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Summary

This dissertation consists of four chapters plus introduction and conclusion. Each
chapter is an independent study of some of the uses and meanings of the toTop-
vocabulary in Archaic and Classical Greek literature, excluding tragedy.

In the Introduction the theme of the dissertation is introduced and the
two methodological approaches relied on, Cambridge history of ideas and
Begriffsgeschichte, are discussed.

Chapter I deals with the earliest available material, with particular
emphasis on the proem of Herodotus' Histories. Among the questions it tries to answer
is whether any of the early uses of the LoTop— vocabulary gives a key to Herodotus'
use of taTopin.

Chapter II takes a closer look at Herodotus' practice in the Histories by
analysing his uses of LtoTopin and toTopelv. These uses are largely confined to book
11, the Egyptian logos. This chapter also deals with the uses of the toTop— vocabulary
in some of the medical writings, particularly On Ancient Medicine and the Hellenistic
sect known as the Empiricists.

Chapter III is a detailed enquiry into the uses of the LoTop— vocabulary
in the only treatises of the Hippocratic collection that use it to any substantial degree:
On Generation, On the Nature of the Child and Diseases 1V. This material is
compared with Aristotle's treatment of the same "embryological" problems in his
zoological treatises and the question about the relation of observation and theory is
discussed.

Chapter IV takes a closer look at Aristotle's Historia Animalium,
comparing it to Theophrastus' Historia Plantarum. The first half of the chapter
concerns the status of living nature, the sublunary world, in the cosmology of Aristotle
and Theophrastus.

In the Conclusion I briefly pull together some of the main threads of the

dissertation.




Introduction

Alle Begriffe, in denen sich ein ganzer Procef3 semiotisch
zusammenfaf3t, entziehen sich der Definition; definierbar ist nur das,

was keine Geschichte hat.

Friedrich Nietzsche Zur Genealogie der Moral

I could spend the rest of my life studying toTopia.' But why do it at all? The
simple answer is: because it is an important concept. Important for what, and
why? It is important in and for the knowledge industry because it is among the
fundamental concepts in the debate about the nature and acquisition of
knowledge from the ancient Greeks to our day. Someone might claim that if we
did not have "History", it would have to be invented. The ancient Greeks did.
But at that time it did not obviously have to be invented. 'IoTopta was not the

same for them as History is to us. My enquiry is about the melting pot from

' T use the Attic form ioTopia when referring to the concept in general, and it should be
understood to include the Ionic toTopin as well.
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which this concept was minted and the minting itself. ‘IoTopia has the special
feature of being among words, like pLhoocodia, which are used as names for a
certain kind — or certain kinds — of knowledge in this debate. It is not only
the name of History, as we use it today, but more generally of the world as
described. For an extremely inductive approach— like Bacon's — history is the
foundation of all knowledge. It has thus a special affinity with the rise and
development of empiricism. In antiquity, as well as in modern scholarship
about antiquity, it is often used to name empirical knowledge in distinction
from speculative knowledge. It is description either as explanation, as opposed

to explanation or as what comes before explanation.

1. The status of LoTopla.

Herodotus, the "Father of History", opens his magnum opus by referring to his
whole work as a presentation of his taTopin. Thucydides never uses the term,
probably in opposition to Herodotus. In Plato's dialogue the Phaedo Socrates
gives a brief account of his intellectual biography to explain the kind of causal
enquiry he is engaged in, trying to prove the immortality of the soul. As a
young man he was keen on the wisdom, codia, "they call inquiry into nature",
kaloloL mepl pvoews toToplav (96a7-8).2 This kind of wisdom was able to
give a physical explanation of how Socrates could sit, as he was at the time,
waiting for the hemlock he had been sentenced to drink. But it could not give

an explanation of why he was, or should be, sitting there. What purpose did it

2 This phrase is also used by Aristotle in de Caelo 298b2, where he argues that 1) mepl pUoews

toTopla has bodies, owpata, primarily as objects. Euripides frg. 910 also associates toTopia
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serve? This question was not only relevant to Socrates' situation but to the
study of nature and everything else in general. Socrates wanted to know what
was the best for each individual thing and what was the best common to all
(98a-b), and his dissatisfaction with what they call mepl $pvoews LoTopla is
that it does not try to answer this fundamental question. He, therefore, turned
his attention away from perception, atofnots, and towards Adyor (99¢), and
this involved hypothesising the good and the beautiful to explain causes (100a-
b).

The author of the Hippocratic treatise On Ancient Medicine criticises in
general the intrusion of the method of hypothesis into the well-established
Téxvn of medicine. To claim that health and disease can be explained on the
basis of the hot and the cold, the wet and the dry is not only a simplification. It
is an unnecessary simplification, as medicine has, through its development
from time immemorial, gathered so much information about what causes
diseases and health that there is no need to base medicine on postulated
principles. He goes on to describe the method of hypothesis as leading to
dLrooodin, while he refers to the cumulated and cumulating knowledge of the
real craft of medicine as toTopin (ch. 20). Aristotle, in discussing the nature of
tragedy, contrasts poetry (and tragedy is poetry) with toTopia, by which he
means History. Poetry is more general and, therefore, worthier and more
philosophical ($pthocodwTepos) than LoTopla (Poetics ch. 9). In his own
zoological investigations toTopta comes before demonstration (Am68eLELs),
and there is no demonstration before there is a toTopla of what is to be
demonstrated. ‘IoTopla does not necessarily mean the same in these two
instances, but it shares some essential characteristics: it is a description of the

facts. It is important not to underestimate that he uses the same term to refer to

with $vois. Isocrates' Panathenaicus 246 confirms that toTopia and ¢rrooodia were at the
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what we recognise as "History" and "Natural History" — however we
understand these terms. Later there were also attempts at philosophising
history, as is evident from the well known phrase of Dionysius from
Halicarnassus, paraphrasing Thucydides' dictum that his account of the
Peloponnesian war is to be a possession for ever as: LoTopia ¢LAocodia €oTiv
€K TapadELYRATWY .

From this brief review of some striking discussions it is obvious
how LoTopla gains status as a concept expressing a kind of knowledge, in
opposition to ¢tlocodia and the method of hypothesis. ‘IoTopla is therefore
usually, in the context of ancient philosophy and science, taken to refer to an
enquiry of an empirical sort. And this is indeed one of its principal uses. This
concept could be what a study of toTopia, like my own, is about. It would
make it an enquiry into the development and nature of empirical enquiry in
ancient Greece. I would have to start from a concept of enquiry and look for it
in the textual material I am working with. To ease the teleological strain I
could try to identify the concept of enquiry through uses of toTopia in Greek
literature, texts where it is used for enquiry. But here the teleological trap
comes in again: toTopta is not always, and not even usually, used for enquiry
and even where it is used to refer to some sort of enquiry there are many
different concepts on offer. Should Herodotus be our primary example? The
Hippocratics? Aristotle? Depending on the disposition of the interpreter, each
of these authors, or groups of authors, has been claimed as the most important
"empiricist" in antiquity, if not the "father of empiricism".> This approach is

legitimate and can be done with sophistication.® It would not be a study of

time clearly distinguished and easily recognised categories.

*D. Miiller (1981) on Herodotus, Farrington (1949) on Hippocratics, Barnes (1986) 86 on
Aristotle.

“1 would in particular like to mention the works of Geoffrey Lloyd on ancient Greek science,
for example "The development of empirical research” in Lloyd (1979) and (2002). But even
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toTopia, but a study of a concept, or a cluster of concepts, LoTopia, among
other words, is used to express. To figure out what that cluster is to contain,
whether it should contain the vocabulary of questioning — as LoTopelv usually
means "to ask" — as well as the vocabulary of enquiring and describing,
depends on what concept of LloTopia we adopt or emphasise. By concentrating
on toTopia itself I hope to show how a distinctively Greek concept developed
in the boiling epistemological debate of archaic and classical Greece. The
varieties of its uses and what it is defined and used against also shows
important aspects of Greek ways of enquiring into and describing the world, or
that part of it which is being studied and debated.

I will, therefore, focus on uses of the word toTopta and cognates.
But this can be done in many ways. One is to approach it linguistically, either
through the stem and root of toTopla (loTwp and id respectively (on the
standard account)) or on the lines of John Lyons' Structural Semantics (1963).
The etymological approach has been favoured by scholars such as Snell and
von Fritz (apart from Indo—European linguists such as Benveniste and Frisk)
and more recently by Gregory Nagy, who explains the use of toTopin in
Herodotus as an application of the archaic model of toTwp, an "arbitrator". This
approach has its uses, but also severe limitations, and I discuss this in chapter
I1.° John Lyons is more promising. In his PhD work, published as Structural
Semantics, he studies the "meaning relations", i.e. relations that generate the

meaning of the terms — or linguistic units — in a language, of certain key

Lloyd seems to take ioTopia for granted: "As we said at the outset, popular and traditional
beliefs — including superstitions and 'magic' — were not superseded: they continued to be
held not only (one presumes) by most Greeks but in particular by many highly articulate
writers and they can be exemplified in prominent exponents of toTopin like Herodotus." Lloyd
(1979) 227.

3 What we know about the knowledge of etymology in ancient Greece, for instance from

Plato's Cratylus, should make us wary of assuming that the Greeks knew anything about the
true etymology of words.
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words in the dialogues of Plato. The most important relations in general are:
incompatibility, autonomy, hyponymy and synonymy as well as the "relation
of consequence", which is particularly important in an epistemological context.
Applying this to toTopla would, for instance, show that in Herodotus
€moTNUN can be a consequence of LoTopin (cf. II 118, 1; 119, 3), but not in
Aristotle. ‘IoTopla means, therefore, on Lyons' account different things in
Herodotus and Aristotle, because the "relation of consequence" is different for
the two authors. While I hope to show some of the same things as Lyons'
approach would this is not a linguistic study. I am not only interested in
mapping the meaning of LoTopta in the key authors that use the term and to see
how these change between authors and through time, but also to see their use in
the broader cultural context. I cast my net wider than Lyons does.

Another approach typically used in studying toTopla is to write
its history leading to History. Gerard Press' The Development of the Idea of
History in Antiquity (1982) has ultimately this agenda.® One of his initial
methodological statements is that we should not ask "What ideas have people
had about (the unstable referent of the term) ‘history'?" but rather "What
different referents has the term ‘history' had for these different agents and
cultures?" (p. 16) And further: "An examination of the uses of the ancient
Greek words LoTopely, LoTopta, LoTopLkds and their ancestor, LoTwp, and the
ancient Latin words historia and historicus will reveal what the term "history"
in its various linguistic forms was taken to mean." (p. 17) So far, so good. But
Press betrays his hand on page 19, where he spells out his purpose in three
steps: "(1) to study the term "history" as a member of the Greek, Latin, and
hence of our own intellectual vocabulary; (2) to determine, through the study

of the term, the content and development of the idea of history in antiquity; and

8 So does Sauge's De l'épopée a I'histoire, culminating in Herodotus.
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(3) through the determination of the history of the idea of history, to learn
something about the cultural transformation of the ancient world (a) as a
detailed study of the specifically intellectual relationship between
Graeco—-Roman and Judeo—Christian cultures and () as a re-examination of the
popular linear—cyclic account of the idea of history in the two cultures." It thus
turns out not to be a study of the term or concept of LoTopla at all, but a study
of the development of the idea of History in antiquity. This should not come as
a surprise, as this is what the title of the book states. But is there not a conflict
between the method and the aim? It is obvious that LoTopla becomes the name
for History. Already Aristotle in the Poetics uses the word LoTopia to refer to
the writings of Herodotus (and probably Thucydides). Enquiring into the uses
of toTopla and cognates in antiquity is thus highly relevant to a study of the
development of the idea of History. It is still a different study. ‘IoTopia is used
in a great variety of contexts, some of which are almost completely left out in
Press' account. It is, for instance, a fundamental term in medicine, both
Classical and Hellenistic. This hardly gets a mention in Press' book. There is
thus a conflict between the aim and the methodology. Press misses for instance
the important connection between History and the uses of LoToptla in medicine
to refer to knowledge from the past of medicine, both in the Hippocratic
treatise On Ancient Medicine and in the later Hellenistic medical sect known as
the Empiricists. Another less important, but telling, mistake is in claiming that
Herodotus used the terms LoTopelv, loTopla and LoTopikds.” Herodotus only
uses the first two. This is surely a slip on Press' part, but it shows that the
teleological nature of his approach makes him less sensitive to nuances, both
great and small, in the development and history of LoTopia and cognates.

Aristotle, again in the Poetics, is the first, as far as we know, to use the term

" Press (1982) 20 n 48.
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LoTopLKOS, in the same chapter where he, also as the first as far as we know,

refers to History by ioTopia.?

2. Concepts and histories.

I have mainly been influenced by two methodological approaches. The first is
Cambridge style history of ideas, as argued for and practiced by Quentin
Skinner and Geoffrey Lloyd, but also John Dunn and J.G.A. Pocock. The
second is German style history of concepts, Begriffsgeschichte, mainly
associated with Reinhard Koselleck® and, for the philosophical part of the
project, Joachim Ritter'®. I emphasise, on the one hand, reading texts in
context'' and, on the other, concentrating on concepts, or, as in my case, a
single concept. Both these traditions arise in opposition to careless ascription of
concepts from the present to the past. Koselleck describes the genesis of

Begriffsgeschichte, which for him mainly concerns political history, thus:"

First, it began as a critique of a careless transfer to the past of modern,
context—determined expressions of constitutional argument, and second, it
directed itself to criticizing the practice in the history of ideas of treating ideas
as constants, articulated in differing historical figures but of themselves

fundamentally unchanging.

¥ 1 discuss this in chapter II, but without going into the development of historiography after
Aristotle. In particular the nature of description and explanation in the development of
historiography takes on many different forms, one of which is according to an Aristotelian
model of explanation. But see Walbank (1960).

® Chief editor of Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe.

' Editor of Historische Worterbuch der Philosophie. See Rottgers (1991).

"' Cf. Dunn (1968); Skinner (1969); Lloyd (1990) 1-14; (1996) 1-19. See Prudovsky (1997),
who argues that Lloyd is a more radical version of Skinner.

2 Koselleck (1985) 80.

10
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What distinguishes Begriffsgeschichte from Cambridge history of ideas is the <l
understanding of what a "concept" or Begriff is. As usually understood in
English scholarship a concept is something expressed in words and if the same

word has different meanings in different contexts it expresses different d
i
concepts. By "concept" (Begriff) Koselleck means something different ﬁ

(ibidem): 4

a word becomes a concept when the plenitude of a politicosocial context of ‘ !
meaning and experience in and for which a word is used can be condensed into ‘

one word. ‘l‘:i

Some special words have the status of being concepts, or even fundamental
concepts (Grundbegriffe). They become this through a historical process. This
understanding of what a concept is opens up the possibility of writing the
history of concepts. The connection between concepts and words is thus much
stronger according to this theory than is usually assumed in philosophical
discourse, and this explains the different emphases between Begriffsgeschichte
and Cambridge history of ideas. In Begriffsgeschichte the stress is on the
diachronic and not the synchronic.

Lloyd's version of the history of ideas approaches

Begriffsgeschichte to a significant degree. Here he is discussing the usefulness

of the category of magic in interpreting ancient cultures:"

The question, then, of how the actors themselves perceive their own activity, or

the conventions within which it fits or from which it deviates, the traditions that

do or do not sanction it, are prior to and independent of the question of the ‘

" Lloyd (1990) 69 emphasis mine.
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existence of some such category as magic itself. But once that category exists, it

can hardly fail to change the perception. In that sense — as with the category of

the metaphorical — the question of the availability of the explicit category is a
‘ crucial one: for the category enabled the challenge to justify the activity to be
pressed. Once again an issue was forced, by that challenge, and the activity
could no longer remain, or could not do so easily, an unquestioned item
invisible — or indistinctive — against the background of the traditions to which
it belonged. Conversely it is also clear that, in the absence of the category, the
answers to the questions of the relationships between the activities and the
beliefs that we might label 'magic' and the culture within which they fit will

inevitably be multifarious and diffuse.

A category can only be made explicit with a word to express it in. Concerning
the category of magic, the words pi6os and pavyta, which Lloyd discusses, are
fundamental tools in the epistemological debate in ancient Greece. It is
imperative, according to Lloyd, that these categories should not be taken at
face value but rather understood in the context in which they are brought

forward. This goes for toTopia, as any other fundamental concept:'

What those Greek scientists who advocated historia did was just that, to
advocate empirical research self-consciously. Again informal testing
procedures and techniques of argument are, we might say, as old as the human
race. What the Greeks did was to insist explicitly on testing and verifiability,
and to carry out the first explicit formal analysis of schemata of argument.

But this making of methods, arguments, categories explicit was no
trivial matter. The weapons the proponents of logos self—consciously deployed
against others — in some cases invented to use against others — could be, and

were, turned against themselves.

12 |
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The importance of explicit categories, or concepts, for the possibility of
dialogue and argument — both within the material we are studying and
between the interpreter and the interpreted — in political and scientific debates
is crucial. It is also important not to assume that our categories, or concepts,
map neatly on to the material we are interpreting.

Scholars like Skinner, Pocock and Lloyd cannot imagine concepts
having histories."” If a term like LoTopla has different meanings in different
contexts, the term expresses different concepts. Strictly speaking a concept
only exists in particular speech acts, as ideas only exist in individuals and their
communicative performances. Against this Koselleck stresses that a choice of

words can not be made apart from knowledge of their histories (Koselleck

(1996) 63:

No author can create something new without reaching back to the established
corpus of the language, to those linguistic resources created diachronically in

the near or more remote past and shared by all speakers or listeners.

The synchronic analysis cannot be separated from the diachronic analysis

(Koselleck (1985) 89):'

A concept is not simply indicative of the relations which it covers; it is also a
factor within them. Each concept establishes a particular horizon for potential

experience and conceivable theory, and in this way sets a limit.

" Lloyd (1990) 70.

' This is explicitly argued by Skinner (1988) and, following him, by Pocock (1996) 52-56.
Only Pocock is arguing against Koselleck's Begriffsgeschichte. See also Cartledge (2001) 69.
'8 Pocock (1996) insists on the priority of the synchronic over the diachronic. Concepts,
according to him, only exist in particular arguments.
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Basic concepts (Grundbegriffe), like toTopla, make verbal interaction, among
them interpretation and analysis, possible. The limit is set by the history of the

concept (Koselleck (1985) 89):

Once 'minted’, a concept contains within itself, purely linguistically, the
possibility of being employed in a generalized manner, of constructing types, or

of disclosing comparative insights.

The difference between Lloyd and Koselleck is not as substantial as it might
seem on a first reading. Koselleck's Begriffe and Lloyd's "explicit categories"
are similar entities so even though they would not agree on the nature of
"concepts" there does not seem to be a lot separating their historical
approaches. I draw on both: from Lloyd the emphasis on explicit categories
and detailed analyses of complex arguments, stressing the synchronic aspect,
and from Koselleck the focus on the history of "concepts" and the process by

which they are minted, stressing the diachronic.

3. Overview.

‘TIoTopia was not a given in Archaic and Classical Greece. The situation was

different in the Hellenistic period, where toTopta had gained status as a
fundamental category in descriptions of the past and descriptions of nature. It
had been minted, though the minting process never ends. In the following I
present four independent but interrelated studies. I hope they add up to a
sustained enquiry into the minting process of this fundamental concept. The

studies follow a roughly chronological order.

14
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Chapter I has as its focus the proem of Herodotus' Histories. The proem
has frequently been used as a key to the Historie. Among the most important
elements in this kind of reading is the use of toTopin in the proem. Usually
scholars look back, either to the Ionian "enlightenment" or an archaic
institution of a toTwp. I review the material in this chapter, starting with Homer
and Hesiod. I do this partly to explore the proem and partly to explore the uses
of etymology for interpreting the uses of toTopla.

Chapter II takes a closer look at Herodotus' practice in the Histories. 1
follow his uses of LoTopin and LoTopelv and this leads me to book two, the
Egyptian logos. This seems to be the unavoidable destination for anyone
exploring the methodology of Herodotus. It is in book two that Herodotus is
most explicit about his procedures. There are, in particular, two areas where he
explicitly applies LoTopin: his enquiries about the river Nile, and the fates of
Helen and Heracles. These are two different areas, the hidden geography of the
world and the hidden past. From Herodotus I turn to the Hippocratics, and the
treatise On Ancient Medicine. Here 1 am again mainly concerned with
explorations of the past,.in this case the past of medicine. How does a medical
writer use the past and what are his means of accessing it? In this context the
Hellenistic medical sect known as the Empiricists is also very important. I
therefore end this chapter on analysing their methodology with spccial
attention on the role of toTopia.

Chapter III is a detailed enquiry into the uses of the LtoTop— vocabulary
in the only treatises of the Hippocratic collection that use it extensively: On
Generation, On the Nature of the Child and Diseases IV. Here we yet again are
dealing with enquiries into what is hidden, in this case the internal workings of
the body and more precisely the conception and the development of the foetus.

This gives me an opportunity to compare the Hippocratic material with

15
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Aristotle's later treatment of the same material: the egg experiment. This
throws up questions about the relation of observation and theory, and in this
context I discuss briefly the methodological passages from Aristotle's zoology,
where he explains the role of LoTopta and its status within his explanatory
framework.

Chapter IV takes a closer look at what kind of work Aristotle's Historia
was, comparing Aristotle with Theophrastus and his Historia. There are some
apparent differences between these two works and the question I ask is whether
this has anything to do with the subject matter of these two different works:
animals and plants. The first half of the chapter concerns the status of living
nature, or the sublunary worlds, in the overall cosmology of Aristotle and
Theophrastus. The second half concentrates on the Historiae of Aristotle and
Theophrastus.

In these four chapters I concentrate on the uses of the toTop—
vocabulary in particular arguments in order to analyse the uses it is put to.
They are roughly chronological and present a story of the concept: of how it
changes, develops and becomes increasingly fixed, or minted, as a category. In
my concluding discussion I draw a systematic way, abstracting from the

complex arguments I have been concerned with in my four studies.

16




CHAPTER 1

The Histér in Historia

The moment toToptn is placed firmly on the intellectual map is in the opening

words of Herodotus' Histories:
"HpoddTov " A\tkapvnooéos LoTopins amédekis 1de, KTA.

This raises the question of why he presented his work like this, and, more
generally, why he presented his work at all, i.e. why he announces at the start,
together with his name and place, the contents of his work. The first few lines
of Herodotus' Histories, i.e. the proem', are among the most intensively
discussed lines in the whole corpus of Greek literature. They are often used as
a key to the Histories.* It has frequently been argued that they express
Herodotus' debt to Homer, not only for the grand scheme of his large
composition but also for the nature of the work — what it is about, what its
purpose is. ‘lIoTopin is one of the most important elements in this kind of

reading, as it can possibly be taken to refer back to a Homeric model of a judge

! By "proem" I mean the lines that precede chapter one in modern editions of the text.
2 E.g. Kirscher (1965), Hommel (1981), Nagy (1990b), Bichler (2000).
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(cf. LoTwp in I1 XVIII 501 and XXIII 486).> But it can also be read as
signalling a break from the epic tradition, if we understand it as referring to an
Ionian tradition of inquiry.* The proem, and the chapters immediately
following, are undoubtedly important for an overall interpretation of
Herodotus, as it is here that he establishes the rules of the narrative for his
readers as well as his own person, the narrator.” It is quite another thing to try
to read from this something about his overall methodology, as indicating what
he actually does in the rest of the work. Even so, the fact that he did introduce
his work with these words is the reason why we know history as "history", and
that in itself is important.®
I will, later in this chapter, discuss the proem in more detail.
Before I do that it is important to look into the history of LoTopin and cognates
in order to see what Herodotus might be claiming, if he is claiming anything by
using this word. Then I will take a closer look at the phenomenon of the loTwp.
Some discussions of the proem, particularly those of Nagy and Connor, rely on
the idea of some kind of an institution of the loTwp Herodotus is supposed to
have identified himself with. Was there such a thing, and, if so, what was it?
Later I will look closer at contemporary or near—contemporary comparisons,

among them Hecataeus and Thucydides as well as Simonides, i.e. the so—called

* So Nagy (1987) and (1990b); Lateiner (1989) 92; Connor (1993).
* Thus e.g. Romm (1998) 20 and Thomas (2000) 13-16, 135-167. Thomas argues that

Herodotus is not referring to an old Ionian tradition of toTopin, but to a new contemporary one,
by which she means Hippocratic.

% See e.g. Dewald (1999) 223.
¢ Romm (1998) 9: "In his opening sentence Herodotus wrote, "This is the display of the
historié of Herodotus of Halikarnassus," using a word that in his day denoted "research" or
"inquiry" rather than a narrative of past events. The word historié thus provided a convenient
handle for making reference to his text, so much so in fact that the word subsequently took on a
new meaning, "a work of literature based on inquiry, like that of Herodotus" — and hence
started its evolution towards its modern day meaning. (We might therefore say that Herodotus
can justly be called Father of History, the honorific Cicero gave him, in at least one sense: he
gave birth to the word as we now know it — he is the father of "history"."
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New-Simonides.” When Herodotus composed his account of the Persian wars
there were already some alternative versions around, in various literary and
non-literary forms. The Persian wars were, for the Greeks, among the defining
events of the fifth century.! Herodotus has managed to overshadow them all,
and his account is the main source for later historians, for better and for worse,
in their studies of the Persian wars. But the nature of his work is notoriously
difficult to grasp. Was he a historian? The answer to this question depends on
what we mean by "history". If he was not doing history, was it fiction? What
do we mean by "fiction"? More importantly, can we ascribe our concepts of
"history" and "fiction" to Herodotus, i.e. is it meaningful to say that if it is not
history it must be fiction, that if he is not telling the truth according to modern
criteria he must be lying?’ To classify his work is no easier than it is to classify
Plato's dialogues. It is sui generis. That it became one of the most important
works in the history of historiography, even though it was for the most part
regarded as bad History, does not mean that it was a historical study, in our
sense of "history", for Herodotus or his contemporaries.'

Even though I frame this as a discussion about Herodotus, and in
particular his proem, I intend this chapter to do a double work. First, to give an

account of the history of LoTopin and cognates before Herodotus, the history of

" Cf. Boedeker and Sider edd. (2001).

¥ Though Kuhrt (1995), in her history of the Near East, spends only 12 lines on the Ionian
revolt and the battle of Marathon and two pages on "The western front, 486-431", less than a
page on the battles of 480-479. From our, or at least her, perspective on the history of the
ancient middle east, these battles were not particularly important. See also Bowden (1998).

® This is the premise behind Fehling's (1989) criticism of Herodotus. See the recent rebuke of
Murray (1987) 27 n 28: "To postulate deliberate and wholesale deception (...), rather than
faulty execution, requires an answer to the question, "Who invented the model which Herodotus
is thought to have abused?' It implies a proto-Herodotus before Herodotus."

' Thomas (2000) 137: "While it is always important to bear in mind that there was no separate
discipline such as history when he wrote, it is harder to imagine exactly what that meant in

practice in mid to late fifth century." This strikes me as a more interesting subject to try to
grasp, which Thomas indeed tries to do.
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the word and its etymology, and, second, to test the explanatory value of this
for the authors I am mainly studying in this thesis, i.e. Herodotus, the
Hippocratics and Aristotle. The primary question usually asked in this context

is about the original meaning of toTopin. This has been studied a great deal

nll

over the years and the main contestants have been "knowledge"" and

nl2 nl3 nl4

"inquiry"’*, while some recent alternatives are "testimony" "~ and "judgement"".
It is usually assumed in studies of this kind, and this is often the impetus that
drives them, that "the original" meaning, expressed by the root, to use the
proper terminology, is transmitted through the stem and to all the branches.

Discovering the "original" meaning is thus supposed to give a key to later

usage. The linguistic picture seems too anarchic for this to be possible, at least

according to a strong formulation of the thesis.

1. Earliest uses of {oTwp.

The word toTopla is based on the stem loTwp, from which also LoTopéw, |
toTopLov and LoTopLids etc. are formed. The root is usually believed to be the

Indo-European *w(e)id—, which has something to do with sight (cf. video,

{8€lv, €l8os and ol8a).” The main problem with this derivation is the rough

""E.g. Snell (1978) 36-8.

"2 E.g. Muller (1926). Szemerényi (1972) opts for both, but argues that we are in effect dealing
with two homonymous but radically different words. See below.

" Sauge (1992).

' E.g. Nagy (1990b).

15 Pokorny (1994) ad loc "u(e)id—". Frisk (1954) ad loc. "w(e)id-", stressing the idea of seeing
involved in toTwp and cognates, refers to the use and distribution of words of this stem as
following the spread of Ionian science and enlightenment ("Wissenschaft und Aufklarung").

This is typical of a narrowly linguistic and historically naive approach to the vocabulary of
philosophy and science.
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breathing'®, often explained by the presence of a digamma in a couple of
Boiotian inscriptions from late third century BCE, where the word floTwp is
used of witnesses.'” A witness is someone who has seen or otherwise
experienced a (potentially) contested event, and seems therefore to fit the
combination of *w(e)id— and the suffix —tor. Tor (as well as ter and tes) is an
agent suffix, and (oTwp would thus be an agent of seeing, according to the
traditional view.'® Benveniste ((1948) 45) goes even further than this, as he
distinguishes between two kinds of agents, expressed by —Twp and —tnp
respectively. According to him the suffix —Twp refers to someone who happens
to do something ("l'auteur d'un acte") while —tnp refers to a person fulfilling a
function ("l'agent d'une fonction"). As witnesses are usually not professional,
i.e. as witnesses, this seems to fit the story so far rather well. This is sometimes
thought to be the meaning of {oTwp in early Greek literature."

But there is a problem when we look at the earliest occurrences of
loTwp in Greek literature, I/liad XVIII 501 and XXIII 486 and Hesiod's Erga
792. In the games in honour of Patroclus (ZI XXIII 262-897) the first contest is
a chariot race. As the chariots are returning a quarrel breaks out between
Idomeneus, who claims to see Diomedes in the lead, and Aias who, abusing
Idomeneus, claims that Eumelos, who actually has crashed, is in the lead.

Idomeneus replies (483-7):

'® Most editors of the Iliad print the psilotic form {oTwp, but the rough breathing predominates
in the ancient evidence, and a scholiast to /I XVIII 501 (=Herodian II. 108, 32 L) discusses the
presence of the breathing, and he might have had an old manuscript with HIXTOPI. I opt for a
breathing in most instances in the following.

" FloTopes Mvaoiyéves @edw [pw], Oédwpos Mvaalyéveos, AapdTplos Adjiovos,
KXeut[i18as Zapifw . (JG VII, Berlin (1892) 1780); FioTope[s]: [Oldo[w]os Oloyitovos,
kT\. (ibidem 3173). Cf. also Jusj (CMG 1, i, 4).

'8 See E. Fraenkel (1910) 14; also Poltera (1997) 39.

9 Snell (1973) 181: "{oTwp ist 'der Wissende', 'der Augenzeuge, der gesehen hat': das dazu
gebildete Verb toTopéw heifit zunichst 'ich bin Wissender'." Cf. also Snell (1978) 36; Lesky
(1971) 255.
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Alav, velkos dpLoTe, kakoppadés, dAd Te TavTa
Sevear ' Apyelwy, 0 Té ToL VOOS €0TLY ATNVTS.
8eDpd vuv, 1) Tpimodos mepLdpeda Né AéPnTOS,
toTopa &' ' ATpeldny ' Ayapépvova Belopev dpdw,

omméTepat mpdad’ tmrmot, (va yvdns dmoTivw.

It might be argued that Agamemnon is to witness which charioteer is the first,
i.e. that he is to observe the finish of the race, and that that is the nature of his
being a loTwp. Another possibility is that he is to preside over the quarrel as an
arbitrator, and that that is the meaning of loTwp, an interpretation supported by
Il XVIII 490-508, the scene on the Shield of Achilles including the dispute

over blood-money (497-501):

Aaol 8’ elv dyopt) €cav abBpdoL évba 8¢ velkos
wpwpeL, 8o 8’ dvdpes évelkeov elveka mowifis
avdpos dmodBLiLévou. 6 pev nixeTo TAvT’ dmodolvat
dMpw mbavokwy, 0 8 dvaiveTo pndév éNéabar:

dpdw 8’ Léabny el toTopL Telpap ENéadat.

What is the debate about? Is the one man claiming to have paid compensation,
the other contesting it? Or is one claiming to have the right to pay, the other
refusing to accept it? Most of the linguistic, as well as comparative, evidence
seems to suggest the latter reading.” The details of this debate are not
important for my present purposes. In neither case would the (oTwp be a
witness, as there is no indication that the toTwp is supposed to have witnessed

anything (like a handing over of money, if that is the issue) other than the

% Muellner (1976) 100-106 on the Mycenaean evidence; Anderson (1976) on the parallels of
the Shield of Achilles with the plot of the Iliad as a whole; Westerbrook (1992) on parallels
with Near Oriental and Mycenaean legal practices. For a balanced discussion and further
references, see Edwards (1991) 213-18 and Gagarin (1986) 26-33, who thinks the case is more
complex then either of the two alternatives suggested. See now Roebuck (2001) 58-64, who
agrees with this interpretation.
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debate itself. Instead the matter is left to a group of elders, who take turns
giving judgement.”

Common to the two passages from the Iliad is that the toTwp is
someone both (dpudw) the contestants refer the dispute to. He is not there as a
witness to what happened nor as someone in a position of particular
knowledge, except possibly knowledge of the customary laws of the
community.”? He is someone the contestants voluntarily refer the case to, a
person they both expect to be able to solve it in a way they can both live with.
Admittedly, in he first case (/I XXIII), the contestants do not agree on handing
the matter over to Agamemnon. It is only Idomeneus who suggests that they
do, but he suggests that they both do*, which only supports this interpretation.

But turning to the "days" section of Hesiod's Erga we seem to

meet a different category of tloTwp (792-3):

€lkddL 8’ év peydin mAéw fraTl LloTopa GOTA

velvaohal: pdha ydp T€ VOOV TETUKACILEVOS €0TAL.

Whether we read (oTwp with the begetter, the son, or both, it surely means
nothing more specific than "wise" or "knowing". We might want to read a
Homeric "arbitrator" into this passage, which would make the man in question
a good arbitrator between days, i.e. a good judge of which day is the right one
for begetting a boy. But it is hard to see any judicial or quasi-judicial function
here, a very important element in the Iliad passages. In Bacchylides IX 44

(Snell/Maehler) loTwp is similarly used in a more general sense:

*' Roebuck (2001) 59: "The gold goes to the one whose knowledge of the law and opinion
based on it is accepted. ... Where oral customary law is applied, that rule which produces the
result acceptable to the assembly is the right rule. Why? For that reason! It would be
unthinkable for the traditional law of the community to project an unjust result."

*2 Roebuck (2001) 59.

# Cf. ApollRhod I 188-9.
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€lyxéwv
{oTopes koUpar StwEimmoL’ " Apnos,

KTA.

The Amazons are skilled with the spear and this can not have anything to do
with arbitration or, in any essential sense, with seeing. The meaning of loTwp
here must be skilful,* pointing in the same direction as Hesiod, i.e. to a more
general kind of knowledge than either what is based on seeing or judicial
status.”

Here again we are in a situation where it is difficult to settle what
loTwp means. It has something to do with knowledge, but the idea of seeing
does not seem to be prominent in these examples, if it is present at all.>® In
general it seems doubtful, in the case of Homer, Hesiod and Bacchylides (and
Heraclitus, see below), to try to narrow down the meaning of {oTwp to a single
sense. In Homer we have toTwp connected with a quasi—judicial function of
resolving a conflict. But there are other scenes of conflict in the Iliad where
there is no mention of a toTwp when it comes to solving the case. Neither is
there in Hesiod's Erga, which has a lot to say on disputes and their solution.
This range of uses and meanings in these precious few examples shows that
though an idea of judicial sentencing is present in some early uses of loTwp,

there are other contexts where it refers to skills or wisdom in general.

? Cf. the opening lines of the Homeric hymn to Selene, admittedly one of the late hymns, but

due to the formulaic character of the opening lines they might go back to an older tradition:
My didiov TavuoinTepov éameTe, Moloat Nduetels, kolpar Kpovidew Alds, loTopes
wd1is. See also Apollonius Rhodius I 188-9 (on Erginus and Ancaeus, two of Poseidon's sons):
toTope 8’ dpdw Npev vavTiding N8’ dpeos evxeToéWVTO.

% "IoTwp or EwioTwp in tragedy also confirms this, e.g. Euripides' Suppl 1174 and IT 1431;
Sophocles El 850-2; cf. also Thucydides II, 74.
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2. Heraclitus and Plato's Cratylus.

I will now turn to texts that are more overtly epistemological: Heraclitus from

Ephesus and Plato's Cratylus, starting with frg. 35%":

X1} Ydp €V pdAa ToAGY {oTopas dLhocbédous dvdpas etvar kab’

"HpdxAeLTov

What part of this, if any, is originally from Heraclitus is and has been a
disputed issue, though all seem to agree that at least ToA&V loTopas belongs
to the original. This is often translated as "enquirers into many things"*, but
this is surely reading a later meaning of LoTopin back into Heraclitus. But is
Heraclitus presenting the toTwp as a positive figure? The answer to this
question rests to some degree on whether we want to read ptAdéoodol as a part
of the original or not, and, if we read it as part of the original, whether we think
it was a positive term or not for Heraclitus.”” Read as a positive statement about
the toTwp the fragment states how difficult it is to know the true nature of
things3°, but read as a critical statement it is deriding those who claim to be

wise: they know many things but not the one thing they really need to know,

% Frisk (1954) ducks the problem by referring to the examples in Homer and Hesiod as "in
unklarer Bedeutung."

? DK22B35: Clem Strom V, 140, 5. See below for the authenticity of the relevant fragments.
% E.g. KRS 218 and Robinson (1987) 29. DK and Snell (1924) translate "kundig".

¥ If it is authentic it is the earliest known use of the term.

*In which case it is read together with fragments that deal with how difficult it is to approach
reality. Cf. DK22B123 (Them Or V 69b): ¢iots 8¢ kad’ *HpdrherTov kpUmTeaBat dLhel.
The message would be that the only way to know ¢uots is to study it extensively.
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the \éyos that rests behind the stream of the phenomena.” In this case we

should read it with frgs.129°* and 40%:

ITubarybpns Mynadpyov toTopiny * fiokmoev dvbpdmwv pd\oTa TdvTwy,
kal ékheEdjevos TalTas Tas ovyypadas émotioaTo €avtod codiny,

moAvpadeiny, kakoTexviny.

mohupabin véov ov 8L8dokel: ‘Holobov yap dv €didake kal IMubaydpny,

avTis Te Eevodpdved Te kal 'EkaTalov.

To know a lot is not tantamount to understanding, i.e. to know the important
thing that explains all the rest. Verdenius ((1947) 181), relying on Snell, reads

frg. 35 as drawing a distinction between toTopelv and pavbdvewv, "inquiring

31 There are no compelling reasons to read xp1 as a part of the original, in which case we
would not be dealing with a normative statement from Heraclitus, but Clemens — our source —
using him to further his own agenda. Heraclitus might even, as Kranz in DK suggest, be
referring to a commonly held view about what it is to be a lover of knowledge. The following
claim of Verdenius ((1947) 280), commenting on DK, completely ignores the problematic
context of the fragment: "Kranz presumes that frag. 35 does not express the author's own

conviction but only a popular view. However, the admonitory force of xp1} seems to preclude
such an explanation." Another possible interpretation of the fragment has been proposed by
Lallot (1971). In order to make fragments 35, 49 and 129 cohere, he proposes to translate: "Il y !
a grand besoin que enquétent sur le multiple soient hommes épris de sagesse." 17, and n 3. 1
* DK22B129: DL VIII 6.

¥ DK22B40: DL 1 88.

* DK22B129 contains the earliest occurrence of LaTopin in the extant Greek literature, if we

accept it as authentic, and there is only one other occurrence of ioTopia in the extant fragments

of the pre-Socratics, the other being Democritus DK68B299, which authenticity has also been

contested. Diels (but not Kranz, pace Thomas (2000) 164 n 95) had some doubts about it,

mainly because of the phrase TavTas Tas ovyypadds . What books could Heraclitus be

referring to? Diels, like Diogenes Laertius, thought the phrase éxheEdjevos TavTas Tas

ovyypadds must mean that Pythagoras himself wrote books, and that therefore at least this

part of the fragment must be false. See Lallot (1971) 16-17. It is still debated when books

became available, and there is no incontestable evidence either way. It can therefore not be

concluded that this phrase is inauthentic for the reason that we can not imagine what books he

is referring to (pace Schofield in KRS 217). See e.g. Johansen (1993) 27-29. Ion of Chios (DL

I, 120) might be replying to this: elmep TTuBaydpns éTOpws codds, Os meEPL TAVTWY

avbpwmwy yrdpas €1de kal ¢Eépabev. (Accepting Sandbach's (Sandbach (1958-9))

emendation of 6 0d¢os to oédos, 6s.) Pythagoras was wise, but only because of what he

learned from others. Jamblichus, in his biography of Pythagoras (XVIII 89), states: ékaAelTo

8¢ M yewpeTpla mpos IMubaydpou toTopia. It is, of course, impossible to rely on this report,
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independently" and "borrowing other people's wisdom", and understands this
as a serious admonition by Heraclitus. Consequently he sees LoTopin in frg.
129 as an "ironical sneer" at Pythagoras.” The issue is, to put it simply,
whether Heraclitus is criticizing the practice of LoTopin (and the state of being
aloTwp) in general, or criticizing Pythagoras for not having obtained vovs,
despite doing the right thing. This is both a problem for understanding loTwp in
frg. 35 and for understanding LtoTopln in frg. 129. If he is criticizing Pythagoras
for not obtaining understanding, even though he knew a lot, we should
understand frg. 35 as expressing Heraclitus' own view on methodology,
whereas if we take him to be more generally criticizing the practice of toTopin,
that would be a good reason to belief that he also sees the state of being a
loTwp in a negative light. But even on the positive reading, doing LoTopin is
not sufficient to gain proper understanding or knowledge.

If we understand Heraclitus in this "positive" way, i.e. that doing
toTopin is necessary but not sufficient to gain proper knowledge®, there is a
partial parallel with Aristotle's understanding of toTopla in relation to
emoTnun. The collected information about animals is not sufficient to gain
knowledge, even though, at least in the case of animals, this information is a
necessary condition for knowledge. (I discuss this in chapters III and IV.) In
this context I want to draw attention to what seems to be a similar distinction
drawn in the Cratylus of Plato. David Sedley has recently (1998a) argued that
Plato actually believed that the etymologies proposed in the dialogue were
exegetically sound — "that they correctly analyse the hidden meanings of the

words." (140) He goes on to say: "This must be kept quite distinct from the

but the combination with Heraclitus DK22B129 gives it some plausibility. It is used by von
Fritz (1978) as positive evidence for the inclusiveness of toTopia.

% "Heraclitus first quotes the traditional praise of Pythagorean wisdom and then denounces it
as charlatanism." 284.

% Cf. Kahn (1979) 105-110.
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thesis that the etymologies are 'philosophically correct', which would be the
view that the meanings which they attribute to words convey the truth about
their nominata." The long etymological section of the dialogue (390e-421c)

turns out to confirm the view that all things are in flux (ws Tol mavTos
LovTos Te kal depopévov kal péovtds dapev onpaivewy Mptv Tnv

\ I} ’

ovolav Ta ovépata 436e). Among the words explained in this part is

EmoTNun (412a):

Kal Py 1] Y€ €moTHUN KnrieL 0s ¢epopérols Tols Tpdypaoy
emopévns Tiis Yuxfs Ths dElas Ndyov, kal olTe dmoreLTopévns olTe

mpoBeoions: Lo 81 éupdMovTas 8el T  h "hemomipuny"” abTiv

ovopdlew.

Accordingly, the knowing soul needs to keep up with the things, which are
continually moving. The etymological explanations of other "knowledge"
words correspond to the same basic view.

"Emiomipun is the only word repeated, and corrected, in the
section later in the dialogue where Socrates, in order to refute the thesis that all

etymologies indicate flux, explains a new batch of "knowledge" words (437a):

okoT@dpey &1 €€ alTAV avalaBévTes mpdToV pév ToDTO TO Gvona, THV
emMoTHUNY," ws dudiforov kal LdA\ov €otke anpaivovTL OTL LoTNnoW
NGV ém Tols mpdypaot T Yuxny ) 6Tt cupmeptdépeTat, kal
0pBdTEPOY €T TLY WoTeEP VIV avTOD TNV dpxT|v Aéyewy Lai\ov 1
eppdAovtas T0 h "hemoTiuny," d\\a T éuBoAny molfjoachal dvTi

THS év TO €L év TO LOTaA.

" Here I try to stay as close as possible to the typographical devises used in the new OCT,
accepting Schmidt's emendation. See also Sedley (1998a) 151 n 40 for this and éppd el
meaning "aspirate".
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How does émompun make our soul stand still by the things if they are moving,
and there is no indication that Plato (or Plato's Socrates) claimed that the
things, as opposed to the ideas, were still? The answer comes in the etymology

proposed for toTopia immediately after the passage just quoted (437b):

émettan "loTopia" avTd mou onpaivel 6TL LloTnal TOV podv.

