the unveiled discourse concerning the role
of friends and patrons in the life of the leading politician, an established
way of life in Roman politics, but hitherto not part of Greek political theo-
ry. First of all, a patron was indispensable for entering political life: “But
anyone who is entering upon a political career should choose as his leader
a man who is not merely of established reputation and powerful, but one
who is all this on account of real worth?3° In Plutarch’s treatise, these cir-
cles are quite rightly attributed a fundamental importance: “for the State
needs, not men who have no friends or comrades, but good and self-con-
trolled men...for friends are the living and thinking tools of the states-

37 Salmeri 2008, 151.
38 de Blois 2008.
39 Plu. Praec. ger. 12 806C.
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man.....40 Politics, according to Plutarch, should not only be seen as a re-
sult of rules and institutions, but also as a social network system granting
privileges and favors. That a politician has the right to grant favors to his
friends as long as he respects certain limits is just normal for Plutarch be-
cause the politician will need them and their networks to implement his
political strategies in the city.*! He only has to wage interests between the
rights of the citizens and the wishes of his friends: “For the principles that
govern a statesman’s conduct do not force him to act with severity against
the moderate errors of his friends; on the contrary, they make it possible
for him, after he has once made the chief public interests safe, out of his
abundant resources to assist his friends, to take his stand beside them and
help them out of their troubles?”#? These considerations in fact mark a dis-
tance at least with political theory in Athenian democracy where the grant-
ing of favors to enclosed circles has been reproached as a violation of
democratic values. The balance of politics has been shifted gradually and
since Hellenistic times from the sphere of rules and institutions towards a
social phenomenon.

Plutarch indicates the dilemma that this development meant for Greek
politicians. One the one hand, they were deeply dependent on good social
relations with Roman power and their representatives. The treatise speaks,
for example, of an embassy to the emperor as an essential way to advertise
oneself and one’s hometown even for Greek politicians: “Nowadays, then,
when the affairs of the cities no longer include leadership in wars, nor the
overthrowing of tyrannies, nor acts of alliances, what opening for a con-
spicuous and brilliant public career could a young man find? There remain
the public lawsuit and embassies to the Emperor, which demand a man of
ardent temperament and one who possesses courage and intellect”* More-
over, it stresses the necessity to maintain close and cordial relationships to
Roman senators as a vital ability not only for the politician himself, but
also for the destinies of his home town: “And not only should the states-
man show himself and his native state blameless towards our rulers, but he
should always have a friend among the men of high station who have the
greatest power as a firm bulwark, so to speak, of his administration; for the
Romans themselves are most eager to promote the political interests of
their friends; and it is a fine thing also, when we gain advantage from the

40 Plu. Praec. ger. 13 807AD.

41 Plu. Praec. ger. 13 806F-811A; 19 814E-816A; 26 819B-819F.
42 Plu. Praec. ger. 13 808B.

43 Plu. Praec. ger. 10 805A; Roskam 2008, 325-337.
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great men, to turn it to the welfare of our community....** To avoid Rome’s
anger was always dependent upon close social relationships and a show of
moderation.*

On the other hand, a good Greek politician should do everything to
keep Rome as far away as possible from his hometown. Simon Sways once
characterized Plutarch as a ‘non-integrationist’ although he thought Ro-
man rule was in accordance with divine planning.¢ In order to achieve
this non-intervention, the politician should pay careful attention to do ev-
erything to give Rome no reason for intervention. It is the main task for a
politician acting responsibly, but for the rest of the citizens as well because
most of these calamities were brought about by internal discord: “And the
cause of this is chiefly the greed and contentiousness of the foremost citi-
zens; for either, in cases in which they are injuring their inferiors, they
force them into exile from the State, or in matters concerning which they
differ from among themselves, since they are unwilling to occupy an inferi-
or position among their fellow-citizens, they call in those who are mighti-
er; and as a result the senate, the popular assembly, the courts and the en-
tire local government lose their authority. But the statesman should soothe
the ordinary citizens by granting them equality and the powerful by con-
cessions in return, thus keeping them within the bounds of local govern-
ment...”¥

For this essential purpose, all citizens had to stand together, so Plutarch
claims. This could also imply for the citizens not only to honor and obey
their politicians unconditionally, but even to accept even decisions of the
leading politicians where they don’t seem to be appropriate or where these
persons seem to have acted in a wrong way.*® Maybe, for the author, his
seemingly wrong decisions have been made for higher interests that could
not have been uncovered quickly.*® Therefore, his main task should be the
taming of citizens, in order not to enrage Roman power. Overall, the pend-
ing dominance of Roman power and the question of how to tackle with
this somewhat dangerous situation is a prevailing subject within the whole
treatise.

44 Plu. Praec. ger. 18 814 CD.

45 Alexiou 2008, 365-386.

46 Swain 1996, 185. For the role of history within this cosmic order cf. Desideri
2017, 314-315.

47 Plu. Praec. ger. 19 815BC.

48 Plu. Praec. ger. 20 816AB; 21 816F; 22 817C; 23 817D.

49 Plu. Praec. ger. 24 817F-818A.
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IIl. A Political Decline in Imperial Greece?

Do these considerations stand for a political decline, either in practical or
in theoretical terms? In fact, Plutarch’s treatise does not hide the limited
scope for political activity and the pending danger of central intervention
caused by Roman dominance. Therefore, Plutarch urgently admonishes
Menemachus to distract the attention of the demos from unrealistic or
dangerous projects and to teach the appropriate examples from the Greek
past, examples that are apt for asserting oneself under those changed cir-
cumstances. The historical cases should stimulate the citizen’s pride for the
own tradition and their Hellenic identity, but not nourish unrealistic
hopes for liberty or revolution.’®

However, Plutarch’s treatise gives a lot of counter-arguments against po-
litical decline. First of all, it proves the enduring importance of political
engagement for the home town and the applause of fellow citizens, includ-
ing spending one’s own money as an gvepy£mge.>' Moreover, it invokes a
whole system of normative ethics and mutual obligations describing the
polis as a kéopog of acting citizens who are inseparably bound to each oth-
er and have to pay respect to their specific duties. It is a system, fully in the
line of Aristotle, that certainly stresses the difference between the citizens,
according to rank and prestige, but binds every one of them in to a web of
obligations and behavioral expectations. Love for the polis as a shared fa-
therland should be the highest aim and will be presented as a binding
commitment.>?

Plutarch’s paper can show here in a specific case how Roman rule
worked under Greek conditions. It manifested the readiness of Greek elites
to cooperate with the new political power and to accomodate the changed
situation. This willingness of the local elites to cooperate marked a decisive
basis for the success of the Roman Empire for more than three hundred
years. It was an arrangement that had advantages for both sides. The Ro-
man Empire has been properly called an ‘empire without bureaucracy; i.e.,
an empire that focused on military defense and counted on a small group
of provincial governors and their entourages for the sphere of civilian ad-
ministration.’®> Modern research increasingly pleads against the assump-
tion that an overall rigid administrative structure was able to govern the

50 Plu. Praec. ger. 25 818E.

51 Plu. Praec. ger. 30 822AB.

52 For the language of political responsibilities in Roman imperial times cf.
Dmitriev 2005, 130-139.

53 Garnsey and Saller 1987, 2-42.
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whole Roman Empire.** The enduring effectiveness of local autonomy was
not an impediment to Roman rule. Rome rather used hitherto established
traditions for its own advantage and shows a fundamentally different form
of ruling pattern in comparison with the Byzantine and Ottoman em-
pires.>

The essential core of this system, however, marked the groups of local
elites that regulated the tax collection as well as local conflicts. They profit-
ed from this system by gaining prestige and financial advantages, and they
also were entitled to communicate their reproaches to the emperor.*® Even
if many of them, like Plutarch, were not interested at all in climbing the
ranks of imperial administration, they acted as power brokers, as mediat-
ing channels between the senatorial aristocracy and their respective towns.
They were part of a network that was mediated more through personal
contacts than by rules and institutions. Therefore, the ability to create net-
works and to be an accepted part of the social and political elite was not
only important for the politicians but for his community as well. Em-
bassies to the emperor were indeed considered an excellent opportunity to
advertise for the city at the emperor’s court. This without any doubt meant
a shift of political power away from the demos and political institutions to
political elites, a process that has been decisively brought about by
Rome.*” Frequently, Rome tried to undermine the people’s assembly in fa-
vor of the council and thereby weakened the popular commitment.

But that is only one side of the coin. Rome transferred its established
system of political control by socially related elites from its internal sphere
to its empire. But it did not intermingle in every aspect of local administra-
tive life as long as there were no obvious problems. Likewise, it did not
give an overall ideological shape to all its provinces, offering as an identifi-
cation model primarily the emperor’s cult and the ideology connected
with it.>® But there was a lot of open space in the administration as well in
the normative basis. Therefore, especially in Greece things on went further

54 Bang 2013, 438-442.

55 Brélaz, 2008, 54-55.

56 Bang 2013, 442. Kokkinia 2004, 39-58 gives an illuminating analysis on the power
balance between provincial governors and local elites.

57 Cf. for the case of Roman Crete, Chaniotis 2008, 83-105. Roman times not only
brought about a social change of ruling elites, but also a disappearance of the ec-
clesia, only the council continued to exist.

58 Rehak 2006, 138-146, Bang 2011, 322-349.
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on their own way.*® This did not mean a denial of the new realities; the re-
duced scopes for political activities could not be ignored.®® Several treatis-
es, written by Neopythagoreans as well as Neoplatonists dealt precisely
with this new situation: How to get along with an imperial power that de-
manded obedience?®’ How could the emperor be influenced? What expec-
tations and normative frameworks did even he have to respect? In fact, they
discussed the new political situations under normative rules that laid stress
on the role of the political magistrates, but saw the whole system as a com-
plex network of mutual obligations and responsibilities. Even the emperor
was not the absolute king in this system, but a figure who had to meet ex-
pectations and certain moral standards to have the right of being obeyed
by his subjects. The stoic and peripatetic philosophy delivered a basic nor-
mative standard for this thinking, but it was not the only content. Several
treatises dealt with those problems. Polis and state, according to the mes-
sage of many of them, should remain objects of loyalty and activities for
every citizen.

Plutarch is one of these thinkers adding substantial facets to considera-
tion of this problem in papers under titles like “That a Philosopher Ought
to Converse Especially with Men in Power, “To an Uneducated Ruler] or
‘Whether an Old Man Should Engage in Public Affairs: In the paper ana-
lyzed here, he reflects upon the problem more in a local and pragmatic
manner. Nevertheless, even in this treatise he combines Greek political tra-
ditions with the new political realities in order to encourage a young man
to engage politically and to find his way under changed circumstances
without losing his Greek identity. Although the theme of reduced political
scopes and the best way to wrestle with them is an ongoing subject within
the paper, the consequence for Plutarch is not to do without politics. That
would have been a betrayal of Greek traditions. Plutarch’s approach, rather,
is to keep the autarchy of his home town untouched by Rome as well as
possible and to keep alive the citizens’ belonging to the political sphere.

Usually these treatises are reflected mostly under the headline of the sec-
ond sophistic, a cultural movement of imperial Greece that was destined to
remember cultural tradition and to use them for the Roman present. They
should also be studied, however, for their significance for the reception of

59 Swain 1996, 87-89. Salmeri 2000, 53-92 notes the same in his analysis of Dio
Chrysostomus. Chaniotis 2003, 250-260 analyzes for Aphrodisias, how a city man-
aged to keep a certain range of independence in spite of the realities of imperial
power.

60 De Blois 2008, 317-324, 323.

61 Centrone 2000, 559-584.
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political ideas and loyalties because they may help to explain a strange phe-
nomenon: when several centuries later both the Eastern and Western Ro-
man Empires were threatened by foreign invaders, they both reacted very
differently to the danger. Whereas the Western Roman Empire collapsed in
473 AD, the Byzantine Empire ‘simply did not die; as John Haldon once
commented. One of the reasons for this resilience obviously was the high
level of loyalty that the Byzantine emperor could count on from his citi-
zens.®> Maybe there is a causal connection from those events to the work
and activities of men like Plutarch and his compatriots, who were deeply
committed to the traditions of Greek political thought and action.
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Kleomedes von Astypalaia, der letzte der Heroen

Wilfried Fiedler

1. Kleomedes: Athlet und Heros

Botarog! npdov Kheoundng Actoratateds
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»Der letzte der Heroen ist Kleomedes aus Astypalaia,

den ehret mit Opfern, da er nicht mehr sterblich ist“ (Pausanias 6,9,8).

Diese positiv wirkenden Orakelverse lassen nicht erahnen, dass der
Faustkdmpfer Kleomedes das Musterbeispiel eines brutalen, abscheulichen
Athleten war und der Orakelspruch durchaus Unverstindnis erzeugte.

Der fritheste Hinweis auf den Faustkimpfer Kleomedes (Moretti
Nr. 174), dessen Sieg wohl in die 72. Ol (= 492 v. Chr.) fillt,? findet sich
bei Plutarch, Romulus 28,5, also rund 600 Jahre nach Kleomedes* Auftritt

1 Fontenrose 1968, 74 mit Anm. 1 Gbersetzt richtig: ,Most recent Das Orakel kann
nicht bedeuten, er sei Giberhaupt der letzte gewesen; es wurden auch danach wei-
tere Athleten wie Theogenes oder Euthykles zu Heroen erklirt (vgl. auch u.
Anm. 12). Bei Fontenrose 1978, 323 ist das Orakel als Nr. Q166 (= Nr. 88 P.-W.)
aufgefiihrt, gehort also zu den ,,quasi-historical“ Orakeln.

2 Der Vers ist in den Pausanias-Handschriften weder als Hexameter tberliefert, was
er als Orakelvers wohl sein sollte, noch als Pentameter formal korrekt, so dass Por-
sons Erginzung allgemein akzeptiert wurde. Zu tberlegen ist allerdings, ob nicht
die bei Eusebios und Theodoret in der Mehrzahl der Handschriften tberlieferte
Form des Verses 6v Buciong tipdd’, dg pnkért Ovntov €6vta als die urspringliche
anzusehen ist (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica (PE) 34,2 und Theodoret, De Grae-
carum affectionum curatione (Cur) 8,26).

3 So Moretti 1957, 82 und andere. Die Datierungsmoglichkeit bietet Pausanias, der
im Rahmen seiner Beschreibung der Siegerstatuen in Olympia Kleomedes als
Zeitgenossen Gelons erwihnt (6,9,6). Pausanias liegt jedoch nicht richtig, wenn er
tber zwei Personen mit Namen Gelon spekuliert und in dem Sieger Gelon aus
Gela, der in der folgenden Olympiade siegte und einen Wagen weihte, einen Pri-
vatmann und nicht den Tyrannen sieht (6,9,4-5). In der darauf basierenden
Datierung sagt auch die Formulierung "in der Olympiade vor dieser" nicht ein-
deutig, ob Olympiade 73 oder 72 gemeint ist. Fiir letztlich nicht entscheidbar hal-
ten es Brophy, R. und M. 1985, 177. Vgl. dazu auch Habicht 1985, 149.
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in Olympia.* Da Pausanias 6,9,6-8 eine vollstindigere Darstellung der
Ereignisse um Kleomedes bietet, sei sie vorangestellt, erginzt um zwei
Angaben aus Oinomaos (bei Eusebios), die den Kampfesverlauf und die
verhangte Strafe betreffen.’

,In der Olympiade vor dieser soll Kleomedes aus Astypalaia im
Faustkampf mit dem Epidaurier Ikkos diesen im Kampf getotet haben.
Da er von den Hellanodiken schuldig gesprochen wurde, unerlaubt
gekimpft zu haben, und ihm deshalb der Sieg aberkannt wurde,
wurde er vor Schmerz wahnsinnig. Er kehrte nach Astypalaia zurtick,
ging dort zu einer Schule von etwa sechzig Kindern und stiirzte den
Pfeiler um, der das Dach trug. Als das Dach auf die Kinder fiel, wurde
er von den Biirgern gesteinigt und floh in das Heiligtum der Athena.
Er stieg in eine Truhe, die in dem Heiligtum stand, und zog den Deck-
el zu, und die Astypalaier machten vergebliche Anstrengungen bei
dem Versuch, die Truhe zu offnen. Als sie schlieSlich die Bretter der
Truhe aufgebrochen hatten und Kleomedes weder lebend noch tot fan-
den, schickten sie Minner nach Delphi, um zu fragen, was mit
Kleomedes geschehen sei. Diesen soll die Pythia das Orakel gegeben
haben: ,Der letzte der Heroen, Kleomedes aus Astypalaia, den ehret
mit Opfern, da er nicht mehr sterblich ist“ Seitdem erweisen nun die
Astypalaier dem Kleomedes Heroenehren" (Ubers.: Meyer, E.).

»Er siegte, indem er dem Gegner mit einem Schlag dessen Seite
oftnete, die Hand hinein wuchtete und die Lunge erfasste ...

als er daraufhin zu vier Talenten verurteilt wurde, ertrug er die daftr
verhingte Strafe nicht“ (Oinomaos, frg. 2 11-15 Hammerstaedt = Euse-
bius, Praeparatio Evangelica 5,34,3-4).

4 Plutarch lebte ca. 45 bis 120 n. Chr. und schrieb seine Parallelbiographien ,,in den
beiden letzten Jahrzehnten seines Lebens® (Ziegler 1979 in: Der Kleine Pauly,
Bd.4,947).

5 Pausanias verfasste seine Beschreibung Griechenlands um 180 n. Chr.; zu Oino-
maos vgl. u. Anm. 20.
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moktebwv  avopl Emdovpio tov  “Ikkov dmoxteiveiey €v Tf]  péym,
Kotayvecheig 6¢ o @V EAlavodikdv dduca eipyaobot kol aenpepévog v
viknv €kepov €yéveto Hmo Tig AOTNG Kol dvécTpeye pev € AcTumdiaiay,
dwackarein 8 Emotag Eviadbo dcov é&nkovta apBpov Taidwv dvatpémet
T0v kiova O0g tOv dpogov dvelyev. gumecdvtog 8¢ 10D OpdPov Toig TOoust
kotalBodpevog HTO TAY AoTOV KoTéPuyev £¢ ABnvig lepdv: éoPavtog 8¢ &g
KIPoTOV Keévny v t® iepd kol £pelkvoapévov 10 Emifnpa Kapatov &g
avopelés ol Actomolatels Ekapov dvoiyey TV KIPOTOV Tepdpevol TEA0G 8¢
0 &l thg kiPotod kotappniavies, g ovte {dvta Kieopndnv odte
tebvedta ebpiokov, dmoctéAhovoty dvdpag &g Aghpovg £pnoopévoug ool
¢ Kheopndnv 1o svpPavra fv. tovtoig ypficar v Mubiav paciv:

BYotatog Npowv Kisopndng Actumoalotede

&v Bucioig Tipd<®’ G>te pnrétt BvnTov Edvra.

Kheopndet pev obv Actomolatels rd tovTov Tipdg Mg fipot vépovot (Pausa-
nias).

oyl pd morhéag TOV Avtayovietiv AvEmEe TV mTAELpav ovTOD Koi
gpParimv v xeipa élaPeto Tod wvedpovog ... wpootiunbeis TEGCUPOV
TaAGvTOV Cnplav émi tovte ovy vréotn (Oinomaos).

Aus dem Zusammenhang wird allgemein hergeleitet, dass Pausanias
sich einer Quelle bediente, die chronologisch von Olympiasiegern
berichtete, also etwa einer ausfihrlicheren Siegerliste.® Nur bei ihm er-
fahren wir den Zeitpunkt des Sieges, den Namen des Gegners, Ikkos” von
Epidauros, dass 60 Kinder Opfer des Kleomedes wurden, dass er in ein
Athenaheiligtum flichtete und entschwand und die Bewohner von Asty-
palaia ihn aufgrund des Orakels schliefSlich als Heros verehrten. Dass der
Kult des Kleomedes nicht allzu lange Zeit nach dessen Entschwinden ein-

6 Pausanias schliefSt die Kleomedesgeschichte an seinen Gelonabschnitt mit den
Worten an: "In der Olympiade vor dieser ..., so berichtet man ..." (6,9,6). ¢ooiv, das
im Kleomedesabschnitt zweimal vorkommt, konnte — muss aber bei Pausanias
nicht - auch auf mindlich tradierte Athletenanekdoten hinweisen, die etwa ein
Fremdenfithrer in Olympia zu erzihlen wusste. Die Bemerkung, man habe
Kleomedes in Astypalaia seither als Heros verehrt, muss umgekehrt nicht gegen ein
solches Siegerverzeichnis sprechen, das diese Notiz enthalten haben kénnte.

7 Der Suda-Artikel sv. Kheopndng muss nicht weiter behandelt werden, da er aus
Pausanias exzerpiert ist und keine neuen Informationen bringt (,Kikkos* fiir
»Ikkos“ ist ein Abschreibfehler).
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gerichtet wurde und daher auch das Orakel alt sein dirfte, ist wahrschein-
lich.®

In der antiken Diskussion spielten besonders drei Elemente der
Geschichte eine Rolle: der brutale Kampf in Olympia verbunden mit dem
Mord an den Kindern, das wundersame Verschwinden und die Frage nach
der Berechtigung von Kleomedes® Heroisierung durch das delphische
Orakel.

Auch der modernen Forschung stellen sich nicht wenige Fragen:
Wahrend Sporthistoriker die genaue Art des Totschlags, die Regeln des an-
tiken Faustkampfes und den eigentlichen Grund fiir die Entscheidung der
Kampfrichter zu ermitteln versuchen, stchen bei Religionswis-
senschaftlern, Kirchenhistorikern und Philologen das heidnische Orakel-
wesen, die moglichen Quellen und die Abhingigkeit der verschiedenen an-
tiken Autoren voneinander — insbesondere die der christlichen Apologeten
- im Zentrum der Forschung und haben zu intensiven Analysen gefiihre,
wobei auch da zugegeben wird, dass nicht tberall klare Ergebnisse zu erre-
ichen sind.

Dieser Beitrag konzentriert sich ausschlieflich auf die Frage, unter
welchen Gesichtspunkten und in welcher Absicht die verschiedenen an-
tiken Autoren die Kleomedesgeschichte als ganze oder in Teilen fiir ihre
Argumentation heranziehen. Angesichts der zahlreichen zu interpretieren-
den Stellen und der Fille der Sekundarliteratur dazu kann auch das nur
bedingt in der gewtinschten Ausfihrlichkeit geschehen.

Betrachten wir zunichst kurz den Faustkampf in Olympia, von dem
Pausanias 6,9,6 nur den todlichen Ausgang, die Verurteilung wegen
Regelverstofles (G8uca) und die Aberkennung des Sieges mitteilt, wihrend
Oinomaos, frg. 2,11-13 H. = Eusebius, PE 5,34,3 und der ihn nahezu
wortlich exzerpierende Theodoret, Cur. 8,27 die brutalen Einzelheiten
schildern. Nun berichtet Pausanias aber an anderer Stelle recht ausfiihrlich
von einem ganz ahnlichen Todesfall bei den Nemeischen Spielen
(8,40,3-5): Dort verabredeten die Faustkimpfer Kreugas aus Epidamnos
und Damoxenos aus Syrakus, als es Abend wurde und der Kampf kein

8 Zur Begriindung fir die Einfiihrung des Kultes vgl. Rhode 1910, Bd.1, 178-180; es
wird auch die Angst der Mitbiirger vor moglichen weiteren Schiadigungen durch
Kleomedes mitgespielt haben, zumal die Astypalaier glauben konnten, dass er
unter dem Schutz der Athena stand (er flichtete ibrigens nicht in den ,,Ahnen-
tempel“ so Rhode 1910, Bd. 1, 179 oder gar nach ,Athen® wie auch zu lesen ist
(Astypalaia ist eine Insel des Dodekanes zwischen Santorin und Kos). Zur
Einfithrung von Kulten fiir Athleten generell Fontenrose 1968, 73-104 und Poli-
akoff 1989, 176-185.
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Ende nahm (es gab keine Runden und keine zeitliche Begrenzung), einen
wechselseitigen Schlagabtausch. Als erster hatte Kreugas einen Schlag
gegen den Kopf des Damoxenos gesetzt. Dieser ,,forderte dann Kreugas auf,
den Arm zu heben, und schlug ihm, als der das tat, mit gestreckten Fin-
gern seitlich unter die Rippen (dm0 v whevpav), trieb die Hand infolge
der Schirfe der Fingernigel und der Gewalt des Schlages in das Innere, er-
griff die Eingeweide und zog sie heraus”’ In diesem Falle, so berichtet Pau-
sanias weiter, vertrieben die Kampfrichter nicht nur den Sieger
Damoxenos, da er Vereinbarungen tbertreten hatte (nach Pausanias be-
stand Damoxenes‘ Regelverstof§ darin, dass er statt eines Schlages mehrere
ausfiihrte), sondern sprachen auch dem toten Kreugas den Sieg zu.

Bei Sporthistorikern fithrte das zu der kaum lésbaren Frage, was in
diesem Falle wirklich geschehen war und den Ausschlag fir die Aberken-
nung des Sieges gab,'® und ob sich tberhaupt zwei Faustkimpfe so in
ihren blutigen Details zugetragen haben oder aber Geschehnisse aus dem
einen auf den anderen tibertragen wurden.!!

9 Vorher hatte Pausanias erklart, dass man damals mit weichen Riemen boxte, bei
denen die Finger frei blieben und die wohl auch lange Fingernigel zulieen. Bro-
phy, R. und M. 1985, 178-182 mdchten in einer ausfiihrlichen, teils medizinischen
Analyse zeigen, dass entgegen Pausanias’ Schilderung nicht die Nagel das
Entscheidende waren, sondern die konzentrierte Wucht der Fingerkuppen, die
zum Durchschlagen der seitlichen Muskulatur oder der unteren Rippen durchaus
in der Lage sind; nicht auszuschliefen wire auch ein seitlicher Handkanten-
schlag.

10 In den beiden behandelten Fillen wird RegelverstofS oder grobe Unsportlichkeit

angefiihrt, nicht etwa Totschlag. Wie aus Platon, Leg. 865a-b zu ersehen ist, be-
stand generell Straffreiheit fiir den Sieger, wenn der Gegner unabsichtlich getotet
wurde. Insgesamt wissen wir von 8 Todesfallen im griechischen Sport, die nur
zum Teil mit der Achtung des Siegers verbunden waren (vgl. Brophy, R. und M.
1985, 171-198; Poliakoff 1989, 234 Anm. 12).
Was im Ubrigen die erlaubten Trefferziele betrifft, so mochten Brophy, R. und M.
1985, 184-194 beweisen, dass nur Kopf, Hals und Nacken Ziel der Schlige sein
durften und damit Korpertreffer ohnehin schon Grund fir einem Ausschluss
waren, was u. a. mit auch Stellen aus Johannes Chrysostomos belegt werden soll.

11 Ob Oinomaos und nach ihm Theodoret aus diesem Pausaniasabschnitt oder einer
allen gemeinsamen Quelle schopfen, ist unklar, vgl. Brophy, R. und M. 1985,
178-9. Differenzen bestehen bei den verschiedenen Autoren darin, dass es bei Pau-
sanias und Theodoret, Cur. 8,27 die “Eingeweide” (omldyva bzw. éykdra) sind, die
erfasst werden, bei Oinomaos die Lunge (mvevpov). Allerdings sollte man diese
Varianten bei einer keineswegs klaren Uberlieferungsgeschichte von 500 Jahren
nicht zu stark belasten und durchaus mit moéglichen Verwechslungen oder ,auss-
chmiickenden“ Ubertragungen rechnen.
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Fir Pausanias ist festzuhalten ist, dass er die Kleomedesgeschichte kom-
mentarlos berichtet und sich jeglicher Bewertung — sei es der Person des
Kleomedes oder des erteilten Orakels — enthalt.

Kleomedes ist nur einer der zahlreichen Athleten, die als Heroen
verehrt wurden. Fontenrose hat im Vergleich mit weiteren, die nach ihrem
Tode eine kultische Verehrung erhielten, eine Liste wesentlicher Merkmale
aufgestellt, die zeigt, dass sich in den Berichten iber die Heroisierung ein
bestimmtes Muster (pattern) findet, das bei Kleomedes besonders augen-
fallig wird.1?

1. Kleomedes in der antiken Diskussion
1. Plutarch

In der Vita des Romulus schildert Plutarch das Ende des Romulus: ,,Er ver-
schwand an den Nonen des Julius, wie er jetzt heifft, des Quintilis, wie er
damals hief“ (Rom. 27,3),'3 und konstatiert, dass nichts Sicheres tiber den
Tod zu erfahren sei, sondern es zwei Varianten gebe: Beiden zufolge sei Ro-
mulus plétzlich verschwunden, ohne dass man noch irgendetwas von ihm
fand. Nach der einen aber gerieten die Senatoren in den Verdacht, ihn im
Tempel des Hephaistos (Vulcanus) ermordet, zerstickelt und versteckt

12 Fontenrose 1968, 73-79. Die wichtigsten Merkmale seien verkiirzt zusammenge-
fasst:
Der Athlet zeigt eine ungewohnliche Stirke und erringt einen spektakuldren Sieg
(oder Siege), erfahrt aber nicht die erhoffte Wiirdigung, sei es seitens der
Kampfrichter oder seiner Mitbiirger. Er ist verbittert, was ihn wie bei Kleomedes
in den Wahnsinn treiben kann, und er fiigt seinen Mitbiirgern direkt oder indi-
rekt Schaden zu, die daraufhin Rache an ihm (z. B. wollen sie Kleomedes steini-
gen) oder seiner Statue nehmen. Der Athlet (oder seine Statue) verschwindet. Die
Gotter strafen die Mitbtirger, was bei Kleomedes nur bedingt zutrifft. Die Asty-
palaier sind allerdings durch sein unerklarliches Verschwinden beunruhigt und in
Angst versetzt, zumal Athena, in deren Heiligtum er ,Asyl“ gesucht hatte,
moglicherweise als seine Schutzgottin geholfen hatte. Die Stadt holt ein Orakel
ein. Apollon erklart den Athleten zum Heros, woraus ein Kult entsteht, oder ord-
net kultische Verehrung an.
Athleten, auf die das ebenfalls weitgehend zutrifft, sind bei Fontenrose Oibotas
von Dyme (Moretti 6, ol. 6 = 756 v.Chr.), Euthykles aus Lokri (Moretti 180, ol. 73
= 488 v.Chr.) und Theogenes von Thasos (Moretti 201, 215, ol. 75, 76 = ol. 480
und 476 v.Chr.); zu Theogenes vgl. auch Pouilloux 1954, 62-105.

13 Plutarch wird hier und im Folgenden zitiert nach der Ubersetzung von Ziegler
1979, Bd.1, 111-113.
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weggetragen zu haben, nach der anderen — eher verséhnlichen und vielle-
icht auch élteren Version - sei Romulus nach einem Unwetter mit
unbeschreiblichen Begleiterscheinungen nicht mehr auffindbar gewesen.
Die Vornehmen kiindigten intensive Nachforschungen an und forderten
alle auf, Romulus zu verehren und anzubeten, da er Gott geworden sei.
Das sei durch den vertrauenswirdigen Julius Proculus bestatigt worden,
der unter Eid berichtete, Romulus sei ihm erschienen, schon und grof§ wie
nie zuvor und habe erklért:

wEs war der Wille der Gotter, mein Proculus, dass ich so lange Zeit
unter den Menschen weilen, eine Stadt, die zu grofter Macht und
hochstem Ruhm bestimmt ist, erbauen und dann wieder den Himmel
bewohnen sollte, aus dem ich kam ... Ich werde Euch der gnidige
Gott Quirinus sein“ (Rom. 28,2).

Das habe tiberzeugt, und fortan habe man Romulus als Gott angesehen
und als Quirinus verehrt.'

Aus seinem reichlichen Kenntnisschatz fuhrt Plutarch drei griechische
Geschichten (pvBoioyodpeva) an, die der Romuluserzahlung gleichen:

Aristeas von Prokonnesos (einer Insel im Marmarameer) war in der
Werkstatt eines Walkers gestorben. Als die Freunde ihn holen wollten, sei
er verschwunden gewesen. Leute, die von einer Reise zuriickkehrten,
berichteten jedoch, er sei ihnen nahe Kroton (Unteritalien) begegnet
(Rom. 28,4 = Frg. 16 Bolton).!> Die enge Parallele zu Romulus ist deutlich,
sie enthalt beide Elemente: das wundersame Verschwinden und das - in
anderen Varianten sogar zweimalige — Wiedererscheinen.

Es folgt die Kleomedesgeschichte ohne den Hinweis, dass es sich um
einen Faustkimpfer handelte, der in Olympia seinen Gegner brutal totete.
Kleomedes sei jedoch auflerst stark und grofl gewesen, in seinem Verhalten
aber gestort und wahnsinnig, und habe schlieflich den Tod vieler Kinder
verursacht (Rom. 28,5-6). Danach schildert Plutarch, dass Kleomedes in ein-
er grofsen Truhe Zuflucht suchte und seine Verfolger ihn ,weder lebend

14 Zu den verschiedenen antiken Quellen und den Darstellungen von Romulus’
Ende vgl. ausfiihrlich Roscher 1909-1915, Bd. 4, sp. 198-201.

15 Die Aristeasgeschichte wird mit weiteren Einzelheiten bei Origenes, Contra Cel-
sum 3,26 (= Frg. 17 Bolton) diskutiert, wo Origenes auch Herodot 4,14-15 (= Frg.
12 Bolton) als Quelle zitiert. Zur Datierung des Aristeas als Dichter der Arimaspea
(zwischen 670 und 620 v. Chr.) und der Frage, ob Aristeas moglicherweise nur
eine mythische Person war, vgl. Bolton 1962, 1-4 und 119-141, bes. 126-131, der
fir die Geschichte des Verschwindens eine eher rationalistische Erklarung ver-
sucht.
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noch tot“ (Rom. 26,6)'¢ fanden, als sie die Truhe zertrimmerten. Offenbar
verwundert, schickten sie Orakelbefrager nach Delphi und erhielten die
Antwort:

,Der letzte der Heroen ist Kleomedes aus Astypalaia“ (Rom. 28,6).

Plutarch, der zeitweise auch Priester in Delphi war, kennt offenbar nur den
ersten Vers des Orakels. Er enthalt sich auch jeglichen Urteils tber die
verkiindete Heroisierung. Obwohl die Parallele zu Romulus nur im myste-
riésen Verschwinden liegt, bleibt der Eindruck einer weitgehenden Vergle-
ichbarkeit der Geschehnisse, da die Aristeasgeschichte nachwirkt.

Nach einem kurzen Hinweis auf Alkmene, die ebenfalls verschwand
(Rom. 27,7), auflert sich Plutarch allgemeiner zu dem Problem, dass man
sich viele Geschichten erzahlt (pvboloyobotl), in denen gegen alle
natirliche Erklarung (wapd 10 eikdg) das von Natur aus Sterbliche zum
Gottlichen erhoben wird, deutet aber an, dass er Romulus’ Entrickung
ebenso fiir ,,mythische Erzahlung® halt wie die beigebrachten griechischen
Parallelen.!'” Gleichwohl konstatiert er abschliefSend, man dirfe durchaus
glauben, dass tugendhafte Seelen im Einklang mit der Natur und got-
tlichem Recht (xatd @vow kai diknv Oelav) aus Menschen zu Heroen, aus
Heroen zu Damonen, aus Damonen aber, wenn sie - wie in Weihen - gere-
inigt und geheiligt sind, ... nicht durch staatliche Verordnung, sondern in
Wahrheit und gesunder Vernunft entsprechend zu Gottern erhoben wer-
den und so die schonste und gliicklichste Vollendung erlangen (Rom.
27,8).18

Dass Plutarch in Kleomedes einen Kandidaten fiir solch einen Aufstieg
sah, ist unwahrscheinlich; dieser konnte ihm nur als Parallelbeispiel fiir
wundersames Verschwinden dienen.

