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lamblichus, Protrepticus chapter IX
commentary by DSH & MRJ, 2013vi25

<chapter heading: commentary>

4.9-13: This chapter contains two great themes, bookended by an opening and
closing, and with a bridge passage in the middle, as follows: Opening (49.1-3);
Teleological argument that philosophy is the supreme good (49.3-52.5); Bridge:
“Therefore Pythagoras was right ... highest of all” (52.8-16); Attack on utilitarianism
and a defense of the intrinsic value of speculation (52.16-54.5); Closing (54.5-9).

The bridge between the two themes contains the conclusion [amblichus
announced he announces in the title of the chapter (“following this answer we can draw
the whole protreptic as a conclusion”). The paragraph also contains a programmatic
remark putting off the specification of the exact nature of what is to be theorized (“is a
question for us perhaps to consider later”). The closing (54.5-9) also suggests a twofold
division of the chapter.

4.9 & TO TOU: &TO + genitive is a formula which begins several of the chapter
headings of lamblichus’ Protrepticus; see note to the chapter heading of VII (4.9).

4.9 ToU BouAnuaTos THs $UOsws : Has lamblichus invented this phrase,
or borrowed it from the local context of his source? There is a direct parallel in Pol. VII,
“for all art and education intends to fill in where nature falls short”: Taco yop TEXVN
kol Tandelo To mpooAeimov PoukeTan Ths Ppucews avamAnpouv (1337al-3); see also
Cael. 3.14, “and one should call each thing that which nature intends it to be like and and
to exist as, but not that which it is by force and contrary to nature”: Al &8 ekacTOV
Aeyetv TotouTov elvat 0 ducel BouleTa Elvat Kol UTaPXELY, GAAa un O Bla kol
Tapa dpuctv. (297b21-23). But Aristotle also says in Phys. II 8 that, “it would be absurd
not to think that it (sc. nature) comes to be for the sake of something just because the
agent is not seen intending”: aToTov 8¢ To un olecbon gveka Tou ylyveoBal, Eav un
1801 To KIvouv Bouleucapevov (199b26-28). See also Simplicius’ comment on Phys.
192b8 at 271.18.

4.9-10 ¢ podos els mpoTpomnv: The same phrase occurs in the headings to
chapters IV (3.14), XII (4.22), XIII (4.24-5), X VI, and XIX (5.25-26); cf. XVI (5.10-11):
see the note on the title at XII 4.22 for other places in which Iamblichus has used the idea
of a distinctive protreptlc approach.

4.10-12 KO T TRV T[U(')O(yopou a TrOKpIO'lV nv &l me TOls €V
OAiolvT! TuvbBavougvols TS €0TI KAl TIVOS €VEKA YEyove: The title
refers the answer Pythagoras gave in response to a question put to him by the people of
Phlius-- who was he? See below at 51.8-10 where lamblichus makes the anecdote the
focus of his chapter, perhaps not because it is the central idea of his source (Aristotle),
but because it conforms well to the overall project of his Pythagorean series. But of
course the scene of Pythagoras responding that he was "an observer of the stars" may
have been mentioned by a character in Aristotle’s Protrepticus, and probably was (see
our essay “on Aristotle’s Protrepticus as a dialogue” and speifically the section on
Heraclides of Pontus for two other versions of the same story (which may themselves
have as their ultimate source the version of the story in Aristotle’s Protrepticus): one by
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Iamblichus in VP 12, and another by Cicero in his Tusculan Disputations V.3.8-9 (where
the story is attributed to "Heraclides of Pontus").

4.12-13 cul\oy1fopeBa TV TpoTpomnV OAnv: “draw the whole
protreptic conclusion”. The expression cuAoy1Coueba also occurs at XI 58.5-6 (in
Aristotle’s voice) and XII 59.20 (in Iamblichus’ voice). Perhaps this refers to a “pure”
protreptic conclusion as opposed to the “mixed” ones (see, e.g., title of Protr. VI 3.21-
23).

<IX 49.1-11: commentary>

49.1-3 attribution: This is a typical opening of lamblichus, perhaps borrowing
terminology from his local source.

49.1 " AvwBev: “on a higher level”. ITamblichus likes to use this expression, as in
Protr. XI1 (59.20-21) and XXI 116.27; VP. 6.4, 66.11; DCM 12.15, 32.11, 60.18, 66.16.
But he may have borrowed the term from his source, as Aristotle uses the expression to
refer to higher order principles, see e.g. NE VI 6, 1139b14 and12, 1144al3.

49.1-2 ToU Ths dUosws PouAnpaTos: The same phrase as in the heading
(4.9).

49.2 TNV ab TV TpoTpomnv: The words “the same exhortation” apparently
refer to the establishment of the intrinsic value of wisdom in chapter VIII, announced at
41.7-11, and argued for in various ways since then and up IX 52.11. Or could it mean
from the same source (i.e. Aristotle’s Protrepticus) or even the same speech by a
character therein.

49.3-11 attribution and voice: no specific doubts as to authenticity have been registered
here. The voice seems to be ‘Aristotle’, and for most of the rest of the chapter as well, or
else that of an unnamed philosopher very much like him. There is solid parallelism with
the Corpus.

49.3 4O ... 814 ... KATA ... € E: On the variation of these prepositions see
Dirlmeier, MM, p. 248.

49.3 amo TIvos Siavolas: The phrase arises in connection with Aristotle
definition of luck in relation to intentional activity in Phys. I1 5, “those things for the sake
of something include those from thought and those from nature £0Ti & Evekd TOu OO
Te ato Siavolas av mpaxBein kol ooa amo Ppuoews (196b22); “but the end is not
among the causes in him, but of the choices and from thought”: €éoT1 8¢ To TEAos, T
KOUIST], OU TGOV €V OIUTG GITIGV, GAAX TGV TPOXIPETMV KA1 Ao S1ovolas
(197a2).

49.5-9 Ta 8¢ 810 TEXVNS HEV oudepias, aAAa Sia duotv ... Sia
TUXTV EVia YIVETOI T@V TPAYHO TwV: Plato’s Athenian stranger says that the
thlngs that have do, or w111 come to be, all do so either by nature, by art, or by luck:
/\EYOUOI mou Tives ws TI‘O(VTO( EOTI Ta TrpayuaTO( ylyvousva KO YEVOUEVX KOl
YEVNOOuEVD Tor UEV GUCEL, T 8¢ TEx, Tax 8¢ St TUXNV (Leg. 888e4-6; see
commentary by Krimer, Arete, 224-232, and Wilpert 1949, 63-64). The same kind of
division of causes is observed in this section of the Protr. In Metaph. XII 3 Aristotle
divides the causes schematically into art, nature, luck, and spontaneity: 1 yop TExvn 1)
dUCE! YlYVETOI T) TUXT] T} TG aUTOUAT (1070a6-7).
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49.9 oo yoUv pnTe Siax TEXvnV unTe 81 puotv: The four MSS give
four variants here for the particle in second position: youv, Ye, yop, and no particle. Of
these, the one that makes the most sense is youv, because it expresses the limitation in
the inference: we do at any rate say that most events are due to fortune if they are not due
to necessity or nature or skill, but Aristotle is not expressing his own view here. This is
one of the few cases where we prefer a reading in V to a reading in F, and one of the few
clues that suggest that V is independent from F, contrary to what Pistelli had argued.

49.10 un T ¢E avaykns: Aristotle mentions avdrykn here in opposition to
TUXM, but not further elaborated on as a cause its own right, as he does in Phys. I1 9. Nor
do we have here in the Protr. any mention of TO aUTouaTOV (spontaneity), which in
Phys. 11 4 is said to be the kind of cause, of which luck is a species (applicable to the
intents and purposes of human beings). This may indicate that something has gone
missing, or that Aristotle’s discrimination of causes underwent a development. But no
argument can be pressed because we would not expect a full-blown technical exposition
of causes in a popular work. For further commentary see also Flashar, Fragmente, p. 191;
Kramer 1959, 229-231.

<IX 49.11-25: commentary>

49.11-25 attribution and voice: no specific doubts have been registered as to the
authenticity. It continues the previous argumentation in the voice of ‘Aristotle’. There is
solid parallelism with the Corpus.

49.11-12 TSV HEV 0DV GO TUXNS YlYVOUEVWY OUSBEV EVEKA TOU
y{yveTat: cf. 49.22 To pgvTol 81 TUXTV OU YiveTol gvekd Tou. In Phys. I1 5
Aristotle argues that luck is a cause in the sphere of things done for the sake of
something and related to what is in accordance with choice, but only incidentally: SnAov
opa OTI M) TUXT] O(lTlO( KOTO ouuBanKog EV TOIS KO(TO( Trpooupsow TV EVEKX TOU.
310 TMeP1 TO AU TO Slavola K&l TUXT' T) YO TPOXIPECIS OUK aveu Stavolas (197a5-
8).

49.14 To oU £veka: In a passage of the Rhetoric which Diiring (Attempt, p186)
oddly calls the “earliest example”, Aristotle glosses this noun phrase as follows: “and the
for the sake of which is the end”: To & oU Eveka To TENOs 0TIV (1363b16). Aristotle
points out that To ou gvekar has two different senses in several key passages discussing it
as a cause (Phys. 11 2.194a35-36; de An. 11 4.415b2-3, 415b20-21; Metaph. 7.7.1072b1-3;
EE 7.15.1249b15). In the pasage at Phys. II 2 Aristotle says that he distinguished two
senses of “the for the sake of which” in the (now lost) work On Philosophy. The phrase is
elliptical for “the cause for the sake of which”; the terminology for this cause is
consistent in all the canonical passages which list them together (4.Po. I1 11; Phys. 11 3 =
Metaph. V 2; Metaph 13; G4 I l) on thls p01nt see Johnson, T eleology, 64-80.