The words dealt with in this section all relate to a mental state relevant to
knowing (the other are: BéBatov, moTév and pvrjpn). ‘IoTopta is therefore,
most probably, in the same category. The issue is that knowledge is stable and
certain and in this respect, at least, it does not follow the flow of things.
‘IoTopla is what establishes the link between émioTiipn and the pols of the
perceptible world. Once the flow has been stopped and we have stable
information (a possible translation of ioTopia) about things, knowledge or
understanding (depending on how we want to translate €mioTijjin) stops our
soul by the things. This distinction is in many ways similar to the one in
Heraclitus, if we assume, as is not unlikely, that it is possible to have the

toTopla without the émoTriun.*

3. Some tragic problems.

Of the cognates of toTopin Herodotus uses the verb toTopelv most frequently.
The verb is fairly common in tragedy, where it used by Aeschylus, Sophocles

and Euripides, in general meaning "to ask". It is not in any way obvious, if

% It must be emphasized, returning to the distinction Sedley draws between exegetical and
philosophical correctness, that this is still exegetical and not philosophical.
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possible at all, to refer this meaning back to an idea of seeing or, indeed,
knowing. The one who knows needs not ask.” Discussing the etymology of the
verb toTopely Szemerényi ((1972) 243-6), taking as his starting-point that
toTopely can mean both "to know" and "to ask" from its earliest recorded uses
and that these senses do not cohere and are even contradictory, proposes that
we are actually dealing with two different words, one derived from *w(e)id—
and the other from the Indo-European root *ais—, "to seek".” Apart from its
initial implausibility, this theory also suffers from misunderstanding the key
evidence, and particularly the star witness, Aeschylus' Eumenides 455 (Orestes

to Athena):

" Apyelds elpt, maTépa 8’ LOTOPELS KANDS,
"Ayapépvor’, avdpdr vauBaTtdv appooTopa,
KTA.

Even though many have taken this to mean "you know my father well"*, the

many have taken this to m , th
phrase probably means something like "it is good that you ask about my
father"*. There is no reason to see a radical break in meaning here between
knowing and asking. There are two other places in Aeschylus where LoTopely
is often understood as meaning "know", Persians 454 and Agamemnon 676. In

the Persians 447f. the messenger describes to the queen how Xerxes had sent a

group of men to Salamis in order to make an easy killing of the Greek force.

¥ Particularly on the traditional way of understanding verbs in —€w, as denoting the condition
or actuality of what is expressed in the stem.

“ He takes the meaning of *w(e)id- to be "to know" and of *ais- to be "to seek". See
Szemerényi (1960) 232-238 for a discussion of *ais-. He turns this into a typical account of
Ionia as the cradle of science, from where the *ais- variety of LoTopelv comes, and the more

dogmatic Athens (not his term), where the native homonymous taTopelv is of the *w(e)id-
variety.

“' E.g. Lloyd-Jones (1970) and Sommerstein (1989) 161.

2 See e.g. Verrall (1908) ad loc. and Snell (1978) 36-7.
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They were promptly slaughtered in the most ignominious way. In this context

he says about Xerxes (454):

KaK®S TO LEANOV LOTOPGV.

Does this mean that he knew badly what was to come®, or does it say that he
was a bad student of the future, that he asked badly, meaning that he was bad at
strategy? Similar to the previous example there is no need to see the one
possibility excluding the other.

In Agamemnon 636-680 the herald brings news of his escape
from a storm on see, in which also Agamemnon was caught. He assures the

chorus (Clytemnestra has just left the stage) that Agamemnon is also safely

back (674-7):

Mevéewv yap obv
TPATOV TE Kal PLdALoTa TPoodoKa LONELY.
el 8’ olv Tis dkTis HAiov Vv LoTopel

kal (GvTa kal BAémovTa, KTA.

Here, also, LoTopelv is usually taken to mean "know"* but, again it can just as

well mean "learn about".* There is, therefore, no need to claim a radical

difference in meaning between these uses of LoTopetlv in Aeschylus.
\ If, for comparison, we look at the use of the verb in the
Hippocratic Corpus we find it in the treatises On the Seed, On the Nature of the

Child and Diseases IV (8, 7; 48, 3) meaning "proofs" or "indicates", where it is

“ E.g. Broadhead (1960) 131.

“ "an abnormal usage" Denniston and Page (1957) ad loc., referring to the passages from Pers
and Eu for parallels.

‘ “ Cf. Eduard Fraenkel (1978) commentary ad loc. He translates: "... for as Menelaus is
: concerned, first and chiefly thou must suppose that he is back again. But if any ray of the sun

| does descry him safe and sound, ..." Fraenkel seems to approach here the later Hellenistic use
| of LloTopelv in the sense of reporting.

31




Studies in Historia

obviously used in conjunction with the frequently used itoTdépLov, "proof" or
"evidence". These treatises are usually dated to the late fifth century, and
therefore not far removed from the material I am dealing with here (see chapter
III). It is later used in the post—Epicurean Precepts meaning "to ask/inquire". It
is therefore obvious that the explanatory force of going back to stems and roots
is limited, and that we have to be particularly careful in dealing with the
earliest material. It only gives us few and precious glimpses of a vast area and

we must treat them as such.*

4. HerHist I, proem etc.

Now I will turn to a closer reading of the proem of Herodotus in the light of the

foregoing. It must be kept in mind that I do not intend this to be a general

discussion of Herodotus' methodology or about his work in general. This is a
close reading of the proem, and the chapters immediately following, trying to
see how and whether it recalls an older model Herodotus, the announced author
of the work, can be said to refer to. I will also compare his proem with the
proems of Hecataeus and Thucydides, as well as the new—Simonides, as they

show marked differences from his.

%1 am not claiming that linguists are not aware of this. Only that this element is often brushed
aside by scholars looking into the essential meaning of key words. E.g. Sauge (1992) passim,
cf. Thomas (1995).
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"HpoddTou ' ANlkapvnooéos LoTopins amddetls 1de, ws pPnTe TA i
yevopeva €€ avbpumwy TG Xpdvw eElTnAa yévnTal, UNTe €pya pLeydia
Te kal BwupaoTd, Td pev “EXnot, Td 8¢ BapBdpoiotl amodexbévTa,

dkAed yéumTal, Td Te dA\a kal 8u’ fjv aitinv émorépunoav dAloLotL. ‘

As far as can be said that Herodotus' Histories have a Greek title, LoTopins
amdde€is is it. But Herodotus would not have regarded himself as a historian,
toTopLkds,” as nothing of the sort existed in his time. He has similar status for
history as Aristotle has for zoology and the Hippocratics for medicine. From

the point of view of later generations they either fathered these disciplines or

saved them from (superstitious) speculation.” He was an enquirer, but of what?
The great and remarkable deeds of Greeks and barbarians and, among other
things (Td Te dA\\a kai ),” the reason why they fought each other. Why does
he want to do that? So that these things will not be forgotten. He describes his ,

role as preservative. But he is not going to preserve everything from the past in

a systematic account, only what already, according to him, is noteworthy or |

glorious, i.e. the épya peydla Te kal fwvpaoctd . He does not want these |
€pya to become dk\ed. The concept of renown or glory (kAéos) was essential

to the heroes of epic poetry and even the rationale of it, by keeping alive the

! “ Probably coined by Aristotle and first found in his Po ch 9. Thomas (2000) argues that
l Herodotus, by using toTopin, is using the fashionable vocabulary of contemporary "science",
" by which she basically means the Hippocratics. But as Herodotus uses the verb most
‘ frequently, and in the same way as it is used in tragedy, it might just as well be argued that he
is using a vocabulary that was more common in Athens. It is regrettable that I have not been
able to deal sufficiently with the tragedians and that Sauge, who does, is too obsessed with |
‘ establishing his pet "meaning" for toTopla. ‘
‘ “8 Not many people working in these fields today would recognize that any of these ancient
writers were doing what they themselves are doing now. From their point of view the fathers
and saviors of history, medicine and biology still belong to a pre-scientific period.
“ Most translators take this to mean "more particularly”, “primarily” or "especially”. But it
does not have to contain so much emphasis. I prefer the weak translation "among other things".
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memory of people and their actions.™ This paragraph (i.e. the proem) has been
much discussed in Herodotean scholarship, where the last part (from td Te
dMa kai ) has particularly been a source of trouble. Grammatically it fits
awkwardly with the rest. Without it the statement could be taken to refer
exclusively to th_e ethnographic parts of the Histories. It has even been
suggested that it was not included in the introductory statement in its original
form which, according to this view, was written before Herodotus conceived of
the war as his central theme.” This is in support of Jacoby's (1913) analytic
reading of the Histories, according to which Herodotus started as an
"ethnographer" (much like Hecataeus), but later, realizing the importance of
the Persian Wars, made them his central subject.”? This is all in the realm of
speculation. What is important is that it is included in the work as we have it
and belongs to Herodotus' announced LoTopins dmédekLs.

Another important question relating to this sentence is: what does
attin ("responsibility”, "cause") mean? It is repeated in the line immediately

following. "Learned Persians (\0yLot) say that the Phoenicians are responsible

(aiTiov) for the difference".” There follow, meticulously laid out in a temporal

%0 Achilles has to choose between a long life in obscurity or to die young with k\éos. Romilly
(1985) 60: "The first historian still sees it as his task to render excellence immortal — as had
Pindar."
3! Hommel (1981). In his (Hommel's) "original" version, where T pév "EN\not, Ta 8¢
BapBdpoirot amodexbévTa is also removed, it looks like this:

"Hpo86Tov * A\tkapvnooéos LtoTopins amddebLs 1ide,

0S PWiTE Td yevdpeva €€ avbpimwy TO xpdvw eEltTnia yévnTal,

WNTE €pya peydla Te kal BwupaoTd dkied yévnTal

According to Hommel, Herodotus in his final edition, after he had written the Histories with
the war at its centre, hurriedly added some words to announce the war as a central subject. He
has problems explaining why Herodotus was in such a hurry.
32 Connor's developmental version of Nagy's interpretation also points to this, Connor (1993).
See below.
33 Repeating a key word (in this case attin/aiTiot) from a proem in the sentence immediately
following is a common practice in epic poetry. This shows, according to Kirscher (1965), how

deeply indebted Herodotus was to the epic form of narrative. But is it only common in epic
poetry?
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order (with peta TadTa's), divided into first (I, 2, 1) and second (I, 2, 2)
injustice, four different abductions: of Io, by the Phoenicians; Europe by some
Greeks; Medea by the Greeks; and Helen by Paris, which resulted in the Trojan
war which again made the Persians enemies of the Greeks. A striking feature of
this account is the rationalising nature of it. This is purely secular woman-
stealing — which Herodotus mockingly dismisses as not being a serious
offence (I, 4, 1). Herodotus concludes this discussion by putting the largest
blame on the Greeks, as they invaded Asia by attacking and sacking Troy
(which was not justified by mere women stealing). This whole discussion™ is
then dismissed as irrelevant by Herodotus in I, 5, 3, sometimes called "the

second proem":

TabTa pév vuv Iépoat Te kal Poivikes Aéyouot. €yw 8¢ TepL LV
TOUTWY OUK €PXOMAL €PEWY WS OUTWS 1) AAWS Kos TalTa éyéveTo, TOV
8¢ otda avTods mpdTOV UmdpEavTa ddikwy épywy és Tovs “EAMnvas,
ToUTOV onpurvas mpoproopat €s T6 mpdow Tol Adyou opolws pLKkpd Kat

peydia doTea avbpimwy émeELwv.

It has even been claimed (by no less authorities than Felix Jacoby and Simon

Hornblower), particularly with regard to olda avTés , that this paragraph marks

the beginning of historical writing.” This is supported with reference to the fact |
that the author hefe, for the first time, speaks in the first person and as such ‘
takes a critical stand towards the traditional stories of the Greeks. He could, j

therefore, be seen here to be delimiting historical time within which he believes ‘

% This aitiological game was, according to Evans (1991) 39, a stock in trade of the Aéytot, and
parodied by Aristophanes (Acharn 514-34). It is an open question whether Aristophanes is
parodying Herodotus only or whether they might both be parodying the Aéytot. Asheri (1999)
ad loc. reads this as the first digression: "In realta, la «causa» € il tema della prima
digressione." Does that mean that these stories are just for fun? Do they not underline a theme |
of the Histories, the friction between east and west, and thus serve a serious purpose? See |
Harrison (2000a) 200. |

%5 This begs too many questions about what "history" is, questions I need not get into here. |
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himself able to claim knowledge about the things he writes about. And even if
we do not want to go this far in positive statements about the nature of

historical time or when the writing of history began (did it really begin |

precisely in Herodotus I, 5, 3), we might want to accept the more particular

claim that this passage delimits the scope of Herodotus' itoTopin.*
In the chapter immediately following (I, 6) he claims that Croesus

the Lydian was the "first foreigner as far as we know" (oUtos ¢ Kpotoos

BapBdpwy mpdToS TOV Mpels L8uer ) to come into direct contact with the

Greeks, who, up to that time, had been free (€AeUBepot). Is Herodotus drawing

a line, a temporal line, between what belongs to knowable history and what lies

in the realm of pure stories? Between history and mythology? Support for this 1

has been sought in III, 122, 2:

IToAukpdTns ydp €0TL TPHTOS TAOV MELs i8pev 'EX\jvov, Os ,
BalacookpaTéely emevon|fn, mape€ Mivw Te Tob Kvwooiov kal €l 81 Tis '
d\\os mpdTepos TouTou TipEe Ths Bakdoons: THs 8¢ dvBpwmming

Aeyopévns yeveils TIoAvkpdTns TpdTws, EATi8as moAkds éxwv ' lwvins ‘

Te kal viowv dpEewv.

Of the so—called "human generation" Polycrates was the first to control the sea.
In other contexts Minos is a fully legitimate figure in the story Herodotus is
telling (I, 171, 2-3; 173, 2-3; VII, 169, 2; 171, 1). This distinction may,
therefore, have more to do with the kind of persons we are dealing with than
the nature of the time they were living in. Herodotus is not sceptical about the

existence of Minos, nor does he seem to doubt whether he controlled the sea or

%6 Hartog (1991) vi; but see Romm (1998) 24 for a somewhat different appraisal: "His opening
question about aitié is answered not by a Thucydides—style analysis but by his own choice of a
starting point for the narrative: the moment at which Asian imperialism, in its relentless quest
for new territory, first encroached upon the outer fringes of the Greek world."
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not. He just belongs to another generation — he was not human.”” This might
though still imply a temporal framework. Polycrates and Croesus were both
active after the middle of the sixth century, which means that Herodotus would
be dealing with a tradition going two or three generations back.” But if we
return to book one, and how Herodotus continues his narrative, having
identified Croesus as the first, he immediately plunges far beyond Croesus. The
Cimmerians attacked the Greeks before Croesus and in I, 15 he goes even
further back, when he claims that Gyges also attacked the Greek poleis in Asia
Minor. These were definitively not gods, and there is no indication that he
doubts any of these stories. They are just as much a part of his LoTopin as the
story of Croesus.

And if the phrase mp&Tos TGV Nuels e is anything to go by,
it appears that Herodotus finds no trouble using it of people who lived long
before Croesus. Arion was the first, as far as we know, to compose and name
the dithyrambos (I, 23, 7), the Lydians were the first to use gold and silver
currency (I, 94, 1) and Gyges was the first foreigner, as far as we know, to
place offerings in Delphi, i.e. the first after Midas (I, 14, 2). That Herodotus
may have had some evidence to back up these stories, e.g. the offerings he saw
in Delphi, does not change the fact that in principle there is nothing wrong in
claiming knowledge about very ancient persons and events. And as far as
Herodotus' toTopin goes, we will see in the next chapter that Herodotus applies

toTopin in dealing with very ancient stories, i.e. Heracles and Helen.

%" See Vandiver (1991) 144-148.

%8 With the exception of the information he gets in Egypt from the Egyptians and when there is
some visible evidence to support a story. See Rhodes (1994) 159 and Shimron (1973) 47, who
argues that Herodotus seems to have been satisfied with information he received from oral
sources that reached two to three generations back. When it was within this time frame he was
ready to refer to it by ot8a. This is supported by the study of Thomas (1989) 123-131,
according to which the leading families in Greece seem to have had detailed traditions for only
three or four generations back. But see Murray (1987).
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But why Croesus, then? The attacks of the Cimmerians, of Gyges
and his sons until the time of Croesus are described as raids. Croesus, on the
other hand, subjugated the Greek poleis and had them pay tax, apart from those
he befriended. And he was preparing to attack the islands (I, 27, 1).” Excluding
the "old stories" his was the first serious contact with Greece.

It is clear from the "second" proem, as well as from the "first",
that Herodotus is not exclusively interested in the war and the causes of it.”
The war belongs to the remarkable works of men, but there are other
remarkable things as well that deserve to be preserved. This is amply borne out
in the rest of the work. Even though it is possible to interpret every
ethnographic digression as having a function in the overall narrative of the
great war, it would be going too far to claim that it was their only function. The
description of Egypt is not just there to show what a great country the Persians
managed to submit to their rule, which again shows what a great power Persia
was. It does this as well, but it is not its only function in the narrative. Egypt

was also interesting for its own sake, i.e. apart from its role in the History of

Herodotus. Looking at the History as a whole, from above as it were, we can

see how the Egyptian logos fits into the overall scheme of the narrative. But

that is not all the Egyptian logos is about.

\ 5. New-Simonides on Plataea.

Until recently the earliest extant example of a work dealing with the Persian

wars was the Persians of Aeschylus, performed 472 in Athens. The action of

%9 See Harrison (2000a) 201-2.
% Contra Nagy (1990b) 250.
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the play takes place at the court of Xerxes around the time the news of the
defeat at Salamis are reaching the court, and it ends with Xerxes returning
home a beaten man in torn robes. Before he arrives, at the end of the play, we
hear news of the war from a messenger, who just about managed to escape
from Greece. We are told that the best of the Persians died shamefully, by the
most inglorious fate (SuokleeoTdTy popw , 444), we hear about the fate of
various noteworthy Persians, mostly killed, and the role of the Athenians is
stressed.” This is a celebration of the Greek victory by showing the effect it
had on the other side.” Through the reconstructions of Parsons and West we
now, since 1992, have a part of a poem by Simonides on the battle of Plataea
that is probably earlier than Aeschylus' Persians. Simonides' account seems to
be from a Spartan perspective. From Herodotus we learn how hard it was for
the Greek poleis to work together in their defence. And the alliance did not last
long. The Athenians controlled the Delian League, militarily and financially,
carrying on the defence against Persia.”® The Spartans were not a part of this
alliance and the relations between Athens and Sparta, never good, deteriorated
rapidly. The result we read about in Thucydides. One thing the Athenians and
Spartans did not agree on were their respective roles in the great war. This was
important for the internal struggle of Athens and Sparta, as it involved looking
for support from the other Greek poleis. Being regarded as the defender of
Greece was a weapon in the battle for support within Greece. With the

increased self-interested domination of Athens over the League the

¢! See Harrison (2000b) 61-65 and Cartledge ed. (1998) 173-4 for important qualifications to
this view. |
62 On the competitive nature of k\éos, see Goldhill (1991) 70.
% See e.g. Hornblower (1983) ch. 2.
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relationships within it also began to sour. This is the atmosphere in which
Herodotus is writing, supporting the Athenian case.*

We do not have much more than the proem of Simonides'
Elegy,” but it shows some very interesting characteristics. The text, as
reconstructed by Parsons and West,* starts with a hymn describing the fate of
Achilles®” (1-8%), goes on to describe the sacking of Troy (9-12) and the
homecoming of the Danaians (13-14). It then (15-18) refers to the immortal
fame (dbdlvaTov ... kA€éos) they have been granted by Homer, 6s map’
tomokdpwy 8éEato Mepidlwv/ mdoar dAnleinv . The poet then bids
farewell to Achilles and his lot (19-20) and, after the transitional formula
avTdp €yw (20),° asks the Muse to become his ally (€mikovpov, 20) in
celebrating those who fought for Sparta (and Greece?”) so that they will get

immortal glory (kal kK\éos dlvBpwmwy [éooeT]aL dBdvaTo <v>, 28, cf. 15).

% Or as a friendly critic, if he meant the Athenians in particular to learn from the tragedy of
Persian expansionism.

% And only a part of it. Less than half the width of the column is preserved. It must also be
stressed that the reconstruction is based on the narrative in Herodotus and that there is a
considerable risk of circularity here.

% West (1992=W2) and Parsons (1992). For a description of the reconstruction process, see
Rutherford (1996).

§7 Unusual subject for a proem. But his cult status as a hero is well known, and he was even
venerated as a god by some. See Hommel (1980). It is possible that the poem was composed
for a performance at a celebration of the victory over Xerxes at some shrine of Achilles. See
West (1993) 5.

% Line numbers refer to F11 in W2,

% West also suggests yfipuv ~~] Beinv, "divine song", but see Od XI 507.

™ On this formula as used here, see Obbink (1996), Rutherford (1996) 182. Parsons (1994) 122
says that with avTdap €yw "the old heroes move into the hymn, new heroes occupy the
narrative." See also Kranz (1961) 11-12.

" Line 25: Jv, ol ZmdpT [ ] ap. West's proposal for the
lacuna is: [Nt Te kal' EANdSL SoUAtov T]. Whether it is only the Spartans, the Spartans and
some other specific polis or the Spartans and the Greeks in general Simonides is referring to is
impossible to establish. But it is interesting that the Spartans have such a prominent position in
the proem. Lines 29 ff. describe the route of the Spartan army to Plataea. I repeat that it should
not be forgotten that the reconstruction of the "New-Simonides" is based on Herodotus.

2 In dvBpdmwv only 8p can be seen. Of the rest almost nothing is visible, judging by the
pictures in Arethusa 20/1-2(1996) x. Note in particular that k\éos is a part of the reconstruction
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Simonides thus explicitly compares and contrasts his own poem
with Homer's. He has the same objective as Homer, i.e. to glorify and make
immortal the deeds of the Greeks (if lines 15 and 28 are properly
reconstructed). What Homer did for the heroes at Troy, Simonides will do for
the heroes from Plataea. But whereas Homer, according to Simonides, received
the whole truth” from the Muses, Simonides needs the Muse only to assist him.
He is not a medium through which the Muses speak, guaranteeing the truth of
the account. This can partly be explained by a different attitude towards poetry.
Already Hesiod claims that the Muses can deceive,” though he happens to
receive the truth from them,” and the attitude towards them changes radically
through the archaic period. The role of the Muse(s) in Stesichorous and Pindar,
for instance, has become even more problematic,” and it eventually becomes a
literary convention to call upon the Muses for inspiration.”” But this is not the
whole story, at least as far as Simonides is concerned. The Persian wars took
place in his own lifetime. He was, therefore, unlike Homer, writing about
contemporary events. In addition to that, Simonides was well known

throughout antiquity for having invented a mnemonic technique and he thereby

made the Muses redundant. As Detienne puts it: " ... with Simonides, memory

and that one of the reasons for suggesting kAéos is probably that there is something immortal
missing which belongs to men.

™ Or the divine song, see n 85.

" Theogony 27-28.

7 Kranz (1961) 13: "Jene néchtliche Vision hat Hesiod dazu gefiihrt, gleich zu Werkanfang die
Stimme tiber sich selbst berichtend zu erheben, gegen den ionischen Brauch, und wenn er dabei
die ihm personlich Erschienenen sagen 14dft, sie wiiiten viel Falsches zu sagen, das dem
Wahren nur dhnlich ist, doch auch, wenn sie wollten, die Wahrheit zu verkiinden, so muB hier
die Meinung sein: ihm werden sie zum Unterschied von anderen Dichtern — auch zum
Unterschied von Odysseus T 203 — das Wahre sagen."

76 Cf. Pindar's "Provide abundance of it [sc. do8dv] from my pfiTis" Nem 3.9.

" Nagy (1989) 23-24. According to Finkelberg's recent study on the use of the Muses in elegy,
they were only invoked on occasions "on which the poet finds himself engaged in evoking past
events, whether traditional or historical." Finkelberg (1998) 162. Cf. Plato's Phaedrus 245a.
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became a secularised technique, a psychological faculty available to all via
definite rules that brought it within everyone's reach."” He was also among the
first poets to practise poetry as a craft, celebrating humans, as opposed to gods
or heroes, and charging for it.* Poetry as a craft should be distinguished from
inspired poetry, e.g. the Homeric singers,® "for whom speaking Alétheia came
as naturally as breathing."®

It is interesting to compare this with Choirilos and how he
embarks on his epic account of the Persian wars.* He most probably based it
on Herodotus,* when he re-established the genre of epic poetry as epic history
by writing about the Persian wars.* Aristotle quotes these as the opening lines
of Choirilos®: 1jyed pou Aoyov d\ov, 6mws *Acins dmd yains NAGev és

Evpwmny mélepos péyas . Why "another logos"? In a scholion to this (PEG

™ Cf. 11 2.485-6: Vy€ls yap Beal éoTe, mdpeoTé Te, loTé Te TAvTa, Nels 8¢ kKAéos

otov dkovopev, oUdé TL {8pev. See also Ibycus fr. 263 Page, 23-6.

™ Detienne (1996) 110. Cf. Calame (1995) 78: "In the absence of a mnemonic technique
backed up by some system of writing, the production of the text must depend solely on the
poet's memory, which is made divine by inspiration."

% See H. Frinkel (1962) 346; Segal (1989). Ibycus' on Polycrates (263 Page) is another well-
known example. See Goldhill (1991) 116-19; Bowra (1961) 250-57 for a somewhat pessimistic
interpretation of this development.

81 See Finkelberg (1998) passim. She is concerned with the rise of fiction in ancient Greece,
and distinguishes between what she calls "poetics of truth" and "poetics of fiction", also called
"the 'inspiratin:art' dichotomy" with a clash at some point in the fifth century (21). See also
Nagy (1989) 23-4, who distinguishes between aoidos and poétés, the first being divinely

An

inspired and the second "a master of techné". Aristotle's Poetics marks the culmination of this
trend.

% Detienne (1996) 109.

¥ Hermeias, commenting on Plato's Phdr 245a, takes Choirilos as an example of a poet who
relies on Téxvn as opposed to pavia. See for the identification of this Choirilos as the Samian,
as opposed to the Iasian, Hollis (2000).

% Huxley (1969). Choirilos, if he based his account on Herodotus, is an extreme case of a poet
as a craftsman. He put on verse what was already written in prose!

5 According to the Suda (PEG T1), he and Herodotus were lovers. It is not clear how extensive
Choirilos' poem was. Did it only involve the invasion of Xerxes? The invasions of both

Daraios and Xerxes? Possibly some ethnographic material as well? It is called by different

names in the sources, among them: PEG T6: Xotpihov moufjpaTta BapPapikd: Mndik[d]:
Iepo[ikd] PEG T1: ) Abnvalwy vikn kata EépEov.
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F2) Choirilos is quoted as complaining that he has nowhere to go, as
everything has been used up. He refers, enviously as it seems, to the blessed
one, who was a servant of the Muses and skilful in song, when the meadow
was unshorn.’” All he, and his fellow poets, are left with are arts that have
reached their limits (meipaTta Téxvai), and they have nowhere to go. They
look around and everything is already taken. This must mean that, as Choirilos
saw it or at least wanted to present it, the traditional subjects of epic poetry had
been more than adequately treated, and that he, therefore, must turn towards
more recent events. He uses the Persian Wars as a substitute. In this way he
stresses that this is an unusual subject for epic poetry and he seeks justification
for this. But this is hardly all there is to it. By writing about the Persian wars in
epic verse he is giving them the status of what deserves treatment in epic
poetry, i.e. he is saying that the Persian wars deserve the same treatment, and
status, as the Trojan War. Simonides, on the other hand, by choosing another
form, elegy, stresses the difference between himself and Homer (cf. avTap
¢y4).*® While Choirilos seems happy to embrace the old model of epic poetry
for his treatment of the Persian Wars,* Simonides stresses his independence
from this — but at the same time stressing that he wants to do for the heroes of
Plataca what Homer, relying on the Muses, did for the heroes from Troy.
Common to Simonides and Choirilos, as well as Herodotus, is that they deal
with events that took place in recent human memory.

There are some obvious similarities between Herodotus and

Simonides. They are both concerned with the kAéos of past deeds, but whereas

% Rh 111, 14, 6 (PEG F1). He does not mention Choirilos by name here, but as he has just
before talked about him, it is generally assumed that these lines are by Choirilos.

Y7 A pdkap, 8oTis énv kelvov xpévov i8pis dodiis, Mouodwy Bedmwy, 8T’ dkijpaTos
v €Tt Aetpdv . He is here describing the epic poet, not himself, as a servant of the Muses.
Contra Finkelberg.

% See Stehle (1996).

43




Studies in Historia

Simonides seems to be bestowing kAéos on the Greek heroes Herodotus is
concerned with preserving the kKA€éos that is already there. He does not want
past deeds (€pya) to become dicAed. And it is not only the glory of Greece he is
interested in, as he puts barbarian deeds on an equal footing with Greek deeds.
In addition, there is no indication in Simonides that he was interested in why
the Greeks and barbarians fought each other. His is a celebration, as Aeschylus'
tragedy is a celebration, and not a critical appraisal of the tradition. Which is
not to say his account is not interested. Quite the contrary. But the role of
toTopln in Herodotus' proem points to something different, an explicit
recognition of proceeding according to a method. In particular the combination
of toTopin and aiTin indicates that something significantly different is going
on.”

Writing about the Persian wars Herodotus and the rest were not
processing raw data. Right from the end of the war it was subject to celebration
in song, paintings, buildings and stories told about it. Each version was
according to the interest of the author, or the interest of the patron. This might
be the function of the Persian and Phoenician logoi at the start of Herodotus

Histories. They show us, the readers, from the start that stories about important

events are never straight.”" This is the condition he works in.”

¥ Instead of "modernizing the old" he "archaized the new". Haiif3ler (1976) 78.
% Romm (1998) 20: "If the central segment of Herodotus's opening sentence reads like
something Homer might have said, the clauses on either side [i.e. those including toTopin and

attin] are distinctly un-Homeric."

°! As Dewald (1999) 224-6 has recently argued. This might be reflected in Herodotus' use of
the term dtpekein instead of dkpiBera. See e.g. Lateiner (1989) 10 n 20.

*2 See e.g. Murray (1996) 367.
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6. Herodotus the logios.

But this view has been challenged by Nagy”, who has proposed a new
interpretation of Herodotus, comparing and contrasting him to Pindar and more
generally the poetry of praise. The relation of ioTopin to aitin in Herodotus'
proem plays the leading part in his interpretation. Nagy finds Herodotus more
related to Pindar and his poetry of praise than is commonly assumed. Pindar
and Herodotus are presented as competitors to be the masters of the Homeric
"tradition",” respectively in the media of poetry and prose. Pindar as an dot86s
and Herodotus as a A6ytos. The comparison and confrontation of Pindar with
Herodotus are admittedly a part of a larger study,” but Nagy makes some fairly
substantial claims about Herodotus, based in particular on the first few lines of
his work. According to Nagy's approach the question of what a "composition"
says about its "performance or potential performance" as well as what it says

"% is fundamental. "What makes words

about "whoever is the composer
authoritative is the value that a given society attaches to their performance. ...

The notion of authoritative speech ... is conveyed in Greek by such key words

% Nagy (1987) and (1990b). Connor (1993) argues a case similar to Nagy's. According to him,
Herodotus uses the Homeric notion of toTwp as a model for himself in navigating through the
discrepant local traditions of the Greeks. This supposedly explains his practice of relating
different versions and then choosing one; cases where he relates absurd stories without
showing any incredulity — he didn't have alternative accounts to choose between; why
Thucydides and Xenophon avoided the term toTopla. Connor, then, turns this into a
developmental hypothesis: Herodotus started by using the model of the toTwp, but faced with
the problems and limitations it posed, changed his ways and felt increasingly free to express his
own views. "The historian asserts the right to investigate topics that he knows are important for
the proper memorialisations of his subject." (15, my emphasis) Note that enquiry and proper
memorialisation are what Herodotus does when he has freed himself from the model of toTwp.
I concentrate on Nagy in the present discussion, as he is more consistent in his methodology.

% "Tradition" is one of the most basic concepts in Nagy’s approach but difficult to pin down.

% His perspective is Indo-European linguistics explicitly modeled on Benveniste. Nagy on
Indo-European linguistics: "the attempt to reconstruct a proto-language translates into an
attempt to recover various patterns in society as articulated by language." Nagy (1990a). His
modest attempt is to do this for Greek society.
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as ainos."” In the introduction Nagy has the following summary of ch. 8, one
of his key chapters on Herodotus.” "The prime example of early Greek prose is
the discourse of Herodotus, whose language makes it implicit that he is a logios
'master of speech’, a description that is pertinent to the dichotomy, made
explicit in Pindar's language, between logios 'master of speech' and aoidos
'master of song'. The prose of Herodotus, like the poetry and song of the ainos,
is a speech act of authority."” Nagy's claim is, therefore, that Herodotus is
working within the dichotomy of dolt86s and AdyLos and presenting himself as
a A\dyros. This dichotomy must, on Nagy's account, have been a pattern in
Greek society at the time Herodotus was composing his narrative, and made
explicit by Pindar.'” What is happening, according to Nagy, is that Herodotus,
as well as Pindar, is trying to appropriate the "discourse" of Homer by claiming
identity with it. And he does this as a AdyLos in opposition to an dol8ds,
represented by Pindar.

Nagy relies heavily on the proem of Herodotus and the lines
immediately following for his interpretation. It has long been recognized that
this has some essential similarities with the Homeric proems. This is usually
explained by the fact that Homer was the only literary precursor Herodotus
could to model his large scale narrative of the war on. But Nagy's theory of
appropriation goes much further. In the proem Herodotus announces as the
subject of his LtoTopins dmddefis the glorious deeds of both Greeks and
barbarians and among them (or in particular) what was the reason, or who was
responsible, (aiTin) for them fighting each other. In the first line of ch. 1

(immediately after the proem) he talks about what the Persian and Phoenician

% Nagy (1990b) 9.

77 Ibidem. I follow Nagy's typographical methods in the quotations from him.
% An enlarged edition of Nagy (1987).

% Nagy (1990b) 13.

'% Whether this is a justified reading of Pindar is another question.
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A6yroL have said about the reasons for this enmity. Nagy takes this to be
implicitly saying that Herodotus is a A\éy0s."” And AéyLos is surely among
Nagy's performative/authoritative words. The argument must be (there is no
argument for this in Nagy) that, as Herodotus is himself inquiring into the
reasons for the enmity, that is doing the same as the Persian and Phoenician
AdyLot, he is implying that he is himself a AoyLos. But a serious problem for
this particular interpretation of Herodotus, as opposed to a general criticism of
Nagy's approach, is the fact that Herodotus dismisses the arguments of the
Aoyrou in 1, 5, 3, three Oxford pages into the work.'” Here he claims only to be
interested in what he himself knows about the subject. He seems, therefore, to
distance himself from the tradition of the Ad-yiol. It is difficult to argue from
this that the discourse of Herodotus is, implicitly or explicitly, claiming the
authority of the Adyios, "master of speech" as opposed to that of the dot8ds,
"master of song".'”

Another related issue in the "Homeric strand" of Herodotus is the
subject matter of his dm68e€is. The purpose of it is that the deeds of Greeks
and Barbarians alike won't become inglorious. This Nagy relates to Homer and
Pindar, and correctly so. Herodotus has this purpose in common with Pindar
and Homer, as well as Simonides and many more. But Nagy completely
ignores the differences between these authors when he discusses the issue. He

seems to assume that as they are all interested in the kAéos of past deeds they

"' In his reply to objections in Arethusa 20/1-2 (1996): 210, Nagy says: " ... the syntax of the
transition from the proem to the first sentence of the Histories proper is for us explicit evidence
that Herodotus considered himself a logios. It is only for Herodotus that this consideration is
implicit, not explicit." (Italics mine.) He goes on to say that he thinks Herodotus had the likes
of Hecataeus in mind when he used the word AdyLot.

12 Cf. Hartog (1991): vi, referring to Nagy (1987).

'% This is in addition to problems to do with Nagy’s rendering of A\éytos as "master of prose”.
He finds it "anachronistic" to translate Ao-ytot in Herodotus I, 1, 1 as "historians”. I agree. But
the only scholar he can find to argue against on this point is Farnell (1932) 116! But it is not
self-evident that, because it does not mean "historians", it must mean "masters of prose".
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are basically doing the same.'™ Above I tried to show through the comparison
of Herodotus and Simonides that they are doing essentially different things,
even though they share some objectives.

So much for the Homeric strand of Herodotus. Nagy also finds a
Hesiodic strand in him. This has to do with the theme of the just king in
Hesiod's Erga, but oddly enough the argument must start in Homer's Iliad and
hardly involves Hesiod at all. Nagy refers here to the passages from the Iliad
discussed above. This is a "Hesiodic" strand, as Nagy needs to read the figure
of {oTwp into the discussion of the just king in Hesiod's Erga.'” This Hesiodic
strand is, according to Nagy, very much present in the proem. Herodotus also
uses LoTopin in conjunction with attin. This means, according to Nagy, that
the stated purpose of the entire narrative of Herodotus is to inquire into the
cause of the enmity between Greeks and Barbarians.'® There is a way to read
the Histories as being largely concerned with who is responsible for the war
between Greeks and barbarians, in so far as it is about the expansion of the
Persian empire, or the Barbarians in general,'” and its unavoidable clash with
Greece?'® This interpretation requires us to take the notion of responsibility or

cause (atTin) very broadly.'” It is important to distinguish between the explicit

1% Cf. Goldhill (1991) 72.

'% Gagarin (1986) does the same in his account of the quasi-judicial ways of settling disputes
in archaic Greece. He does not, though, have Nagy's problem of identifying this with an
institution of the loTwp.

1%"The juridical aspect of Herodotean narrative [sic] - that it can establish who is aitios
‘responsible' for the ultimate struggle between Hellenes and Persians - is articulated already in
the proem of the Histories, in that the purpose of the entire narrative is said to be an inquiry
into the aitia 'cause' of that struggle." Nagy (1990b) 250. Note that Nagy translates toTopin
with "inquiry", even though he wants to argue that it really means "arbitration".

' Herodotus does not start his narrative with Cyrus the Persian, but Croesus the Lydian and
his ancestors.

1% E.g. Evans (1991) 7.

1% Evans (1991) 33: "But in fact, Herodotus made no consistent effort to discern over who was
guilty of causing the war, in spite of his announced intention in his proem, for it had no bearing
upon the fundamental cause of Persian expansionism."
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discussion of who is to blame in 1.1-4 and the theme of Persian expansionism
that runs through the work, especially since this theme is not obviously
connected with the discussion of alTin in the proem and the following
chapters. Herodotus introduces the theme of who is to blame, discusses what
the Persian and Phoenician AdyLoL have said about it, gives his own answer
(Croesus the Lydian) and goes on with his narrative. It seems hard to conclude
from this that the function of the entire narrative is to inquire into who is to
blame. Even less plausible is Nagy's approach. He deduces from the proem and
the first line of I, 1, 1 what the function of the entire narrative is.

The strength of Nagy's methodology is to read Herodotus purely
on the surface and draw comparisons to Homer, Hesiod and Pindar. He thus
sees the link between toTopin and alTin in the proem as evidence of an
appropriation of a Homeric discourse. His weakness is not paying due attention

to the surface of the texts he is reading. Homer does not, in Iliad XVIII or

resorts to reading the "ultimate juridical problem" of the Iliad, i.e. who is
responsible for the anger between Agamemnon and Achilles, into the scene on
the shield of Achilles."® But this is not purely a surface reading. In addition
Nagy faces problems of why this kind of reading does not apply to more
authors than Herodotus. What about Aristotle, for instance? He explicitly
connects toTopla not only with attia but also with dmédelEis (HA 491a7-11;
PA 646a8-12; APr 46al17-27). Nagy is forced to draw an arbitrary temporal line
after Herodotus in order to avoid these problems.

In sections 1-3 I tried to show how manifold the material we are
dealing with is, when we try to find what Herodotus might be referring back to

by his use of toTopin. He might be relying on Homer as an inspiration for the
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overall narrative frame of his Histories, without referring to him by his use of
toTopin.""! The Histories are not a one-dimensional work, and Herodotus had a
wealth of material, both written and oral, to inspire him.""> The term toTopin he

'3 Hippocratic

might have used inspired by lonian natural philosophy
medicine, the use of the verb in tragedy, or a combination of these. But as soon
as he had used it in such a prominent place as the proem it was bound to
influence the way later authors thought about their enterprise, be it in "history"
or "natural history". All this material is invaluable to understand Herodotus'
background. But there is no way any of these early uses of the LoTop-
vocabulary can provide anything like a key to what Herodotus was doing.
What it shows is a great variety of meanings and uses when it comes to toTop-.

This again points to the importance of Herodotus for the later history of

toToptn. It is he who brought it to its prominence and focused its meaning.

7. Herodotus proem and Hecataeus FGrH I, F1.

Now I will turn to the two authors who are usually thought to be most relevant
to an interpretation of Herodotus, namely Hecataeus and Thucydides. Felix
Jacoby told a great, and still very influential, story about the development of
historiography in ancient Greece. According to this story Herodotus' only

predecessor was Hecataeus from Miletus. Herodotus followed in his footsteps,

"0 As a general interpretation of the Shield this is not bad, and indeed what Anderson (1976)
did.

"' Romm (1998) 16-22.

"2 Particularly if we accept Fowler's (1996) attempt to reverse the judgement of Jacoby
concerning the date of the historians mentioned in Dionysius from Halicarnassus (7h 5.1:
Usener-Radermacher I 330.7) as being either Herodotus' contemporaries or even older than
him.
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started as a geo/ethnographer but slowly realised the importance of the Persian
invasion and Greece's victory over Xerxes. He turned his attention to this event
and wrote its history. Thucydides came along and completed the

4 Hecataeus was, undoubtedly, one of the most important

development.
influences on Herodotus, in that he wrote about foreign people and their
customs and geography as well as about the traditional tales of the Greeks.
Herodotus knew his work well, and frequently criticises him. This is not the
place for a thorough comparison of Herodotus and Hecataeus, but comparing
the proem of Herodotus to Hecataeus FGrH I F1, in a sense a parallel text, does
reveal some essential similarities.

Hecataeus opened his account of the Genealogies with the following

words (FGrH I F1; Fowler F 1):'?

'ExaTtdlos Milrjolos G8e pubelTal Tdde ypddw, ds pot Sokel dAnbéa
etvat’ ot ydp ‘EANjrwv AdyoL ToAhol Te kai yeholot, oS épol

daivovTat, eloiv.

What AdyoL? Stories of the past, stories of heroes, gods and people, and their
interactions. Each polis had its own "mythical" tradition, and someone like
Hecataeus, who travelled and described the world, was bound to hear many
tales. But why are they laughable? Are they laughable because they are many?
If the number of tales makes them laughable it can only be if a number of tales
about the same subject tell a different story about it. Locally the tales, e.g.
about Heracles, had independent life and there was no authority (a book or

something else) that could keep a check on the tradition. This multiplicity of

'3 Though I must admit to some scepticism about the value of this category.
"% According to the Suda (Fowler T 1) Hecataeus was the first to write ioTopta in prose.

' Demetr Eloc 12. Demetrius quotes this as an example of the "disconnected" style
(Bunpnpévn), characteristic for early prose and Herodotus in particular.
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discrepant tales must have been an impetus to rationalization or
systematisation. And not just within the Greek world, but also in a universal
perspective. Hecataeus travelled abroad, e.g. to Egypt, and there he also found
different tales, i.e. tales different from the Greek tales. We would not be
worried about the Egyptian "mythology" being different from our "religious"
tales, but a Greek who, on the one hand, believed there only was one universal
truth about gods and heroes, and, on the other, was tolerant towards different
traditions (as someone who had experienced the discrepant tales of the Greek
poleis) must have reacted to a totally different tradition abroad as he believed it
to be about the same heroes and gods. But how? Are the Greek tales laughable
compared to the tales found in other countries,''® or because they are internally
discrepant''’? Or both at once? There is a third possibility. Hecataeus might
have found the tales laughable because he personally found them incredible (or
irrational). The absurdity of the tales is, according to this view, the result of
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discrepancy of the tales is only corroborative."® The tales are absurd or
unbelievable before he compares them with other tales. Thus Hecataeus, for
instance, corrects a tale about Heracles as it cannot be true viewed in the light

19 and in another

of his knowledge of geography (he had travelled the world),
place he claims that Cerberus was not a dog who guarded the gates of Hades
but rather a snake in the desert.'”” Dionysius from Halicarnassus says that

Hecataeus was uncritical of the tales he heard and that he reported them as he

116 Cf. Momigliano (1990) 32.

7 Cf. Detienne (1981) 134-145.

"8 Brillante (1990) 126 n 9.