16 Dieses ,obte {@vto... obte vekpov “ scheint seit Herodot 4,14,3 offenbar zu einer
beliebten Formel geworden zu sein, die auch Origenes, Contra Celsum 3,26,27
beibehilt.

17 Mit Verweisen auf Pindar (Frg. 116 Bowra = 131b Snell) und Heraklit (Frg. 118
D.) fasst er zusammen, dass der Korper dem Tode unterliegt, die Seele (yoyn Her-
aklit; ai®@vog €idwlov Pindar) aber aus dem Gottlichen kommt und wieder dor-
thin ohne Korper zurtckkehrt (27,7). Flaceliere 1964, 58 bemerkt zu Recht, dass
Plutarchs Uberlegungen zu dieser Frage besser in einer philoso-
phiegeschichtlichen Abhandlung ihren Platz hitten.

18 Ganz ahnlich wird in De def. or. 415B die Moglichkeit des Wandels der besseren
Seelen in die nachsthohere Stufe beschrieben. Dazu, dass sich hier nicht nur pla-
tonisches, sondern wohl auch pythagoreisches Gedankengut andeutet, vgl. Dillon
2014, 69, der aber auf unsere Stelle nicht eingeht.
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In der Plutarch-Forschung herrscht Einigkeit, dass sich in seinen
Schriften nirgends ein Hinweis auf Jesus oder das aufkommende Christen-
tum findet.! Die Diskussion tber Romulus’ Ende kann als indirekte
Bestatigung herangezogen werden. Jesus’ Entschwinden aus dem Grabe
und die Begegnung mit den Anhingern hatte eine vortreftliche zeitnahe
Parallele geboten, so wie umgekehrt in der spateren Diskussion Kleomedes
als Parallele zu Jesus dient.

2. Oinomaos — Eusebios

Wahrend Plutarch und Pausanias weitgehend auf eine moralische Bewer-
tung des Kleomedes verzichten, und vor allem keine Kritik am Orakel
tiiben, bietet sich bei dem Kyniker Oinomaos in dessen Orakelkritik mit
dem Titel ,Entlarvung der Gaukler (yontov ¢opd)? ein ganz anderes
Bild. Stimmt die Datierung der Schrift in die Zeit Hadrians in das frihe 2.
Jh., so hilt Eusebios (geb. ca. 260 — 265, gest. ca. 333 — 340) Oino-
maos‘ Ausfihrungen auch nach ca. 200 Jahren noch fiir aktuell, und der
christliche Apologet kann dem Kyniker vollig beistimmen, wenn dieser
das heidnische Orakelwesen verspottet.

Eusebios kritisiert im 5. Buch der Praeparatio Evangelica u.a., dass die
Orakel hiufig doppeldeutig waren (PE 5,20-26), viel Unheil anrichteten,
mitunter Trivialititen verkiindeten, viel Unkluges rieten und Partei ergriff-
en fir Personen, die im Unrecht waren oder die zugesprochenen Ehrun-
gen nicht verdienten (PE 5,27-32).

Auf die Kritik an Orakeln, die Apollon den Dichtern zukommen liefs,
zu denen auch Archilochos, Euripides und Homer gehérten (PE §,32), fol-
gt ein umfangreicher Angriff auf Orakel, in denen der ,wundersame
Gott“ Faustkimpfer und Athleten vergottlichte. Behandelt werden die
Faustkimpfer Kleomedes, Theogenes von Thasos sowie der Funfkampfer

19 Z.B.Ziegler 1951, RE Bd. XXL,1, sp. 944-5 und Hirsch-Luipold 2014, 166.

20 Als anderer Titel wird erwihnt kata tov ypnompiov (gegen die Orakel); zum Ti-
tel vgl. Hammerstaedt 1988, 33-47. Datierung des Oinomaos und seiner Schrift,
die nur in Exzerpten aus dem 5. Buch von Eusebios* Praeparatio Evangelica fassbar
ist, ist nicht vollig sicher; die Forschung setzt sie allgemein in die Zeit Hadrians
ins frithe 2. Jh. Als Orientierung wird 119 n. Chr. genannt, da Hieronymus zu
diesem Jahr (basierend auf Eusebius’ Chronik) mitteilt, dass Plutarch, Agathobulos
und Oinomaos als hervorragende Philosophen galten. Vgl. dazu Hammerstaedt
1988, 11-19. Dass Oinomaos selbst negative Erfahrungen mit dem klarischen
Orakel gemacht hat, ist Eusebios, PE 5,22,1-6 und 5,23,1-3 (=Frg. 14 und 15 Ham-
merstaedt) zu entnehmen.
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Euthykles aus Lokri.?! Dabei zitiert Eusebios wortlich, wie er betont (PE
5,34,1), den Oinomaos,?? der diese Orakel zu Recht (gikotwc) kritisiert
habe. Im Falle des Kleomedes erging der sich, wie wir sehen kénnen, in
besonders gehassigen Bemerkungen. Schon im Kapitel tiber die Dichter
hatte er darauf angespielt, dass Faustkimpfer im Himmel im Saal des Zeus
anzutreffen seien; das ndmlich sage der ,Dichter in Delphi“ (PE
5,33,14,3-5). PE 5,34 nimmt Oinomaos das auf und redet den Gott mit
zwei Versen aus einem seiner Orakel an, die Apollons Allwissenheit beto-
nen,2 um ihm zu winschen, dass er statt dessen wiusste, ,dass der
Faustkampf (muktikn) sich in nichts vom Ausschlagen (Aoxtiotuer)?* unter-
scheidet®, damit er entweder auch die Esel fir unsterblich erklarte oder es
auch bei dem Faustkimpfer Kleomedes aus Astypalaia unterliee, wobei
Oinomaos beide Orakelverse zitiert (PE 5,33,2).

Entristet fragt er weiter, warum er diesen Mann zum Gott erhoben
habe, und gibt ironisch eine Auswahl zur Antwort:

Etwa weil er in Olympia..S; es folgt die Schilderung des grausamen
Faustschlages, was er ironisch kommentiert: ,Apollon, eine gottwiirdige
Tat“ (PE 5,34,3).

1. Oder nicht nur deshalb, sondern auch, weil er eine Strafe von vier Tal-
enten erhielt und das nicht akzeptieren konnte, sondern aus Arger in
depressiver Verbitterung seine Wut an den Kindern in der Schule aus-
liefS, indem er die Sdule, die das Dach trug, wegzog (PE 5,34,4): ,Ist er,
Gottmacher, deshalb fiir uns verehrungswiirdig?

21 Vgl. 0. Anm. 12.

22 Mit Namen genannt wird er $,21,6,1 und 5,36,5,1.

23 ,Der Du die Zahl der Sandkorner und die Grofse des Meeres kennst, einen Stum-
men verstehst und einen nicht Sprechenden horst.. © (aus Orakel Q 99 Fontenrose
=52 P-W.).

24 Der Vergleich zwischen dem Boxen der Athleten und dem Ausschlagen findet
sich bereits bei Dion von Prusa, or. 9,22. Dort bekrinzt Diogenes ein Pferd, das
ein anderes nach lingerem Ausschlagen (AoaxtiCew) verjagt hatte, und ruft es zum
Isthmiensieger aus. Aaktilew ist auch bei Diog. Laert. 6,27 das Wort, das Diogenes
offenbar verwandte, um Faustkampf und Pankration zu verspotten oder die Leis-
tungen der hochgelobten Superathleten mit Hinweis auf die viel groferen
entsprechenden Fahigkeiten einzelner Tierarten licherlich zu machen. Diese
kynisch-stoische Polemik geht natiirlich auf altere Diskussionen zuriick und
spielte z.B. in den verschiedenen Kulturentwicklungstheorien eine bedeutende
Rolle. Als 'Mingeltheorie' ist schon im platonischen Profagoras (320 c-322 d)
anzutreffen, wo sie Protagoras in den Mund gelegt ist, dem die in diesem Mythos
enthaltenen Gedanken wohl auch zugeschrieben werden konnen.
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2. Oder willst Du noch als einen weiteren Beweis seiner Tapferkeit und
Gottesliebe hinzufiigen, dass er in eine heilige Truhe stieg, die Riegel
vorschob und so fir die Verfolger nicht mehr fassbar (§Anmtog) war, als
sie versuchten, ihn herauszuziehen?

In einer Anrede an Kleomedes, dem er sich jetzt zuwendet (PE 5,34,5,4-5),
spielt Oinomaos auf das Entschwinden aus der Truhe an, indem er fragt:
»Kleomedes, Heros und nicht mehr sterblich? Welche Tricks (unyovipota)
hast Du zum Erlangen der Unsterblichkeit erfunden? Jedenfalls, so fahrt
Oinomaos ironisch fort, bemerkten die Gotter sein vortreffliches
Verhalten® (&yoBovpyia, PE 5,34,6,2) und entriickten ihn wie die Gotter
Homers den Ganymed - diesen wegen seiner Schonheit, Kleomedes wegen
seiner Kraft und ihrer ,vorbildlichen Anwendung® (PE 5,34,6).

Schlieflich kehrt er zum vergleichenden Bild zwischen dem Schlagen
des Faustkimpfers und dem Austreten des Esels zuriick und steigert es in
kynischer Tradition ins Lacherliche: Apollon misse den wahren Wert des
Faustkampfes begreifen, um dann die ausschlagenden Esel als Gotter zu
betrachten und die Wildesel als die besten Gotter, was Oinomaos zur Paro-
die auf den delphischen Orakelspruch verleitet:

yHerausragend unter den Unsterblichen ist ein wilder Esel, nicht
Kleomedes,
ihn verehrt mit Opfern, da er nicht mehr sterblich ist®

Damit nicht genug: Der Esel wirde fiir sich selbst die Gottlichkeit
beanspruchen und Kleomedes mit seinem Ausschlagen in einen Brunnen
stoflen und nicht etwa in den Himmel aufsteigen lassen (PE 5,34,8); und er
sei in hoherem Mafe wert, die gottlichen Geschenke zu erhalten, da er
nicht nur bereit sei, mit Kleomedes zu kimpfen, selbst wenn der mit eiser-
nen Handschuhen antrete, sondern auch mit dem Faustkimpfer von der
Insel Thasos (Theogenes), dessen Geschichte im Folgenden ausgebreitet
wird,?S — oder mit beiden.

Und Oinomaos spottet weiter, er habe im Vertrauen auf Apollon erkan-
nt, dass der Faustkampf ein gottliches Geschift ist und dies der Menge der-
er, die glauben, weise zu sein, verborgen blieb. Denn sonst hitten sie ihre
tugendhafte Lebensweise (kohoi kéyaBoi eivar) aufgegeben und wiirden
sich wie der thasische Faustkimpfer in dessen Geschift tben (PE 5,34,10).
Aus der dann ausfiihrlich geschilderten Theogenesgeschichte ergibt sich
fiir Oinomaos ein weiterer Beleg dafiir, ,,dass die gottwiirdige Athletik got-

25 Vgl.o. Anm. 12.
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tliche Ehren verdient® (PE 3,34,15), und aus den Erziahlungen uber den
Finfkimpfer Euthykles aus Lokri sei zu folgern, dass man die ,gemisteten
Mainner® ehren miisse.26

Das Athletenkapitel endet mit dem Wunsch an Apollon, doch anstatt
Seher (pévtig) lieber Trainer — oder beides — zu werden, damit es wie ein
delphisches Orakelzentrum so auch ein sportliches Leistungszentrum gabe
— nicht unpassend zum Pythischen Wettkampf (PE 5,34,17).

Halten wir die Hauptergebnisse aus der Oinomaos-Kritik an Kleomedes
fest: Oinomaos wirft Apollon zum einen vor, dass er Kleomedes trotz
dessen mehrfachen Fehlverhaltens zum Heros erklarte und fiir ihn einen
Kult stiftete. Zum anderen tbt er deutliche Kritik an der Uberbewertung
der Athletik und hier besonders — vielleicht auch aufgrund der Auswiichse
in hellenistisch-romischer Zeit, zu welchen auch die ,eisernen Hand-
schuhe® gehoren — am Faustkampf. Eusebios muss das nicht weiter kom-
mentieren und kann sich den Orakelspriichen fir Tyrannen zuwenden.
Fur spitere Apologeten aber ist eine willkommene Basis gelegt.

3. Kelsos — Origenes

Der ,Alethes Logos“ (&An6fic Adyoc) des Kelsos ist die alteste Streitschrift
eines heidnischen Philosophen gegen das sich ausbreitende Christentum.
Verfasst wurde sie — so die allgemeine Datierung — um 178 n. Chr. Als
ganze ist sie verloren, in grofferen Fragmenten aus Origenes’ Schrift ,,Con-
tra Celsum“ rekonstruierbar,”” welche ca. 65 — 70 Jahre spiter verfasst
wurde.?8 Kelsos sah in dem Christentum einen Abfall von der ,wahren
Lehre dem gemeinsamen Wissen der alten Volker bis hin zu Platon, und

26 Dass Boxer und Ringer sich moglichst viel Gewicht zulegten, da es keine
Gewichtsklassen gab, ist aufgrund der damit verbundenen sagenhaften Kraftleis-
tungen bewundert, aber eben auch regelmifig verspottet worden. Dass es hier
ausgerechnet bei einem Finfkimpfer geschieht, deutet darauf hin, dass Oino-
maos sich in seinem Spott nicht sonderlich um sportliche Feinheiten kiimmerte.
Aristoteles, Rbet. 1 5, 1361b 10-11 lobt namlich: ,,Die Finfkimpfer sind deshalb
die schonsten Menschen, weil sie zugleich zur Entfaltung von Kraft und von
Schnelligkeit die korperliche Disposition haben® Vgl. auch schon Bakchylides
9,25-38. Zu Euthykles vgl. o. Anm. 12 und Fontenrose 1968, 74.

27 Die wichtigsten Beitrige dazu liefern Bader 1940; Lona 2005 und zuletzt Arnold
2016 mit reicher Literatur.

28 Origenes schrieb seine Erwiderung im Alter von iber 60 Jahren unter der
Regierung des Kaisers Philippus Arabs (244-249 n. Chr.); vgl. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl.
6,36,1-2 und Origenes, ¢. Cels.. 1,53,25-27.
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hatte den Christen u. a. vorgeworfen, dass sie sich als Randgruppe von der
staatlichen Gemeinschaft lossagten und letztlich eine Gefahr fiir den Staat
darstellten. Eines seiner Ziele war daher auch, die Christen durch
Belehrung wieder in die Gesellschaft einzugliedern.

Origenes hatte die von Ambrosius? gestellte Aufgabe, jeden der
Vorwirfe zu widerlegen, die der platonisch geprigte Philosoph gegen die
Christen vorgebracht hatte. Aus Origenes ergibt sich, dass Kelsos in den
beiden ersten Blichern zunichst aus der Sicht eines Juden Kritik an den
christlichen Berichten tiber Jesus und an dem christlichen Glauben ubte.
Dabei hatte er die Auseinandersetzung zwischen Juden und Christen tber
Jesus als den sprichwortlichen ,,Streit um des Esels Schatten“ abgetan (c.
Cels. 3,1,14-15; 3,2,2).

Im 3. Buch diskutiert Kelsos dann aus eigener Sicht Jesus’ wunderbares
Verschwinden aus der Grabkammer, seine Auferstehung und seine Vergot-
tlichung, nachdem er doch als Mensch geboren war. Er wirft den Christen
vor, sie verlangten, dass man ihren Berichten tber Jesus glaubt, wihrend
sie selbst nicht bereit seien, ahnlich gelagerten Erzahlungen der Griechen
Glauben zu schenken. Unter den heidnisch-griechischen Beispielen erwah-
nt er zunichst die Dioskuren, Herakles, Asklepios und Dionysos, von de-
nen die Griechen glaubten, dass sie aus Menschen zu Gottern erhoben
wurden (¢. Cels. 3,22), berichtet dann von den Begebenheiten um Aristeas
aus Prokonnesos (c. Cels. 3,26-28),° den Hyperboreer Abaris, der die
Macht hatte, von einem Pfeil getragen zu werden (c. Cels. 3,31), den Kla-
zomenier (Hermotimos), dessen Seele den Korper verlief und kdrperlos
herumflog (c. Cels. 3,32), und schlieflich von Kleomedes.

Aus der Kleomedes-Erzihlung findet sich bei Origenes (c. Cels. 3,33) nur
das Element des Verschwindens. Kelsos habe erzahlt, dass Kleomedes in
eine heilige Truhe gestiegen sei, sich verriegelt habe und nicht mehr darin
gefunden wurde, sondern durch eine gottliche Fiugung (poipg twvi
doupovig) entschwunden war, als man die Truhe zerschlug, um ihn zu er-
greifen. Sowohl der Orakelspruch als auch die anstofigen Vorgeschichten
fehlen.3! Dass Kelsos zumindest von einem Orakelspruch wusste, ergibt
sich aus Origenes (c. Cels. 3,33 Ende), wo Origenes festhalt: Kelsos glaubte,

29 Zur Person des Ambrosius s. Arnold 2016, 1 Anm. 2.

30 Schon Plutarch hatte diese Parallele gebracht, vgl. 0. S. 215 mit Anm. 15.

31 Kleomedes war bereits an zwei fritheren Stellen (c. Cels. 3,3,6 und 3,25,17-19) er-
wihnt. An der ersten Stelle betont Origenes, dass auch Kelsos Belege dafiir
anfiihre, dass tibernatirliche Machte wirken kdnnen, nimlich bei Asklepios, der
Gutes tat und die Zukunft vorhersagte, weiter bei Aristeas von Prokonnesos, dem
Klazomenier und Kleomedes aus Astypalaia. Arnold 2016, 38-40 spricht von einer
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dass ein Orakelspruch verkindete, Kleomedes sei durch wundersame (got-
tliche) Fiigung (poipg twvi doupovig) aus der Truhe entfleucht.

Lona’? meint, Origenes habe die Fassung des Kelsos verkiirzt. Das kann
vielleicht fiir den Orakelspruch gelten, wohl kaum aber fir die
Vorgeschichte. Denn in seiner Erwiderung an Kelsos fordert Origenes den
Kelsos umstandlich auf, doch zu erklaren, in welcher Absicht die iibermen-
schliche Macht dafiir gesorgt habe, dass Kleomedes durch eine ,gottliche
Figung® aus der Truhe entschwand. Erst wenn Kelsos nachweise, dass
dieses Geschenk an Kleomedes etwas Wertvolles und dem Wollen eines
Gottes angemessen sei, werde er entscheiden, was ihm zu antworten ist. In
Kenntnis der ganzen Kleomedesgeschichte hatte Origenes wohl kaum so
umstandlich argumentiert, sondern den brutalen Faustkampf und den ir-
rsinnigen Kindermord angeprangert. Umgekehrt kann man unterstellen,
dass Kelsos nicht gleich die wesentlichen Angriffspunkte gegen seine heid-
nischen Beispiele mitlieferte, sondern eher zurtickhielt.

Insgesamt geht es Kelsos aber weniger um die Verteidigung der heidnis-
chen Religiositit, wenngleich er betont, dass erstens die Kraft der griechis-
chen Gotter besser bezeugt sei als das, was tber Jesus und seine Got-
tlichkeit berichtet wird (c. Cels. 3,22; 3,24), und zweitens auch andere Men-
schen Wunderdinge vollbracht hitten, ohne dass man sie gleich fir Gotter
hielt (c. Cels. 3,26; 3,31; 3,32). Vielmehr mochte er die Aussagekraft der
christlichen Uberlieferung relativieren und den Eindruck hervorrufen, dass
die Erzihlungen vom Verschwinden des Kleomedes und seine kultische
Verehrung zusammen mit den vorangegangenen und den noch folgenden
Beispielen (c. Cels. 3,34-37)33 auf dem gleichen Niveau“* stehen und dhn-
lich zu bewerten seien wie die Berichte der Christen tber Jesus. Was die

ypartiellen Antizipation® der Kapitel ¢. Cels. 3,24; 3,26; 3,32 und 33, in denen die
aufgezihlten Personen ausfithrlich behandelt werden, wobei noch Abaris
hinzukommt (c. Cels. 3,31). Hammerstaedt 1988, 26 nimmt an, dass Kelsos nur
die Wundergeschichte ohne das Orakel berichtete, glaubt dann aber zu erkennen:
»Dass Origenes den Bericht von dem Cleomedes erteilten delphischen Orakel an-
derswoher geschopft hat, zeigen auch seine Worte olpat tov wokmy (,ich glaube,
der Faustkimpfer® tbers. Fiedler) an, mit denen er zu erkennen gibt, dass er den
an dieser Stelle (c. Cels. III 25) erwihnten Cleomedes mit dem bei Celsus genan-
nten erst zu identifizieren hatte Gegen diese komplizierte Losung spricht, dass
Origenes auch in ¢. Cels. 3,34 keine zusitzlichen Informationen gegeniiber 3,25
bietet.

32 Lona 2005, 191.

33 Unter den Beispielen findet sich auch die relativ aktuelle von Hadrian veranlasste
Vergottlichung seines Lieblings Antinoos (c. Cels. 3,36), vgl. auch u. Anm. 44,

34 Lona 2005, 192; vgl. auch Fiedrowicz 2011, Bd.1,64.
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Auferstehung betrifft, so hatte Kelsos bereits vorher betont, dass Jesus ja
nur von einer Frau und wenigen Anhingern gesehen worden sei (c. Cels.
2,70), und unterstellt, dass es sich dabei ohnehin nur um einen Schatten
(oKk16) gehandelt habe.?’

Origenes versucht seinerseits immer wieder klarzustellen, dass die
Berichte tber Jesus einen ganz anderen Wahrheitsgehalt und ver-
trauenswirdige Zeugen haben, die sogar ihr Leben dafiir hergaben, dass es
aullerdem Prophezeiungen gab, die sich in ihm erfiillten. Aufferdem weist
Origenes auch im Kleomedes-Kapitel wie schon vorher darauf hin, dass im
Leben jener von Kelsos angefithrten Menschen kein Anzeichen der ihnen
zugeschriebenen Gottlichkeit zu finden sei (¢c. Cels. 3,33,8-9).3¢

Dabei geht er keineswegs fair mit Kelsos um, sondern unterstellt ihm, er
sage aus Feigheit nicht klar, ob er die heidnischen Wundergeschichten
eigentlich glaube oder eher nicht, weil er vermeiden wolle, dass die Leser
seiner Schriften ihn fiir gottlos (80goc) halten (c. Cels. 3,22,10-15; ahnlich
3,26,1-4). Kelsos selbst hatte jedoch - so die Zitate bei Origenes - bei dreien
seiner Beispielspersonen ausdricklich betont, dass man sie nicht wirklich
firr Gotter hielt,” und damit auch indirekt Gleiches fiir Jesus postuliert.

4. Theodoret

Ungefahr 100 Jahre nach Eusebios® Praeparatio Evangelica greifen zu Beginn
des 5. Jhs. drei christliche Schriftsteller direkt oder vermittelt die dort
tberlieferte Kleomedesgeschichte wieder auf. Es sind Theodoret aus
Kyrrhos (ca. 393 — 459 n. Chr.),?8 Kyrill aus Alexandria (ca. 375/380 — 444
n. Chr.) und Sokrates (Scholasticus bzw. ecclesiasticus) aus Konstantinopel
(ca. 380 — 439 n. Chr.).

Auflerdem findet sich eine Notiz in den Anecdota Graeca Bibliothecae Re-
giae Parisiensis, II, p.154,4-5,%° wo Kleomedes im Anhang zu Eusebios’ Sta-

35 Umgekehrt wertet dann Origenes das Verschwinden des Kleomedes als Erfindung
(mhaopo, ¢. Cels. 3,33,6) bzw. als dimonische Zauberei oder Tauschung der Augen
ab (c. Cels. 3,33,29-30).

36 Das Fehlen einer moralischen Verurteilung des Kleomedes deutet darauf hin, dass
Oinomaos hier nicht die Quelle ist; vgl. auch Hammerstaedt 1996, 90 mit
Anm. 68.

37 Bei Aristeas (Cur. 3,26,10-11; 3,29,8), bei Abaris (Cur. 3,31,5-6) und bei dem Kla-
zomenier Hermotimos (Cur. 3,32,4-5) hatte er jeweils konstatiert: ,Keiner hielt
ihn fiir einen Gott*

38 Das genaue Todesdatum ist ungewiss, vgl. Scholten 2015, 12.

39 Cramer 1839, 115-163.
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diontkenliste in einer Zusammenstellung von 15 Athleten erwahnt wird,
die nicht vergessen werden sollten. Der Verfasser bringt lediglich den 1.
Vers des Orakels ohne weitere Angaben und scheint von Kleomedes wenig
zu wissen.*0

Obwohl Theodoret ca. 10 Jahre spiter geboren wurde als Kyrill und
Sokrates, wird er hier zuerst behandelt, da er, soweit es Kleomedes betrifft,
ausfithrlicher ist und den beiden anderen Kirchenschriftstellern méglicher-
weise als Quelle diente.*!

Im 8. Buch von De Graecarum affectionum curatione (,Heilung der
griechischen Krankheiten®) preist Theodoret zunachst das Wirken und die
Standhaftigkeit der christlichen Martyrer, die im Glauben an die von den
Aposteln tberlieferten Lehren sogar den Tod auf sich nahmen (Cur. 8,9),
und wendet sich dann emport an die heidnischen Griechen, die dariiber
spotteten, dass die Christen ihre Martyrer verehrten, und ihnen vorwarfen,
sich beim Besuch der Martyrergraber zu beflecken. Selbst wenn alle Men-
schen daran Anstof§ nehmen kénnten - den Griechen spricht er das Recht
ab, dieses Verhalten zu tadeln, da gerade bei ihnen Trankspenden und
Totenopfer, Heroen, Halbgotter und zu Gottern erhobene Menschen das
Ubliche sind (Cur. 8,11-12).#2 Dazu gehore als besonders anstoRiger Fall
Kleomedes, den der pythische Seher durch ein Orakel zu gottlichen Ehren

40 Ein Ringer namens Philumenos (Cramer 1839, Anecd. Graec. Paris. 11 155,17)
liefert einen ungefihren terminus post quem fiir die Abfassungszeit: "Es lebte
aber auch zu den Zeiten des Theodosios des GrofSen der Ringer aus Philadelphia
in Lydien mit Namen Philumenos ..." d.h. Ende des 4. Jhs. (Theodosius lebte von
347 - 395, war Kaiser ab 379 n. Chr). Ob ausgerechnet Panodoros, ein alexan-
drinischer Monch, diese Zusammenstellung verfasste, wie v. Gutschmid, A., in:
Schoéne (ed.) 1875. Bd.1, app. S.242 vermutete, bleibe dahingestellt. Er musste
von der Diskussion tber diesen Faustkimpfer nichts mitbekommen und
moglicherweise nur eine recht durftige Schrift iber Athleten exzerpiert haben.

41 Die Datierung von De Graecarum affectionum curatione bereitet Schwierigkeiten:
Es werden die Jahre um 437, vor 431 oder vor 423 n. Chr. diskutiert, vgl. Scholten
2015, 13-14 und ausfithrlich 80-103, der eher eine Datierung nach 431 n. Chr. fiir
wahrscheinlich hilt (vgl. S.101). Hammerstaedt 1996, 91 spricht von einem
Frihwerk, und versucht die Abhingigkeit sowohl des Kyrill wie auch des Sokrates
von Theodoret zu erweisen; auch Canivet 1958, 28-31 datiert die Schrift vor 431
oder 423 n. Chr.

42 Erstes Beispiel ist Herakles, den sie - obwohl als Mensch geboren - vollig un-
berechtigt angesichts seines unmoralischen Lebens zum Gott erhoben, und zwar
gegen besseres Wissen, wie mit Zitaten aus Platon und Isokrates belegt wird. Es
folgen Auslassungen iber Asklepios, Dionysos und andere, die sie zu Gottern
machten und verehrten, obwohl sie doch ,elende und dreimal elende Men-
schlein® waren (G0Aiovg kol Tpioadriiovg é0eomoincav avbpwmickovg, Cur. 8,26).
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kommen lief. Theodoret zitiert beide Orakelverse (Cur. 8,26), um dann
selbst spottend ,aufzukliren; weshalb gerade Kleomedes dem Zeus und
den anderen Gottern beigeordnet wurde (Cur. 8,27). Er schildert den bru-
talen Auftritt in Olympia, die Bestrafung durch die Kampfrichter und die
daraus resultierende Frustration, die zum Mord an den Schulkindern
fuhrte, und fasst sein Urteil ironisch im Stile des Oinomaos zusammen:
Wegen dieser ,edlen Taten® (katopbdpate, Cur. 8,28) nahm der Pythier
ihn unter die Gotter auf. Ein Hinweis auf Kleomedes’ Flucht in eine
heilige Truhe und sein fiir die Astypalaier unerklarbares Verschwinden
fehlt hier wie auch bei den anderen Kirchenschriftstellern dieser Zeit, ob-
wohl all das in der Vorlage bei Eusebios-Oinomaos, aus der Theodoret die
Geschichte Gbernimmt,* als Gipfel des unwiirdigen Verhaltens verspottet
wurde. Hatte man vielleicht erkannt, dass es sinnvoll sei, diesen Teil der
Kleomedesgeschichte aus der Diskussion herauszuhalten, nachdem Kelsos
in seinem Angriff versucht hatte, gerade mit der Betonung von Kleomedes’
Verschwinden und dem Hinweis auf dhnliche heidnische Wundererzahlun-
gen die Berichte Uber Jesus’ Entriickung aus dem verschlossenen Grabe
und sein Erscheinen vor seinen Anhingern als vergleichbare Fiktion zu
diskreditieren, zumal Kelsos angedeutet hatte, dass die Heiden aus ihren
Erzihlungen nicht folgerten, hier seien Menschen wirklich zu Gottern
geworden? Schon Origenes tat sich dort in seiner Entgegnung nicht leicht.

Nach der kurzen Erwahnung, dass Kaiser Hadrian seinen Liebling Anti-
noos zum Gott erklart, ihm einen Tempel errichtet und von den Unterta-
nen verlangt habe, ihm géttliche Ehren zu erweisen,** und dass auch die
Spartiaten fiir Hyakinthos (den Liebling des Apollon) ein grofles Fest
feierten (Cur. 8,28)% nimmt Theodoret seine Verteidigung der christlichen
Mirtyrerverehrung wieder auf und stellt klar, dass die Christen ihre Mar-
tyrer nicht zu Gottern machen, sondern sie als Zeugen und
wohlgesonnene Diener Gottes ehren, wahrend die Heiden viele Tote zu
Gottern ernannt haben (Cur. 8,29).

43 Dass Eusebios, Praeparatio Evangelica, Quelle fir die Theodorets Kleomedes-
geschichte war, ist aufgrund der weitgehend wortlichen Ubereinstimmung nahe-
liegend und scheint allgemein akzeptiert, zumal Theodoret auf diese Schrift ver-
weist (Cur. 2,97). Vgl. zuletzt Scholten 2015, 103-122, der auch Theodorets son-
stige Quellen und seinen Umgang mit den zahlreichen nichtchristlichen Zitaten
verfolgt; vgl. auch Hammerstaedt 1996, 87 mit Anm. 54.

44 Die Vergottlichung des Antinoos wurde fir die Christen ein beliebtes Beispiel der
sunangemessenen Verehrung unwiirdiger Menschen bei den Heiden, so Ham-
merstaedt 1996, 101 mit Anm. 151 und 152 (mit zahlreichen Belegstellen, u.a. Eu-
sebios, PE 2,6,8-9).

45 Dazu kurz Scholten 2015, 502-503, Anm. 49.
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Danach wendet er sich dem zweiten Vorwurf zu, die Christen wiirden
sich durch den Besuch der Grabstitten beflecken.*® An einer Reihe von
Beispielen legt er dar — gestiitzt auf griechische Quellen von Homer iber
Thukydides zu Platon —, dass auch die Griechen schon immer ihre Toten,
die ein hervorragendes Leben gefiihrt hatten, in Tempeln oder Grabstatten
verehrten - ohne Angst vor einer Befleckung (Cur. 8,30-34), um dann bis
zum Ende des Buches immer wieder die besondere Einstellung der Martyr-
er und ihr vorbildliches, opferbereites Verhalten hervorzuheben, das ihnen
einen Platz im Himmel verschafft (Cur. 8,35-37). Diese Vorstellung und Er-
wartung decke sich - so zeigt Theodoret - auch mit dem, was griechische
Dichter und Philosophen schon immer sagten.

Theodoret mochte also nicht nur den Umgang der Christen mit ihren
Mirtyrern verteidigen, sondern auch den nichtchristlichen Adressaten
signalisieren, ,dafl das Christentum keine uniberwindliche Hurde
aufrichtet, den angestammten Denk- und Lebenshorizont preiszugeben.
Im Gegenteil laft sich, so seine Botschaft, das, was richtig und wertvoll im
nichtchristlichen Raum ist, in die christliche Denk- und Lebenswelt ein-
bringen. Dort ist es sogar besser verwirklicht#’

Was Theodoret von Kleomedes und seine durch ein Orakel angeordnete
kultische Verehrung zu berichten weif, gehort allerdings nicht dazu. Das
bestatigt er nochmals im 10. Buch (Cur. 10,38), in dem er Gber Urheber
und Wahrheitsgehalt der Orakel handelt: Das Kleomedes-Orakel, das
nochmals zitiert wird, ist ihm ein Beleg fir eine Vielzahl verfehlter Orakel,
und er halt es fiir unnétig, nochmals darauf einzugehen, sondern verweist
auf die frither (Cur. 8,27) geschilderten Mordtaten.

S. Kyrill von Alexandrien

Kaiser Julian (331/2 - 363 n. Chr.) hatte eine christliche Erziehung
genossen, sich dann aber vom Christentum abgewendet, alte Kulte wieder-
belebt und schlieflich im Winter 362/3 eine Schrift ,Gegen die
Galilder” (Christen) verfasst, deren Inhalt in erster Linie aus Kyrills Entgeg-
nung erschlossen werden kann.#® Obwohl einige Reaktionen von

46 Zur Problematik vgl. Scholten 2015, 503 Anm. 50.

47 Scholten 2015, 44.

48 Zuletzt dazu Riedweg 2016 p. LXXXV-CVIII mit weiterer Literatur p. CXCI-
CXCIIL.
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christlicher Seite erfolgten,* sah sich Kyrill noch 60 - 70 Jahre spiters° zu
einer Widerlegung der vorgebrachten Kritik veranlasst, da er befiirchtete,
dass selbst glaubige Christen verunsichert wiirden, und in heidnischen
Kreisen offenbar die Ansicht verbreitet war, dass bisher keiner der
christlichen Lehrer in der Lage war, Julians Angriffe zu widerlegen.’!