49.14-15 : asl y0(p O TNV TEXVNV §XwWV & Todwael ool Aoyov &t
ov §ypaye kol ol gveka: The exact same example is used to illustate a similar
point in Physics 11 8: “but mistakes happen even in the case of technical skill, for
example when the grammatical man writes incorrectly” auopTia 8¢ ylyveTo KOl €V
TOIS KATO TEXVNY" Eypanle Yo ouk opBdds O ypoauuaTikos (199a33-34). See also
MM 1189b6-21.

49.15 oo1: To whom does this refer? Cf. infra 50.19-20. Diiring cites as a parallel
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Isoc. ad Nic. 35, taking it to refer directly to Themison (Attempt, 186). A more likely
possibility is that it refers to one of the characters of the dialogue.

49.16 0 Ti: It is tempting to see here Aristotle’s frequently invoked causal
terminological distinction between oTi and 810T1 (e.g. APo. 87a31-37), although it is
difficult to see how the text as printed in the manuscripts could be construed. But
Pistelli’s deletion of the whole word OT! is unnecessary, because a simpler correction,
which gives good sense, is to read T1, separated from the relative pronoun.

49.18-19 1 TPIKNV ... oikoSouiknv: These are stock examples for Socrates,
Plato, and Aristotle. In NE I 5 Aristotle uses the examples of medicine/ health and
architecture/ bulldmgs but adds strategy- V1ct0ry as an example of goal directed
activities: TouTO &8 €V lO(TleT] uev UYlElO( EV OTpO(TT]YlKT] 85 vu<n, €V ou<050uu<n S
ou<10( sv dMw & 0()\)\0 €V omaon Se mpael Kol TPOOIPESEL TO TENOS* TOUTOU yap
fveko T Ao T TpaTTOoUC! TTaVTES (1097a19-22).

49.20-21 TGV A pa EVEKO TOU YlyVETOI TO KoTa TE Xvnv: Things that
are caused not by luck but by skill, for example a ship or a house, come to be,
intentionally, for the sake of some good. Ar. states this to be the case for every skill and
every method at the outset of NE I 1: TTaco Texvn kol maoa pebodos, opotws 8¢
ﬁp&&ig Te Kol Trpoodpemg, ayabou Tivos ediecbot Sokel: 810 kaAdS &ﬂscbﬁvowTo
Tayaeov ou ToVT E(blETO(l (1094al-4); and of every practice and choice in NET5: €V
omaon 8¢ mpakel Kol TPOGIPECEL TO TEAOS ™ TOUTOU YOP EVEKO TXX }\oma Tl‘pO(TTOUOl
mavTes (1097a20-22); and also in all arts and sciences in Pol. III 12: €v Taools UEV
TS EMOTAUAIS KAl TEXVals ayabov To TENos (1282b14-5).

49.21 ToUTo TEAos aUThs TO PEATIOTOV: Aristotle maintains that the
end of each thing, is the best it can do: so the best thing medicine can do is to produce
health, and the best thing a builder can do is produce a shelter that protects against
weather and intruders. But Aristotle famously generalizes this analysis to natural
philosophy as well, thinking each natural kind to have its own final end, which is the best
thing for it (reproduction for plants, perception for animals, some kind of intelligence for
humans, etc.). He uses similar language to describe the good in Metaph. I 2, “and this is
the good of each, and generally the best in the whole of nature”: TouTo & €0Ti Tayabov
EKAGTOU, OAS 8¢ TO APIGTOV €V TT) Ppucel oot (982b6-7).

49.22-23 cupPain HEV YOap AV K&l & TO TUXNS Tl &yabov: This is
very close to the doctrine of Phys. 2.5, where we read: “but it is called good luck when
something good happens”: Tuxn 8¢ aryadn uev Aeyeton otav ayoabov Ti amopn
(197a25-26).

49.23 oV unv aAla: A strictly prose expression indicating that what is said
cannot be gainsaid; here it is used to emphasize that even though luck may result in
something good, still it is emphatically not good insofar as it is caused by luck, but only
because it is good for some other reason, and lucky circumstances happened to bring it
about. For the idiom, see Denniston pp.28-30 who knows of ten examples in Plato, “more
in Aristotle, over twenty in Demosthenes, and about thirty-six in Isocrates”. Denniston
cites extensively from dialogues, and Aristotle’s Politics.

49.25 & opioTov: In Phys. I1 5 Aristotle argues that luck, as an incidental cause,
is indefinite and unlimited: TO pev oV ko’ OUTO A TIOV LIPIGHEVOV, TO OE KATX
oupBePnkos aoploTov: Amelpa Yop Qv TG evi oupPain (196b27-29; cf. 196b28,
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197a9, 20, 21; 197a18-21; see also APr. 32b24, APst. 95a8, EE 7.14.1247a32, b7-8, b12-
14; Rhet. 1369a32-33). On luck as an indefinite cause see Johnson, Teleology, 96-97.

<IX 49.26-50.12: commentary>

49.26-50.12 attribution and voice: no specific doubts have been registered as to the
authenticity here. It continues on the argumentation in the voice of ‘Aristotle’. Once
again, there is solid parallelism with the Corpus.

49.27-28 BeATiovos £vekev ael cuvioTaTal 1 kaboawep TO Sia
TEXVNs: A very similar a fortiori argument is invoked also in P4 I 1, “But that for the
sake of which and the fine exists more in the functions of nature than in those of skill”:
MaAAov & E0TI TO OU EVEKO KO TO KOXAOV €V TOIS TNs PUCEWS EPYOLS T] EV TOIS TNS
TEXVNS (639b19-21); and PA 1.5, “For lack of haphazardness and being for the sake of
something exists in the functions of nature most of all; and the end for the sake of which
it is sustained and has been born has taken the place of the fine: oA EVEKX TIVOS EV
TOlS TNs PUCEWS EPYOIS ECTI Kol HOAIGTO" OU & EVEKCX GUVEGTTKEV T) YEYOVE
TEAOUS, TNV TOU KartAou Xwpaw eIAndev (645a24-25).

49.27 1 kaBa wep: is there a parallel of this expression in the corpus? Diiring
doubts Jaeger’s parallel, 903a33. Gigon went further and proposed to delete kaBaep.
But the reasons for Diiring’s suspicion and Gigon’s rejection are unclear; see also the
following apparently similar parallels: 370a2, 736b10, 1031a8, 1097b30, 1170b20,
1179a35, 1180b29, 1321a30.

49.28-50.1 HIPETTAL Yo p oV TNV TEXVNV T UCIs dAAa aUTH THV
U o1v: The same point—that art imitates nature and not vice versa—is argued in three
other places of the Protr.: V 34.8-9 and IX at 50.12: T} TExvn pipelTan TNV $UotLv; and
then further in X at 54.22-23. It is also invoked in key chapters of Aristotle’s natural
philosophy: “skill imitates nature”: 1) TEXVN MIMEITOL TNV dUCIV (Phys. 11 2 194a21-22);
“some things skill supplies, those nature is not able to bring to perfection, and other
things skill imitates”: 8¢ ) TExVN T& HEV EMTEAEL & 1) puUots aduvaTel amepyacacba,
Tor 8¢ MIMEITON (Phys. 2.8.199a15-17); see also “for skill imitates nature”: pipglTal yop
n TExVn TNV Puotv (Meteor. 381b6); cf. [Aristotle], de Mund. “skill imitiates what nature
does in this respect”: 7| TExvn TNV GUCIV HIKOUKEVT TOUTO TOIEWY (396b11-12).
According to Diiring, Attempt, p187, the father of this doctrine is Hippocrates and
Democritus; cf. Nestle, Hippocratica, p8-17. See, e.g. Hippoc., Vict. 1.11f. and further
Johnson, 'The Medical Background', 120 and n26.

50.1-2 ¢ Ml To) Ponbelv kal Ta mopoaleimoueva ThHs PUOEwS
avamAnpou v: See below note on 50.9-12 for the ancient idea that specifically human
nature often falls short and requires the aid of art. Aristotle conceives of all art and
education to exist for the purpose of dealing with natural deficiency, arguing in Pol. VII
that “all art and education intends to fill in where nature falls short”: Taco yap Téxvn
kol Tondelo To mpooAeimov PoukeTan Ths Ppucews avatAnpouv (1337al-3). In
biology, the deficiencies of nature are compensated by other natural expediencies, as can
be seen from an example in PA III 14 “for nature makes up the deficiency of the mouth
by the capacity and heat of the stomach: T Suvapel yop kot 17 BepuotnTi ThS
kothlas T puots avolouBavel THY TOU GTOPATOS EVSelav (674b29).

50.1 éoTiv ¢l T PonBetv: For this use of £l see GA 5.8 “some teeth are
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for crushing, the others for dividing”: €101 8 gkelvol pev €Tl TG Asaivelv ouTol § €l
T Sta1pelv. (788b29-34).

50.2-4 Ta PEV yop £olkev auTh Suvachotl 81" auThs N Ppuaois
emiTeAETV kKol Bonbeias oUSev SeToBai: The language used here to describe the
failure of nature to be able to accomplish and secure some result is vivid and harsh. He
uses similar language to describe the problems with the notion of void in Phys. V 10,
“either it entirely does not exist or with difficulty and obscurely”: 7} OAdS OUK EGTIV T)
HOALS Kol auudpads (217b32-33).