"2 Arr An11, 16, 5 (FGrH I F 26). In this case it is difficult to see what part of the argument
belongs to Arrian and what to Hecataeus. Herodotus could be just as dismissive of Greek |
Adyou, cf. II, 45, 1 on Heracles: Aéyouot 8¢ moAd kal dA\a dvemokémTews ol "EAnves

He goes on to refer to this as a ptfos. I discuss this in chapter II.

0 Paus 111, 25,5 (FGrH I F 27). Pausanias describes this as being eikéTa.

52

!




The Histor in Historia

121

heard them (7% ch. 5). Discussing the Pygmies he does just that.” He reports a
fantastic tale exactly as he heard it. But he is not uncritical. He claims that it is
an unbelievable tale but, as he does not know how to correct it, he just tells it
as he heard it."” It must be kept in mind that Dionysius wanted to reserve the
credit for critically evaluating tradition to Thucydides, and that he claimed that
every historian before Thucydides was uncritical.'*

What are we to make of this? Hecataeus was not without a
critical mind (who is?), but what was the degree and nature of his criticism? In
frg. 1 he claims that he is going to tell what seems true to him. This claim to
truth in relation to the multiplicity of tales is very important. There is only one
possible truth, only one story can be true. This is a challenge to anyone
interested in his own past history or tradition. The self-confident Hecataeus

claimed to know the truth of the matter. Herodotus does not claim, in his

proem, that he knows the truth but only that he is going to tell what he has

thia AELavnnna T Tavs taaw datvadnng tharaaloss
80 note thc aifierence in now tney introauce tnemseives.

o

found out. We mus

D)

ta
Hecataeus presents himself in the nominative as the subject of the verb "to say"
and stresses his own personal point of view on the Greek traditional tales as
well as his confidence in having attained the truth. Herodotus, on the other
hand, presents himself in the genitive to LoTopin, which again is in the genitive

to dmd8eis. The work is a presentation of Herodotus' toTopin. As an author

Herodotus presents himself at two removes from his subject, and between him
and the account is toToptn. There is thus much more stress on the person of the

author in Hecataeus' proem. He, personally, is the arbiter (or master) of truth.

121 Bust III, 6 (FGrH I F 328).
122 yelolov pév kal ob mBavév, \éyetar 8é. Contra A.B. Lloyd (1975) 135-136. Cf.
Herodotus II, 123; V, 85-88.

2 ¢meLta kata T pndév abTh pudddes mpooddar  [sc. Ooukudidns], pnd’ eis dmdTny 1

kal yonTelay TGV mOAGY €kTpédal TV ypadriy, ws ol mpd alTod mdvTes émoinoav,

... ch. 6. (Usener-Radermacher I, 333, 3-5.) ‘
|

53

—




Studies in Historia

"They are all wrong, but I can tell you the truth of the matter."'* But it must be
noted that Hecataeus' polemical and arrogant tone does not exclude critical
intuition or the ability to critically evaluate different traditions. And he could
refer to the multiplicity of versions for support. But his method to get at the
truth was to rationalize the tales he heard, with his own sense .of what is
possible and likely to have happened, partly based on his geographical
knowledge, as a criterion. The contrast is with Herodotus' stress on the
mediating role of toTopin, which is why, after all, why we know history as

"hiStOI'y".lzs

8. Herodotus' proem and Thucydides' ditto.

The first words of Thucydides' book are:

Ooukudidns ' Abnvalos Euvvéypale TOv TONepov TOVY Tehomovvnoiwy kal
"Abnvaiwy, 0s émoréunoav mpos dAnovs, dpEdpevos evbls
kabLoTapévou kal éxmioas péyav Te €oecbal kai dELoloywTaTov TGOV

TPOYEYEVTLEVWY

Like Hecataeus and Herodotus, Thucydides introduces himself by name and

city, his city being particularly important as it is one of the opposing parties in

¢ Pohlenz (1973) 2: "Wihrend aber der selbstbewufte Hekataios jedenfalls in seinem
genealogischen Werke seine Legitimation einfach auf die Uberlegenheit seiner subjektiven

Einsicht griindet, erklart Herodot, er wolle darlegen, was er erkundet hat ... " Cf. Calame

(1995) 92-3.

' Thomas (2000) 163: "What is clear, is that Herodotus calls Hecataeus a logopoios along

with Aesop (I 143.1; V 36.2; II 134.3) — rather than a sophist or a sophos or any other |
possibility — and that his use of historie of his own work suggests that he wished to present it |
in a different light."
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the war he writes about and in which he took an active part.'” Thucydides'
subject is a war, just as the central subject of Herodotus' narrative, as well as
Homer's, was a war, and Thucydides' claim that his war is more memorable
than other wars in the past must, to a significant degree, be polemically aimed
at Herodotus, his literary predecessor and near contemporary.'” In the first
twenty chapters of book one (the so—called Archaeology'®®) Thucydides argues
for this claim (as well as for the importance of sea power) on the ground that
Athens and Sparta were both, by that time, great powers. The most significant
difference, from a historiographical point of view, between the wars of
Herodotus and Thucydides is that whereas Herodotus' war was an event of the
past, Thucydides chronicled the events of his war as they happened.
Thucydides thus chose a subject, a historical subject, before it happened or was
completed (at least he claims to have done so).

There is another important contrast to Herodotus in Thucydides'

the war. Herodotus uses dmd8eEis which means "showing forth" or

"performance" and does not imply writing.'”” In Marcellinus' Life of

126 "For an Athenian, the natural expression would be mé\ejLos 6 Tpos Tovs

IMedomovvnoiovs "the war against the Peloponnesians", and perhaps a trace of this can be seen
in his mentioning the Peloponnesians first." Hornblower (1991) ad loc. Thucydides tries to
represent himself as an impartial reporter. Herodotus also belonged to one part of a conflict,
but he was composing his work only for this part, i.e. the Greeks, and not for the other part, i.e.
the Persians. But even he does not describe it as the "war against the Persians" but as "an
inquiry into why the Greeks and Barbarians fought each other". The perspective is universal,
and he also presents himself as an impartial reporter.

"7 Hellanicus should also be mentioned. He is the only rival Thucydides mentions by name (I,
97,2).

28 Not in our sense, but meaning "an account of early events".

2 Rosén (1993) has argued that améSeéis as used in Herodotus' proem is not the dmédekis of
amodetkvivar but the dmddeis of amodéxeabar, "accept” or "receive”. One might want to
combine this with Connor's understanding of toTwp in Herodotus, as the judge who chooses
between alternative accounts. But see Erbse (1997).

55




Studies in Historia

Thucydides™ (54) it is said that when Herodotus recited a part of his work
Thucydides heard him and wept (dxovoas €8dikpuoev ). Thucydides says in I

22.4:

Kal €S PLEV dkpoaoLy Lows TO W1} Lubddes alTOV dTepTETTEPOV
dawvelTar* 6ooL 8¢ BouloovTal TOV Te YEVOLEVWY TO OAdES TKOTELY
kal TOV peAGVTWY TTOTE albLs kaTd TO AvBpdmyov ToLoUTwY Kal
mapamAnoiwy égecbal, OdéLpa kplvely aiTd dpkouvTws €EeL. KTTLA Te

€s alel palov 1j dywviopa €s TO Tapaxpipa dkovely EVykeLTaL.

Thucydides' claim is that he did not write his work trying to please or to

1.”! One is reminded of his

achieve immediate fame, but intending it to be usefu
description of the plague where his pronounced intention is to describe it so
that one can recognize it if it breaks out again. So too with historical events.
Human nature being what it is, they tend to repeat themselves. Thanks to his
.................
same kind of events when they are in the process of happening. He, therefore,
writes his History, as accurately as possible,"” and is not concerned with
displaying it to the general public.” This is most probably a covert criticism of

Herodotus. It is interesting that Thucydides is claiming for his narrative similar

use as a medical writing. It is definitely not for pleasure. '**

130 Late fifth century CE.

! Herodotus was a popular subject in parodies, but Thucydides not.

132 As he twice repeats earlier in chapter 22. The word is dkpiPera in the empiricist (everything
inc]uded), and not the mathematical (simple deduction), sense.

'3 This does not mean that his work was never read out in any context. But Thucydides claims
that that is not its essential function, without excluding the possibility of it being read out.

13 Calame (1995) 93 detects already in the proem, by the combination of the third person and
the verb in aorist together with the absence of the deictic, the essential narrative nature of
Thucydides' history.
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9. The fame, the shame: the tomb.

I have tried to pick out some of the most important differences between these
three authors, but there are no less revealing similarities. All three introduce
themselves in the third person, with a name and a place attached to it. The
place can be important to indicate the sympathies in the context of war, but it is
more important as an identifier of the author for the individual he is. An
individual essentially belongs to a place, and the place takes pride in him — if

he is worth it.

Thomas Highgate from Sidcup had fought at the battle of Mons and survived,
but was later found hiding in a barn dressed in clothes he had taken from a
scarecrow. He was executed for desertion on September the eighth, 1914, the

first of around 300 men to die this way during the First World War.

i

pesad selan s 2= (019 Lo IIPN = ~inl wxr e
out whcu, i1 1744, a memoriar was €1

post

Consequently his name was lef
his hometown, Shoreham, to those who fought and died during the war. On the
fourteenth of March 2000 it was decided, by a vote in Shoreham (the first of its
kind), that his name should be included on the memorial. "For years after
Private Highgate, 19, was convicted of abandoning Queen's Own Royal West
Kent Regiment, mention of his name in Shoreham was a taboo. His family is
thought to have left the village in shame, and when the memorial was erected
in 1922 no thought was given to including his name. The names of three of his
brothers who subsequently died in action are honoured on a monument in
Sidcup."" Shoreham did not want to recognize its son, nor his family. This

example is about faming or shaming your family and home town by your

135 Adrian Lee in The Times, March 15 (2000) 11. Did the family move to Sidcup and live there
pretending that Thomas never existed?
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actions in battle, also the primary example of kAéos in the Greek context,
together with athletic victories which made Pindar rich. It thus reflects on the
discussion above on kAéos in Homer and Simonides. But it also shows the
importance of the monument in this context, funerary or otherwise. Jasper
Svenbro has argued that the three proems discussed above are in a sense
"monumental inscriptions”, a bit like "funerary monuments"."*® They identify
the author with his work, which is his claim to fame. The result of this, in the
case of Herodotus, is that the term toTopin became the name for the discipline
Herodotus was recognized as the father of.

A recently (1995) discovered inscription from about the middle of
the second century BCE shows just how successful Herodotus was in his
hometown."”’ It starts by asking Aphrodite to enumerate all those who bring
honour to Halicarnassus. Herodotus is mentioned first among the writers with

the words:

"Hpd8oTos 0 melos €v LoToplaitat "Ounpos

% Svenbro (1993) 150. "The works of all these historians thus bear monumental inscriptions in
the sense that, seen "from the outside" (this is the first phrase that permits the reader to enter
into the work), they refer to their authors in the third person, as if they are absent." Cf. also 150
n 17, and Hartog (1991) xv.

137 Editio princeps: Isager (1998). See also Lloyd—Jones (1999a-b).
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Reported Knowledge

"For though in all places of the world, men should lay the foundation of their
houses on (he sand, it could not thence be inferred, that so it ought to be."" This
is Hobbes
philosophers about the relative value of history and philosophy. "Philosophy"
or "science", based on the faculty of reason, is infinitely more valuable than
history, based on the faculty of memory. The remark is made in the context of
civil, and not natural, history, as Hobbes is arguing against a position that uses
the historical fact that unlimited power of sovereignty has never existed to
argue for its impossibility. He replies by objecting to the relevance of history.
But not only is it irrelevant, it can also be outright dangerous: "And as to
rebellion in particular against Monarchy; one of the most frequent causes of it,
is the Reading of the books of Policy, and Histories of the antient Greeks, and
Romans; ..."* History supplies second class knowledge, if knowledge at all, for

the feeble minded; knowledge they can use for destructive purposes because it

! Leviathan ch. 20.
2 Cf. Sorell (2000) 84.
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supplies them with reasons to act. Civil history has thus no (positive) role in
political philosophy, according the Hobbes of the Leviathan.* The case for
natural history is somewhat different. If an explanation of a natural
phenomenon is to be possible there has to be a history of this phenomenon.
Hobbes thus complains in De motu (209) that an adequate explanation of tides
is impossible because "there exists no history of the tides". But he was not very
interested in doing natural history himself. Hobbes differs from Francis Bacon
(whose secretary he was) in that for him, in the words of a recent study, "there
is no gradual transition from natural history to science by means of some
inductive generalisation."> Natural history is, therefore, not a part of science
proper.

Hobbes' attitude, which he shared with many of his
contemporaries, is a part of the general criticism of tradition and authority,
particularly of scholasticism and the authority of Aristotle. He is an interesting
example as his first published work was a translation of and introduction to
Thucydides' History and among his latest writings was Behemoth, a history of
the English Civil War. The criticism of tradition from the perspective of reason
was not an invention of the Enlightenment. It was also a particular pastime of a
number of Greek thinkers. A wholesale refutation of all traditional, as well as
contemporary, wisdom to be replaced by a new system supplied by the author
in question was not uncommon.® But reason alone was not in all cases what

was to replace tradition. Perception, or your own personal experience, was

? Leviathan ch. 29. See in particular Borot (1996) 309.

4 See e.g. Schumann (2000) 15.

5 Schumann (2000) 12, cf. also Borot (1996) 319.

¢ See e.g. Lloyd (1987) 56-70 on "Greek Innovation and Egotism": "One after another, the
major pre-Socratic philosophers from Xenophanes onward, state or imply that no one else had
got the answer right, establishing their own presence in the text with copious criticisms of other
writers, their predecessors or contemporaries, named or unnamed, at the limit by criticisms of
what everybody else believed."
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another foundation for knowledge that had a problematic, though more
positive, relation with the past. If what I myself experience is the only secure
foundation for knowledge, what can I do with the reported knowledge of
people past? And this is not only a problem in relation to reports from or of the
past. Reported information from other, foreign, places has similar problems.
This chapter is about the nature and use of reported knowledge,
with particular emphasis on reports of and from the past. It is not about history,
in the sense of modern historiography.” I will start with some instances of
toTopta where it is used to refer to reported knowledge and then proceed to
discuss Aristotle's Poetics 9 and 23, where Aristotle uses LoTopia to refer to
what Herodotus was doing, approaching our sense of history. This is a difficult
text to use for what it says about history, as toTopta is used as the negative
pole of a comparison in order to underline the essential nature of poetry. But it
does introduce some of the most important systematic aspects of what LoTopia
or history, both in the general and narrower sense, is essentially about
according to Aristotle. I then turn to Herodotus and the confrontation of two
pasts in book II. The past is a source of knowledge about the past as well as the
present and, possibly, the future, and in Egypt Herodotus discovered that the
Egyptian past was substantially different from the Greek past. The

consequences he draws from this are radical. In the last chapter I concentrated

on generic uses of LoTopirn in Herodotus. This chapter focuses on its use where

Herodotus is explicitly doing toTopin. This happens to be in book II.
From history to Hippocratic medicine and the school of the Empiricists,
which, for a medical sect, had a particularly strong relation to the history of

medicine. For them the past held in store almost everything they needed to

" Finley's classic "Myth, Memory and History" (Finley (1975) 12) makes this distinction and
concentrates on history as a systematic study. Given the strict definition of history Finley takes
as his departure, it is not surprising that he does not find it among the Greeks.
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know about medicine. But their relationship with the past was very complex
and, in any case, not static. Some of the key works of the Hippocratic corpus
also looked to the past for information about the practice of medicine as well as
to claim support for the status of Téxvn for medicine. In the central argument
of On Ancient Medicine LoTop(n is used of the collected knowledge or

information the Téxvn is based on.

1. Oratory, poetry and toTopla: the use of examples.

In Isocrates' geriatric composition, the Panathenaicus, he constructs a reply,
from a Lacedaemonian, to what he, Isocrates, has been saying. The
Lacedaemonian comments on the nature of Isocrates' "speech", which is,
according to him, deceptively simple on a {irst reading. On a close reading, on
the other hand, it is very difficult, as it is full of toTopla and dpLAocodia (246.6
Bensler; cf. also Ep VIII, 4, 7). What Isocrates, the persona in the
Panathenaicus, has presented is largely a glorification of the past history of
Athens and, to some extent (cf. 232 Bensler), a vilification of the past history
of Sparta. He does this not just for the sake of reporting these histories, but in
order to press his well worn agenda of pan-Hellenism. He deliberates with
history.

Discussing deliberative oratory in Rhetoric 1, 4 Aristotle lists five
subjects an orator must be able to deliberate about: income, war and peace, the
defence of the land, import and export and legislation (1359b19-23). Regarding
income (mwépot) it is necessary to be well acquainted with one's own moALs, its

resources and expenditures. But this is not enough (1359b30-32):
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TadTa 8’ ob pévov €k Tiis meplL Td L8La EpmeLplas EVBExeTaL ouvopav,
A\’ dvarykalov kal T@V Tapd Tols dA\oLs eVpnuévav LoTopLkdy elval

TPOS TNV TEPL TOUTWV TUIPOVATIY.

It is also necessary to be a LoTopLkés about other poleis in order to deliberate
and give advice. This is not knowledge about the history of other people and
cities, but knowledge about how they go about running their city, including

information about costs and means. It is less a particular kind of knowledge, as

knowledge (or being informed) about certain things, i.e. foreign affairs.® The

idea is more clearly formulated later, in discussing deliberation on lawgiving

(1360230-37):

XpNoLov 8€ mpos TAs vopobeaias TO i) pévov émaiely Tis moATElA ‘
OULLEPEL, €K TAV TapeANAUBOTOY BewpolvTa, dAAA KAl TAS TAPd TOLS 1
dMots €i8évat, at molal Tols Tmolots appdTToUoLY: WoTE Sfihov OTL TPOS
LEv TN vopoBeotiay at Tiis yfis meplodol xprotpot (EvTelBev yap AaPetv

€0TL TOUS TAV €6VAY VGpoUS), TPpos 8¢ TAS TOALTLKAS CULBOUAGS al TGV

mepL TAS TPAEELs YpadovTwy LoToplal: dmavTa 8¢ TalTa TONTLKAS AN’

0V PNTOPLKTS €PyoV ETTLV.

It is not only useful to know about constitutions by speculation, but, as in the |

case of income, this should include knowledge about other people's

constitutions. We get a woTe 8fjlov in two parts (Lév ... 6€). On the one hand
there is the use for lawgiving of travelling around the world (cf. Solon), on the
other there is the use of histories, written about mpd&ers, for political
deliberation. ‘IoToplat contain information and being a LoToptkds consists in,

I take it, being informed. Even though this is all useful for rhetoric, it really

¥ Pace Grimaldi (1980) 95: "The main idea in ioToptkdv €lval is: a spirit of inquisitiveness,
eager curiosity about, research into." He bases this on the meaning of words in —tkos: "a |
capacity for, or tendency to." |
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belongs to political science.” One of Aristotle's greatest collaborative
undertakings was the collection of constitutions and constitutional histories, of
which only the.Constitution of Athens exists.'® His work on political science,
the Politics, is based on this collection. These are, therefore, no empty words.
What I want to stress here, though, is the use of LoTopla and LoTopikds for
knowledge about what belongs to foreign lands and cultures. This is indeed
what the bulk of Herodotus' History is concerned with. It is obvious that
Herodotus is the source for some of the information in the AthPol (as well as in
the HA). And other writers are a source for other things in these works. Written
sources are a fully legitimate source of knowledge for Aristotle."! The
travelling "historian" is thus invaluable."

Aristotle uses toTopla in the Poetics for narratives of events (\éyeLv
Ta yevOpeva ), a sense similar to our "history".” As Aristotle says two
different, but related, things about history in chapters 9 and 23 it is important to
- note the different contexts of these two chapters. The first five chaptersof the
Po discuss poetry in general and mimesis as it concerns different genres of
poetry, particularly epic and tragedy. Chapters 6 to 22 deal with tragedy, the
most perfect genre of poetry according to Aristotle. Epic, from which tragedy,

as well as history by some accounts", developed, is then discussed and it is

® Rhetoric is not a real science for Aristotle and, in other contexts, he does claim that it belongs
under political science, e.g. EN1, 2, 1094b3. See e.g. Most (1994) 168-9.

' Possibly by Aristotle himself.

! Zoepffel (1975) 27-8.

"2 Cf. a disputed fragment of Democritus DK68B299 (Clem Strom I, 15, 69): €y 8¢ TGv

kat’ epavtov avbpumwy yiiv mieloTny émemlavnoduny toTopéwy Td prikioTa kal

aépas Te kal yéas mAeloTas €ldov kal Aoylwv dvpdv mheloTwy émjkovoa Kal

Ypappéwy ovvbéotos peTa dmodelEews oldels kw e mapfiAa&er ovd’ ol AlyumTiowy
kaedpevol " ApmedovdmTat: obv Tols &' €ml maow €’ éTea dySwkovTa ém Eelvms

€yevnfny’. On the encyclopaedic nature of Democritus' work, see e.g. Salem (1996) 10-14,
who accepts the authenticity of this fragment.

13 For now I will concentrate on the Poetics.
' See my chapter 1.
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within these two discussions that toTopia is brought in for comparison.”
Before turning to chapter 9 it is important to be clear about the elements that
characterise poetry, and tragedy in particular, on Aristotle's theory, as this is
what the comparison is based on. Metre has nothing to do with it. Medicine in
verse would still be medicine and not poetry. Empedocles has nothing in
common with Homer except metre, the one is a poet the other a pvaLordyos
(1447b17-20). More to the point, Herodotus would still be a historian if he had
written on verse (1451b2-4). What makes poetry poetry, is the plot (u06os), or
how its elements are put together (Aéyw ydp pobov TodTov Tny oivbeoLy

TOV mpaypdTwy ) (1450a4-5). The mark of a good plot is that it is one whole:
it has a beginning, a middle and an end: a beginning is what does not
necessarily follow from something else, but naturally leads to something; an
end is what naturally occurs, either necessarily or usually (1} é€ dvdykns 7 €€

ws €Tl TO ToAV); what is in the middle both follows from and leads to

something else. It-is—aunity (1450b25-31). What makes tragedy more
developed than epic is the fact that a tragedy only has one plot, while epic has
many (1462b3-11). In the course of discussing the plot in tragedy Aristotle
claims, in chapter 8, that it is not sufficient for the unity of a plot to make it
concern one individual (ToA\d ydp kal dmelpa 7@ évi ovpPaiver, €€ Gv
éviov ovdév éoTw €v) (8, 1451a17-18). Not everything that befalls an
individual is relevant, let alone important, for a plot.'® This is a particularly
important point to make in the context of tragedy, as it typically revolves

around the fate of one individual.

' See Walbank (1960) 231-2 on why Aristotle may have found a need to force the distinction
between tragedy and history, while comedy is not a problem. History and tragedy both have
their origin in epic poetry and share to a significant degree their subject matter. See also my
chapter I.

' See in particular Heath (1989) 42-3.
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In chapter 9 Aristotle turns to discussing the relation of poetry to

actual events,'” and in this context compares it to history (1451a36-b11):

davepov 8¢ €k TAV elpniévwy kal 0TL OV TO TA YeVOLeVa AéYeLY, TOUTO
mounTod épyov éoTiv, dAN’ ota dv yévolTo kal Td SuvaTd katd TO elkds
| TO dvaykalov. 0 ydp LOTOPLKOS Kal O ToLnTNS o TG 1) ELPETPA
Aéyew 1) dpeTpa Siadépovawy (- €in yap dv Ta ‘HpoddTou €ls pnéTpa
Tebfivar kal obdev NTTOV dv €ln loTopla Tis peTd pétpou 1 drev
HETPWY)" AANA TOUTW BLadépeL, TO TOV PEV TA YEVOLEVA AEYELY, TOV &€
ola &v yévorto. 810 kai dLhocopwTepov Kal amovdaldTepov ToinaLs
toToplas €oTiv: N pév yap moinots  pdMov Ta kabélov , 1) 8’ toTopla  Ta
kab’ ékacTov NéyeL, éoTwv 8¢ kabdlov  pév, T® molw TA Tola ATTA
ovpBaivel Myew 1) TpdTTEW KaTd TO €lkOs T TO dvaykalov, oU
oToxdleTat 1 moinats ovépaTa émTIOeévn TO 8¢ kal’ EkacTov, Tl

"ANkLBLadns émpatev 1 Tl €madev.

The first thing to note here is that Aristotle is not claiming that poetry is in

some sense more true than history. It is more general, and as such it is more

philosophical. That it is more philosophical is incidental on it being more

universal.'®

The example of Alcibiades is used to illustrate the particularity of
history. Looking back to what Aristotle says about the individual in chapter 8,
the claim is that history records everything that an individual does and suffers,
and this does not make a plot. It does not mean, of course, that the doings and
sufferings of a historical individual can not be the subject of a plot.” It means
that the recording of an individual's life story does not automatically make it a

plot, understood as something that has a beginning, a middle and an end as

defined by Aristotle. A historical account can thus be true, in the sense of

"7 Halliwell (1989) 153: "the understanding of poetry is aligned with the axis which runs
between the work of art and the world, not that between the artist and his work."

"® It is pLAooodwTEepov because (ydp) it is more universal. See Heath (1991).

1% Heath (1989) 43 n 9.
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saying of what is that it is — which is what it should do.” The second point is
that the general is obviously more valuable than the particular. Whatever the
precise emphasis of amovSatéTepov, there is no doubt that it means that the
universal is more valuable or serious than the particular.”

In chapter 23 Aristotle turns from tragedy to epic and makes the
same general claim about it as of tragedy. It has to have a dramatic plot, with a

beginning, a middle and an end (1459a21-29):

kal p1) Opotas toToplats Tds ouvbéoels elvar, év als dvdykm ovxi LLas
mpdEews molelobal SAwaLy dAN’ évds xpdvov, 6oa €v ToUTw oUVERN
meplL €va 1) mielovs, OV ékaoTov ws ETuxev €xel Tpos dANAa. WoTep
YAp KATA TOUS aUTOUS Xpovous 1) T’ év Talapivt éyéveTo vavpaxia kat
M €v ZikeAig Kapxndoviwy pdxn obdev mpos TO altd cuvTeivovoal
TENOS, OUTW Kal €v Tols édpetfis xporoLs €vioTe yiveTalr BdTepov peTd

BdTepov, €& Qv €v 0vdEV yiveTal TéNoS.

Epic has a much grander scope than tragedy and contains many plots. In this

context Aristotle stresses a different aspect of history than in chapter 9. Within
a single period many things happen all over the place. But even important
things that happen consecutively are not necessarily related, and that one thing
follows from another is necessary for a plot. Concentrating on one period no
more helps towards a plot than concentrating on one individual.

An important point to note in this context is that this is not an

absolute distinction.”” Poetry is not universal any more than history is

% Contrast Finley (1975) 12: "It [history] tells us merely what Alcibiades did and suffered. It
establishes no truths. It has no serious function." Truth is, of course, according to Aristotle a
more elevated concept than fact, and Finley is right in that Aé-yew Ta yevopeva does not
express truth in the more elevated sense. Met 11, 993b19-24: 6pfis 8’ éxel kal TO kakeloBat
v $Lhocodiav emoTipny Tiis dAnbeias ... ovk lopev 8¢ T0 dAnbés dvev Ths attias
Cf. also Top 105b30-31; APo 93a4; 94a20; Ph 184al-3.

! Armstrong (1998) 448-9.

?2 The pd\ov in 1451b7 goes both ways, as stressed by von Fritz (1958).
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particular. Poetry is more philosophical than history because it is more
universal. History is thus less universal and more particular. The distinction is
normative and focused on poetry, with history brought in as a negative
example. It is therefore brought in as the more familiar part in a comparison,
which in itself indicates how established LoTopla as history was at the time (cf.
also Isocrates above). But there are still substantial issues with toTopia left.
Even though it can be more or less particular it is still essentially about the
particular: it is a recording of everything that an individual does and suffers or
everything that happens within a particular period of time. Every selection that
points to more general aspects is moving away from the historical towards the
philosophical, in Aristotle's sense. It is, therefore, doubtful to read this as a
critical comment on the actual writings of people like Herodotus® and
Thucydides. The argument for unity and generality in poetry is not put forth as
a theory of the nature and aim of all literary compositions. The standards for
— writing history are not the same as the standards for writing poetry.* For —
political deliberation it was, for instance, important to stick to the proper nature
of toTopta. In order to deliberate with LoTopta the LoTopta has to be true (or at
least conceived to be true).

Aristotle himself has no problem with doing toTopta. He bases his own
zoological studies on toTopia, where its function is to express the particular.
But there he takes a second step, which is arguably more important, by using
this information to causally explain the facts gathered in the LoToplat.”” The

question is whether this second step is possible, or desirable, in history at all. It

3 Compare this remark from a recent book on Herodotus: "[Reading Herodotus] is to enter a
past world in which events have meaning not merely because they occurred, but because they
have been assembled, and in some cases transformed, by a writer of enormous wit,
imagination, and moral intelligence." Romm (1998) 4 (my emphasis).

2 Cf. Heath (1989) 38 and (1991).
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is difficult to say what Aristotle may have thought about that®, but many
historians after Aristotle argued for history being in significant respects
philosophical.”’
Before I take leave of Aristotle (until next chapter) there is one
thing about the particular in history worth emphasising. Alcibiades is the
example Aristotle uses. He is a single individual of the species. A historian
who wants to emphasise the philosophical (in Aristotle's sense) nature of
history has to emphasise the human, as in the species, element in history. As
Thucydides did. In the Historia Animalium Aristotle ' also stresses the
particular, but in this case it is not the individual, except as a perfect exemplar
of the species. He may base his descriptions of the Egyptian crocodile on
Herodotus, who may (or may not) have seen a single crocodile. But as a
description of a particular crocodile it is a description of it as a member of the
species. Aristotle may (or may not) have had only one run at the egg
———experiment (see-chapter-III);-but the-description-of the-development of the —
chick functions, and theoretically is, a description of the development of all

chicks (except abnormal ones). In this respect there is an important difference

% See in particular APr1. 30. 46al17-27; HA 491a7-14; PA 11. 646a8-12. I discuss this in
chapters IIT and IV.

% APo 11, 11, 94a36-94b8 (cf. Herodotus V, 97-102) suggests that Aristotle thought it might be
possible to express historical causation in syllogistic form. This chapter of the APo has caused
commentators great trouble as it contains examples of demonstrations that do not work in a
syllogism. Ross (1949) 639 finds it utterly unsatisfactory and thinks it has not been worked out
properly. On p. 647 describes them as "quasi—syllogisms", though Barnes in his commentary
ad loc. finds the structure of the chapter "remarkably clear”, and thinks Aristotle has just landed
himself with a bad example. A curiosity: Barnes (1993) ad loc. 94a36 refers his readers to
Herodotus V, 97-102 "for the facts". Carl Hempel (1962) is, of course, well known for arguing
that the same kind of causal explanations should apply in history as in natural science.

?7 See Walbank's classic review (1960) of how far Aristotle may have influenced later historical
writings, criticising von Fritz (1958). The development of more philosophical or tragic history
is not in question, but whether Aristotle was an important influence in this development is.
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between what Aristotle is here describing as LoTopta and what he himself

practices in the zoological writings.”

2. Herodotus on his and others' LoTOopel V.

Aristotle and Herodotus agree that epic poetry is not concerned with relating
what actually happened (cf. Herodotus II, 116). In so far as Herodotus
understood his own work as LoTopin, he uses a similar dichotomy as Aristotle:
he is trying to establish and present what actually happened while epic poetry
has other objectives. I will now turn to the "historian" Aristotle refers to in the
Poetics as LoToptkds: Herodotus. I am less concerned with an overall
interpretation of his Histories as with analysing his use of toTopin and

LoTopetv. His use of these terms for his own activity is largely confined to

book II. The second book of the Histories is divided at 99, 1 with the following

statement;”

% See e.g. Charles (2000) 279 n 11 on Met VII, 10, 1035b27-31 on whether perceptible
substances can be defined: a "man" and "horse" as applied to individuals must be understood as
a composite of form and matter as universal (ws kaf6Aov ). Is it the matter or the composite
whole that are to be understood as universal?

» On the relation of seeing and hearing, discussing this passage among other, see Hartog
(1991) 271-282. Hartog (282) stresses that dxor is a source of knowledge for Herodotus just as
&is is, contrasting this with Thucydides. Luraghi (2001) is good on dkorj but he muddles his
"discourses" by first calling Herodotus' authorial interventions the "discourse of toTopin" (141)
and then (242) subdividing into "three branches of the discourse of LoTopin, i.e. yvopn, odis,
and dakon ...". II, 99, 1 is among Herodotus' best known authorial interventions and here
LoTopin is on par with &sis and yvwun, and it seems to take the place of dkorj in Luraghi's
scheme. The two can not be identified, though (see my further discussion), but Luraghi is far
too schematic in his approach, cf. also on page 152: "... I prefer to confine myself to the
objective observation that the discourse of toTopin, and the discourse of dkorj as a subentity of
it, here [in book II] reach a peak of intensity." Herodotus' authorial interventions in book II do
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HéEXPL eV ToUTOV GdLs Te €N Kal yvdpn kal toTopin TalTa Aéyovod
€oTL, TO 8¢ amo Tolde AlyumTtious €pxopatr Adyous épéwv kata Td

fikovov* TpooéaTal 8é TL avTolol kal TTis €pfis GdsLos.

Herodotus concentrates on the geography and customs of Egypt in the chapters
leading up to 99, but for the rest of the book he mostly treats its past history.”
With this paragraph Herodotus makes a sharp distinction between these two
parts and, relating to it, between the status and value of them. The distinction is
in terms of method. He himself is responsible for the information in the first
part of book two, while he reports the past history of Egypt on the authority of
the Egyptians, though he corroborates some of it with his own observations.”'
But the following account is by no means a passive AéyeLv Ta Aeydpeva. As

indicated Herodotus does corroborate some tales and in other cases he actively
engages in LoTopely, notably on the fate of Helen (to which I will return). So

even though he is less actively engaged in the account following chapter 99 the

__three pillars of his methodology, &g, yvdpn and toTopin-are fully working. -
Below I will argue for a close connection between asking people and receiving

information from their answers. Accordingly toTopin is closely related to dxor).

not objectively warrant such a clear distinction between discourses and particularly not a clear
distinction between the discourse of toTopin and the subset, the discourse of dkon.

* There is another divide, a methodological marker, in II, 147, 1: TabTa pév vuv abtol
AlyUmTiol Méyouat, 6oa 8¢ ot Te d\\ot dvBpwot kal AlydmTiol Aéyouat
OJLONOYEOVTEDS TOLOL GANOLOL KaTd TaUTNY TN Xwpny yevéabal, TadT’ 1idn dpdow:

mpooéoTal &€ TL avTolol kal Tiis épfis GPros.  For the more recent history of Egypt
Herodotus has other sources than the Egyptians themselves. This more recent history is from
the start of the Saite dynasty, about the middle of the seventh century. Ionians and Carians (II,
154) assisted Psammeticus in attaining the throne in Egypt. From this time on foreigners lived
in Egypt and "we know the later history accurately" (Td UoTepov eémoTdpeda darpekéws) (11,
154, 4). See e.g. Luce (1997) 22-23 about the threefold division of book II.

! See Calame (1998) for the importance of these authorial interventions for linking the
Egyptian and the Greek chronology.
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But II, 99, 1 also indicates that there are different degrees of this, as the
information he receives from the Egyptians does not qualify as toTopin.*
Herodotus' uses of toTopin and LoTopetv can be roughly divided
into his own engagement with LtoTopin/elv and his ascriptions of toTopin/elv to
some of his protagonists. In addition there are general or methodological
statements, as in the proem, II, 99, 1 and VII, 96, 1. Starting with Herodotus'
ascriptions, there is first I, 24, 7 about the Corinthian sailors, who had robbed
Arion and made him jump into the sea. They are summoned before Periander
and asked if they have anything to say about Arion (loTopéeoBar €l Tu
AéyoLev mepl Aptovos ). In I, 61 we hear about Pisistratus, who does not
want to have children with his wife. He, therefore, has inappropriate
intercourse with her (ov kata vépov). The wife, Megacles' daughter,
eventually told her mother, "perhaps under questioning perhaps not" (elTe

toTopevon elTe kat ov ). In I, 122, 1 Cyrus, who, as a child, has been living

with a herdsman-and his-wife for ten years; returns-to-his parents;-Cambysis -
and Mandane, who ask him by what means he has survived (LoTdpedv Te,
0Tew TpOTw mepLyévorTo ). In III, 50-51 Herodotus writes about Periander
and his two sons. Periander has killed his wife, Melissa, and her father has
given his two grandsons by Melissa a clue as to Periander's guilt. The younger
boy is so distraught that he refuses to speak to his father and does not answer
any questions (LoTopéovTti Te Adyov ovdéva €didov 50, 3). Periander drove

him out and asked his elder son (LoTopee Tov mpeaBuTepor 51, 1) about what

32 Thomas (2000) 165, discussing 11, 99, 1: "Rather, he is distinguishing precisely his own
enquiries and sources of knowledge in exactly the language that was favoured by the early
Hippocratic writers and no doubt other contemporaries — the distinction between what you
can deduce from gnome, and what you can tell by experience, and via concepts used by the
natural philosophers (...)." She does not seem to give toTopin much space, as she works with a
dichotomy between observation and speculation, and Thomas has a tendency to see LoTopin in
terms of observation, as when she refers to toTépiov in NatPuer 13 as "evidence, which is
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his grandfather had said. He claims not to remember, but Periander keeps
questioning him (LoTopéwv 51, 1) until the boy gives in and tells his father. In
I1I, 77 Darius and his six companions have entered the palace to overthrow the
illegitimate power of the Magi. They managed to get through the gate without
suspicion, but inside the eunuchs, the kings messengers, asked them (odeas
LoTépeov) what they had come for, and while asking (dpa toTopéovTes ) they
threatened the sentries at the gate for letting them in (77, 2). Finally in VII, 195
a Persian ship is captured and the Greeks ask the captives (ot “EA\nves
eELoTopfioavTes) about Xerxes' army. These are all plain instances of asking
or enquiring by words, and being answered by words, i.e. of finding out about
what you want by asking someone else. 'IoTopelv in tragedy is used in the
same meaning (cf. my chapter I).
Before leaving this part of Herodotus' use of LoTopetv and
toTopin I will look more closely at I, 56, 1-2, where Croesus the Lydian is
——reported to have done some toToplr. Croesus has just teceived what he
believes to be good news from the oracle in Delphi, i.e. that the Lydians shall

remain in power until a mule (\piovos) becomes king of the Medes:*

TouToLoL éNBoloL Tolol €meot 0 Kpoloos TOAGY TL pHdALOTA TAVTY
fobn, éxmilwy Nulovor ovdapd dvt’ dvdpos Baciietoew Mrdwy, o8’ Gv
avTos ovd’ ol €€ avTod mavoecbal koTe THs dpxfis. peTa 8¢ TalTaA

eppévTile loTopéwy Tous dv ENijvwr SuvvaTwoTdTOous €6vTas
mpookToaLTo GlAovs. LoTopéwy O€ eUpLoke Aakedaipoviovs Te kal
"Abnvaiovs mpoéxovTas, Tous pév Tol Awpikod yéveos, Tous 8¢ ToD

"Tovikod.

seen" (165). But see also 166, where she argues that there is no "necessary relationship
between historie and a resort to visual evidence."
 Cyrus was half Median, half Persian, and in that sense a fipL{ovos.
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These are the only cases where LoTopetv does not obviously mean "ask" and on
a first reading one might want to translate "enquire", as indeed most translators
do. But it is equally clear that asking is what Herodotus must have in mind
here. We are hardly to think that Croesus made any other kind of enquiries.
And the continuation of this story confirms that asking is indeed what
Herodotus must mean in this passage. Herodotus relates the histories of Athens
and Sparta as Croesus was supposed to have been told them (muv@dvopat in
59, 1; 65, 1; 69, 1). By his enquiry, i.e. asking, he found out that the Athenians
and Spartans were the most powerful. But he apparently found out a lot more
about Athens and Sparta, which allowed him in the end to choose between
them.

If we look at Herodotus' uses of toTopelv and toTopin of his own
enquiries a peculiar feature is immediately apparent. Of the eight instances
where he uses these words, excepting the three methodological or generic

{ passages;allbutone are from book 11.** There is inaddition IV, 192, 3, which T —

discuss below. Five of these are in the realm of geography (including IV, 192,
3) while the rest concern ancient Greek stories about Heracles and Helen. All
‘ these uses are similar to the ones he ascribes to his protagonists, in that they
involve Herodotus asking someone about what he himself does not know. I
will deal with these areas of enquiry individually, starting with the Nile. My
thesis is that these, as well as some other enquiries in book two, add up to a
radical attack on Greek "history" as told by the great story tellers before

Herodotus'— in particular Homer and Hesiod.

11, 19, 3 (twice); 29, 1; 34, 1; 44, 5; 113, 1. There are in addition 118, 1 and 119, 3 where
Herodotus discusses the Egyptian's toTopiat. I discuss these below.
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3. The monumental Nile.

To the Greeks Egypt was a remarkable country. Everyone of any importance in
Greek intellectual history (Solon, Thales, Pythagoras, etc.) travelled to Egypt,
or so the story goes. The Egyptians were regarded as the oldest, or at least
among the oldest, people in the world (cf. Plato's Timaeus). They had many
remarkable things and monuments — épya — not least the river Nile.” One
characteristic of the Nile that particularly caught the imagination was the fact
that the Nile flooded in summer and not in winter, as all other rivers. This is
the problem Herodotus poses in II, 19. He asked (loTopéwv) the Egyptians
about this but they could not inform him. He also asked (LoTépeov) why there
was no breeze from the Nile, again in opposition to all other rivers. No one in
Egypt could explain this to him. His toTopelv came to nothing. He has,

therefore, to rely on yvwun, his intelligence. He was not the first to do that.

Some Greeks, "hoping to advertise how clever they are", had tried to explain

this phenomenon (II, 20, 1). Herodotus dismisses three proposed explanations
in chapters 20-22% and tentatively produces his own in chapter 24*’. According
to his explanation the Nile does not overflow in the summer but dries up in the
winter, i.e. when there is winter in Greece. This drying up is caused by the sun,
which in winter is over Egypt. There is, therefore, nothing remarkable about
the Nile flooding in the summer, i.e. in the Greek summer.

One of the explanations he dismisses is particularly telling.

According to one theory the Nile shows its remarkable character somehow

% Cf. Diodorus Siculus I, 37, 9 on "Nile" aptly meaning in Egyptian "water from darkness".
%11, 20, 2 the Etesian winds; II, 21 Ocean (discussed below); II, 22, 1-4 melting snow. See
Thomas (2000) 184-189, comparing I1, 22 to NatPuer/Morb IV.

7 el 8¢ 8el pepddpevor yvopas Tds mPOKELEVAs alTov TepL TOV dpavéwy yvapny
amodéEaobal, dbpdow 8L’ 6 TL pot dokéel mANBUeabal 6 Nethos Tob 0épeos. kTA. Cf. also
II, 33, 2 on arguing by analogy from the visible to the invisible. See also my ch. III.
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because it flows from the Ocean (II, 21).*® But he has nothing but scorn over

for this theory (II, 23):

0 8¢ mepl Tod 'Qkeavod MéEas és apavés Tov Libov avevelkas ok
éxeL Eheykov ¥ ob ydp Twa éywye otda moTapdv 'Qkeavdv €dvTa,
“Opepov 8¢ 1 Twva TGV TPOTEPOV YEVOREVWY TIOLNTEWY BOKEW TOUVOLLA

eupdrTa €s Tolnaly €oevelkaobat.

Ocean is indeed mentioned by Homer and Hesiod”, but they may not be

Herodotus' primary objects of scorn (IV, 36, 2):

YEAD 8¢ OpdV yiis mEPLOSOUS YpdbavTas TOAOUS T8N Kal ovdéva voov
exovTos eEnynoduevor. ol 'Qkeavdv Te péovTa ypddouol mépLE TV
Yy, éoloav kuk\oTepéa ws Ao Topvov, kal TV "Acinv Ti Evpwm

TOLEVVTWV LOLY.

One of these map makers was Hecataeus (Anaximander a possible other), and

" he stated that the Nile was connected with Ocean (FGrH I F 302), and he is

probably Herodotus' primary target, though the criticism is formulated in more
general terms. In II, 23 it is the lack of evidence for the existence of a river
called Ocean encircling the world that he criticises (cf. IV, 8, 2) while in IV, 36
(and 42) it is the neat rationalism of the maps he objects to. On these maps the
continents are of equal sizes (cf. also IV, 42) etc., and Herodotus refuses to
admit a priori a symmetrical view of the world and thus "makes room for a new

kind of distant—-world geography, based not on geometry but on what can be

3% Romm (1992) 33, and (1998) 89-91 on Herodotus' rejection of Ocean as the cornerstone of
his critique of archaic geography.

¥ This is one of the earliest uses of €Xeykos, and this is the same kind of argument Thucydides
uses in I, 21, 1 against the stories of the logographers (aveEéheykTa). See Thomas (2000) 168,
defending Herodotus against Thucydidean criticisms.