In der dem Kaiser Theodosius II. gewidmeten Schrift ,,Gegen Ju-
lian® (contra Julianum, PG vol. 76) setzt er sich unter anderem mit dem
Vorwurf auseinander, die Christen befinden sich in einer Verirrung und
seien vom rechten Weg und einem gottgefilligen Verhalten abgewichen:
sie wiirden — anders als die Juden, die statt der vielen nur einen Gott an-
beten — einen Menschen oder eher noch viele ungliickliche Menschen an-
beten (c. Jul. 808 C-D und 812 C). Gemeint sind damit Jesus und die Mar-
tyrer. Was Jesus betrifft, so antwortet Kyrill, dass der kein Mensch war, der
vergottlicht wurde, sondern der gottliche Logos sei, der fiir einige Zeit in
menschlicher Gestalt auf der Erde erschien (c. Jul. 809 C-D). Den Vorwurf
einer Vergottlichung der christlichen Martyrer weist er wie Theodoret
zurick: ,Wir behaupten weder, dass die heiligen Martyrer Gotter sind,
noch haben wir den Brauch, sie in einer Art Gotzendienst anzubeten
(mpookvVEiv... hatpevtik®de.), sondern sie in zurickhaltender Weise zu
ehren“ (c. Jul. 812 A), was spiter wiederholt wird (c. Jul. 812 D), nachdem
die Standhaftigkeit und Furchtlosigkeit der Martyrer gebiihrend heraus-
gestellt wurde. Und so will Kyrill zeigen, dass gegen diejenigen, die die
Wahrheit verehren (die Christen), die Vorwtirfe seitens der Griechen aus
mangelnder Kenntnis in frevelhafter Weise ausgebreitet wurden (c. Jul. 812

49 Zu nennen sind Theodor von Mopsuestia, Alexander von Hierapolis, Philippos
von Side, vgl. Riedweg 2016, p. LXXXIX mit Anm. 341; Scholten 2015, 38 mit
Anm. 206 und 207.

50 Die Abfassungszeit ist auch hier nicht sicher, sie wurde lange zwischen 434-437
oder 439-441 n. Chr. vermutet (so etwa noch Scholten 2015, 38 mit Anm. 208;
weitere Literatur bei Kinzig 2016. In: Riedweg — Kinzig (eds.) 2016, p. CX mit
Anm. 411 und 412). Kinzig p. CIX-CXVI versucht eine frithe Datierung zwischen
416-426 zu begriinden, die auch Riedweg ins Auge fasste. Bei der Kleomedes-
geschichte lassen sich zwar gewisse Anklinge zwischen Kyrill und Theodoret, Cur.
8,26-8 ausmachen, die aber kaum ausreichen, eine direkte Abhangigkeit zu be-
weisen. Auf keinen Fall kann Theodoret seine Details aus Kyrill haben, so dass im
Falle einer Abhingigkeit nur die frithere Datierung von De Graecarum affectionum
curatione in Frage kidme, die Hammerstaedt 1996, 87 mit Anm. 53 annimmt,
wenn er Theodoret als Quelle fiir Kyrill wie auch fiir Sokrates zu erkennen glaubt.

51 Vgl. Kyrill, . Jul., prosphon. 5.
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C). Die Griechen hitten allerdings selbst fiir Menschen Opfer dargebracht,
und zwar fiir schindliche und ziigellose.>?

Ein Beispiel dafiir ist wiederum Kleomedes, von dem er weif3, ,,dass er
im Faustkampf roh und brutal war und sich kaum von wilden Tieren un-
terschied®. Aus diesem Grunde habe der Pythier ihn gelobt und von seinen
heiligen Dreifiifen verkiindet, wie sie (die Griechen) selbst berichten: ,,Der
letzte der Heroen.. " (c. Jul. 812 D). Das Orakel wird zitiert ohne konkrete
Hinweise etwa auf Kleomedes’ Kindermord oder dessen Verschwinden aus
der Truhe, was darauf hindeutet, dass Eusebios/Oinomaos kaum die direk-
te Quelle gewesen sein durfte, sondern hochstens die bereits ausgedinnte
Version des Theodoret. Allerdings fihlt sich auch Kyrill dhnlich wie Oino-
maos und Theodoret veranlasst, dem Pythier ironisch zuzurufen:
»Glanzende Geschenke bereitest Du den Athleten, Pythier. Welche Milde,
welche Grofziigigkeit: der abscheuliche und verbrecherische Morder wird
unter die Gotter eingeordnet” (c. Jul. 812 D-813 A).

Auch Kyrill bringt die Kleomedesgeschichte, um durch sie den Heiden
vor Augen zu fithren, dass deren kultische Verehrung vollig unwirdiger
Menschen in keiner Weise vergleichbar sei mit der christlichen Verehrung
der Martyrer, die auch nicht fir Gétter gehalten werden, und schon gar
nicht mit der Jesus entgegengebrachten Verehrung, da der nicht erst zu
einem Gott erhoben werden musste, sondern es war.

6. Sokrates von Konstantinopel (Scholasticus; ecclesiasticus)

Auch fir Sokrates® Exkurs in seiner Kirchengeschichte (Hist. Eccl. 3,22,19 -
3,23,61) ist Julian der Mitausloser. Nachdem er den Tod des Kaisers
geschildert hat, unterbricht er seine geschichtliche Darstellung und setzt
sich mit dem Epitaphios auseinander, den Libanios auf den Kaiser verfasst

52 Aus dem offenbar in der christlichen Polemik vorhandenen Vorrat werden genan-
nt Herakles, als dessen ,,GrofStat“ hier die Schindung von 50 Jungfrauen in einer
Nacht erwidhnt wird, weiter Hermes, Asklepios, die Dioskuren und mit Apis und
Osiris auch zwei nichtgriechische Beispiele, zu denen aber nichts ausgefiihrt wird.
Weiter wird nach dem Verweis auf Kleomedes auch Alexander der Grofe
angefiihrt: seine Zeitgenossen beschlossen, ihn zum 13. Gott zu ernennen, und
Alexander seinerseits erhob seinen Vertrauten Hephaistion zum Gott (c. Jul. 823
A). Far Kyrill lieBe sich diese Reihe derer, die sich den Namen der Géttlichkeit
erschlichen (oi 10 tfig BedtnTog dvopa mapakiéyaveg) ins Unendliche fortsetzen
(c. Jul. 813 A).
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hatte.”3 In diesem Epitaphios, so schildert Sokrates entristet, habe Liban-
ios den Kaiser unter anderem deshalb gelobt, weil der in seinen Schriften
gegen die Christen deren Buicher angegriffen habe, in denen ein Mensch
aus Palastina zu Gott und Gottes Sohn erkliart wurde, und er das, was von
den Christen geglaubt und verehrt wurde, als lacherlichen
Unsinn® (yéhwto kol Aqvaeov, Hist. Eccl. 3,23,1; zuvor schon 3,22,11) er-
wiesen habe. Sokrates sieht sich veranlasst, diesen Vorwirfen zu begegnen.
Dabei zielt er — anders als Theodoret — zunachst nicht so sehr darauf ab,
den Glauben der Christen zu rechtfertigen, sondern betont vielmehr die
Unehrlichkeit und Inkonsequenz eines Libanios, Julian und Porphyrios,
indem er Libanios als opportunistischen Sophisten charakterisiert und Ju-
lian vorwirft, er habe entgegen besseren Wissens den christlichen Schriften
unterstellt, sie seien voll von Gotteslisterung. Eine solche Polemik
entspringe bei Julian und Porphyrios letztlich negativen Erfahrungen mit
einigen wenigen Christen (Hist. Eccl. 3,23,1 - 3,23,39).

Dem eigentlichen Vorwurf, dass die Christen einen Menschen zum Gott
gemacht hitten, begegnet Sokrates mit dem ein wenig gesuchten Hinweis
auf die Inkonsequenz des Libanios selbst, der von Julian wie von einem
Gott gesprochen habe (Hist. Eccl. 3,23,40-44).5* Es folgt die bereits bekan-
nte Feststellung, die heidnischen Griechen schimten sich generell nicht,
viele Menschen zu vergéttlichen — und zwar nicht etwa charakterlich her-
vorstechende, sondern frevelhafte, ungerechte und dem Trunk ergebene
wie Herakles, Dionysos und Asklepios. Und die Menge der Dichter, die
tiber sie schreibt, mache allen klar, dass die religiosen Vorstellungen der
Griechen der ,wahrhaft lacherliche Unsinn® seien.

Nach kurzer Erwihnung von Attis und Adonis zitiert Sokrates ein
Orakel des Pythiers, in dem Konig Alexander zum Gott neben Zeus und
Athene erklart wird (Hist. Eccl. 3,23,53-56).>° Wihrend Sokrates vorgibr,
noch verstehen zu kénnen, dass das delphische Orakel aus Gefilligkeit
Herrscher zu Gottern erhob, fragt er entriistet: ,Was soll man aber dazu
sagen, dass es auch den Faustkimpfer Kleomedes vergottlichte, indem es
tiber ihn folgendes verkiindete.." Es folgt das Orakel mit beiden Versen

53 Zu Einzelheiten Hammerstaedt 1996, 77-79, der den gesamten Exkurs ausfiihrlich
behandelt (76-101).

54 Am Ende des Exkurses unterstellt ihm Sokrates, er selbst habe sogar Porphyrios
vergottliche, als er ihn bat, gnidig (evpevdg) hinzunehmen (Hist. Eccl. 3,23,1-2),
dass er (sc. Libanios) den Kaiser als kliger und geschickter als ihn bezeichnet
habe.

55 Das Orakel (Nr. Q218 Fontenrose = Nr. 509 P-W.) ist nur bei Sokrates tGberliefert;
allerdings ist die Vergottlichung Alexanders ja auch bei Kyrill ein Negativbeispiel.
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und der Hinweis, dass schon der Kyniker Diogenes und der Philosoph
Oinomaos wegen dieses Orakels den pythischen Apollon verurteilt hitten
(Hist. Eccl. 3,23,56-58 = Hansen (ed.) 1995, 224,10-14).5¢ Mit dem Vermerk,
dass es noch weitaus mehr zu sagen gibe, beschliefSt Sokrates den Exkurs,
den er wegen der Schmahungen des Sophisten fiir notig hielt.

Insgesamt bemiiht sich Sokrates hier — anders als Kyrill — nicht um eine
eher sachliche Auseinandersetzung, sondern lasst seiner Entristung tiber
die aus seiner Sicht unehrlichen und bewusst falschen Interpretationen
freien Lauf und versucht, die drei heidnischen Kritiker als moralisch
zweifelhafte Personlichkeiten in ihrer Inkonsequenz vorzufiithren.

7. Jobannes von Antiochia (Chrysostomos)

Bei Johannes Chrysostomos (349 oder 344 - 407 n. Chr.) wird Kleomedes
nicht namentlich genannt, ist aber sicher auch gemeint, wenn Johannes
darauf hinweist, dass die Griechen ,,Faustkimpfer fiir Gotter hielten® (i7 2.
Cor. hom. 26,4; PG vol. 61,581,12) bzw. ,Faustkimpfer und Ringer
anbeteten® (wpocekvvouv, in Tit. hom. 5,4; PG vol. 62,693,1).

In der Predigt tiber den Titusbrief steht der Satz als Beispiel fir das
schandliche Verhalten der Griechen, bevor Christus erschien; weitere
Beispiele sind ihre dauernden kriegerischen Auseinandersetzungen und
der Brauch der Knabenliebe.’”

In der Predigt Gber den 2. Brief an die Korinther aufert sich Johannes
zur heidnischen ,Gotzenanbetung® (eidwioratpeia, PG vol. 61,580,51)
und fihrt sie auf eine zu groffe Bewunderung bestimmter Menschen
zurick. Hauptbeispiel ist die Vergéttlichung und Anbetung Alexanders

56 Dass schon Diogenes Kritik an diesem Orakel getibt hat, lasst sich nicht beweisen.
Dass Sokrates direkt auf Oinomaos selbst oder Eusebios, Praeparatio Evangelica.
mit den Oinomaosexzerpten zurickgegriffen hat, ist moglich, aber eher un-
wahrscheinlich. Auch er wiirde in seiner Polemik wohl kaum die anst6figen Ele-
mente der Kleomedeserzihlung unterdriickt haben. Hammerstaedt 1996, 88-89,
bringt eine Reihe von Argumenten, die fir eine Abhingigkeit des Sokrates von
Theodoret sprechen; das Fehlen aller Details aus der Kleomedesgeschichte und
der allein vorgebrachte Vorwurf, dass ein Faustkimpfer vergottlicht wurde, kon-
nten aber darauf hindeuten, dass Sokrates ganz allgemein aus einem christlichen
Schriftstellern vertrauten Vorrat heidnischer Negativbeispiele schopfte.

57 Vorausgegangen war die Kritik an einem alten Orakel des Apollon, in dem der let-
ztlich zum Toten von Menschen aufgefordert hitte, als er die Athener aufrief,
sieben Jungen und sieben Médchen als Opfer fiir den Minotaurus nach Kreta zu
schicken.
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des Grofen. Thn hatte der romische Senat, der dazu befugt war, zum 13.
Gott erklart (PG vol. 61,580,53-581,1). Dagegen sei eine Vergottlichung
von Christus verargert abgelehnt worden, angeblich, weil sich dessen Got-
tlichkeit schon vorher gezeigt und das Christentum sich bereits erfolgreich
ausgebreitet habe. Das bedeute aber auch, so bemerkt Johannes, dass die
Gottlichkeit Christi nicht erst durch menschliche Abstimmung verkindet
wurde und dass auch nicht der Glaube aufkam, Christus sei einer der Vie-
len, die erst durch die Abstimmung von jenen (sc. Senatoren, also Men-
schen) zu Gottern erhoben wurden (PG vol. 61,582,2-12). Dass die
Griechen auch Faustkampfer’® fir Gotter hielten ebenso wie den Liebling
des Hadrian, dient als weiterer Beleg fiir deren Gotzenverehrung (PG vol.
61,582,12-3).%°

Der Hinweis auf die Verehrung der Faustkimpfer wird nicht weiterver-
folgt oder erginzt, dafiir aber die Vergdttlichung Alexanders als verfehlt er-
wiesen: Dieser habe zwar zu Lebzeiten vieles erreicht und ein grofles Reich
errichtet, das aber nach seinem Tod zerfiel, was Johannes als Beleg dafiir
betrachtet, dass nach Alexanders’ Tod keine Macht mehr von ihm ausging
und er also kein Gott war (PG vol. 61, 581,46-582,3). Ein anderes Bild zeige
sich bei Christus, dessen Verehrung andauert und sich bestindig ausweitet
ebenso wie die Verehrung der Martyrer, die in verherrlichenden Worten
beschrieben wird und mit der keine weltliche Pracht vergleichbar sei.

58 Wenn Johannes den Plural (moktag) verwendet, kann das darauf hindeuten, dass
ihm mehrere Athleten bekannt waren, denen durch Orakel eine besondere
Verehrung zugesprochen worden war. Zu denken wire an den Faustkimpfer
Theogenes von Thasos, den Oinomaos neben Kleomedes behandelt hatte, und
den dort ebenfalls erwiahnten Euthymos von Lokri, der allerdings Fiinfkdmpfer
war, vgl. 0. Anm. 12.

59 Bereits Kelsos hatte Kleomedes und Antinoos zusammen angefiihrt, vgl. o.
Anm. 33 und 44. Dass Johannes mit seinen Beispielen aus dem heidnischen Bere-
ich in dieser Tradition steht, die seit Origenes fassbar ist und bei den Kirchen-
schriftstellern des beginnenden 5. Jhs. als Folge heidnischer Polemik wieder stirk-
er an Bedeutung gewann, ist offensichtlich. Dass allerdings Theodoret erst durch
die Lektire des Johannes angeregt wurde, die Vergottlichung der Faustkdmpfer
naher in den Blick zu nehmen und sich aus Eusebios, Praeparatio Evangelica. die
notigen Angaben zu Kleomedes zu beschaffen, was Hammerstaedt 1996, 101 als
seine verlockende, wenn auch nicht zwingende Erklarung® vorschlagt, ist wohl
eher nicht zwingend. Gegen eine direkte Abhingigkeit des Theodoret von Jo-
hannes spricht auch, dass die offenbar weitaus wichtigere Auseinandersetzung
mit dem fiir Alexander zitierten Orakel und Alexanders Vergdttlichung — soweit
wir sehen — unbeachtet blieb; bei Sokrates (Hist. Eccl. 3,23,59) ist Hadrian der 13.
Gott.
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Das Kleomedesbeispiel und das in der christlichen Polemik verspottete
Orakel konnten den Eindruck erwecken, dass der Faustkampf bei den
christlichen Autoren nur negativ belegt ist. Auch bei den Griechen gab es
seit Xenophanes (Frg 2 D.) ja reichlich Kritik an der ubertriebenen
Wertschatzung von Faustkampf und Athletik, was in der Eselsparodie des
Kynikers Oinomaos einen Hohepunkt findet. Johannes belehrt eines
Besseren, selbst wenn auch er an den beiden behandelten Stellen die Ver-
gottlichung von Faustkdmpfern als Beispiel verfehlten heidnischen Ir-
rglaubens anfithrt. Zahlreiche andere Stellen in seinem umfangreichen
Werk zeigen jedoch, dass er gerade Faustkimpfer als Vorbilder hinstell,
wenn er die Christen zu Selbstbeherrschung, Standhaftigkeit, Einsatz und
Kampf auffordert. Wiederholt beruft sich Johannes dabei auf Paulus, 1.
Kor. 9,24-27: Paulus fiuhrt dort zunachst aus, dass alle Wettlaufer im Sta-
dion rennen, aber nur einer den Sieg erringt, und fordert dazu auf, um
diesen Sieg zu laufen. Jeder aber, der kimpft, muss in jeder Hinsicht En-
thaltsamkeit und Selbstdisziplin tben (mwévta €yxpotedton), jene um einen
verganglichen Siegeskranz (ctépavov ¢Boptév) zu erringen, ,wir (die
Christen) aber einen unverganglichen (&¢Baptov)“ (1. Kor. 9,24-25). Und
so kann ihm auch ein Faustkimpfer als Vorbild dienen: ,Ich boxe so, dass
ich nicht nur in die Luft schlage (obtwg muktedm dg ok dépa dépwv), son-
dern ich quile meinen Korper und schinde mich (1. Kor. 9,26-27)<%° Jo-
hannes weitet die Metapher aus. An mehr als 10 Stellen schildert er, dass
der Faustkaimpfer ohne Schmerzen und Wunden keinen Siegeskranz
gewinnen kann, unter anderem mit der eindrucksvollen Formulierung:
»Seht Thr nicht die Faustkdmpfer, die, obwohl sie am Kopf verwundet sind,
die Zahne zusammenbeiffen und so die Schmerzen gelassen ertragen” (PG
vol. 60,231,34-6). Und regelmifig verwendet er ,boxen® (mvktevew) als
Metapher, wo im Deutschen ,ringen“ gebrauchlich ist: So ,boxt“ man
nach seiner Wortwahl mit Dimonen, dem Teufel, den Lusten, der Armut,

60 daépa dépewv ist wie oklopoyelv (,einen Schattenkampf fithren®) ein Fachausdruck
im antiken Boxsport: man trainiert nur bzw. ist im Kampf nicht wirklich bemiiht,
den Gegner zu treffen und zeigt keinen Einsatz. Allerdings verherrlicht Dion von
Prusa in seinen Melankomasreden (or. 28 und 29) den Faustkimpfer Melankomas,
der gerade mit dieser Taktik seine Gegner ermiidete und zur Aufgabe zwang,
ohne sie mit Schligen getroffen zu haben, was Dion (0r.28,12) vor allem auf
dessen Selbstbeherrschung, sein Aushalten von Strapazen und seine (auch sex-
uelle) Enthaltsamkeit zuriickfihrt; vgl. Fiedler 1985, 145-146 mit Anm. 31 zu
Melankomas und 140-141 zu Paulus.
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mit Tieren, fir die Wahrheit oder man ,boxt und kimpft* ganz allge-
mein.6!

Wir fassen zusammen:

Pausanias berichtet umfangreich iber Kleomedes und das erteilte
Orakel und enthalt sich dabei jeglicher Bewertung wie vor ihm auch
Plutarch. Der setzt das Verschwinden des Kleomedes und seine Erhebung
zum Heros in Parallele zu Romulus® Ende und dessen Vergottlichung, was
ihn zu allgemeineren Uberlegungen tber Unsterblichkeit und moglichen
Aufstieg der Seele bis zum Gottlichen anregte.

Bei Oinomaos bildet das Kleomedesbeispiel einen Hohepunkt in seiner
Orakelkritik: Kleomedes wie Apollon ernten beiffenden Spott. Eusebios
kann diese Polemik nur begriifSen; sie wird ein wichtiges Element in der
Auseinandersetzung der spateren Kirchenschriftsteller mit heidnischen
Angriffen auf das Christentum.

Umgekehrt erhilt die Kleomedesgeschichte bei Kelsos starkes Gewicht,
weil das Verschwinden des Kleomedes und dessen Vergottlichung zusam-
men mit weiteren ahnlichen Beispielen dazu dienen kann, die Berichte
tber Jesus zu diskreditieren und in ihrem Wahrheitsgehalt auf eine Stufe
mit den heidnischen Erzidhlungen zu stellen, welche die Christen als Aber-
glauben ablehnen und die auch Kelsos nicht als glaubwiirdig ansieht. Ori-
genes entgegnet in seiner Widerlegung des Kelsos, dass allein schon Je-
sus* Wirken auf Erden seine Gottlichkeit bewiesen habe, abgesehen von
den glaubhaften Bezeugungen seiner Auferstehung und den voraus gegan-
genen Prophezeiungen.

Fir die Kirchenschriftsteller des beginnenden $. Jhs. ist die Kleomedes-
geschichte beliebter Beleg heidnischen Aberglaubens und Gotzendienstes.
Dass der wohl widerlichste Athlet und Faustkdmpfer durch ein Orakel ver-
gottlicht wurde, bietet eine willkommene Angriffsfliche und sollte - so die
Argumentation der christlichen Apologeten — Kritiker des Christentums

61 Stellen bei Johannes zu aépa 8épewv mit Berufung auf Paulus finden sich z.B. PG
vol. 47,453,13; vol. 51,76,26-29; vol. 55,682,72-4; vol. 60,774,12-5; vol. 63,51,48-52;
vol. 63,868,34-8; vol. 63,9,32; dazu die Variationen ,,Schattenboxen® und ,schat-
tenboxend und Luftschlige ansetzend® (oxwpayeiv, PG vol. 49,51,59 und oxid
muktedov Kol dépa dépwv, PG vol. 49,74,18). Die Paulusstelle kommentiert auch
Theodoret (PG vol. 82,300,43-301,18), wo er von einer Metapher aus dem Bereich
der Pankratiasten spricht, der sich Paulus bediene und nach der er handele.
Insgesamt finden sich bei Johannes rund 130 Belege fiir diesen metaphorischen
Gebrauch von moktedery.
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verstummen lassen und davon abhalten, die auf ganz anderer Ebene ste-
hende berechtigte Verehrung Christi und der Mirtyrer in Zweifel zu
ziehen oder gar zu verhdhnen. Kleomedes® wundersames Verschwinden
wird dabei auffalliger Weise nicht mehr thematisiert - vielleicht erschien es
angeraten, diese heidnische Parallele zu Jesus® Entriickung nicht ohne Not
erneut in die Diskussion zu werfen.
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Vom Text zum Raum: Hellenistische Gelehrsamkeit,
frihgriechische Lyrik und ein heiliges Land um Olympia

Hans-Joachim Gebrke

Der Jubilar hat einen guten Teil seines wissenschaftlichen Lebens der Er-
forschung der griechischen Philosophie und Gelehrsamkeit gewidmet. Ich
mochte deshalb in diesem Sinne einschligige Texte als Ausgangspunkt
nehmen, um von ihnen aus mit interdisziplinaren Briickenschligen einen
besonderen Sachverhalt griechischer Kultur und griechischen Weltver-
standnisses naher zu beleuchten. Auf gleichsam archiologischen Wegen
versuche ich, von intellektueller Polemik aus tber lebensweltlich verortete
Dichtung nach religios-kulturellen Vorstellungen zu graben, mit denen die
Griechen eines ihrer wichtigsten Heiligtiimer und dessen Umgebung als
besonderen Raum formten und in einen groferen, panhellenischen
Zusammenhang brachten.!

Dazu mochte ich mit einem konkreten Ort beginnen, der uns heute
noch mit der Antike geradezu unmittelbar zu verbinden schient. Die
wasserreiche Quelle Arethusa auf Ortygia, dem altesten Teil der korinthis-
chen Kolonie Syrakus, bietet — trotz verschiedenster Verinderungen, der
letzten im Jahre 1847 — noch heute ein Bild dhnlich dem, das schon Cicero
in den Verrinen schildert: ,In hac insula (sc. Ortygia) extrema est fons
aquae dulcis, cui nomen Arethusa est, incredibili magnitudine, plenis-
simus piscium, qui fluctu totus operiretur nisi munitione ac mole lapidum
diiunctus esset a mari“ (Cic. Verr. 2.4.118).2 Wie zahlreiche Minzbilder

1 Der vorliegende Beitrag wire nicht moglich gewesen ohne die Arbeiten am
Olympia-Area-Survey. Ich bin deshalb meinen Kolleginnen und Kollegen Birgitta
Eder (Wien), Erofili Kolia (Olympia), Franziska Lang (Darmstadt), Andreas Vott
(Mainz) sowie meinem Mitarbeiter Mark Marsh-Hunn (Freiburg) zu grofem Dank
verpflichtet. Eine ganze Reihe von Bertihrungen gibt es mit meiner Kieler Felix-Ja-
coby-Vorlesung im November 2017 (s. Gehrke, im Druck). Ich danke in diesem
Zusammenhang meinen Kollegen Lutz Kippel und Peter Weif§ fiir weiterfithrende
Hinweise.

2 ,Am Ende dieser Insel (s. Ortygia) ist eine Sufwasserquelle, die Arethusa heifSt, von
unglaublicher Grofe, ganz voll von Fischen, die von der Meeresflut vollig
tiberschwemmt werden wiirde, wenn sie nicht durch eine Befestigung und eine
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und Priagungen zeigen,® war die mit dieser Quelle verbundene Nymphe
gleichsam ein Symbol der Polis Syrakus. Ihr Bild signalisierte, hiufig in
Verbindung mit anderen sinnfilligen Motiven wie etwa Delphinen, die
Identitdt dieser méachtigen — auch seemiachtigen — Stadt.

Mit der Nymphe und auch, ganz konkret, mit ihrem Wasser waren ver-
schiedene Geschichten und Erklirungen verbunden. Vor allem eine von
diesen wurde in Gelehrtenkreisen lebhaft diskutiert. Nehmen wir Strabon,
unseren wichtigsten Gewahrsmann 7 geographicis, als Ausgangspunkt. Er
erwahnt (Str. 6.2.4 270-1c.) einen Fluss, der aus der Quelle Arethusa
entspringe und direkt ins Meer miinde, und man ,fabele® (pvBedovor),*
dass dieser Fluss der Alpheios sei, der von der Peloponnes aus unterirdisch
unter dem Meer hindurch bis zur Arethusa fliefe und von dort ins Meer
miinde. Dafiir fithre man als Beweise an (tekpnplodvtan): eine Trinkschale
(pudAn), die in Olympia in den Alpheios gefallen und hier wieder aufge-
taucht sei, eine Triibung des Wassers bei der Arethusa auf Grund der
Rinderopfer in Olympia und eine Stelle bei Pindar (N. 1.1-2), an der im
Zusammenhang mit Ortygia von einem Rastplatz (Gpwvevpa) des Alpheios
die Rede ist. Dieselbe Auffassung vertrete auch der Historiker Timaios
(FGrHist 566 F41).

Dagegen fithrt Strabon Argumente an, die sich eindeutig auf die
natlirlichen Gegebenheiten beziehen. Dabei hat er ein Phinomen im
Auge, das in Griechenland und dartiber hinaus vor allem wegen der Karst-
morphologie verbreitet war, namlich das Verschwinden von Wasserlaufen
in Karsthohlen, so genannten Katavothren.® Strabon spricht bezeichnen-
derweise von ,Schlund“ (Bapabpov) bzw. vom ,verschluckenden
Mund® (otépo 10 kotowivov). So konzediert er durchaus, dass ein un-
terirdischer Verlauf das WeiterflieSen trinkbaren Wassers erlauben wiirde.
Genau eine solche Offnung gibt es aber an der Miindung des Alpheios
nicht. Da das Quellwasser der Arethusa trinkbar ist, der Fluss aber
wihrend seines Verlaufes im Meer nicht ungemischt bleiben kénne, ist die

Steinmole vom Meer getrennt ware (Ubersetzung Hans-Joachim Gehrke). Zur
Arethusa und ihrer Geschichte vgl. auch Smith 1922, 669-672.

3 Grundlegend ist immer noch Boehringer 1929; zur Thematik vgl. auch Morgan
2015, 61-8.

4 Ich ibernehme die gelungene Ubersetzung von Radt 2003, 179.

5 Das konnte man bezeichnenderweise gerade mit dem Alpheios in Verbindung
bringen: Dessen Hauptquellen lagen bei Asea in Arkadien, nachdem er vorher in
der Ebene von Tegea verschwunden war, Pausanias 8.44.3, 54.1 (vgl. auch Smith
1922, 38-9); zur modernen Situation mit den Quellen Frangovrysi und Manaraiiki
s. Papachatzis 1980, 379-80).
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Identifizierung nicht moéglich (dpnyovov), und die entsprechende An-
nahme ,fabulés® (pvOddeg).

Strabons Argumentation ist hier geradezu schulmafig im Sinne antiker
Philosophie und Rhetorik, wie sie auch in Gelehrsamkeit und Historiogra-
phie geldufig war, besonders wenn es um Korrektheit und Wahrheit ging.
Gerade was ,von Natur aus® (kotd gOowv) unmoglich war, gehort ins Reich
der Legende, eben des pubddec, und nicht zu den (wahren) Tatsachen der
Natur und der Geschichte.® Dass solche gleichsam naturwissenschaftliche
Argumentation nicht Gberflassig war, lehrt ein Blick auf zwei romische
Autoritaten auf diesem Felde. Der altere Plinius (HN 2.225) erwahnt die
Verbindung von Arethusa und Alpheios, ohne diese anzuzweifeln. Ahn-
liches finden wir auch in Senecas Quaestiones naturales (6.8.2). An anderer
Stelle jedoch dufert sich Seneca etwas distanzierter: Er spricht von regel-
mafigen ,Selbst-Reinigungen’ von Quellen und erwahnt in diesem Zusam-
menhang fir die Arethusa einen Zyklus von vier Jahren, passend zu den
Olympischen Spielen, deren Rinderopfer sehr viel Mist produzierten, der
dann durch den Alpheios zur Arethusa transportiert werde und dort
tiberfliefe. Der unterseeische Verlauf des Alpheios ist aber fiir ihn nur eine
»Meinung*® (opinio).”

In vergleichbarer Weise, nur noch drastischer, polemisiert Polybios
(12.4d.1-8) gegen Timaios, und wahrscheinlich hat das auch Strabon beein-
flusst.® Auch hier geht es um Wahrheit und Genauigkeit bzw. die
Verbindung beider, die ,genaue Erforschung der Wahrheit* (dxpipidg tiv
ambeiay éEetalew, 12.4d.2). Genau diese habe Timaios verfehlt, deshalb
sei er der Liige, der Falschheit, der ,Trugrede® (yevdoloyia) Gberfihrt; und
um das festzustellen, brauche es auch nicht ,vieler Worte® (12.4d.4). Poly-
bios bringt zu Timaios’ Widerlegung deshalb nur zwei ganz offenkundige
Sachverhalte: Zum einen misste Timaios als jemand, der aus der Gegend,
zumal von einem besonders prominenten (émeavéotatog) Platz stammte,
dort besonders gut Bescheid wissen (12.4d.4), zum anderen ist die

6 S.etwa Str. 1.2.35, 15.1.28, 17.1.43; des Weiteren s. hierzu vor allem Walbank 2011,
402; Gehrke 2014, 115.

7 Auch der eher spielerische Hinweis, dass der Adressat der Schrift, Lucilius, an diese
Geschichte ,geglaubt® habe (was sich offenbar auf dessen Dichtungen bezieht),
und das Zitat aus der 10. Ekloge Vergils (10.4-5; vgl. auch Aen. 3.692-7) mit der
Anrede an Arethusa und der Anspielung auf ein Vermischen der Wasser, konnte
eine gewisse Reserviertheit zum Ausdruck bringen. — Ahnliche Versionen auch bei
Servius in Vergilii ecloges 10.4 und in Vergilii Aeneidem 3.694.

8 Radt 2007, 185.
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Geschichte, die er erzahlt, dass naimlich der Alpheios tber 4000 Stadien’
unter dem Sizilischen Meer hinweg flieSe und dass einmal infolge eines re-
genreichen Unwetters zur Zeit der Olympischen Spiele der Alpheios das
Heiligtum tberschwemmt und deshalb viel Kot von Opfertieren und eine
goldene Trinkschale an der Arethusa zum Vorschein gebracht habe
(12.4d.7-8), ganz offensichtlich so absurd, dass er keiner Widerlegung fiir
wurdig erachtet wird.

Die agonal-polemische Note, die die dsthetische und intellektuelle Kul-
tur der Griechen bekanntlich kennzeichnet, ist hier besonders ausgepragt.
Ohnehin ist Timaios einer der grofen, geradezu exemplarischen Kontra-
henten des Polybios, zumal wo es ihm darum geht, seine eigene an Tat-
sachen orientierte und — dem Anspruch nach — der Wahrheit und Logik!®
verpflichtete Geschichtsschreibung von anderen abzugrenzen und damit
erst richtig in Szene zu setzen. Hier wird das Unwahre, die Pseudologie,
also die Gegenseite, nicht selten mit dem Unglaubwiirdigen und dem Mi-
rakuldsen in Verbindung gebracht; Polybios spricht hier auch von ,Para-
doxologie!! der Sucht zum Paradoxen, das hier als das Unglaubliche ver-
standen wird und zur Pseudologie fiihrt.

Das darf aber nicht darGber hinwegtiuschen, dass auch Timaios argu-
mentiert hat. Auch er befleiigte sich der Methoden der Intellektuellen
und Gelehrten, wie nicht zuletzt noch aus Polybios’ Polemik deutlich
wird. Zunichst nimmt er die Geschichte von der Verbindung bzw. Identi-
tat von Alpheios und Arethusa nicht einfach hin, sondern sucht sie
tiberhaupt zu erkliren bzw. Grinde fiir die Richtigkeit der Identifizierung
zu finden. Wie wir sahen, wurden immer wieder zwei Beobachtungen
angefiihrt, das Vorkommen von Rindermist in Uberflutungen der Quelle
und der Fund einer Trinkschale (wir wiirden das heute ein archiologisches
Argument nennen!). Beide konnte man mit den Olympischen Spielen,
also mit Olympia und damit dem Alpheios verbinden. Das konnte sogar zu
der  Behauptung  (oder-angeblichen-Wahrnehmung)  periodischer
Uberschwemmungen nach dem Rhythmus der Olympischen Spiele
fihren.!?

9 Nach Walbank 1967, 329 ist die Angabe ubertrieben; doch s. Arnaud 1993
und 2005 zur Problematik der Zahlenangaben, besonders bei direkten Linien.

10 Hierzu s. jetzt Maier 2012, bes. 17-71.

11 Plb. 3.47.6 zur Schilderung von Hannibals Alpentbergang durch ,einige* His-
toriker; dhnliche Grundgedanken s. bes. auch 2.56.10, 3.58.9, 7.7.1-2, 10.2.6,
15.34.1, 36.1.