50.4-5 To 8¢ pOAls N kal TAVTEA®D S & SuvaTelv: “But others <it
completes> with difficulty or is even entirely incapable”. The MSS all lack i , which is
supplied by the conjecture of Segonds, building on a suggestion by Zuntz (Mnemosyne
IV.s., 11 (1958): 158). Zuntz pointed to the parallel expression at Gen An. 774al4, and
argued that the ka\ transmitted by the MSS needs to be corrected to 7; this is basically
correct, we agree, but one reaches this result in a more rhetorically satisfying form by
adopting the alternative of Segonds, includes ka, rather than replacing it.

50.5-8 £vio HEV OT)TTOU TV CTMEPUO TWYV EIS OOl oV &V EUTEOT)
Yiv dveu pulakis yevwwotv, Evia 8 TpoadelTal THS YEWPYIKNS
TexVNs: The restoration of Gv in els OTTOIAV AV EUTTECT is a convincing conjecture on
the part of Kiessling, adopted by subsequent editors and by us; the subjunctive requires it
and its loss is trivially easy to explain.

There is a discussion of the nature of trees in [Aristotle] Plant. 1 6 in which it is
argued that some trees come from seed, others through themselves: To gV YEWWVTO!
EK OTEPUOTIS, Ta 8¢ 81 gauTAV (820b29-30); the latter option is elsewhere by Aristotle
and Theophrastus called “spontaneously”. To the class of “spontaneously” generated
plants, Theophrastus opposed the plants that come to be through cultivation; the
spontaneous is thus coordinate with the natural in the study of plants, as opposed to the
artificial cultivation of plants through agriculture: “these constitute two divisions of the
subject, the one as it were natural and auTouaTov, the other belonging to art and
preparation, which intends the good. But the account is not the same for both, the first is
what we might call an account from nature, the other from inventiveness, nature doing
nothing in vain, and intellect proposing to help nature” (CP I1.1.1.6-11, trans. Einarson
and Link); “The study of plants pursues two different investigations in two different
fields. The first investigation deals with plants that grow auTouaTols, and here the
starting point belongs to their nature; whereas the other starting point is that which
proceeds from human ingenuity and contrivance, which we assert helps their nature to
achieve its goal” (CP III.1.1.1-5, trans. Einarson and Link; Cf. /P I1.1.1.1-10).
Theophrastus is even willing to state that the spontaneous is equivalent to the natural
principle, in contrast to art: “the nature contains the starting points in itself, and we speak
here of the natural, and what we see in plants that grow gk TV qUTOMATV is of this
description” (CP 1.16.10.8-10, trans. Einarson and Link).

To put Aristotle’s point in the Protr. in the terms of Theophrastean botany, then,
some plants spontaneously reproduce, and others require artificial cultivation. Sedley
argues that the Protr. passage supports the idea that some natural things exist and
function primarily for the sake of human beings, because if some natural plants require
human cultivation, then they must already exist for the sake of human beings, and thus
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Aristotle’s teleology is anthropocentric (‘Teleology Anthropocentric?’; cf. Wilpert 1949,
64).

There is no direct evidence for this view of plants in Corpus; the passage in
Politics 1 8 which says that the “other” animals exist for the sake of humans says that the
plants exist for the sake of the animals (1256b16-17). One might argue that what is
described here is a “food chain” in which the plants exist for the sake of the other
animals, but since the other animals exist for the sake of humans, it turns out that plants
exist for the sake of humans as well. We cannot address this larger issue here (but see, in
addition to Sedley’s article, Wardy, ‘lore of averages’, and Johnson, Teleology, p152-153
and p229-237). Certainly it must be conceded that all plants that undergo cultivation, and
that require cultivation for their survival, exist for the sake of human beings.

But how does the idea that some otherwise natural plants need human cultivation
fit with Aristotle’s biological doctrines? In the scientific works, in the account of seeds
and sperm, Aristotle consistently holds that the seed of the parent already contains the
form into which the descendent will develop continuously, unless something interferes.
In GA 1 18 it is argued that the sperm already contains what nature intends it to be in
isolation from anything that a human being does: “nature intends the sperm to be that out
of which the things sustained in accordance with nature originally come to be—not
because it comes out of something that an individual agent such as a human does—for it
comes to be out of this because it is the seed”: BOO)\ETO(I S¢ ToloUTOV ™V $pucty elvan
TO orrspua ¢€ oL Tx KO(TO( qbuon) OU\)lOTO(UEVO( ylyvsTal Tl‘pOJTOU ou (A eﬁ EKE!VOU
Tl envou TO TTOI0UV 010V TOU GVBPITTOU” YlyVETAL YOp €K TOUTOU OTI TOUTO EGTI TO
omeppa. (724b15-20). What the seed is programmed to grow into in fact determines the
basic function of plants and even animals, for the function of plants is exclusively to
produce seeds and fruit (G4 1 4.717a23??). Plant and animal seed is similar in thir respect
according to G4 1 23: “And simply put the animals seem to be like divided plants, as if
someone divided the thing apart when bearing seed, resolving and separating them into
the male and female. And nature manufactures all these things reasonably well. For the
essence of plants is no other function and no other action besides the productlon of seed”™:
Ko O(Ts)(vcog golke TO CQda oaorrsp ¢)UTO( glva Bmpnusva olov gl Tis KO(KEIVO( oTe
orrepua sgsvsykslsv Sla)\ucsls KOl XGPIOEIEY slg TO svurrapxov onAu KO(l O(ppE\) Ko
TO(UTO( TavTa eUAOYwS T ducts Snuioupyel. Tng usv yap TV (bUTCO\) ouclas oubev
0TIV aAAo Epyov oude mpakis oudepior TTANV T) TOU OTTEPUOTOS YEVEDLS (GA
1.23.731a21?-26). On the difficulty of how plants are formed out of seed and animals out
of semen see GA 11 1.733b23 and f.

50.9 a moAapuPavel TNV $pUCIV: A similar expression is used in the
discussion of lunar halos as rain signs in Meteor. III 3, “for if it neither fades nor
disperses but is allowed to attain the nature of it (sc. a halo), then it is probably an
indication of rain”: eav uev yap unTe katapapavdn unte Staomoacbn, oAN abn) Ty
dUCIV aTTOAXURAVEIY THY GUTT)S, USATOS EIKOTWS ONUEIOV E0TI (372b21), cf. Phys.
VI 7 (261a18).

50.9-12 dvBpwmos 8¢ MOAAV SelTal TEXV@V TPOS CWTNPI AV
KOTG TE TNV TPW TNV YEVECIV K& TAALV KT TNV UGTEpPav Tpodnv:
That humans need skills in order to survive, because they lack certain natural advantages,
was a great theme of Greek literature, as can be seen from Aeschylus’ Prometheus, and
an important report of Anaximander (DK 12A10). In Plato’s Protagoras, the title
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character gives a speech that describes how humans had to be given justice and language
in order to compensate for their natural weaknesses relative to the other animals already
born with fur, tooth, and claw (322ab). In the Politics 1 8, Aristotle represents a pragmatic
and popular extrapolation from the situation of congenital human need to anthropocentric
exploitation of natural resources. Sedley, teleology anthropocentric? argues that this
represents Aristotle’s considered position (see above note). However that may be,
Aristotle’s further discussion of the arts of household management and money-making
(i.e. economics) in Politics 1 9-13 upholds the ethical-political principle that engagement
in these arts is justifiable to the extent that human needs must be met but should not be
pursued beyond what is required to sustain the happy and free human life; on this point
see Johnson, Teleology, 229-237.

<IX 50.12-19: commentary>

50.12-19: attribution and voice: no specific doubts have been registered here. It seems
to continue the argumentation of ‘Aristotle’ from the previous paragraph, still showing
solid parallelism With the Corpus

50.12 r] TE XVT ulusl Tol TT]V $Uo1v: see above note on 49.28-50.1.

50.14 « To GOV EVEKA Tou yiyveaBai: The skills do things for the sake of
some good (whether real or apparent), when they are used correctly. Since the skills
imitate nature, we can infer that nature too brings things about for the sake of some good.
As we will see, the point of this is to show that humans, who have come to be by nature,
have come to be for the sake of some good. This section states three crucial premises of
an argument of the chapter that may be summarized in reverse order.

1. Humans come to be by nature (51.4-6)

2. If something comes to be by nature, then it comes to be well (50.16-19)

3. If something comes to be well, then it comes to be correctly (50.16)

4. If something comes to be correctly, then it comes to be for the sake of

something (50.14-15)

5. Therefore, humans have come to be for the sake of something
The next question to ask would be: what is “this something” for the sake of which
humans have come to be? The question is explicitly raised, and then answered, below at
51.6-7. In the mean time in 50.19-51.6 he provides a series of examples of things that
come to be correctly, by nature, and for the sake of something: the eyelid (50.19-23), a
ship (50.24-26), and animals in general (50.27-51.6).

50.16 TO ye kaA@s, 0pBds: For the doctrine that the thing that comes to be
well does so correctly, see Heraclitus DK C1 cf. B60 [= Hipp. De victu 1.11] and Plato,
Charm. 165d, Leg. 889a. Aristotle also uses this a principle in Phys. 11 7 199a; Meteor.
IV 3 381b6; PA 639b19-21, 645a23-26; Metaph. 982b6; MM 1190a13-15, 1182a33; Pol.
VII 17 1337al. See also: [Ar.] Mundo 5 396b12 and Theophrast. CP 11 18.2.

50.17 TO Y& UMV KOTQ d)\'J o1v: A progressive use of unv, see Denniston
p.349; it would be a mistake to delete this unv, as Ross did in his OCT edition of the
fragments of Protrepticus.