% JL X V111, 607ff., XX1, 194 ff. and Hesiod's Th 338, where the Nile is said to originate in
Ocean.
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7ihewstated that €l{e Nile was connected with Ocean (FGrH I 157302), arnrdige is
probably Herodotus' primary target, though the criticism is formulated in more
general terms. In II, 23 it is the lack of evidence for the existence of a river
called Ocean encircling the world that he criticises (cf. IV, 8, 2) while in IV, 36
(and 42) it is the neat rationalism of the maps he objects to. On these maps the
continents are of equal sizes (cf. also IV, 42) etc., and Herodotus refuses to
admit a priori a symmetrical view of the world and thus "makes room for a new

kind of distant—world geography, based not on geometry but on what can be

¥ Romm (1992) 33, and (1998) 89-91 on Herodotus' rejection of Ocean as the cornerstone of
his critique of archaic geography.

* This is one of the earliest uses of €\eykos, and this is the same kind of argument Thucydides
uses in I, 21, 1 against the stories of the logographers (dveEéXeykTa). See Thomas (2000) 168,
defending Herodotus against Thucydidean criticisms.

0 11 XVIII, 607ff., XXI, 194 ff. and Hesiod's Th 338, where the Nile is said to originate in
Ocean.
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learned from reliable informants."* These include Scylax (IV, 44) and those
who circumnavigated Africa (IV 42-3, though Herodotus does not believe
everything they say).

A good, but problematic, example for how Herodotus operates in
geography is his attempt to discover the source of the Nile. He travelled as far

south as Elephantine (II, 29, 1):

dM\ov 8¢ oUBevos ovdeV éBuvdpny mubéoBat, dANG TooOVSE pev dAo €Tl
pakpoTaTov emuBopuny, wéxpl pev  Exedavtivns moAlos avtodmTns ENBWY,

T0 8" dmo TOUTOU dKOTj 1B LoTopéwy.

He starts with avTodta, and where it fails he proceeds by toTopin. Under that
latter rubric he relates what he has been told about the people who live south of
Elephantine, their history, and in particular the geography of the region. The

Nile, according to these reports, runs a certain distance south and then it turns

—west. How far no-one knows.—He only-describes what he has been told. He
rounds this account off in II, 34, 1 with: meptl ToD pevpaTos avuTol, ém’ Goov
pakpéTaTov toTopedvta Ny €Eikéobal, elpntar . By LoTopin he is able to
reach closer to the source of the Nile than he is by avTofsta, but he has still not
reached all the way. No one knows about its source, as it runs through
uninhabited parts of Libya. But he is willing to venture a guess. As far as he
can tell, the course of the Nile is a mirror image of the course of the Ister
(Danube).” He, therefore, jumps into the unknown and guesses that the source

of the Nile is as far to the west as the source of the Ister.

4 Romm (1992) 35, and further: "In contrast to the periodos gés, a purely theoretical "journey
around the earth", Herodotus attempts wherever possible to follow the tracks of known
travellers and to avoid what he calls aphanes or "unseen" territory (2, 21)."

“2 See 11, 50 on the Ister, a river second only to the Nile in volume and other remarkable
features. The course of the Ister was "known", though it must be admitted that Herodotus
knowledge of the west was not reliable (cf. e.g. Luce (1997) 29-30). In dealing with both the
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Herodotus is very hesitant about his "theory" about the source of
the Nile and we should give him the benefit of the doubt before attacking him
for relying on a symmetrical geography.” And we might even want to read this
as a very subtle argument. It need not depend on a theory, consciously worked
out or not, which says that the south is a mirror image of the north, with an axis
running through the Mediterranean sea. It could just as well depend on not
assuming anything about the overall geography of the world, neither that it is
symmetrical nor that it is not (we assume the latter, on good evidence). Not
assuming anything of the sort makes it a valuable guess, given the similarity of
the Nile and the Ister as far as Herodotus can tell by avtoysia and toTopin, that
the Nile has its source also parallel to the source of the Ister. But this might be
too subtle even for Herodotus, and in any case not relevant in the present
context. What this discussion shows is how clear and methodological

Herodotus can be in his arguments or accounts. In this example he makes a

~sharp distinction between avToyin, toTopin and yvapn and the value of the
information based on each.”” 'IoTopin is what he learns from other people by

asking them. It is what he is told and learns by the ear.

Nile and the Ister Herodotus seeks "conformity to what are effectively universal laws of nature
... ", Thomas (2000) 139. The Ister would behave the same as the Nile if the winds and the
heavens reversed, cf. II, 24-7.

11, 33, 2: kal ws €yw oupBdopat Tolol épdavéat Td T YLwwokdpeva

TekPatpopevos, T¢ "IoTpw ék TOV lowv péTpwy OppdaTat.

* That he does have a rather schematic conception of the structure of the earth, both in
geographical and cultural terms, is beyond doubt. The extensive discussion of the Nile is
followed in II, 35 with Herodotus general observations on what makes Egypt remarkable, his
main point being that Egyptian customs are the reverse of the ordinary customs of mankind. I
do not believe the statements in II, 35 are placed after the arguments about the Nile by
coincidence. Romm (1998) 92-3, on Herodotus' criticisms of early geography and II, 35: " ...
while spurning Ionian symmetrical thinking on some points, he adopts that thinking at others
without the least hint of dissatisfaction." See also Thomas (2000) 200, and Lloyd (1979) 29-32
(mostly concerning Herodotus' conception of diseases and divine causation, but stressing the
traditional elements in Herodotus).

“ Miiller (1981) argues, based on this threefold division, that Herodotus was the first empiricist
— or the "father of empiricism" — , comparing him do Hume.
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The hesitant nature of Herodotus' positive theories about the
obscure — invisible — aspects of the Nile are telling. It is legitimate to venture
a qualified guess about the invisible, but the invisible can not be used to
explain the behaviour of the Nile. It is, therefore, not legitimate to refer to
Ocean in order to explain the peculiar flooding to the Nile. The important point
for him to get through is how ignorant the Greeks are about Egyptian
geography, a point he is also at pains to demonstrate when it comes to the

knowledge of the past history of Egypt.*

4. Heracles and Helen.

It is easy to see how Herodotus' three principal methods of discovery were

applicable to geography and contemporary customs, but what about the past

and the goas? In II, 3 Herodotus claims that he will not séy any more about
what he has heard about Ta 6eta than he has to. More precisely, he says that he
will only mention the names of the gods (more on this below). He more or less
follows this rule. The greatest exception is the inquiry into Heracles, and
notably this discussion is followed by Herodotus' most pious remark (II, 45,
3*). In chapters 43-45 Herodotus criticises the Greek stories about Heracles.
According to them he was the son of Alcmene and either Zeus or Amphitryon,
her mortal partner. They both had intercourse with her the same night, Zeus

first disguised as Amphitryon. As a result of this she bore the twins Heracles

% Cf. Lateiner (1989) 97: "Herodotus uses Egyptian geography to demonstrate general Greek
ignorance and inadequate historie." See Vanicelli (2001) for the centrality of chronological
concerns in the account of Egypt, which also includes the discussion of the Nile: the behaviour
of the Nile is related to Egyptian chronology as Egypt is the gift of the Nile.
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and Iphicles. Iphicles was Amphitryon's son, and therefore not a hero, and
Heracles was either thought to be the son of Amphitryon or Zeus.” Herodotus
consequently describes him as the son of Amphitryon and stresses thus his
humanity. Heracles was usually accepted as a hero and he was worshipped as
such. But he was also worshipped as a god, as he, after his death, was elevated
to a god. There were thus two cults of Heracles in Greece, one for the hero and
one for the god, but the god and the hero were thought to be the same
individual.

Herodotus argues, on the one hand, that the god Heracles was
originally from Egypt® and, on the other, that the god and the Greek hero were
not one and the same. The Egyptians told him that Heracles was one of their
twelve gods, which, according to the Egyptian chronology, means that he was
17.000 years old. Herodotus heard nothing about the other Heracles, the hero,
in Egypt. He claims there is a number of Tekpnpia (43, 2) to show that the

_Greeks got the name of Heracles from Egypt, and gave it to the son-of Alcmene
and Amphitryon, and not the Egyptians who got the name from Greece. He
mentions two: a. his parents, Alcmene and Amphitryon, were both Egyptian; b.
the Egyptians do not know the names of Poseidon or the Dioscouri, and they
should have known them before any other (this is based on Herodotus'
assumptions about sea—faring Greeks and Egyptians). The age of the heroes in
Greece was approximately 800 years before Herodotus. The Greek hero was
therefore approximately 16.000 years younger than the Egyptian god.

To get a clear knowledge about what the Egyptians said™

Herodotus travelled to Tyre in Phoenicia, as he heard there was a temple there

T kal Tepl pév ToUTwY TooadTa Hulv elmolol kal Tapd TGV Aedv kal Tapd TGV
Npwwy evpévela ey .

“ He is either called the son of Zeus (/I XIX, 98 ff.) or Amphitryon (Il V, 392).

“ He says that the name - otvopa - of Heracles stems from Egypt. I discuss this below.
011, 44, 1: kai Béwov 8¢ ToUTwY TépL gadés TL eldéval, KTA.
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dedicated to Heracles. This temple, the priests told him, was as old as Tyre
itself, which had stood for 2.300 years. Herodotus also says he visited another
Heracles temple in Thasos, which was built five generations before the Greek
Heracles, the son of Amphitryon, was born. Td pév vuv toTopnuéva Sniot
cadéws makarov Beov ‘Hpakhéa €dvta (I, 44, 5). These LoTopnpuéva are his
travels to the temples in Tyre and Thasos and are based on his discussions with
the priests there. He relies on visual evidence in the temples for corroboration.
His argument is based on the identification of an Egyptian god (Shu or
Chonsu®) and the Greek god Heracles, and on the relative time of the heroes in
Greece and the twelve gods in Egypt. Because of chronological discrepancies
these two can not be one and the same.

In chapter 45 Herodotus relates a story (n06os) the Greeks tell
about Heracles. According to it Heracles once came to Egypt and was captured
by the Egyptians to be sacrificed to Zeus. He freed himself and killed them all.
. This Herodotus takes to show how-ignorant the Greeks were-about Egypt;-as
the Egyptians were forbidden by their religion to kill animals. It is, therefore,
not likely that they would sacrifice a human being. This he takes to show how
ignorant the Greeks who say this were about the nature of the Egyptians and
their customs (II, 45, 2). Then he says: "Besides, if Heracles was a mere man
(as they say he was) (éTL dvBpwtov, ws 871 daot ) and single-handed, how is
it conceivable that he should have killed tens of thousands of people?" The
argument is that those who say that Heracles was only (or still) a man, i.e. the
son of Amphitryon, also say that he killed tens of thousands of people in Egypt
single-handed. They are, therefore, both ignorant about the Egyptians and more

generally illogical. Herodotus relates this story as an example of the many and

5! A.B. Lloyd (1976) 201-202.
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silly stories the Greeks can tell.”

They are, therefore, not to be trusted, and
particularly not in what they say about Heracles.

In IT 113-120 he inquires into the fate of Helen. According to the
Iliad she was abducted by prince Paris, which, in the end, caused the Trojan
war. This is one of the reasons listed at the beginning of book one for why the
Greeks and the barbarians became enemies. But in Egypt Herodotus finds out
that on his way home Paris caught foul weather and stranded in Egypt. When
the Egyptians discovered that he had abducted Helen, they required him to
hand her over as well as the treasure he had stolen. This he did and went to

Troy without Helen and the treasure. This story comes from Menelaus himself

(118, 1):

elpopévou 8€ |Lev Tous Lpéas el pdTatov Aoyov Aéyouat ol “ENnes Ta
mepl "Thov yevéobBal 1) oU, €dacar Tpos TalTa TASE, LoTOPINOL ddpevol

€l8éval map’ avTol MeVérew: KTA.

Some of this the Egyptians know more securely, as the events had taken place

in their own country (119, 3):

TOUTWY 8€ Td eV LaTopinol édacav émioTacbat, Ta 8¢ Tap’ éwvTolot

YEVOLLEVA ATPEKEWS ETLOTAPLEVOL AEYELD.,

Herodotus says that he believes the Egyptian version, rather than Homer's,
because the Trojans would never have sacrificed Troy just so that Paris could
live with Helen. They would surely have handed Helen over before the city
was sacked (120, 1-2). He also says that he believes Homer knew the Egyptian

version but rejected it, as it was "less suitable to epic poetry than the one he

3211, 45, 1: Méyouou 8¢ TONG kal d\\a dvemokémTens ol "EX\nves.
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actually used" (116, 1).® Epic poetry has other interests than telling what really
happened. In.this argument there is an interesting combination of toTopin and
yvdun, i.e. Herodotus' yvapn and the Egyptian priests' reported LoTopin, i.e.
the choosing between conflicting versions. He describes the versions he
chooses as being based on toTopin.

But Herodotus was not the first to criticise the account of Helen in the
Iliad. Stesichorus had done so earlier in his Palinodia. According to Plato
(Phdr 243a) and Isocrates (Hel 64) Stesichorus first told the standard
scandalous story of Helen but went blind, just like Homer. But, unlike Homer,
Stesichorus knew what went wrong and composed his Palinodia, in which he
says Helen never went with Paris to Troy. He was cured because he no longer
slandered Helen. Herodotus was not unique in attacking the stories of epic
poetry. But his way of doing it was different from other possible and actual
ways of doing it. There is no indication and no reason to think that Stesichorus
had asked around or in any other way enquired into the fate of Helen in order
to establish what had happened. His discovery came about through other
channels.

These two excursions into the traditional stories of the Greeks are
an excellent illustration of Herodotus' practise of LoTopin. He asked the
Egyptians, and not any Egyptians but the Egyptian priests, and compared what
they said with what the Greeks said. In some instances he uses their LoTopin.
He evaluated the different traditions according to his own intellect (‘yvoun) and

visible evidence (e.g. temples).

3 BokéeL 8¢ ol kal "Opnpos Tov Aéyov TodTov muBéaBaL: dAN’ ov ydp Opolws &s Ty
émomroLiny ebmpemis, v TG €Tépw TG Tep €xprioato, [ €s 6] peTiike alTév, Snhdoas
ws kal ToUTov émioTaito TOv Aoyov.  He infers this from verses in Homer, /I VI, 289-292
and Od 1V, 227-30, 351-2. Compare Aristotle on what is suitable for a plot, both in epic and
tragedy.
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Herodotus is not just after some individual accounts of the past
but the whole Greek traditional literature and particularly Homer and Hesiod.
Discussing the Nile as well as Heracles and Helen gives Herodotus the “

ammunition he needs to make this sweeping attack. In II, 50-53 he argues for a I

theory about how the Greeks came to believe what they do about their distant
past and the gods. It happened in three stages. Information about the first two
stages Herodotus claims to have got in Dodona, but the theory about the last

stage is his own speculation. It is here he attacks Homer and Hesiod:

1. The Pelasgians™ sacrificed to the gods "without any distinction of name

ns5

or title"”. They called them collectively Beot.

2. Much later they learnt the names of the gods. Most of the names came

from Egypt, Poseidon's from Libya, but Hera, Hestia, Themis, the Graces
and the Nereids got their names from the Pelasgians. From this time they

used the names when they sacrificed to the gods. The Greeks learnt this

from the Pelasgians.*

3. The Pelasgians and the Greeks did not know anything about the gods'

origins (€'yévovTo), their form or if they had always existed until, so to say,

"the day before yesterday" (II, 53, 1). "Hotodov ydp kail “Opnpov nAtkiny

TETPAKOOTLOLOL €TEOL Sokéw pev TPeoBuTépous yevéabar kal ov
mAéooL. olUToL &€ €loL ol motioavTes Beoyoviny “EXAnot kal Tolot

Beotol Tas €émwvupias 86vTes kal Tipds Te kal Téxvas SleldvTes

kal €ldea avTdv onuivavtes (11, 53, 2).

% According to Herodotus (I, 59) and the Greek tradition the Pelasgians were the original
inhabitants of Greece.

%11, 52, 1: €Bvov 8¢ mavTa mpdTepov ol Tehaayol Beolal émuxdpevot, ks éywm év
Awdwy) otda dxloas, émwvupiny 8¢ oud’ olvopa émoedvTo ovdevi alTdy.
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This is Herodotus' theory about the birth of the Greek theogony. He reaches
this conclusion having enquired into the Greek tradition in Egypt. There are
two problems in this interpretation I will briefly address.

The first regards the step from 1 to 2. What does Herodotus mean
by oUvopa? Not the gods, but the names of the gods came from Egypt.
Herodotus both knew the Greek names and the Egyptian names (as he both
refers to Egyptian and Greek names). Can he possibly mean that the Greek
names are derived from the Egyptian names (Dionysus from Osiris, Heracles
from Shu or Chonsu, etc.)? This is a thorny issue and not particularly important
for my purposes.”” When he says that the Pelasgians sacrificed to the gods
without names, whatever he means by name, he must at least mean that they
did not differentiate the gods.” It was first after the gods were named that they
became both many and different from each other. The gods are individualised
with "names" and it is only then that they became identifiable individuals. In 11,
146 Herodotus suggests that the Greeks traced the genealogy of Heracles, Pan

and Dionysus back to the time they learned about these gods, which was fairly

%611, 50. Herodotus might have dogmatically claimed that all the names must ultimately have
come from Egypt. It would have been the most simple and economic theory and more in
accordance with common practice. But his enquiries do not confirm it.

57 See now the excellent review of the matter by Harrison (2000a) 251-264, who argues that
Herodotus actually means that the Greek names originated in the Egyptian names, arguing
from ideas found in Herodotus about how language can change. A.B. Lloyd argues that the
Egyptian learned the Greek names from some Greeks that were staying in Egypt and that they
used the Greek names when talking to him (A.B. Lloyd (1975) 42-44). How can he explain that
Herodotus both expresses knowledge of the Greek and the Egyptian name for some of the

gods? These "occasional anomalies" (as Lloyd calls them) can be explained away, according
to Lloyd, like this: Herodotus thought the gods had two names in Egypt or that the "Greek"
name had become unfashionable in Egypt after it was taken up in Greece (and that the
Egyptians had started to use a new name for the god). Linforth (1926) and (1928) set the tone
for those who claim that Herodotus does not mean name by oUvopa, accepted by among others
von Fritz (1967) 99 n 106 and Burkert (1985) 121-132.

%% One only has to imagine the Pelasgians sacrificing to a collection of "gods", on the one hand,
and to a collection of individual gods, on the other, to see what an essential difference it makes.
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late. In this, as in many other contexts, he does talk about the gods in terms of
their names.

The second problem regards the step from 2 to 3 and, as with the "name"
problem, it involves a single word. What does Herodotus mean by
mownoavTes? In this connection it can either mean "to represent in poetry" or
"to create". Herodotus is either saying that Homer and Hesiod took something
that already existed and represented it, with some modifications, in poetry, i.e.
put it in verse, or that they actually created or made up everything they say
about the gods. He states that after the Greeks and Pelasgians got to know the
names of the gods they still did not know what they looked like or what
functions they had. They did not know what their origin was or how long they
had existed. They knew nothing about them. It seems obvious, therefore, that
he means Homer and Hesiod made up the tales about the gods. This idea can
also be an expression of a well known category in Greek thought, the "first
inventor" (mp@dTos eUpeThs). > According to this category every invention or
achievement was due to a single individual, who then passed it on. According
to Herodotus, Homer and Hesiod were the first to compose a theogony for the
Greeks and it is therefore their responsibility.® That is why he argues against
those who claim that some other poets (e.g. Orpheus and Musaeus) preceded
Homer and Hesiod (II, 53). There were alternative theogonies in Greece and
the followers of other theogonic literature probably claimed that their author
was older than Homer and Hesiod. The question of temporal priority was
important as it was at the same time a question of authority. But Herodotus

does not mean that Homer and Hesiod were right or had a claim to authority,

%9 Cf. Kleingiinther (1933).
 See Rydbeck (1969) 75-81.
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quite the contrary. But they were the first to make up a theogony and are
therefore to be blamed for the false tradition of the Greeks."

Herodotus was neither the first nor the last to criticise the religious
traditions of the Greeks. Xenophanes and Protagoras are some notable early
critics. Xenophanes said that no one ever had or would know the truth about
the gods and Protagoras that it was impossible to know anything about the
gods, even if they existed or not.” Herodotus similarly has a general statement

inllL 3, 2;

Ta pév vw Bela TOV dTmyndTwy ola fikovov, oUk etpl TpddupLos
eEnyéeabal, €Ew 1) Td ovvdpaTa avTdGV podvov, vopllwy mavtas
avBpdmous toov Tepl avT@Y émioTacbat: Ta 8’ v émpnobéw avTdy,

UTO ToD Adyou €€avaykalbpevos émpvnodioopat.

Herodotus, as we have seen, was very interested in the names or identifications
of the gods, but when it comes to characterising them it is another matter all
together. Instead of relating what different people say about their religions
(their theogonies) he concentrates on the rituals involved and describes them in
detail.® This is in accordance with the epistemological principle quoted above.
As he is sceptical about claims to knowledge of the gods he avoids relating
what people say about them. But he is not sceptical about the existence of the

gods or about their influence on human affairs.* Having established that Helen

6! Aristotle also presents the poet as a maker of plots, and specifically opposes this to meter
(Tov mo T paov TéY pibwy elvat Sel mounTiy 1§ TOV pHéTpwy 1451b27-8). He seems
not to have been too concerned with completely made up plots, as the subject matter of most
tragedies was based on the accepted past of the Greeks. But it still points in the same direction
as Herodotus, i.e. that poets made up the stories they told.

62 Xenophanes DK21B34 and Protagoras DK 4.

8 See Burkert (1990) and Gould (1994).

% This allows him to make an Interpretatio Graeca. The gods exist as individuals and are
identified with different names in different countries. As Herodotus is writing for a Greek
audience he translates the names of the gods.
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was not in Troy and that the Trojan war was partly based on a

misunderstanding, he closes his account with the following words (II, 120, 5):

A\’ 0¥ yap elxov ' EXévny dmododval o8¢ Aéyouol avTolol Ty
da\nBeiny émioTevov ol "ENpes, ws eV €yw yrvauny dmodaivopat, Tod
Satpoviov TapaokevdlovTos Okws TAvwAeDpLT dToASLEVOL KaTadaves
ToUTO TOloL dVBpWTOLaL TOLOWOL, WS TAV LeydAwy ASLKNILATWY
peydlat, €iol kal at Tipwplatl Tapd TOV Bedv. kal TalTa LEV Ti) €pol

SokéeL elpnTat.

The gods are involved in human affairs but not in the way they are in the
poems of Homer and Hesiod. There, individual gods with individual wills are
directly and personally, and therefore to some degree arbitrarily, involved in
human affairs. That is the tradition Herodotus criticises. Xenophanes had
criticised epic poetry because it told immoral tales about the gods. Herodotus
may have thought the same, but he does not argue in this way. His arguments
against Homer and Hesiod are based on LoTop(n and not some general
philosophical or moral principles. It is important to note that even if divinity is
involved in human affairs there are also human causes involved. Note in the
example above that the Greeks sacked Troy because they believed Helen was
there, and it is this belief which is caused by the gods. We can, therefore, not
write the divine elements off as completely redundant in Herodotus' causal
explanations. The divine is responsible for the structure of Herodotus' history,
that great injustice causes utter destruction, that small states become large and
large states become small, etc.

In opposition to his predecessor Hecataeus, Herodotus does not
dogmatically rationalise or attack the traditional tales of the Greeks or other

people. He investigates and tries to find evidence for or against a story -

preferably visual. There are, of course, some presuppositions involved in his
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investigations and narrative, the existence of the gods and the age of the heroes
being some. But he is very different from some or most of the intellectuals of
his day. He does not jump to rationalisations or systematic arguments to
explain what he sees or hears. We must remember that divine involvement in
human affairs is actually something people experience.

When confronted with another past than his own, Herodotus does
not automatically try to incorporate the foreign tradition in to his own native
tradition. Neither does he automatically accept the foreign tradition (though he
might be suspected of being predisposed to accept the Egyptian tradition, given
the general Greek reverence for all things Egyptian). For him the evidence for
the Egyptian version of the story of Heracles is overwhelming. And in both
cases he also uses arguments from plausibility. There is only one past and the
different accounts of it given by Greeks and Egyptians means that one has to be
substantially wrong. Herodotus identifies the source for what is wrong in the
Greek version. This turns out to be the epic tradition, what he aims to replace
with his own account.

Whether Herodotus is researching geography and customs or the
remote past and the origin of the gods, as well as the origin of Greek
knowledge about the gods, he is consistent in his methodology. His enquiry
into Heracles is, in the words of a recent study, "peppered with his most

scientific historical vocabulary"®

, though calling it "historical” may be
stretching the point. In the rest of this chapter I will explore the use of toTopin
in the Hippocratic treatise On Ancient Medicine and in the Hellenistic medical
sect known as the "Empiricists". My story so far has been roughly

chronological and I break out of this chronological order by treating the

Empiricists here.
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5. Medicine, history and the history of medicine.

Medicine, like most other disciplines, has a complicated relation to its history.
This relation has, of course, changed through the history of medicine. The
relevant, i.e. relevant in practice, span of the history of medicine has shrunk
considerably in the last century and half. At the time when Littré was editing
and translating the Hippocratic Corpus (published 1839-1861) his main reason
for doing so was to make the Hippocratic works useful in medical practice.
The situation changed rapidly soon after, and today the relevant literature for a
student and practitioner of medicine is all very recent. In the Hippocratic
corpus itself there are radically different attitudes towards the history of the
subject, so much so that the author of VM feels compelled to defend the
existence of the art of medicine against those who want to make a new start,
when medicine, according to him, was already on the right track. Medicine was
no different from other disciplines (and we must remember that there was no
clear-cut distinction between disciplines such as medicine and philosophy)® in
that there were plenty of attempts to brush aside everything anyone else might
have said about it in order to lay a new foundation. The degree to which this
was possible depended on the subject matter being dealt with. Theories about
the nature and workings of the heavenly bodies as well as theories about the
ultimate "building blocks" of matter, dead or alive, were up for grabs, while the

study of things closer to hand, like the human body, animals and plants, to

% Harrison (2000a) 195 (emphasis mine), who later says: "Herodotus also applies precisely the
same criteria of truth to the question of the nature of divinity as to any other matter."
% Sigurdarson (1997b) 163-166.
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name some, should to a greater degree resist attempts to throw old as well as

new ideas out of the window to start afresh.®® There is, potentially, a body of

knowledge about these things, and at least some general familiarity with them.
The opening words of Vict express well the problematic nature of

medicine to its own history:

€l Pév pol Tis é80KeL TGV TpOTEPOV TUyypasdvTwy TeEPL SLalTns
avbpwivns Tiis Tpos UyLeiny 0pBds €yvwkas ouyyeypadéval mavTa dia
mavTés, 6oa SuwaTov avpwmivy yrdun mepAnddival, ikavds elxev dv
pot, ANV ékToynodvTwy, yrovta Ta 0pbds €xovTa, TouToLoL XpTiobat,

kaBOTL EkaoToV aUTAOV €80KeL XPTOLILOV ELvaL.

Unsurprisingly the author does not think the subject has been satisfactorily
treated. But he does admit that parts of it have been sufficiently dealt with,
though no one, before him, has treated the whole of it. After the first chapter he
proceeds with his exposition, basing it partly on what he gathers from those
who have written on the subject before him. But he does not indicate whether
he is using material from someone else or whether it is his own contribution.
This is in accordance with what he announces in chapter one. The approach is
eclectic and it is any commentator's game to identify all the possible sources
for the doctrines proposed.”

The treatise VM is well known for its criticism of the use of
postulates in medicine. The author claims that there is no need for arguments
from postulates as there already is an art of medicine. Ch. 2 starts with these

words (CMG [, 1, 37, 1-4):

¢ For a recent discussion see Thomas (2000) ch. 5.
% Cf. Peck (1928) 1.
% On Vict see p 114 n 25.
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INTpLKh 8¢ TdhaL TdvTa UTdpxeEL, Kal dpxn Kal 080s evpnpévn, kab’ Ty
TA eVpnpéva TOAA Te Kal Ka@s éxovTa evpnTaL €V TOAEG Xpovw Kal
TA AoLTra evpedrioeTal, Ty TLs kavds T’ €ov kal Ta evpnpéva eldws €k

TOUTWV OpLOPEVOS {NTE.

And in ch. 20 he says (CMG], 1, 51, 14-19):

vopLidw 8¢ mepl dloLos yrdpal TL cadeés ovdapdfer dAhobev elvar 1 €€
inTpLkfis* TobTo 8¢ oldv Te kaTapabelv, 6Tav avTiv Tis THY InTpLkTY
0pBds maoav mePLAAPn: LéxpL 8 ToUTOU TOANOD poL SoKel Selv: Aéyw
8¢ TatTny TN LoTopiny, eldéval, dvbpwmos Ti €Ty kal 8L’ olas aitias
yiveTat, kal TdM\a dkpLpéws. émel TodTS yé pol Sokéel dvaykalov elval

INTPG TEPL PpUoLos €L8évar kal mdvy omovddoat.

These are rather strong claims to knowledge, not only of medicine but also of
the whole of nature, and it is hard to detect a note of scepticism here. It is
noteworthy that the author uses toTopin for this knowledge, which is derived
from the well tested method of trial and error: it denotes the accumulated body
of knowledge acquired by the proper method.

VM has for many scholars been the central work of the
Hippocratic corpus, together with the Epidemics 1 and III. It comes first in the
editions of Littré and Jones and served as their criterion for what Hippocratic
medicine was all about. In particular the attack on the use of postulates
(UméBeois) in medicine has been applauded. The treatise starts with a vehement
criticism of those who speak or write on medicine basing their discussion on a
postulate such as the hot, the cold, the wet or the dry (or whatever).” The
author grounds his criticism in the view that it is too simple to postulate the

same causal principle for all diseases and for death among men (Tnv dpxnv

7 Thomas (2000) 157 (on ch. 20, and in particular on what the author says about ¢thocodia
and Empedocles): " ... it may be read as an attempt by the author to differentiate himself form
others, rather than a statement of clear and widely accepted divisions between thinkers."
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Ths alTins ToloL avBpuymoLoL T@Y volowy Te kal BavdTou Kkal TaoL TNy

avtiv CMG 1, 1, 36, 4-5). But it is not just that those who do that are wrong in

many details, pd\oTa 8¢ dEov péppacdar, 6TL dudl Téxyns €ovons 1
xpéovtal Te mdvTes €ml ToloL peyloTolol  kal TLRHAOL PAALOTA TOUS
dyadovs xelpoTéxvas kal dnuovpyots (CMG I, 1, 36, 7-9). ™ There is an
art of medicine already in existence and some are good practitioners of it and
some are bad. This art has nothing to do with postulates as it is based on the
collective experience of past generations. What they have found out is that
diseases are caused by certain regimen, more specifically food, and should be
treated by certain regimen.

The view of how the art actually was discovered, presented in
VM, is much the same as the one found later in the proem to Celsus' De
Medicina.” Of necessity men tried out various methods of treatment when they
were in pain and dying, and through trial and error experiments through a long
time much was found out about how to treat diseases (ch. 3). Where there is
knowledge based on this method of discovery a postulate is completely
irrelevant (ch. 1). The title of the work refers positively to the tradition of

medicine™ as opposed to some new and fanciful”

theories that go against the
art itself. In particular the author picks out physicians and "sophists" who claim
that no one can know or practice medicine unless he knows what man is (ch.

20), and he seems to be attacking a method rather than particular individuals.

But, as opposed to the Hellenistic Empiricists (see below), the criticism is not

! The main argument of the treatise is that there already is an art of medicine and that there is
no need for foreign intervention. See Festugiére (1948) 27 and Jouanna (1990) 156.

"™ It is not unlikely that Celsus based his account of the history of medicine on VM.

3 The Greek title is TTEPI APXAIHE IHTPIKHZ.

™ In ch. 1 kevijs (empty) and kawviis (new) are both transmitted. Jones in the Loeb ed. prefers
keviis as "the writers objection is not that the postulate is novel, but that it is a postulate." 14 n
1, Hippocrates 1. But kawoés seems to be supported by the first line of ch. 13: éml 8¢ TGV TovV

Kawov T Téxvny {nTetvtwv €€ UTobéatos TOV Adyov émaveNdely Bovdopat. And
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directed against knowledge of hidden causes and natural actions as such, but

against the speculative, or hypothetical, nature of some particular theories. His
point is that these philosophers and doctors attack the problem from the wrong

end. One should not start with a theory of what man is, but rather end up with

it. One must respect the already existing art (i.e. dietetics) and through it find
out what man is. The author further claims that clear knowledge of nature is

not to be had from other sources than medicine (vopilw 8¢ mepl PpvoLos

yvaval T cadés ovdapndber dAobev elvar 1) €€ inTpukiis (CMG 1, 1, 51,
14-15)), and he explains what this LoTopin contains, i.e. to know what man is,

by what causes he is made and other things accurately (\éyw &€ Tavtnv Tny
toTopiny, €ldévar dvBpwmos Ti €oTy kal 6U’ olas altias ylveTal kai

Td\a dkptBéws (CMG 1, 1, 51, 17-18)). We are to understand that this
knowledge is based on experience, his own and that of other people in the past,
acquired by the right method: trial and error.”

What does the author have against the use of postulates? The art

of medicine does not need postulates (B I, 3; CMG [, 1, 36, 16-21):

wotep Ta ddavéa Te kal dmopedpeva, TEPL GV Avdykm, Ty TS EmLXELPR

TL Myew, Umobéael xpfioBat, olov Tepl TV LeTeWpwy §| TOV UTO yiv. d

€l TLs AéyoL kal yvookolL ws €XeL, oUT’ dv alT® TG AéyovTL OUTE TolS
akovouot Sfila av €in, elTe dAnbéa €oTiv elTe Pi* ov yap €aTt, mPOS O

TL XpN) avéykavTta €iéval TO oadés

In some sciences, according to our author, the only way is by postulates as first

hand experience of the subject-matter is impossible. But it is not so with the

kawvds is often used in the sense of "new and irrelevant" or "foreign". See Festugiére (1948) 33
ni12:

> There is a fundamental difference between this and the toTopla of the Empiricists in that it
contains the kind of information not allowed by the Empiricists. I.e. it obviously contains what
the Empiricists regard as hidden causes and natural actions. But they have in common the
belief that the content of this toTopin/a is potentially complete (cf. VM ch. 2). See below.

94

i‘ w




Reported Knowledge

human body and what governs it.” Meteorology has therefore to use postulates
but there is no need for them whatsoever in medicine. This also implies that
medicine actually can claim more certainty for its knowledge than can
cosmology and other sciences that deal with things below the earth and in the
sky. Even if they hit upon the truth, there is no way to tell.”

What about the accurate knowledge the author claims to possess?
He does not claim to possess accurate knowledge about the whole art of
medicine and in ch. 9 he says it is impossible to use exact numerical
measurement in medicine. But in chapter 12 he seems more optimistic about

the power of the right method (CMG I, 1, 44, 4-7):

€l 1) €XEL TEPL TAVTA AKPLPBEINY, AANA TTONU [LAANOV BLd TO €yyUs
otpat Tob dTpekeoTdTou Slvachal Tikew NoyLop® €k TOANAS dyvwoins
Bavpdlew Ta eEevpnpéva, ws KaAds kal 0$pOds éEevpnTal Kal ovk Ao

TUXTS.

And in chapter two he claims that the rest of the science will be discovered if
anyone clever enough follows the traditional method of trial and error. Even if
medicine is not accurate now, it will be in due time. But the accuracy he claims
for medicine is not the accuracy of a simple mathematical deduction but the
accuracy of including all the relevant details.

It has been debated how far the positive theory proposed in VM is
immune to its own criticism of the use of postulates. According to the author
there are a number of powers (duvdeLs), such as "saltiness, bitterness,

sweetness, sharpness, astringency, flabbiness and countless other qualities

761t is interesting to compare this with Aristotle's reasons for studying animals and how he
relates this study to the study of the divine heavenly bodies, cf. PA I, 5. See chapter IV.

7 Wasserstein (1972) argued that the author of VM endorsed the use of postulates in these other
fields, and was only arguing against its use in medicine, but it can hardly be doubted that he
regarded the use of hypotheses, necessary or not, as a negative sign if not a disqualification.
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having every kind of influence, number and strength" (14) that govern the body
and, if put out of balance, cause diseases. These powers are present in what we
eat and the physician has to learn to control them and, in so doing, to take into
account how robust the patient is. It has been argued that this theory is "almost
as arbitrary and dogmatic as that in terms of the hot, the cold, the wet and the

dry"” because the ""salty", the "bitter" and so on are left vague and ill- or un-
defined" and because "he does not, in practice, follow his analysis through to
the point where he can show that the type of constituents he refers to are indeed

the causes of particular complaints."”

If this analysis is correct, there is no
essential difference between the nature of the author's knowledge and the one
he criticises. But in his defence it has been said that "sweet and bitter are for
him [the author of VM] phenomenal properties."® The theory,® which is of a
"recognisable empirical type", "merely intends to establish connections
between a variety of recurrent features of the world, and to assign to them a
rough comparative value."® Among these features are the sweet, the bitter etc.
and not the hot and the cold, the wet and the dry.

It is important to note what VM is not arguing against, as it seems
absurd to claim that the hot and the cold, the wet and the dry are less
phenomenal than the sweet, the bitter etc., though Theophrastus discusses the
hot and the cold as theoretical entities (CP 1, xxi, 4). In ch. 7 of NatHom it is

argued that it is obvious from perception that phlegm is the coldest element,

and the theory of illness and health argued for is largely based on the hot and

" Lloyd (1979)148.

™ Ibidem147.

8% Hankinson (1992) 64; idem (1998) 64-69.

81 The theory can, according to Hankinson, be cooked down to the formula: E = S/R; where E =
the effect of foodstuffs on an individual, S = the strength of the food and R = the robustness of
the individual. The controversy hinges on why S = the sweet, the bitter etc. is more empirical
than S = the hot and the cold, etc. See Hankinson (1992) 62.
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the cold, the wet and the dry being causally effective as phenomenal properties.
This is not what is argued against in VM, but rather a theory or theories that
treat the wet and the dry, the hot and the cold as the properties of food that

cause or cure diseases. In ch. 15 he says (CMG ], 1, 46, 18-26):

amopéw 8’ éywye, ol TOV Aoyov €kelvov MéyovTeS Kal dyovTeS €K
TavTNs TS 08ov €l UT6BeoLy TV TéXvny Tiva TOTE TPOTOV
Bepametovol Tovs avbpwmous, woTep UTOTIBeVTAL® OV ydp €0TLY
avTolow, olpat, éEevpnévor aiTd TL €d’ EwuTod Beppdv 1) Yuxpov §
Enpov 1) Uypov Pndevt d\w €ideL kovwvéov. dAN’ olojLal €éywye TauTd
BpdpaTa kal TOLaTa avTolow UTdpXeELy, olot TavTes Xpedpeda,
mpooTIBéaaL 8¢ TG pev elval Bepud, TG 8¢ Puxpd, TG 8¢ ENpd, TO 8¢

UYp®, ETEL €KEWVO Y€ dmopov TpooTdEat TG KALvovTL Beppov Tu

mpooevéykaobal: eVBUS ydp EpwTroeL: Ti;

This argument is only effective if it is aimed against a dietetic theory which
claims that the effective causal elements in foods are the hot and the cold, the
wet and the dry. The contention is that the hot and the cold, the wet and the dry
are superfluous hypothetical elements and that the sweet, the bitter etc. have
proved to be the phenomenal characteristics of food that causes diseases and
health. This far I think he can be defended. But as soon as he claims that the
powers (sweetness, etc.) are actually what causes diseases and health, and not
just the phenomenal qualities that indicate what foods, or what kind of foods
cause diseases and health, he makes himself susceptible to the same kind of
criticism as he levels against the hot and the cold, the wet and the dry as
postulates.

The debate VM is a part of is on how to conduct medicine, on

what principles one is to base one's practice. The scepticism expressed in VM

% Hankinson (1992) 61. In Hankinson (1998) 66 he even argues that this makes medicine "a
fallible, Humean science".
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against the invention of speculative principles in medicine is not.of the same
kind as the scepticism of the Hellenistic empiricists: a general scepticism about
the possibilities of knowledge. No such thing bothers the author of VM. His
scepticism is directed towards the applicability of some too simple and
speculative theories about the causes of diseases. Knowledge of hidden causes
is necessary for medical practice, but this knowledge is not to be had from
speculations about the nature of the universe, but must be gained in
observations made of actual patients in the practice of medicine. This points to
the past as an essential source of knowledge. Not only is the history of
medicine, as originating in dietetics, an important justification for the status of
Téxvn for medicine; when it comes to doing medicine, dealing with actual
cases — diseases — , a treatment and understanding must be based on
accumulated experience — a discovery over time. But the polemic is not only
internal to medicine. The author of VM claims for medicine a knowledge of
nature the philosophers do not have. So he is not only arguing for the
autonomy of medicine, but also for the only right method of discovery.
Philosophy, based on vméBeots, is not only irrelevant to medicine, it is
irrelevant for the knowledge of nature in general. There is a reason for this,
according to VM. Traditionally philosophers dealt with things in the sky and
below the earth and theorising about these they had to use novel postulates, as
there is no way to know the truth in these regions as there is no test of the truth;
i.e. it is impossible to verify the truth or falsehood of the theories (ch. 1).
Aristotle's reasons for studying the world of animals were that it made it
possible to base the theories on detailed observations. "Meteorology" and
""geography" are of necessity speculative, but medicine (and biology),
according to this view, need not be. In their case it is possible to accumulate

knowledge, and where that is possible the past holds the key to successful
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application of the knowledge. But only if we know how to access and evaluate
what it has to offer. The Hellenistic Empiricists developed a method to do just
this. At the same time their scepticism of the use of reason was much more
radical than anything we find in the Hippocratic Corpus, or indeed in

Herodotus.

6. The bookish empiricism of the Empiricists.

There are two main sources for the Empiricists: Celsus (15t century CE) and
Galen (2" century CE). The following account is mainly based on the proem
to Celsus' De medicina and on two treatises of Galen, On the Sects for
Beginners (SI) and An Outline of Empiricism (SubfEmp). Galen and Celsus
(though Celsus to a lesser degree) are mainly occupied in these writings with
hammering the Methodists and demonstrating that their own medical method
incorporates what is good in both Rationalism and Empiricism, i.e. that their
art of medicine is the logical conclusion or culmination of the
Rationalist/Empiricist debate. We should, therefore, expect them to stress, on
the one hand, the similarities between the two positions, and how they
complement each other, as they want to embrace them as one, and, on the other
hand, their shortcomings, viewed individually, for the same reason. And it
becomes clear in the last two chapters of Galen's SubfEmp, where he criticises
named Empiricists for not acting like they should as Empiricists, that what he
has been presenting is what he thinks Empiricism should be. The real life
Empiricists did simply not live up to his ideas about them.

Empiricism arose in the third century BCE in opposition to what

the Empiricists termed Rationalism or Dogmatism. The "Rationalists" relied on
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causal explanations, which were again based on their theories about the nature
and functions of the human body. They disagreed among themselves on what
was the nature of the human body and on Aow it functioned. The Empiricists,
seizing on this, proposed to drop causal explanations and arguments that had
anything to do with hidden causes or actions, as there was no way there would
or could ever be an agreement on this, and concentrate on what experience had
taught about what works and works not in the treatment of diseases. In view of
the proliferation of more or less fantastic theories about these matters this may
seem a sober and healthy attitude.” But a closer look at the Empiricists will
show that they were excessively conservative.® And, indeed, one of the
impulses behind Empiricism may have been a belief in the perfection the art of
medicine was supposed to have reached. According to Celsus (36*°) some of
the Empiricists believed that the remedies had already been explored and that
there were no new kinds of diseases (genera morborum).*® What is left for the
physician to do, therefore, is to learn what experience has taught about what
cures and what does not and to apply this in practice. While theoretical work is
outlawed on principle, research, which earlier was essential (36, 38), would no
longer be needed. But even if there were new kinds of diseases there was no

need for theory, because the experienced physician would straightway see

8 See, e.g., Celsus 20-21 for different theories of digestion which led to differences in
treatment.

# Compare Matthen's concluding remarks in his paper on the Empiricists (1988): "... the
theory of Empiricism must have been more conducive to risk aversive strategies, and more
open to change than Rationalism." I will argue the opposite.

% All references to Celsus by number are to the proem unless otherwise stated.

% Whether genuine new diseases did crop up or not or if what appears to someone to be a case
of a new disease is only an expression of his ignorance was a debated issue. And even if you
allow for novel cases it does not have to mean that there are new causes involved, as it might
just as well be an expression of changing habits, particularly in diet and bathing (Plutarch's
QuestConviv VIII, 9). And in any case the question of how to identify a new disease or (or as
opposed to) a new kind of disease is not straightforward. Celsus himself didn't think there was
anything permanent in the art of medicine, which is why he argued for, what he calls, the
"conjectural" approach.
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(visurum) to which disease it came nearest and treat accordingly (37). The
successful application of this, known as the "transition to the similar", is what
distinguishes the true craftsman from the layman.