12 Sen. a.0. 3.26.5; so heifst es auch in den pseudoaristotelischen Mirabilia (847 a
3-4), dass die Arethusa jedes fiinfte Jahr ,bewegt werde® (kwveicOou).
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Timaios ist demgegeniiber, wenn wir Polybios Glauben schenken (und
dazu haben wir gerade auf Grund seiner polemischen Attitude allen
Grund), in seiner Argumentation durchaus geschickter — more sophisticated,
waren hier die passenden Worte: Er spricht nicht von regelmifiigen
Vorkommnissen, sondern von einem — einmaligen — Grofereignis (kotd
Twva ypovov), einem Starkregenfall wihrend der Olympischen Spiele, der
die mistreichen Fluten und die goldene Phiale nach Syrakus brachte. Das
ist nattrlich kein Beweis, zeigt jedoch seine Argumentationsstrategie sehr
klar: Er versucht, eine plausible und insofern schlassige Erklarung aus der
Erfahrungswelt zu finden: Jeder wusste — und kann auch noch heute er-
fahren — dass im Hochsommer (zum Zeitpunkt der Veranstaltung der
Olympischen Spiele) in Griechenland starke Gewitter vorkommen kon-
nen, die so grofSe Regenfluten mit sich bringen, dass sie zu verheerenden
Uberschwemmungen fithren konnten. Mit dieser rationalen Methode der
Plausibilisierung erklart Timaios also den merkwiirdigen Sachverhalt.

Dies sagt nun nicht nur etwas tiber die Methode und die intellektuelle
Zugehorigkeit des Timaios aus, sondern auch tber die Situation, die er im
Hinblick auf das Thema Arethusa und Alpheios vorfand. Zum einen muss
es die Geschichte bereits vor ihm gegeben haben, und sie war — ganz offen-
sichtlich auf Grund kritischer Fragen — bereits erklirungsbediirftig gewor-
den. In der Tat hatte die Geschichte gerade zu Timaios’ Zeiten besondere
Aufmerksamkeit gefunden, und zwar in einer Literaturgattung, die im
frihen Hellenismus aufblithte und sich gerade dem Mirakulésen und
Phantastischen zuwandte, das Polybios so unheimlich war.

Dass die Geschichte von dem langen unterirdischen bzw. unterseeischen
Verlauf des Alpheios auch in diesem neuen Genre Aufmerksambkeit fand —
und daraufthin unter Gelehrten und Historikern Debatten ausloste — zeigt
sich in einem dem Antigonos zugeschriebenen Exzerpt, das seinerseits die
Thaumasion synagoge des groffen Dichter-Philologen Kallimachos (fr. 407
Pfeiffer; 481 Asper) zitiert.!3 Dort wird (12.140) ebenfalls auf den Anfang
von Pindars Nemeen 1 verwiesen, und dann heifSt es, nicht ohne einen
Sinn fir das Konkrete, dass wihrend der Olympischen Spiele, ,wenn die

13 Musso 1985. Dieser wurde haufig mit Antigonos von Karystos identifiziert, was
aber nicht mehr aufrechterhalten werden kann (Musso a.a.O; Dorandi 2002, xiv.).
Ob sich Kallimachos seinerseits hier auf den fiir westgriechische Sachverhalte be-
deutsamen frithhellenistischen Autor Lykos von Rhegion berufen hat (wie in dem
Abschnitt zuvor, FGrHist 570 F9), muss offen bleiben (skeptisch E. Jacoby z.St.; in
Brill’s New Jacoby (D.G. Smith) nicht in das Lykos-Fragment mit aufgenommen).
Fir uns tut das aber nichts zur Sache. Weitere Belege zu dieser Variante s. Scholia
Pi. N. 1.1-2; Servius in Vergili eclogas 10.4; in Aeneidem 3.694.
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Eingeweide der Opfertiere im Fluss ausgewaschen werden, die Quelle (sc.
die Arethusa) nicht sauber sei, sondern wberflieSe vor Mist. Er (Lynkos?
Kallimachos?) sagt aber auch, dass einmal eine Phiale, die man in den
Alpheios geworfen hatte, in dieser Quelle wieder aufgetaucht sei.
“ (Ubersetzung nach M. Asper).

Fir diese Aussage ist in dem Antigonos-Exzerpt neben Kallimachos
auch Timaios als Gewihrsmann genannt, und wer der erste war, lasst sich
nicht mehr entscheiden. Aber eines ist dabei deutlich: Beide haben die
Geschichte vorgefunden und sie mit unterschiedlichen Intentionen behan-
delt, als Dichter und Paradoxograph einerseits, als Historiker mit Be-
grindungszwang andererseits.

Neben den konkreten Beobachtungen zum Inhalt der Arethusa selbst ist
sowohl bei Timaios als auch bei Kallimachos/Antigonos die Nennung Pin-
dars wichtig. Wie auch andere Beispiele zeigen,'* war der Hinweis auf liter-
arische Autorititen innerhalb gelehrter Diskussionen ein wichtiger Be-
standteil der Beweisfithrung.!> Genau in diesen Zusammenhang gehort
aber auch die Erwahnung der Phiale, die ganz offensichtlich auf Ibykos
zurtickgeht. Dieser habe, so ein Scholiast des Theognis, in seiner beilaufi-
gen Erzihlung von ,der olympischen Opferschale® (tfig Olvpmiakig (Wen-
del; codd. drvpmiog) eaing) den Weg des Alpheios ,durch das Meer® zur
Quelle Arethusa erwihnt.'6

Auf diese Weise sind wir von der hellenistischen Gelehrsamkeit in die
Welt der frihgriechischen Lyrik gelangt. Hier war die Geschichte des un-
terseeischen Alpheios, die Kallimachos, Timaios und andere vorfanden,
ganz offensichtlich schon verschiedentlich ausgestaltet, spatestens, wie aus
der Erwidhnung des Ibykos hervorgeht, im 6. Jahrhundert. Deren Kern war
aber offensichtlich noch ein ganz anderer, und auch das geht aus Pindars 1.
Nemee (1-3) hervor.” Neben dem schon erwihnten ,ehrwirdigen
Rastplatz® (Gpmvevpo cepvov) des Alpheios wird namlich dort auch eine
sLagerstatte” (3épviov) der Artemis erwahnt; und dartiber hinaus ist am

14 Zu Aristoteles bzw. zur Athenaion politeia s. etwa Gehrke 2006, 282-3.

15 Zu Kallimachos vgl. etwa Asper 2004, 49.

16 Ibykos fr. 323 PMG=Sch. Theoc. 1.117 (p. 67f. Wendel), hierzu s. auch Braswell
1992, 32-34; Morgan 2015, 89f.

17 Die Ode ist Chromios von Syrakus gewidmet, einem engen Gefolgsmann des Hi-
eron von Syrakus, Sieger ,mit den Pferden®, 476 v.Chr.?), dazu s. Morgan 2015,
384-5.

240

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07. Inhalt.
Inhalts I far oder In ,



https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Vom Text zum Raum

Anfang der 2. Pythischen Ode (10-1)!® im Zusammenhang mit Ortygia
von einem ,,Sitz“ (£50¢) der Artemis Potamia die Rede.!”

Die Verbindung von Artemis und Alpheios gibt den Schlissel, denn
Alpheios, der sich bei der Arethusa ,verschnaufen® musste, hatte die
Artemis von der Peloponnes bis nach Sizilien verfolgt, und daran spielt of-
fenkundig Pindar schon an.?’ Von einer Flucht der Artemis vor Alpheios
hatte im tibrigen auch Telesilla von Argos berichtet (fr. 1 Page), die etwa in
dieselbe Zeit gehdrt. Wie der Anfang der Geschichte in etwa ausgesehen
hat, wohl schon damals, also spitestens zu Beginn des 5. Jahrhunderts,
lehrt uns eine Stelle bei Pausanias, die eine aitiologische Erklarung fiir eine
Kultpraxis im Heiligtum der Artemis Alpheiaia liefert, das in Letrinoi, un-
weit der Mindung des Alpheios, lag.

Alpheios habe sich in die Artemis verliebt, so berichtet der Perieget
(6.22.8-10), habe sie jedoch weder durch die Kraft der Uberredung (peitho)
noch durch Bitten zu einer Heirat bewegen konnen und deshalb versucht,
sie zu vergewaltigen. Deshalb habe er sich nach Letrinoi begeben, wo die
Gottin mit den Nymphen ihrer Entourage ein nachtliches Fest (mwavvuyic)
feierte. Artemis habe aber schon einen Verdacht gehegt und deshalb ihr
eigenes Gesicht und die Gesichter ihrer Gefihrtinnen mit Lehm ver-
schmiert, so dass Alpheios unverrichteter Dinge wieder abzog. Die Letriner

18 Die Ode geht auf Hieron selber, den Sieger im Wagenrennen, 470/69 v.Chr.

19 Der Tempel der Artemis war mit dem der Athena (dieser steckt in der heutigen
syrakusanischen Kathedrale Santa Maria delle Colonne) das bedeutendste Heilig-
tum in Ortygia: ,duae (sc. aedes sacrae) quae longe ceteris antecellant, Dianae et
altera...Minervae“ (Cic. Verr. 2.4.118: ,zwei Tempel, die bei weitem tber die an-
deren herausragen, der der Artemis und der andere...der der Athena;* Uberset-
zung H.-J. Gehrke). Man bringt ihn in der Regel (seit Gentili 1967, vgl. auch Hinz
1998, 110) mit den Resten eines ionischen Tempels etwa aus dem letzten Viertel
des 6. Jahrhunderts in Verbindung, der im Zentrum von Syrakus etwa parallel zu
dem AthenaTempel lag (s. den Uberblick bei Mertens 2006, 244-7, mit weiterer
Literatur in Anm. 61.62; zum urbanistischen Kontext Mertens 2006, 73-5). Weil
Spolien von jenem Tempel fiir den der Athena (ab ca. 480 v.Chr.) verwendet wur-
den (Gullini 1985, 471; Mertens 2006, 247 Anm. 65. 315), war er unvollendet, und
deshalb ist seine Zuweisung an den von Cicero erwihnten Artemis-Tempel wohl
fraglich. Will man die Identifizierung aber aufrecht erhalten, so konnte das dur-
chaus zu den Pindarstellen passen, weil die Quelle Arethusa nur etwa 200 m von
dem ionischen Tempel entfernt ist. Andererseits konnte man auch an eine andere
Lokalisierung oder an ein kleineres Heiligtum denken.

20 Vgl. Radt 2007, 185: ,In Gumvevpa lisst sich das Verschnaufen nach der Verfol-
gung kaum tberhéren Vgl. im tibrigen auch die Erklarungen der Scholien.
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hitten die Gottin deshalb Artemis Alpheiaia genannt.?! Daneben muss es
aber auch die Version von der Verfolgung der Artemis gegeben haben, ob
alter oder spiter, lasst sich nicht sagen.

Man kann sich nun gut vorstellen, dass eine derart erotisch geladene
Geschichte im Hinblick auf die jungfrauliche Gottin manchen Gemiitern
als zu delikat erschien. Deshalb scheint eine andere Person als Verfolgte
gleichsam an ihre Stelle getreten zu sein, die Nymphe Arethusa, also die
Quellnymphe selber.2? Sie war eine peloponnesische Jagerin, insofern also
eine Gefahrtin der Artemis. Als der Jager Alpheios sie vergewaltigen oder
auch heiraten wollte, floh sie nach Ortygia und wurde zu einer Quelle,
wihrend Alpheios aus Liebe in einen Fluss verwandelt wurde (Paus. 5.7.2).
Thre Geschichte war in vielen literarischen Variationen préasentiert worden,
deren bekannteste Ovids Gestaltung in den ,Metamorphosen® darstellt
(592-641).23

Am Ende war die Geschichte dann vollig gesiubert, denn schliefSlich
wurden Alpheios und Arethusa ein richtiges Braut- und Ehepaar; und als
solches genossen sie sogar eine angemessene und addquate Verehrung:
Alpheios hatte sich Arethusa als Freier mit einem ,Kranz von
Olympia“ genahert und dazu Blatter, Blumen und ,heiligen Staub® als
Brautgeschenke dargebracht. Und ebenso warfen Besucher anlasslich der
Olympischen Spiele Geschenke in den Alpheios, damit dieser sie seiner
Braut zusatzlich zukommen lassen konnte.?*

Die literarische Kreativitit und die gelehrte Diskussion fihren nun aber
auf weitere Sachverhalte, die auch historisch Gewicht haben. Bei
genauerem Zusehen zeigt sich ndmlich, dass die Geschichten auch einen
Sitz im Leben hatten. Bei der Erzahlung vom Anschlag des Alpheios han-

21 Nach Sch. Pi. N. 1.3 und Sch. Pi. P. 2.12 war der Beiname Alpheioa bzw. allge-
mein Potamia. Nach Curtius 1852, 73 steckt in der Geschichte mit dem Lehm ein
Reflex auf die Uberschwemmungen des Alpheios.—Zu der pannychis s. Weniger
1907, 105; er erwigt einen Tanz mit dem re-enactment der Attacke des Alpheios
und seinem Verschwinden im Meer, mit dem Hinweis auf Lukian de saltatione 45,
nach dem das ein besonders gutes Tanzmotiv sei.

22 Zum hoheren Alter der ArtemisVersion s. bereits Weniger 1907, 110, vgl. auch
Braswell 1992, 34.

23 Vgl. im Gbrigen auch Verg. Aen. 3.692-7; dieser Text ist an der heutigen Fassung
der Quelle angebracht; weitere Hinweise s. bei Wentzel 1894, 1643-4.

24 Alpheios mit dem , Kranz von Olympia“ (Stat. Si/v. 1.2.208; Nonnos Dion. 13.334.
37.170; Anth. Pal. 9.362,1; Sid. Apoll. 1.101) bzw. einem kdtinos (Mosch.7.2); Blat-
ter, Blumen und ,heiliger Staub“ als Brautgeschenke (Mosch. 7.3; Nonnos
37.173); Geschenke in den Alpheios (Ach. Tat. 1.18.2); zu den weiteren Versionen
s. auch Wentzel 1894, 1635.
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delt es sich, wie schon erwahnt, offensichtlich um ein Aition fir den Tem-
pel der Artemis Alpheiaia in Letrinoi und einen dort praktizierten
néchtlichen Kult unverheirateter Frauen. Dartiber hinaus finden wir hier-
mit ein sehr starkes Indiz fir eine enge Bezugnahme zwischen den beiden
genannten Gottheiten, Artemis und Alpheios. Auch diese lisst sich mit
historischen Gegebenheiten verbinden. Schauen wir zunichst auf die
lokale bzw. regionale Ebene:

Wegen der Bedeutung des Heiligtums von Olympia ragten naturgemaf
Zeus, seine Mutter Rhea und seine Frau Hera hier besonders hervor.
Daneben aber stehen Alpheios als bedeutender Flussgott (wie wir noch na-
her sechen werden) und vor allem die Artemis. Diese genoss in der
gesamten Region westlich und sidlich von Olympia eine besondere
Verehrung, in etlichen Heiligtimern.?S Eines von diesen war ein Hain der
Artemis Alpheionia oder Alpheiousa an der Miindung des Alpheios.
Dieses Heiligtum kann man moglicherweise mit dem schon erwahnten
der Artemis Alpheiaia in Letrinoi identifizieren. Strabon (8.3.12) berichtet,
dort hatten sich drei berithmte Bilder der Korinther Kleanthes und Aregon
befunden. Sie stellten die Eroberung Troias, die Geburt der Athena und
eine Artemis auf einem Greifen dar. Man datiert sie heute in das 7.
Jahrhundert v. Chr.26

25 Str. 8.3.12; Sinn 2004, 87-89; Taita 2013, 383, vgl. auch die Hinweise bei Maddoli,
Nafissi, und Saladino 1999, 364; zu der generellen Verbindung der Artemis zu
Flussgottern s. Weif§ 1984, 117 mit weiteren Hinweisen 219 Anm. 769.

26 Vgl. auch Ath. Deip. 8.446bc (mit dem Zusatz, dass bei der Darstellung von
Athenas Geburt Poseidon dem ,in den Geburtswehen liegenden® Zeus einen
Thunfisch reiche) ; zur Datierung der Kunstwerke Taita 2013, 378 (mit weiteren
Hinweisen besonders im Hinblick auf Poseidon und Artemis ebd. 383-7); zum
Heiligtum und zum Kult s. auch Weniger 1907, 103-8 (mit zum Teil spekulativen
Uberlegungen zu einem Zusammenhang mit dem Dionysoskult). Mit diesem
Heiligtum verbindet Walbank 1957, 525 plausibel das bei Plb. 4.73.4 erwihnte
Artemision. Letrinoi ist am ehesten im Gebiet des heutigen Pyrgos oder bei Ag.
Ioannis zu lokalisieren (zu Pyrgos s. schon Partsch 1897, 6, zum heute nicht mehr
existierenden Kloster Ag. Toannis zwischen Pyrgos und Katakolo s. Leake 1830,
33; Buchon 1843, 503; Meyer 1950, 1736, weitere Hinweise bei Papachatzis 1979,
392 A.1; Maddoli, Nafissi, und Saladino 1999, 374; Roy 2004, 499-500; Ruggeri
2004, 171; Taita 2007, 47 mit Anm.20). Sein Territorium reichte ganz offen-
sichtlich bis an das stdlich angrenzende Epitalion und bis an die Mindung des
Alpheios. Wenn man Paus. 6.22.8 auf das Territorium von Letrinoi bezieht, kon-
nte man den Tempel der Alpheiaia (Paus. 6.22.8-10) mit dem Heiligtum bzw.
Hain der Artemis Alpheionia bzw. Alpheiousa identifizieren (vgl. Maddoli, Nafis-
si, und Saladino 1999, 374; Ruggeri 2004, 175-6; dagegen Partsch 1897, 6; Taita
2013, 379-80).
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Die genannte Artemis Alpheionia/Alpheioussa hatte auch ein jahrliches
Fest im Heiligtum von Olympia (Str. 8.3.12). Auflerdem hatte Alpheios
neben seinem dortigen Altar auch noch einen gemeinsamen Altar mit
Artemis. Diesen konnte man auf die erwdhnte Geschichte in Letrinoi
beziehen, und er wurde im Rahmen der monatlichen Opfer der Eleier mit
besucht.?” Naturgemiff musste die Gottin ihren jungfraulichen Status be-
halten; aber nichtsdestoweniger standen die beiden gerade in der Region
so wichtigen Gottheiten in einer besonderen Beziehung. Man fiihlt sich an
die dhnlich unvollkommene Verbindung zwischen Hephaistos und Athena
erinnert, die mit der Athener Akropolis und mit der Identitit der Athener
verbunden ist. Wihrend dort zwei Gottheiten in inniger Verbindung ste-
hen, die Geschicklichkeit und Handwerk verkorpern, sind es hier solche,
die gerade das Natirliche symbolisieren, und zwar im Sinne einer dur-
chaus noch wilden und gefihrlichen Natur, von Wasser, Wald und Jagd. Es
lag nahe, gerade sie im Kult einzuhegen und rituell zu zihmen.

Fir die Priasenz des Religiosen in der Landschaft um Olympia ist aber
der Fluss Alpheios besonders charakteristisch. Er verdeutlicht auf seine
Weise einen dem Thales zugeschriebenen Spruch, dass alles voll Gottern
sei.?® Zunachst ist er das Wasser, in ganz physisch-elementarem Sinne, als
nihrende und zerstorerische Kraft. Das wird jedem sichtbar, der sich an
seinen Ufern bewegt. Dieses Wasser hat aber auch eine besondere, numi-
nose Qualitit. Zugleich ist er, wie wir sahen, als anthropomorpher Gott
ein Akteur in Mythos und Geschichte, in der fir die griechische Kultur so
charakteristischen Verquickung; es gibt keinen griechischen Flussgott mit
einem derart reichhaltigen Narrativ. Und schlieflich ist er Gegenstand kul-
tischer Verehrung. Und all dies verdichtet sich an seinem Unterlauf und
insbesondere am Platz des Heiligtums von Olympia und dessen naherer
Umgebung.

Hier war zunichst eine Furt des Flusses, also eine der wenigen Stellen,
wo dieser iiberquert werden konnte. Das hatte per se eine grofSe Bedeu-
tung, vor allem aber im Leben von Hirten, die hier ihr Vieh ziehen liefen,

27 Herodoros FGrHist 31 F34 (Sch. Pi. O. 5.10); Paus. 5.14.6 (dazu Maddoli und Sal-
adino 1995, 213 mit Weniger 1907, 98-101; 108-9); Sch. Pi. N. 1.3, vgl. generell
Maddoli, Nafissi, und Saladino 1999, 376; Ruggeri 2004, 175-6; Sinn 2004, 175-6.
Bei der Miindung des Kladeos wurde 1975 die Maske eines Flussgottes gefunden,
die man mit dem Alpheios-Kult verbinden kénnte (Moustaka 2009/10).

28 11 A 22 Diels-Kranz, vgl. vor allem Schlesier 2000, 144.
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zumal in den Auf- und Abtrieben zu den verschiedenen Jahreszeiten.??
Dazu kam eine auffillige Erhebung, die man mit Zeus’ Vater Kronos in
Verbindung brachte sowie eine bei Einrichtung des Kultes im 11. Jahrhun-
dert noch sichtbare und spiter als Grab des Pelops ausgestaltete Ruine - sie
gehort in die Mitte des 3. Jahrtausends —, der man offensichtlich einen nu-
minosen Charakter zuschrieb.’® Genau dies aber war auch mit dem
Alpheios geschehen. Der im wirklichen Leben wichtige Fluss mit der Furt
hatte dartiber hinaus eine groe Bedeutung fiir den Kult.

Schon wegen der Fillle und der Qualitit seines Wassers’! nahm der
Alpheios unter den griechischen Flissen eine besondere Position ein, als
»der lieblichste unter den Fliassen® (Dionys. Per. 410). Aber am Aschealtar,
also am zentralen Punkt des Kultgeschehens und damit des Heiligtums
von Olympia, kam diesem Wasser eine besondere Bedeutung zu: Im
Zusammenhang mit dem Frihjahrs-Aquinoktium, am 19. Elaphion, in
dem der Artemis heiligen Monat (Marz/April)3? formten die Seher des
Heiligtums den Aschealtar empor, indem sie die im Prytaneion aufbe-
wahrte Asche der Opfertiere mit Wasser des Alpheios vermischten. Die In-
volvierung der Seher hangt mit der wichtigen Rolle des Orakels an diesem
Altar zusammen, das als so genanntes Brandorakel funktionierte.®> Gerade
das verbindet Pausanias mit dem Hinweis, dass Alpheios ,von allen Fliissen
dem Olympischen Zeus am liebsten gewesen® sei (5.13.11). Sein Wasser

29 Zur Furt (und zu deren Zusammenhang mit dem markanten Kronoshugel sowie
dem Pelops-Heiligtum) s. bes. Pi. O. 1.92, 2.14, 10.43-50; angesichts der Tatsache,
dass mopog in der poetischen Sprache auch das Bett eines Flusses bezeichnen
kann, halt Taita 2001, 127-8 zurecht an der Bedeutung ,Furt® fest; die drei Pin-
darstellen mit diesem Wort sollen ganz prazise den Punkt beim Heiligtum beze-
ichnen, nicht dessen ,,Bett® also den gesamten Verlauf des Flusses. Zur generellen
Bedeutung des Platzes und der Furt auch in der Lebenswirklichkeit s. Taita 2001,
126-7; zur Beziehung zwischen Olympia und dem Alpheios in der archaischen
Literatur (und ggf. auch in der Rechtssprache) s. Alonso Troncoso 2013, 219.

30 Zum Pelopion und zu den dortigen fritheren Resten, insbesondere dem Tumulus
aus der Mitte des 3. Jahrtausends v. Chr. (FH II) s. bes. Kyrieleis 2006, 55-61;
79-83.

31 Nach Pausanias (5.7.1) war sein Wasser ,an Menge viel (mAn0et mol0)...und sehr
angenehm anzuschauen (i86vt fidiotov);“ Bakchylides nennt ihn (passend zu Aus-
dehnung und Stréomung bzw. zum Wasserreichtum auch im Sommer) ,breit
wirbelnd“ (evpvdivav) und ,unermidlich flieRend® (dxapavropoav) (3.6-7; 5.38;
180); vgl. auch die bei Taita 2013, 368 Anm. 110; 371 Anm. 128 angegebenen
Quellen.

32 Paus. 6.20.1, mit Maddoli und Saladino 1995, 258; Trimpy 1997, 199-201; plas-
tisch dazu Weniger 1907, 96-7.

33 Vgl.Pi. O. 8,2-5.
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hatte jedenfalls auch sakrale Qualitit — und es steht in Verbindung mit der
Seherkraft.

Pindars 6. Olympische Ode zeigt nun, wie diese Verbindung narrativ
ausgestaltet worden ist.3* Diese Ode gilt Hagesias von Syrakus, dem
Olympiasieger im Maultiergespann der Spiele von 472 oder 468 v.Chr. Er
war ein Iamide, gehorte also zu einem der beiden berithmten olympischen
Sehergeschlechter. Pindar erzihlt auch von dessen Stammvater lamos, der
ein Enkel des Poseidon und Sohn des Apollon gewesen war. Als Ephebe,
also im Ubergang in die Welt der Erwachsenen, sei dieser ,mitten in den
Alpheios gestiegen“ und habe seinen Grof$vater Poseidon und seinen Vater
Apollon angerufen (96-101). Daraufhin habe ihn Apollon zum ,schroffen
Fels des hohen Kronion“ (109-10), also zum Platz des Heiligtums, gebracht
und ihm ,,den doppelten Schatz der Sehergabe (pavtoovvn)“ verliechen: Er
konnte deshalb zum einen die untriigliche Stimme Apollons verstehen
und zum anderen zu dem Zeitpunkt, als Herakles die Spiele etablierte,
»,am hochsten Altar des Zeus ein Orakel einrichten® (111-9). Seitdem sei
das Geschlecht der Tamiden hochberiihmt (roAvxAeitov yévog) unter den
Griechen.

Hier stehen die beiden wesentlichen Elemente des heiligen Platzes, ger-
ade in Bezug auf den konkreten Ort selber, in engster Verbindung: der
grofle Agon und zugleich die Orakelfunktion des Heiligtums. Und beides
hangt lokal, rituell und mythisch-historisch mit dem Alpheios genuin und
unaufloslich zusammen. Bezeichnenderweise hat der Fluss aber auch eine
Verbindung mit dem anderen bedeutenden Sehergeschlecht von Elis bzw.
Olympia, den Klytiaden. Diese war eher indirekter Natur, aber wer mit
den Mythen vertraut war, konnte sie jederzeit erkennen. Die Klytiaden
fihrten ihr Geschlecht ndmlich Gber ihren eponymen Stammvater Klytios,
dessen Vater Alkmaion und Grofsvater Amphiaraos letztlich auf Melampus
zurick, den Sohn des Amythaon, des Enkels des Aiolos (Paus. 5.17.6).
Dieser war ein geradezu paradigmatischer Seher und Heiler (beides geht ja
nicht selten zusammen) der altesten griechischen Sagenschichten und
entsprechend prominent.?® Auf Grund der hier vorgestellten Beziehungen
hat man bestimmte Figuren im Ostgiebel des Zeustempels plausibel mit

34 Zur Ode s. jetzt Adorjdni 2014, bes. 34-7 (zu Hagesias, vgl. auch Luraghi 1997);
53-5 (zum Datum); 78-9; 125; 233-4; 241 (zur Mantik und zum Brandorakel);
101.222 (zum Wasser und zum Alpheios).

35 Er hatte bereits in der homerischen Epik ein klares Profil, s. Hom. Od. 11.285-97
(ohne Namensnennung als pdvtig dpopmv schlechthin, 291), 15.225-55; Weiteres
dazu, auch zu seinem Stammbaum, bei Maddoli, Nafissi, und Saladino 1999, 304;
Képpel 1999; K&iv 2013, 340 mit Anm. 170.
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den erwihnten Stammvitern lamos (links), Klytios (rechts) und Melampus
(rechts) identifiziert.36

Im Mythos (und damit fir die Griechen immer auch: in der frithen
Geschichte) ist Melampus nicht auf einen Ort fixiert. Man findet ihn zulet-
zt in Argos. Vorher war er aber, gemeinsam mit seinem Bruder Bias, in der
Gegend von Triphylien und Pisa verankert (Str. 8.6.10), und Pisa kann auch
geradezu synonym bzw. komplementir zu Olympia gebraucht werden:3”
Melampus soll beispielsweise in der Nihe des Heiligtums der Anigriadis-
chen Nymphen bei Samikon die Téchter des Proitos gereinigt haben — und
damit erklarte man den Gestank bei den schwefelhaltigen Heilquellen an
der Lagune von Kaiapha (den man noch heute wahrnimmt).3® Die dorti-
gen Quellen haben angeblich gegen weifen Ausschlag (alphos) geholfen,
wie im dbrigen auch das Alpheios-Wasser selber — was die Grundlage fiir
eine Erklirung von dessen Namen bildete.?® Am Alpheios soll Melampus
auch dem Apollon begegnet sein, und dadurch sei er zum besten Seher
geworden (Apollod. Bibl. 1.9.11).

Alpheios stand ferner auch in einer mythischen Verbindung mit den
Ionidischen Nymphen. Diese verkorperten die Heilkraft einer Quelle, die
der von Samikon vergleichbar war und die sich in der Nihe des Ortes Her-
akleia befand, der zu Pisa gehorte. Sie waren nach Ion genannt und sollen
diesem Veilchenkrinze dargebracht haben, als er von einem Bade im
Alpheios auftauchte. Moglicherweise hat das dem Fluss in Kallimachos’

36 Grundlegend hierzu Simon 1968, 157-165, s. jetzt auch Kyrieleis 2012/13, 77, der
fur den bartigen Seher rechts, von Simon mit Melampus’ Vater Amythaon identi-
fiziert, den Stammvater Klytios vorschligt, was wegen der Parallele zu Iamos na-
her liegt. Der so genannte Jugendliche Seher (Figur E) wurde von Simon 1968,
161-2 (zustimmend jetzt auch Kyrieleis 2012/13, 79) mit Melampus identifiziert,
weil er mit seinem Finger offensichtlich auf seinen namengebenden Fuf§ verweist.

37 IvO 11=Minon 2007, nr. 12. 5; Pi. O. 1.18, 2.3, 3.9, 6.5, 8.9, 10.43, 13.29, 14.23;
N.10.33; Parthenia 2.49 Sn.-M., B. 5. 180-2, Hdt. 2.7.1-2.; Niese 1910, 28-9; Meyer
1950,1737-43, 1755; Minon 2007, 90; Giangiulio 2009, 70, 80, bes. 76: ,two sides
of one and the same coin.

38 Str. 8.3.19; Paus. 5.5.10.

39 Str. 8.3.19. Das Wasser des Alpheios soll auch gegen Epilepsie gewirkt haben (Sch.
Hom. Od. 3.489). Ginther Neumann hat eine andere Erklirung des Namens
gegeben: Er dachte an einen-es-Stamm und an ein von alphesios abgeleitetes Ad-
jektiv alpheios. Das wiirde die Bedeutung ,Gewinn® nahelegen (alphano bedeutet
sErtrag bringen®), Alpheios wire dann der ,,Gewinn-reiche” (Neumann bei Weif§
1984, 227 Anm. 901). Auch der Stamm alphi- im Sinne von Gerstenmehl wurde
ins Spiel gebracht und danach der elische Monat Alphicos (dazu s. Weniger 1907,
108; Triimpy 1997, 199-201; Ruggeri 2004, 174-5 mit Anm. 556) zeitlich fixiert;
aber all das bleibt unsicher (Minon 2007, 179).
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Zeushymnos (22) den Namen laon eingebracht.*? Und die Geschenke, die
man zu Zeiten der Olympischen Spiele in den Fluss warf, sind bereits er-
wahnt worden.#! Sie belegen eine hohe Popularitit des Kultes und der
damit verbundenen Geschichten und Gedichte.

Der Alpheios war also ein natirlicher Fluss, der zugleich mit beson-
derem, geheiligtem Wasser ausgestattet war und dadurch mit Heil- und Se-
herkraft in Verbindung stand bzw. solche verleihen konnte. Zugleich war
er, wie wir schon sahen, ein bedeutender Gott, ein Sohn des Okeanos und
der Thetys, dem schon Nestor einen Stier geopfert hatte.*? Diesem Gott
galten verschiedene Kulthandlungen, und tber diesen Gott wurden viele
Geschichten erzahlt: Er war prasent in Ritus und Mythos. Mit anderen
Worten, ein Natur- bzw. Landschaftsphinomen war direkt mit dem Numi-
nos-Gottlichen amalgamiert. In diesem Sinne war Alpheios fiir den an
seinem Ufer aufgewachsenen Iamos offenkundig zugleich ein
Kourotrophos, also eine flirsorgende Gottheit, die dem Gedeihen der
Kinder hilfreich war.#3

40 Zu Ion s. Nikandros fr. 74 Schneider (bei Athen. 15. 683ab). Zur Verbindung mit
Taon, der als arkadischer Fluss auch bei D.P. 416 belegt ist, s. die Vermutung von
K. Miller (GGM 1I p. 128). Die Verbindung zu den Ionidischen Nymphen wird
gestltzt durch eine bei Pindar literarisch angedeutete Etymologie des Iamos:
Nach Pi. O. 6.55ff. sei dieser nach seiner Geburt u.a. unter Veilchen ausgesetzt
worden. — Zur Lage dieses Heiligtums und dieser Quelle, die in den Fluss Kythe-
rios/Kytheros in der Nihe von Herakleia mindete, s. Str. 8.3.32 (40 Stadien-7,4
km-von Olympia entfernt), Paus. 6.22,7 (50 Stadien-9,3 km). Das Wasser dieser
Quelle soll gegen verschiedene Schmerzen und Erschépfungszustinde geholfen
haben (Str. a.a.0.; Paus. a.a.0.). Das Heiligtum wurde aus guten Griinden — man
vergleiche auch die Situation in der Lagune von Kaiapha, an dem Heiligtum bzw.
der Quelle der Anigriadischen Nymphen-mit der schwefelhaltigen Quelle Loutra
bei dem kleinen Dorf Pournari in Verbindung gebracht, und in der nahegelege-
nen Flur ,Marmara“ (zwischen den heutigen Orten Pournari und Pelopion) hat
man den Platz von Herakleia angenommen (vor allem Panayotopoulos 1991,
275-277, dort auch, 276f., instruktiv zum modernen Badebetrieb zwischen 1909
und 1972, von dem der heutige Zustand kaum noch etwas erahnen lasst); zur
Lage vgl. auch Ruggeri 2004, 195.

41 S.o.242 mit Anm. 24; vgl. auch Nilsson 1906, 425.

42 Hes. Th. 338, Hom. Il. 11.728. In Euripides’ ,Iphigenie in Aulis“ haben Nestors
Schiffe am Heck als Zeichen (ofjpa) ein Bild des ,benachbarten® Alpheios, mit
Stierfiflen (273-276).