50.19: It was reasonable for Vitelli to perceive a lacuna here, after ¢pUG1V; but not
much seems to have been lost perhaps only a few words, if that. Vitelli’s conjectural
supplement <gvavTiov. ) oUV Kota puctv> Vitelli is minimal and sensible, but we have
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come to suspect gaps of unknown length where such inexplicable changes of inflection
occur. The patterns of scribal errors suggest that the most likely amount of lost text
corresponds to one or two lines of script in the format of the manuscript from which the
scribe was working, in other words, more than a few words, perhaps a sentence or two. In
this case, we are not convinced there is any rhetorical or grammatical gap, nor is there
any logical difficulty in the idea of a coming into being coming into being, when
Aristotle says, “a coming into being in what is in accordance with nature comes into
being for the sake of something.”

<IX 50.19-51.6: commentary>

50.19-51.6 attribution and voice: The expression { 801 Tis &V is used by Iamblichus
in a the perfectly typical opening of VII (41.6, and see note there). Here is it used
emphatically (1801 Tis dv ...1801s &V <) and reappears below at 53.2-3
(apparently Aristotle’s voice). The earlier use seems to be a case of lamblichus
“borrowing” an expression from his source in the formulation of his own transitional
comments. The same could be happening here, although there is no reason to doubt that
this explanation of the eyelids featured in the Protrepticus and that the teleological
explanation of the eye was offered as an example of the goal-directness of nature (as it
was by Aristotle’s predecessors and still is today).

50.21 KATAVOOTS ... 1801S &V s : The number of the verbs (second-person
singular) suggests dialogue, that is, failure of Iamblichus to sufficiently modify his source
so as to adapt it to the monological format of his collection of protreptic texts. This
counts as some evidence in favor of attribution, by extension, to Aristotle of the
expression: 1801 TIS Q.

50.21 To PAé dapov: The example of the eyelid was one of the earliest
examples of intelligent design, offered already by Socrates by Xenophon: “And apart
from these, don’t you feel that there are other things too that look like the effects of
providence? For example, because our eyes are delicate, they have been shuttered with
eyelids which open when we have occasion to use them, and close in sleep; and to protect
them from injury by the wind, eyelashes have been made to grow as a screen” (Mem.
1.4.6, tr. Waterfield). The main end of the eyelid, according to Aristotle, is protection of
the eye: TNs 8¢ cwTnplas xaptv To PAEpapa (PA 2.13.657a35, and f. for birds and
quadrapeds). Crustacians have no eyelids because that requires quick action of the skin,
in its place they have hard eyes (657b30-658a3); fish have no eyelids because there is
little risk that objects will collide with their eyes, and nature does nothing in vain (658a7-
10). PA 11 15 658b14-18. On the reason why humans gain control of their eyelids late in
life, and loose it when tired or drunk, see GA4 2.6.744a36-b9. The benefit of rest does not
seem to have been mentioned in the Corpus but is unique to the Protr.; see Johnson,
Teleology, 193.

50.21 o0 pa Tnv: That nature does “nothing in vain” is a general scientific
principle that Aristotle frequently invokes, e.g. Phys. I1 6.197b22-29; de An. 111
12.434a31-31; PA 11 13.657a35, 11 15.658b14-18; GA V 8.788b20-22; Pol. 124529,
1253a9, etc. See also alternative versions of the formula at Cael. 290a31, 291b13; G4
744a36; Pol. 1256b21. A passage in /4 8 shows a concrete application, “the cause of
limblessness for snakes is, first, that nature does nothing in vain but always looking to the
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best for each thing out of the possibilities preserving each unique substance and the
being Wthh itis in 1tself’ TOlS 6 o¢sc5|v aiTiov TNs amodias TO Te TT]\) ¢u01v unBev
TOIEIV uom]v oMo TI‘O(VTO( npog TO O(plO'TOV anoB)\sﬂouoav EKO(OTCO €K TV
VSEXONEVEIV, 100eLoUCaV EKAGTOU THY 181ay oUGCIaV Kol TO Tl v au T elval
(708a9-12). The opening of Theophrastus’ On the Causes of Plants shows how important
a scientific principle it had become for peripatetic research. On the role of the principle
see Johnson, Teleology, 80-82.

50.24 TGUTOV §CTIV OU TE EVEKO YEYOVE TI Kol oU Eveko 8gl
yeyove vat: The same identity is asserted in Metaph. 111 2, “but the end and the for that
sake of which is an end of some action”: To 8¢ TEAOS Kol TO OU Eveka TPAEES TIVOS
0TI TEAOS (996a24-26 = 1059a36); and EE 1 8, “but that for the sake of which as end is
best and a cause of that which is under it and first of all the things”: To & ou gveka s
TEAOS GPIOTOV Kol &I TIOV TGV U oUTO Kol TTPAToV TavTeov (1218b9-11 go to 13?).

50.25-26 ofov €1 TAoTov gveka THis kaTa BaAaTTav kopidns €8¢t
y{yveoBai: The other references to seafaring in the Protr. are in VI (40.1-6) and X
(55.24-56.2). Compare Phys. 11 8, “and if the ship-building skill were in the wood, it
would be produced as it is in nature; so if that for the sake of which is in the skill, it is in
the nature as well”: kol €1 EVI|v €V T6d EUAG T) VOUTITY IKT], OHOLGS GV TT) GpUGCEL ETTOLEL
WOT €l €V TT) TEXVT EVEGTI TO EVEKG TOU, KOl €V TT) dpucel (199b28-30).

50.27-51.1 k&l unv T ye (ol o TV $pUOEL yeyevnue vev: Here we
return to the reading of the MS, and reject as misguided Vitelli’s conjectural supplement
TV PUOEL <Te Kol KOTO GUCIV> YEYEVNUEVEIY, inspired by the conclusion at 51.5-6,
and followed by Pistelli (where it occupies half of 50.27) and des Places: its effect would
be to short-circuit Aristotle’s reasoning at 50.15-19. The argument for this is evidently
the parallel in Phys. II 1, in which Aristotle is admirably explicit about how the
terminology is to be used: “according to nature applies to all these things and also to
attributes which belong to them in accordance with themselves, for example for fire being
carried upwards; for this is not a nature nor does it have a nature, but it is by nature and
according to nature. What nature is, then, has been stated, and what is by nature and
according to nature” KaTa GpUOIV 8¢ TAUTK Te Kol 000 ToUToLs UTTGP)E kad ouTd,
olov TOO TI'Upl q)EpEO'eO(l avoa TOUTO yap q)uclg HEV OUK EOTIV ou5 EXEl q)uclv gpuos
S¢ |<0(| Koo pUGLY EGTIV. T HEV OUV EOTIV T HUCIS, EPNTAL, Kol TI TO GUCEL KAl
kata Gpuctv (192b36-193al). But to include this already would anticipate the argument at
51.3-6, which argues that it is kaTo $UCIV as a result of not being Tepl GUGIV.

Aristotle asserts that “either all or the best” (see note below) animals have come
to be by nature and thus for the sake of something: this is the key assumption of his
naturalistic teleology. Aristotle’s develops the theory of the method of explanation
according to a thing’s end (teleology) in APo. II 11, Phys. 11 8, and PA 1 1. Parts of
Animals is a four book treatise that constantly applies the principle “nature does nothing
in vain” in the course of explaining the end of the parts of all the kinds of animals known
to Aristotle. (In this regard it differs from the HA, which makes little mention of the
cause for the sake of which, dealing instead on the material parts of animals.) The IA,
PA, and GA continue the project of the PA to provide explanations of animal motion and
reproduction according to all the causes, naturally and teleologically.

51.1-21{ Tol TAVTX TOTOaPA TV f) Ta PEATIOTA: Aristotle argues in the
protreptic to the study of life sciences in PA I 5 that in all animals must be studied,
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regardless of whether they are more or less noble (UNTe GTIHOTEPOV UNTE TILIGITEPOV,
645a6-7); for every kind of animal, he insists, reveals nature and beauty (¢puoikoU Ko
KoAou, 645a23). But he develops a scale of value corresponding to the powers and
activities of various kinds of living thing (HA VIII 1, 588b21-589a5; see Johnson,
Teleology, p204-205). For the idea that there are some natural animals that are not best,
see below note on 51.3-4.

51.2 T1s: to whom does this refer?

51.3-4 Ta oA\ Tapa ¢puGIv oieTal yeyevioBal Sia Tiva
$dBopav kal poxbnpioav: One expects Aristotle to consider the generation of all
animals, in fact all living things, as natural, and so what could be meant by Tapa
dvoIv?

An anonymous Byzantine or Renaissance scholar offers the following
interpretation in a marginal note: “some animals have come to be unnaturally, as have
those worms generated in rotting corpses and tapeworms in the sick” (anonymous
scholiast to F; Des Places 153.18-20). It has been argued that we can distinguish between
things that come to be “by nature” from those that come to be “according to nature”.
Diseases and paracites and so forth come to be “by nature” (meaning, simply, they have
natural causes like everything else), but not “according to nature”, because they have a
bad, not good result. For this interpretation see further Diiring, Attempt, 188.

But there are no direct parallels for this interpretation in the Corpus, as far as we
can tell. A more likely possibility is that Aristotle has in mind a position like that
expressed in the Phaedo, in which Plato describes the plants and animals of this part of
the “corroded and polluted” cosmos as suffering from “ugliness and disease” (110e2-6).
Following on this Timaeus accounts for the coming to be of all other animals besides
male humans according to a theory of devolution; the moral failings and corruptions of
men cause them to be reborn as the lower animals, and the entire animal series is a
manifestation of the moral degeneracy of human beings (90e?). In the Protr., Aristotle
might be arguing that even if animals do arise by some process of devolution from
corrupt humans, still it is clear that they come to be for the sake of something (such as the
punishment and improvement of those human souls).