It has often been argued that the scepticism of the Empiricists was
of the dogmatic (i.e. Academic) kind.*”” They did not suspend judgement, as
good Pyrrhonists, but dogmatically claim that it was impossible to know about
the hidden causes of diseases and about the natural actions of the body
(breathing, digesting, etc.) and even about the internal parts of the body (i.e.
they regarded studies in anatomy as irrelevant to the art).*® But it must be kept
in mind that the Empiricists were not a homogenous group adhering to a single
doctrine from the third century BCE. Micheal Frede has, in a series of paperssg,
argued for a historical/developmental account of the Empiricist's doctrine(s).
According to Frede the first Empiricists were dogmatic sceptics, as described
above, but their position changed under the influence of Pyrrhonism. He uses
this to explain why Sextus claims that the Methodists, the third main
Hellenistic sect, was more truly sceptical than the Empiricists (P 1.236), a
remarkable claim by someone believed to be among the Empiricists ([Galen]
Int, K XIV 683, 11; DL IX 116). Sextus is here attacking early Empiricists,
who were dogmatic sceptics, and not later Empiricists like Menodotus, a well
known Pyrrhonist in his own right.

The three methodological elements in the Empiricist doctrine are
avtodia (or metpa), toTopla and 1 Tod Opotov petdPaocts. The Empiricists
seem to have agreed that these played an important role in medicine but they
disagreed on what part each of them had in the art. The main controversy was

on the nature and role of the peTdBaots. AvTtodta (or metpa) is what the

¥ E.g. Edelstein (1933).
8 See ch. IV on Aristotle on problems in dissection.
® Frede (1985); (1987b); (1988a).
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individual physician sees for himself or experiences and therefore knows.
There are different kinds and degrees of experience. There is the experience of
spontaneous events, naturally occurring, followed by the patient either getting
better or worse, like when a man suddenly gets a nosebleed. There is no
apparent cause. In other cases the cause is apparent, as when a patient falls and
his nose bleeds, but this happens by chance and not by choice. The first
observations of this they called, according to Galen (SubfEmp, ch. 2; SI ch. 2),
meplimTwols (because "they chanced upon it"). Then there is extemporary
experience (Té avTooxédiov), when it occurs to someone to do something
when he or someone he is treating is in a certain condition. The inspiration for
this can come from dreams or whatever®. There is, thirdly, the very important
imitative experience (T6 ppnTikov). This comes about when the doctor tries
again and again what he has experienced once or only a few times, i.e. not
often enough to be able to say whether it happens like this always, most of the
time, half the time or rarely. When they are confident that they know how
consistent this is they call it Bedpnpa and it is a part of the art (Lépos Tns
Téxvns) and trustworthy (mioTov). The art is nothing apart from many such
fewpripaTa and a doctor is a person who has accumulated them. It is therefore
a kind of memory (uvipun Tis). They also call this experience (épmeipia). The
fourth kind is practised experience (Tptfikn metpa). This is only for experts
and applies to the petdpaots. These four elements belong to avToysia.

The second foot is toTopla. ' IoTopla is the report (€mayyeAia) of
avTtodia, or experience written down. The same thing, therefore, is avTolsia
for the one who makes the observation and toTopia for the one who is learning.
Their status differs, but the content is the same. According to this, only those

things which have been experienced count as toTopia. But some empiricists

% This could or at least should include any form of reasoning, as far as it is not supposed to be
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defined toTopta more broadly as the report of things which have been seen or
as if they had been seen. According to the first we have to judge what is truly
history (si vera est ystoria) but to the other whether the history is true (si est
vera) (SubfEmp ch. 8). This difference seems only to be semantic because in
practice it does not seem to matter.” In both cases the physician has to sift out
what is true from what is false in the written material (but see below). Both
definitions have in common that only reports of experienced affections and
treatments, or reports that look like observational reports, count, which means
that everything that has been written on hidden causes and natural actions as
well as anatomical studies will be discounted at the very start. There are four
methods to evaluate the veracity of what has been written. First and foremost is
correspondence with what the reader has himself experienced. This is the most
trustworthy criterion but at the same time the least useful as there is no need for
someone to read about what he has seen for himself (but see below). The most
useful criterion is agreement (concordantia) among the sources (i.e. in the
histories). They insist that this principle is based on experience and not on the
nature of the thing itself. It is a matter of experience that what people agree on
is, by and large, true. The third criterion is the learning and character of the
writer. It is thus a matter of experience that Hippocrates is a trustworthy author.
(The first criterion is useful in order to establish which author is trustworthy.)
The last criterion is whether what is said resembles what the reader knows
from his own experience (which points to the petdfaots).

‘Iotopla does not have the same status as personal experience.
But when the agreement of the best authorities is combined with the reader's
own avtoyia (or melpa), but only of few instances, and similarity with what is

known by experience, it is no less credible than what has been found out by

a source of knowledge in its own right.
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experience. There are, therefore, many different degrees of the reliability of
toTopia. It is no coincidence that the Empiricists were the first to study and
write commentaries on "Hippocrates".

The third "foot" is the peTdfaots. It is mainly used in the case of
new diseases and in order to find new and/or alternative remedies. The
principle is grounded in experience, which has taught that similar diseases, and
indeed locations in the body, need similar treatment and that similar remedies
can replace remedies that are not available. It is mostly in relation to this that
the Empiricists were criticised for using reason, because there must be some
reasoning, analogical reasoning, involved in the application of this principle
(e.g. Celsus 51). The Empiricists answer that this is not based on Adyos but that
the application of the principle is practised, TpLpLkn}, because you have to be
practised (TeTpli¢pOal) to be able to use it (SI ch. 2). The consequence of
rejecting \dyos is, therefore, to embrace its opposite, Tpip1|.”> The Empiricists
would not deny that some thinking is involved in their practice. What they
deny in particular is the use of analogy, i.e. arguments from the observable to
the unobservable. Some of the later Empiricists who did not want to abolish
reasoning argued instead for the use of epilogismos. It's main difference from
analogy is that it draws inferences from the observed to the observable but not

yet observed.” Hidden causes and natural actions are still outlawed.

°! This is an interesting debate as it is about the precise meaning of a technical term.

°2 TpLB1| seems to have gained status as a positive term in the third century in Rhetoric and
Politics. Philodemus quotes Metrodorus for: [} k] al TNV moAeLTikny éumerp [t]av, kad’ v
éx TpLBis kal LoToplas TAY MOAEws TPayRdTWY CuVopQn AV TLS 0V Kak®ds Ta TAT0eL
ovpdépovta; Frg. 27 in A. Koerte, Metrodorea, Leipzig (1890) (=Jahrbiichen fiir klassische
Philologie, Suppl. xvii, 529-597.) In the introduction to the Precepts (almost certainly post-
Epicurean) it is said that one should not in inTpeveLv attend primarily to AoyLopd but to Tpifi
peTa Adyou . The author goes on to say that Aoytopds is a kind of memory composed of what
has been grasped by sense-perception. This is reminiscent of the Empiricists and the stress they
lay on memory. See, in general, Frede (1990a).

% See Schofield (1996) for the use of the term in Epicurus, in particular, but also by the
Empiricists.
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Was the petdBaoits a constitutive part of medicine? Later
Empiricists debated whether Serapion, the first Empiricist according to Celsus
(10), thought so or not (SubfEmp ch. 4). Some, like Menodotus, said that it was
not but that the Empiricists used it, others, like Cassius, that they did not even
use it. Theodas said it constituted reasonable experience but some said it was
more like an instrument (6pyavov). Galen suggests that LoTopia should
possibly be thought of as an instrument as well (ibidem). The reason is that
only avToyia counts as a true source of experience and that petdBaots, not
being experience, can only lead us towards new experiences, i.e. only be used
as a tool. Galen suggests that the Empiricists should look upon toTopia in the
same way (ibidem). But the difference is that toTopta proper is thought of as
avtoyia written down and, therefore, in a sense, equal to it. Here it is
important whether we use the more inclusive or exclusive definition of
toTopta. If LoTopta is defined as real avTodia (or melpa) written down it can
not be an instrument like the petdBaots. But if it includes also what seems to
be avtodta written down it might be regarded as such, because it loses its
immediate contact with avToysia. But even in this case it only seems to concern
when an account is accepted as LoTopta: is it only after it has been established
as authentic avToyia or is it is it earlier, when it still only seems to be? The
debate about the precise meaning of LoTopla is important for the status of
toTopta in the methodology of the Empiricists and is understandable in a

context where the art as such is more or less based on toTopia.”

* Another important question to be asked at this point is whether toTopia is avTosia or
épmerpla written down. If it is épmeipia, and especially if it is understood in the narrower
sense, LoTopia turns out to be equivalent to the art of medicine in written form.
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7. Empiricism from Herodotus to the Empiricists.

‘TIoTopta is fundamental to the authors I have concentrated on in this chapter.
For Herodotus it is knowledge he received from someone else, and more
generally knowledge received by asking. His reasons for referring to his own
work in the proem (and VII, 96,1) as LoTopin can be that he was thinking about
it from the point of view of the reader/listener: it is what he reports to them. It
is reported knowledge. Similarly some of the Hippocratic writers, in particular
the author of VM, looked to the collected experience from the practice of
medicine to base on their claim to the status of Téxvrm for medicine. This
properly attained knowledge the author of VM refers to in, chapter 20, as
toTopin. A significant part of this is from the past experience of those who
have practiced medicine. It is, again, reported knowledge. With the Empiricists
the term has gained a narrower meaning excluding everything but reported
knowledge. But how narrow seems to have been hotly debated among them. It
is the personal experience of practicing doctors that has been reported in
written form. The debate on the precise meaning of LoTopia turns on the status
of toTopta in the art of medicine, as understood by the Empiricists. The art of
medicine was, for them, in effect based on this accumulated and reported

knowledge. The status of this "foot" was therefore a crucial issue.”

% Heinrich von Staden (Staden (1975) 187-193) has convincingly argued that the Empiricist
Tripos is essentially passive. The Empiricists did not try to find things out. They waited for the
experiences to happen. He uses this to explain the decline of experimentation (of which there,
admittedly, never was much) in the period where Empiricist medicine flourished. I would like
to add, as a possible explanation of this passivity, that they were essentially conservative, and
passive as a consequence of this. An important part of the Empiricist argument against the
Rationalists was that most or all of the art of medicine had already been discovered, and that it
had been discovered by experience. When the same things happened day after day diligentes
homines noted what worked and began to prescribe it. It was only later that men began to
discuss the reasons (Celsus 35-6). There is no doubt that avTodia is the primary
epistemological principle, but neither is there much doubt that for the Empiricists toTopia was
in practice the most important "foot", as most of the art had already been discovered (SubfEmp
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Aristotle's use of LoTopla in the Rhetoric and Poetics is closely
related to this. It refers above all to reported information. In the next two
chapters I look closer at the nature of LoToptia in the Historia of Aristotle.
Trying to dig even deeper into the idea and nature of "natural history" I take I

Theophrastus' Historia of plants for comparison in chapter IV. ‘

ch 6). Hence the importance of keeping it aboard as a proper methodological foundation and
not only as an instrument. It is important for their case that this is so and that there is no, or at

least little, need for research in medicine. This is an essential part of Celsus' criticism of the
Empiricists. There are new diseases, he says (49), even though this is rare. It is important to do
something in new cases, however they are identified, and similarity is not always helpful (51).
In cases like this it is better to have reason at your disposal as it makes you a better practitioner. |
This would be a fitting criticism of Empiricism understood as excessively conservative, i.e.

unable to respond to novel situations. They are stuck in the past. And they are stuck in books.
The truth is already out there in written form.
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Observing Chicks

Reading some of the secondary literature on ancient Greek medicine, in
particular the Hippocratic treatises, can lead one to think that toTopin was a
crucial element in the vocabulary of the Hippocratics.' We have already seen
an important passage in the VM (discussed in ch. II), but apart from that the
word and its cognates are rarely used. It does not seem to be an important part
of medical vocabulary in the classical period, with one exception. The treatises
On Generation (Genit), On the Nature of the Child (NatPuer) and Diseases IV
(Morb 1V) are the only treatises in the Hippocratic collection® to use the
vocabulary of LoTop— to any substantial degree.” Whether these works are all
by the same author has been debated, particularly since Littré's edition of the

texts (L VII, 470-614) in 1851, where he, for the first time, collected them as

! This is even more common in non-specialist comments on the Hippocratics. Luce (1997) 82
is a nice example: " ... the word historia and its cognates are frequently used to describe the
course pursued by the doctor and the close observation required of him." This is true, but not in
the sense intended by Luce. It is true of the literature about the Hippocratics but not of the
Hippocratic works themselves.

? Excepting the post-Epicurean Praec.
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one. Genit/NatPuer undoubtedly form one continuous treatise, and they are
transmitted as such, but the relation of Morb IV to Genit/NatPuer is a more
difficult issue. Among those who think it is by the same author there is
disagreement on whether it is a separate treatise or forms a part of the other
two.* These, together with Vict 1, are the only treatises in the Hippocratic
collection that focus on the conception, formation and growth of the foetus —
with some additional stuff thrown in. Other Hippocratic works that show
interest in embryological problems are mainly concerned with obstetrical and
gynaecological matters.

Aristotle probably knew these treatises, at least Genit/NatPuer. His
opponents in GA 1, 17-18 are most easily recognised in the position of Genit —
though we cannot with any certainty affirm that Aristotle is attacking this
particular work — while he argues against some of the positions of NatPuer in
books II and IV. It has even been argued that the entire GA is composed in
response to Genit/NatPuer.’ He seems certainly to have noticed one of the most
famous experiments in the history of biology,’ the egg experiment as
prescribed in NatPuer 29. Aristotle seems to have done the experiment, and he
describes it in detail in HA VI, 3. The uses of the experiment in these different
contexts will concern me later in this chapter.

In chapter IV I will investigate how Aristotle and Theophrastus did

toTopla in the realm of living nature, with special emphasis on the subject

3'IoTopin never occurs, ioTopéw a couple of times and the rest of the instances (18) are
LoTopLov, "evidence" or "proof”.

4 Kahlenberg (1955) and C.W. Miiller (1998) argue that Morb 1V is by a different author, while
Littré VII 463, Joly (1970) 9-13, Lonie (1981) 43-51 and Jouanna (1999) 392 all agree that it is
by the same author, but disagree on whether they form one continuous treatise or not, Joly
arguing that they do but Lonie and Jouanna (page 384) that Morb IV is a separate treatise. See
also Regenbogen (1931) 158-9. In the rest of this chapter I discuss these treatises as if they
were by one author.

5 The affinities of the GA to Genit/NatPuer have often been noticed, but Morsink (1982) has
gone furthest by arguing that Genit/NatPuer is Aristotle's dialectical opponent in the GA.
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matter. At the end of this chapter I will address some methodological
discussions of toTopla in Aristotle, with some examples from Theophrastus as
well, but only after a detailed discussion of Genit/NatPuer and Aristotle's
parallel discussions. The arguments of these Hippocratic treatises deserve
serious attention and they are particularly interesting in comparison with
Aristotle. T will approach the methodological context of toTopia through
comparing Aristotle's and the "Hippocratic" uses of toTopia. But I will begin
with the general problem of what is hidden, picking up the thread from my last
chapter. The study of conception and the development of the foetus is
particularly difficult as it concerns hidden processes and it is illuminating to
see some of the approaches to hidden processes before we get to our

embryological discussions.

1. Analogy and the invisible.

The modern debate about the role and nature of analogy in ancient Greek
science and philosophy was, to a significant degree, focused on these treatises.’
This is no coincidence, as embryology is a particularly difficult subject to
study. It belongs to the part of medicine that has to do with the hidden actions
of the body, and is in some respects similar to meteorology and element

theory.® Direct observation was either not an option or only possible to a very

¢ Cf. Harré (1981).

7 Senn (1929), Regenbogen (1931), Diller (1932), Lloyd (1966). Jouanna (1999) 318: "He [the
author of Genit/NatPuer] was truly a giant in the art of analogy."

8Cf. VM 1 (CMGJ, 1, 36: 16-18) on the ddavéa Te kal dmoppevdpeva ... olov TepL TGV
peTewpwy 1| TAY uTo Yy . See Lloyd (1964) 53-4 on dogmatism and experience in
meteorology.
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limited degree.” Speculation was rife. This was not only the case in
embryology, but the general situation regarding the internal structure of the
human body.'® Areas of particular interest in embryology were the role of the
male and the female in conception, where the main question was whether the
male alone contributed seed (oméppa) or not''; what part of the foetus
developed first'>, a question related to speculations about what was the

governing principle of the body'®; how the foetus is nourished"; etc. These

? There is no indication that dissection was considered prior to Aristotle, with the notable
exception of MorbSacr, and he seems only to have dissected animals, cf. HA 494a21ff. See
Lloyd (1979) 163 nn 193-194. Cord, which refers extensively to dissection, is a late treatise,
roughly contemporary with Herophilus and Erasistratus. For a discussion of the evidence for
the dating, with a review of previous scholars, see Duminil (1998) 169-181. His general
characterisation of the treatise is best summed up with these two quotes (161): "C'est une
description du cceur qui proceéde de l'extérieur vers l'intérieur, c'est-a-dire dans I'ordre ot un
anatomiste découvre les faits."; and (166): "C'est un ouvrage d'anatomie pure et le niveau de
connaissances anatomique qu'il montre n'a d'égal dans aucun autre traité de la Collection."

10 Cf. HA 494b19-24, where Aristotle states that the external parts are well known and have
their own name, but the internal parts, in particular those of men, are unknown. He does not
suggest that dissection is called for. Instead he says: dyvwoTa ydp €oTL pdAoTa Td TGV
avpumwy, BoTe St mPos Td TOV dNwY PopLa {Bwy dvdyovTas OKOTELY, OlS EXEL
apamAnotay T ¢vow (22-24). See Lloyd (1979) 163 n 194. Kollesch (1997) argues that
Aristotle's comparisons of human and animal anatomy is only understandable if we assume that
Aristotle had extensive "knowledge" of human anatomy. She thinks he probably used Diocles'
treatise on anatomy, but he was according to Galen the first to write on anatomy (Eijk F 17).

' The common view was that the male alone contributed seed, cf. Aeschylus' Eu 658 ff and
Euripides Or 552-4 (path;r me;n ejfuvteusevn me, sh; dA e[tikte pai", to; spevrmA a[roura
paralabou'sA a[llou pavra: a[neu de; patro;" tevknon oujk ei[h potA a[n.), as well as Plato 7i 91
d (oion ajpo; devndrwn karpo;n katadrevyante", wJ" eij" a[rouran th;n mhvtran ajovrata uJpo;
smikrovthto" kai; ajdiavplasta zw'/a ktl.) and Aristotle. The embryological treatises discussed
here are lone voices for the view that the female contributes seed in the same way as the male
— and they argue for it. See below for the use of evidence in Genit. Related is the view of
Parmenides that the male is on the right hand side of the womb and the female on the left
(DK28B17). For a discussion of this problem in general see Lloyd (1983) 86-94.

2 Alcmaeon (DK24A13) and Hippon (DK38A15): the head; Empedocles (DK31A84) and
Aristotle: the heart (see below for Aristotle); Anaxagoras: the brain (DK59A108); Diogenes:
flesh (DK64A27); Democritus (depending on the evidence): the navel (DK68B148), the
external parts (DK68A145) or the head and belly (DK68A145).

"> Which is indeed what Aristotle uses his observation of the chick's development to do. He
describes the observation in the HA VI, 461a6ff., and argues for the primacy of the heart in e.g.
PATII, 666al9ff. and GA II, 739b34ff. It was also possible to argue against there being any one
governing principle, cf. LocHom which opens with this statement: €pol Sokel dpxt) pév olv
ov8epia elval Tob owpaTos, AAG TdvTa Opoiws dpxT) kal TAvTa TENEUTY
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things are impossible to observe without the gadgetry of modern medicine.
Determining when a conception takes place is no easy matter, hence the
ancient debate about the viability of children borne in the seventh, eighth or
even tenth month.

The treatise de Arte states the problem about what is hidden, as it

relates to medicine, succinctly like this (CMG]1, 1, 16: 11-22; B 11, 1-3)":

ov yap 81n odbaipolol v’ L186vTL TOUTWY TGV €lpnpévwy [i.e. about the

internal structure of the body] oV8evi ovd¢év éoTv €ldévat. 8LO kal ddnia

€pol Te wvépaoTal kal TH Téxvn kékpLTal €lval. ... 60a yap TNV TGOV
dppdTov S ékdelyel, Tadta TH Ths yvouns SPel kekpdtnTat. ... 6
HEV ydp €mel ovk v avTd Ol L8ely TO poxBéov ovd’ dkof [i.e. from

the patient] muBéabar, NoyLopd pLeTieL.

Where 0yits and dkonj are not possible, the 6YsiLs of yvopn, i.e. some kind of
\oytopds, steps in.'” The author of de Arte is very optimistic about the power
of AoyLopLés, which turns out to consist in reading the signs (onpeta) coming
from the body: the voice, respiration (mvebpa) and the discharges. What is seen
gives insight into what is not seen. If the body does not yield these freely, the
doctor has to step in and force the patient by exercise or purgatives to emit
something that can be seen, e.g. sweat or vomit (B 12). But the key to

interpreting these signs is a speculative theory about the nature of the internal

' The atomists: through the mouth; Alcmaeon: by the whole body.

"% Note that the division of chapters 11 ff differs in Jones' Loeb edition (1923) from both CMG
and B.

' Jouanna (1988) 261-2: "C'est la plus belle formule du traité." Cf. also 178.

' Cf. Herodotus 11, 99 where he describes what he has been describing about as being based on
GPts, yvopn and toTopin. We get a similar distinction here if we replace dkorj with toTopin.
‘What Herodotus more or less means by toTopin in II, 99 is what he has been told by the
relevant people, i.e. what he has heard.
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structure and workings of the body and how it is supposed to be in health and
sickness (B 10)."®

The author of VM also looks to what is seen in order to learn
about what is hidden."” But he distinguishes between two sources of diseases:
powers (8Uvajlels) and structures (oxnpara) (B 22, 1). The treatise is mostly
concerned with the powers, about which the physician can, according to the
author, gain accurate knowledge if he follows the proper method which has
been at the disposal of medicine from the earliest of times (see my chapter II).
But in the case of the structures, by which he means the body on the inside, it is
necessary to look at objects on the outside, like bottles in different shapes,
sponges and other things that can take in and expel liquid in a variety of
ways.2° Dissection, of humans or animals, is not considered.”> What he has to
say on the internal structure of the human body is based on the same analogical
method as in de Arte.”

Embryology belongs to the part of medicine that deals with the

internal structures of the human body, and is therefore reduced to speculation,

'® The author has an account of the nature of the internal body, or the "cavity" (vn80s initially
in the singular (B 10, 1), though he goes on to argue that the body has many cavities), which is
hollow and supposed to be filled with mvedpa when healthy, but in disease with ixwp, some
kind of fluid (CMG], 1, 15: 24; 16: 9; B 10, 3; 5). In 1 V, 340 txwp is used of the juice of the
gods, and it is not blood. A similar view is found in Flat. The author of this treatise argues that
mvebpa is the basic element in disease and health, manifesting itself on the outside of the body
as anp but on the inside as ¢doa (B 3, 1). This allows him to use the nature and behavior of
anp as evidence for the effects of pUoa on the inside of the body, dA\\a piv éoti ye Ti) pév
6PeL adavns, TGO 6€ Noylopd dpavepés (CMGI, 1, 93: 4-5).

¥ katapavbdvely 8¢ 8el TaiTa EEwdev ék TGV davepdy (CMG1, 1, 53:12-13; B 22, 3).
% Morb 1V (B 35, 2) explains how the head attracts phlegm from the body by its shape. It is
like a cupping instrument (Womep owkun), cf. VM (B 22, 3). See Morb 1 (Li VI 168: 13-18;
Wittern (1974) 40: 18ff) and Morb 11 (Li VII 18: 14-18; B 11, 1) on how the head attracts
phlegm by heat (like the cupping instrument does), and Morb 11 (B 26, 6; 27, 2) on how to
apply the cupping instrument (ouwkin), cf. also VM (CMG ], 1, 53: 16-18; B 22, 3).

2L Cf Jusj (CMG 1, 1, 4: 19-20): 00 Tepéw 8¢ ovdé piy MbLivTas, ékxwpriow 8¢

épydmnow avdpdow mprios Tfiode . There seems to have been, at least among some
medical writers and practitioners, a clear view that cutting had nothing to do with medicine
proper. Surgery was left to the menial practitioners.
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unless someone finds a different way to deal with it. The author of Vicz I is
aware of these problems in embryology but claims to have found a solution. At
the beginning of chapter 11 he states that men, excepting himself, do not know
how to see the invisible through the visible, even though they in actual fact are
imitating the nature of man in their arts (Téxvai).” The exposition of how this
works (12-24: CMG I, 2, 4 136-142) is highly dogmatic.”* He describes an art,
like building, and goes on to claim that the art mimics the nature of man, the
particular aspect of it he is dealing with in each analogy is then explained.
Nowhere does he attempt to argue that the analogy holds, let alone how. The
belief that it does seems to be based on the theory of the powers that govern the

body, these powers also supposed to be at work in the arts/crafts.”

22 See Lloyd (1979) 158-9 on de Arte, VM and the absence of dissection.

B ol 8¢ dvBpwmoL €k TOV davepdy Td dbavéa okémTeadar ovk émioTavTar: TéxvnoL

yap xpebpevoL opoinowy dvbpwmivy ¢pioetl ov ywaokovol (CMG, 2, 4, 134: 21-22). See
Joly (1960) 62-63 for a discussion of how this relates to Anaxagoras, reviewing the
controversy between Diller (1932) and Gomperz (1933).

2 eym 8¢ Sn\dow Téxvas davepds avBpwmov madipaciy opolas éolvoas kai gpavepolot
kat apavéor (B 12,1; CMG], 2, 4, 136: 5-6).

% This treatise is, unsurprisingly, about regimen, but it is the opinion of the author that he who
wants to write correctly of human regimen must know the nature of man in general, in direct
opposition to the views of the author of VM 20, another treatise concentrating on regimen. If
the doctor is going to affect a man through food and exercise he must know what it is that
controls the body (10 émikpaTéov év T® owpatt) (2, 1; CMG], 2, 4, 122: 26). This turns out
to be fire and water, mutually dependent elements man and all the animals are made of

(ovvioTaTalr pév owv Ta {Ha Td Te dA\\a TdvTa kal 6 dvlpwtos dmd duoly, Stadpdpoly
pév T Slvapy, aupddpowy 8¢ T xpiiowy, Tupds kal U8aTos. TadTa &€
owapdoTeEpa aUTApKed €0TL TOLOL T€ GANOLOL TAOL Kal aANAoLoLY, EKATEPOV B€

XWPLS 0UTE aUTO €EWUTH oUTE dN\w ovdevt (3, 1; CMG 1, 2, 4, 126: 5-8)). Fire has the
power (8Uvajits) to move, water the power to nourish (T0 pév yap mdp Svvatar mdvta Sia
TavTos Kwioat, T0 8¢ UBwp TdvTa dia TavTos Bpédar (3, 1; CMG, 2, 4, 128: 9-10)).
Fire needs nourishment and water needs movement. The claim of the author of this treatise is
to be able to control these powers through food and exercise. As a part of this general project
he embarks, in chapter 6, on his embryology. The reason for the embryological discussion is,
therefore, to lay a foundation for his theory of eating and exercising as therapy. Among the
things he claims to be able to do is influence the sex of the child to be conceived (27, 1).
Jouanna (1999) 276, discussing Vict I: "Embryology, rather than being considered an
observational science, becomes a branch of speculative philosophy whose reconstruction is
guided solely by the belief that human anatomy and physiology reproduce the organisation and
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2. Arguments by (oTdpLa.

Now I turn to Genit, NatPuer and Morb IV. These treatises have much in
common with Vict I, but there are important differences as well.” Both rely on

analogy to explain what happens inside the body, but the treatises Genit,

NatPuer and Morb IV do it in a way, and to such a degree, that it might be

explained as a consciously adopted method.” The fundamental difference is
that the author of these treatises argues for the validity of his analogy. This he
does in chs. 13 and 29.%

Before 1 discuss this extraordinary argument, which uses
toTépLov at its core as well as a frame?, I will look at the uses of LoTdpLov in
the treatise in general (variously translated as "proof" or "evidence"). A good

example to start with is the very beginning of Genit:

VOWOS W€V TAvTa KpaTuveL: 1) 8€ yovn ToD avBpos €pxeTaAl AmO TAVTOS
ToU Uypol ToD év TG owpaTL €6vTos, TO LoxupdTaTor dmokplBév: TovTou
8¢ LoTdépiov TG8e, O6TL dmokpiveTar TO loxupdTaTtov, OTL €TNY

Aayvelowpey apLkpov oUTw peBévTes, doBevels ywopebda.

Grand opening, invoking Pindar,” is followed by a double statement about the

origin of seed in man: a. it comes from all the humours in the body, and b. it is

unfolding of the universe." But how could embryology be an observational science in the
absence of dissection or instruments to look inside the body?

% Hanson (1995) 293 stresses the similarities between the speculative embryology of the two
treatises, while Lloyd (1983) 92 points to the difference in the way they argue for their
positions. See below.

7 Cf. Lloyd (1966) 356. _

% The chapters of Genit, NatPuer and Morb IV are numbered continuously, following the
edition of Littré, as if they were one treatise.

* As observed by Regenbogen (1931) 140-1 and Lonie (1981) 146-7, though they are wrong
about the reference of the first toTopLov. |
0 yépos 6 mavTwY Bacilels BraTéy Te kal dBavdTwY KTA. (Plato Grg 484B; fr 152
Bowra).
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the strongest part that is separated off. This latter claim is supported by
reference to the common experience of men of being tired after sexual
intercourse that culminates in orgasm with ejaculation. This is then followed by
a physiological explanation of the internal workings of seed—production in
men. So far nothing about women. Here LoT6pLov refers not to a particular
observation, but to an experience shared by the male audience, something they
should recognise immediately.”'

In chapter seven of Genit the author argues that both the man and
the woman contribute male and female seed. His argument for this is not
immediately convincing (if at all), and far from conclusive. He claims that
some women have borne daughters to their partners, and then borne sons to
other men — while the same men, after intercourse with other women, produce
sons (B 7, 1). Thus both the man and the woman were separately able to beget
a son, but did not do so together. These are the apparent facts that lead to the
conclusion that both the man and the woman have male and female seed.”” This
is promptly explained by reference to the author's theory of the weak female
sperm being able to overwhelm the strong male sperm to take the control (B 6).
He then goes on to say: xwpet 6€ ovk alel ToUTO ATO ToU avTOD AVEPOS
Loxupov, ovde dobeveés alel, AN’ dANOTE dANotov. kal THS YUvaLkos
ouTws €xeL (B 7, 3). It is obvious that this same observation could be used to
support almost any theory about the male and the female contribution or non-
contribution of sperm.”

Following this, in chapter eight, the author discusses the

resemblance of the child to its parents. Children resemble their mothers in

3 Cf. HA 1 passim. Book one is a heuristic introduction to the HA as a whole, where the parts
of animals and men are compared. Women are only brought in in the very last chapter.

32 Chapter seven starts: oupBd\ecfat 8¢ mapéxet 6TL kal év TH yuvaiki kal év T
avdpl €0TL yovos kal BfjAus kal dpomy Tolow épudavéot ywopévolot.
3 Cf. Lloyd (1983) 92.

116




Observing Chicks

some respects and their fathers in some other respects. A fact most people
would immediately recognise. This is explained by the theory of strong and
weak sperm, but this time coming from different parts of the body. If the sperm
from the father's nose is particularly strong the child will, ceteris paribus, get a
nose that resembles the father's nose. Boys can even resemble their mother and

girls their father (B 8, 2). Chapter eight ends with this statement: kal TadTd
poL kal TooalTd €0T LoTopLa TG TPOTEPW Adyw, OTL EVECTL KAl €V
T yvvaikl kal €v 7@ dvdpl kal koupoyovin kal Onivyovin. Here he
seems not to distinguish between observations, common experiences and the
theories he proposes, as this is a general reference to the discussion started in
chapter six about the relative strength and amount of seed, and not only to the
observation just mentioned.* It includes both the common experiences of the
audience and the arguments proposed.

In Morb IV, chapter 56, we are treated to no less than seven
different LoTépLa, plus one extra (to0To &€ LoTdéplor d\o pou B 56, 7),
against claims that drink enters the lungs. This was, and continued to be, a
highly controversial issue. Plato claimed in the Timaeus that drink passes into
the lung and that its function is to cool the heart (70c and 91a)*, but is was
attacked by Aristotle (PA III, 3, 664b3-665a25)* and Erasistratus, while it was

defended by, among other, Galen, who says that a small amount of drink can

enter the windpipe (PHP VIII, 9, 9-25; CMG V, 4, 1, 2, 534: 26-538: 12).7

3 Cf. Lonie (1981) 139; Regenbogen (1931) 141, discussing B 56: "toTéptov ist argumentum
im weitesten Sinne."

¥ Cf. Cord 2 (Li IX 80-82; B 2, 1-3) and Oss 13 (Li IX 184-186; B 13, 2). Philiston of Locri,
according to Plutarch (QuestConviv VII, 1, 699C), held this view before Plato, and so did
Homer, Euripides and other persons of importance (op. cit. 697F-700B).

% Plainly stated in HA 116, 495b16-19: 1} pév obv dpmpia TodTov éxel TOV Tpbémov, kal
SéxeTal pévov TO Mvedpa kal ddinoy, dho 8’ oldEv olite Enpdv old’ Uypdv, §j Térov
TapéxeL, €ws v €kBiLn TO kaTeNdov

% For a discussion and references, see Lonie (1981) 361-2.
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This seems also to have been a highly controversial issue at the time of writing

of this treatise (cf. B 56, 7). The argument is meticulously laid out (B 56, 2):

Tolow olv Sokéovoly avBpwmoLal TO TOTOV €S TOV TAeUpova Gpépeabal
EvavTidoopal: €xel 8¢ oUTws: Xwpel TO TOTOV €S TNV KONy, dmo 8¢
TAis kol\ins TO dA\o oGpa émavpiokeTal. vofjoar 8¢ xpn okéoa PENW
€pelv Méyw 8¢ LoTépa, * 6TL TO TOTOV 00 Xwpel és TOV MAeDpOVa, AN

€S TNV KolAiny, Tdde.

The view to be argued against is first stated”, then the fact, as he sees it, and he
finally exhorts his audience to heed his argument, as he will produce evidence
for his case. He then spells out the seven numbered toTépra®, plus the extra
one. He ends the chapter (B 56, 8) by explaining the physiological reasons why
drink does not go into the lung, i.e. it has the same structure as the first
argument of the treatise discussed above. There is something like an ivy leaf
over the windpipe (domep kloood ¢pvAov )* which stops the drink getting into
it. This crucial fact is left to the last. He then closes the account in a
characteristic way: kal TadTa és TOUTO pot elpnTat.

The evidence he introduces is of the form: if it were the case that

drink entered the lungs, X would happen. X does not happen. Therefore drink

% There is an interesting similarity between this phrase and the statement in VM 20: \éyw
TabTNY TNV LoTopiny eldéval, kTA.

¥ In B 56, 1 he has explained, in a proper Aristotelian fashion, why the false belief may have
come about: people have been fooled by the windpipe.

0 ¢y név TodTo loTépLév éotww  (B56, 2), 8o 8¢ toTépla TadTd €oTt (B56, 3), TabTa

8¢ mavTa totépid €oTi (B 56,5 — mdvTa might be a corruption of mévTe, as two more
causes have been mentioned in 56, 3-4), TaUta pév Ta totopla €€ éotw (B 56,5 — Joly
reads, with ms M Tadra pév Td totépia: é€eoTti kTA. At this point Joly only counts five
causes), TaUTa 8¢ LoTopLa €mTd €éoTwy (B 56, 7). It seems clear that the author lays much
stress on the number of the toTépia he has, and I am therefore inclined to accept Lonie's
corrections of é€eaTt to €€ éoTw and mdvTa to mévTe. If we read the text the way Joly does,

the author stops counting in B 56, 5 — only to resume it in 6-7. This seems unnecessarily
harsh. See Thomas (2000) 182-190 for a comparison of this argument with Herodotus II, 20-22
on the inundation of the Nile.
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does not go into the lungs (modus tollens). According to the first argument the
drink would stop us breathing or speaking. It obviously does not, therefore it
does not enter the lungs. The second claims that our food would be too dry for
digestion, if drink went into the lungs. The third is that purgatives clean the
stomach, not the lungs. The fifth says that after heavy drinking our faeces
become dark — another immediately recognisable observation. The sixth
similarly claims that our urine smells of garlic after we have eaten it and the
seventh refers to the experience of uncontrollable coughing when a small
amount of phlegm enters the lungs. The additional argument asks how children
could be nourished by breast feeding if the milk goes to the lungs. The fourth is
particularly interesting. It deals, as the third, with purgatives. This time it is
about the strength of purgatives. They burn and would harm the lungs. But why
not the stomach? Here we are treated to a story of how the Lydians use
stomachs from animals as sacks, which shows that stomachs are strong. This is
an interesting strategy, to tell a story to lend credence to an obscure fact,
crucially applied in ch. 13 (see below).

The arguments are not conclusive, and mostly question begging. They
play on the expectations and experiences of a typical male audience, and do not
rely on any privileged knowledge, except possibly the story of the Lybians. But
why all this emphasis on evidence? Just before the end of the chapter the

author explains why (B 56, 7):

kal TadTa o8’ av émnyayduny éywye TG Aoyw ToUTO LoTOpLOV OUSEV,
€l P OTL mMoANOL KkdpTa TGOV AvOpWTwY TO TOTOV SOKEOUTLY €S TOV

TAEVLOVA XWPELY, Kal dvdykn €oTlL TPos Td LoXupds SokéovTa TA TOANA

4 Aristotle seems the be the first to call it émuyhoTTis (HA I 16, 495228-30; PA III 3,
664b19ff).
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loTépLa émdyeoBat, el Tis péNel TOV dkovovta €k Tis mplv yvduns

petaoTpédal Toloww €wuTod Adyolol TelLTEL.

In front of a disbelieving audience one way to rid them of their false opinions
is to pound them with evidence to the contrary, preferably something they

recognise immediately (a strategy similar to law—court speeches).

3. (oTdpLov, Tekurptov, papTvptov and onuijLov.

Is toTéplov in Genit, NatPuer and Morb IV just a variation on TekpnpLov,

onuitov or paptiptov??

Texpunptov is used only once, in NatPuer 13 — to
which I will return — , paptUpLov never. If LloTopiov means the same as
Tekpmprov it would be less a variation as a replacement for Texpiptov. When
Aristotle in GA I, 17 tackles the problem of whether oméppa is drawn from the
whole body, and, as a part of that, whether both the male and the female
contribute oméppa, he refers to four TekpurpLa in support of the view, he will
eventually refute, that it is drawn from all of the parts of the body. The first is
the intensity of the pleasure involved in the sexual act, the second that
mutilated parents beget mutilated offspring, the third that the offspring
resembles its parents, both as a whole and in each of its parts, the fourth,
following this up and supported by further papTtUpLa, that just as the whole

thing originates in something it must be reasonable to believe that the parts

each on its own also originate in something. It is apparent that these are the

“ The reading of mss. M, H, J and K have dxovta. Compare VM 1 Tols dkotovat .
* Lonie (1981) 48: "The word toTéplov (= Tekpriplov) is peculiar to this series in the
Collection ...". This is among his evidence that Morb IV is by the same author as

Genit/NatPuer. Though the use of onprov in the treatises pushes for separating them. See
below.
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same kinds of things that the author of Genit/NatPuer/Morb IV refers to with
toTépLov.* It might therefore be reasonable to assume that ioTépLov is used in
Genit/NatPuer/Morb IV roughly in the same sense as Tekpnipiov. It is therefore
all the more important to look closely at chapter 13, which I will do shortly.

Znunov, on the other hand, is used about as often as toTdpLov in
the treatises, though these statistics do not reveal the significant fact that all but
one of the instances of the use of onpuiniov are in Morb IV. The single use of
the term outside Morb IV (in NatPuer B 20, 4) is fairly unproblematic. The
discussion concerns the cause of the growth of hair. The explanation proposed
is that hair grows where the epidermis is porous. The onpnov for this is that
hair does not grow where the epidermis has been burnt. This seems similar
enough to the use of toTépiov. Most people had probably experienced
something of the sort.” In Morb IV we also find it used in a sense similar to
toTopLov, e.g. B 35, 1 (kat To0TO oUTW ywwopevor mdvTes Opdpev) and,
more importantly in B 54, 5, where it seems to refer to the very same thing as
loTépLa in B 54, 6. But it is also frequently used in the narrower sense of
symptom (B 49, 2 (twice); 54, 6; 54, 7; 55, 6; 57, 3; 57, 6), where the list of
symptoms for a certain condition is sometimes referred to with onunia before
and after.

It therefore appears that toTépLov is not used in any strict

technical sense in the treatises, at least not so as to distinguish it sharply from

“ See also GA 1, 18, 723b19.

% Cord 2 (Li IX 80: 9 — 82: 6; B 2, 1-3), arguing that drink does enter the lungs, refers to the
infamous pig-experiment as a anurjov (Li IX, 80: 13; B 2, 2). A pig is given coloured water to
drink, and while it is in the process of drinking its throat is cut. The coloured liquid is observed
in the windpipe. Referred to by Galen in PHP VIII, 9, 25 (CMG V, 4, 1, 2, 538: 9-12).

“ Lonie (1981) 352, ad loc 54, 5: "onunia: = toTépla below [i.e. in 54, 6)." But Lonie (1981)
80 n 124: "... it seems to me that toTéprov does not stress the factor of observation to the same
degree as does onprjiov. Ultimately it does refer to observation, but although its use in this
author often coincides with onprov, its reference is somewhat wider." "Ultimately referring to
observation" is rather elastic.
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Tekunplov in general or onprjLov as it is used on occasion in NatPuer and
Morb IV. This does not mean, of course, that LoTépLov is just an alternative to
these other expressions and does not carry any weight of its own in particular
arguments. We shall see how the use of Texpnprov and toTépLov in NatPuer 13
might best be explained by the author's interest in distinguishing different kinds

of evidence.

4. Chicks and foetuses.

Now I turn to the most impressive argument in these treatises. NatPuer 13-29
is an exposition of the growth of the embryo in the womb. This is based on the
justifiably famous egg experiment described in ch. 29. There it is used as
evidence to justify the theory that the seed is within a membrane, that there is
an umbilicus at the centre, that the seed draws in breath and expires it and that

the membrane extends from the umbilicus (B 29, 1). But he goes on to say:

kal THv d\nv ¢voww Tod Tmadiov, v elpnka, K8 €xovoav elproels
Taoav PEXPLS €S TENOS, OKwS poL €V Tolal Adyolow dmomédavTat, Ny

BouAnTat Tis Tolow LaToploLoLy, OKOTOLOL WENAW AEYELY, XpTioBal.

The experiment consists in taking twenty or more eggs, hatching them under

fowls and opening one egg each day to investigate it up to the time an egg

hatches (B 29, 2):

OKOTEWV €VPNOEL €XOVTA TAVTA KATA TOV €uov Adyov, ws Xpny Opvibos

bUoL oupPfdiewv dvBpwmov ¢puoEL.
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This still sounds rather dogmatic, even though the author admits that there
might be problems with the analogy. But in chapter 13 he presents evidence for
the validity of the analogy. It is the equally famous six-day embryo he claims
to have seen.”” He does not refer to this as a LoTéplov. He stresses instead that
he actually saw this, supporting his claim with a story.* He was called upon to
assist a relative, who had a valuable slave singer. She went with men and
became pregnant. She knew this immediately, because the seed did not come
out again after intercourse. He came to her six days after the event, told her to
jump up and down, touching her buttocks each time with her heals. This way
she aborted the embryo, which he then saw. The function of the story is to
make the author's claim to have seen a six day embryo more believable, and it
is, as we shall see, important for him that the audience believe this claim. It is,
in his own words, from this observation that he produces the rest of his
TekpnpLa. The weight he puts on this observation is best explained by the fact
that it provides the link between the egg experiment and the account of the
development of the foetus, i.e. it gives him the evidence he needs to rely on the
analogy between the observable development of the chick and the development
of the human embryo.

Chapters 12-29 are a carefully structured whole.” They start in
12 with a description of how the seeds from the parents mix, condense due to
the heat and are filled (again due to the heat) with breath (mvebpa). The breath

escapes and makes a passage and the seed draws in cold breath from the

“ Galen quotes extensively from the chapter in Sem (CMG V, 3, 1, 76: 12-22; K IV 525-6) and
FoetForm (K IV 653-4) where he introduces it as: akptpds Te apa kal ocadds SinyfoaTo
kata Tvde Ty prioww. Galen defends the theory, explicitly against Aristotle, that the male
semen forms a material part of the developing foetus (Sem 1).