43 Weifd 1984, 134; Griffith 2008, 5; dafiir spricht auch das Haaropfer des Oinomaos-
Sohnes Leukippos, s.u. 251. Dass dort eine andere aitiologische Erklirung
gegeben wird, fillt wenig ins Gewicht, da solche explanatorischen Geschichten in
der Regel ex post aus dem Ritual entwickelt wurden.
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Gottlichen Wesen von dieser Art blieben also Natur, sie konnten aber
auch als Gottheit und somit, nach griechischer Vorstellung, anthropo-
morph imaginiert werden, also auch als Akteure auftreten, ganz konkret, z.
B. als Mutter und Vater,** oder, wie wir schon sahen, als brutale oder
zartliche Liebhaber. Thre Geschichten hingen mit bestimmten Lokalititen
zusammen, und in diesen zeigte sich auch ihre physische Seite. Damit aber
fassen wir auch ein wesentliches Element griechischer Raumvorstellungen,
namlich eine spezifische mythisch-religiose Interpretation der Landschaft.
Im Sinne von Maurice Merleau-Ponty (2004, 339) kénnte man hier von
einem espace existentiel sprechen. Dieser ist immer auch ein mythischer
Raum, und in diesem geht es nicht um eine ,représentation, mais une véri-
table présence...; toute ,apparition’ (Erscheinung) est ici une incarnation

In solch einem Raum ist ein Fluss ein Fluss, der Wasser schenkt, mit
seinen Alluvionen Land und Fruchtbarkeit bringt, aber mit seinen
Uberschwemmungen auch verheerend wirken kann. Zugleich verkorperte
er viel mehr, als numinose Kraft und als gottliche Gestalt. Und damit kon-
nte das Heilige nicht nur als Kraft in der Natur erfasst werden, sondern
auch eine Person in einer Erzihlung und ein Beteiligter an einem
Geschehen sein. Und wenn es als Akteur imaginiert wurde, konnte es auch
ganz konkret in der Landschaft unterwegs sein. Es war ein physischer Teil
von ihr, aber eben auch ein Bestandteil ihres Mythos und damit ihrer
Geschichte. Und als solche konnte es auch kultisch verehrt werden, in
allen verschiedenen Formen und auch im Zusammenhang mit den
Erzihlungen:

In Elis beispielsweise gab es fur Alpheios ein Trauerritual aus Anlass
seiner Abreise. Ganz offensichtlich ist die Geschichte von seiner Verfol-
gung der Artemis/Arethusa nicht nur mythistorisch memoriert und

44 Alpheios als Stammvater bei Weif§ 1984, 139f.

45 Merleau-Ponty 2004 (1945), 342f, vgl. ebd. 345: ,Comprendre le mythe nest pas
croire au mythe, et si tous les mythes sont vrais, c’est en tant qu’ils peuvent étre
replacés dans une phénoménologie de Iesprit qui indique leur fonction dans la
prise de conscience et fonde finalement leur sens propre sur leur sens pour la
philosophie Das heifst im tbrigen nicht, dass der Raum in dieser Vorstellung
vollkommen imaginiert ist; er ist immer auch in seiner konkret erfahrbaren, ph-
ysischen und insofern objektiven Gegebenheit wirksam. Das Charakteristikum
dieses Raumverstindnisses liegt gerade in der Interdependenz von realer Umwelt
und relationaler Deutung (s. Merleau-Ponty a.0. 340-1 und vgl. auch markant
Michaels 2006, 276-278).
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erzahlt, sondern auch kultisch-rituell nachvollzogen worden.#¢ Obwohl in
der Stadt und der Ebene von Elis ebenfalls ein machtiger Fluss prasent war,
hatte der Alpheios — gewiss dank einer Ausstrahlung von Olympia her -
eine solche Bedeutung in dem politischen Verband von Elis, dass sogar ein
Monatsname im dortigen Kalender nach Alpheios benannt war.#” Diese
Tatsache weist auf eine kultische Verehrung des Alpheios hin, moglicher-
weise auf das erwahnte Trauerritual, dem dann, ausweislich des Monatsna-
mens, im religiésen Leben der Eleer besondere Bedeutung zukam.

Besonders aber finden wir Alpheios in seiner Heimat, gerade auch, wie
wir sahen, als handelnde Person und Gegenstand religiéser Verehrung.
Geradezu emblematisch ist er im Ostgiebel des Zeustempels von Olympia
personifiziert. Dort ist er, schon durch seine Situierung in dessen Siidecke
klar lokalisiert, im linken Zwickel dargestellt.#® Schon die kiinstlerische
Ausfithrung unterstreicht seine Bedeutung. ,,Der breite, durch die Ebene
stromende Alpheios ist durch eine Gestalt charakterisiert, die ruhig daliegt,
ihre ganze Korperbreite dem Betrachter darbietet und ihren rechten Arm
entspannt auf der Hiifte ruhen lasst. Der Kopf ist bequem auf die Hand
gestutzt, die ganze Gestalt strahlt Gelassenheit und ruhige Fulle aus:“’

Das bringt uns zu dem Wagenrennen zwischen Oinomaos und Pelops
selbst, an das — in der Phase vor der grofen Auseinandersetzung, die aber
das Ende schon vorwegnimmt — der Ostgiebel erinnert. Es wird ja damit
zu einem groffen Grindungsmythos, als Teil elisch geprigter Mythistorie,
die als solche auch vielfiltig im Heiligtum und in seiner Umgebung

46 Zu diesem polyvalenten Charakter s. Weiff 1984, 14-5, mit Verweis auf Nilsson
1955, 237, der von einer ,Verbindung der Gottheit mit ihrem Natursub-
strat® spricht (vgl. hierzu jetzt auch Saloway 2017). In Elis gab es fiir Alpheios
weine Art Trauerfest* (Wentzel 1894, 1632), wahrend dessen die Eleier unter Tra-
nen den Alpheios symbolisch bei seiner Reise geleiteten (Himerios 12.7 Colon-
na). Alpheios wurde aber, neben Olympia und Elis, auch an verschiedenen an-
deren Orten gottlich verehrt: Einen Kult hatte er in Heraia (Plb. 4.77.5, 78.2;
Steph. Byz. s.. Heraia); das dortige Gotterbild stellte den Alpheios in Men-
schengestalt dar (Ael VH 2,33). In Asea hat es offenbar Kranzopfer fiir ihn
gegeben (Str. 6.2.9).

47 Weniger 1907, 108; Trimpy 1997, 199-201; Ruggeri 2004, 174-5 mit Anm. 556.

48 Paus. 5.1.7 mit Weif§ 1984, 126-141; Kyrieleis 2012/13, 57, 63 (mit weiteren Hin-
weisen). Paus. 5.24.7 erwihnt eine Siegesweihung der Chersonesier von Knidos:
In ihr war, flankiert von Pelops und Alpheios, Zeus dargestellt, vgl. Kahn 1970,
202; Kyrieleis 2012/13, 66. Auf diese Darstellung des Alpheios bezieht sich offen-
sichtlich Ael. VH 2.33.

49 Kyrieleis 2012/13, 63.—Zu Alpheios und Kladeos auf elischen Miinzen hadrianis-
cher Zeit s. Weif$ 1984, 131-2.
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reprasentiert ist.’* Und die Prisenz des Alpheios im Ostgiebel verweist
nicht nur, wie schon angedeutet, auf den schlichten rdumlichen Bezug,
sondern auch darauf, dass das Rennen und seine Akteure bezeichnender-
weise auch mit dem Alpheios verbunden waren:

In seiner 1. Olympischen Ode, die dem Sieg Hierons von Syrakus im
Pferderennen (476 v. Chr.) gilt und vor allem Pelops und seinen Sieg iiber
Oinomaos als aitiologischen Mythos fir die Spiele herausstellt,’! schildert
Pindar plastisch (mit Anspielung auf das Pelopion), wie Pelops als Heros
»bei der Furt des Alpheios ruht“ (O. 1.92). Leukippos, der Sohn des Oino-
maos, soll sich zu Ehren des Gottes das Haar nicht geschoren haben (Paus.
8.20.2-3). Der Sophist Philostrat beschreibt in seinen Imagines (1.17.4) ein
Bild. In diesem sieht man Alpheios, wie er aus seinem Wasser springt und
Pelops den olympischen Siegeskranz iberreicht. Entsprechend begegnet
Alpheios auf romischen Sarkophagen im Zusammenhang mit Pelops.’?
Daneben gab es im Hippodrom, an dem Ende der Meta, die dem Ziel na-
he war, eine Bronzestatue der Hippodameia, die dem siegreichen Pelops
eine Binde umlegte.’3 Im Hippodrom wiederholte sich also das legendare
Wagenrennen um die Hand der Hippodameia und die Herrschaft tber
Olympia symbolisch alle vier Jahre wihrend der Spiele. Und Teil dieses
Geschehens, als Handlungsort wie als Beteiligter, war der Alpheios, einge-
bettet in grofSe religidse re-enactments.

So viel ergibt sich zur Rolle des Flusses, seiner Gestalt und seiner
Geschichten, wenn man sich auf deren ;Tatort’ und dessen niahere Umge-
bung konzentriert. Doch kehren wir zum Ausgangspunkt zurick, der
merkwiirdigen Verfolgung einer Goéttin oder einer Nymphe unter dem
Meer, von der Peloponnes bis nach Sizilien, von Letrinoi bis nach Syrakus.
Gerade dadurch erhielten Alpheios und sein Mythos ja schon relativ frih
eine besondere Note. Konnen wir auch fiir diese Passage einen Sitz im
Leben finden?

50 Zu Pelops in diesem Zusammenhang s. Kyrieleis 2006, 55-61; 79-83; vgl. auch
2012/13, 53; 82-84; zu der kultischen und narrativen Memorierung in Olympia
und seiner Umgebung s. Gehrke, im Druck.

51 Nagy 1986; 1990, 116-135; Griffith 2008, 3.

52 O. Palagia LIMC nr. 10-12, s. auch Weiff 1984, 135 und zum Zusammenhang mit
Pelops (bei Pindar) s. Griffith 2008, 1-2.

53 Paus. 6.20.19; sie ist auch erwahnt in dem byzantinischen metrologischen Text
mit den Mafen des Hippodroms, dazu Maddoli, Nafissi, und Saladino 1999,
345-6 (mit weiterer Literatur); eine Ubersetzung bei Sinn 2004, 136.
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Man hat darin beispielsweise einen Reflex von nautischen Praktiken
und Kenntnissen gesehen.’* Unabhingig davon, liegt es meiner Auffassung
nach am nichsten, hier (auch angesichts mancher Skepsis) an eine
konkrete und traditionelle Beziehung zwischen Olympia, Elis und Syrakus
zu denken, die mit der Grindung der Kolonie Syrakus (ca. 733 v.Chr.)>
zusammenhiangt.’® Im Hinblick darauf zitiert Pausanias (5.7.3) das delphis-
che Orakel fiir den Griinder Archias. In diesem wird Ortygia genannt, ,wo
die Mindung des Alpheios herausquillt und sich mit den Quellen der
schon flieBenden Arethusa vermischt (Ubersetzung H.-J. Gehrke). Die
Authentizitit dieser Verse unterliegt allerdings erheblichen Zweifeln.’”
Man sollte also nicht zu viel auf sie bauen. Wichtiger — und tragfahiger —
ist aber die Figur des Iamiden Hagesandros aus Syrakus in Pindars 6.
Olympischer Ode. Dieser wird dort geradezu als ,Mitgriinder
(ovvowkiotip) des berihmten Syrakus“ vorgestellt (O. 6.6).°® Die
Bezichung zu Elis-Olympia durch sein Sehergeschlecht einerseits, seine
burgerliche Zugehorigkeit zu Syrakus andererseits kdnnten ihre Erklarung
darin finden, dass das Geschlecht in die Grindung von Syrakus involviert
war und dort auch naturalisiert war. Zu bertcksichtigen ist ferner das
Zeugnis des Ibykos, das die Verbindung von Alpheios und Ortygia immer-
hin fir das 6. Jahrhundert belegt.

Deshalb spricht einiges dafiir, dass es zwischen Elis, Olympia und
Syrakus besondere Beziechungen gab,”® woméglich im Zusammenhang mit
der Griindung der Kolonie. Diese konnten in ritueller Form und in

54 Bes. Bili¢ 2009.

55 Nach Thukydides 6.3.2, 5.3, “a peu pres exacte;” (Vallet und Villard 1952, 298),
vgl. auch Timaios FGrHist 566 F80 (Sch. Apollonios Rhodios 4.1216); Sch.A.R.
4.1212.

56 Vgl. die Hinweise und Uberlegungen bei Maddoli und Saladino 1995, 213 sowie
neuerdings Griffith 2008, 3-6; Morgan 2015, 62-3; 89-90; 84-5; skeptisch Luraghi
1997.

57 Strabon etwa hat auch noch andere Versionen (6.2.4).

58 Vgl. hierzu auch Sch. Pi. O. 6.8a.

59 Vgl. Weniger 1915, 68-9; Honle 1968, 68-76; Griffith 2008, 4; Kyrieleis 2012/13,
80f.; Gehrke 2013, 48 mit Anm. 51.; Morgan 2015, 89-90. Zwei Fragmente von
kerykeia, aus Olympia und im Museum fiir Kunst und Gewerbe in Hamburg, aus
dem 2. Viertel des 5. Jahrhunderts, sind inschriftlich als 6ffentliches Eigentum der
Syrakusaner identifizierbar (Hornbostel und Hornbostel 1988). Sie konnten diese
besondere Beziehung reflektieren, freilich auch anders erklart werden. Luraghi
1997 verortet Hagesias in Stymphalos (als Sohn bes Iamiden Sostratos, der dort
das Burgerrecht erhalten habe) und denkt an eine aktuellen Wechsel nach
Syrakus. Das ist ingenios und durchaus vorstellbar, aber insgesamt auch sehr vo-
raussetzungsreich.
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mythischem Narrativ bewahrt werden.®® Das wird auch dadurch gestitzt,
dass sich die Deinomeniden in ihrer betont panhellenischen Orientierung
und Selbstdarstellung besonders auf diese Verbindungen bezogen: Offen-
bar spielen Gelons Tetradrachmen-Pragungen auf die Bezichungen zwis-
chen Alpheios, Olympia und der Arethusa an.®! Und die bereits erwihnte
Hervorhebung von Pelops, lamos und Alpheios in Pindars und
Bakchylides’ Epinikien gehéren zu Hieron und in sein Umfeld. Man kann
sie mit einer bewussten Politik des syrakusanischen Tyrannen verbinden.¢?

Damit hat sich der Kreis geschlossen. Wir haben gesehen, in welch mas-
siver Weise der Raum um Olympia numinos und sakral geformt war und
welche Rolle der Alpheios dabei spielte. Zugleich waren aber auch die
weitreichenden Beziehungen des heiligen Ortes, die aus seiner enormen
panhellenischen Bedeutung resultierten, Teil dieser sakralen Welt gewor-
den. Alte Verbindungen, wie hier gerade die zwischen Olympia und
Syrakus, erhielten auf diese Weise eine besondere Gestalt, in der auch auf
lokaler Ebene greifbaren Vermischung physischer Phianomene und
Beobachtungen mit religiés-mythischen Ritualen und Erzahlungen. Nicht
zuletzt diese haben die spezifischen Vorstellungen von Rdumen und ihrer
Verbindung lebendig gemacht und lebendig erhalten. Dazu trugen
schlieflich auch die Philosophen, Historiker und Gelehrten bei, die diese
alten Geschichten diskutierten. Sie belegen, selbst wenn sie der Tradition
gegenuber kritisch eingestellt waren, deren Virulenz und Pragekraft — iber
Jahrhunderte hinweg. Und so 6ffnen sie uns noch heute, Jahrtausende spi-
ter, einen Zugang zu einer ganz eigenen Welt.
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Talent, Craft, and Ecstasy: Poetic Forces in Horace and Plato

Scott T. Farrington (Dickinson College)

When Horace asks, near the end of the Ars Poetica, whether nature or art is
the source of literary success, he formulates the question in such a way that
is almost bound to give an unsatisfactory answer (Horace AP 408-411):

Natura fieret laudabile carmen an arte
quaesitum est. ego nec studium sine divite vena,
nec rude quid prosit video ingenium: alterius sic
altera poscit opem res et coniurat amice.

It has been asked: does a poem become praiseworthy through art or na-
ture?! I do not see what profit there is either in study without a rich
vein [of talent] or in uncultivated ability: each one demands the aid of
the other, and they band together as friends.

The answer, an apparently uncritical acceptance of the “bland Peripatetic
compromise”? between ¢uoig and t€yvn, seems almost a purposeful anticli-
max that raises more questions than it settles.

To illustrate the conceptual complex of the elements of literary ability at
work in Horace’s question, it is helpful to turn briefly to Hesiod’s
Theogony. There, the muses “taught Hesiod beautiful song? suggesting
that poetry requires an acquisition of a téxvn or art that the muses teach
their student. A few lines later, however, Hesiod describes the process dif-
ferently, “They breathed a divine song into me, so I could speak of what
will be and what was before?* Here, the muses inspire and take hold of the
poet, but there is no indication of a téyvn. Even later, Hesiod describes a
somewhat different kind of gift: “Whomever of divinely cherished kings
the daughters of great Zeus [i.e. the Muses] honor and see when he is

1 Text of the AP is from Borzsdk 1984. All translations of Latin and Greek are mine
unless noted otherwise.

2 Brink 1971, 394.

3 Hes. Th. 22: oi [sc., the muses] vO w00’ ‘Hoiodov koAny édida&av doidnv. Text of Hes-
iod is taken from Rzach 1958.

4 Hes. Th. 31-2: émémvevoav 8¢ p’ dowdnv BEomy, tva Kheioyt 16 T €ccopeva mpo
T'gova.
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born, on his tongue they pour sweet dew, and honeyed words flow from
his mouth? This gift sounds like an inborn ability or zngenium; the kings
receive their gift at birth and without going in search of it. Hesiod, like
Horace, mentions several elements of poetic ability, but does little to de-
fine them or illustrate their relationships to one another. How or whether
nature, ability, art, and inspiration create a system is unclear.

Furthermore, describing the view of poetic composition Horace endors-
es as a “bland Peripatetic compromise”® does little to illuminate the matter
as it is not an accurate summary of the position Horace stakes out. As a
matter of fact, Aristotle, in the Poetics, suggests a different scheme than ei-
ther Hesiod or Horace: “poetry is the work of a naturally skilled person, or
of a manic: of these types, the former are easily molded, the others inclined
to lose their minds?”” The choice here is between nature and madness, not
nature and art, but this distinction has generally been ignored by Horace’s
commentators. C. O. Brink, for instance, argues that, “[although] they [sc.
natura et ars] are both required...it is not nature that remains in view, and
the poem closes with a reminiscence of the stylistic criticisms of Quintilius
Varus and the sketch of the insanus poeta, whose untutored ingenium proves
both his undoing and a peril to his fellow men”® In rescuing Horace from
the anticlimax of et natura et ars, however, Brink equates madness with -
genium, raising precisely the issue I wish to investigate further: the relation-
ship, if any, that Horace and his predecessors posit between the concepts of
madness, inspiration, and natural talent

1. Nature, Madness, and Possession

Undeniably, Horace accepts ingenium as a fundamental aspect of literary
ability and takes a dim view of the furor poeticus in the AP (Horace AP
295-298).

ingenium misera quia fortunatius arte
credit et excludit sanos Helicone poetas

S Hes. Th. 81-84: 8v Twa Tpnowot Awdg kodpar peydrolo yewodpevov te Bwot

dotpepév Pociinmy, @ pev mi YAdoo ylvkepnv yeiovowv €épony, tod & &g’ éx

otopatog pel pelhyas. ...

Brink 1971, 394.

7 Arist. Po. 16.1455a32-34. 310 €0QUOVG 1) TOWTIKH £6TWV 1} HAVIKOD- TOVT®Y Yap Ol pev
ebmhacTtot oi 8¢ kotatikol giotv. Text of the Poetics is taken from Lucas 1968.

8 Brink 1963, 218 cf. Brink 1971, 394.

N
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Democritus, bona pars non unguis ponere curat,
non barbam, secreta petit loca, balnea vitat.

Because Democritus believed that talent (ingenium) brought more for-
tune than wretched craft (ars), and because he barred sane poets from
Helicon, a good number take no pains to cut their nails or trim their
beards; they seek lonely places; they avoid the baths.

From these lines, some commentators have argued that Horace intends to
equate poetic mania with mgenium, the same concept Horace associated
closely with natura in the lines quoted above.”

That equation is incompatible with the derision Horace displays for
those poets who make a claim to poetic madness. Democritus’s adherents
do not trim their nails or beards, they search out secret places and avoid
the baths, and in the subsequent lines (299-301), they will not trust their
heads, incurable by any amount of hellebore, to the barber. The verbs are
all active; the poets are making conscious choices to behave as they do. In
short, they are faking it. Horace’s mockery of the maddened poet at the
end of the poem makes this point even more clearly. There, Horace would
leave the mad poet to die if he should fall into a pit like a fowler transfixed
by birds because of the likelihood that the he fell in on purpose (462: pru-
dens) in his lust for a notable death. Falling into a pit on purpose is not a
function of poetic madness; rather, it is an affectation intended to simulate
poetic madness.

These poets are so desperate to experience madness that they attempt to
inflict it upon themselves by committing a sacrilege, like urinating on
their ancestors’ graves or disturbing a dark bidental.!? In any case, Horace’s
point is that these “insane poets” are neither truly insane nor truly poets.
As Pseudoacro says in his gloss to line 295: multi fingunt furorem, ut poetae

9 Cf., e.g., Rostagni 1946 87 (ad 295): “fortunatius: attrib. ben conveniente all’ “inge-
nio”, considerato come dono divino in opposizione all’ “arte” che ¢ misera per la
fatica che costa? Ringler 1941, 500, though more cautious, still sees an equation:
“It will be noticed that in [lines 294-8], Horace combines, and attributes to Dem-
ocritus, two quite different ideas concerning poets: (a) that their ability in com-
posing comes from an inborn, not acquired, talent or natural skill, and so de-
pends on an internal condition that is constant; (b) that it comes from inspiration
or a divine madness, and so depends on a force operating from without that is
spasmodic”

10 470-472: utrum minxerit in patrios cineres, an triste bidental moverit incestus. Rudd
1989, 228 (ad 471): “triste: not just ‘gloomy; but also suggesting an atmosphere of
supernatural menace—something like ‘sinister” Rostagni 1946 132 (ad 471): “Ap-
punto per il religioso terrore che ispirava”
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utdeantur. It is clear that they are not divinely affected; it is their opinion,
not Horace’s, that inspiration functions as a replacement for talent (sngen:-
um); furthermore, they believe that talent, in turn, is an effective substitute
for craft and the study and work associated with it. The point Horace
stresses by mocking these poets is that acting the insane poet is proof of
possessing no talent, and since they sought talent in place of craft, they
must not possess craft, either.

It is nevertheless incorrect to conclude that Horace rejects the existence
of poetic madness itself or that madness might have a positive impact on
the quality of poetry that the affected mind produces. A rejection of these
charlatan “mad” poets does not preclude the possible existence of poetic
madness, and Horace does not quite deny that he experiences fits of insani-
ty himself (AP 301-304):

o ego laevus,

qui purgor bilem sub verni temporis horam!
non alius faceret Meliora poemata: verum
nil tanti est.

I am so perverse;

I purge my bile when the spring season approaches,
or no one else would write better poems!

But nothing is worth that.

Brink argues that “[Horace] will not give up his sanity and therefore can-
not write (true) poetry’!? But this conclusion, while true enough, over-
looks the possibility that Horace takes the cure because he experiences the
onset of madness. Without the cure, Horace would descend into insanity.
The sarcasm makes it unclear whether he truly believes that his poetry
would be unmatched if he experienced madness, but Horace does not re-
ject the possibility of poetic madness or its presumed effect. Instead, he re-
jects the notion that untutored poetic talent or ability is so much more im-
portant than craft that it obviates the need for craft altogether. Further-
more, he rejects the assertion—which he attributes to Democritus—that
sane poets have no claim to Helicon, or that insanity is poetic ability itself.
Put positively, Horace insists that a poet must pursue craft, possess talent,
and reject madness.

11 “Many feign madness to seem like poets” Text of Pseudoacro is from Keller 1967.
For more on the nature of this madness, see Hajdu 2014, 34.
12 Brink 1971, 335 (ad 304).
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Though Horace does not comment on the relationship himself, a close
association between madness and poetic talent goes back as far as Por-
phyry: Ait enim Democritus poeticen natura magis quam arte constare, et eos so-
los poetas esse ueros, qui insaniunt; in qua persuasione <et> Plato est.'3 With
the exception of Porphyry’s introduction of Plato, whose ideas I will ad-
dress below, everything that he says could be nothing but paraphrase of
Horace’s verses, so it is possible that the association with Plato is created by
Porphyry himself. That possibility necessitates confronting the statements
of Democritus directly, as far as possible.

Outside of Porphyry, we can find just a few hints regarding what Dem-
ocritus may have suggested about the nature of poetic inspiration. The first
is preserved by Clement of Alexandria, at the end of the sixth book of his
Stromata. In the broader context, Clement is contrasting Christian doctrine
with Greek philosophy. The former has spread out over all the world and
persists even in those places where the government has prohibited it; the
latter was confined to Greece alone and disappeared anywhere it was op-
posed by the ruling powers. The reason for this, Clement argues, is that
Christian doctrine is the product of divinely inspired ecstasy.' To illustrate
his point, he quotes Democritus:

6.18.168.2 xai 6 Anpokptrog...“momtng 0¢ Goca pev av yphen pet
évbovotacpod kai iepod mvedpatog, Kodd kapta Eotivy’ls

And Democritus [says] “Whatever a poet writes with divinely inspired
ecstasy is extremely beautiful”

13 Porphyry ad 295: “Indeed, Democritus says that poetry consists more in natura
than ars, and that they alone are true poets who are insane; Plato is of the same
opinion? Text of Porphyry is from Holder 1967. Pseudoacro records Porphyry’s
gloss with minor changes: Quia Democritus dicit plus ualere ingenium quam periti-
am, et quia dicit non bonos poetas esse, nisi qui insaniunt; hoc idem et Plato. “Because
Democritus says that ingenium is more effective than practical experience, and
because he says that there are no good poets except those who are insane; and Pla-
to says the same thing”

14 Clem. Al St. 6.18.167.5 o0 yap o¢ avbpwmivn amobvijokel didackakio 008" Mg
acbeviig papaiveton dwped (0vdepio yap acbevig dwped Beob), pével 8¢ dxd@ALTOG,
dwytnoecon gig téhog mpoentevdeica. For it neither dies like human teaching,
nor withers away like an insignificant gift (since no gift of God is insignificant),
but it persists unhindered, though it is prophesied to be persecuted always. Text of
Clement taken from Treu 1985. For a thorough discussion of the term
évBovataopdg, cf. Schiitrumpf 2005, 612-614.

15 Diels-Kranz collect the fragment as 68 [55] B 18.
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Though Clement’s own opinion of the validity of Democritus’s conception
of inspiration is not necessarily indicative of Democritus’s actual views, it
is worth noting that he seems to disagree that Greek poetry was the prod-
uct of divine possession because he adds, “And we know what sorts of
things poets say. Would anyone be amazed that the prophets of the all-
powerful god become the tools of the divine voice?”¢ The Greeks believed
their poetry was the voice of the gods, but the very persistence of Christian
texts proves they alone are the true products of the divine voice entering
the human body.

Most importantly, however, the statement of Democritus as presented
by Clement does not flatly equate poetic madness with poetic ability;
rather, it asserts that divinely inspired ecstasy (évBovcioopog kol iepdv
mvedpa) makes poems beautiful. Though Democritus emphasized the role
that divine intervention played in poetic composition, Horace’s iteration
of the idea, that the sane poet is no poet at all, makes the case against inspi-
ration more definitively.

Additionally, a fragment preserved by Dio Chrystostom suggests that
Democritus explicitly claimed that poets rely on more than divinely in-
spired ecstasy to create their works:!”

‘O peév Anpoxprirog wept ‘Opnpov gnotv obtme: ‘Opnpog edcemg Aoymdv
Bealodong Emémv KOoPOV £TEKTNVOTO TAVTOiMV- MG OVK EVOV Gvey Belag
kol doupoviag phceng oBTmg Kok Kai copd Emn épydcachot.

Concerning Homer, Democritus says the following: “Homer, possessed
of a divine nature, built a world out of every kind of verse since it is im-
possible for beautiful and wise verses to be built in that way without a
divine and heaven-sent nature”

Homer’s nature is unambiguously divine, but nature is not divinely in-
spired ecstasy.!® Furthermore, according to Cicero, Democritus argued that
the gods were “principles of the mind??® In this case, a divine nature
would be ever-present in any individual. It seems impossible, therefore,

16 Clem. Al. St. 6.18.168.3 iopev 32 ol momTai Aéyousty. TodG 58 TOD TAVIOKPATOPOS
wpogrTag Beod ok dv Tig KatamAayein, Spyava Oelog yevopévoug pmviics

17 D. Chr. 53 (36) 1 (Arnim 2.109.21-24 = D.-K. 68 [55] B 21). Text is taken from von
Arnim 1962. I take the quotation to extend to the full stop.

18 Hajdu 2014, 35 does not recognize the difference between nature and ecstasy.

19 cf. Cic. Div. 1.43.120.
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that Democritus considered nature a kind of divine possession bestowed
on a devotee ad hoc.?°

Furthermore, Dio’s citation provides some evidence to suggest that
Democritus granted some value to poetic craft.?! He uses decidedly work-
manlike vocabulary to describe poetic composition. Homer built
(étextfivato) his world. The same verb could be used of the activity of a car-
penter, and the added detail of the building blocks of his world—words—
adds to the impression that the process envisioned is technical in nature.
This construction is made beautiful through Homer’s divine nature, but
the fact that there is construction at all leaves space for some technical craft
in the process. Our evidence for Democritus’s theories of poetic composi-
tion then, suggest that though Horace criticizes his views of poetic mad-
ness, their positions are not fully opposed. Both authors allow—though to
varying degrees—the existence of a poetic nature working in concert with
craft.

Porphyry, as we saw above, raises the possibility that Horace is attribut-
ing to Democritus a more well-known Platonic theory that does deny the
poet both @boig and téyvn.22 Clement also invokes Plato alongside Dem-
ocritus by paraphrasing Socrates’ statement at lon 534b2-4 that a poet is
light (kob¢poc) and sacred (iepdg) and unable to do anything before he is
possessed (évBeog) and out of his mind (ékxppwv).?> Clement has zeroed in
on the single passage in Plato’s entire body of work necessary to argue that

20 cf. Drozdek 2007, 106-107: “The genuine gods are not necessarily the gods of tra-
ditional mythology. From the very inception of Greek philosophy, the gods of
mythology were replaced by divinities purified from unpalatable features such as
their quarrelsomeness, jealousy, vindictiveness, overindulgence, and so on. Begin-
ning as early as Xenophanes, the anthropomorphic character of the gods is explic-
itly rejected. It is thus possible that Democritus has only two genuine divinities,
Punishment and Reward, as reported by Pliny (2.14 = A76). Anthropomorphic di-
vinities can be explained as purified ezdola of ordinary beings that the uninformed
take for genuine divinities?

21 cf.,, Rudd 1989 199, (ad 296-7) who argues, “He might not, perhaps, have admitted
to despising craftsmanship” Rudd was anticipated by Ringler 1941, 500.

22 Brink 1971 422 (ad 453-6) sees a direct reference to Plato: “With malicious literal-
ism H. interprets Democritus’ and Plato’s notion of divine possession: inspiration
is like an infectious or frightening disease? Rudd 1989, 199 (ad 297-7) is more cau-
tious.

23 Clem. Al St. 6 168.1 swa Tepl psv momrikiic [MAdtov “kodpov yap T xpfipa xai
iepov frromrng yphper “koi ovy 0ldg Te mMOlElv, mpiv Gv EvOedg Te Kol EKQpoV
yévnrar? Accordingly, Plato writes “For a poet is some light and sacred thing and
is unable to do anything before he becomes enthused and frenzied? Pl. Ion
534b3-6, text from Méridier 1964, runs: kodov yap ypfijpo woutng éotv Kol
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no such thing exists as a sane poet, and in the process, he takes the state-
ment out of context and presents the sentiment as far more decisive than it
truly is. Socrates’ statement that poets only function when out of their
minds is very forceful, but such an extreme interpretation of the nature of
the poet is unusual in Greek literature.?* Hesiod, for instance, to reiterate
the example already presented, speaks of a mixture of teaching, possession,
and gifts from the muses.?’ Socrates’ extreme position raises the possibility
that he is being ironic in the Jon and questioning the existence of poetic
possession, or at least questioning Ion’s assertion that he experiences it.2¢6
In fact, Jon undermines his own account of his complete madness when he
brags that he carefully watches the audience during his recitation to see if
they are crying because he knows they will pay him more if he has them
fooled.?” That behavior is prudens and far from possessed senselessness.
Though Dio does not compare the ideas of Democritus and Plato as ex-
plicitly as Porphyry and Clement do, he does address Plato several times in
On Homer, the same speech in which he addressed Democritus. His recol-
lection of Plato is as carefully chosen to refer to Plato’s concept of divinely
inspired ecstasy or poetic possession, a concept that reverberates through-
out several of Plato’s works, as Clement’s was to refer to madness. He men-
tions explicitly Plato’s praise of Homer for relying on the inspiration

TTNVOV Kai igpdv, Koi 0O TpOTEPOV 010¢ Te TOlElV Tplv Gv EvOsdg Te yévnTon Kol
EKQPOV KOl 0 VOGS INKETL &V oOTD EVi)-....

24 The extremity of the position is summarized well at Tigerstedt 1969, 65: “True,
the poet can [his] write a poem without being possessed by the Muse. But in that
case, the poem will be bad, flat, like the poems of Tynnichus, save for the one
paean which he himself called “an invention of the Muses” (Ion 534E)...” The
opinion that this view represents Platonic innovation is found at Tigerstedt 1969
26: “..with the dubious exception of Democritus, no Greek writer before Plato ev-
er described poetical inspiration in this way. The poets called themselves inspired
but not possessed” See also Murray 1996, 9: “P. transforms the traditional notion
of poetic inspiration by emphasizing the passivity of the poet and the irrational
nature of the poetic process?

25 cf. Murray 1996, 7.

26 Tigerstedt 1969 28: “The scales seem heavily tilted in favor of the ‘ironical’ inter-
pretation [of the Jon]. Yet, it is in the nature of irony that it leaves us baffled and
perplexed. The &ipwv does not speak his mind? Cf. also Tigerstedt 1969 p. 21,
n.Ss.

27 Pl lon 535e. Tigerstedt 1969, 21: “This passage [S35E] has not escaped the atten-
tion of the interpreters, who rightly have pointed out the incompatibility of the
rhapsode’s conscious interest in the public’s reaction with a real state of posses-
sion, for had not Socrates earlier spoken of the possessed poets, ‘who are out of
their wits’ (oig vodg pm mépeotwv) (534D)? Therefore, such a possession cannot be
Ion’s lot?
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(émimvouwa) of Apollo and the Muses to compose his poems.?® The concep-
tual boundaries Dio sets have appeared a little loose to commentators. H.
Crosby, for instance, thought that, “Dio here reverts to the doctrine of
Democritus?? On the contrary, there is no reason to conclude that Dio is
confused. His citation of Democritus, we recall, merely mentioned that
Homer used a divine nature to construct a world of words. He made no
mention of inspiration. Furthermore, Dio reiterates Plato’s praise of
Homer, who composed 008’ Gvev Movodv 1€ kol Ardrdmvog Emmvoiac.
This language is furthermore suggestive of a passage concerning divine in-
spiration in the Laws, when the Athenian says the conversation has been
like a poem and not without some inspiration of the gods, ovk &vev Tvog
gmmvoiag 0edv.3® Moreover, in the Republic, which is the text to which Dio
is referring in On Homer, Socrates makes divine inspiration (6.499b8: O¢ia
éninvown)—later referred to as “the muse of the polis” (6.499d4: Motca
wohewg)—the force that helps rulers become philosopher kings and strive
for perfection in themselves and their city. Dio’s language does not reveal
confusion; quite the opposite, it reveals a close familiarity with Plato’s
works.