Turning to the Corpus, the Generation of Animals is the obvious place to look for
an interpretation. There Aristotle considers a class of animals that are “spontaneously
generated”, as opposed to generated through seed. These might be thought contrary to the
normal method of sexual reproduction and thus contrary to nature, but Aristotle argues
that spontaneously generated organisms are natural and he even admits that there are
degrees of “nobility” for these things (G4 11T 11.762a10-33, TipicaTepov at 24). Another
possibility, arising from the same work, is that in the Protr. Aristotle has in mind freaks
or monsters which, as he says in G4 IV 4, “belong to the class of things contrary to
nature, but not entirely contrary to nature but only as it is normally”: €6TI Yop TO TEpOS
TQV Tapa GUCIV Ti, Tapa Guctv § ou Taoov GANG TNV s ETTL TO TOAU (770b9-11).
As Aristotle continues to argue (down to 770b19), even freaks are in a sense in
accordance with nature, since they come to be due to regular causes, etc. (see Johnson,
Teleology, 198-201). The accounts of both spontaneously generated organisms and freaks
are fully consistent with the position argued in the Protrepticus, and also with Aristotle’s
mature position, stated in the protreptic to life sciences in Parts of Animals 1 5, that all
animals are in some sense noble and each contains some portion of the divine, which may



lamblichus, Protrepticus chapter IX 12

be sought out and discovered by the keen student of nature.

There is also the possibility that Aristotle conceives of all other life forms as
inferior or degenerate relative to the human being, on which see next note.

51.4-5 Tigld TaTov 8¢ ye TV evtalfa §w wv dvbpwmos soTiv: “a
human is the most valuable of the living things down here”. But humans are not the best
of all things in the cosmos, as Aristotle reminds us in NE VI 7: un TO GpIGTOV TV £V
TG KOOUG avBpwmos eoTiv (1141a21-22); cf. Pol. 12, “for just as when perfected a
human is best among the animals, so in separation from law and justice he is the worst of
all”: oomep yop kol TeAewbels PEATIOTOV TV LoV avBpwymos EGTIV, OUT Kol
xwptobels vopou kail Sikns xelptoTov mavTwv (1253a31-33). Aristotle readily admits
our inferiority to the celestial bodies (which he considers living things) in PA I 1, for the
heavenly bodies “are obviously much more ordered and definite than we are” (641b18-
19). But Aristotle in the same work adduces the posture of humans as evidence of their
superiority to the other animals (i.e. those down here) in PA IV 10, “for of all animals the
human alone stands erect, because its nature and substance is divine. For it is the function
of the godlike to think and to be intelligent” (686a27-29). And compare the pragmatic
anthropocentric remarks of Phys. II 2 194a35 and Pol. 1.8 (1256b22). Compare the full-
blown anthropocentric providential scheme put into the mouth of Socrates by Xenophon,
M. 1.4.14.

<IX 51.6-15: commentary>

51.6-8 attribution and voice: we punctuate with a question mark: T1 8 ToUTO £0Tl;
<does this follow F?> and consider it likely that this was asked by an interlocator in
Aristotle’s dialogue, in response to the argument leading to the conclusion that “the
human being has come into being for the sake of something”. We leave it in plain text
because of uncertainty about the extent to which dialogue may have been omitted. The
desperate measures of other editors to invent Greek supplements, presumably under the
assumption that dialogue should not be present in a letter or treatise, have been noted in
the apparatus criticus.

51.6 kol TOUTO 0TI T@V SvTwv: Diiring argues that there is no
connection with what procedes and thus calls for a reordering; a more conservative
position would be to assume that something has dropped out. Cf. 49.15-16.

51.7 o0 xa piv: The same point is made in almost the same terms at Pol. VII 15:

“reason and intelligence are the end of our nature, so that the generation of the habits
should be orgamzed lookmg to them” o 51—: )\oyog MUV K&l O VoUs TT]S' cpuoecog Tehos,
WOTE TTPOS TOUTOUS TNV YEVECIV Kol TNV TV BV 861 Tapaokeualelv ueAETnV
(1334b15-17).

51.7 7 d)\'Jcls' NuGS EyEvvnos Kal o Bgos: For the conjunction of nature
and the divine, cf. X, “live looking to nature and the divine”: wpos Tnv ¢puctv BAemeov
Cn ka1 wpos To Betov (55.26-27). In de cael. 15, Aristotle says “god and nature create
nothing that is without a point” (271a33). It is not necessary to take this personification
literally and assume an intentional agent is meant; “for all things by nature have
something divine in them” (NE vii 13, 1153b32). Diiring cites some medical writers to
whom the divine was considered something in the order of nature (Attempt, 190). He
later states that “the identification of ‘nature and the divine’ is habitual in the early
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writings of the Corp. Hipp. and in Diog. of Apollonia (Attempt, 222); unfortunately he
gives no references. Simplicius and Philoponus’ treatment of this phrase is discussed in
Moraux, ‘I’tradition indirecte’, 168.

51.7 nuas: Note pronoun usage.

51.8-10 attribution and voice: we regard it likely that the question at 7-8 was asked by
an interlocator in Aristotle’s dialogue, and we regard the story at 8-10, about the answer
that Pythagoras gave, to be by Aristotle, although it cannot be conclusively ruled out that
Iamblichus has interpolated the story in accordance with the wider purpose of his
Pythagorean works. More likely is that the presence of this passage is one of the reasons
that attracted Iamblichus to the idea of excerpting the Protrepticus of Aristotle for his
Neopythagorean Protreptic to Philosophy.

51.7-8 T{ 81 ToUTO €07Ti: Here we return to the reading of the MS, and reject
two speculative emendations by Zuntz, the effect of which would be to transform the
opening of this paragraph into this: “So what is this thing, for the sake of which nature,
and the god, have brought us into being? When Pythagoras was asked this, ...” The
emendations are intrusive and presuppose very unlikely corruptions; better is to construe
the transmitted text, despite the awkwardness. This is especially the case given that we
appear to have here a fossil of the original dialogue (see above comment). Thus Burkert
(Lore, 5nl1) warns against the process whereby Diiring, by accepting the emendation,
removes a crucial hint for source criticism provided by the text of lamblichus, since
emphasis on the # esti line of questioning is, as he puts it, “characteristic” of early
Pythagoreanism.

51.8 TTuBayopas &pwTwuEVOs: The story about Pythagoras’ answer to the
citizens of Phlius about the origin of the term philosophy is recounted by Cicero and by
Iamblichus in VP XII (see appendix to the commentary on this chapter). The comparison
between the three ways of life and the three classes of people attending an athletic
festival is directly parallel to 53.19-54.5 below. Aristotle was well informed about and
highly interested in Pythagorean traditions; he mentions them regularly in works on
natural philosophy, and wrote a work or works on the “Pythagoreans” (DL 5.25, titles 98
and 102). Thus he could easily have written up a version of the story, based on the
account in a work of Heraclides of Pontus, probably his work On the Woman Not
Breathing (Diogenes Laertius, Preface 12). It cannot be ruled out that lamblichus has
switched sources and has begun to cite from Heraclides at this point; but we believe
instead that it is the character ‘Aristotle’ who makes reference to the views and the
thought of Heraclides within this discussion, mentioning his theatre metaphor and giving
his own version of it (at the end of ch. IX of lamblichus’ Protrepticus), as well as
mentioning this story about Pythagoras claiming to be the first philosopher. It was
precious to lamblichus to have ‘Aristotle’ confirm the essential correctness of the
Pythagorean approach to theoretical philosophy, and lamblichus prominently showcases
the comment that “Pythagoras was right, according to this argument anyway.” Since this
last qualification runs contrary to the purposes of lamblichus, we can be perfectly sure
that it was not invented by him, but discovered in his source text.

51.11-15 attribution:

51.11 "AvaEayopav: DK 59A30, not in Curd, Anaxagoras (cf. 89-90, 102).
Anaxagoras is also quoted above in VIII (48.16-18). Aristotle attributes almost the same
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saying to Anaxagoras at EE [ 5, “and they say that Anaxagoras gave the following answer
to someone working through these kind of difficulties and asking what it is for the sake of
which one should choose to be born rather than not be born. He said: to observe the
heavens and the whole cosmic order TOV usv ouv Avaﬁayopav ¢0(01v 0(1T0|<p|v0(060(1
TPOS TIVX 510(TropOUVTO( TOIOUT OTTO Kol SIEPLITAVTN Tlvog EVEK av IS e}\owo
yeveoBar paAAov 1) um yevecBa “Tou” daval “Becoprjoot TOV oUPGVOV Kol TNV el
Tov 0Aov koopov TaE1v” (1216al1-14). Anaxagoras is represented by Aristotle as the
type of man who leads the intellectual life (EE 1 4.1215b6-14 cf. NE VI 7.1141b2-5, X
9.1179a13-17). See Jaeger, ‘On the origin and cycle of the philosophical ideal of life’,
App. I of Aristoteles, Eng. transl., 2™ ed., pp. 426-461. orig. publ. in Sitzungsberichte der
preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1928. Compare Euripides frag. 910; Clem.
Alex. Strom. 2.130; DL 2.10.

51.13-14 ToU BsaoacBal [Ta mepl] TOV OUPAVOV K&l TEPL GUTOV
aoTpo: We accept Pistelli’s conjectural deletion, but reject his supplement. The
transmitted text could have resulted from the following process: a marginal note could
have interpolated T& before 51.14 Tepl o TOV G OTPa, with the phrase Ta Wepl
later erroneously inserted into the text before TOV oU pavov. Since neither the moon
nor the sun have a definite article, there seems to be no good reason to supply it for the
stars; there seems to be no need for the more unlikely conjecture of Jaeger, which would
add definite articles to all the terms.