* What we need to be convinced about is not that he actually saw what he saw, but first that it
was actually an embryo and second that it was six days old (which it obviously was not). See
Lonie (1981) 160-1 for an evaluation. Thomas (2000) 137 n 16 calls it a "particularly
controversial case of autopsy."
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mother, a process that continues throughout the pregnancy.” He supports this
by comparing the process to burning wood, particularly green wood. He then
continues his description by comparing the growing seed to a baking bread: it
forms a membrane. The description of the development of the foetus is carried
on in chapter 14. The description of the six day embryo (13) is inserted here, as
it supports both the description in chapter 12 (i.e. of the membrane) as well as
the details that get picked up in 29, where he describes what the egg
experiment is supposed to prove. At the end of chapter 13 the author refers
forward to the egg experiment as another Stdyvwols, describing it as a
toTépLov of the truth of the whole Adyos.” In 29 he fulfils his promise.** The
egg experiment is, therefore, both in 13 and 29 referred to as toTopiov for the
whole account of foetal growth. The six day embryo in 13 is the link that
makes the analogy successful. And it is surely not something the audience can
recall immediately, if at all. He describes it as best he can, and we have little
reason to doubt the honesty of the description, though we can doubt whether it
was an embryo he saw. The description of the egg guides his description of
whatever it was he saw.”

The accuracy or truthfulness of the description does not interest me in
the present context. The link it provides between the egg experiment and the
development of the human foetus is another matter and the fact that it is not
described as toTdplov. This last point might not seem important. Surely we

must have a stronger indication that he is positively choosing not to call it a

% Cf. already Regenbogen (1931) 142.

%0 This is one aspect Aristotle objects to.

ST épéw 8¢ kal dAY SLdyvwoly dXiyov éml TouTw VoTepov, Epdavéa TavTi TG
Boulopévw etdévat TovTou TMépL, kal LoToplov TavTl TG ERG Adyw, 6TL €oTiv dAndis,
ws €LY dvBpwtor mepPL TOLOUTOU TPTYILATOS.

S2NDv 8¢ €péw T SLdyvwouy, fiv édny dmodaveiv ONyw TpéTepov, kTA (B 29, 1).

53 He begins his description in B 13, 3: 6kolov 8’ fjv €y €péw, olov €l Tis Yol Wpod To
€Ew AemlpLov mepLélot, €v 8€ TG €vdov LpévL TO €vdov Vypov SiadaivolTor 6 TpéTOS
pév Tis N TolodTos dhis eimelv.  Cf Lonie (1981) 160-161.
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toTéplov than the mere fact that he does not refer to it with the word
toTépLov.” It is quite true that a LoTdpLov is often something seen. The egg
experiment is something that has to be seen to be believed™ and in chapter 31,
discussing whether twins are produced from one coitus or more, the LaTdpLov
referred to, the dog, the pig and other animals that produce more than one
offspring, is something "we" see (TadTa avTol Opéopev ywopeva) (B 31, 2).

If being seen is a criterion for what is a LoTépLov then the seen embryo should
be something that could be referred to as a LoTopLov. But, we saw above how
toTopLa are used to convince the audience of some propositions made by the
author, where it either refers to common experiences or more or less
convincing arguments, i.e. something accessible in the context of the
presentation. This is not the case with the embryo. The author has seen it, and
he stresses this point, but they have not. It is therefore important for him to tell
a convincing story about how he came to see it, as dropped embryos are not
lying around. This is the function of the story about the slave girl, belonging to
a relative, who needs an abortion. If toTdprov is what the audience is supposed
to recognise immediately, whether it is something they have probably
experienced, seen, heard, or just a convincing argument, the aborted embryo
does not qualify. He can refer both to the egg experiment and the embryo as a
Sudyvwols but if I am right about the use of LoTdpLov for what is immediately
recognised by the audience he may have a perfectly good reason not to refer to
the embryo as a toTéplov. This may also explain the use of TekpunpLov at the

start of NatPuer 13. Here he is referring generally to his whole account of

> Lonie (1981) 163 argues that it is a loTéplov in the sense that it is described as his autopsy
(abTos €idov) B 13, 1, and he even invokes the idea of a {oTwp being a witness. Cf. also
Thomas (2000) 165.

% kaiTol €l Tis pndémw €ide, Bavpdoel év dpuibeiy W évedvTa dpudardv (B 29, 3).
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foetal growth and not to particular pieces of evidence. This might have led him
to shy away from the more specific (in this context) term LoTépLov.

It might be retorted that the audience has not done the egg
experiment. Quite true. But it is a notable feature of the egg experiment that the
results of it are not described in detail — hardly at all, actually. What we get
instead is a recipe for how to do it. And anyone could. It is also probable that
most people had seen chicks in various stages of developments in broken eggs.
Even 1, accidentally, have.® So even though we should not expect the men to
have gone home to do the experiment it was well within their reach to have
direct experience of developing chicks. This is not the case for the aborted

embryo.

5. Aristotle the experimentalist.

Aristotle seems to have done the experiment though. In the HA VI, 3, in the
course of talking about the generation of birds (HA VI, 1-9), he describes in
detail the development of the chick embryo (561a6-562a21), ending on this
general note: 1) pév olv yéveols €k Tob od Tols SprioL TobTov éxeL

Tov Tpomov. The experiment with the hen's egg is generalised to the
development of all eggs, though Aristotle does admit at the beginning that
different time scales apply to birds of different sizes (cf. also 560b16-21). The
first sign of the embryo, in the case of the domestic hen, is seen after three days

and three nights. This is the heart, initially described as: dpx1|, 0cov oTLyun

%6 From collecting, boiling and eating the eggs of geese a little late in the season. There was
nothing systematic about it but I still remember, twenty years later, the "embryos" at various
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atpativn év 1@ Aevk® M kapdla (561all-12). This onpelov  beats and
moves as if it were ensouled (0omep €puxov ). Two flebes-like poroi grow
from this, full of blood, extending respectively to the yolk and the envelope
surrounding the white. Soon after this the body takes form. The eyes are very
swollen for a long time and the lower part of the body seems nothing compared
to the upper part. After ten days the whole chick and all its parts are
distinguishable (561a26-7; cf. also 560b19-20). There follows a detailed
description of the ten day chick. Next (261b27ff.) he describes the chick
around the twentieth day: "it already moves and squeaks inside, if you open the
egg and touch’", an invitation to the reader not unlike the "experiment" in
NatPuer.

From this (there is much more detail in Aristotle's description) we can
see that he at least opened an egg on each day the first few days, again on the
tenth and finally "around the twentieth" day. He also seems to have dissected a
ten day old chick (562a14-16). The chick's development is described in detail,
unlike in NatPuer 29, and in this sense Aristotle is more committed to bringing
out the details than our "Hippocratic" is. But what he saw on the third day
made the most lasting impression on him — the heart. He repeatedly refers to
the fact that the heart, or something analogous to it in bloodless animals, is the
first part of the developing animal to appear,® enough so that Peck in a note to
his Loeb edition and translation of the GA (742b36-7) complains: "He has
repeated it almost continuously."

That this is based on the egg experiment is clear from PA 111, 4, 665a33-
bl:

stages of development and can in that limited, but still immediate, sense relate to the
descriptions in egg experiment.

T mepl 8¢ T elkooTiv 18N dBéyyeTal Te KWwolpevos éowlev, Edv Tis By Steldwy
Cf. 562a17-20. Most mss. read édv TLs KLVTj.

S E.g. Juv 3, 468b28-30; GA 11, 4, 740a3-5; 740a17-18; 753b18-19; PA III, 4, 666a9-10.
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ouLOTApévey yap €v pév evbéns TOV évalpwv kal mdpmav OvTwy
HLkp®V EvBnha yiveTal kapdia Te kal Mmap: daiveTar ydp év pév Tols
wols évioTte Tpitaiols ool oTuypfis éxovta péyebos, mdppikpa 8¢ Kal

€V TOlS ékPolipols TaV eppplwy.

Discussing the internal parts of blooded animals, Aristotle argues that only
blooded animals have viscera (omAdyxva). His target is Democritus, who,
according to Aristotle, had argued that the viscera in bloodless animals were
too small to be visible. Arguing that the heart and the liver in blooded animals
are formed as soon as they are visible, as Aristotle does, is obviously question
begging. But this is not the only interesting thing about this. First, it points to
the egg experiment as the primary source or evidence for the "fact" that the
heart is the first part to be formed; second, that Aristotle also claims the
evidence of aborted embryos without explicitly claiming to have seen one for
himself.

Now we need to see what he does with these facts. The most
relevant discussion is GA 11, 4, 739b33ff., where Aristotle describes in general
the development of the embryo. He begins his description from the time the
foetation (kUnpa) has set”, which is also the point of departure for NatPuer 13
(chapter 12 being concerned with what happens when the male and female
seeds are mixed). This is the moment it has become an individual, like the seed
from a plant, which he explicitly compares it with. The plant seed, as well as
the foetation, has the first principle (dpxn) in itself potentially, and as soon as it
has become distinct a shoot and a root is thrown out from it, the root being
necessary to draw in nourishment (cf. what happens when the heart has been

formed in the egg, according to the HA). This is also what happens in a

% The semen from the male "sets" the amokpiots of the female, like rennet sets milk, 739b20-
33.
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foetation. As the growing foetation needs nourishment, and the ultimate form
of nourishment for an animal is blood, the heart grows blood vessels as
receptacles for the blood (740a19-24). 8fjlov 8¢ ToUTOV €k TGV LOTOPLAV

kal TOV dvatopdy (23-24).% The foetation has all the parts of the growing

animal potentially, but it is the heart that develops first in actuality (740a4-5):

kal To0TO OV pévov émi Tis alobrioews &flov (ocupBaivel yap ouTws)

dAAd kal €ml ToD Aoyou.

Aristotle is not here satisfied with the bare fact, clear to the senses, that the
heart develops first, a probable reference to the egg experiment. This is also
clear to reason. There is a similar passage in the PA II, 1, 646a29-30. He is
explaining how and why the essential order of things is the reverse to their
order of formation, i.e. that what is first in nature is last in formation: ov pévov
8¢ davepov OTL ToUTOV €XEL TOV TPOTOV €K THS €maywyfis, dANd kal
kaTd TOv Adyov. There follows an argument based on the roles of matter and
form, or Adyos. When something comes to be the matter is informed and it is
only at the end of the process that the thing has acquired its complete form.
This is an essential principle in his theory of generation, as it determines, for
Aristotle, what needs to lbe explained. It is the end product, the fact that man
begets a man.®

The PA1II, 4 is a lengthy argument for the centrality of the heart,
with emphasis on the heart as an dpxn of the blood-vessels as well as of

sensation. Then (666a19-23):

® This is a reference to HA 111, 3. In the PA III, 4 Aristotle explains how the heart, and not the

head, is the dpx1} of the blood-vessels and in the process makes this reference (666a8-11): ék
TGOV AvaTopdy 8€ kaTddnha pai\ov TalTa, kal ék TV yevéoewy: evBéws ydp éoTw
EVaL|LoS TPWTT) Ywopévn TOY poplov amdvtov .1 discussed Aristotle's references to the HA
(and the Dissections) in chapter IV. It is obvious that this was a matter he greatly stressed.

' Cf. PA1, 1, 640a11-27, contra Empedocles.
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oV pévov 8¢ kata TOV ANoyov oUTws €xeELV dalveTal, dANG kal kaTd TNy
atoBnow. év ydp Tols €pPplols eVBéws 1M kapdla daiveTar kivoupévn
TGOV poplwv kabdmep €l {Gov, ws dpxn This dvoews Tols €vaipols

ovoa.®

The Adyos is supported by the atobnois, and the alobnots is supported by the
Aoyos. The two seem to be interdependent but it is important to see how this
interdependence works. But first a brief look at the relation of observation and
theory in Theophrastus.

Theophrastus agrees with Aristotle on the relation of observation and
theory, as the opening discussion about generation from seed in the CP 1, i, 1

shows:

N pev olv dmd Tod oméppaTos yéveols kown TdvTwv éoTlv TAV
EXOVTWY oméppa, mdvTa yap dlvartal yewav.  TouTo 8¢ kal Tij alobnoel
pavepov 0T aupPaivel, katd 8¢ TOv Adyov lows avaykaiov — * 1) ydp ¢voLs
OUBEV PéV TOLEL pdTny, NMKloTa &’ €V Tols TPWTOLS Kal KuplwTdToLsS,
TPATOV 8€ KAl KUPLOTATOV TO OTEPILA’ WOTE TO OMEPULA LATNY AV €in
un Suvdpevov yevvdv, elmep TOUTOU XdpLy alel TO oméppa kal mpos

TOUTO TEDUKEV.

All plants that have seed can be generated from seed. This is not only clear

from observation but may also be necessary according to Ad6yos. These

accounts by Aristotle and Theophrastus are based on the same principle: T1

atobnoer davepov / éml Ths aloBroews &filov and O6TL oupPaivel /
ovpBaivet yap oUTws . That the facts are as stated is clear from aiobnols. But
they are also based on Adyos. In Aristotle there follows an argument about the
governing principle of the growing embryo (see below) which shows that the

heart must be the first to develop in the embryo if the embryo is to develop at
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all. Theophrastus is arguing at a much more general level, and the argument he
appeals to is the well known teleological principle from Aristotle's philosophy
of nature: nature does nothing in vain. As a seed that could not generate would
be in vain it must be concluded that all seeds can generate. The agreement of
theory and observation is paramount for both Theophrastus and Aristotle. The
Aoyou of the explanatory works must agree with the observations and, in

general, the loToplat. ©

6. Observation and theory.

How this interdependence works is clearer from the second half of GA I, 1,
which deals with the question of how the sperm from the male works as an
efficient cause in generation. In order to appreciate this argument it is
important to see it in the context of the debate it is a part of. I have already
discussed the argument in Genit 7 and 8 about the male and female
contribution to conception. The author of Genit/NatPuer argued that both the
male and the female contributed seed and he uses this to explain how the

offspring comes to look like its parents. Any theory of the nature of conception

82 Cf. Juv 468b28-469al.
8 Cf. the very first paragraph of the CP, which is the closest we get to a programmatic

statement about the relation of that work to the HP:
TAV GUTGV al yevéoels OTL pév eloL TAelovs, kal Téoal kal Tives, év Tals
toToplats elpnTat mpdTepov: €mel &' o mAcal TAOW, olkelws €xeL SteXelv Tives
€xdoTols Kal 8ta motas aitias, apxals xpwpévouvs Tals kata Tas tdlas ovolas:
€vBl yap xpn ovpdwrelodat Tobs Aoyous Tols elpnuévols.

The causal account of the CP must agree with what has been said about each plant in the HP.
The varieties (i.e. the differences) of the generation of plants have been stated in the HP, and
the causal account to be given must be in accordance with this, i.e. this is what must be
explained. Here oupdwrelofat corresponds to mept v Te yap kai é€ Gv elval 8el Ty
amédetEw in the passage from HA quoted below. The causal or demonstrative account must be
about and based on what has been said in the HA, i.e. it must agree with it.
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has to explain this fact.* How this came about was a highly controversial issue.
The theory Aristotle mainly argues against is the so-—called theory of
pangenesis.” The author of Genit/NatPuer is a representative of this theory, i.e.
the theory that the resemblance, part for part, of an offspring to its parents is
best explained by the seed coming from all the parts of the body of the parents.
In his version the parts are distributed by the actions of mvebpa, like going to
like®, so as to make the new individual (chs. 12 and 17). The theory of
Genit/NatPuer is thoroughly mechanical. Aristotle presents instead a theory
known as epigenesis.” This theory, in short, says that the sperm from the male
carries with it a soul-principle, the form, which sets in motion a series of
events in the matter provided by the female. These motions cause the growth of
the individual embryo. One of the most notorious aspects of this theory is the
claim that the male provides the form, the female the matter. I will not be
concerned with this aspect of the theory per se® but rather with the nature and
role of the semen in conception % The semen, in the male, and the menses, in
the female, are parallel substances. They are both residues from concocted

nourishment. And not any residues, but the final, most concocted, residue, i.e.

% 1t should be noted that this can be understood in two ways: A. a particular child/offspring
shares many characteristics with its parents (eye—colour, shape of nose, sex) ; B. parents of a
species only beget offspring of the same species (Aristotle was mainly interested in B: man
begets man: Met 1032a25; 1033b32; 1049b25-9; 1070a28; 1070b31; Ph 193b8; 194b13;
198a27; 202al1; PA 640a25; 641b26ff.; 646a33; GA 715b2-4; 735a21; de An 415a28; b7). See
Furth (1988) 110-111.

% For all these matters Lesky (1951) should be consulted. See also Lloyd (1983) part II, Furth
(1988) 113-115, Elliott (1997) passim. For those interested in how these theories compare with
modern views, I refer to Needham (1959) and the footnotes in Furth (1988).

% Opposed by Aristotle in GA 11, 4, 740b12ff

¢ For his refutation of the pangenesis view, see GA 1, 18, 722a1-724al3. Lloyd (1983) 96-97,
Furth (1988) 114-115.

5 See Lloyd (1983) 94-105, Elliott (1997) passim.

% Immediately after refuting the pangenesis theory in GA I, 18 Aristotle writes (724a14-17):
apxm &€ kal TavTns Tiis okéPews kal TGV émopévwy mpdTov Aafely mept oméppraTos
TL €0TW" OUTW Yap kal TepL TGOV €pywy avTod kal TOV Tepl avTo oupPawdvTwy

éoTat pdlov evBewpnrov. His theory of the nature of semen is an important part of his
refutation of this theory.
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the generative residue. As the female is colder by nature than the male she
cannot concoct the residue to the same degree as the male. As a result of this
the female residue lacks the principle of soul (€v ydp oUk éxeL pévov: TNy
Ths Puxiis dpxv GA 737a29-30). What it has is all the parts of the fully
grown individual potentially.

In the GA 1II, 1 Aristotle turns to the question of how an

individual can be generated from sperm (733b23-24):

mepl Ov €aTw dmopla mAelwy, TOs ToTE ylyveTal €k Tob omépraTos TO
duTov f| TOV (Gwv O0TLODV. dvdykn ydp TO YLYVOLEVOV Kal €K TLVOS

yiyveobat kal Umd Twos Kai T.

The material, the "out of which" (€x Twos), comes from the female. But this is
not the question he is concerned with here. The problem he tackles in the
second half of II, 1 is the agent, the U6 Twvos . How does he produce the T,
the individual? He must supply the inert matter of the female with the principle
of soul (i.e. with life) and as soul (with the exception of rational soul) cannot
exist apart from some body, or a part — as a part of a living body cannot exist
apart from soul” — that is ensouled this must happen through a physical
medium. The sperm, which is this medium, has, therefore, either to be soul, be
part of soul or have soul. And this must come from the begetter, i.e. the father.
Aristotle uses the analogy of automatic puppets to illustrate how the father,
who is absent, can cause the necessary motions in the growing embryo. Just
like the movements of the automatic puppets are caused by the external mover
that turned them on, even though he is not in touch with them anymore, so the
father, as the first external agent, is the cause of the motions in the womb. But

once the sperm has connected with the female residue, and "turned it on", it

70 As Aristotle repeats frequently, a dead eye is only an eye in name (homonymously).
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evaporates, and as its movements stop each of the parts acquire soul (GA

735a12-17):

TadTNS eV olv ovBév pdplov alTiov Ths yevéoews, dAAA TO TpATOV
kwioav €Ewbev. olBEY yap aiTd éauTod yevvd: otav 8€ yévnTal, avEel
nén avTo €avtd. SLémep TPGTOV TL ylyveTal, kal ovx dpa TdvTd. TOUTO
8¢ ylyveaBal dvdykn mpdTov, 6 avErjoews dpxnVv €XeEL" €LTE yap PuToOV

elTe {Gov, opolws ToUTO TATLY UTApPXEL TO BpeTTLKOV.

The reason why one part is generated first is that the initial movement comes
from the external generator, who is not in touch with the creation any more. It,
therefore, needs its own principle of motion. There is nothing about this having
to be the heart, only that this has to have the lowest, most common, form of

soul: nutritive soul. The argument ends with these words (735a23-26):

woT’ €l 1) kapdla TpdToV €V TiatL {Qois ylyveTal, €v 8€ Tols 1) €xouat

kapdlav TO TavTy dvdloyov, ék TavTns dv €ln 1M dpxn Tols éxouat,
)

Tots &’ dA\oLs €k Tol dvdloyov.
The focus of the argument is the problem of what makes the stuff in the woman
— the sperm from the male and the residue the mother contributes — grow
into a specific living being. The formation of the foetation has been described
in mechanical terms, using principles at work in the female body, in particular
the actions of the breath (mveipa) (also the most important element in NatPuer
12).” Like a plant seed that is formed on and by the plant it is the seed of, the
foetation needs some governing principle when it no longer is governed by the
parent. The plant seed is on its own when it falls to the ground. The foetation,

when it has set, is also on its own, in this respect. It is like a son who sets up

"' The very last sentence of II, 1 is: T{ pév obv éoTw aiTiov ws dpxT) THS TeplL EkaoTov
yevéoews, kwwody TpdTov kal dnptovpyoly, elpnTat mpos Ta StamopndévTa TpdTEPOV.
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his own house "independently from his father" (740a5-7).” There must be a
governing principle to order the rest of its growth and this must be present from
the start, because, if it comes later from outside, when would it do so? He
explicitly argues against Democritus, who, at least according to Aristotle, had
argued that the external parts of the animal are distinguished first. But
something must govern the growth of the external parts right from the
beginning. This is why (8.6) the heart is the first to appear in all blooded
animals (740a17-18).

The important point to see in this case is that the argument is not that
the heart, or any other specific part, is the first to develop, but that whatever
part is first to develop in the embryo is this principle — with all that comes
with it. If it is established that the heart is the first to develop, the heart has
nutritive soul.” It could therefore be said that this procedure allows Aristotle to
dig deeper into the hidden aspects of the living body. His theory about the heart
and its role in the living body, in particular the developing foetus, gives him
much more "information" about the heart than the author of Genit/NatPuer can
claim. But this also makes Aristotle vulnerable to over interpretation if not
false observations. A case in point is his notorious claim that the heart had

three cavities, where his concern with the heart as dpxn and, following that,

2 Cf. Matthen (1989) 171.

™ Excluding, or at least radically diminishing, the mother's contribution to the formation of the
developing embryo calls for a radical solution to this problem. The embryo is in physical
contact with the mother and not the father.

™ Cf. Met. 1035b25-27 on parts and wholes in living beings: in a sense the parts are prior, in a
sense not. But some are dpa: évia 8¢ dpa, 6oa kipla kal €v @ TpwTw 6 Adyos kal T

ovota, olov el ToDTo kapdia 1) éykedalos: Sladépel yap oUBEV mETepOY ToLoDTOV . Here
Aristotle does not want to take sides on the issue of the priority of the heart and the brain and
insists on the theoretical nature of the first organ. This passage is usually taken to mean that the
heart and possibly the brain are prior in the same sense as the other parts but differ in that the
whole can not exist without these parts. This would only make them partly dpa and there
seems to be a multitude of other parts the whole can not survive without (e.g. the liver). I read
him here as saying that the first organ to develop, be it the heart or the brain, already in the
beginning has within it the whole being (potentially).

135




Studies in Historia

finding the dpx1 in the heart, as well as the superior position of the middle,

may have interfered with his observations.”

7. 'Iotopla and zoological demonstrations.

This correlation of observation and theory marks a crucial difference for the
role and uses of LoTopia/ioTdprov. These are two different words, for sure, and
it is not possible to compare toTopia and LoTéprov as if they were the same
word, even though they share the same stem. But this still shows the variety of
uses of words with the stem LoTop— and, with the similarity in argument — i.e.
about the heart — gives an insight into uses in different contexts. This
difference is connected with Aristotle's ideal of knowledge, which is very

different — more sophisticated, some might say — than i
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treatises I discussed above. It has been forcefully argued, and is now generally
accepted, that émioTriun in Aristotle is closer to our "understanding" than
"knowledge", i.e. that it involves knowing why a certain fact is as it is.”® This is
related to two well known distinctions in Aristotle's epistemology: between
what is knowable to us and knowable in nature”’, on the one hand, and between
knowing something dmAds and knowing "in the sophistical way, or

incidentally" (Tov codLoTikov TpdTOV TOV KATA cUUPEPNKdS )™,

S E.g. PA 666b32ff.; Somn 458al6ff. See Lloyd (1991) 243-4.

" Burnyeat (1981). Jonathan Barnes had earlier, in the first edition of his translation of the APo
(1975) consistently translated émioiipn with "understanding”, but this had more to do with his
mode of translating (abandoned in the second edition (1993)) than a philosophically rich
interpretation.

""E.g. APo 1,2, 71b33-72a5.

®APo1,2,71b9-12 and I, 5, 74a27-32.
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To know something amAds is to know at what hierarchical level
of generality a predicate holds and holds essentially. Aristotle exemplifies this
in APo 11, 5 with one of his favourite examples: triangles. Isosceles triangle
"has two right angles", i.e. the sum of its internal angles equals the sum of two
right angles. The same goes for all triangles we know of. So why do isosceles
triangles have two right angles? It is not because they are isosceles but because
they are triangles. Having two right angles does not belong amA@ds to some
species of the genus triangle and not to some higher category, like a figure. It
belongs to triangle as such. Every species of triangle has two right angles
because it belongs to the genus triangle. To know "incidentally" is not to know
at what hierarchical level of generality a predicate holds but to know of some
species of the appropriate genus. Even if there were no other forms of triangles
than isosceles triangles, in which case it would be natural to think that it
belongs to them as isosceles to have two right angles, it would still be the case
that it belongs to triangles as such and not isosceles triangles (APo 74al16-17).
Incidental knowledge is therefore neither understanding in the sense of
knowing why nor is it knowing that at the proper level of generality. The man
who knows that all triangles have two right angles because they are triangles

understands why the various triangles have two right angles and he knows why

it must be the case that everything that belongs to the genus triangle has two
right angles. This does not mean that he knows why triangles as such have two
right angles. That again is not because it belongs to some higher genus which
explains why it is such. Another kind of explanation is required to account for
triangle as such having two right angles, an explanation based on the essence of

being a triangle.”

” Some scholars think that the HA is composed on this model so as to establish at what level of
generality the attributes there described hold. Having a heart and a liver, for instance, belongs
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The second distinction is formulated thus in APo I, 2,

71b33-72a5:

mpdTEPA 8 €0TL KAl YYwpLPWTEPA SLXDS® OU ydp TAUTOV TPOTEPOV TH)
dvoeL kal Tpos TNpds TpdTepov, 0V8E yvwplpdTeEpor Kkal MUy
YVOPLLOTEPOV. AMéyw &€ TPOS Mpds PéV TPOTEPA Kal YVWPLLOTEPA Td
€yyUTepor THs alobnoews, amAds &€ mpdTEpA KAl YVWPLLWTEPA Td
TOPPWTEPOV. €0TL 8€ TOPPWTATW WEV TA KABOAOU PAALOTA, €Y YUTATW &€

Td kab’ éxkaoTa" Kal dvTikeLTal TalT AANAOLS.

On the one extreme is that which is closest to perception and furthest away
from generality and on the other extreme is the opposite, what is most general
and furthest away from perception. What is prior by nature is that which is
furthest away from perception. The only way to what is prior in nature is
through what is prior to us. We start with what is closest to perception and
proceed to what is closer to nature, and what is closest to perception are the
particulars (Ta kaf’ exaoTa).

Now I will turn to methodological passages in the biological writings that

concern the role of toTopla. In Aristotle's zoological writings there are, in

particular, three passages that underline this: HA 1, 6, 491a7-14, PA 1I, 1,

646a8-12 and IA 704b9-11. The passage in the /A puts this most generally:

OTL pév olv oltw TadTa oupPaivel, Sfidov €k Ths loToplas ThHs

duoLkis, BLOTL &€, ViV okeTTEOV.

Prior to this statement he has listed the questions to be answered in the IA, the
causes of which must be looked into (Tas aitias fewpnTéov). That the facts

are as there listed is clear from the "natural history". Why the facts are thus

to all blooded animals. The explanatory works (PA, GA etc.) then explain why these attributes
hold. See in particular Lennox (2000a).
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must now be investigated. More or less the same view is stated in more detail

in the opening sentences of PA II:*

&k Tivov pév olv poplwv kal méowv cuvéaotnker €kacTov TOV (duv, év
Tals LoToplats Tals meplt avTdv SedilwTar cadpéaTepov: 8L’ ds &’
attlas ékaoTov TOUTOV €XEL TOV TpOTOV, €MOKETTEOV VIV, XwploavTas

ka®’ avTd TGOV év Tdls LoToplats elpnuévav.

The LoTopla presents the parts each (€kaoTov) animal is composed of while the
PA is to look into the altia for these compositions. The egg experiment, for
instance, supplies the fact that the heart develops first in blooded animals but it
does not say why. The arguments that answer the why question also shows that
the heart must develop first and in that sense reaches the same conclusion as
the observation. But the fact, theoretically at least, comes first.*' This is again
spelled out in the HA. After some chapters exemplifying the method to be used

in the HA Aristotle goes on to say:

TadTa pév obv TobTov TOV Tpémov elpnTal viv ws TUTW, YEULATOS
xdpw mepl Ooa BewpnTéov (8L’ dkplBelas &' voTepov €polpev) lva
TPATOV TAS UTapxovoas Siadopds kal Td cUpPEPNKOTA TAoL AdPwlLev.
pHeTA &€ ToUTO TAS alTlas TOUTWY TELPATEOV €VPELY. OUTW YAp KATA
dUvow éoTl moLeloBar Ty pébodov, vTapxovons ThHs LoToplas Ths mepl
€kaoTov" mEpL WV Te ydp kal €€ Gv elval Sel THY amddeléy, €k ToUTWY

yiyveTar davepov.

This is Aristotle's most programmatic statement of the role of LtoTopia in the
study of nature. The natural method is to start with the toTopla of each (mept

éxaoTov). First we grasp (\dBwpev) the differences (SLadopds) and the facts

% Book I is a general introduction to the study of biology. This is therefore the opening
sentence of the PA proper.
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(cupPepniéTa) by LoTopia, then we try to discover the causes (aitia).*”* The
demonstration (am68eLELs) must be about (mept) and from (ék) the toTopla.

In these passages Aristotle explains in general terms the place of
toTopla in the study of animals. It presents the facts, what the explanations and
demonstrations are about. These statements from the HA, PA and IA leave open
the nature of the demonstrations intended and I do want to leave the question
open whether Aristotle intended the HA to provide material for Analytics style
demonstrations or not.* And, importantly, they do not say anything about the
nature of the toTopla itself, and we must go to the HA to find out what that is.
They are only concerned with the role of toTopla at the explanatory level. It is
easy to assume that the references to LoTopla in these contexts are references to
perceptual knowledge, but there is nothing in the texts that presses this
interpretation. It is only if we read them in close conjunction to the two
distinctions I presented above that this interpretation seems compelling.

The two distinctions discussed above are obviously related and seem
also to be related to these methodological passages. The way from perception
to understanding is the way from incidental knowledge to knowledge or
understanding am\®s. This process (€maywyr)) is described in the last chapter
of APo, as well as the first chapter of Met. It is not something Aristotle lays any

great stress on. He was not particularly worried about the reliability of sense

81 Cf. the well known passage from the GA (760b27ff.) on the lack of observations on the
reproduction of bees, which stresses the priority of observations over Aoyot.

8 In the HP VII, xi, 1 Theophrastus expressly links ioTopia and Siadopd:
adwpLlopévwr obv TouTwy TEpL Tds Stadopds €v ols yivovTal kal mds AekTéov 1idn
Tas kab’ éxaoTov toTopias ... (The text following this is mutilated, but the very next
words are: 6oa pn katd THv i8lav ékdoTov ¢pvow.)
The issue concerns the time of growth and flowering of herbs, which he has been discussing in
general terms, but proceeds to give detailed accounts of individual plants.
8 See Lloyd (1996) 7-37 for a discussion of how narrowly conceived the project of reading the
zoological treatises only with the APo model of apodeixis in mind, as there are many other
models of apodeixis in the Aristotelian corpus, and some which are better applicable to
zoology than the one found in the APo.
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perception or about the possibilities of knowledge. He was not arguing against
scept;(;ism about knowledge. His agenda in the APo is to explain understanding
(émoTnn) in the strict sense of knowing why something necessarily is as it is.
To be able to do this by the demonstrative method one has in the end to be able
to rely on indubitable premises. He denies that they can be somehow innate
but, as all knowledge is based on some previous knowledge (clearly stated in
the first and last chapters of APo), they must be based on something. This
something is our capacity (8Uvajis) to learn from experience. It all starts in
perception (atobnois) and from perception we proceed to the universal by
émaywyr, usually translated as "induction". The classical definition of
emaywyn is in Top I, 12, 105a13—-14: émaywnyn 8¢ 1 dmod TGOV kab’ €kaoTa

€ml TO kaBdlov €podos . Out of context this sounds deceptively "Baconian"
but in context it is something quite different. Aristotle is discussing dialectical
arguments and € ma<ywyn is one of its cardinal methods, the other being
ovloyLopds. A dialectical argument begins in what someone takes to be the
case, i.e. in évbofa. By émarywyn] the opponent uses these particular statements
and beliefs of the one he is opposing to posit a general proposition which has to
be accepted by the one who has the particular belief. Then it might just be
possible for him to deduce from this general proposition something
unacceptable to the other part. Thus you win a verbal contest. 'Emaywyr in
this instance is not based on truths or observed facts but on someone's opinions.
This is one extreme of the spectrum of émayywyr. When discussing it in the
APo, particularly in the last chapter, it is clear that Aristotle is referring to the
road from sense—perception — alofnois — to knowledge of the universal and
ultimately knowledge of the indemonstrables. But alfOnois, as
sense—perception, is not all what we might expect it to be. Not only can the

word mean "feeling", "consciousness"”, "knowledge" etc., which in itself is
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important not to forget*, but in sense—perception more happens.than meets the
eye. Even though we perceive (aioBdveTar) the individual (T0 ka8’ €kaocTov )
perception (atofnots) is of the general (Tod kaBorov) (APo 100a16-bl). Even
though we perceive the man Critias or any other individual the perception is of
man. The details of this are not important in the present context®, and require a
treatise on their own, and it is sufficient to note that the lowest step in émaywyn
is already a universal. There is no reason to believe that Aristotle repeated the
egg experiment in order to see if the heart always develops first. A single

observation already establishes, ceteris paribus, a general truth.

8. Transit.

In the next chapter, my final study, I will explore the "historical" investigations
of nature by Aristotle and Theophrastus, carrying on my semi—chronological
story. In order to understand the nature of the LoTopta of Aristotle and, thereby,
dig deeper into the concept of toTopia, we must see how it is practiced in the
Historia. The programmatic and methodological passages discussed above
only give a very partial picture of what it is about, and that picture is easily
misunderstood. Aristotle, and Theophrastus, may theoretically have put their
main faith in autopsy and that will show most clearly in methodological

discussions. The reality in practice can be quite different.

8 Cf. Solmsen (1968), though he notes that aiofnots for Aristotle is primarily
sense—perception, and Frede (1987a), who argues that alofdvecfar means becoming aware of
something, by sense—perception or in any other way. Lloyd (1979) 134-138 must also be
consulted.

% See Spruit (1994) 1-10 and, more specifically on Aristotle, 45-6.
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What this chapter has shown again is the great variety of uses of
the LoTop— vocabulary: it can refer to almost anything used to support a Aoyos.
But the Adyos is not the same in the cases of Aristotle and the "Hippocratic"
author. For Aristotle it is a theory formulated within his teleological mode of
explanation. For the author of Genit/NatPuer/Morb IV it is what he has been
claiming: the facts as he claims they are —his story. The toTépia are his
proofs. Aristotle's toToplal are the facts that need to be explained. What these

toToptar are I must now turn to.
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CHAPTER [V

Nature Investigated

Nature does not come pre-packed and labelled. We need to do the packing and
labelling, as well as supply the chunks. The complexity of the job is not the
same in all areas, and biology has proved to be one of the most complex.
Animals and plants are paradigmatic natural substances, and frequently
referred to as such by Aristotle. He himself embarked on a study of animals,
while Theophrastus, who may have been instrumental in formulating a project
of natural history, concentrated on plants. But there are some very significant

differences between the Historia Animalium and the Historia Plantarum. These

have been explained in various ways, but this most often involves a claim to
the effect that Theophrastus was less of a philosopher and/or more of a scientist
than Aristotle." This is also the case in the more general realm of cosmology
and even metaphysics, where it has been claimed that Theophrastus shows
more respect for the observed irregularities in nature than Aristotle. This

apparent contrast between Aristotle and Theophrastus is my main concern on

! "Theophrastus, however, seems to have preferred physics to metaphysics, initiating a shift of
attention fully developed by his successor Strato, nicknamed "the physical philosopher" (6
dvoLkos)." Baltussen (2000) 11.
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the following pages, but the objective is to explore this contrast in order to
reveal some essential elements of LoTopla ¢uoikn, or 1 Tepl PpvoewS
toTopla. After some general considerations I will first look into Aristotle and
Theophrastus on the difference between the sublunary and the superlunary
world and what that means for "natural history". Then I turn to their biological
writings and the real and apparent differences between their respective

Historiae.

1. Living nature and explanation.

Aristotle's HA and Theophrastus' HP are the more descriptive parts of their
zoological and botanical works.? The relation between Theophrastus' botanical
studies and his metaphysical and methodological thinking has not been a
pressing problem, simply because he is less articulate about his metaphysics
and methodology than Aristotle is.> But the place of zoology in Aristotle's
philosophy has been a central problem in 20" century Aristotelian scholarship,
leading to a variety of developmental hypotheses®, which I will not discuss
here. While the zoology has proved a rich source for Aristotle's metaphysical
thinking’ the relation between the zoological works and the Organon, in

particular the APo, is much more ambiguous. Everyone in the debate has to

? Louis (1956) xv overdoes it when he claims that the HA is an "ceuvre purement descriptive".

3 This is still an interesting problem, which can be fruitfully explored through Theophrastus'
Metaphysics. Theophrastean scholarship has been taking off in recent years, in particular since
the publication of his collected fragments (FHS&G) in 1992.

* E.g. Jaeger, who saw Aristotle's development as being from a Platonist towards a full blooded
empirical scientist, with the HA as a culmination, and Balme, who presented a more complex
picture of the relation between the zoological treatises.

51 want in particular to mention Furth (1988). See 67-75 for a justification of his approach to
Aristotle's metaphysics.
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agree that the zoological works display nothing like the rigid axiomatic
structure of demonstration Aristotle's APo argues for. Those who want to see a
close relation between the two have to show that there is something
significantly like that structure in the zoology, either actually or potentially.
Attempts to do this have not been lacking.® James Lennox has, for instance, —
on his own admission — spent the last twenty years arguing for a close
connection between (a) Aristotle's zoology and his philosophy of zoology (by
which he means the PA I), and (b) the philosophy of zoology and the general
theory of science.” He expresses the conviction that there is a link between
these realms with the following rhetorical question: "Is it possible that a
philosopher as systematic as Aristotle could formulate the first rigorous theory
of scientific inquiry and demonstration, pepper the treatise in which he does so
with biological examples, and then not aim to structure his science of animals
in accordance with that theory?"® Ignoring, for the sake of the argument, the
question begging involved in "systematic", the obvious answer seems to be
"no". But even a "no" can be followed by a variety of different accounts of the
relation between the "theory of science" and the "science of animals", some of
which seem to approximate an affirmative answer to the above question.
Aristotle may well have intended to apply the APo model to the zoology but
failed, given up on the project, simply not have made enough progress or
possibly changed it out of recognition. It is even possible that an "APo project"
was not on the table, however we understand this phrase, when Aristotle

embarked on his zoological studies. Putting a finger on Aristotle's intentions is

®E.g. Bolton (1987), Gotthelf (1987), Lennox (2000a).

" Lennox (2000) xxii-xxiii, and for the PA I as the link between the APo and the zoology,
Lennox (2000d). It is not clear to me why he thinks it is so important to establish this link,
though the title of Lennox (2000d), "Putting Philosophy of Science to the Test: the Case of
Aristotle's Biology", is an indication.

8 Lennox (2000) 6.

2
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not easy. The fact remains, as will become clear, that a qualified version of
demonstration and definition that fits the zoological material is much more
complicated than the axiomatic and linear version we find in the APo.

Recent work by David Charles, citing the support of Allan
Gotthelf, illustrates this last point.” A pressing problem in zoology is
identifying, and defining, biological kinds. This was, of course, not only a
problem for Aristotle and Theophrastus, but has been, and still is, a central
problem in biology. How do Aristotle's definitions of biological kinds square
with his theory of definitions in the APo? According to Charles, Aristotle
developed "one, explanation-involving, account of definition", which rests on
two claims: "(A) At the centre of each definition there is reference to one
causally basic feature which explains the presence of other necessary features
of the phenomena. (B) The definition is completed by the addition of reference
to differentiating features, themselves parts of the nature of the phenomenon,
whose presence is explained by the basic causal feature specified in (A).""
Charles takes as an example Aristotle's discussion of fish in PA IV, 13."
Though many aspects of the nature of fish can be explained by reference to
their mode of movement'?, their mode of reproduction, style of eating as well
as the differences between species can not be explained with reference to this."
Charles concludes: "There is, it appears, a crisis in Aristotle's project. In
biology, his favoured area of investigation, he failed to find the one, unitary,
causal feature whose (postulated) existence provides the basis of his account of

definition in the Analytics and the Metaphysics. Are we, at this point, witnesses

? Charles (1997) and (2000) referring to Gotthelf (1997). See also Lennox (2000d) and Detel
(1997).

1 Charles (2000) 310.

' Charles (1985), (1997) and (2000) 310-347. He refers to Gotthelf (1997), for a discussion of
another example with a conclusion similar to his own.

2 For this as the causally basic feature of fish, see Charles (2000) 332-3.
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to the collapse of a brilliant research program?"'* Charles' answer is a qualified
negative. But the version of the causal model of definition he comes up with is
a radical new version of the APo model. Instead of one basic causal feature,
there are many causal features, some of them material, that interact in the
explanatory definition, without there being any one basic causal feature linking
them all. Charles terms the resulting unity, and there has to be some sort of
unity in a definition, "interactive unity"."

Whether it is possible to accommodate this to the APo account of
definition and demonstration, via the PA I or not'®, is not an issue here. The
important point to see is that definitions and demonstrations in the zoological
works are much more complicated than the theories of the APo make room for.
Even unifiers like Lennox and Gotthelf admit that the APo model has to be

qualified if it is to work in the realm of animals, and the qualification is in the

direction of increased complexity, i.e. less unity. This is surely related to the

subject matter of zoology, and biology in general. Nature, to take an even
wider category, is a complex phenomenon and does not easily submit itself to
abstract theories. It is obviously "mixed up" (ouyxelv), as Aristotle says (Ph 1,

1, 184a21-2)." Much modern philosophy of science insists on the complexity

13 Cf. Charles (2000) 335.

14 Charles (2000) 336. See Lennox (2000e) for a defense of the idea that Aristotle had a
"research program", which no one after him and Theophrastus tried to implement.

15 Charles (2000) 345: "The resulting unity might be termed interactive unity, because it rests
on the distinctive interconnection of several causal features, and not on the presence of one
common cause or starting point. Biological natures, so understood, will not conform to the
Analytics ideal, but neither will they be the result solely of common sense reflection." Cf.
Charles (1997) 42. The space between the two alternatives Charles mentions in the last
sentence of this paragraph is very wide.

' That this is the route to take is argued most forcefully by Lennox (2000d).

' Furth (1988) 71-75, gives a list of seven "facts of nature" that characterise the biological
phainomena Aristotle was dealing with. His emphases are complexities, on the one hand, and
high degree of order, on the other (cf. "Fact 3. These biological individuals are by a wide
margin and without exception the most complex and highly organized objects to be found on
the Earth").
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of nature in the face of scientific theories. Nicholas Rescher, to take a recent
example, has pressed this point. He argues that there is a direct correspondence
between how hard we push nature with our "tools" and the yield we get. The
resulting "laws of nature" are true of nature at the level of sophistication at
which these tools apply.'”® "Aristotle's cosmos had only spheres; Ptolemy's
added epicycles; ours has a virtually endless proliferation of complex orbits
that only supercomputers can approximate."'® The harder we push, the more we
get. The result of the intense pushing in biology in the last hundred or so years
is that the "volume of our information of the housefly is greater than Aristotle's
about the whole of the animal kingdom."? But the complexity increases at the
same time, and this is the point I want to take away from this initial discussion
— to Aristotle and Theophrastus. Theophrastus studies a different realm of
being in his botany than Aristotle in his zoology. Plants are lower level beings
than animals. As such, according to the hierarchical model of the universe
Aristotle and Theophrastus accepted”, they are more irregular or less
determined than animals. Not only is he carrying on, in the sense of carrying
further, a particular approach to a part of nature (more on this later), he is also
doing it in a different realm of nature. By comparing Aristotle's and
Theophrastus' Historiae 1 hope to throw light on what this means for an
enquiry into the physical world which starts with and tries to save the
phainomena. Are the classificatory and explanatory schemes they come up
with in the case of animals and plants a result of their pushing nature harder

than the APo theory can cope with?