Divinely inspired ecstasy is a concept that appears in several Platonic
treatises. In addition to those mentioned above, he revisits the concept at
the end of the Meno, when Socrates once again connects divinely inspired
ecstasy to the politician. After he and Meno come to the conclusion that
virtue cannot be taught (96b-d), Meno asks if it follows that there are no
virtuous people. Socrates suggests that there may be something besides

28 D. Chr. 53 (36) 6, (Arnim 2.111.9-13): &nt 8¢ kol a0TOg THG YAPLTOg EMUVAV THV
Toinow o@ddpo. dyatar TOV Avdpa. ATEXVOS Yap oOK dvev Begiog TOHMG 00O’ dvev
Movc@v te kol ATOALmVOg Emimvoiag SuvaTov obTOg DYNATY Kol peyOAOTPET] Kol
wpocttt Ndelay yevéoBat moinowv.... “And furthermore [Plato] himself, who praises
the poetry [of Homer] for its charm, loves the man exceedingly. For absolutely
not without some divine providence nor without the inspiration of both the Mus-
es and Apollo is it possible for poetry to be so sublime and magnificent and sweet
besides? I adopt here the text of Crosby 1946; von Arnim prints: £t1 8¢ koi a0TOg
TG XApLTog Emmv TV moino 6eddpa dyacat Tov Gvdpa.

29 Crosby 1946, 363 n.3.

30 Pl.Lg.7.811c6-10: Ndv yap dmoPréyag mpog Todg Adyovg odg €€ o péypt dedpo &1
StenAbBapev Nueic-mg pév épot pawvopeda, ovk dvev Tvog Emmvoiog Oedv-Edo&av
8" obv pot movtémact mowoel Tvi mpocopoing ipficdat Text of the Laws is from
Burnet 1967b. Tigerstedt 1969, 62: “..The Laws describes the lawgiver as acting
under divine inspiration. Looking back at the discussions which he and the other
two old men...have been pursuing, ‘as it seems to me not without some divine
inspiration” (o0k Gvev Twvog Emmvoiog Bedv), the Athenian finds that ‘they were
framed exactly like a poem’ (811c). Is this self-praise or self-irony?”
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knowledge that renders human conduct good, namely, right opinion.
Knowledge is prized more than right opinion because it is more lasting,
but right opinion can produce the same goodness as knowledge and can
even become knowledge through the proper method. It is a striking pas-
sage because Socrates, who asserts repeatedly that he knows nothing,
claims to know for certain that there is a difference between right opinion
and knowledge. Neither is a product of nature (¢pboig), so they must both
be acquired. Yet neither can be taught, for even if they are theoretically ca-
pable of being taught, there is no teacher who possesses the wisdom neces-
sary to teach them. If knowledge and right opinion cannot be taught, then
any politician who has done good for his polis must have been employing
the same mechanism as oracle chanters (ypnopwdoi) and possessed
prophets (Beopdvtelg) who have right opinion when they are in an ecstatic
state, but have no knowledge themselves.3! And Socrates immediately re-
peats his assertion that politicians must be, like everyone who is poetic, in
a divinely induced ecstatic state whenever they do good.?? These politicians
share with Ion their lack of true knowledge about the things they say, but
unlike Ion, they have managed to do good through divine inspiration.??

E. Tigerstedt sees in this passage a condemnation of politicians that is
similar to the condemnation of poets in the Jon. He argues:

The undeniable irony in the description of Anytus makes it very diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to accept the statements about ‘political inspira-
tion’ at their face value. We hesitate to believe in the apparent glorifica-
tion of a class of men to which the instigator of the judicial murder of
Socrates belongs.>*

31 PL. Men. 99¢c1-3: | oi woltucoi &vdpeg ypdpevor Tog mOAElG dpbodoty, ovdEY
SopepdvTog Exovteg TPOG TO Ppovelv 1j ol ypnopdol te kai oi Oeopdvtelg: kai yap
oot &vBouoidVTEg Aéyouoty pev 6AnOf koi moALd, Ioact 3¢ 00V GV Aéyovotv. Text
is from Burnet 1958.

32 Pl. Men. 99c11-d5: Opbdg 8p’ 8v xohoipev Ogiovg te obg vovdn Eléyopev
XPNOPMIOVG Kol PAVIES Kol TOVG TOMTIKOVG GTaVTOG: KOl TOUG TOMTIKOVS 0vY
fikiota TovTeV @oipev dv Oeiovg e elvon kai &vBouvstdlew, &mimvoug dvag Kkod
Kotexop£voug €k Tod Ogod, dtav Katopddot Aéyovteg mOAAG Kai peydia Tpdypata,
pndev £idoteg dv Aéyovov.

33 Cf. Bluck 1961, 424-427 (ad c2-3). Tigerstedt 1969, 40-41: “The same words which
in the Jon and the Apology were used to describe the poets’ mental state are now
used to describe that of the politicians: they are ‘divine and enraptured; ‘inspired
and possessed of God] not knowing what they say. Their ‘virtue’ is not given by
nature but is a ‘divine gift’ ‘without understanding.”

34 Tigerstedt 1969, 43. He continues: “Nor should we forget that, if the doctrine of
the poetical possession could be regarded as an exaggeration of the common be-
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But Tigerstedt unnecessarily expands Socrates’ list of “good” politicians to
include Anytus. On the contrary, in the Meno, Socrates vouches only for
Themistocles, Aristeides, Pericles, and Thucydides (93c-94e)—Anytus is
certainly excluded from the list, and in the end of the dialogue, Socrates
only mentions Themistocles a second time. His point is precisely that good
politicians are rare—they can only be created by divine possession—and
there may currently be no good politicians in Athens. This conclusion is
reinforced by a passage in the Apology. There, Socrates, in his search for
those with true knowledge, first approaches the politicians, who do not
know what is fine and good (21d4 kakov kéyabov), but they think they do.
These men are Anytus and his contemporaries. Next, Socrates goes to the
poets, who compose without wisdom, but through nature and divinely in-
spired ecstasy.>® But as Tigerstedt himself points out, “The poets are better
[than politicians]. For, though their wisdom is none, yet their works are
not bad?3¢ These poets surpass both Anytus and Ion because they are in-
habited by the divine, so their works are good. The consequence of the ar-
guments in the Meno and the Apology is that inspiration is necessary to pro-
duce good because people lack knowledge in their nature.?”

Still, it might be invalid to compare the comments Socrates makes re-
garding divinely inspired ecstasy in the Republic, the Meno, and the Laws to
those he makes in the Ion, or indeed to the comments Democritus and Ho-
race make, because in those works, Socrates is not speaking of the ecstasy
of poets, but of politicians. To see what he says directly about divinely in-
spired ecstasy in poets, and even how the poet who does good and the po-
litician who does good are similar, it is necessary to consider the Phaedrus.

In the Phaedrus, Socrates divides madness into several classes, first into
madness that is a consequence of human disease and that which is divinely
inflicted, and then he divides the divine madness further into four specific
types each associated with its own divinity: Apollo inspires mantic mad-

lief in poetical inspiration, the doctrine of political possession must have been re-
garded as a bad joke by contemporary readers. Some lawgivers, e.g. Lycurgus,
were, indeed, believed to have been inspired by a divinity, but to call all successful
—or popular—politicians possessed and to compare them to seers and soothsay-
ers cannot have been regarded as a compliment by Plato’s contemporaries—and it
is not so by Anytus?

35 PL Ap. 22b9-c1: 611 00 copig mowoiev G motoiev, ALY pVoEL TV Kol évBovstdlovteg
homep ol Beopdvrelg kai ol xpnopwdoi. Text is from Duke 1995.

36 Tigerstedt 1969, 32.

37 Though note Tigerstedt 1969 41 n.114: “Socrates stresses that dpetfi and opon
86&a on which the former is based, are not gvoet, in contrast to Apology 22 C,
where @boet is coupled together with évbovoialoveg”

269

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
Inhatts I

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Scott T. Farrington

ness, Dionysus telestic, the Muses poetic, and Aphrodite and Eros erotic.’3
He does not explicitly give a complete hierarchy, but does make clear that
erotic madness is the finest of the four.

It is unclear to what degree Socrates considers these forms of madness to
induce a state of ecstasy like the one that Ion (falsely) claimed to experi-
ence when he was—in Socrates’ words—possessed (§vBedg) and out of his
mind (k@pov).’? It seems that the mantic kind of madness requires this
sort of ecstasy,* and Dionysiac madness is widely depicted as a form of ec-
stasy in Greek literature and art.*! In the Phaedrus, Socrates uses as many
terms as possible to describe poetic ability as a strong form of possession
(245a1-8). Poets experience the madness (pavie) and the possession
(xatoxmyn) of the Muses, their soul is aroused (¢ysipovca) and excited to
frenzy (éxPaixyedovoa). Despite its possession, however, the soul of the po-
et provides an order (koopodoa) to the deeds of the ancients and educates
(mardevet) later generations. The language here suggests that these pos-
sessed individuals are of the better sort who manage to do good though
they have no knowledge of their own. It is certainly this true possession
that Socrates extends to philosophers (Pl .Phdr. 249¢8-d3):

glotdpevog 6 t@V AvOpoTivoav omovdacpdtov kol wpog T@ Ol

YlyvOpEvVog, vouBeTelTal pev Hmod TAV TOAADY O TapaKivav, Evhovctalmv
5¢& AéABev Tovg TOAAOVC.

38 Pl Phdr. 265a6-bS: Q. paviov yép tva dproapey svar oV Epota. 1| Y6p; DAL Nad.
Q. Maviag 8¢ ye €idn 0o, TV p&v v voonudtav avlpomivov, Ty & vmo Oeiag
g&adhayiig TV eiwbotwv vopipov yryvopévny. QAL Ilavo ye. Q. Tig 8¢ Oelog
teTtdpoy Oedv TéTTopa pépn SeAOpevol, POvTKYV pév Emimvolav ATOAA®VOG
0évteg, Atovicov 8¢ tedesTikiy, Movodv & ob TomTikiy, Tetdptv & Appoditng
koi "Eportog, épotucv poaviay épnoapév te dpiomv eivat... “[So.] We said that love
was some sort of madness, right? [Ph.] Yes. [So.] And that there are two kinds of
madness, one comes from human diseases, and the other from a divine alteration
of the usual customs. [Ph.] Absolutely. [So.] And we divided four classes divine
madness among four gods, assigning the inspiration of Apollo to mantic mad-
ness, that of Dionysus to telestic, of the Muses to poetic, and fourthly of
Aphrodite and Eros to erotic mania, and we said that madness was the best...”
Text of the Phaedrus is from Burnet 1967a.

39 Pl Ion 534b2-4.

40 cf, e.g., Yunis 2011, 131 (ad 244b1-5): “institutionally ensconced prophets, such as
the Pythia at Apollo’s oracle in Delphi and the priestesses at Zeus’s oracle in
Dodona, as well as individual diviners used ritual preparation and autosuggestion
to attain a physically altered, ecstatic state in which they channeled the divine and
thus performed their prophetic service?

41 Though Yunis emphasizes, rather, that this madness is its own cure. cf. Yunis
2011, 133 (ad d6-e5) and the literature cited there.
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Because he [the philosopher] has separated himself from human pur-
suits and is oriented toward the divine, he is rebuked by the majority
for being out of his senses, but they have failed to see that he experi-
ences a divine ecstasy.

What the philosopher experiences is divine possession, but those who are
mistaken about its nature believe the philosopher is mentally ill. Horace’s
Democritean poets put this misunderstanding into action; because they
have no interest in pursuing a craft, they feign a mad senselessness by look-
ing upward. Whereas Horace stresses that the poet cannot abandon craft
for madness, Socrates stresses that téyvn without divine madness cannot
produce the good (Pl. Phdr. 245a5-8):

0¢ & av dvev paviag Movodv €l momtikag BVpog apikntal, Telshelg dg
Gpo €k TéXVNG IKAVOG TOMTIG £0OHEVOS, ATEANG OWTOG TE Kal 1) Toinoig
V1o Tfig TV pawvopévev 1) T1od coepovodvtog Neavicon.

Whoever approaches the Muses’ poetic doors, convinced that he will be
a good poet by art, finds both that he is incapable and that the poetry
of the sane is obliterated by the poetry of the maddened.

Socrates does not reject craft, but in the absence of true knowledge (or,
lacking that, right opinion), craft cannot produce beauty.*? It does not fol-
low that divine ecstasy only produces beauty in the absence of craft. Fur-
thermore, the poet is not alone in the need for divine intervention; the po-
litician and the philosopher fare no better without it.

The sentiment here is compatible with that expressed in the Jon when
Socrates explains to Ion why he can speak well on Homer but on no other
subject (Pl. Torz 533d1-3): ot yap t0DTO TEEVN PEV OVK OV TOpd Gol el
‘Opnfpov €0 Aéyetv..., Oeia 88 dvvapig fi o€ Kivel... “For this is not a craft that
you have to speak well concerning Homer..., but a divine force (§ovapic)
which moves you” Socrates compares this force (SOvapic) to a magnet

42 Tigerstedt 1969, 53 misses the point: “However ‘divine’ the poet may be, as others
possessed, he is unable to understand what he does in his state of possession, and
to explain it afterwards to others. He cannot ‘give reasons for it’ (Adyov S86vau).
He does not belong to the realm of A6yoc” But of course, no one has yet achieved
a state of true knowledge, and that state will only be achieved by being inspired
first. Tigerstedt concludes “But now Socrates speaks contemptuously of him who
believes that he can be a good poet by skill alone (245 A), without the madness of
the Muses. It is as if he were saying ‘that the inspired poet is all the better for his
lack of knowledge!” Socrates does not go so far: the inspired poet is better than
the uninspired poet though both lack knowledge.
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which not only attracts ferrous objects, but also imparts magnetism to
them so they attract other ferrous objects. Similarly, the Muses impart their
force to one person, who in turn imparts it to others. This is the same force
that is described as divine ecstasy (évbovciaopdg) in the Phaedrus.

We find a similar treatment of divine force in Neoptolemus of Parium,
whose ideas, according to Porphyry, Horace incorporated into the AP. We
must approach the ideas of Neoptolemus through the criticism of Philode-
mus, who complained that his predecessor suggested a threefold division
of poetry: poet, poem, and poesy. But for the current discussion, it is his
definition of the poet that is of most interest: tov TV Tévnv Kol TV
dovapw Eyovta v womtikiv.*? This notion of a divine force guiding the
poet is clearly compatible with Socrates’ comments in the Jon and Phae-
drus.** Horace appears to render Neoptolemus’s téyvn as ars/studium and
his dvvoyug as natura/ingenium.*> With this rendering, Plato’s évbovotacpog
becomes Horace’s ingenium.

Horace does clearly reject the idea of the furor poeticus, but as he makes
explicit himself, this is a rejection of Democritus. His commentators and
the others who attributed the same valuation of poetic madness to Plato
depend upon an understanding of Platonic literary criticism that empha-
sizes the arguments of the Jon over other treatises. Finally, Horace seems to
inherit the Platonic notion of évBovowaopdg, but through the medium of
Neoptolemus, who used the term of the lon, d0vapig, to name the divine
force of the poet. This dVvapig becomes Horace’s ingenium, now an ability
entirely possessed by the poet but not possessing him. For Plato, in con-
trast, the poet’s ability is derived from the divine. Whereas Plato granted
ecstasy and inspiration to the philosophers, Horace granted hard work and
talent to the poets.
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»Et in Arcadia ego® — Ich, der Tod? Oder der Tote? Oder Ich,
Goethe?!

Reinhard Brandt (Marburg)

Die Grabinschrift ,Et in Arcadia ego“ findet sich zuerst auf einem
Gemalde von Giovanni Francesco Barbieri, genannt Il Guercino
(1591-1666), entstanden um 1620 in Rom, sodann bei Nicolas Poussin
(1594-1665) auf zwei Bildern um 1630 und 1640.2 Der tibliche Bildtitel ist
identisch mit der Inschrift des Grabes.3

Guercino, Et in Arcadia ego, 81x91cm, Ol auf Leinwand, Roma, Galleria
Nazionale d’ Arte Antica.

1 Die folgenden Ausfiihrungen setzen meine Darstellung in Arkadien in Kunst,
Philosophie und Dichtung (2006) fort.

2 Guercino, Et in Arcadia ego, 81x91cm, Ol auf Leinwand, Roma, Galleria Nazionale
d’Arte Antica; Poussin I, Et in Arcadia ego,101x82cm, Ol auf Leinwand, Devon-
shire Collection. Chatsworth House; Poussin II. Et in Arcadia ego, 87x120cm, Ol
auf Leinwand. Louvre, Paris.

3 Weisbach 1930, 128: ,Woher das Wort Et in Arcadia ego stammt, und wie sein er-
stes Auftauchen im 17. Jahrhundert sich erklart, ist bisher nicht ermittelt worden:
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I Erwin Panofsky: Auch in Arkadien bin ich, der Tod

Bei der von ihm aufgeworfenen Frage, ob die Grabinschrift ,Et in Arcadia
ego” zu fassen ist als ,Auch in Arkadien bin ich, sc. der Tod*; oder aber als
»Auch ich, der Tote hier, bin / war in Arkadien®, votierte Erwin Panofsky
fir die erste Variante, den Tod. Dies sei die urspriingliche, schon bei Gio-
vanni Pietro Bellori nachweisbare Auffassung, sie sei auch allein gramma-
tisch moglich. Dass mit dem ,ego“ der Tote auftritt, verbietet sich also
nach Panofsky sowohl aus historischen und wie auch aus sprachlichen
Grinden. Ich halte beide Annahmen fir falsch, die zweite widerlegt Panof-
sky selbst.*

Der makabre Schidel des Bildes von Guercino sei, so also Panofsky, die
Verkorperung des Todes.

»Guercino’s painting shows a dramatic meeting with Death which
dumbfounds the shepherds by its very unexpectedness. [...] the death
“s-head, impersonating Death himself had originally been the most
important factor in the whole conception as a proclaimer of the sen-
tence "Even in Arcadia, there I am". [...] Giovanni Pietro Bellori [...]
gave an exact and correct interpretation of the inscription when he
wrote: “Et in Arcadia ego” - cioe che il sepolcro si trova ancora in Arca-
dia e che la Morte a luogo in mezzo le felicita”

Panofsky erlautert: ,"Et in Arcadia ego’ means that the grave is to be
found even in Arcadia and that death holds sway in the very midst of de-
lights

Aber was heif$t ,,cioe“ bei Bellori? Es soll etwas durch etwas erlautert
werden.¢ Panofsky macht daraus ein ,means® eine Ubersetzung” des ,,Et in
Arcadia ego® Aber Belloris Erlautung passt vorziiglich zur naheliegenden
Auffassung des lateinischen Spruchs, gemaf§ der weder das Grab (!) noch
der Tod sprechen, sondern der Tote. Nicht das Grab und nicht ,la
Morte“ kdnnen das mit ,,ego“ sprechende Subjekt (,proclaimer of the sen-
tence®) sein. Mit dem ,cioe“ schafft Bellori einen Abstand gegentber der

4 Im ersten Teil der Kritik stimme ich im Ergebnis mit Weisbach 1937-1938 tiberein.
Im zweiten Teil wende ich mich besonders gegen Panofsky 1975.

5 Panofsky 1936, 236-237.

Erschopfend und korrekt dazu Goldoni 1977.

7 Neben dem zitierten ,interpretation® auch ,translation® 236, Anm. 3 (,,in Bellori”s
translation®).

[
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., Etin Arcadia ego* — Ich, der Tod? Oder der Tote? Oder Ich, Goethe?

Rede ,Et in Arcadia ego® er will sie nicht wiedergeben, sondern gibt zwei
Erlauterungen: Dass sich das Grabmal auch (sc. sogar) in Arkadien findet,
und dass der Tod sich mitten im gliicklichen Leben ereignet.

Die englische Ubersetzung Belloris aus dem Jahr 2007 folgt der falschen
Interpretation Panofskys: ,,"Et in Arcadia ego’, [I too am in Arcadia]
which is to say that the tomb is present even in Arcadia and that death
takes place in the midst of joys®“ Aber wo treten je das Grab und der Tod
als redendes ,ego“ auf? Dies ist eine Erfindung Panofskys; Bellori dagegen
erldutert den bekannten Grabspruch nicht mit einer Aussage des Grabes
und des Todes, sondern zber das Grab und den Tod.

Ahnlich wie bei Bellori lautet der Kommentar bei André Félibien, aus
dessen Entretiens sur les vies et les ouvrages des peintres IV (1685) Panofsky
selbst zitiert: ,[...] par cette inscription on a voulu marquer que celui qui
est dans le tombeau a vécu en Arcadie, et que la Mort se rencontre parmi
les plus grandes félicitez™ ,[...] on a voulu marquer®: auch hier eine Er-
lauterung, keine Wiedergabe der Rede.!°

Panofskys Tod ist prisent in seiner abstrakten Allgemeinheit; das
Bildgeschehen wird dadurch zur blofen Illustration: Der Tote hier exem-
plifiziert die schreckliche Wahrheit der abstrakten allgemeinen Sentenz.
Der Schrift mit ihrer generellen Maxime kommt bei Panofsky der Primat
zu; sie liest der Betrachter zuerst, dann folgt der Bildinhalt, den der Maler
unter das Allgemeine subsumiert hat. Wer das Bild sieht, mochte die Rei-
henfolge gerne umkehren und den Totenschidel an den Anfang stellen;
die Konklusion, dass also der Tod in Arkadien ist, ist trivial. Das Ich des
Toten selbst meldet sich im ,ego® zu Wort; natiirlich ist damit der Tod
prasent. Panofskys Auffassung ist ein unsachliche Schwichung der Bild-
kraft.

Jetzt zum zweiten Punkt: Der mit ,ego“ Redende konne nicht der Tote
sein, weil dies gegen die lateinische Grammatik verstoe. Diesen Punkt
fihrt Panofsky besonders in der Fassung seiner Arbeit von 1957 und deren
deutscher Ubersetzung von 1975 niher aus. Die Inschrift ,Et in Arcadia
ego“ konne unmoglich die Rede des Toten im Grab wiedergeben, denn
eine solche Annahme sei ,unvereinbar mit den Regeln der lateinischen
Grammatik 1" ,Die Wendung Ef in Arcadia ego ist einer jener elliptischen
Satze wie Summum jus summa iniuria, E pluribus unum, Nequid nimis oder

8 Bellori 2007, 329.

9 Panofsky 1936, 237, Anm. 2.
10 So auch Weisbach 1937-1938, 288-289.
11 Panofsky 1975, 359.
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Sic semper tyrannis, in denen das Verbum durch den Leser zu erginzen ist.
“12 Keineswegs, denn die zitierten Ausdriicke sind frei zirkulierende Motti,
das ,Et in Arcadia ego” ist dagegen situativ gebunden und kann vom fiktiv
redenden ,,ego“ (ob nun der Tod oder der Tote) nicht abgeldst werden; es
ist damit vollig anders. Nach Panofsky soll die Grabinschrift ergianzt wer-
den durch ,bin% ,Vergangenheitsform ist nicht moglich!3 Das vorgebliche
Vergleichsmaterial lasst diesen Schluss nicht zu. Und in welcher Gram-
matik steht das angefithrte VergangenheitsVerbot auch fiir rhetorische
Wendungen?

»,Noch wichtiger: das adverbiale et bezieht sich unveridnderlich auf das
unmittelbar darauf folgende Substantiv oder Pronomen (wie in Ef fu,
Brute) und dies bedeutet, daf es sich in unserem Fall nicht auf ego, son-
dern auf Arcadia bezieht; [...]¢* Und wenn sich der Autor diesem
vorgeblichen grammatischen Reglement nicht unterwirft, sondern von
einer poetischen Lizenz Gebrauch macht?

Wie immer man zu zeigen versucht, dass das ,Et“ nicht auf das ,ego“ in
einem Hyperbaton zu beziehen ist: der gesamten Tradition war dieses Hy-
perbaton geldufig und der Grabspruch als Rede des Toten verstandlich.
Das Pradikat fehlt, und man wird dieses Fehlen nicht als Verstof§ gegen die
Schulgrammatik bemangeln dirfen, sondern als ein eigentiimliches
Glanzstiick ansehen. Der tote Hirte lebte in Arkadien und beklagt jetzt in
vorbereiteter Rede seinen Tod. Vergangenheit und Gegenwart werden in
dem Spruch zusammengefaltet. Der Leser versteht dies sofort; in der
griechisch-lateinischen Sepulkralkultur wurde von dieser paradoxen Jetzt-
Rede der lingst Verstorbenen permanent Gebrauch gemacht. ,Wanderer,
kommst du nach Sparta [...]1* Der spezielle Wegfall des Pradikats lasst sich
auf der Frontseite des Daphnisgrabes von Vergil beobachten: ,,Daphnis ego
in silvis“!S Hierauf werden wir im Folgenden erneut eingehen.

Es fallt auf, dass sich Panofsky nicht auf die vorchristliche antike Praxis
bezieht. Die reiche Tradition der Ich- oder auch Wir-Rede der Toten in
dem Grab, vor dem wir stehen, wird von ihm nicht erwahnt. Aber das Re-
naissancegrab evoziert mit seinem Latein auf dem ungewohnten Grab die
vorchristliche Welt und schliefft mit einiger Kihnheit an ihre Briauche an.

12 Panofsky 1975, 359.
13 Panofsky 1975, 360.
14 Panofsky 1975, 360.
15 Vergil, Eclogae V 43. Vgl. u. a. Maisak und Fiedler 1992, 113.
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Auf dem Grabstein gibt es nur die imaginierte Ich-Rede des Toten. Nach
Panofsky musste dagegen der Tod selbst als Redender den Spruch ar-
tikulieren. Aber wie macht er es? Als Skelett? Gibt es dafiir eine einzige Par-
allelstelle? Sagt der Tod in irgendeiner Inschrift: ,Ich, der Tod, [...]? Wo
spricht das Grab ,Ich, das Grab hier [...]? Dass dagegen imaginar der Tote
redet, ist seit frithgriechischen Zeiten bis hin zu Vergil bezeugt. Man lese
nur die musterhafte Arbeit von Hausle 1980.

Nun fiihrt Panofskys Interpretation von Poussins zweiter Fassung des Et
in Arcadia ego zu einer Uberraschenden Wende, die den Leser vollig ver-
wirren muss. In dieser Fassung ,lddt Poussin selber, indem er in der In-
schrift keine verbale Verdnderung vornimmt, den Betrachter ein, ja, zwingt
ihn fast, sie falsch zu Gibersetzen, indem er das ego auf einen Toten, statt auf
das Grab bezieht, indem er das et mit dem ego verkniipft, statt mit Arcadia,
und indem er das fehlende Verbum in der Form eines vixi oder fui, statt
eines sum erganzt'6

Bei Poussins zweiter Fassung driange sich somit auf, statt an den Tod
oder das Grab (in der vorgeblich korrekten Latein-Fassung) doch (wider
alle Grammatik) an den Toten zu denken und die grammatisch un-
mogliche Fassung des Spruchs zu wiahlen. Hierbei wird natiirlich unter-
stellt, dass der im Lateinischen geschulte Betrachter die jetzt geforderte
Lesart spontan einsetzt, er darf sie nicht fir falsch halten, sie muss fiir ihn
die einzig mogliche sein. Damit pladiert Panofsky fiir eine Zuriicknahme
seiner Ausgangsthese, eben diese Fassung sei grammatisch unhaltbar. - Es
ist schwer, diesen Volten zu folgen.

Die falsche Ubersetzung soll jetzt den Toten reden lassen, und just dies
legt sich in Poussins zweiter Fassung wenig nahe! Es gibt hier gerade keine
dramatische Prisenz des Toten, sondern eine vage Allgemeinheit des
Todes, symbolisiert durch ein klassisches Grabmal. Poussins zweite Fas-
sung richtet ihr Interesse jedoch auf einen ganz neuen Gegenstand, den
Guercino vorbereitet hat und Poussin nun weiterfithrt; dazu spiter einige
kurze Uberlegungen.

Die wie immer hochst gelehrten Ausfithrungen Erwin Panofskys be-
herrschen seit ihrer Publikation die Forschung, besonders das Grammatik-
Argument lasst alle Bedenken schwinden, zumal auch Konig Georg III von
England autoritativ gesagt hat: , Ay, ay, Death is even in Arcadia®!” Panof-
sky profitiert vom schlechten Gewissen seiner Leser, im Latein-Unterricht
einige raffinierte Paragrafen verschlafen zu haben. Zusammenfassend

16 Panofsky 1975, 367.
17 Panofsky 1936, 237, Anm. 1.
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Wikepedia 2016: Der Kunsthistoriker Erwin Panofsky habe festgestellt, die
heute verbreitete Ubersetzung ,Auch ich war in Arkadien“ werde ,dem
Originaltext bzw. der lateinischen Grammatik nicht gerecht und mdsse
ersetzt werden. Im Gegenteil: Es ist Zeit, Panofskys Grab- und Todes-ego
zu vergessen und zum ,ego“ des Toten zurlickzukehren, zumal Panofsky
selbst diese Wende schon vollzogen hat.

II. ,,Auch ich (der Tote) bin (war) in Arkadien“
1. Arkadien

Arkadien ist eine Landschaft der Peloponnes, der Insel (nesos) des Pelops
also, tatsachlich Halbinsel, denn der Isthmus von Korinth verbindet die
Fast-Insel mit dem Festland, Goethe im Faust: die ,Nichtinsel® ,mit le-
ichter Higelkette / Europens letztem Bergast angeknipft!® Arkadien ist
eine Landschaft ohne Hafen und Schifffahrt und Handel, stagnierend seit
Beginn. Es gibt Hirten und vielleicht Sammler, aber keine Jiger und
Bauern und Stidter, entsprechend kein Recht, kein Eigentum und keine
Herrschaft, keine Konkurrenz und Entwicklung, die zu Erfindungen und
Fortschritt zwingt und zu herausragenden Taten und zur Teilnahme an der
Geschichte. Dieses abgehingte Vergangenheitsland wird im Hellenismus,
also in der Zeit nach Aristoteles und Alexander dem Groflen, als Land
nicht des zivilen Jammers, sondern des urspriinglichen Gliicks entdecke.
Das zweite Arkadien ist eine poetische Kreation, die nicht verpflichtet ist,
in der Peloponnes zu bleiben, sondern bei Mantua (Vergil) oder spater
auch in der Nihe von Sevilla (Cervantes) oder stidlich von Rom (Goethe)
liegen kann; Bestand haben nur der wohlklingende Name ,,Arkadien® und
das Anfangsdasein. Eine Abwechselung bringen die leicht auftlackernde
Liebe zwischen den Hirten und der Tod, besonders der Tod eines
abgewiesenen Liebhabers. Auf Grabmailern klagen die Toten: Auch sie
waren einst in Arkadien, und die Lebenden halten ein in ihrem sonst
gedankenlosen Schiferleben.

Arkadien ist das Land, das abgeschlossen in der Vorgeschichte verharrt
und fremd in die Jetztzeit hineinragt. Die Arkader bleiben Primitive,!? sie
konnen also nicht lesen und schreiben und entwickeln auch keine andere

18 Goethe 1949 ff., 111 287 — Faust II, Vers 9512-3.
19 Ovid, Fasti IT 289-290: ,,Ante Jovem gemitum habuisse ferunter / Arcades [...] Ar-
tis adhuc expers et rude vulgus erat:
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Kultur. Wir Spateren kénnen hiertiiber groffziigig hinwegsehen und den
Arkadern ein gelungenes Leben andichten (,Arkadisch frei sei unser
Glack!*), wir konnen auch das Ovidsche ,rudis“ betonen, wie Thomas
Hobbes schreibt: ,[...] no Arts, no Letters, no Society; and which is worst
of all, continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man,
solitary, poore, nasty, brutish and short“?° Aber seit Vergils Eklogen (um 40
v. Chr.) wird vor allem an das Gliick der naiven Einwohner gedacht, noch
nicht gequilt vom Unbehagen in der Kultur, von den Leiden, die sich die
in die Geschichte hinaus gestiegenen Menschen antun. Dieses Arkadien
des ,locus amoenus®, der gliicklichen Anfangsidylle, lebt in der Neuzeit
wieder auf und wird kreativ in die eigene Kultur integriert. Es ist das Arka-
dien der Girten und kunstsinnig angelegten Landschaft, der verstreuten
Ruinen und Aussichtspunkte. Urspringlich war jedoch auch der Tote
prasent, der uns klagend anredet. Das Land des Ursprungs war nicht nur
der Ort unreflektierten Gliicks, sondern auch der Totenklage. ,Et in Arca-
dia ego®; so die Inschrift des Grabmals bei Guercino.

In einer listigen Vertauschung wird im 18. Jahrhundert das Toten-
»eg0”“ seines Ich beraubt, es ist jetzt nicht mehr der Gestorbene, sondern
mutiert zum Besucher, der mit seinem selbstbewussten ,,Auch ich in Arka-
dien“ von der antiken Poesielandschaft Besitz ergreift. Aber das ist schon
das Ende der Geschichte.

2. Ego

Schwieriger zu erlautern ist das ,ego® das sich in der Inschrift auf dem
Grab meldet. Dieses Ich ist so alt wie die entsprechende Schriftkultur, ,,Ich
bin Dareios der Konig [...]“?! In der Bibel verritselt Gott sich selbst durch
den Ausspruch: ,Ich bin, der ich bin??

Wir stellen an den Anfang dieser Ego-Logik einige Hinweise zur Ich-
Kultur der Antike, an der die arkadische Ich-Rede ,Et in Arcadia ego® teil-
hat. Eine wichtige Skizze liefert Bruno Snell in seiner Entdeckung des
Geistes, zuerst 1946. Snell widmet dem Guercino -Thema ein eigenes Kapi-
tel: ,Arkadien. Die Entdeckung einer geistigen Landschaft“?® In Vergils Ek-
logen steht der Ursprungssatz unseres Mottos: ,Daphnis ego in silvis [...]

20 Hobbes 1962, 65.

21 Herodot IX 111.

22 Bibel, 2. Moses, 3, 14.
23 Snell 1980°, 257-275.
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(V 43). Daphnis ist der Eigenname des Hirten, der hier von sich sagt, er
sei ,»in silvis® Schon beginnt die Schwierigkeit, denn ,,silvae“ sind nicht nur
die Walder Arkadiens, sondern in gelaufiger Ubertragung auch die Dich-
tungen. Wir kennen aus dem 18. Jahrhundert noch die ,Kritischen
Walder® von Herder.24 Also das nunmehr tote ,ego“ des Daphnis spricht
von sich als einem Bewohner der arkadischen Walder, aber zugleich als
Dichter eben dieser Zeile.