<IX 51.16-52.8: commentary>

51.16-52.8 attribution and voice: no specific doubts about authenticity have been
registered here. The argumentation continues in the voice of ‘Aristotle’ showing strong
parallels to the Corpus.

51.18-19 TeAos 8¢ kaTa $UCIV TOUTO 0TIV O KATA TNHV YEVESIV
TE PUKEV UOTATOV: A version of the argument of this section is given in Pol. VIIL.15 in

the transition to a discussion of the primary education of children. “Thus much is clear in the
first place, that, as in all other things, birth implies an antecedent beginning, and that there are beginnings
whose end is relative to a further end. Now, in men reason and mind are the end towards which nature
strives, so that the birth and training and in custom of the citizens ought to be ordered with a view to them.
In the second place, as the soul and body are two we see also that there are two parts of the soul, the
rational and the irrational, and two corresponding states, reason and appetite. And as the body is prior in
order of generation to the soul, so the irrational is prior to the rational. The proof is that anger and wishing
and desire are implanted in children from their very birth, but reason and understanding are developed as
they grow older. For this reason, the care of the body ought to precede that of the soul, and the training of
the appetitive part should follow: nonetheless our care of it must be for the sake of the reason, and our care

of the body for the sake of the soul” (1334b12-22, tr. ROT modified). But see the note on 51.20 for a
qualification on the principle that the final stage of a process of generation corresponds to
that for the sake of which it has come to be.

51.20 TEPOIOVE VT)S : TTGIPONEVOLS is corrupt, although it appears to be an
early mistake. The L reading and the correction in the margin of F Tepaioupevns give
the necessary meaning, ‘complete’ (equivalent to Tepaived, according to LSJ s.v). The
more unlikely reading mepoivouevns was found in two later manuscripts (Greek
manuscript 77 in the Biblioteca Angelica in Rome, and cod. Neap. Borbon. I1I-B-30 in
Naples) by Pistelli; and this reading was printed by him and des Places.

51.20 TS YEVEOEWS GUVEXE S : The primary example of a constant process
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of change is the physical development, including maturation and ageing, of an organism,
especially a human being, as in the present example. But Aristotle in Physics 11 2 adds a
crucial qualification to the principle that the cause for the sake of which is the end of a
process of generation in the sense of final stage, “But the nature is the end or that for the
sake of which. For if in a continuous process of generation (CUVEXOUS TT|S Klvﬁoecog)
there is some end, this is the final [end] and that for the sake of which. And that is why
the poet was led to a ridiculous extreme in saying [of a dead man] that ‘he has got the
ending for which he was born For not every finality wants to be an end, but the best
does: 1 8¢ ¢U01§ Te)\og Ko ou EVEKO( cov yop ouvexoug ms Klvnoscog ouoms 0TI Tl
Ts)\og, TOUTO TO EOXO(TOV K TO ou EVEKO( 810 kal 0 1TOlT'|TT]§ ys)\OIwg ﬂponxer]
ELTTEIV “EXEl TEAEUTNV, NOTEP OUVEK EYEVETO”* BOUAETO YOp OU AV £lvail TO
goxaTov TEAOS, aAha To BeATioTov (194a27-33). Thus it is not agedness or death, but
the wisdom that comes naturally with age, that is the end for the sake of which we were
born.

51.20, 51.24, 52.4 oukoU v: The particle is extremely common in Platonic
dialogue, and appears in a succession of arguments or a new step in an argument (e.g.
Prt. 330cd, Denniston p434). Diiring (Attempt, 189) finds no parallels in the extant works
of Aristotle to a sequence of more than two of this particle in a row (although there are
many of two in a row). On the other hand, he points out that the literary structure of the
whole argument is common in Aristotle, citing: Cat. 2a34-b35; GC 337al17-25; NE
1180a14-24. Two passages not mentioned by Diiring deserve further study. The first is a
passage in the Rhetoric in which Aristotle describes a technique of responding to
interrogation; the questioners are represented as using the same particle (1419a29, 33,
33), “If a conclusion takes the form of a question, explain the reason for the conclusion:
for example, when Sophocles was asked by Pisander if he had approved establishing the
government of the Four Hundred as the others on the commottee to draft legislation did,
he admitted it. ‘But why? Surely (oukouv) these things you did were bad things, right?’
‘Yes’ he said; ‘but there were no better alternatives!” And [reply] as the Spartan replied,
when rendering an account of his term as ephor and being asked if the others on the board
had not been justly put to death: the examiner asked, ‘Surely (oUkouv) you behaved in a
way similar to them?’ He admitted it. ‘Surely (oukouv) it would be just,” he said, ‘to put
you to death as well?” “Not at all,” he replied, ‘for they took bribes to do these things; I
did not, but acted in accordance with my own judgment.’” (1419a25-35). It is perhaps
significant that Aristotle represents the particle in a dialogical role. Could the passage in
Iamblichus be a compression of dialogue in the Protrepticus? The other example of three
successive cases of oUKOUV is APr. 2.14, where Aristotle explains the relationship
between probative and per impossibile demonstration; a series of examples of
demonstrations are given and it is assered that if such a dmeonstration is made “then the
supposition must have been”: oukouv 1 pev utobeots fv (63a9, 26, 41; Bekker’s
punctuation with paragraphs at these points greatly enhances the legibility of his text).

51.23 Tws oUk TO Tou PeATiovos TeAos voTepilel THS YEVEOEWS:
Reading the conjecture supplied by us, Twds oUK ] Teas ouk: “How could the end of the
better not come later than its generation?” On the principle that it does, see DCM
26.83.21-22 and note ad loc. We don’t understand the construal of the uncorrected text
Tws Oel in Ross (“we may say”) or in des Places (“il semble”).

51.24 uxn oW paTos UoTepov: Compare the related premise used above in
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VI: Yuxn owuatos apetvov (38.15).

52.1 TO yfpas: Socrates argues that the ability to reason about advantage and
disadvantage, unlike simple perception through the body, comes later in life after “a long
and arduous education” (Theat. 186c). Aristotle represents a similar view, but for a
slightly different reason: “while young men become geometricians and mathematicians
and wise in matters like these, it is thought that a young man of practical wisdom cannot
be found. The cause is that such wisdom is concerned not only with universals but with
particulars, which become familiar from experience, but a young man has no experience
for it is length of time that gives experience (NVE VI 8.1142a15-16, ROT); cf. “we ought
to attend to the undemonstrated sayings and opinions of experienced and older people or
of people with practical wisdom not less than to demonstrations; for because experience
has given them an eye they see aright” (VE VI 12.1143b11-14, ROT). In discussing the
distribution of duties of warriors and councellors, Aristotle states that “both functions
should be entrusted by the ideal constitution to the same persons. Not, however, at the
same time, but in the order prescribed by nature, who has given to young men strength
and to older men wisdom” (Pol. VII 9.1329a15-16, ROT).

52.5€veko Tou ppovioal Ti kal pabeTv: Cf, below, eml To yvavai Te
ko Becopnoan (52.7), and chapter 11, 0 ppovedv kol Becopcdv (58.8; cf. 58.10). Cicero
recounts that “man, as Aristotle observes, is born for two purposes, thought and action:
he is at it were a mortal god” (Fin. II. 13.40, tr. Rackham). Later, in Fin. 5 we have a
more or less original version of the argument of this section in the words of Cicero, “It is
therefore at all events manifest that we are designed by nature for activity. Activities vary
in kind, so much so that the more important actually eclipse the less; but the most
important are, first (according to my view and that of those with whose system we are
now occupied [sc. the peripatetics] the contemplation and the study of heavenly bodies
and of those secrets and mysteries of nature which reason has the capacity to penetrate;
secondly, the practice and theory of politics; thirdly, the principles of prudence,
temperance, courage, and justice, with the remaining virtues and the activities consonant
therewith, all of which we may sum up under the single term of morality; towards the
knowledge and practice of which, when we have grown to maturity, we are led onward
by nature’s own guidance. All things are small in their first beginnings, but they grow
larger as they pass through their regular stages of progress. And there is a reason for this,
namely that at the moment of birth we possess a certain weakness and softness which
prevent our seeing and doing what is best. The radiance of virtue and of happiness, the
two things most to be desired, dawns upon us later, and far later still comes a full
understanding of their nature ”(21. 58 tr. Rackham)

52.6-8 Ka}\ws o pa KO(TO( YE TOU TOV TOV }\oyov MubBayo pas
1 PTKEV cos €T TO yva@val Tt Kal Bewpfioal mas dvBpwmos UTO ToOU
8ol ouveoTnkev: This refers to the answer Pythagoras gave to the people of Phlias
(see comment on the title for this chapter), given above at 51.8-10, but the reiteration at
52.7-8 adds To yvavai, drops T duots, and drops the astronomical direct objects,
making the second version much less vivid and compelling. This section clearly contains
Iamblichus’ transitional remarks between the two topics mentioned in the title of the
chapter. See Burkert, ‘Platon oder Pythagoras’, 168-169.

<IX 52.8-16: commentary>
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52.8-16 attribution and voice: Prima facie the passage contains a navigational
statement, and could therefore be considered to belong to lamblichus. But it could just as
well be the comment of a speaker in the dialogue delimiting the subject of his speech.

52.9 Tis £ TEpa PpUaTIs: Possible candidates for this include: Beds (as in
1249b17); Tnv aAnbelov (as above in chater 8.47.4); or TNV 8¢ TAV OVTwWV PUGIY Kol
™V aAnBetav (below at 54.4).