' Rescher (2000) 69. Rescher disagrees with Cartwright (1983) on this point. According to
Rescher the laws are not relative to levels of reality but to levels of technology. His kind of
realism, "contextualistic realism" (71), is contextual to this.

¥ Rescher (2000) 9-10. Progress in science is possible, according to Rescher, but only
"advancement-progress” not "destination-progress", i.e. there is no teleology involved (49-50).
% Rescher (2000) 22 (emphasis mine).
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The first part of this chapter deals with what Aristotle and
Theophrastus have to say about the general question of natural history.
Animals and plants are a part of nature, pvoLs, and are studied as such. It is
therefore important to see what Aristotle and Theophrastus think about 1 mepl
dvoews LtoTopla or toTopta ¢uoikr in general before I go on, in part II, to

discuss the narrower field of 1) mepl TGOV {Ywv /duTdv LoTopla .

PART I

2. 'Iotopla and €mioTiiun of nature.

Aristotle begins PA I by insisting on methodological standards for 1 mepl
dvoews toTopla (639a13).” He goes on to ask a series of questions about how
to proceed in the study of animals, the first being the question whether each
particular animal should be studied on its own® or by the common attributes,
like sleep, respiration, growth, deterioration and death. He eventually settles on
this latter procedure. Later in the chapter he refers to the person doing this as a
duoLkés (639b8).* The study of animals (and plants, cf. 644b28-30; cf. Met
VII, 8) is therefore presented within the framework of the study of nature. PA I
can be read as Aristotle's general introduction to the study of animals, which is

a limited area within the general study of nature, which again is a theoretical

?! See for instance Cael 111 2, 300b25 ff., GA I1, 1 and Thphr Metaph passim.

2 639a12-15: doTe Sfidov 6TL kal This Tepl dpUoL LoToplas Bel Twas vmdpxel Bpovs

ToLoUTOUS TPOS ols avadépwy dmodéEeTal TOV TpdTOY TGV Selkvupévwv, Xwpls ToD

mOs €XEL TANNOES, €lTe OUTWS €lTE dMNwS

% Which would approach what we understand with "natural history" today.

% Cf. also IA 1, 704b9-11: 871 pév olv olitw TadTa cupPaivet, Sfilov ék Tis toToplas
Tis duoikis, SLoTL 8€, viv okemTéov, which seems to be a reference to the HA

150

_i




Nature Investigated

and not a practical science.” In chapter 5 Aristotle presents his justifiably
famous apology for why animals and plants should be studied, comparing them
as objects of enquiry to ungenerated and imperishable things, i.e. the heavenly
bodies or the superlunary region. They are more worthy objects of study —
indeed divine (Tiptat and Oetav; cf. Cael 1, 3; 11, 1; Met XII, 8, 1074a38-b14)
— compared with the humble objects of zoology, and as such give more
pleasure (1}6tov). But studying animals yields more knowledge because they
can be studied in detail (cf. 8.” akpifeias in 644b35-645al) as we live among
them (T0 ovvTpodov ). There is thus a clear understanding that the study of
animals and plants is a study of less worthy things, but they supplement this by
providing an excess of knowledge (] Tfis émomuns vmepox1} ), which we
must understand in terms of the amount of information or volume of
phainomena. The dichotomy between more exact knowledge and the
knowledge of worthy things is repeated at the start of de Anima I."H mepl Tfis
Puxfis LoTopla is valuable both because the object studied is good and

remarkable and because of the exactness the inquiry allows, remembering that

puxn is the form of the living material body and belongs, therefore, to the

study of nature.*

25 In Met V1, 1 he argues that the study of nature is a theoretical science, distinguishing it from

mathematics by his argument about the "snub" (16 oijLév) and the "concave" (1] kOLAdTNS):

Stadépet 8¢ TabTa OTL TO eV oLpodv ouvelnLpévov €oTl peta This UAns (éoTt ydp ‘
T0 ooV Kol pis), 1) 8¢ koAdTNS dvev UAns atobnThs (1025b32-34). The study of

nature is theoretical, but its object of study is of the snub kind: it essentially involves ‘
perceptible matter. See also Diiring (1961) ad loc. PA 1, 639b30-640a2, who argues that the |
contrast in this passage is not between the theoretical sciences and the physical sciences, but

between the latter and the practical sciences. Pellegrin (1986) 13: "To be sure, Aristotle placed

zoology in a larger frame constructed from metaphysical principles ultimately related to those

of Plato: the study of animals is part of physics; it is a theoretical science (in the sense of

episteme) of the real in becoming." In contrast, the main distinction in Theophrastus' CP is

between nature and art, both of which are essential to his enquiry.

1@ kakdv kal Tipiwv THY eldnow vmohappdvovTes, palkov 8’ éTépav €Tépas H

kat' drpipetav 1 TG BeATLOVwY Te kal BavpacilwTépwy elvat, 8U’ dudpdTepa TadTa THY

mepl Ths Puxfis LloToplav eVAdyws dv év mpwTols Tibeinpev. Ross (1961) 165 does not

understand why Aristotle "assigns a high degree of dkpifeLa to psychology", and hesitantly
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So how does Aristotle approach the enquiry into heavenly things?

Cael I opens with these words:

7N Tepl $pUoEWS EMLOTHUN OXESOV 1) TAELOTN dailveTal Tepl Te owpaTa
kal peyédn kal Ta TovTwy oloa TdlN kal TAS KwhoeLs, éTL 8¢ Tepl

TAs dpxds, 6oal TAs ToLavTns ovolas eloty’ KTA.

The precise argument for the centrality of bodies is not important. It is enough
to note that ¢pvoLs refers primarily to bodies and that the study of ¢ioLis is,
therefore, primarily a study of bodies and their attributes. Aristotle frequently
repeats that dvoLs is that which has the source of movement within itself.”
This is essential in the argument starting in Cael I, 2, that all natural bodies can
move, because nature is a principle of movement (268b14-16). The simple
bodies have simple natural movements, of which there are only two: in a
straight line and in a circle (268b26-269a9). It turns out that in the sublunary
region the natural movement is in a straight line, while in the superlunary

region it is in a circle. The distinction between these two regions is, at least in

agrees with Philoponus that this is because "soul is a pure form, not a complex for form and
matter." The reason must be that precisely because soul can be studied in ensouled bodies,
animals and plants, can we have exact knowledge of it. See e.g. Lloyd (1996) ch. 2, particularly
39. Irwin (1989) 489 n 8, who distinguishes sharply — too sharply (see e.g. Lloyd (2000a)
229) — between empirical inquiry, which he identifies with toTopia, and dialectical inquiry,
argues that this phrase does not refer to the de An, because the de An is dialectical and not
empirical.

%" He sums up his discussion of ¢p0ots in the "philosophical dictionary" in Met V, 4, 1015a13-
15: €k 81 TOV elpnpévwv 1) mpwTn ¢UoLS Kal kuplws Aeyopévn €aTiv 1) ovola 1) TGV
EXOVTWY dpxTV KWijoews év auTols 1) avtd . Cf. also Met VI, 1025b19-21 and 1036b28-30:
aloBnTov yap Tu TO {@ov, kal dvev KWNoews ok €aTwy Opiagacbat, 8L ovd’ dveu TGV
pepdv éxovTwy mis (on this controversial passage see Frede (1990b), Lloyd (1996) 53-4 and
n 53, Charles (2000) 276-83. Ph III opens with one of his strongest formulations of the view

that without knowledge of movement there is no knowledge of nature: émel &' 1} dpvoLs pév
€0TW dpxX1) KWwioews kal LeTaPoris, 1 8¢ pwébodos Nuiv mepl dpioeds €oTL, S 1)
AavBdvew Ti €0TL kKivnots® dvarykalov ydp dyvooupévns auTis dyvoelofal kal Ty

¢vow. See Solmsen (1960) 253-265 for the importance of movement in Aristotle's cosmology
and physics in contrast to Plato's insistence on generation.
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theory,”® very sharp: aither, the fifth element, belongs to the superlunary
region, while the four common elements, earth, water, air and fire, belong to
the sublunary region. The importance of this passage, for my purpose, when
compared to the opening of Cael 111, is the phrase 1 Tepl ¢pUoewS EMOTHN
as an introduction to Cael 1.

The opening of Cael 111 is in many ways similar to the opening of Cael I.
Here the argument for why ¢voLs is primarily concerned with bodies is

repeated, followed by this remark (298b1-4):

davepov OTL TNV mAeloTny cupPaivel Tiis mepl pUoews LaToplas mepL
owpdTwy €lvar: maoal yap al puotkal ovolal | odpaTa 1 peETA

OWPLATWY ylyvovTal kat peyeddv.

Cael 1 and II concentrate on the superlunary region and the cosmos as a whole.
Cael 111 and IV turn to the sublunary region of destruction and generation
(298b8).” It is in introducing this discussion that Aristotle writes about 1} Tepl
dvoews LoTopia, and not the more general 1) mepl pvoews émoTnun he used

at the start of book 1.* He has moved from the level of the ungenerated and

indestructible to the level of generation and destruction, cf. 298b6-11:

mepL LV oy Tod TpWTOU TAV oToLxelwy elpnTat, kal TOldV TL TV

duowy, kal OTL dpBapTov kal dyévnTov: AoLov 6€ mepL Tolv duotly

% See Lloyd (1996) 160-183 and (2000b), particularly 246-7, on how Aristotle tried to bring
any irregular phenomena of the heavens — e.g. comets — to, or at least towards, the sublunary
region, and thus save the regularity of the superlunary region.

* There are strong arguments in favour of Cael III and IV being older than books I and II,
particularly the fact that books III and IV are completely silent about the fifth element — with
the exception of the introductory section. If we accept this it means that the introduction to III
and IV is written later than the main text itself, i.e. after books I and II. But I see no reason to
doubt that the introduction is by Aristotle himself, as Elders (1966) 271 n 1 does.

0 Cf. Ph1, 1, 184al4-16.
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elmelv.” dpa 8¢ oupprioeTal Tepl ToUTWY Aéyoual Kal TrEpL YEVETEWS
kal pBopds Sackéfacbal: yéveols ydp 1iToL TO Tapdmay ovk €TV, 1|

LOVOV €V TOUTOLS TOLS OTOLXELOLS KAl TOLS €K TOUTWY €0TLV.

The distinction presented here is similar to the one we see at the beginning of
PA 1, 5 between that which suffers generation and destruction and that which
does not.* The use of LloTopia in PA 1, 5, de An1, 1 and Cael 111, 1 suggests
strongly that the variety of phrasing in Cael I, 1 and III, 1 is related to the
subject matter: i.e. the sublunary region of generation and destruction. The

immediate continuation of Cael 111, 1 points in the same direction (298b11-24):

adTo 8¢ TolTo TpdTOV lows BewpnTéoV, TETEPOVY EGTLY 1) OUK €0TLY. O
pev olv mpdTepov dLhocodrioavTes mepl Ths dAndelas kal Tpos ovs viv
Aéyopev Mels AGyous kal Tpos dAAous Sunvéxbnoav. ol pev yap
alT@V 6A\ws dvetlov yéveawy kal ¢pBopdv: ovBev yap olTe ylyveobal
daow ovTe PpBelpecdar TOV SuTwy, G pévov Sokelv Tulv, olov ol Tepl
Méloaody Te kal Tappevidny, ols, €l kal Td\a Méyovol ka\ds, dAL’ ov
puoiids ve Sel vopioal Ayewr T yap €lvan drta TGV SvTwy dyévnTa
kal OAwS dkivnTa LAANOY €0TLY  €Tépas kal TpoTépas 1} Tis PUaLKTIS
OKEPEws. €KeLvoL 8€ BLd TO PNBEV v dANo Tapd THv TOV alobnTdy
ovolav vmolapBdvewy €lvat, TolaiTas 8¢ Twas vofjoal Tp@ATOL GUCELS,
elmep €oTal TS Yr@oLs 1 ppdimots, oUTw LeTHVEYKay €Tl TalTA TOUS

¢kelBev \oyovs.

Aristotle often refers to the arguments of the Eleatics as not belonging to the

study of nature.* Their failure was in not recognising where their arguments

31 "Two" from the perspective of their mode of movement, i.e. in a straight line either towards
or away from the middle. Aristotle has problems explaining why there are four sublunary
elements and not two.

32 Cf. the beginning of Ph II, where animals, plants and the four simple bodies are mentioned,
in this order, as paradigmatic natural beings.

3 This is followed by étepol 8¢ , which picks up ot pév ydp.

H E.g. Ph1, 2, 184b25-185al. Cf. also 184b15-18 where Melissus and Parmenides are referred
to for the view that the one principle is motionless, and then contrasted with ot ¢puatiot, who
claimed that it was in motion. What allows him to classify some earlier thinkers as ¢puotiol
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hold, because the only beings they recognised were perceptible beings.” He
accepts that there has to be something ungenerated and indestructible if there is
to be any yv@ols and dppdvnots. But it is not a feature of nature and does not
belong to the enquiry into nature. Applying the Eleatic arguments to (physical)
nature is a category mistake. Even though they were on to a right principle,
they were ignorant about nature.*

If a report by Simplicius is to be believed Theophrastus went
even further in his criticism of the use of the Eleatics (Simp in Ph: CAG IX
22.22 f. = FHS&G 224). The question concerns whether the principle of nature
is single or not, and, if it is single, whether it is moved or unmoved, and, if it is
unmoved, whether it is unlimited, like Melissus held, or limited, like

Parmenides says, oU mepl $uoikod oToLxelov Aéyovtes ovToL, NG Tepl

T0D vTos GAws. ¥

plav 8€ TNy dapxny f{ToL €v TO OV Kal Tav Kal oUTE TeTEPUTILEVOV OUTE
dTeLpov OUTE KLVOUPEVOV OUTE Mpepolv Eevodpdvny Tov Kolodwriov Tov
IMappevidov dtddokalov vmoTiBeaBal dnoLv 6 OeddpacTos OPLONOYHV
€Tépas elvar pd\ov fj Tfis Tepl dpivoews LoToplas T pwriuny Ths

ToUTOU 8dEMS.

The implication of this remark is that arguments about being in general do not,

according to Theophrastus, belong to 1 mepl dpvoews LoTopla , and it is not

seems to be the fact that they attribute movement to nature. Elsewhere Aristotle seeks to drive
a wedge between Parmenides and Melissus, e.g. Met 986b18, 27ff.

35 A materialist interpretation of the Eleatics' One is implied in Aristotle's attempt, in Met 1,
984a27ff, to establish a relation between the Eleatics and the material monism of the early
Ionians.

36 This passage is remarkably ignored in the scholarly literature on Parmenides. But see
Cherniss (1935) 23 n 85 and 63 n 258 for some interesting comments.

37 According to Plato's Phaedrus Hippocrates wanted to know 1) ToD 6\ov ¢piots (270c-d). All
attempts to identify genuine Hippocratic works based on Plato's description of Hippocrates
have failed. The description need be no more than a Platonic spin on the famous doctor. The
Hippocratic NatHom opens with an attack on those who go further than medicine requires in
their theories about the nature of man, cf. also VM 20.
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unlikely that the phrase goes back to him. If Xenophanes' opinions do not
belong to it, neither do Melissus' or Parmenides'. Is this just a repetition of
Aristotle's criticism of the Eleatics, i.e. is Theophrastus just agreeing
(6poloyadv) with Aristotle on this point? The nature of the report makes it
difficult to draw a definitive conclusion. But we must note that it is not the
arguments of the Eleatics as such that seem to be the focus of Theophrastus'
criticism. It is the pvijun of them in the context of 1} mepl Ppvoews toTopla

that is considered wrong. This could, therefore, be a criticism of Aristotle, who
repeatedly "remembers" the Eleatics only to claim that they are irrelevant in the
context in which they are mentioned. But Theophrastus could also be
admitting, in the context of his own practice, that the opinions of the Eleatics
and Xenophanes are not really relevant in the context. Simplicius would not be
interested in distinguishing these issues, as he wants to assimilate Aristotle to
the Platonic view that puotoloylia is etkoToroyia (CAG IX 18.29 f. = FHS&G
142).%® He enlists Theophrastus in support of the view that this is all we are

capable of, i.e. in support of his attempted assimilation.”

% This implies, according to Simplicius, that the APo model of demonstration does not apply in
the domain of nature.

¥ The text reads: kal kaA@ds 6 TINdTwv TV duoLohoylav elkoToloyiav éXeyev etvat, ¢

kal ' ApLoToTéAns oupLpapTupel T kuplus amédelEi éx dpéowv kal avTomioTwy

apx@v kal ék TAV kuplws altlwv kal T dpUoeL mpoTépwy elval Bouldpevos. dAN’ olk
aripacTtéov dua TolTo duatodoylav, dAN’ dpkelabat xpr| TG kata THY HpeTépay dplow
kal Suvap, ws kal OeoppdoTe Sokel . See Laks (1998) 165-7, who notes that Simplicius
frequently ends a comment by referring to Theophrastus as an authority on Aristotle. See also

Lloyd (1987) 154-5 n 179 for some reservations on the "defeatism" of Theophrastus.
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3. On the eternity of the world.

Is the world eternal or not? Aristotle discusses the issue in Cael I, 10-12,
reviewing what other thinkers had said on the topic and constructing his own
arguments, in the words of a recent study, "completely through logical and
conceptual analysis"; "opponents are attacked for logical inconsistency."® I
will not object to this selective description of Aristotle's procedure in Cael 1,
10-12, but the characterisation of Theophrastus' contrasted position is more
seriously misleading: "But in marked contrast, the arguments that were selected
by and appealed to Theophrastus for selection, and so also the arguments
(which is perhaps even more important) by which they were countered, depend
on observation of geological, geographical and meteorological phenomena
with empirical appeal of instance, not on metaphysical argument."" The

Theophrastean text in question is Philo's De aeternitate mundi 117-149

(FHS&G 184).* 1 will start by briefly summarising it.

%0 Kidd (1996) 143. He has much the same to say on Theophrastus' Meteorology in comparison
with Aristotle's Meteorology, in Kidd (1992). Solmsen (1960) 274 expresses a similar view in
chapters 11-12.

41 Kidd (1996) 143 (emphases mine). Sedley (1998b) 166 n 1 finds himself in "complete
agreement with his conclusions", while I find myself largely in agreement with Sedley's
conclusions but not Kidd's.

2 The text is reported by Philo and no one, as far as I know, has ever claimed that the whole of
it is in Theophrastus' own words. But there is still a wide scope for how much of it can be

ascribed to him. For a review of the variety of opinions about how much of the text goes back
to Theophrastus, and for the possible sources of the four arguments, see Sharples (1998) 132-
136. On the one extreme (e.g. von Arnim) only the first few lines, quoted below, belong to
Theophrastus while on the other (e.g. Sedley) the whole belongs to Theophrastus, though not in
the exact form in which it is reported in Philo. I discuss this briefly below. For a compelling
defence of the Philonian authorship of Aer see Runia (1981). See also Mansfeld (1992) for the
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This is how it starts, as reported by Philo (117):%

OebddpaaTos pévTol ¢nal Tous yéveowy kal dpbopav Tod kOopHOU
KaTnyopolvTas Umd TETTApwY dmaTndfval TGV peyloTwy, yiis

avopalias, BaAdTTNS Avaxwpioews, EKAoTOU TAY TOD GAOU PepdY
SLaioews, Xepoaiwy ¢pBopds Kkatd yévn (dwv. kaTaokevdler * 8¢ TO pév

TPATOV OUTWS®

These four major considerations are then discussed, followed by a refutation of
each. I will summarise each argument in turn (I.a, IL.a, IIl.a and IV.a), followed

in each case by the refutation (I.b, ILb, IIL.b and IV.b).

I.a: The first argument is based on the power of water to break down stone and
the observation that there are still mountains and hills around. Rain,
particularly torrential rain, would, given eternity, have completely flattened out

everything. The fact that there are still mountains proves that there was a

beginning of the land (1 yf). This is followed by a short statement about the
power of water. By force (Bi{q) it can push things out of the way, which also

applies to drops hollowing out stone.

view that Theophrastus' doxography contained both arguments and counter—arguments, that it
was ¢uotkal 86Eat and not dpuokdy 86Ea.

1 refer to the text of FHS&G 184 according to the traditional division of chapters in Philo,
which are also used in FHS&G.

# Mss. Usener changed this to kaTaokevdlew (kataokevdlovat has also been suggested),
thus making it dependent on the ¢not. Most editors and commentators have accepted this, but

there is no compelling need to do so. The apparent problem is that the following arguments are
not supposed to be Theophrastus' own, but his report of his opponents' arguments. Keeping the
mss. reading, Philo is reporting how Theophrastus proved the arguments, kaTaokevdel
immediately referring to the first argument Theophrastus is supposed to have refuted. The
difference is significant. Either Philo is reporting Theophrastus as saying that they, i.e. his
opponents, proved their arguments in the following way, or he is reporting that Theophrastus
proved the arguments in the way Philo reports them. The mss. reading seems to commit Philo
to greater fidelity towards Theophrastus. But more important is what this means for the nature
of the debate Philo is reporting. Is Theophrastus responding to already existing arguments for
the destructibility of the cosmos or is he himself constructing and proving these arguments,
using other people's opinions, in his dialectical opposition to them?
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I.b: The answer compares mountains to trees. "Others will come and say that
the nature of mountains is no different from trees." Bits fall off and bits grow
again. In the case of mountains this happens very slowly. He is, therefore, not
talking about eruptions, though the geological account that follows is probably
influenced by the phenomena of eruptions. The error of those who claim that
mountains would have been completely flattened out is their ignorance of
geology, which is not a new science but the ancient wisdom of wise men (d\\a
malatd cop@v avpdv 134). Mountains grow when the fiery element in the
earth (1) yf) is brought upwards by its natural force as it goes to its proper
place (mpos Tnv olkelav ... xwpav), bringing loads of earthy substance
(moAAN)Y  Ths yewdovus ovolas 135). The violent conflict and eventual
mixture of these two elements makes the "growths" so strong that they are
almost waterproof, i.e. strong enough to withstand the power of water.

The counterargument seems, therefore, to be twofold, each part
addressing different aspects of the argument against eternity. 1: mountains
grow, just like trees. 2: what grows in this way is so strong that it sufficiently
withstands the power of water, such that the very slow growth of mountains is
not outpaced by the erosive effects of torrential rain. 1 attacks the selective use
of the evidence, while 2 more specifically claims that there is a form of stone
that is not easily destroyed by water, and thus guarantees the continued

existence of this element.

II.a: The example of the islands Rhodes and Delos shows that the sea is already
retreating. They were in ancient times below the sea but gradually emerged.
This is revealed by the "recorded histories of these [islands]" (ai mepl avTOV

davaypadetoar pnviovowv totoplar 120). Pindar (78 Bowra) is quoted for
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support. In addition there is evidence that what is now fertile land used to be
below the sea. Pebbles and shells and suchlike found in fertile soil are an
indication of this. Then there is a curious twist to the argument.” So far it
seems to be more or less to the same effect as argument one. If the sea is
retreating, given eternity, there should be nothing left. But instead of arguing
this point it claims that if the sea is diminishing the earth should also be

diminishing and air as well, until nothing is left but fire.*

IL.b: In the reply Theophrastus admits the evidence about Rhodes and Delos,
but insists that other islands should be considered as well. His counter—example
is the ddopévn toTopia (139) about the Sicilian strait. Sicily used to be
connected to the mainland, i.e. it was not an island, but the sea, helped by the
winds, flooded and broke the land in between. A written LoTopia is answered
with a celebrated toTopia about the formation of an island. In this case, also,
the sea is responsible for the formation of an island, but without retreating.
There is also a story (A0'yos) about many cities that were swallowed by the sea.
A piece of poetry is quoted in support of this, about the Peloponnesian towns
Aigeira, Bura and Heliceia. Poetry is answered with poetry. The final bit of
evidence is the story of Atlantis from Plato's Timaeus. The stories about Delos
and Rhodes can, therefore, not be used to base and argument for the

destructibility of the cosmos on.”” The reply ends on a methodological note,

% Sometimes thought to indicate that this part is a later addition. Kidd (1996) 140 thinks this
"fearful confusion between geographical/meteorological phenomena, elements and principles"
is a Stoic intrusion.

% The answer to the first argument relies to some degree on the overwhelming power of fire, as
it is the combination of fire with earth that makes the super strong stones. The observation that
the sea was withdrawing is stated in Aristotle's Mete I, 14 and Theophrastus' Metaph 10a28-9.

Cf. also Cael 111, 6: 6pGpev yap kal mhp kal USwp Kal €kaoToV TOY ATAGY COLATWY
Stalvdpevov.,

“ Kidd (1996) 140 claims that the counter—arguments are "based purely on geographical
observation of sea encroachment". This is stretching the term "observation" pretty far.
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comparing this debate to a debate in a law—court. The law—abiding judge will

only declare his decision when he has heard both sides of an argument.

III.a: This one starts with an argument (124). "That thing completely perishes,
of which all the parts are perishable; all the parts of the cosmos are perishable;
therefore the cosmos is perishable."* It is then shown that all the four elements
are perishable. The strongest stones smoulder; water that does not receive any
wind gets mortified — evidence: bad smell from stale water, like from a rotting
animal; it is the nature of air to decay and in some way to die (Tpdmov Twva
amobvijokewr 126) — evidence: what is plague if not dead air; fire depends on
something to feed it and is therefore obviously perishable — no evidence, but a
longish story about the kamikaze snakes of India is told. The conclusion is that

the cosmos is not imperishable (ddBapTos 129).

III.b: The reply attacks the argument. Only if all the parts disappear
simultaneously is the thing composed of them perishable. But if each of the
parts changes into a neighbouring part when it perishes, the opposite
conclusion must be stated. Support is sought in the "philosophising of the

tragedian", Euripides (fr. 839.12-14), and not in Aristotle (e.g. GC 337alff).”

IV.a: If the cosmos were eternal, the living creatures — and especially man —

would also be eternal. But that the origin of man is recent is clear to those who

® ®PeipeTar TdvTws €kelvo, ol mAvTa Td pPépn dBapTd €oTt, Tod 8¢ KOOV TAVTA T
wépn ¢bapTd €aTi, BapTOS dpa O KOOWOS ETTIV.

“ This might well be a Philonian insertion, as Philo has quoted this fragment twice already (Aet
5 and 30). But it might also be indicative of the nature of the debate Philo is reporting. It
would, we assume, have been easy for Theophrastus to refer to Aristotle. But if this is a debate
in the context of Aristotelian cosmology and metaphysics it is important to seek evidence
outside that philosophy itself. Euripides is just as good as anyone else. Philo might even have
found this piece of poetry in Theophrastus.
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want to inquire into natural matters.” Man cannot live without the Téxvar and
the Téxvar are young. There is a lacuna in the text where the evidence for the
age of the Téxval is presented. The conclusion is that because man is not
eternal, the other living creatures can not be; and because they are not, the
places where they live, earth, water and air, can not be eternal either.
Therefore, the cosmos is perishable. The argument rests on the recent origin of
man, and we might have expected just the general conclusion that this is
evidence for the recent birth of the whole cosmos. But the conclusion we get is
much more specific and focused on the age of the elements. This is very

important as it supports a unified reading of the four arguments (see below).

IV.b: The argument is dismissed out of hand as foolish, as it would lead to the
conclusion that the cosmos is no more than 1000 years old.” This then leads
into a methodological criticism, which concerns the premise of the argument,

i.e. the equal age of the TéxvaL and mankind (146):

€l 8¢ &1 kal AekTéov Tas Téxvas LonAikas avbpwmwy yével, e’
toToplas puoLkiis aAN’ ovk dmepLokémTws Kal pabipws AekTéov. N 8’
toTopla Tis; $Bopal TGV kaTa yfjv, ovk dbpdwy amdvTwy dANa TGV
mieloTwy, dual Tals peyloTats aitlals avatiBevTal, Tupods kal U8aToS
aAékTOLS dopals” KATAOKATTELY &' EkaTépay €v Pépel Gaoily €v mdavy

pakpals eviavtdr mepLddols.

Proper natural history supports the eternity of the cosmos, but still explaining
the recent origin of the crafts. Onslaught of fire causes death to those who live

on mountains and hills while onslaught of water kills those who live in the

0 1ols Boudopévols épevvav Td dpvoews  (130).
1 This has been used as evidence that the contents of the text go back to Theophrastus, as Philo
would have had to use a larger number. See Sedley (1998b) 170 n 16.
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lower regions.* As they happen in turn in a long cycle only part of mankind is
killed each time. This is a large enough proportion for the Téxvat to collapse.
When the population starts growing again the Téxvat begin to flourish as well.
It appears that the missing account of the recent origin of the TéxvaL was based
on stories about those who invented the crafts.”® He accepts these stories, but
gives a proper natural history that saves both the stories of the inventors and
the eternity of the universe. They were not inventing the T€xvar but

reinventing them.

4. Arguments and counterarguments in frg. 184.

The four counter—arguments seem to follow a pattern: where the argument
against the eternity of the world relies on observations about the destructibility
of one or more of the elements the answer attacks the premises these arguments
are based on by criticising the use of evidence in constructing the premise. It is
admitted, at least at the outset, that water does break down even the hardest
form of earth, i.e. stone, but this must be balanced against the fact that
mountains grow, when earth, mixed with fire, grows out of them. And it is
even claimed that the stones formed in this way are exceptionally strong. It is
admitted that the sea might be retreating in some areas, but this must again be
balanced against evidence to the effect that it is growing in other parts of the
world. This blocks the further argument that if the sea is diminishing, then
earth and air must also be diminishing. In the counter—arguments to I and II the

criticism is that the premise is only acquired by selective use of the evidence.

52 Plato Ti 22C; cf. Aristotle Met XII, 8, 1074b10-13, and de philosophia frg. 8 Ross.
33 Aet 145: elpeTas TOV AexBévTa.
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This is explicitly stated as a methodological criticism in II.b. The premise in
III.a is not an observation or some form of reported evidence but an argument
about wholes and parts. This is attacked in IIL.b, by questioning the assumption
in III.a about the nature of the elements. The argument used as a premise in
III.a is based on a certain view of what it is to perish for an element. Only if it
can be shown that the elements, when they "die", cease entirely to exist, as
opposed to change into another element, does the argument hold. Argument IV
is the most peculiar, but it, and the counter—argument to it, has the same form
as the rest. The evidence is the recent origin of the Téxvat. This is used to
establish the premise, which is that no living creature is eternal. On this is
based the claim, without any argument, that the elements in which these
creatures live, earth, water and air, are perishable. The conclusion is that the
universe is perishable. The answer admits the evidence about the recent origin
of the Téxvar but, as before, contests the conclusion based on it. Here we find
the most strongly formulated methodological criticism. The premises used in
the arguments against the eternity of the world are based on bad natural history,
i.e. lack of knowledge about the past history of nature.

Before I go any further I must briefly address the issue of whether
all or only some of the contents of the arguments and counter—arguments go
back to Theophrastus. It is clear that there is a number of Stoic and Philonian
linguistic elements in the text.>* But this has only a limited bearing on the
origin of the content. The quote from Euripides is also used on two other
occasions in Philo, both in Aez, but Philo might have picked it up from
Theophrastus. The last part of II.a, the statement that the diminution of the sea
carries with it the diminution of other elements, could also be seen as an

anomaly in the context of the debate. The same goes for the last bit of I.b, on
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the growths of mountains being strong enough to withstand the force of water.
But on my interpretation of the overall structure of the arguments and
counter—arguments these make perfect sense. The arguments against the
eternity of the world are not a haphazard collection of observations, empirical
or otherwise.” They build up towards a combined argument that attacks an
Aristotelian and Theophrastean cosmology. The counter—arguments defend that
cosmology without recourse to the fifth element, i.e. they attack the arguments
on their own premises.*® The first argument only concerns the lowest element,
earth. The second argument turns to water, but generalises from this to earth
and, implicitly, air. Fire would be the only element left in the scenario set up in
Il.a. The third argument brings in all the four elements. Fire would need
something to feed on, and could therefore not stand alone. The fourth argument
directly attacks three elements, and is as such only a stronger version of IlLa.
But it is independent of any of the other arguments.

A quick review of the evidence used in the arguments and
counter—arguments shows clearly the dialectical nature of this debate. The first
argument is based on a common observation of pieces of rock falling off
mountains and cliffs in torrential rain and the equally common observation of
perpetual succession of drops hollowing out stones. This is answered by the

rather less common, it must be admitted, observation of the growth of

mountains. But this is ultimately based on knowledge about mountain

eruptions, which were commonly known — though possibly not by direct

> Philo's own language was Stoic—influenced. See Sedley (1998b) 176 with n 10. Also
Wiersma (1940) 235-8 on the language of the passage being post-Theophrastean.

5 Kidd (1996) 143 on the combination of these four arguments: "They are indeed a strange
collection." See also Sedley (1998b) 177. On my interpretation they form a coherent whole.
McDiarmid (1940), particularly 246, argues that initially, at least, the entire "fragment" was a
uniform argument, but that it has been badly mutilated by the later tradition.

%6 There is, therefore, no reason to see this as an indication of Theophrastus' rejection — or
ignorance of the fifth element.
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experience. The second argument is not based on common observations but
rather on the recorded histories of the islands of Delos and Rhodes. This is
answered by stories of other islands. The quote from Pindar in IL.a is answered

by a quote from an otherwise unknown poet in IL.b, topped up with Plato. The

argument used in IIl.a is shown to be unsound in IIL.b. In IV.b it is shown, by
proper toTopta ¢uoikrj, that the recent origin of the Téxval is most properly

accounted for not by the recent origin of mankind, but by the partial, if regular,

destruction of mankind. This debate is, therefore, thoroughly dialectical.”’” If
the evidence for the age of the TéxvaL are common stories about the first
inventor, Theophrastus answers with other stories (from Plato and Aristotle),

which explain how these first inventors were not first at all. Even though some

of the elements in the debate have an empirical flavour, this has nothing to do
with the relatively more empirical outlook of Theophrastus as compared with
Aristotle. And we should not lose sight of the fact that a fundamental
difference between Cael 1, 10-12 and FHS&G 184 is that the first is concerned
with proving that the cosmos is eternal while the latter is a refutation of the ‘

opposite view.

57 1.e. in the broad sense it has in Aristotle and not in opposition to empirical arguments and
evidence. It is still much wider and essentially different from "empirical” on its own.
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PART II

5. In the shadow of Aristotle.

From the heavens and the cosmos as a whole and towards the paradigmatic
natural substances: animals and plants. Considerable part of Aristotle's output
concerns his enquiries into the world of animals and the bulk of what has come
our way from Theophrastus are his botanical works, the HP and the CP. These
works are usually, and rightly, compared with Aristotle's zoology, and
Theophrastus is on most occasions either found to be an unadventurous foot-
soldier, working on some of the details left out by the "master",” or a critic,
unafraid to dissent from his teacher.” Some of the specific issues that have
been debated are whether he challenged doctrines in Aristotle's logic,” rejected
| the fifth element (aifnp),” the theory of natural place® and/or the unmoved-
| mover. More generally, but related to this, is the question of teleology. Did
Theophrastus seriously doubt the value of teleological explanations® or was he
only airing, in Metaph 10a22ff., concerns about teleological explanations for

some things already Aristotle was aware of?* A recurring concern in the

Metaphysics of Theophrastus is the degree of order (td&is) in the natural

world. How far towards "the middle" (T0 péoov Metaph 5b12) does the

obvious regularity of the heavenly regions stretch? This is important for the

8 E.g. Boethius In Aristotelis De interpretatione 1, prooemium (FHS&G 72A). Kidd (1996)
142 "his own master (Aristotle)"; 143 "his master Aristotle"; Baltussen (2000) 31
"Theophrastus remained faithful to the teachings of his master [Aristotle]"; Fraser (1994) 169
“the master [Aristotle] left botany mainly to his pupil”.

% E.g. Quint Inst 3.8.62 (FHS&G 694).

% Fortenbaugh (1995).

8! Steinmetz (1964).

82 Sorabji (1988).

6 Lennox (1985), French (1994) 89-92.
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question of how the HP relates to the HA. Animals are higher level beings than
plants and if we accept that the degree of order diminishes as we get closer
towards "the middle", there is less order to be expected in the world of plants
than in the world of animals.®

Allan Gotthelf has recently put Theophrastus to the test. He
concludes that in the HP Theophrastus is more or less trying to do the same as
Aristotle in the HA, but not succeeding particularly well. Gotthelf reads the
HA, following Balme, as already highly philosophically motivated study of
animal differentiae, where the objective is to find and describe the highest
genus to which a differentia belongs and belongs essentially (modelled on the
AP0).% According to Gotthelf, Theophrastus embarked on his botanical studies
with the same purpose in mind, but failed. "I think ... that the aims of the
Historia Plantarum are the same as those of the Historia Animalium ..." And:
"I think it is also the case that Aristotle was farther along in his Historia—at
least so far as the parts of their respective organisms were concerned—than
Theophrastus was in his, in that HA has much more in the way of these widest-
class generalisations that both thought necessary to the establishment of causes
than does HP."% The other extreme can be illustrated from the introduction to
the recent Budé edition and translation of the HP. Here Suzanne Amigues

states: "Quoi qu'il en soit, la plupart des descriptions que nous lisons dans les

traités botanique reposent sur I'observation directe d'un naturaliste compétant.

® Lloyd (1987) 149 and n 161, who notes Theophrastus' greater willingness to voice his
concerns and Vallance (1988) passim, but particularly 27-31.

% It has been argued (Senn (1933)) that there are two strata in his HP, one Aristotelian, one
Theophrastean. For a review of this issue, see Sharples (1998) 227-230.

% The stock example from the APo is that it belongs to triangles as such, and essentially, that
the sum of their internal angles is equal to the sum of two right angles, and that it therefore also
belongs to isosceles triangles and all other subclasses of triangles. See my chapter III. The
question is whether Aristotle intended a similar analysis for animals and, if so, whether
Theophrastus, following him, also intended to do this for plants. This is the Gotthelf/Lennox
view of it.
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Encore plus vigoureusement qu'Aristote, Théophraste condamne la méthode
spéculative et l'esprit de systéme appliqués aux science naturelles. Son
principe, admis sans réserve par la science moderne, est d'étudier chaque
espece dans son milieu."® A combination of these views is expressed by John
Raven, himself a keen botanist. He admits, after a lengthy praise of
Theophrastus as a botanist, that he finds his botanical treatises boring,
comparing him unfavourably to Aristotle. But he blames Aristotle for how
"plodding and pedantic" Theophrastus was. "Theophrastus' taxonomy is always
far more scientific when he unthinkingly follows his natural instincts than
when, as he usually does, he allows himself time to think. I am tempted to
conclude that the unwitting villain of the piece was none other than
Theophrastus' friend, patron and master, Aristotle himself, with his emphasis
on logic."® The difference between these interpretations concerns not least the

concept of science applied on the works of Theophrastus and different

emphases on the empirical and the theoretical in that hermeneutical concept. |
In the rest of this chapter I will address the real and apparent
differences between the Historiae of Aristotle and Theophrastus from various

viewpoints, starting with how they refer to the HA and the HP.

57 Gotthelf (1988) 127.

% Amigues (1988) xiv.

% Raven (2000) 20. Cf. also Meiggs (1982) 19: "The arrangement is logical, the style
undistinguished but clear, the approach scientific and impersonal. There are no diverting
anecdotes and no moral disquisitions [i.e. compared to Aristotle]. We cannot therefore feel that
we know Theophrastus personally." Baltussen (2000) 58, pointing to personal characteristics to
explain Theophrastus' difference from Aristotle: "(a) Theophrastus accepted the basics of
Aristotle's system; (b) this acceptance is balanced by the readiness to expose obscurities and
inconsistencies and to correct these whenever necessary, taking later developments into
account; (c) Theophrastus greatly valued empirical facts and collected these with eagerness; (d)
he was reluctant to generalise and, whenever he did, his generalisations were of tentative
nature." See also Lloyd (1987) 153 on the tentativeness of Theophrastus' writings and his
insistence on further research, but still without departing significantly — or a least overtly —
from Aristotle's doctrines.
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6. "As I said in the Histories"

There are a number of references to LoTopla or toToplat in the works of
Aristotle and Theophrastus that are possible references to the HA and the HP.”
In addition Theophrastus occasionally uses LoTopia within the HP to refer to
his inquiry in general.” Aristotle uses toTopia on only one occasion within the
HA, in a methodological passage I discussed in chapter III. In the case of
Aristotle we have a number of programmatic statements on the role of toTopla
in zoology as well as in other contexts. Theophrastus also has some important
statements that bear on his methodology and the role of toTopla within it,
though they are not as prominent as in Aristotle. In general it can be said that
he was less concerned with methodological questions in his writings than
Aristotle was.”” This material raises a number of problems and questions that
need to be addressed. The first concerns the "title" of the works referred to, i.e.
the identifying phrase used in the references. The second is how the references

are formulated. Here there are marked differences between Aristotle and

™ Aristotle: Resp, 12, 477a5; 16, 478a28; 16, 478b1; PA 11, 1, 646a9; 3, 650a31; 17, 660b2; III,
5, 668b30; 14, 674b16; 1V, 5, 680al; 8, 684b4; 10, 689a18; 13, 696b14; GA 1, 3, 716b31; 4,
717a33; 11, 719al10; 20, 728b13; 11, 4, 740a23; 7, 746al4; 111, 1, 750b31; 2, 753b17; 8,
758a24; 10, 761al0; 11, 763b16; IA, 1, 704b10. Theophrastus: CP 1,1, 1; 1,1, 2; 1, v, 3; 1, ix, 1;
11, iii, 3; 11, vi, 4; 11, 13, 5; 111, vi, 7; IV, v, 6; 1V, ix, 5; IV, xvi, 2; VI, 8, 7. And on one occasion
Theophrastus refers to a toTopia of animals, which could be a reference to Aristotle's HA 11,
xvii, 9. It could also be a reference to one of his own lost works on animals. Of course it can be
doubted whether all these references are to the books we know as Historia
Animalium/Plantarum, or whether they are to books at all. But there is sufficient overlap
between the materials treated in the Histories and the explanatory works to warrant the belief
that at least many of these references are to some version of the works we have.
"L,i,4;1,1v,3;1V,1,5; V, i, 1; VI, viii, 6; VIL, xi, 1. In addition he once applies the verb
toTopéw in the context of a particular inquiry (IV, xiii, 1). I will look closer at this revealing
passage below.

" There are no methodological discussions either in Ign or Lap, despite the newness of their
subject matter.
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Theophrastus, as well as between Aristotle's references to the HA and to his
other works. These are two problems concerning the phrasing of the reference.
In addition we must take into account the context of these references, i.e. the

occasion in the referring work that calls for the reference.

|
e
I
‘

In Aristotle there are 24 references to toTopia or toTopiar.” I
| will look closer at some of these below, but first some statistics. These 24
’ references break down like this: GA 11, PA 10, Resp 3 and IA 1. Theophrastus
refers to the HP on 11 occasions within the CP. His references are usually of
the form: €v Tals toToplairs elpnTar (€X€xOn, elmopev) preceded by
kabdmep, womep or a form of the relative.” On three occasions does he follow
this up with a mepi clause. In CP 1, v, 3 and IV, xvi, 2 a mep( clause follows
€NéxOn/elpnTar and is a clarification of the content of the references and not of
the work referred to, i.e. it names the particular plant under discussion ("as we
said about this in the toToptar"). But in CP II, xvii, 9 there is a mepl clause that
characterises the toToplat referred to: dmep €v Tals toToplats Tatls mepl
TouTwy €lpnTat . The reason for the clarification is that Theophrastus is not
here referring to the HP but to a work on animals, mepl TouTwv referring to an
account of animals that depend on other animals for generation. The "title" or
"tag" that Theophrastus uses for the HP is therefore a plain and uniform at
totoptar. Where he refers to the activity of the HP within the HP (and once in
the CP to the need for a further toTopla)” he always uses LoTopla in the
singular. There is, therefore, a clear distinction between a generic LoTopta, in

the singular, and references to the toTopiat, i.e. the HP, in the plural. The

formulation of the reference is also plain and uniform: "as has been said in the

histories". There is never any justification for the reference, nothing about a

 Counting the opening paragraph of PA II as one reference.
™ See e.g. Fraser (1994) 171-2 on these references.
BHPI,1,4;1,iv, 3; IV, 1, 5; V, i, 1; VI, viii, 6; VIL, vi, 1; CP 11, xiii, 5.
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fuller or more precise account to be found in the "histories". But they do tend
to come in polemical contexts of the CP, like the well known discussion at the
start of the CP about spontaneous generation, which I discuss briefly below.
Aristotle usually refers to his own works with elpnTar €v ...,

though he also uses other expressions.” But the references to the HA, assuming

‘ that these are references to this work and not to "enquiries" in general, are

different. To illustrate, here are two references in close proximity from the PA,

one to LoTopla (668b29-30) and one to avamvor| (669a4):

TO 8¢ peT’ akplPelas ds éxovow at GAERes TPos AANIAAS, €K TE TAV

avaTop®v Sel Bewpelv kal €k s (wikiis LoToplas

kabdmep elpnTaL év Tols TEPL AvaATVORS.