Nun gehort zu diesem Textstiick nicht nur das Wortmaterial, sondern
die Form der Dichtung, und zwar der Eklogen insgesamt. Eine Analyse des
zehnteiligen Werks zeigt, dass unser Ich-Vers wohlkomponiert in der nu-
merischen Mitte der 9 ersten, als Einheit komponierten Eklogen steht.?s
Der Aufbau ist also so konzipiert, dass das Ich des Dichters, des Daphnis
alias Vergils, wortwortlich im Zentrum der 9 Eklogen steht; es geht also
zentral um dieses Ich. Lange vor Descartes und allen Subjektwenden stellt
der grofite romische Dichter das Ego, das Subjekt, deklarativ in die Mitte,
gewissermallen als hochsten Punkt, an dem alles aufgehingt ist. Der tote,
in der Erinnerung redende Dichter feiert im ,Daphnis ego” seine Auferste-
hung. So wie die 4. Ekloge von der Geburt des Kindes berichtete (und als
wunderhafte Ankindigung der Geburt Christi gefeiert wurde), so ist das
redende ,,Ego® des Toten eine Auferstehung im Bewusstsein der Menschen,
die vor dem Grabmal stehen und des Toten gedenken. Jedes spatere ,Et in
Arcadia ego“ soll dieses Wieder-Leben des Ego in der imaginierten
Zeitschleife von Tot und Lebend symbolisch wiederholen, fiir Christen
streng genommen ein Sakrileg.

Der lebende Vergil verfasst idealiter die Zeilen, die von ihm auf seinem
Grabstein kiinden sollen, mit dem Ego, das in die Zukunft projektiert wird
und so die Erinnerung an den Dichter bewahrt.

»Mantua me genuit, Calabri rapuere. Tenet nunc

Parthenope. Cecini pascua, rura, duces:

(,Mantua hat mich gezeugt, Bewohner von Kalabrien raubten mich,
jetzt halt mich

Neapel. Ich besang die Hirten, die Landkultur, die Fursten®).2¢

24 Herder, Kritische Walder, 1769.

25 Vergil, Ecloga V 43. Skutsch 1969 (passim) zeigt im Einklang mit der Forschung,
dass Vergil bei seiner Komposition nur die ersten 9 Eklogen zihlt und die 10. als
Anhang ungezihlt folgen lasst. So konnen V 43-45 als Mitte des Buches gelten.

26 Zum Grabmal in Neapel vgl. Capasso 1983.
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Das neuzeitliche ,Et in Arcadia ego® ist der Nachfolger der Subjektkultur
der Antike, um es ein wenig Gberspitzt gegen eine immer noch verbreitete
Tendenz der Ich-Leugnung in der Antike zu formulieren.

Die griechische und romische Kultur waren grof8ziigig in der Vergabe
der Moglichkeiten, Ich zu sein oder sich als Ich zu behaupten. Der Tote
spricht aus dem Grab: ,Ich war [...] oder ,Ich bin [...]* Das wird uns na-
her beschiftigen. Aber es kann auch eine Vase die Inschrift tragen: ,Mich
machte Exekias“?” Die Vase betritt die Bihne der Wirklichkeit und sagt
von sich, sie sei das Erzeugnis des Kunstlers Exekias. Diese hochst
kinstliche geistvolle Selbstrede ,Ego sum®“ und ,,Me fecit® ist offenbar ganz
problemlos zu verstehen. Jeder weif§ sofort, was gemeint ist, theatralisch,
nicht philosophisch.

Die Moglichkeit der Ich-Nobilitierung von Dingen, die jemand
gemacht hat, ist mit wenigen Ausnahmen?® heute verlorengegangen, sei es,
weil die Industrialisierung keinen individuellen Macher mehr zulasst, sei
es, weil das Christentum das Ich fir Gott und die Menschen reserviert hat;
so kann auch kein individuelles Kunstwerk mehr von sich behaupten
»,Mich hat Pablo Picasso gemacht® An die Stelle der witzigen Ich-Rede
eines Bildes oder Kruges mit dem stolzen Verweis auf den Hersteller tritt
mit der beginnenden Neuzeit umgekehrt das Signieren des selbstbe-
wussten Kinslers, man denke an Durers AD, mit dem er dem Betrachter
nicht das Jahr des Herrn, Annus Domini, sondern Albrecht Dirers Erzeug-
nis prasentiert. Das Bild ist sein Werk, sein Objekt; dieses hat wohl nicht
mehr die Freiheit, selbst zu verkiinden, dass Albrecht Direr es machte,
»AD me fecit® In der Industrieproduktion ersetzt das Markenzeichen der
Firma die Ich-Firmierung sei es des Produkts, sei es des Herstellers. Es stellt
ab auf die rasche Wiedererkennung durch den potentiellen Kiufer, mit
dem weder Exekias noch Direr gerechnet hatten. Die Serienproduktion
verhindert, dass ein individuelles Stiick aus der Reihe tanzt und sich als Ich
vorstellt.

Uns interessieren die Grabinschriften, in denen der jetzt Tote in der Ich-
Rede hier-jetzt spricht. Er hat vor seinem Ableben den Freunden die Auf-
gabe gestellt, sein Grab mit der von ihm, dem noch Lebenden, festgelegten
Inschrift zu versehen. Daher entsteht eine Zeitschleife in dem Kulturpro-
dukt der Grabinschrift: ,Ich, der hier Begrabene, bin [...] Aber es kann
natiirlich auch ,ich war® heiffen, wie sich schon oben zeigte. In dem
»ego” verschmilzt paradoxerweise beides, Tod und Leben. Im Gedenken an

27 Brandt 2006, 18, Anm. 10.
28 Zu ihnen gehort die Glocke des Wiener Stephandoms. Relata refero.
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ihn lebt der jetzt Tote, wie er es damals wollte. Daher verzichtet das Motto
auf ein Pradikat; es ist und will beides, Vergangenheit und Gegenwart. Zu
dieser Erkenntnis bedarf es keiner Grammatik, sondern der Einbil-
dungskraft, tiber die die Menschen gewohnlich verfigen und so das para-
doxe Diktum im Andenken an den Toten sogleich verstehen. Das An-
denken selbst ist auf zwei Weisen moglich; urspringlich und meistens
wird des Toten als des frither Lebenden wegen seiner besonderen Taten
oder auch der Zuneigung etwa des Ehegatten oder der Kinder gedacht. Es
kann jedoch das redende Ich auch anonym sein; es kann oder will nicht
personlich genannt und erinnert werden, sondern erhebt seine wehmitige
Klage tber den Verlust des Lebens in Arkadien. Dies letzte ist der Fall in
der Maltradition, die mit Guercino beginnt.

II. Guercino, ,,Et in Arcadia ego”

»Et in Arcadia ego” - Guercino benutzt fir sein wohl neues Motto eine an-
tike Vorlage, das schon zitierte ,Daphnis ego in silvis“ aus Vergils Eklogen.
Nun ist die Christianisierung des Abendlandes nicht folgenlos fiir das The-
ma von Tod und Leben. Vergil schrieb in einer antiken Tradition, in der
die Grabinschrift die Gewahr bieten sollte, dass der Tote im Gedenken der
Leser und Betrachter seinen Tod fiir eine kurze Zeit aufhebt. Das redende
Ego ist ein namentlich genanntes Individuum, das durch bestimmte Eigen-
schaften und Handlungen identifiziert werden kann. Nur so ist das er-
hoffte personliche Andenken und Fortleben moglich. Hiermit ist die
christliche Seelenauffassung nicht vertraglich; sie rechnet mit einer den
Tod tberlebenden Seele oder gar Korper-Seeleneinheit, die nach dem irdis-
chen Leben in das himmlische Reich aufgenommen werden. So in aller
Hirte und unbarmherzigen Zumutung der christliche Glaube. Des Toten
wird entsprechend nicht mehr in einer Zwiesprache an seinem Grab
gedacht, sondern es wird fiir sein Heil in der Kirche gebetet.?

In der Ubernahme des vorchristlichen Arkadienmotivs liegen somit
zwel Probleme, die Guercino sich stellt und genial (und bislang unbe-
merkt?) 10st: Erstens: Die Kultur des Andenkens am Grab des Toten ist
vorchristlich und wird sicher von der Kirche, die fiir das personliche See-

29 Vgl. dazu Herklotz 1985. Es gibt offenbar bei den ,sepulcra® und ,,monumen-
ta“ des Mittelalters keine Ich-Rede des Toten, mit der dieser sich an den Wanderer
oder Trauernden wendet. Herklotz fiithrt zwar in der Literaturliste die Arbeit von
Hausle 1980 auf (Herklotz 1985, 249), vergleicht jedoch nicht deren Inhalt mit
der von ihm analysierten christlichen Sepulkralkultur.
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lenheil verantwortlich ist, ungern geduldet. Zweitens: Wenn die Arkader
realistisch ein vorgeschichtliches ungebildetes Volk sind, wie z. B. Ovid in
den Fasti bezeugt, dann konnen sie nicht lesen; ob die Inschrift nun den
Toten namentlich nennt oder nur das anonyme ,ego® aufruft, interessiert
dabei nicht. Wozu dient aber dann das ,Et in Arcadia ego®, an wen richtet
es sich, wenn die Arkader nicht die Adressaten sein konnen?

Zum ersten Punkt: An die Stelle der namentlichen Erinnerung, durch
die der Tote oder die Tote ein Weiterleben nach dem Tod sucht, tritt die
Klage des anonymen Toten. ,Auch ich war einst in Arkadien und weile jet-
zt unter den Toten, ist die Klagerede eines jeden Verstorbenen, besonders
nattrlich desjenigen, dessen barock-makabren Schidel wir hier im Bild vor
uns sehen. Die schriftliche Rede des Toten ist nicht mehr die Evozierung
der personlichen Erinnerung, sondern die Klage tber das verlorene Leben
in Arkadien.

Zum zweiten: Guercino konzipiert das Bild so, dass die beiden Hirten
nur den Totenkopf sehen konnen; die Inschrift steht dagegen auf der von
ihnen abgewandten Seite des Grabsteins und richtet sich an uns, die exter-
nen Betrachter und Leser. Eine Bilderfindung, die das weitere Schicksal des
Mottos bestimmt und die teilhat an einer antiplatonischen, antiaristotelis-
chen Erkenntnistheorie: sie trennt sinnliche Wahrnehmung und Denken
von einander; die erste bildet eine Vorstufe, zu der auch die primitiven
Hirten in der Lage sind, die zweite wird erst durch eine Kultur ermoglicht,
die nur der externe Betrachter hat. Die beiden Hirten also sind zum Sehen
und sinnlichen Erfahren in der Lage, sie sind emotional bewegt beim An-
blick des Totenkopfes, aber damit endet auch ihre Mdglichkeit, auf den
Toten zu reagieren. Wir dufferen Betrachter dechiffrieren dagegen die
Schrift, die die Freunde des Toten in den Stein geschlagen haben. Das Bild
bezieht sich also auf Personen aufSerhalb der vorgeschichtlichen Welt der
Arkader. Sie sind zu beiden Stufen, dem Anschauen und Denken, in der
Lage, sic konnen beide Geschichtsphasen tberblicken, die noch blofS
sinnliche der Arkader und die begriffliche der Kultur, die auf die primitive
Vorgeschichte folgt. ,,Et in Arcadia ego®; das Ich wird durch keine herausra-
genden Ziige profiliert, es ist kein denkwirdiges Individuum, sondern ein
namenloser Hirt, der tiber den Verlust des Lebens in Arkadien klagt.

Man beachte: Der Schidel auf dem Steinwiirfel hat eine wohlkalkulierte
Blickrichtung; sie trennt genau die beiden Phasen, die wir mit der Stufung
von Sinnlichkeit (auf der linken Bildseite) und Verstand (auf der nachfol-
genden rechten Seite) auffanden.

Betrachtet man das Bild im Ganzen noch einmal, so wird man auch
konstatieren, dass es in drei Stiicke oder Ideen auseinanderfillt. Da sind
zuerst die beiden biederen Hirten, die auch vor der Krippe des Christus-
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Kindes stehen konnten; sodann die drastische Gestaltung des Schadels,
und drittens die Inschrift. Zwei Argumente nétigen dazu, das ,ego® der In-
schrift auf den friher hier lebenden, jetzt toten Hirten (und nicht etwa
»den Tod“) zu beziehen. Erstens eint diese Beziehung das Bild im Ganzen.
Wir lesen identisch das, was die Hirten sehen. Es geht um den Toten hier
und seine Klage. Zweitens ist damit der Anschluss an die antiken Grabin-
schriften gewiahrleistet, auf die der Maler zuriickgreift. Der Sprechende ist
auch dort der konkrete Tote, nicht der abstrakte Tod, der die ginstige
Gelegenheit ergreift, sich endlich einmal zu Wort zu melden.

So gerit in das Bild der Riss zwischen Natur- und Kulturzustand; der let-
ztere wird durch die Schriftzeichen markiert. Mit diesem Riss liegt das In-
teresse des Bildes einerseits in der Prasenz des Toten und dessen Klage, an-
dererseits jedoch in einer geschichtlichen Reflexion tiber zwei Phasen der
menschlichen Entwicklung. Dies wird das dominierende Interesse
Poussins sein.

In Vergils 5. Ekloge sagt der Hirt Daphnis zu den anderen Hirten:

»Et tumulum facite, et tumulo superaddite carmen:

"Daphnis ego in silvis, hinc usque ad sidera notus,

formosi pecoris custos, formosior ipsis” “3°

(»Und schiittet den Hiigel auf, und setzt hinzu die Grabschrift:

“Ich bin Daphnis in den Wildern, von hier bis zu den Sternen
berihmt,

der Hirt der schonen Herden, - ich selbst noch schoner als sie * «).31

Dass der Tote nach dem Plan des Ego, des Lebenden, aus dem Grab
spricht, ist ein in der gesamten antiken Kultur verankerter Brauch, wir
missen dies nicht gesondert an dieser Stelle belegen.3? Die Zeitschleife,
die es ermoglicht, dass der jetzt Redende sich als kiinftiger Toter prasen-
tiert und der Tote als lebendiges Ich, ist zwar hochst paradox, wurde aber
in der Sepulkralkultur durchgehend verwendet und ist mihelos zu verste-
hen. Angeschlossen das doppeldeutige ,in silvisc in den arkadischen
Wildern (damals) und in der Dichtung (jetzt).

Die Helden und Gotter Homers haben niemals Schwierigkeiten, die
vielerlei Sprachen der Volker, die sie kennenlernen, zu verstehen; so haben
auch die Vergilschen Hirten keine Miihe, zu schreiben und zu lesen, weder
hier noch in den anderen Werken. Die Tatsache, dass die Bewohner des

30 Vergil, Eclogae V 42-44.
31 In der Ubersetzung von Bruno Snell 1980, 267.
32 S. auch Panofsky 1975, 366.
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frihen Arkadiens schlicht Analphabeten waren, nimmt dagegen Ovid in
seinen Fast: auf, wie wir sahen. Guercino, der das Arkadien-Motiv zum
Gegenstand seiner Malerei machte, reflektiert diesen geschichtlichen Um-
stand und triagt ihm in seinem Bild Rechnung, vielleicht durch Ovid in-
spiriert. Die beiden Hirten links im Bild betrachten den Totenkopf; die In-
schrift jedoch, das ,Et in Arcadia ego ist ihnen entzogen. Dies arrangierte
physische Nicht-Sehen-Kénnen ist der bildliche Ausdruck des geistigen
Nicht-Lesen-Konnens. Erst wir, die wir als weitere Betrachter vor dem Bild
stehen, lesen die Inschrift.

,Daphnis ego in silvis [...] Guercino tbernimmt von Vergil das
»ego“ und ersetzt ,in silvis“ durch ,in Arcadia® Es fehlt jedoch der Eigen-
name neben dem ,ego® und dadurch andert Guercino die Aussage der
tblichen antiken Grabinschriften. Diese dienten, wie die Studien beson-
ders von Helmut Hausle zeigen, dem Andenken und Weiterleben einer
oder mehrerer bestimmter Personen.?3 Lisst sich der Tote nicht identi-
fizieren, erhilt die Inschrift eine andere Funktion. Guercinos Erfindung;:
»Ego“ ist der Tote, dessen Schidel wir und die Hirten sehen. Dadurch er-
hilt das antike Motiv eine gewissermaflen existenzialistische Wendung.
Nicht das Gedenken einer erinnerungswiirdigen Person ist die Intention
des Bildes, sondern die erschiitternde Klage um den Verlust des Lebens in
Arkadien. ,Non omnis moriar** es gibt ein Nachleben nach dem Tod
durch die Erinnerung an die Taten und Werke der Begrabenen. Wenn diese
jedoch fehlt wie bei den Arkadern, dann bleibt nur der physische Tote, der
in Kiirze der Natur verfillt und verschwindet. Dem ,ego“ des makabren
Totenkopfes bleibt nur die ephemere Klage.

Die Inschrift spricht das aus, was wir und die Hirten im Bild sehen, die
drastische Gegenwart des Toten. ,,Ego” — bildintern gerichtet an euch, die
jetzt in Arkadien lebenden Hirten. Die Konsequenz, dass hiermit auch der
Tod in Arkadien anwesend ist, wird nicht gezogen, weil sie nur eine
gelehrte Verallgemeinerung des drastisch Sichtbaren ist; wen interessiert
sie? Wer weif$ nicht, dass die Gegenwart des Toten den Tod impliziert?

Der noch lebende Genosse, etwa DaphnisVergil, stiftet in eigener
Fursorge das Mahnmal, an dem seiner gedacht werden soll; in diesem
Gedenken liegt seine Uberwindung des physischen Todes. Wir konnen,
ohne in verbotene Spekulationen zu geraten, sagen, dass dem Ich des
Gestorbenen keine substanzielle Existenz zugesprochen wird; das Ich ex-

«

33 Hausle 1980.
34 Horaz, Oden III 30,6.
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istiert nur und ausschliefSlich im (antizipierten) Andenken derer, die hier
am Grab stehen.

Nun ist unschwer zu sehen, dass das Christentum diese Grabkultur
nicht mehr dulden kann, weil die substanzielle Unsterblichkeit der Seele
die Kultur des Andenkens am Grab tberflussig macht. Wenn die Seele als
getrennt Seiendes im Himmel ist, dann wird des Toten in einer Messe in
der Kirche gedacht, aber nicht an seinem Grab. Der Glaubige ist dem Ver-
storbenen im spirituellen Gebet nahe, aber nicht in der riumlichen Nahe
des Leichnams in der Erde. Die modernen Friedhdfe entstanden erst unter
neuen Bedingungen am Ende des 18. Jahrhunderts.

Guercinos Ich-Rede des Toten schliefSt also nicht an einen zeitgenossis-
chen Brauch an, sondern ist eine Reminiszenz unter Gebildeten, die einen
antiken Brauch in die Kunst aufnehmen. Da eine Gewihr des Weiterlebens
nach dem Tod durch das Andenken trauernder Menschen nicht gesucht
werden kann, kann und muss die Nennung eines Eigennamens fehlen. Das
»eg0“ wird nicht als bestimmte Person identifiziert, sondern bleibt
anonym: jeder Tote, der zur Ich-Rede fihig ist oder war. Es wird nicht sein-
er Taten gedacht, sondern sein Tod beklagt.

Ich denke, hiermit ist die unabhingig von Panofsky ibliche Lesart
wieder in ihr Recht gesetzt.

IV. Poussin: ,Et in Arcadia ego® I und II.

Poussin I, Et in Arcadia ego,101x82cm, Ol auf Leinwand, Devonshire Collec-
tion. Chatsworth House.

In den beiden Gemalden von Poussin steht die Schrift selbst, das fremde
Medium, im Zentrum der Neugier der Hirten. Der Tote, auf den sich das
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»eg0“ bezieht, ist belanglos geworden. In der ersten Fassung schirmt uns
der Fluss der Zeit, Alpheios, von dem zeitlich fernen Bildgeschehen ab; in
der zweiten Fassung entziffern die drei Hirten den rétselhaften Spruch, der
von einem anonymen Ego stammt.

Das Interesse der Hirten am ,,Et in Arcadia ego® ist reflexiv geworden. Es
richtet sich nicht auf den Inhalt der Kundgabe, sondern auf diese selbst:
Was besagt die Inschrift als solche fiir die kulturfernen Arkader? ,Artis ad-
huc expers et rude vulgus erat“? - dieser ,,clash of civilizations“ interessiert
offenbar Poussin. Die Anregung dazu kam, so diirfen wir vermuten, von
Guercino. Er richtete, wie wir sahen, das Bild so ein, dass die Hirten, die
nicht lesen konnten, die Inschrift schon physisch nicht sahen. Jetzt wen-
den sie ihre Neugier diesen fremden Zeichen zu. Der Bildbetrachter war
damit aufgefordert, auch tber die Kulturschranke zu reflektieren, die uns
von den Arkadern trennt. Das Thema der Aufmerksamkeit der Hirten ist
die Schrift, in der ein ,ego® verkindet, es sei bzw. war in Arkadien. Wer ist
das ,ego wenn nichts dazu einlidt, an einen bestimmten Toten zu
denken?

In der Fassung Guercinos entdecken zwei arkadische Hirten einen
Totenschidel; auf der ihnen abgewandten Seite des Grabsockels lesen wir
die Inschrift ,Et in Arcadia ego®; ,Auch ich bin (war) in Arkadien® Die bei-
den Werke Poussins stellen eine zweite Phase der kiinstlerischen Reflexion
dar; die Hirten konzentrieren sich jetzt ganz auf die Inschrift, die sie nicht
lesen konnen, der Tote im Grabmal, wenn es ihn denn gibt, interessiert sie
nicht. Die dritte Phase, die bis zum Ende des 18. Jahrhunderts reicht, erin-
nert vage an den Toten, kennt die Poussinsche Kulturreflexion nicht mehr,
sondern besetzt haufig das ,ego“ mit dem lebendigen Ich, das sich in Arka-
dien diinke: ,Ich hier, jetzt® Mit dieser Fassung endet das Arkadienmotiv;
es hat weder ein reflektiertes noch seltsamerweise ein touristisches Nach-
leben gefunden. Die Ruinenmalerei greift die Zeitschleife des ,Et in Arca-
dia ego® auf und treibt die Paradoxie bis zu dem Punkt, dass jetzt entste-
hende Paliste als die Ruinen gemalt werden, die sie in einer bestimmten
Zukunft sein werden.?¢ Die Grammatik kann dies nur mithsam mit einem
Futur II vergegenwirtigen.

35 Ovid, Fasti II 289-290. ,Ante Jovem gemitum habuisse ferunter / Arcades [...] Ar-
tis adhuc expers et rude vulgus erat:
36 Brandt 2006, 99-109.
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Poussin II. Et in Arcadia ego, 87x120cm, Ol auf Leinwand. Louvre, Paris.
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Der Tote in dem Sarkophag der ersten Fassung Poussins und des Keno-
taphs der zweiten Fassung?” findet keine Aufmerksamkeit mehr; anders als
bei Guercino sind die arkadischen Hirten nur an der Inschrift und dem
Sichel-Zeichen des Toten interessiert, nur die kinstlichen Symbole und
der Schatten einer Sichel fasziniert sie bei ihrem Fund eines Grabmals in
der vorgeschichtlichen Landschaft.

Beide Gemalde nutzen die klassische Struktur der Personen 1, 2, 3 / 4.38
In der friheren Fassung treten die drei Hirten bewegt hin zu dem Grab-
mal, wihrend der Flussgott an der vierten Stelle als ruhender Gegenpol fol-
gt. In der zweiten Version sind auch die drei Hirten schon in Ruhe am
Grab versammelt, wihrend die vierte Figur ihnen gegenibersteht. Die
vierte Figur in der Friithfassung lasst uns die Landschaft in Arkadien identi-
fizieren, Alpheus ist der Fluss im Siidosten der Halbinsel; vielleicht auch:
der Fluss als Lebensquell in der arkadischen Diirre. Die vierte gottliche Er-
scheinung in der Zweitfassung bleibt ritselhaft: Wer ist sie? Sicher ist, dass
sie um das Geheimnis der Inschrift und um Leben und Tod weif.

Fir den Kulturhistoriker bleibt wichtig, dass sich Poussin des Musters 1,
2, 3/ 4 in der hochsten Phase seiner Kunst bedient; besonders in der Zweit-
fassung liefert es die innere Form der bildlichen Schonheit tiberhaupt. Wie
der Konig der zeitgenossischen Drei-Stindegesellschaft, biindelt und vere-
int sie die drei verschiedenen Figuren; aber hiermit gelangen wir zu keinen
inhaltlichen Bestimmungen.

Der Tote ist zweitrangig geworden, dominant ist in beiden Fassungen
das von Guercino prisentierte Thema der Schriftzeichen. In beiden Fassun-
gen Poussins konzentrieren sich die Hirten auf diese Frage: Was tritt hier
in unsere Welt? Was bedeuten diese geheimnisvollen Zeichen auf dem
Sarkophag oder Kenotaph?

Zur zweiten Fassung: Die zwei inneren Hirten ertasten und lesen (links)
und zeigen auf die Zeichen (rechts); ihre Bewegung ist zur Ruhe gekom-
men, sie sind wie ein lebendes Bild, das die Figuren darstellt. Giovanni
Pietro Bellori beschreibt die Szene so:

»Finse un pastore della felice Arcadia, il quale, piegato un ginocchio a
terra, addita e legge 1”inscrizione di un sepolcro scolpito in questi

37 Sarkophag — Kenotaph, hier die Leiche, die im Lauf der Zeit verzehrt wird (sarx;
phagein), dort das Grab (taphos), das leer ist (kenos). Die Zuordnung zu den bei-
den Fassungen ist nur eine Vermutung.

38 Dazu Brandt 2015.

291

.73.216.36, am 21.01.2026, 17:57:07.
\g des Inhalts

0r oder In


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783896658043

Reinhard Brandt

caratteri: “Et in Arcadia ego’, cioe, che il sepolcro si trova ancora in
Arcadia, e la Morte a luogo in mezzo alla felicita“3?

Alles ist zur Darstellung geworden, zu einem Metadiskurs, der von der sich
selbst zugewandten, sich selbst feiernden Kunst handelt. Der Tote tritt gan-
zlich zurlck, an seine Stelle tritt die Selbstfeier der schonen Kunst.

Der Versuch, die Frau auf der rechten Bildseite als Philosophie®® oder
gar als Christus-Kiinderin zu bestimmen, bleibt willkirlich. Man kann je-
doch an die erste Fassung des Bildes anschlieen und das Motiv des
Flussgottes hier als Nymphe wiedererkennen. Sie steht vor einem Lorbeer-
baum und ist dadurch als Daphne gekennzeichnet, die Tochter eines
Flussgottes; mit dem Lorbeer wird der Dichter oder auch der Maler
gekranzt. So ergiben sich einige bildinterne Ankniipfungspunkte.

In der zweiten Fassung von Poussins Et in Arcadia ego findet das Motiv
seinen anerkannten Hohepunkt. In der Nachfolgezeit dominieren zwei
Rezeptionsbereiche; der eine ist die Besetzung des vakanten ,ego“ durch
das moderne lebende Subjekt, Ich-hier in Arkadien, posierend fiir die Erin-
nerung in alle Zukunft. Zum anderen wird die Grab-Ruine aus dem Bild-
bereich getrennt und fiir sich als arkadisch thematisiert. An die Stelle des
personlichen Lebens- und Todesschicksals tritt damit der Verfall architek-
tonischer Monumente. Ist in der ersten Variante ein individueller Mensch
yIch-hier-jetzt“ bereit, in alle Zukunft erinnert zu werden, betrachten wir
in der zweiten Variante den Verfall vergangener Gebaude in Arkadien und
im gegenwartigen Europa.

V. Epilog: Die Ruinen und ,,Auch ich in Arkadien®

Die Verbindung des Arkadienmotivs mit einer Ruinenlandschaft ist in der
Phase nach Poussin zur Gewohnheit geworden. Aber was haben Ruinen
mit Arkadien zu tun? In der urspriinglichen Fassung nichts, ob nun das
Arkadien als ,rudis“ und unzivilisiert oder als das Land gliicklicher Hirten
angesehen wird — Ruinen kommen schlicht nicht vor. Auch bei Guercino
findet sich keine Verbindung von Arkadischer Landschaft und Ruinen; es
gibt die durftige Grabanlage, aber niemand wird sie als Ruine bezeichnen
wollen. Auf der anderen Seite ist die Verbindung von beidem seit dem 17.
und 18. Jahrhundert konstant und selbstverstindlich. Warum?

39 Zit. nach Brandt 2006, 93.
40 Maisak 1981, 180.
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Es gibt eine unbestreitbare Verkniipfung, und sie ist, wenn ich richtig
sehe, die einzige. Thre Voraussetzung ist die poetische Freiziigigkeit des
vorgeschichtlichen Arkadiens; es konnte bei Mantua und spiter in Spanien
liegen, im 17. und 18. Jahrhundert irgendwo in Italien. Die reale
Ankniipfung besteht in der Entdeckung fremdartiger Schriftzeichen auf
dem alten Grabmal, das die Hirten in Arkadien finden. Es zeigte sich, dass
Guercino unter bestimmten Bildzwingen stand, als er das Motiv ,Et in Ar-
cadia ego“ bildhaft realisieren wollte. Die Hirten konnten nicht lesen; so
wendete er die Schriftseite des Grabsteines nach auflen hin zu uns, den
lesekundigen Betrachtern des Bildes. Poussin entwickelte hieraus das zen-
trale Motiv seiner beiden Fassungen: Es ist der Konflikt zwischen
vorgeschichtlichen Hirten und einem Produkt der Schriftkultur.
Dargestellt werden Hirten, die mit dem Tast- und Sehsinn erkennen
wollen, was die seltsamen artifiziellen Zeichen bedeuten.

Dieses Motiv fand Poussin im zeitgenossischen Rom. Poussins Freund
Bellori war ab 1670 Commissario delle Antichita von Rom; durch ihn war
Poussin schon lange zuvor mit dem Umgang mit Altertimern in Rom und
Umgebung vertraut. Archiologen versuchten, die Schriftzeichen auf den
Ruinen zu dechiffrieren. Sie konnten als gegenwirtige Vorlage fiir den Ver-
such der arkadischen Hirten dienen, die fremden Zeichen einer Schriftkul-
tur zu entziffern. Hiermit ist Arkadien zu einem Land der Ruinen gewor-
den, zu einem Land der ritselhaften Gegenwart verfallener Bauwerke und
Inschriften aus friheren Zeiten. Dieses Motiv bewahrte sich als malerisch,
und es hatte den Vorteil, nicht nur auf Bildern, sondern in der Wirk-
lichkeit selbst imitierbar zu sein, es konnten Ruinen 2 la mode in Auftrag
gegeben und gebaut werden.

Die Ruine nimmt den Platz ein, den urspriinglich der Tote und sein re-
dendes ,Ego” hatten; nachdem der dufere Betrachter sich das ,ego® leben-
skriftig angeeignet hatte, konnte der verfallene antike Bau zu seinem
neuen Gegenuber werden. Wer im italienischen Arkadien das selbst-erma-
chtigte ,Et ego“ spricht, ist zum Ursprung seiner beiden klassischen
Sprachen zuriickgekehrt. Als die Ruinen noch lebendig waren, wurden die
jetzt toten Sprachen des Griechischen und Lateinischen hier gesprochen

So entstand die Dopplung vom Ursprungs-Arkadien und anfinglichen
geschichtlichen Bauten, die heute als pittoreske Ruinen tiberleben.

In den Ruinen im spaten 18. Jahrhundert kehrt die Zeitschleife wieder,
die wir in der antiken Grabrede gefunden hatten. Die Ruinenphantasie zur
Zeitenwende um 1800 projektiert den kinftigen Verfall der gerade jetzt
entstehenden Paldste und bannt sie jetzt in das Bild, das ihr spateres Ende
dokumentiert.
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»Auch ich in Arkadien® So lautet das Motto von Goethes ltalienischer
Reise auf den beiden Titelblattern der ersten Auflage von 1816 und 1817.
Goethe hat es in der ,Ausgabe letzter Hand*“ getilgt, vielleicht im Gefiihl
eines ,non decet Das Tischbein-Gemalde von 1787 ist nicht frei vom Ges-
tus der Besitznahme ohne die listige Tugend der Bescheidung. Der Titel
lautet ,,Goethe in der Campagna di Roma“

Mit der Fassung des ,ego® als des jetzt hier Lebenden geht die innere
Spannung des Diktums zwischen Tod und Leben verloren, es bleibt der
lebensfrohe Ausruf, im Sehnsuchtsland der Dichtung und Malerei ange-
langt zu sein. Hiermit verkindet der Spruch sein Ende. Aber zuvor klingt
ein modernes Motiv an, das auch Goethe im Faust benennt:

Gelockt, auf sel’gem Grund zu wohnen,
Du fliichtestes ins heiterste Geschick!
Zur Laube wandeln sich die Thronen.
Arkadisch frei sei unser Gluck!*!

Arkadien ist frei von der Demitigung durch die Throne; schon bei Cer-
vantes sucht Marcela, eine reiche Burgerstochter, in Arkadien das freie
Leben auflerhalb der gesellschaftlichen Zwange.*?

So wird Arkadien zur kritischen Utopie; keine im Ernst gesuchte
Lebensform, doch eine Mahnung, die Rousseau im Contrat social ins Zen-
trum riickt: ,L”homme est né libre, et par tout il est dans les fers“43 Arka-
dien bietet keinen Ausweg, aber die poetische Erinnerung einer eigentlich
menschlichen Lebensform. In der historischen Antike gab es die
Verkniipfung von Arkadien und Freiheit wohl nicht.

Genauso wichtig ist die schon angesprochene Besitznahme des
»ego”“ durch den Lebenden; der Tote der antiken Tradition und noch Guer-
cinos wird enteignet, er muss dem Anspruch der neuen Herren weichen.
Diese Umwidmung setzt schon bei Poussin ein und wird von den Kiinstler-
Touristen des 18. Jahrhunderts besiegelt. Die Abwendung von den Toten
zu den Lebenden, von der Vergangenheit zur Zukunft liegt im allge-
meinen Zeitgeist, dem ,climate of opinion® des 18. und 19. Jahrhun-
derts.** Das Ich des Toten in Arkadien ist stillschweigend verneint und ver-
nichtet und appropriiert von dem modernen Bildungsburger, der
umgeben ist von den Attrappen Arkadiens. Er ruft selbstzufrieden: ,Ich

41 Goethe 1962-6, 111 288 — Faust 11, Vers 9570-9573.

42 Cervantes 2005, 79-89 — Don Quijote de la Mancha 113.
43 Rousseau 1959 ff., 11 351.

44 Dazu Brandt 2012.
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auch® Hier zu sterben und begraben zu werden fillt ihm auch im Traum
nicht ein. ,Den Tod statuiere ich nicht* sagt Goethe in vielerlei Hinsicht.
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Berlin sey Sparta. Bemerkungen zur preufSischen
Spartarezeption.

Volker Losemann

Am 6. April 2003 habe ich einer Einladung von Eckart Schiitrumpf fol-
gend im Department of Classics in Boulder einen Vortrag tiber ,The Image
of Sparta in the Third Reich® — den Titel hatte der Jubilar formuliert —
gehalten. Meinem kleinen Beitrag ,Berlin sey Sparta. Bemerkungen zur
preul8ischen Spartarezeption® stelle ich die Einfithrung von Eckart
Schitrumpf voran, der darin mein eher zeithistorisches Vortragsthema von
2003 in den antiken Rahmen eingeordnet hat und dartiber hinaus mir eine
im April 2003 sehr aktuelle Notiz aus der New York Times vom 4. April
2003 tbergab, die ich hier mit der Abbildung 1 prisentiere. Darin warnt
die prominente Kolumnistin Maureen Dowd (Jahrgang 1952) in der Zeit
des Irakkriegs vor einem ,,turn“ Amerikas (oder GW. Bush’s) ,,into Sparta®
Die Kolumnistin ruft in ihrer Notiz das traditionelle Bild vom aggressiven
Krieger- oder Militérstaat Sparta auf.