52.13 §v o0 TG : Zuntz argues that the MS reading oUTG) is corrupt and emends
TO OT aUTEOV; Ross and Diiring emend diacriticals to auTc), ‘oneself’, an attractive
idea; in fact this reading was already present in one of the older MSS, V. But a parallel in
Rhetoric 1.5 seems to indicate a reference to a particular person, which could a fortiori be
the situation if the Protrepticus were a dialogue; “For such a person would be self-
sufficient, if there are the goods both internal to him and the external goods (T& T gv
aUTE kol To ekTos ayaba). For there are no others besides these. On the one hand the
goods internal to him (v aUTE) are the goods of the soul and those of the body, but on
the other hand external goods are good b1rth and friends and money and honor™: oﬁTco
yap av O(UTO(pKEOTO(TOS‘ TIS EIT], €l U1TO(pXOl O(UTOJ TO( T €V O(UTOJ KO(l T EKTOS
ayaea ou yap EOTlV 0(}\)\0( Tl‘O(pO( TOUTA. EOTI S ev O(UTOO HEV Tor TEPL YUYV KOl TCX
€V CLOMOTI, EECO OF EUYEVElO( KO(l ¢|)\01 Kol XpnuaTa kol Tiun (1360b24-28).

52.12-17 TOoU TO yoap EGTIV G KPO TaTOV: Aristotle tells us at the outset of
EE 11 that he made this argument in the “exoteric works”, “for all these are goods, the
external [goods], those [goods] in the soul and, among these, the more choiceworthy are
those in the soul, as we indicated also in the exoteric writings”: mavTa 8N T &yaeo( n
EKTOS 1 &V JuxT), Kol TOUTV alpeTadTepa Ta eV TT) JuxT), kabamep Staipoupedo ko
gv Tols eEwTepikols Aoyols (1218b32-34). For further commentary see Jaeger,
Aristotle, 249; Dirlmeier, Philol. Supp. 30 (1937), 29.

52.15 g v <11} > Yuxn: The supplement of Kiessling is required, to re-establish
the parallel.

<IX 52.16-53.2: commentary>

52.16-53.2 attribution and voice: no specific doubts of the authenticity of this section
have been registered. It seems to resume the argumentation in the voice of ‘Aristotle’, but
possibly after an interlocution (in the environment of 52.8-16). This is reinforced by the
characterization of a question ‘What’s the use?’ etc. at 52.25-28. The view attacked is
evidently Isocrates’ utilitarian conception of philosophy and education (see our essay
“Isocrates’ Antidosis and the Protrepticus of Aristotle”). A characteristically Aristotelian
response is given here (one cannot really imagine another author or voice) in defense of
the intrinsic value of some kind of activities. Polybius (III 4.10-11, with no specific work
in mind?) argues that, contrary to Aristotle, no one pursues knowledge for its own sake,
but only for the sake of honor, pleasure, or utility.

52.16 To 8¢ {nTelv: In Pol. VIII 3 the same position is cast as a principle of
primary educatlon ‘to always be seekmg the useful i Is not ﬁttmg for the great- -souled and
free people: TO 8¢ CnTEW TOVTAXOU TO XPNOLUOV TKIGTO GPUOTTEL TOLS
ueyaAouxols kol Tols eAeubepiots (1338b2-4); cf. NE 14.1096b16-19.
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52.17 xpnoiunv: In Metaph. 1 2, Aristotle argues that the kind of wisdom he is
seeking originated when people stopped having to focus on what is useful because the
necessities had been taken care of: “for it is clear that it is because of knowing that they
pursued science and not for the sake of anything useful. And this is confirmed by what
happened. For when almost all of the necessities had been supplied, as well as the things
that make subsrstrng easier, this kind of 1nte111gence began to be sought ¢0(vspov oTl
610( TO snSsvou To emioToohal s&coKov Kl ou Xpnoswg TIvos svsst uorprupst S¢
oruro TO ouuBanKog oxsoov yap TAVTWV UTAPXOVTWY TV GVAYKAIwVY Kol TPOS
POOTCVNY KAl 610(yooynv n TOlO(UTT] q)povnmg npEato CnTelobon (982b20-24).

52.19 Ta ayoba kal Ta avaykalo: See below XII 59.24-26. Socrates’
rant against paid private teachers in Rep. 6 accuses them of substituting the convictions of
the mob or beast for wisdom about what is good or bad, just or unjust, “and he has no
other account of these things, but calls the necessities just and fine, but the nature of the
necessary and the good, how different they are in reality, he has neither seen nor would
be able to show anything else. Does not this kind of person, by Zeus, seem like an absurd
educator?” (493c3-8).

In Top. 111 2 Aristotle reherses the commonplaces of the comparison between
necessities and superfluities, “and the superfluities are better than the necessities, and
sometimes more choiceworthy as well. For to live well is better than to live, but to live
well comes from superfluities, and life itself the necessities. But sometimes the better
things are not the more choiceworthy. For if it is not better, it is necessary and more
choiceworthy. To do philosophy at least is better than to earn money, but it is not more
choiceworthy for the one who is in need of necessities. But the superfluities exist when
the necessities are possessed but someone manages to secure some other things among
the goods. But, perhaps roughly, the > necessary 1s more chorceworthy, but the superﬂuous
is better” Kou TOr EK Trsplouolag TCOV orvorymucov Bs)mco E\)lOTE e KO(l oupsTcoTepa
Bs)mov yap TOU Cnv To €U Cnv TO 55 el (;nv EOTIV EK Tl'EplOUOlO(S‘, auTo 8¢ To LNy
O(\)O(YKO(IOV svnorz—: 6T0( Bs)mco OUXI Kol oupsToaTspa ou yap €l Bs)mco
O(\)O(YKO(IOV Kol oupsrcorepa TO youv dpl)\ooocbew Bs)mov Tou XPnHa Tl(;eoeal OAN
oux oupsTcoTepov Tco sv5581 TV O(VO(YKO(IOJV To § €K ﬂEplOUOlO(S 0TIV OTOV
UﬂO(pXOVTOJV Toov O(VO(YKO(ICOV 0()\)\0( TIVO( TrpOOKO(TO(oKEUO(CnTou TiS TV Ka)\cov
oxedov 8t 106S alPETWTEPOV ECTI TO avaykalov, BEATIOV 8¢ TO EKTIEPIOUCIOS
(118a6-15). In Pol. VII 14 Aristotle provides several examples, “war is for the sake of
peace, unleisure for leisure, and the necessities and useful things for the sake of the fine
things”: TOAEHOV UEV EIPNVNS XO&PIV, GOoXOAlaV 88 OXOMTS, T & AvoykKolo Kol
XPNOIUO TV KA gvekev. (1333a33-36). The same terminology features in
Aristotle’s division of the kinds of pleasure in NE VII 4 (1147b23-30); Cf. MM 1.34,
(1198b16).

52.21 Sv dveu {Qv aSvvaTov: See Metaph. 1015a21 (quote it).

52.22 cuvali Tia: See also below on 53.2. The term is asserted to be in origin
Hippocratic by Diiring, Attempt, 40 (citing Vet. Med. 17 = p. 49.2 Hense). See Isocrates
5.33, 44; 15.96. Xenophon, Cyr. 1.4.15. Plato, Phd. 99b, Polit. 281c, 287b; Grg. 519b,
Tim. 46d. The term features in Aristotle’s distinction of the several kinds of necessity in
Metaph. V 5: “We call necessity that withouty which it is not possible to live, as a co-
cause (for example, breathing and nutrition are necessary for animals, for it is not
possible for them to exist without these”: ~Avorykolov AEyeTol 0U Gveu OUK EVSEXETO
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CNv S ouvaiTIou 0lov TO GVATIVELY Kal 1) Tpodn TAd Lo avaykaiov, aduvaTov
Yop aveu TouTwv eival (1015a20-22; cf. 1015b3). Thus a sunaition is a cause in the
framework of hypothetical necessity. In NE 3.5 Aristotle discusses how the virtues are
voluntary, and says that we are “co-causes” of our own states of character (1141b23). In
VV 4 experience and memory are said to be co-causes of wisdom (1250a37). The term
occurs most often in Aristotle in the context of natural science, e.g. Phys. 19 (192a13). In
de Anima fire is said to be, of nutrition, a “co-cause, but not a cause in the strict sense”: o
8 CUVAITIOV HEV TTGIS ECTIV, OU UMV OTTAMS Ye o Tiov (416al4); cf. Sens. 441a29, HA
634al7, GA 782a26, 783b21.

52.22-23 & noBou'\n] undev %Tspov Cf. DCM xxiii 71.4.

52.23-25 ou yap 5r] TOS8E pEV al psTov 810( T68e, To8: 8¢ 81" d Ao,
ToUTo 8¢ els o melpov oi XeTal WPoiov, aAN VoTtaTal mou: Cicero writes,
“Aristotle and Theophrastus often and admirably praised knowledge for its own sake”
(Fin. V 25.73, tr. Rackham). Aristotle stresses that the chain of actions and purposes must
come to an end at some point in NE I 1: Ei 61 Tt TEAog E0TI TV TPakTCw 0 81" auTo
Bou)\ous(ﬁa TO(MO( S¢ 510( TOUTO KO(l un 1TO(VTO( 51 ETEpOV mpouusea npoenou yap
OUTOJ Y €ls O(Trslpov WOT Elval KEVIV kol porTatov TNV opeE Ly, SnAov ws TouT av
gin TayoaBov kol To aptoTov (1094a18-22). Other passages where he emphasizes
stoppage of infinite regression include: APo. 1 22.83b28; Metaph. 994b9-27, NE 1
1.1094a19-22, 1096b16-19, EE 1248a21, Pol. 1323b7; lam. DCM 23.72.2-6. Jaeger,
Aristoteles, 279.

52.27-28 ka1l ‘Tl o0V MUtV Spelos;’ Kal ‘Ti XpTNOIUOV;’ EPWTAV:
This reads a lot like dialogue, and appears to be a relic of a proces of extraction of the
surrounding ideas from a dialogue. Even Diiring had to admit this (4¢tempt, 209).

53.1 kaAov k& yaBov: This is a very important conjunction of evaluative
concepts for Isocrates, see especially Ad Demonicus 62, 13.4. 51.2; Soph. 6.7, ct. Helen
8-- which clearly means more than just beauty and goodness. Later in the Protrepticus
Aristotle runs an argument to the effect that theoretical philosophy, in particular
mathematical philosophy, manifests the corresponding virtue of combining beauty and
accuracy; see for example: koaAads kal akpiBads (XI 58.3) and kahel kol akpiPeio
(DCM xxvi 83.24-25).

53.2 ouvai Tiov: Cf. above on 52.22 and, in the dedication, ouvépyov, Stob.
785.14.

<IX 53.2-15: commentary>

53.2-15 attribution and voice: An argument to the intrinsic value of philosophy in the
same voice of ‘Aristotle’ and showing strong parallelism to the Corpus. The first part of
the argument been shown in an acute analysis by Renehan, ‘Aristotelian Mode’, to
involve an uniquely Aristotelian mode of reasoning paralleled but not exactly duplicated
in the Corpus. The pasage was justly famous in antiquity: Cicero seems to have used it as
a model for his Hortensius, as we can discern from a reference to it in Augustine. For all
these reasons, there seems to be no cause for doubt that this passage appeared in
Aristotle’s Protrepticus in this form.

53.2-3 1801 & dv Tis: See note on this expression above at 50.19-21 and at
VII 41.6; cf. VIIL: yvoin 8 av Tis To auTo (47.5).
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53.2-7: See the commentary by Renehan, ‘aristotelian mode’, 507-508. The
construction is typical of Aristotle: a process of elimination in which only Becopeiv
remains once Xpeio and 0dehos are removed, the conclusion is a sentence with AelTreTal
and an inferential particle (such as opa, oTe, 81) See Bonitz, ndex, 425b28f. for
several more examples of this construction with AeiTrco. Renehan has definitively
discerned a passage Aristotelian in both style and content, but for which it is otherwise
impossible to find any strict parallels.

53.4 paka pwv vijoous : The Isles of the Blessed are mentioned in Politics VII
15, “Those then who seem to be the best off and to be in the possession of every good,
have special need of justice and temperance—for example those (if such there be, as the
poets say) who dwell in the Isles of the Blest; they above all will need philosophy and
temperance and justice, and all the more leisure they have, living in the midst of
abundance” (1334a28-34). But Aristotle sends a very different message about the activity
of the blessed gods in NE VII 8, “but that complete happiness is a contemplative activity
will appear from the following consideration as well. We assume the gods to be above all
other beings blessed and happy; but what sort of actions will we assign to them? Acts of
justice? Will not the gods seem absurd if they make contracts and return deposits, and so
on? Acts of a brave man, then, confronting dangers and running risks because it is noble
to do so? Or liberal acts? To whom will they give? It will be strange is they are really to
have money or anything of the kind. And what would their temperate acts be? Is not such
prase tasteless, since they have no bad appetites? If we were to run through them all, the
circumstances of actionwould be found trivial and unworthy of gods. Still everyone
assumes that they live and therefore that they are active; we cannot suppose them to sleep
like Endymion. Now if you take away from a living being action, and still more
production, what is left but contemplation? Therefore the activity of god, which surpasses
all others in blessedness, must be contemplative; and of human activities, therefore, that
which is most akin to this must be most of the nature of happiness” (1178b7-23, ROT).

Cicero also reports: “the old philosophers picture what the life of the wise will be
in the Isles of the Blest, and think that being released from all anxiety and needing none
of the necessary equipment or accessories of life, they will do nothng but spend their
whole time upon study and research in the science of nature” (Fin. 5.19.53). Apparently
he also used the trope in his Hortensius (which was modeled on the Protrepticus, see our
essay “on Aristotle’s Protrepticus and the Hortensius of Cicero”).

Cicero in his dialogue Hortensius argues thus: “If we, when we emigrate from this

life, were permitted to live for ever, as the legends say, in the Isles of the Blissful

Ones, what need of eloquence would we have when there are no cases to be

pleaded, or even of the virtues themselves? We would not need courage, where

no task or danger was prescribed to us, nor justice, where there was no property of
others to try to get, nor temperance, to rule non-existent desires. We would not
even need practical wisdom, where no choice between the good and the bad was
held out to us. We would be blessed with the possession of one thing only —
knowledge and cognition of nature, for which alone the life of the gods is to be
praised. From this it may be seen that other things are necessities, and only this is

a matter of choice.” (Augustine, De Trinitate 14.9.12 = Cicero, Hortensius fr. 101

SZ, transl. after Ross)
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Jaeger argued that Cicero’s version is closer to Aristotle’s than lamblichus’, Aristoteles,
p73; cf. Gadamer, ‘Protr. und die’, p143-144. A close examination of Cicero’s comment
in the Hortensius shows that, although he may well have been inspired by this passage of
Aristotle’s Protrepticus, he expanded on what he found. Aristotle had not said explicitly
that the virtues were not called for in these Isles, only that there would be “no use for
anything, nor would anything benefit anything else, and only thinking and observation
remain.” Cicero makes explicit the unexpressed idea that the virtues would not be called
for, by mentioning each of the four virtues which in his day had been established as the
cardinal virtues, courage, self-control, justice, and practical wisdom; and we can be
confident that this was not in Aristotle’s book not only because we have what seems to be
the only passage about the Isles of the Blest, but also because Aristotle did not organize
his thinking in terms of these four cardinal virtues, a scheme which he regarded as too
simple.

The question "What are the Isles of the Blest?" was answered by a Pythagorean
acusma "The sun and moon". According to Burkert: "this places the Beyond in the
orderly cosmos; it represents the same desire for stability that forges a theology of the
soul about the soul and put ritual taboos together into a "way of life" (B1os). Height and
depth, fall and ascent do not become dominant ideas in the in the theology of the soul
until the realm of the stars is taken in to become part of the picture" (Lore, IV 4, n. 72
with reference to VP 82).

53.7 kil v v: Diiring writes, “it would be interesting to know exactly what
Aristotle had in mind when he wrote those two words” (Attempt, p210)

53.7¢AevBepov papev Brov elvar: Cf. To eheubepov (Protr. V 34.23) and
eAeubepadcavTos (36.18). That a science be free is one of the major criteria for the
highest wisdom in Metaph. 1, “thus it is clear that they were not seeking some other need
but, just as the man, we say, is free who lives for the sake of himself and not someone
else, so too this is the only free one among the of sciences: SnAov oy cds 81’ obdepiow.
O(UTT]V CnTouusv xpenow ETEpO(V 0()\)\ oaorrsp avepconog d)auev E)\EUGEpog 0 aUTOU
EVEKO( Kol pm GAAOU 3V, OUTG KO GUTTV 6S MOV oUoaw EAeuBEpay TV
ETIOTNUAV (982b24-27); cf. Theat. 175d.

53.13 ot codol TV ToInTwV: But who could this be? See Dodds’
commentary on Grg. ad 523al-524a7.

53.14 ¢v " A18ou: Compare the myths about Hades in several dialogues of Plato:
Meno 81b; Phd. 70c; Grg. 523a; Ep. 7.335a.

<IX 53.15-54.9: commentary>

53.15-54.5 attribution and voice: Another argument to the same conclusion about the
intrinsic value of philosophy, in the voice of ‘Aristotle’ and showing strong parallelism to
the Corpus. No specific doubts about this passage have been registered in the literature.

53.15 008 v ol v Se1vov: This seems to be a reply to a charge that it is
"bizarre" (8¢1vov) to in an activity that is useless, a charge made by Isocrates against
mathematical and theoretical philosophy in Antidosis 285.

53.17 poi uev: The use of the third-person plural here might suggest unexcised
dialogue.
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53.19sis ~OAupmiav: Pythagoras is supposed to have alluded to the Olympic
Games in giving his explanation of philosophy to the people of Phlius. Both Cicero and
Iamblichus preserve more extensive versions of that story (see comment on title of this
chapter); see also Burkert, ‘Platon oder Pythagoras’, 159-160. We must assume, then,
that this section is a continuation of a speech recounting Pythagoras’ answer at Phlius. On
the Panegyric topos in general see Joly, genres de vie, p29, and for additional
bibliography the review thereof by Spoerri, Gnomon 1958, p188. Aristotle makes quite a
different use of the topos in EE 1.8, “as in the Olympic Games it is not the most beautiful
and the strongest that are crowned but those who compete (for it is some of these that are
victorious), so those who act rightly win the noble and good things in life” (1099a3).

53.24 <& v> qvTI : Arcerius’ supplement, suggested in his ‘Notae’ has been
followed by modern editors because the optative without &v looks odd and is too remote
from the & v (with subjunctive) in 53.15; the correction is trivially easy to explain.

54.3-4 ¢ veka ToU BesacacBoal abTous: Cf. V: 81" auto Yidov To Becopeiv.

54.4 TNv 8¢ TV SVTwV Ppuatv kal TNV aAnBsiav: Aristotle considers
the study of “the nature of things” to be typical of philosophy from the earliest thinkers to
the present day (Phys. I 8.191a25ff.). Cf. Theat. 173e, EE 1215b1-2.

54. 5-9 attribution: A programmatic remark by lamblichus which reaffirms that that the
chapter consists of two parts: the teleological argument (“the intention of nature”), and
the intrinsic value of philosophy apart from all questions of utility.