In bk. 1 of his Histories Thuc. (10) speculates about the possibility that
Sparta might be deserted one day but her temples and the foundations
of the other buildings preserved. He predicts that people on the basis
of the surviving evidence will not believe that Sparta ever could have
had the power it actually had. Everybody who has visited Sparta can
confirm this: the remains of the old city—if we can call a conglomer-
ate of villages a city—do not suggest in any way Sparta’s former impor-
tance. But nevertheless, Sparta is still powerful in people’s minds. Less
than a week ago one could read in the editorial pages of the NY Times:

QS

" Victory in Iraq will be a truly historic
event, but it will be exceedingly weird and |
dangerous if this administration turns Amer-
ica into Sparta. ;

There remains the unfinished busmess"of
Osama bin Laden: But the end of Operation
Iraqi Freedom should not mark the begin-.
ning of Operation Eternal War. :

Maureen Dowd is a Pulitzer Rtize winger | |
who_writes for The I\{(ﬁw York Times.
& oy

i

P
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Obviously, becoming Sparta is not desirable.

People did not always think like that. We know that in Classical times
some Athenians admired Sparta, and Socrates was probably one of
them.

We will hear today what influence Sparta exercised on Germany dur-
ing the 12 years oft he Third Reich.

Die Parole ,Berlin sey Sparta® stammt aus dem Siebenjahrigen Krieg
(1756-1763) in dem Friedrich der Grosse mehrfach in kritische Situationen
geriet und sie korrespondiert mit der Warnung M. Dowd s insoweit als
beide Auferungen auf die Modellvorstellung vom Kriegerstaat Sparta
zurtckgreifen. Wihrend M.Dowd eindeutig vor diesem Sparta warnt, setzt
der 1757 noch anonyme Urheber der Parole ,Berlin sey Sparta® Hoffnun-
gen auf ,Sparta® das fiir Berlin bzw. Preuffen in Kriegszeiten Rettung oder
Erfolg bringen kann oder soll.

T’.’ 2 X% % g
Preuffifhe ;,. e z@©§:g©%k*? e
0
Bey
ﬁrﬂ@gﬁﬁf@@y Crofnung ded Feldbjuges
in den 1750.
Seldbzigen 1756 und 1757
bon

cliem Q@renadier.

Krieg will, fo fey ¢8 Kvieg!

Berlin fey Spavta! Preuffens Held

Qrit MWelodicen. Gebront mit Ruhm und Sieg!

PBerlin. b Gern
bey Ehriftian Friedrich Bof.

Die vier auch im Originaldruck abgebildeten Zeilen entstammen den 1758
zundchst anonym erschienenen ,Preussischen Kriegslieder(n) in den
Feldziigen 1756 und 1757 von einem Grenadier: (Vgl. Abbildung 2). Die
zunichst anonyme Publikation der ,Grenadierlieder® hat Gotthold
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Ephraim Lessing entscheidend gefordert bzw. betrieben. Hinter dem
»Grenadier®, dem eigentlichen Autor verbarg sich Johann Wilhelm Gleim
(1719-1803) aus Halberstadt, dem dortigen Domsekretir und Kanonikus,
der im Halberstadter und dem jingeren Hallenser Dichterkreis wirkte und
heute am chesten als gut vernetzter Literaturmizen bekannt ist. Dem
Briefwechsel zwischen Gleim und Lessing ist die starke Anteilnahme Less-
ings an dem ,,Grenadier” Gleim und seinen Liedern zu entnehmen: Am
6.2.1758 bat er darum, der anonymen Publikation ein Vorwort beigeben
zu dirfen: ,,Und der Grenadier erlaubt es doch noch, dass ich eine Vorrede
dazu machen darf?“!

In dem dann anonym von Lessing herausgegebenen ,Vorbericht* wird
der Grenadier zunachst wenig zustimmend mit Horaz (deutscher Horaz?)
und Pindar verglichen, um dann als ein preuffischer Tyrtaus gewirdigt zu
werden:

Von dem einzigen Tyrtdus konnte er die heroische Gesinnungen, den
Geitz nach Gefahren, den Stolz fiir das Vaterland zu sterben, erlernt
haben, wenn sie einem Preussen nicht ebenso natirlich wiren, als
einem Spartaner.”

Der hier von Lessing eingefithrte ,Wahlspartaner® Tyrtaios — um einen Aus-
druck eines neokonservativen Autors aus den 1980er Jahren aufzunehmen
— spielt in der europiischen und deutschen, und wie hier in der preufsis-
chen Spartarezeption eine zentrale Rolle.? Der Grenadier Gleim hat die
ithm von Lessing zugesprochene zentrale Rolle als ,deutsche(r) Tyr-
taus“ und Friedrichs ... Horatz“ angenommen.*

Johann Gottfried Herder hat in seinen ,Frithen Schriften” in der auf
1767 datierten Textsammlung ,Von der Griechischen Literatur in Deutsch-
land“ Gleim den Abschnitt ,Iyrtdus und der Grenadier” gewidmet.’ Die
»Kriegeslieder des preuflischem Grenadiers® rihmt Herder als ,Nation-
algesange” ..., ,die keiner unsrer Nachbarn hat, keiner unsrer Nachbarn
uns entwenden kann und die vielleicht mehr als Tyrtaisch sind“

Herder stellt Gleim weit Gber Tyrtaios: ,Plato wiirde unsrem Lands-
mann den Titel eines Gottlichen nicht abgeschlagen haben, und wenn die
unwissende Zeit seine Werke so ungerecht verzehren sollte, als die meisten

Blitz 2000, Anm. 174.

Gleim 1786, PreufSische Kriegslieder, Neue Auflage, IV.
Rawson 1969, 293.

Riedel 2000, 129 Anm. 40.

Herder 1985, 349-351.

Herder 1985, 350.
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des Tyrtdus: seine eilf Kriegslieder haben mehr Anrecht auf die Un-
sterblichkeit, als die griechischen viere” Herders Hymne auf Gleim
spiegelt die erstaunliche Rolle, die Gleim in dem ,Vaterlandsdiskurs® im
Umfeld des Siebenjahrigen Krieges zugesprochen wurde. Sein , friderizian-
ischer® Personenkult und sein ausgepragter ,,PreulSenenthusiasmus® fand
erst mit dem preuffischen Sieg bei Roflbach am 5. November 1757
Nachahmer und Unterstiitzer.8

Mit seinen ,,Grenadierliedern® und der Annahme der Rolle eines ,Tyr-
taios“ vollzog Gleim voriibergehend einen Wechsel von der Anakreontik
zu der ,rauheren Tonart“ (Riedel) der Kriegslieder. Seit den 1740er Jahren
bis ungefahr 1770 hat er anakreontische Gedichte ibersetzt und
nachgeahmt.” Was seine ,spartanischen® Kriegslieder angeht, so hat sich
die oben zitierte Befiirchtung Herders bestitigt: Auf lingere Sicht wurden
Gleims Nationalgesinge in der deutschen Literatur eher ,verzehrt 10

Gleim ist gleichwohl in Personalunion als ,,preuffischer Tyrtaios“ an den
Beginn einer preuflisch-spartanischen Entwicklungslinie in der deutschen
Spartarezeption zu setzen. Diese Linie misste breiter ausgezogen werden,
als das hier geschehen kann.

In der deutschen Spartarezeption im frithen 19. Jahrhundert nehmen
Karl Otfried Miillers zuerst 1824 erschienene ,Dorier konzipiert als
,Geschichten hellenischer Stimme und Stadte“ in Hinblick auf eine
durchgingige Spartaidealisierung einen prominenten, wenn nicht den
prominentesten Platz, ein. Edouard Will, der 1956 in seiner Studie
»Doriens et Ioniens die Anwendung ethnischer und rassistischer Kriterien
in der deutschen Altertumswissenschaft untersucht hat, charakterisiert den
von Miiller vorgestellten hierarchisch strukturierten, militaristischen Staat
der Dorier als einen preufSisch-spartanischen Modellstaat: ,,évidemment la
Prusse®!!

Starksten Ausdruck findet die preufiisch-spartanische Entwicklungslinie
dann in der preufischen Kadettenerziehung: Ein instruktives Beispiel
liefert etwa der zuerst 1898 erschienene Titel ,Spartanerjiinglinge. Eine
Kadettengeschichte in Briefen von Paul von Szczepdnski,!? die im ersten

Herder 1985, 351.
Blitz 2000, 205.
9 Riedel 2000, 128.
10 Herder 1985, 351.
11 Will 1956, 12.
12 Losemann 2012, 268.
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Weltkrieg aktualisiert wurde — auch im Hinblick auf den Thermopy-
lenkomplex.13

Das Aufnehmen dieser preuflisch-spartanischen Entwicklungslinie darf
nicht das rassenideologisch radikalisierte und aufgeladene Spartabild
Hitlers und prominenter Vertreter der NS-Fihrungsschicht aus dem Blick
verlieren, das am Ende der Weimarer Republik starkere Konturen gewinnt.

Dazu haben auch bekannte Klassische Philologen ihren oft Gbersehenen
Beitrag geleistet: So rithmt Werner Jaeger in seiner weit verbreiteten
Paideia (1934) die dorische ,Herrenrasse, bei Tyrtaios findet er die
LStiftungsurkunde des spartanischen Machtstaates 14

Richard Harder prisentiert im zweiten Weltkrieg in einem fiir die NS-
Eliteerziehung in den Adolf-Hitler-Schulen (AHS) konzipierten Schulung-
sheft mit dem Titel ,Sparta. Der Lebenskampf einer Nordischen Herren-
schicht" (1940 und 1942/43) ,Tyrtaios Altspartanische Kampfreden 13

Die preufSisch-spartanische Entwicklungslinie wird, wie der 1987 er-
schienene Beitrag ,Sparta. Huldigung an das altgriechische PreufSen‘ des
Publizisten Gerd-Klaus Kaltenbrunner (1939-2011) zeigt, von neokonserva-
tiven und in der Gegenwart von rechtsextremen Kreisen wiederaufgenom-
men. Dieser Zusammenhang muss genauerer Untersuchung vorbehalten

bleiben.
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Retrospection and Utopia: Stefan Zweig's Conception of
World Literature from the Spirit of Historiography

Riidiger Gérner (London)

“The air warm and a marvellous brise all day, sunbaths and water-
bathes, nice people, Brasiliens, Argentines, Suisse, Dutch which [sic!]
all are good and old readers of my books. - From tomorrow (after Bar-
bados) I shall get a state cabin to work in”!

This world traveller on board a passenger cruiser belonging to the Moore-
McCormack Line, established under Franklin D. Roosevelt’s so-called
‘Good Neighbour Policy; could have been Thomas Mann, had he insisted
in the first place on being put up in a state cabin on leaving New York,
even though in August 1940, he would have declined invitations to lecture
in Uruguay, Argentina, Chile and Venezuela.

But this traveller was Stefan Zweig en route to a state of the future,
which perhaps could never have existed, as Franz Werfel put it in his sensi-
tive reflections on his fellow émigré’s suicide in early 1942.2 Besides
Thomas Mann, Zweig was the exponent of world literature among Ger-
man-speaking exiles; his books, according to Werfel, could be found on
bookshelves in Cairo or Cape Town, Lisbon or Shanghai, Batavia or Mexi-
co City.

But Werfel also wondered what spurred on this ever-restless writer. Was
it the voices of anxiety, the vision of an even more horrendous future??

Zweig was an explorer in matters of literature, which constituted his
world. This remained obvious to the very last of his projects: his memoirs
of a European in transatlantic exile, the summary of his life-long engage-
ment with Balzac, his manifold preoccupation with the aftermath of the
First World War as the decisive turning point in Europe’s cultural identity,
whether in essayistic or novelistic form. With Amerigo and Magellan, the

1 Zweig 2010, 49.
2 Werfel 1975, 401.
3 Werfel 1975, 401.
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biographer Zweig had already turned to explorers and the ways in which
they shaped history. Since the beginning of his initially self-chosen exile,
Zweig had been increasingly concerned with biography and historiogra-
phy as forms of narratives, and therefore implicit contributions to litera-
ture, albeit in a mode derived from 19t century practices charged with
20t century psychological concerns. Arguably, the interplay between in-
vention and retrospection informed Stefan Zweig’s conception of world
literature as a whole. Admittedly, there were curious absences in his essayis-
tic, or biographical, repertoire if we think of Goethe, Schiller, and most of
the Romantics, with no significant reference to Fontane either, or indeed
Grillparzer or Stifter. In this respect, there was perhaps an implicit division
of labour at work with Hofmannsthal and, to a certain extent, Thomas
Mann, who passionately cared for those absent from Zweig’s canon.

But there is another revealing indication of Zweig’s notion of a world
community facilitated by literature. In Petropolis and his villa in the Rua
Gongalves Dias, Zweig kept above his desk a framed extract from Camoes’
epic poem Lustadas and, beneath, his own handwritten translation. It reads
as follows:

Weh, wieviel Not und Fahrnis aus dem Meere!
Wie nah der Tod in tausendfalt Gestalten!
Auf Erden, wieviel Krieg! Wieviel der Ehre
Verhaf3t Geschaft! Ach daf$ nur eine Falte

Des Weltballs fiir den Menschen sicher wire,
Sein biflchen Dasein friedlich durchzuhalten.
Indes die Himmel wetteifern im Sturm.

Und gegen wen? Den drmsten Erdenwurm!4

What does this framed original and translation on the wall of Zweig’s final
destination symbolize? Perhaps a feeling of being within reach of a docu-
ment of world literature; being in touch as it were with the world outside;
and remembering the exploratory dimension of literature. The stanza itself
speaks of existential dangers on the open sea and the desire to identify but
one “ply of the globe” that would provide safety. It is telling that Zweig us-
es “ply” twice: “Falte” and “tausendfalr’; suggesting an ambiguous “Vielfalt”
or multitude, something that might not only protect but unfold itself. One
is reminded of Gilles Deleuze’s treatise on “le pli,” his exploration of the
Baroque,® which showed how the ply can contain an entire world. This in-

4 Jacob 1959, 102.
5 Deleuze 1988.
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triguing analogy is also relevant in the respect that Camoes’ Lusiadas is af-
ter all a key poetic artefact of the Lusophone Baroque.

This poetic double-picture on the wall testifies to Zweig’s ambition
right to the very end of his life to build up relations with the literatures of
the world, and always very much in translation, too. Translation features so
prominently, and from so early on, in Zweig’s work, that it would be justi-
fied to see in him a champion of what is today called “translational litera-
ture”® This view is reinforced by a brief but poignant foreword Zweig
wrote in 1940 for his and Richard Friedenthal’s translation of Irwin Ed-
man’s essay Candle in the Dark: A Postscript to Despair (1939). In it, Zweig
professed that it is only through translation that we become aware of the
special coloring and the specific weight of words in different languages.”
Edman (1896-1954), a professor of philosophy at Columbia, who shared
with Zweig the day of his birth (28" November), confirmed Zweig in his
“mitfihlende Art des Weltblicks,’® a sense of empathy with the suffering in
Europe that conditioned the philosopher’s view of the world. It appears
that Edman’s role in inspiring some of Zweig’s last works, including Dze
Welt von Gestern, has largely been overlooked. At the very beginning of his
foreword, Zweig concedes that he turned to this thinker for council in
times of “innere Ausweglosigkeit?

Following on from these initial reflections, I will argue that Stefan
Zweig’s encounter with the New World as an exiled European provided
him with an inspiration for both—an insight into the world of tomorrow
and the necessity of supporting it with his vision of the past. Zweig’s com-
plex literary ceuvre illustrates the intriguing antinomy between his preoc-
cupation with The World of Yesterday and The Historiography of Tomorrow, to
quote a lecture Zweig delivered in fifteen cities in the USA between Jan-
uary and February 1939. Incidentally, the English translation provided by
William Rose for Zweig only speaks of the “History of Tomorrow]” suggest-
ing, however, a neat double meaning: history’s place in the future, and ‘to-
morrow’ as a future object of history. He speaks of two weeks of intensive
preoccupation with the work of Edman, whom he saw, quite rightly, as a
successor to William James and Santayana in his intellectual approach to
questions pertaining to the significance of thinking about history. Refer-
ring to Edman’s travelogue of 1938, Philosopher’s Holiday, Zweig translates

6 Cf. The afterword to Fried 2014, 97.
7 Edman 1940, 10.

8 Edman 1940, 8.

9 Edman 1940, 7.
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it with “Reisetagebuch eines Philosophen;”!? that is to say, with the exact
title of Hermann Graf Keyerserling’s famous two volume account of his
world travels of 1919, one of the foundational documents of German post-
World War One cosmopolitanism. Zweig expresses, directly and indirectly,
a strong preference for philosophical literature to underpin what he terms
“weltgemeinsame Zivilisation)’!! a conception of civilization common to
all parts of the world.

n

In order to argue this case, it will be essential to analyse this very lecture in
some detail and contextualize it with reflections on Zweig’s changing per-
ception of European culture. In the final phase of his life, Zweig’s parame-
ters for discussing cultural issues became distinctly temporal. Since the
mid-1930s, his thoughts had begun to hover between ‘yesterday’ and ‘to-
morrow; then and thereafter. The present day was not exactly eclipsed, but
put into quotation marks, as it were. It appears that he drew some comfort,
at times at least, from the perceived relativity of the moment. Exploring
the ‘world of yesterday’ increasingly complemented trying to single out
which culture or country could turn into the ‘land of the future?

In this context, he was disenchanted and irritated, if not appalled, by
traditional historiography. Tomorrow’s historiography, or so he argued in
his speech of early 1939, would have to engage in describing cultural
achievements and disengage from glorifying wars and their supposed
heroes. Hero and hero worship, to use Carlyle’s infamous phrase, had led—
according to Zweig—to nothing but nationalistic hype and hatred.!? In
sharp contrast to the practices of his time, Zweig’s vision of tomorrow’s
historiography included showing the mutual dependencies of cultures and
what it is that one owes to the other. He hopes to see narratives on collec-
tive rather than individual achievements,!3 and in this connection he refers
to the Tower of Babel project as the metaphor for a thoroughly positive ex-
perience. Zweig had already argued along those lines in an essay published
in 1916 when he described this ‘tower’ as a monument to Europe’s spiritu-
al unity (“Denkmal der geistigen Einheit Europas”).!

10 Keyserling 1919.
11 Keyserling 1919, 9.
12 Zweig 2003a.

13 Zweig 2003a, 242.
14 Zweig 2003c, 72.
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In his analysis of the historical situation in early 1939, Zweig drew the
attention of his audiences to the role of propaganda and the way it em-
ploys the new media. He accurately describes it as an artificial means de-
signed to perpetuate emotional conditions, which would otherwise be
short lived.!> Propaganda, he suggests, appealed to the basic instincts in
humans; he calls it a “schreckliche Wissenschaft) a horrible science.'® He
portrays it as a violent expression of anti-culture that manipulates the
achievements of civilization. But Zweig did not engage in revitalizing any
culture-versus-civilization antinomy, something he never fell victim to,
completely in contrast to Thomas Mann, whose fundamentally fraudulent
juxtaposition originated in his confessionary Betrachtungen eines Unpolitis-
chen of 1918.

Zweig’s paper illustrates that his conception of history, and indeed
world literature, reinforced his stance as a humanist in times of ideological-
ly motivated atrocity. This becomes particularly apparent when viewed in
connection with his related reflection on the poetic potential of history.
Zweig had prepared this lecture (“Die Geschichte als Dichterin”) for the
17th congress of the International PEN, which was scheduled for Septem-
ber 1939 but then cancelled due to the outbreak of the Second World War.
In this paper, published posthumously, Zweig compared world history
with a “huge” but severely damaged “palimpsest™

Hunderte Seiten sind unentzifferbar, Tausende aber verschollen und
nur durch Kombination, durch Phantasie in ihrem Zusammenhang zu
erginzen. Diese zahllosen ritselhaften Stellen in der Geschichte
mussen natirlich den Dichter zur Erganzung, zur Erdichtung reizen.!”

The writer’s imaginative faculties are called upon in order to reconstruct
the lost sections in history’s account of events. Yet, supplementing history
should only happen, according to Zweig, when we do not have authentic
materials but need them for the understanding of a significant psychologi-
cal moment, say, in the biography of a historical figure. Zweig points out
that even Shakespeare preferred to refer to original material when it really
mattered, for instance in Julius Cesar, when he sets Plutarch’s version of
Marc Antony’s funeral speech into verse rather than inventing a new one.
He continues:

15 Zweig 2003a, 228.
16 Zweig 2003a, 228.
17 Zweig 2003b, 261.
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Die Zeit ist vorbei, wo in Walter Scott mit der Geschichte herumfabu-
lierte und Gestalten formte wie gemalte Puppen, unmoglich ware
heute sogar, was Schiller noch gewagt hat, die Jungfrau von Orléans
auf dem Schachtfeld sterben zu lassen, statt am Feuerpfahl.!®

In the light of this comment, Zweig is keen to reject the idea of a “biogra-
phie romancée” but argues in favour of “listening deeply” to historical
events and applying psychological insights into human nature in the way
Tolstoy did in War and Peace, which clearly became one of Zweig’s final
models for history turned literature.

The palimpsest analogy returns later in his paper in a different way
when he speaks of the many truths that history has to offer. Zweig’s chosen
image to illustrate his point is telling: Truth, he argues, consists of layers
like an artichoke. Ultimately, though, one reaches the base or the heart, in
other words a tangible substance. This is considerably different from the
metaphor Gunter Grass was to use when, in his notorious autobiography
of 2006, he spoke of the peeling of an onion, “Beim Hauten der Zwiebel?”
The onion has no base; the peeling of it amounts only to accumulating
peels that may prompt tears but will not uncover any ‘truthful” substance.

To a certain extent, Zweig’s late reflections on the meaning of history in
terms of Weltgeschichte represented a renewed attempt on his part to revisit
the conception of Weltliteratur. The creative process, to mention another of
Zweig’s late preoccupations, can be triggered by globally significant events
or moments in history, translating them into a form of literature that can
assist a cosmopolitan consciousness. In Zweig’s view, Weltliteratur and Welt-
geschichte interconnect, no longer aided by any Hegelian Weltgeist, or so it
seems. But in “Die Geschichte als Dichterin,” Zweig refers somewhat sur-
prisingly to history as “God’s workshop,” claiming perhaps even more sur-
prisingly, that in the long run nothing in history could be called pointless
or absurd." This assertion does indeed come close to a Hegelian apology
for the course of history, but Zweig avoids any reference to dialectics as the
structure of historical progress in Hegel’s understanding. Instead, he
quotes from Goethe’s Zahme Xenien: “Uns zu verewigen sind wir ja da’”?0
Self-perpetuation or self-immortalization therefore turns into the prime
motivation or driving force behind the creative process. Therefore, Weltlit-
eratur in Zweig’s reading acquired an almost spiritual status in view of the
circumstances of 1939.

18 Zweig 2003b, 261.
19 Zweig 2003b, 269.
20 Zweig 2003b, 270.
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I

Zweig engaged in large-scale biographical projects on authors of world lit-
erature, though except in the cases of Romain Rolland, Emile Verhaeren,
and Honoré de Balzac, his engagement was reluctant. In terms of literary
quality, however, these projects cannot really be seen as equivalents to his
biographies on political figures like Mary Stuart, Marie Antoinette, Joseph
Fouché, or explorers of the globe like Magellan or Amerigo. Zweig’s explo-
rations of Dickens, Dostojewski, Stendhal, Tolstoi, and francophone poets
were, in essence, essays. Likewise, his essays on Holderlin, Kleist and Niet-
zsche were only marginally biographical, since he intended them more to
illustrate his views on the demonic within the creative process than to
present new biographical material. Certain essays, however, could-accord-
ing to Zweig-be classified as world literature, too. The cases in point were
the essays by Montaigne. In his novelistic draft Clarissa, one of the major
fragmentary pieces of prose which Zweig had to leave unfinished, it is the
protagonist’s lover, Léonard, who reads from Montaigne’s essays to her and
from Stendhal’s Chartreuse de Parme. By implication, Zweig’s narrator sug-
gests a definition of what ‘world literature’ is about: It can connect people;
it is a form and mode of communication; it offers universal signals and in-
sights into the human psyche. This is Zweig’s equivalent to Werther’s and
Lotte’s joint exclamation “Klopstock” when they observe, in Goethe’s first
novel, the natural magic of flashes of lightning. World literature, therefore,
is an institution-like assembly of texts, which people across nations can re-
fer to and identify with—in this instance, the medical helper from Austria
and the young French intellectual at the threshold of the First World War.

By the same token, Léonard suggests an additional dimension to the
meaning of writing as a form of cathartic perception in which ‘ordinary’
people, too, can engage. Here he refers to the virtue of keeping a diary as
the foundation of any literature. The ‘authority’ he refers to is Samuel
Pepys, whose diaries are arguably part of world literature. In Zweig’s text,
Léonard speaks of the substance of detail, which forms both the ‘story’ and
‘history:?!

As seen before, Zweig’s final poetological reflections in relation to
world literature focused on problems of historiography, history as ‘author’
and the ‘secret’ behind the creative process as such. By implication, he had
described historical developments in terms of history’s very own creativity,
with history generating its distinct narratives of inevitably global dimen-

21 Zweig 1990, 90.
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sions and implications. But when Zweig addressed the mechanisms behind
individuals® artistic creativity, he detached them from their actual historical
circumstances or indeed lines of tradition. Instead, he emphasized the con-
dition of creativity, reminiscent of the Platonic pavio: a moment of
gkotaolg, or “being outside of oneself” (“auflerhalb seiner selbst sein”).2?
Zweig compares tracing the origins of creative processes, mainly with refer-
ence to actual autography, to criminological analyses. But it is important to
see that he always included in his reflections works that remained frag-
ments. For him the project or mere intention counted almost as much as
the finished work. This was already evident in his essays on Balzac, pub-
lished in 1920 as part of his collection Drei Meister, which was in itself part
of his trilogy Die Baumeister der Welt together with Der Kampf mit dem Di-
mon and Drei Dichter thres Lebens—the latter consisting of the unlikely com-
bination of Casanova, Stendhal and Tolstoi. His essay concludes with
praise for the great French writer’s “creative will to the unattainable”
(“schopferischen Willen zum Unerreichbaren”).?? He alludes to the forty
uncompleted or unwritten novels Balzac had intended to add to his
Comédie humaine with its over ninety completed novels and novellas.
Zweig speaks of Balzac’s “ungeheuerste Aneiferung” and in so doing, cre-
ates a neologism that suggests the highest form of intensity and zeal. He
believes that Balzac was driven by his “ungeheure[n] Weltwille[n]?4 em-
phasising again that a writer of world literary stature needs to have larger-
than-life ambitions and aspirations. It is significant to find Zweig pointing
out that Balzac may have learned how to read by deciphering Napoleonic
“proclamations)?* for Zweig himself was to develop his very own appeal-
like style of writing with growing urgency during the late 1920s and
1930s.26

All this gives us a clearer idea of Zweig’s rather idiosyncratic conception
of world literature: he thought of it as a multitude of literary works that
testify to the edifying qualities of their authors. By that he meant what he
called “epische Weltbildner;? that is to say, writers who were able to shape
a world by means of epic narration. It also included morally and poetically
valuable accounts of the authors’ lives, autobiographies in other words,
which Zweig calls “die seltenst gelungenste, weil verantwortungsvollste

22 Zweig 1984, 354.
23 Zweig 1920, 50.
24 Zweig 1920, 16.
25 Zweig 1920, 14.
26 Cf. Gorner 2012.
27 Zweig 1920, 8.
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aller Kunstgattungen??® The excessive use of superlatives in this characteri-
zation is revealing. We get the sense that Zweig wanted to highlight the ex-
treme rarity of successful autobiographies in world literature as a compre-
hensive epos of one’s own ego. The self-searching writer—to Zweig a partic-
ular category of writers—will attempt to imbue any kind of literary medium
with his self-searching ambition. If measured against his own definitions of
world literature, it is indeed uncanny to find that Zweig was to match two
of them almost ideally: his large-scale fragments reflect his world encom-
passing ambitions, and his autobiography has become his very own contri-
bution to world literature in this genre.

As it happens, Zweig’s rather implicit than explicit conception of world
literature illustrates David Damrosch’s threefold answer to his own
question “What Is World Literature?” He proposed a definition, which he
could have derived from Zweig’s own literary practices:

1. World literature is an elliptical refraction of national literatures. 2.
World literature is writing that gains in translation. 3. World literature
is not a set canon of texts but a mode of reading: a form of detached
engagement with worlds beyond our own place and time.?®

‘World literature’ as a way of breaking up national canonization for the
purpose of establishing a national cultural identity was undoubtedly close
to Zweig’s concern. To him, this conception represented indeed a particu-
lar “mode of reading” with decontextualizing effects: it is after all a litera-
ture that can be understood anywhere at any given time given its value-
adding translatory qualities and its ability to build up a (counter-) world of
its very own.

Essentially though, Zweig saw himself as a witness of, rather than a con-
tributor to, world literature. With considerable justification, he could have
introduced himself as the ‘ideal reader’ of the literatures of the world, giv-
en his ability to connect reading with creative receptivity. Judging from
Zweig’s essays, his conception of world literature was a generic one. It
evolved from global recognition and ever-refining translations. But there
was more to this concept, which was intrinsically linked with Zweig’s
stance as a humanist. World literature in Zweig’s understanding of this
charged expression represented a literary connection with the world in
terms of worldly concerns as well as a feeling for worldly matters, includ-
ing the Nietzschean awareness of things “human, all-too human? It is an

28 Zweig 1997, 11.
29 Damrosch 2003, 281.
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encompassing “sensibility” for human affairs expressed through literature,
to use Mark Gelber’s preferred phrase, which he applies, however, more ex-
clusively to Zweig’s empathy with Jewish culture.3° I would argue, though,
that “sensibility” for Zweig was a much more inclusive quality for the suf-
fering creature in a world threatened by its own destructive potentials. In
reflecting such concerns, world literature seemed to have represented to
Zweig an expression of what I should like to term “literarische
Weltfahligkeit? meaning literary ways of connecting with all spheres of
life, literally anywhere on the globe. More importantly, Weltfiibligkeit ad-
dresses a specific sensitivity, or indeed sensibility, for moments in life, but
also the way in which one is affected by such moments or events as they
might be by the changes of the weather. In fact, Weltfiihligkeit is a distinctly
atmospheric quality that may prompt literary responses that can become
signals received by an international community of readers. This presuppos-
es that these literary responses contain signs and emblems that are univer-
sally understood. Interestingly, in his portrait of a key contributor to world
literature, Stendhal, Zweig speaks of him as a “monstre de sensibilité;” a
nervous wreck of almost pathological sensitivity.3! This negative connota-
tion of sensibility in Zweig’s biographical essay on the self-camouflaging
French writer Henri Beyle is surprising at first sight. Zweig explains that
this master of pseudonym was desperate to be recognized as a man of the
world, obliterating his provincial origins even to the point that, in his will,
he stipulated “Milan” be engraved on his marble tombstone as his place of
birth. The grandeur of the “world” with all its aspirations can have bizarre
side effects. World literature therefore comes, at least occasionally, with an
implicit health warning, or so Stefan Zweig suggested.

This third collection in the series Baumeister der Welt was dedicated to
Maxim Gorki, signalling the significance of Zweig’s own networks, or lit-
erary relations, for the building up of a cultural consciousness with direct
implications for the continuing formation of world literature. The intro-
duction to this volume written in Salzburg at Easter 1928 amounted to a
celebration of the fertility in world literature. Never before had Zweig used
the word Welt so often and in such pronounced a manner. It is worth re-
viewing this usage in more detail. He refers to Balzac, Dickens, and Dosto-
jewski as “epische Weltgestalter,” authors who have created a world through
their epic narratives. By contrast, Casanova, Stendhal and Tolstoi were en-
gaged in unfolding their own Ich into worlds of their own. Zweig, there-

30 Gelber 2014, 11-31, esp. 13.
31 Zweig 1997, 110.
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fore, distinguishes between, on the one hand, the extrovert weltschopferische
or weltzugewandte Dichter who dissolves his ego, like Shakespeare, by way
of depicting the world outside of himself, and on the other hand, writers
who excel in emotive subjectivity and reduce all worldly affairs to their
very ego.3? The latter category of writers, according to Zweig, draws on the
internum aeternum, the inner infinity, which he terms a “soulful cosmos” or
“seelisches Weltall”33

Zweig’s study on Stendhal epitomizes his generic conception of world
literature in that it contains in its very centre a chapter called “Ein Ich und
die Welt?3# Structurally, this is of interest too, as the other chapters revolve
around this central discussion on the relation between Stendhal’s persona
and his perception of the world. Moreover, the very structure of his Stend-
hal essay prefigured his final biographical take on Balzac. What matters in
our context most, though, is Zweig’s interest in how Stendhal’s perceived
“creative ambiguity” (“schopferische Zwiespiltigkeit”)3® enabled this writ-
er to develop and entertain a thoroughly positive attitude towards the
world around him. This, in turn, allowed him to write about worldly mat-
ters in a fundamentally affirmative fashion. Zweig convincingly argues that
Stendhal schooled his perception of the world through an intensification
of self-observation,’® noting a further peculiarity of this writer which
Zweig compared with Goethe’s attitude to such moments: on days of
world historical significance, Zweig notes, Goethe liked to sample extracts
from world literature, preferably from the Chinese, whilst Stendhal turned
exclusively to himself, as if he wanted to find an equivalent to those events
within his own being. Zweig’s conclusion reads as follows: “[...] die
Geschichte seiner Zeit und die seine haben gleichsam ein anderes Alpha-
bet und andere Vokabeln”3” But it was this very difference that made his
writings attractive to a world-wide readership.

It is only when we read Zweig’s reflections on these authors’ approaches
to writing consecutively-and he emphatically only dealt with writers of
such eminent stature—that we realize just how much he must have internal-
ized their respective strategies of authorship. Perhaps this helps to explain
the sheer rapidity of his composition of Die Welt von Gestern. Was it that

32 Zweig 1997, 9.

33 Zweig 1997, 23.

34 Zweig 1997, 141-156.

35 Zweig 1997, 141.

36 Zweig 1997, 145.

37 Zweig 1997,155: “The history of [Stendhal’s] time and his very own [history] ap-
peared to have followed a different alphabet and vocabulary.
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Zweig had acquired the ability to appropriate the literary methods of his
revered objects of study to the point that he could decipher the codes of
19t century literary writings as ways of ‘writing the world’ and turn these
codes into something of his own? What Zweig was after, or so it seems, was
the reactivation of literary potentials buried in the past, posing the
question of how it was possible to reconnect them with the present for the
sake of establishing a more humane future. Weltliteratur, therefore, corre-
sponded in Zweig’s view to the exploration of the two ‘dark continents’ in
the shape of what he termed with a Nietzschean flair “dsthetisches Schaus-
piel:”38 human history and psyche as materials with which various worlds
could be written and hopefully still be read with analytical concern and
genuine compassion.
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