Lennox sees three unusual factors in this reference to historia: a. "there is no

reference to logoi"”, as in the reference to Resp; b. "it is to dissections and an !

enquiry, in the singular"; c. "the adjective ... for 'animal' is used".” Of the 142
references collected by Thielscher (1948), for the sake of establishing the
relative chronology of Aristotle's works, only 66 use a form of Aéyewv in
referring to another work. About 20 use Stopt{eLv, there is a number of

| dfiAov/pdvepov €k and occasional other means — also used on occasion to

‘ S E.g. Rh 1404a38: eipnTaL év Tols mepl mounTikis (also 1404b5; 1405a3; 1419b5); Pol

‘ 1261a31: omep év Tols MOikols elpnTal mpdTepov  (also 1280a17; 1295135); PA 669a3:
kabdmep elpnTal év Tols TeEPL AraTmvofis.

" 1Le. he never refers with "as I said" in any form.

"8 Lennox (2001) 265. Why b is only one anomaly and not two — the combination of historia
and anatomai, on the one hand, and historia being in the singular, on the other — is beyond
me. Lennox is not only sceptical about this particular passage as a reference to the HA but also
about many other apparent references in the PA. It is easier for Lennox to establish a clear
theoretical distinction between description and explanation in Aristotle if it can be shown that
references to LoTopiat may not be references to the work later known as Historia Animalium,
as it poses acute problems for his interpretation. It should be clear from the next couple of
pages that I do not think Lennox is successful in this.
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refer to the HA. There is, therefore, nothing very unusual about the fact that

there is no mention of logoi in this particular reference to the HA. And there are

‘ references to the HA where Aristotle uses elpnTal év, though admittedly only

two.” What is unusual is the use of ewpelv ék, which, apart from references

to the HA and the Anat, where it is quite frequent, is hardly ever used in

' referring to another work.® I will return to this, but first the "title" or "tag" used
| in this reference and other possible references to the HA.

Aristotle is usually very consistent in his references to his own

81
, to

works. He refers, for example, to the Poetics by év Tols mepl moLnTLkTiS
the Analytics by év Tols dvaluTikols or €k TGOV dvaluTtikdv ¥ and (of
particular importance) to the Dissections by €v Tals dvaTtopals or €k TGV
dvaTopdv® and similarly to most of his other works.® A striking feature of the

possible references to the HA is the variety of phraseology. There are ten

different "titles" in the 24 possible references:

1.7 loTopla (1).%

2. al toToplar (8).%

3. 1) duoikn LoTopla (1). ¥

4.7 toTopta 1) dpuoiky (or 1) LloTopia Ths puotkiis ) (1).%
| 5.1 Cwikn) LoTopia (1). ¥

' 6.1 LoTopla 1) mept T (Ha (2).°

™ PA 646a9; 660b2.

% The only exception I know of is Rh 1404b21: TeBecypnTat év Tols TOLoEWS .

8 Rh 1372al; 1404a38; bS; b26; 1405a3; 1419b5; Po 1341b38.

8 Rh 1356b9; 1357a29; b24; 1403a4; a10; Top 162al1; b31, SE 165b8.

8 E.g. HA 497a34; 52529; 511al4; 565al3.

1 ¥ Le. either with or without the mept and either with év or ¢k, depending on the context.
% GA 763b16.

86 Resp 478bl; GA 719a10; 740a23; 746al14; 750b31; 753b17; 758a24; 761al0.

¥ PA 650a31.

8 JA 704b10: ¢k Tfis loToptas ThHs duoikis.
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7. al loToplar al mepl Ta {da (5).

8. al LoToplal al mepl TAV Cowy  (3).2
9. al mepl Td {@a toToplar (1). =

10. ai mepl TOV {Wwv LoToplar (1). *

Even though there is only a slight difference in some cases (6—10) this variety

is significant in light of the uniformity of other references in Aristotle.” The .
variety itself is striking and might indicate that Aristotle is not referring to a |
particular work. But this would probably be going too far. Of these 24

references 18 (2, 7-10) are in the plural, and 10 (7-10) of these 18 are qualified

with a mept clause. The HA is thus usually referred to with the plural toToptat

(just like Theophrastus' references to the HP), sometimes with and sometimes

without a mept clause. On one occasion (6) does he use LoTopla in the singular

with a mept clause and 1) {wikn) toTopta (5) is only a slight variation on that.

There are, therefore, only three anomalous "titles" left (1, 3-4), and two of

these can be explained by the general (quasi—-methodological) character of the

reference (1 and 4). The one that is left shows what a fine line there can be

between a generic reference to LoTopla and a reference to the HA (PA 650a31):

Bel 8¢ TalTa Bewpely €k Te TOY avaTopdy kal THis Ppuolkiis LoTopias.

The context is the digestive system and in particular the relation of the mouth

% PA 668b30.

% PA 674b16; 689al8 (there is in addition a reference to a future discussion in the GA, and
here he uses A\éyew to refer to the GA.

? Resp 478a28; PA 680al; 684b4; 696b14; GA 717a33.

%2 PA 660b2; 646a9; GA 716b31.

% GA 728b13.

% Resp 477a5.

% This might be the reason why Thielscher does not quote but only lists the references to the

HA, unlike his practice with all the other references he discusses. Comparable variety is shown |
in the possible references to the lost treatise on plants: e.g. Long 467b4: év Tols mept uTdVY | ]
HA 539a20: év T1j Bewpla T mepl putdr ; GA 731a21: dAAd Tepl pév GpuTdv €v €Tépols 1
eméokemTal; Sens 442b23: év Tf duolohoyia TH mepl dpuTOY
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to the stomach, and there are passages in the HA this might be a reference to
(495b19 ff; 514b10 ff). But Aristotle could also be referring to "natural history"
in general, and this might be called for because he has not only been talking
about animals but also about plants and the relation of roots (corresponding to
mouth) to earth (corresponding to stomach). Even though the variety should
put us on our guard it does not warrant a full scale scepticism about the
references to the HA. What it does possibly indicate is that a Historia of
animals was not an easily recognised category, unlike ethics, poetics etc. When
Theophrastus wrote his Historia it was a fixed category and easily
conceptualised as LoTopta.

Apart from the "title", Aristotle uses a variety of formulations to
refer his readers/listeners to the HA. The most common is 8el Bewpetlv €k .
Nowhere apart from the HA and the Anat does he use fewpelv €k as a way of
characterising what the reader/hearer is to do with the thing referred to.
Another striking aspect of some of the references is the use of ypddeLv to
characterise the work referred to.”® It is something written or drawn. In some
cases these references also involve dakpifeia to characterise the account
referred to, or to justify the reference.” Kullmann takes this use of ypddeLv as

an indication that HA was for Aristotle a book in a particular sense, i.e. some

56 Resp 47T7a5; 478a28; GA 728b13; 746al4; 750b31; 753b17; 761a10. The standard way of
referring to a written account is by Aéyewy, e.g. in HA 111, 2-4, where Aristotle quotes from
Synnesis, Diogenes and Polybus. But see also opening of VM, referring to those who speak
(Aéyew) and write (ypadetv).

7 PA: 668b30; 696b15; GA: 716b31; 728b14; 753b17; Resp: 477a5; 478b1. The important
methodological paragraphs from the PAII, 1 and the HA I, 6 (which I discussed in chapter III)
also stress the more exact (dxpipeia) or more clear (cadpéoTepov) nature of the account in the
HA, referring to it in general, i.e. not to any particular passage.
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form of a lexicon or an encyclopaedia of animals or animal differentiae, a work
that needs to be consulted and not a discussion to be remembered.”

I will now turn to another important feature of these references,
the conjunction of toToplar and dvaTopat. This should not be done in isolation
from the context of the references as most of them concern the anatomical
systems Aristotle was mainly interested in: the digestive system, the system of
blood vessels (with special emphasis on the heart and the lung) and the
generative system.” Of the 24 references to LoTopiar 12 are in conjunction
with a reference to avaTopal (and one refers in general to things being cut
up).'® Most of these are probably references to a lost work of Aristotle's, the
Dissections (Anat)', that, to judge by the evidence, contained drawings or
diagrams. Aristotle refers to the Anat from the HA for what must be
apprehended from a Siaypadn or a oxfipa.'® But he also refers to the HA for

pictures or diagrams, e.g. the GA: 746a14-15: 8€l 8¢ TalTa Bewpelv €k Te
TOV TapadeLypdTwy TOV €V TAlS dvaTopdls kal TOV €v Tals LoToplals

YEYPApRLEVWY; 758a24-5: TO 8¢ oxfpa Ths Béoews Ov €XeEL yLyviOpeva

% Kullmann (1998) 125: "Dies bedeutet offensichtlich, daB der Buchcharakter dieser Schrift fiir
ihn besonders deutlich war. Er konnte sie nicht als Vorlesungsmanuskript benutzen. Sie diente
als Buch zum Nachschlagen, auf das er seine Horer hinweisen wollte."

% Cf. Kollesch (1997).

1% Resp 478a28; bl; PA 650a31; 668b30; 674b16; 680al; 684b4; 689a18; 696b14; GA 719al0;
740a23; 746al4; 750b31.

"' Longrigg (1993) 161-2, suggests that Aristotle might be referring to Diocles, who,
according to Galen, was the first to write on human anatomy (Eijk F 17). In support of this
Longrigg claims that "neither here nor elsewhere does the possessive pronoun appear." The
short reply is that Aristotle does not normally refer to his work using the possessive pronoun.

192 Cf. HA 497a30-34 (having discussed the anatomy of the male): Tov aUToV 8¢ TpéTOV Kal
&v 7O OfheL mdvTa Téduker: Stadépel ydp ovdevi TGV €ow AV Tals VoTépats, MV T

ey oPLs Bewpeiobu éx s Saypadiis Tis év Tdls avaTopdls, 1) 8¢ Béats €oTiv €mi

Tols évTépots ; HA 525a8-9: ékaoTa 8¢ TouTwy ws keltat TGV poplwy, bewpeiobn  ék i
év Tdls avatoudls Staypadiis; HA 511all-14: autdv 8¢ TolTwy mpds AN T€ kal

TPOS TOUS dA\ous ixBUs 1) Stadopa TGOV VoTepdy dkpLBéaTepov dv Bewpndein TOlS
oxrjpaow ék TGV avatopdv; HA 565a12-13: 16 pév olv oxfina Ths VoTépas ws ExeL,

€K TGOV avaTopdv Bewpeiobo.
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e

TpoToV, €l Bewpelv €k TGOV LoTopl@y . Here we are clearly dealing with
pictures or diagrams in the HA.

To start to get a grip on some of this information I will take a closer look
at a passage from Resp, where it is not entirely clear whether Aristotle is

referring to the work Anat or to actual dissections'® (478a26-b1):

ov 8¢ Tpomov M kapdla TV olvTpnow €xeL TpOS TOV TYeULova, Sel
Bewpelv €k TE TAV dvaTePVOPEVLY Kal TOV LOTOPLOY TAV Tepl Ta {da

YEYPARILEVWV.

ws 8’ 1 Béats éxeL Tiis kapdias mPods TA PpdyxLa, TPOS [LEV TNV Gy €K

TOV dvaTopdv Sel Bewpelv, mpos &’ drpifetay €x TAV LOTOPLGV.

The position of the heart in relation to the lung, on the one hand, and in relation
to the gills (which function as lungs in fish), on the other, is being explained.
For the relative position of the heart to the lung Aristotle insists that this must
be Bewpelv from what has been cut open and from the written histories in the 1
HA. The relation of the heart to the gills in fish must also be Bewpetv from the

dissections/Anat, i.e. its 6fs.s must be Bewpetv from the dissections/Anat, and

the details from the HA. It is not clear whether Aristotle is here referring to
actual cutting up or if he is referring to his work, the Anat. "Ex T6v
dvaTtop®v, at least, could be a reference to that work, as the phrase usually
seems to be a reference to it. It is clear, though, that he means that dissection is
required to see how the heart connects to the lung and the gills, and this is |
independent of whether he is referring in these passages to dissections or to the
Anat. But he also refers to the written account in the HA. A passage in the PA
shows Aristotle referring to the two works for different kinds of materials

about the same thing (680al-4):
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Ov 8¢ Tpdmov €xeL TOUTWY EKATTOV, €K TE TOV LOTOPLOY TOV TEPL TA
{Ga Bewpelobn kal €k TAV AvaTopdy: Ta PV yap TG Ayw Ta 8€ TPOS

TV 6P avTdv cadnuilewr el pallov.

The issue concerns the digestive system of the testacea, and this is clearer by
sight than by words, and Aristotle is here referring to the HA for the words and
the Anat for the sight.'™

| This shows Aristotle acutely aware of the difference between

words and pictures or diagrams and their explanatory value. Some of the joint

references to the HA and the Anat can be explained by this fact: the one |
supplies the visual aid but the other detailed discussion. Even though the HA
included pictures or diagrams it was mainly a textual work and, to judge by the
evidence, much more so than the Anat, which was possibly a collection of
pictures and diagrams. What seems to be most important for these joint
references is their context. The internal systems of the body he is discussing are
not obvious, as the external parts are, and require careful descriptions and,
when possible, visual representations. This could also explain why he is so
fond of fewpelv. The material is to be looked at, whether it is written or drawn,

and contemplated as such.

| 193 Cf. Diiring (1966) 513 n 36; Lloyd (1978) 216 n 7.
1% Pace Peck (1961) ad loc., note b: "This seems to imply that diagrams or illustrations
accompanied the treatises."
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7. The sources of the Histories.

Turning from these references towards the Historiae themselves an important
area to explore are the sources available to and used by Aristotle and
Theophrastus. The HA (and to a lesser degree the HP) has had a variety of
responses from overdriven applause for its empirical character to a straight
dismissal as a confused jumble of fact and fiction. Some of the dismissals have
been based on assumptions about what "natural history" should be while much
of the applause has relied on a naive understanding of empirical knowledge.
Both Aristotle and Theophrastus refer to their works as toTopiat and in generic
terms to what they are about as toTopia. ‘'IoTopia and a collection of LoToptat
are neither "natural history" nor empirical knowledge, as these concepts are
used by Aristotle's predecessors, and we need strong arguments to give it a
more technical definition in his case. Both Aristotle and Theophrastus rely on a

great variety of sources for their Historiae and this is in a sense necessitated by

their striving for completion. One of the main themes of this chapter is the
difficult nature of the subject matter of the Historiae but the works are also to a
great degree influenced by the nature of the source material Aristotle and
Theophrastus dealt with. Before I compare the Historiae from the perspective
of the subject matter I will briefly review the sources used in composing them.
There have been many theories around about where Aristotle and
Theophrastus got their information from. Concerning Aristotle, Jaeger assumed

that all the descriptions must be based on autopsy, either Aristotle's own or

those of his collaborators.'” To explain descriptions of animals only found in

19 On Jaeger's developmental thesis the biological works belong to the third and last period of

Aristotle's development and mark the culmination of his transformation from a Platonist to an

empirical scientist, cf. Jaeger (1955) 347: "In der dritten Periode erscheint nun etwas ginzlich l
Neues und Eigenes. Er wendet sich der empirischen Einzelforschung zu, wo er durch die
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the Far East (Aristotle's and Theophrastus' knowledge of the east was much
greater than of the west) he thought the HA must have been composed after
Alexander went on his campaign to the east (as Pliny indeed'®). Similarly it
has been argued that Theophrastus must have spent considerable time in Egypt,
because he shows great familiarity with the flora of the region.'” But we need
not assume that Aristotle and Theophrastus based their descriptions on autopsy,
not even in cases where there is nothing to indicate that anything else might be
the case. Nor should we be hasty in criticising them for dishonesty on this
account. Our assumptions about "natural history" may not have been their
assumptions about LoTopia.'®

There is a great variety of sources both Aristotle and
Theophrastus rely on in their Historiae. Some information is from their own
observations, which include dissections.'” Observations, dissections (and other
"experiments") are never without problems and Aristotle often points this out.
Some things are difficult to observe, like the internal organs of the smaller
Testacea''® and the copulation of oviparous fish''!. Some things have not yet

been observed, for instance the peculiar larva called Eulod8bpov'™, which turns

folgerichtige Durchfiirung seines Formgedankes zum Schopfer eines neuen Typus der
Wissenscheft wird."

1% NH VIII, 17, 44 ff.

197 Capella, quoted by Fraser (1994) 180-1, with Fraser's emphatic refutation of this view.

18 This is similar to the debate on the sources of Herodotus, where Fehling and his followers
criticise Herodotus for not living up to a standard of history they impose on him.

'% There is no need to list all important observations. In chapter II1 I dealt extensively with one
of Aristotle's most celebrated observations/experiments: the egg experiment. There can be little
doubt that Aristotle did the egg experiment himself, but many other observations and
dissections described in the HA and the other zoological writings are more difficult to
determine. When did Aristotle do it himself and when did some of his collaborators? See Lloyd
(1979) 211 for some reflections.

"0 HA 529a28-29; b4-5.

"'541all.

"2 Codd. Most editors have amendet to Euhoddpov: it is either a wood-carrying or wood-
destroying insect. Peck translates: "faggot-bearer, as queer a creature as any of them" (o08evos
NTTOV dToTOV TOUTWY TAV {Wwy ).
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into a chrysalis but no one has observed into what winged creature it then
develops.'” This must mean that despite everything he tried there was no
information to be had on this peculiar creature. There are many cases where
further observations and enquiries are needed and neither Aristotle nor
Theophrastus is afraid of emphasising this.""* There are also things that can
only be observed in dissections. To observe what is inside the body the body
needs to be cut open. It is, for instance, impossible to inspect (a8UvaTév €oTi
Bedoacbar) the blood vessels in living animals because they are on the
inside.'” But dissection is not as easy as just cutting the body open. The nature
of the blood vessels, for instance, can not be discovered in dead and dissected
animals because the vessels collapse as soon as the blood leaves them.''
(Similarly the position of the apex of the heart is difficult to determine as it can
change in dissection.'”’) Aristotle uses this to criticiée the theories of
Syennesis, a doctor (laTpds) from Cyprus, Diogenes of Apollonia and Polybus
with extensive quotations from their writings on the blood vessels, only to
return with the proper method to proceed in dissecting animals without losing
the blood from the vessels: the blood vessels can only be observed when

previously emaciated animals are strangled.'®

'8 HA V, xxxii, 557b13ff.
“E.g. HA 493b14 and 580a19-22. Theophrastus seems to be more willing to do so than
Aristotle and he frequently ends individual discussions with a formula like TodTo olv
emokemTéov. On occasion he refers to the need for further enquiries into mutations in plants,
but this time unfulfilled, like CP 11, xiii, 5:
Ta 8¢ kab’ €kaoTa pdlov, ows 8¢ kal poves, dv Tis dmodoin THv énmeLplay
mpooAafdv xwpas kal ToOmov did Tiis LoToplas.
Further enquiry is needed in order to gain more expert knowledge about each plant and plant
classes. Here his explanations stop for want of further enquiry. Cf. also I, v, 5, on spontaneous
generation: dANd ToUTO év ws émdotaldpev elpriobu- Sel 8¢ akplBéaTepov Umep alTod
okéPacbal kal avioTopiioal TAS AUTORATOUS YEVETELS.
5 HA 511b18-20.
18 HA 511b14-16.
"7 HA 496a9ff. The Empiricists later used similar arguments against dissection in general.
"8 HA 513a12-15. For dissection in general and Aristotle in particular see Lloyd (1979) 156-
169.
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Observations can be difficult and dissections must be done
properly if they are to give useful results. But when they are properly done they
can hardly be bettered. Autopsy is as certain knowledge as can be but there are
cases where detailed observations must give way to other evidence. In HA 1V,
viii, 533a31ff. Aristotle discusses the perceptual organs of fish. They have no
visible sense organs for hearing and smelling but evidence from methods of
fishing shows clearly that they hear and smell. Here, detailed observations of
the physiology of fish do not stand against information from fishermen.""” They
are among special groups Aristotle frequently refers to for information, like
hunters, doctors, veterinarian surgeons and midwives as well as all kinds of
animal breeders: horse—, pig—, peafowl—, bee— and eel-breeders, to name some.
These must be classified as specialists due to their extensive experience with
the kinds of animals they deal with on a daily basis.'” The evidence for the
hearing and smelling of fish is not based on a single report but the knowledge
of fishermen as a group. It can not be doubted, or at least not easily. But there
are also cases where the specialists can not be counted on because they are not
in the same knowledge driven business as Aristotle. In GA 756a33f. he insists
that fish do copulate even though fishermen have not observed them to. The
copulation takes very short time and escapes the sight of fishermen because
they are not looking out for these things. As with dissections, observations
must be done appropriately. If Aristotle uses those who deal regularly with
animals Theophrastus uses those who are specialists in plants. Most of the
unspecified third person plural subjects he refers to must be farmers and people

who grow trees and plants, and some detailed observations may be

¥ He also argues in the other direction in the immediately following lines, i.e. from observed
physiology against the claims of the fishermen (and Herodotus) that fish conceive by
swallowing the milt (756b4ff.): the passage from the mouth passes into the stomach and not the
uterus.

120 The egg experiment is done with domesticated hens.
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Theophrastus' own from the garden he apparently had.'” But he also, and in

particular in HP IX, cites root—cutters and drug—sellers, some of them named,

| for the properties of plants.' These sources are useful but not beyond doubt.

1 They are, in particular, prone to exaggeration in order to glorify their craft (cf.
HP1X, 8, 5 and 19, 2-3).

Apart from these groups of people there are also named

| individuals. These include the usual suspects, the "pre—Socratics" and Plato, as

well as Syennesis, Diogenes and Polybus, mentioned above, but also Ctesias

and Herodotus'? and even Homer, Stesichorus and Musaeus'®, and many

more. Individuals are often brought in to be criticised but also for information

and the most unlikely individuals (Stesichorus and Musaeus, for instance) are

used for positive evidence. Among those Aristotle (and Theophrastus) uses on

a number of occasions, without citing him by name, is Herodotus. He might not

seem an obvious choice for reliable information on the world of animals or

plants and it is all the more significant that he is so used. When Aristotle writes

that a human skull has been seen that has no sutures'?

he is most probably
referring to Herodotus IX, 83 and Herodotus may also be the source for the
claim that in Europe lions are only found on a strip of land between the rivers
Achelous and Nessus.'” There are no indications that he has any reservations

about these claims or that he treats them in a way different from his own

observations and on another occasion he emphatically claims as true that the

2! DL V, 52. He never talks about his personal experience of plants and only once mentions
seeing a plant, in HP IV, xii, 2: BavpaoTtdv y’ v i8elv. This has more to do with style than
substance, as Theophrastus has obviously looked hard at many plants.

122 Analysed by Lloyd (1983) 121-125.

'3 Ctesias is untrustworthy, HA 606a8; Herodotus a ppuBodyos, GA 756b6 (clearly pejorative).
124 HA 519a18-19; 542b24; 563al6.

125 HA 516a19-20: 1idn 8’ ¢pOn kai avdpods kedakr ok Eéxovoa padds

126 HA 579b5f, cf. Herodotus VII, 126.
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Pygmies live in the region south of Egypt, where the Nile has its source.”
Though the Pygmies were well known in Greek literature the combination of
the source of the Nile and the story of the Pygmies indicates that Herodotus II,

"2 If that is true he seems to have no qualms

32, 2 is his source for this story.
about using Herodotus as a source of facts, at least not when he uses him
without mentioning him by name. Because he is not as charitable when he does
name Herodotus. On one occasion he calls him a pvBoléyos in dismissing his
and fishermen's tales about fish conceiving through the mouth.'”” Without
overdoing the duplicity of Aristotle in this case it is important to keep in mind
how flexible he is in his use of written sources. Theophrastus seems also to use
Herodotus without any doubts about his value as a source of information when
discussing the olive tree in HP II, iii, 3. Here he brings into play some
abnormal changes in olive trees, like what is said to have happened to
Thettalos, son of Pisistratus, whose olive lost its leaves but still bore fruits, and
the olive in Boiotia whose young shoots were eaten by locusts but grew again.
A third example is the olive that sprang up again entire after being completely
burnt down. This is most probably the olive tree on the Acropolis the Persians
burnt down in 479, described in Herodotus VIII, 55. All these are stories of
individual trees and these abnormalities can all easily be causally explained,
according to Theophrastus. It is more difficult to deal with abnormal cases of a

more general nature, like when trees do not bear fruits where they naturally

2T HA 597a7ff.: ol ydp €éoTi TobTO PiBos AAN’ €0TL KaTd TTV dABeLaV YéVOS pLkpdY

LEV OTEP AEYETAL .

128 As argued by T.K. Johansen (1999) 281.

129 GA 756b6f. For Aristotle's use of Herodotus in the zoology see Lloyd (1979) 212, and now
in particular T.K. Johansen (1999). If the P.Oxy. 4458 col. I (Oxyrhynchus Papyri vol. LXV,
1998) is really a genuine fragment of Aristotle's De inundacione Nili he also calls him
puBoypddos (6). This would again be clearly pejorative, as he is criticising Herodotus theory.
Remember that Herodotus himself uses pi@os when referring to the explanation based on the
river Ocean. The Latin translation (Rose frg. 248) has: "fabularum scriptor".
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grow. Inductive science of any sort must take seriously every claim that is out
of the ordinary."

All this variety of information — named and unnamed
individuals, named or unnamed groups of people, planned and unplanned
observations, written and oral sources, etc. — must, in general, count as
LoTopia. This must make us sceptical about claims to the effect that LO’TOp?G in
Aristotle and Theophrastus is fundamentally different from the concept as used
by earlier writers such as Herodotus and the Hippocratics. It is obvious that
there are different degrees of reliability for these various forms of information
counted as LoTopla, and Aristotle's and Theophrastus' treatment of the material
shows this in practice. Autopsy can not easily be refuted by a report or a story,
though the story can cause problems for how to interpret the apparent facts. But
often it is the case that stories, reports old and new, are the only thing to go by.
Reported facts can never be dismissed on principle and we cannot assume, as
has often been done, that the reports are by designated collaborators or
students. The opposite is often obviously true: much information is derived
from a variety of old and new sources of any sort available. The principle
seems to be that anything is better than nothing, though nothing is beyond
criticism. It remains that all of this, observations, experiments, the cumulated
knowledge of craftsmen as well as written and orally reported stories, count as
toTopla.

To emphasise the inclusiveness of (oTopla there is one
particularly revealing passage in the HP, which also happens to be the only use
of the verb loTopelv in the botanical works (the verb is never used by

Aristotle). In the HP IV, xiii, 1-6 Theophrastus discusses the length and

"0 If someone claims to have a specimen of a white raven it must be looked into. Is it a raven?
Is it white? If it is a white raven, are there any causes that can explain it being white (e.g., are
its feathers dyed)? Black swans were discovered in Australia, after all.
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shortness of the life of plants. He starts by noting, very briefly, that water
plants, like water animals, are generally shorter lived than those on dry land.
Then: Tous 8¢ kab’ €xkaoTov Blovs LoTopficar Sel TGY xepoaiwv . He
promptly does this. First he refers to the "woodmen" (6peoTvUmoL), who say that
the wild kinds are almost all without exception long lived and none short lived.
Theophrastus agrees with this judgement, though he discusses the claim with
refe;ence t;) the relative length of li}e of culti\rlated plTaﬁts, whi;:h are obviously
more familiar to him than the wild plants. Wild plants as a whole are longer
lived than cultivated plants as a whole, and considering individual kinds of
plants, the wild variety is longer lived than the cultivated one. As further
evidence of the comparative length of life of trees in particular he cites stories
handed down in mythology."' These concern the olive in Athens, the palm in
Delos and the wild olive at Olympia. When were they planted and by whom?
How old are they? This leads to a discussion about the relative length of life of
various types of trees. Olives and palms are long lived while apples, figs and
others are short lived. He follows this up with a discussion about identity
problems: when a tree grows from the same root as one that has been cut down,
is it a new tree or the same one? If it is the same it seems possible to prolong
the life of individual trees almost indefinitely; which is what vine growers do.
The contest is mainly between vine and olive — two of the best known plants in

Greece — and there is a number of "they say" to back up various claims.

However we decide this question it remains that the LoTopely he

has given us is a mixture from various sources: the "woodmen", traditional
stories — both written and oral — and a fair bit of his own theorising based on
common knowledge. This fits quite well with what we get in the Historiae of

Aristotle and Theophrastus. Independently of how they present the material —

BTV, xiii, 2: THY 8¢ pakpoBdmTa papTupolow Em yé Twov kai Huépwv kal dyplwv
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which is important enough — the toTopla in it seems much closer to the
toTopin of Herodotus than many would like to admit. This in itself puts a strain
on how systematic Aristotle and Theophrastus can be in their Historiae, quite
apart from the problematic nature of the subject matter they deal with. To this I

now turn.

8. Animals and plants as objects of (ogTopla.

Reading the HP book one and comparing it to the HA book one reveals some
essential similarities. Aristotle spends most of HA I discussing in general terms
the parts of animals, only spending some few pages on their differences katd
Te Tous Blovs kal Tas mpdéels kal Ta Mon kal [i.e. "as well as"] Ta

popta (HA 1, 1, 487a10f.). The HP opens with these words:

TOV GUTOY TAS SLadopds kal TNV dAANY dvoLy AnmTéov kaTd Te Td
pépn Kal Ta maln kal TAs yevéoeLs kal Tous PBlous' 1N yap kal

mpdEeLs ovk €xovay womep Td (Qa.

He goes on to say that their differences according to parts are the only
differences difficult to observe, and he accordingly uses most of the space on
discussing the parts of plants. It is interesting to note that he picks up two of
the differences Aristotle had identified, the way of life (los) and the parts,
while explicitly excluding two from Aristotle's list. But he adds two and ends

up with a list of four, like Aristotle.'*

kal at Tapadedopévat dpfijpar mapd TAY pubordywy.

132 Aristotle was keenly interested in the yéveois of animals. He devoted a study to it and in the
HA there are three whole books about reproduction (V-VII). This indicates that Theophrastus is
responding to HA I more than anything.

187

D R RRERSSBBBBRBREEESRE




Studies in Historia

This explicit comparison with animals is a recurring theme in

book one. Section I, 1, 3 starts:

| Tdyxa 8¢ ovy opolws dmavTa {nTnTéor oUTE €V Tols dA\ots o’ Ooa
i mpOS TNV YéveoLy, alTd Te Td yevvwpeva pépn BeTéov, olov ToUS

KapmoUs* oUdE yap Ta €uPpua TaV Wwv.

Theophrastus has spent a page or so on how difficult it is to determine what is a
part in the case of plants (are leafs, flowers, shoots, etc. parts?). Here he doubts
how generally we should expect plants to be alike animals, and explains this by
wondering whether what counts as difference according to yéveols in animals
might not belong to parts in plants. So the categories used to analyse the
differences in the case of animals do not necessarily apply in the same way to

plants. He expresses the same general concern at the start of I, i, 4 and goes on

to say:

boa yap pun otdv Te ddopotody, mepiepyov TO yAixeobal mdvTws tva un

Kal TNy otkelav dmoBdlwpev Bewplav. 1) 8¢ LoTopla TOV GuTGY €0TLY,
WS ATAGS €LTElY, 1) kaTd Td €Ew popLa kal TN OANY Lopdnv 1 KaTa

Ta €VTOS, WOTEP ETL TOV (YWY Td €K TOV AvaTOUOV.

Stressing that we should not lose sight of the proper enquiry by concentrating
too much on comparison with animals, Theophrastus cannot help but make
comparison with the study of animals. These examples can be multiplied (see
e.g. I, 1, 9). Animals are constantly at the back of Theophrastus' mind in his
study of plants. This is to some degree out of necessity. Theophrastus is doing
something new, in a sense inventing "botany", and he needs something to
model it on. Vocabulary is one significant problem (I, ii passim, but
particularly 3ff.). In this part of the HP (I, ii) he is discussing the principles

(dpxai) of plants, particularly the principles of the homoiomerous parts, for
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which the vocabulary is largely based on animals (flesh, veins, etc.), because
they are better known. When, for instance, it comes to the core (L1jTpa) some
call this "heart" (kapdia) others "interior" (€vTepLwyn), but some call the inner
part of the core "heart" while some call this "marrow" (pveAdv) (I, ii, 6). Just
talking about plants on this level is comparing them to animals.

Aristotle frequently refers to plants for comparison in his
zoological works. They all seem to emphasise the hierarchy of nature and are
typically brought in where Aristotle approaches that level of the zoological
world that is closest to plants, in particular where he is discussing the initial
stages of generation.'” Other examples are his discussions of spontaneous
generation and the testacea. In the HA (V, 1, 539a16-25) and in the GA (III, 11,
762b18ff.) where he discusses spontaneous generation he refers to plants, as
there are common features to spontaneous generation in plants and animals,
though the explanation in the case of animals is rather more complex than in
the case of plants (GA 762a18-21). In HA book V, Aristotle turns to generation
of animals, and the testacea are the first group he discusses. This is the reverse
order of what he has practiced so far in the HA. His usual procedure is to start
with what is best known, i.e. man, and use it as a guide through the enquiry. He
justifies this reverse procedure at the start of book V. Generation in the case of
man is the most complicated. Therefore he decides to start from the other end,
the most simple. These are the testacea, and he has numerous occasions to

134

compare them to plants.”™ A characteristic of the testacea is that they are

135

spontaneously generated. > What makes them particularly like plants is the fact

133 See Lloyd (1996) 67-82 on the "fuzzy nature" of these border creatures. There is also a
substantial discussion of plants in the NatPuer in order to clarify what happens in conception
and at the initial stages of the development of the foetus.

13 Not only in book V, but also e.g. in IV, 11, 538a18-22. The testacea share in the nature of
plants and animals regarding generation, cf. GA 731b9f.

S HAV, 14, 547b18-19: 0\ws 8¢ mdvTa Td d0Tpakwdn ylyveTal pév abTépata év T
L\UL, kaTa 8€ TNy Sadopav Tis LAlos €Tepa, KTA.
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that they are stuck to the ground (GA I, 1, 715b16-25; some can move around,
though, cf. HA IV, 4, 528a30-33). It is especially when Aristotle is dealing with
animals and aspects of animals that are close to plants in their nature that he
brings in plants for comparison. At the end of this last discussion he states on
principle, though, that plants must be investigated on another occasion." This
gives Theophrastus the opportunity to question some of Aristotle's assumptions
about plants, without him going all the way to overtly question the theories
Aristotle bases on these assumptions, as in the case of the theory of

spontaneous generation.

An example of this is the discussion about generation from seed (in HP
T, 1, 299, Theophrastus mentions "some", Tlwes, who are not entirely
convinced that all plants can be generated from seed, because farmers, as a
matter of fact, do not use seed in growing them. kaitoL, kabdmep €v Tals

loToplats elpnTat, kai davepdTaTov €m TdV itedv . This is a reference to

the HP 111, i, 2-3. Here the seed—principle is stated: 6oa 8¢ €xeL oméppa Kal
kapmdy, kdv amd pi¢ns ylvnTat, kal amo TolTwy, emel kal Ta SokolvTa
dkapma elvat yevwdy ooy, olov mTeNéav itéav (HP 111, i, 2). This and
the following discussion is based on a report (TLVes is the subject of a number
of third person plural verbs), and Theophrastus even refers to the "poet"

(Homer, Od X, 510) for the opinion that willows (iTéa) shed their fruits early

(HP 111, i, 3). In the GA Aristotle states: €via 8’ O\ws o8¢ dpépel oméppa,

B mepl pév obv duThy, adTd Ka®' alTd Xwpls €mokenTtéov ( GAL, i, 716al). Aristotle
has been discussing spontaneous generation, where he frequently refers to plants for
comparison. He proceeds to discuss "the other animals”, i.e. those not spontaneously generated.
Morsink (1982) argues that this is not a reference to a missing treatise, but a statement of the
principle that plants need to be looked into separately.

"7 This is how the discussion starts, by distinguishing the possible ways of generation: ai
Yevéoels TaV SévBpwv kal BAwS TGOV GUTOY T Gf’TéHaTGL ﬁ“d]'f(‘) oTéPRaTos 1 dmo

pi¢ns fi amd mapaomddos f ATd dikpepdros T dmo Khwvos 1) am’ aldTod Tod oTeNéxous
€loly — 1j €7t Tod EUMoV kaTakoTEVTOS €LS [IKpd" Kal Yap oUTws évia dpleTal.

ToUTWY 8¢ 1) pév abTépaTos TPWHTN TS, al 8¢ dmd omépparos kal pi{ns puotkdTaTAL
86Eatev dv- domep yap abTéHpaTal kal avtai, 8o kal Tols ayplols Umdpxovow: ai de
a\at Téxvns 1j 81 mpoatpécews .
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that they are stuck to the ground (GA 1, 1, 715b16-25; some can move around,
though, cf. HA 1V, 4, 528a30-33). It is especially when Aristotle is dealing with
animals and aspects of animals that are close to plants in their nature that he
brings in plants for comparison. At the end of this last discussion he states on
principle, though, that plants must be investigated on another occasion.'*® This
gives Theophrastus the opportunity to question some of Aristotle's assumptions
about plants, without him going all the way to overtly question the theories
Aristotle bases on these assumptions, as in the case of the theory of
spontaneous generation.

An example of this is the discussion about generation from seed (in HP
II, i, 2""). Theophrastus mentions "some", Tlves, who are not entirely
convinced that all plants can be generated from seed, because farmers, as a
matter of fact, do not use seed in growing them. kaitot, kabdmep €v Tdls
toToplats elpnTal, kat davepwTaTov émt TGOV tTe@v . This is a reference to

the HP 111, i, 2-3. Here the seed—principle is stated: 0ca 6€ €xeL oméppa Kkal
Kapmov, kdv amo pidns yivnrat, kal dmo ToUTwy, émel Kal Td SokolvTa

dkapma €lval yewav daoiy, otov mreréav itéav (HP 111, i, 2). This and
the following discussion is based on a report (Tives is the subject of a number
of third person plural verbs), and Theophrastus even refers to the "poet"
(Homer, Od X, 510) for the opinion that willows (iTéa) shed their fruits early

(HP 111, i, 3). In the GA Aristotle states: €évia 8’ O Aws oU8€ dépeL oméppa,

13 repl pév olv GpuTdVY, alrd kab' avTd xwpls émokentéov ( GAI, i, 716al). Aristotle
has been discussing spontaneous generation, where he frequently refers to plants for
comparison. He proceeds to discuss "the other animals”, i.e. those not spontaneously generated.
Morsink (1982) argues that this is not a reference to a missing treatise, but a statement of the
principle that plants need to be looked into separately.

137 This is how the discussion starts, by distinguishing the possible ways of generation: at
yevéoels TOV Sévdpwy kal OAws TGV ¢uTGY 1j alToLaTal 1 Ao oTéppaTos 1 dmo

pi¢ns 1 amod mapaomddos 1} amd dkpeLdvos 1 dmo KAwvos 1 am’ avTod Tol oTeléxous
etoly — 1 €T ToD EVAOU kaTakomérTos €ls pikpd: kal ydp oVTws évia dveTal.

ToUTWY 8€ M pév avTépaTos TPWTN TS, ai 8¢ dmod oméppaTos kal pins PpuolkdTaTal
86katev dv' womep ydp avToépaTat kal abral, 8o kal Tols dyplols Umdpxovo: ai 8¢
d\\at Téxvns 1j 81 mpoatpéoews.
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otov iTéa kal alyeipos (I, 18, 726a6f.). He does not refer to an observation,
either his own or someone else's, but backs this up with a theory that explains
why these trees cannot produce seed. Theophrastus is obviously not a slave to
Aristotle's opinions.'® But it is noteworthy that he bases his disagreement not
on observation but on an unspecified report. This shows a characteristic of
toTopla: in principle it can always be refuted in a variety of ways. A better
observation, another report, and what we believed to be the case no longer
seems to be the case. This also opens up for the possibility of the growth of
knowledge (cf. my ch. II). Theophrastus is not criticising Aristotle's
methodology or his knowledge base in general, only some particular
observations.

It seems, therefore, obvious that the comparison with animals,
and in particular with Aristotle's HA, was an important part of Theophrastus'
project in the HP. The reason is the same as why man is constantly at the back
of Aristotle's mind. Understanding the lower animals and plants is a downward
process. The hermeneutical move is top down. But this does not mean that he
was importing wholesale Aristotle's methodology to the study of plants. He
even goes out of his way to stress the distance between the study of plants and
the study animals. In the course of book one Theophrastus repeatedly claims
that we should not expect a complete correspondence between plants and
animals, and he stresses in particular that plants are more diverse and manifold

than animals. Thus in I, i, 10-11:"*

138 He frequently corrects Aristotle on matters of fact, without ever mentioning him by name.
Another example, also concerning spontaneous generation, is his explanation of how the
mistletoe is generated from seed (CP 11, 17, 5) that is brought to the host tree by birds who
have eaten the fruits, correcting GA, I, 1, 715b25-30.

13 See also 1, ii, 3: éxeL 8¢ lows kal d\as Stadopds kal TadTa kal SAws TO TGOV

dUTGY yévos® ToNUxowy ydp woTep eiprikapev. The context is the use of animal vocabulary
for the internal parts of plants, which is largely derived from animals. He carries on with this
justification:
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6Aws 8¢ ToUxouy TO GuTOV Kal Trotkilov, kal xalemov elmely kaforov
onpelov 8¢ TO UNdev elvar kolwdv NaBety 6 Taow UTdpxeL, KabdTep
Tols {@ois oTdpa Kal kowkia. T 8¢ dvaloyiq TavTd, Ta 8" dA\ov

TPOTOV.

Explicitly comparing plants to animals he claims that, unlike animals, there is
no one thing common to all plants. Whereas all animals have a mouth and a
stomach, it is only possible to generalise something for all plants by resorting
to analogy'® or some other form of comparison. Theophrastus is probably here

thinking about a passage in the HA, where Aristotle says (I, 2, 488b29f):

0 TavTwy 8 €oTl TOV {Guwv kowd pudpLa, @ SéExeTal TNV Tpodnv kal €is O

déxeTal.

But importantly Aristotle goes on to say (ibidem):

TabTa €0TL TAUTA Kal €TEpa KATA TOUS €LPNEVOUS TPOTOUS, T} KT’

€L80s 1) kab’ vmepoxTv 1 kat’ dvaloylav i T 6éoel SadépovTa.

So that through which and info which animals receive food, i.e. the mouth and

the stomach, is not generalisable to all animals in any stronger sense than by
analogy, which seems to be the same as Theophrastus is claiming for plants.
They seem, therefore, to agree on this point, i.e. that there are no differentiae

generalisable for respectively all animals and plants in any stronger sense than

AN’ €TTEL BLA TOV YYWPLLWTEPWY LETABLWKELY SEL TA AyvWpLoTa, YVWPLLWOTEPA B€
Ta pellw kat epdavi T atobroet, dnovdTt kabdmep vdynTaAL TEPL TOUTWY
\ekTéov. émavadopar yap éEopev TGV dNwv Tpos TalTa péxpl méoou Kal TOS
€KAoTA PLETEXEL THS OLOLOTNTOS.
According to this fairly unproblematic principle Theophrastus uses what is known about the
interior of animals to talk about the interior of plants, and animals in general to understand
plants. When it comes to plants, trees are used as an introduction to plants — they are both
bigger and better known than other plants, and apart from that they exhibit the characteristics

of plants better than "lesser" plants.
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by analogy. But there is a difference. Aristotle says that almost all animals
have that part in common by which they discharge food. But not all. And then

(HA 1, ii, 489al-2):

kahelTal 8’ 1) pev hapPdvel, oTéua, eis O 8¢ déxeTal, kolkia: TO &€

AOLTIOV TTOAVWVULOY €TTLY.

So only that through which and that into which animals receive food have a
common name in the case of all animals. And this obviously carries some
weight with Aristotle.

Theophrastus was concerned with putting a distance between his
study of plants and the better known (i.e. in the context within which he was
working) study of animals. But it is important to note that he stresses the
difference on the level of subject matter, and not on the level of method. He is
not disagreeing with Aristotle, but arguing that his enquiry is different as it is

an enquiry into different things.

9. Location, cultivation and the classification of plants.

To understand how different plants are I will look into problems Theophrastus

faced in his practice of classifications, the effects of location and cultivation on

plants. Theophrastus proceeds in the HP according to his general classification
of plants into four different kinds: trees, shrubs, under—shrubs and herbs (HP I,
iii, 1). The justification for this classification is that it makes the study

cadeoTE pos, meaning that it is clearer and at least a helpful rough

1 On analogy, though cryptic, see Metaph 9a4-9.
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classification to deal with the chaotic material of the plant kingdom. These
classes are based on the relations between the most important parts of the plant:
root, stem branch and twig (HP I, i, 9)."" These distinctions or definitions
(6pot), he says, must only be taken to apply in a general sense, and not to each
and every plant. Some seem to cut across these classes, either by nature or

through cultivation — where they depart from nature (I, iii, 2):

évia yap lows emar\dTTew 86ele, Ta 8¢ kal Tapd TNV Aywyny

aaoroTepa yiveoBal kal éxBaivewy Tiis dpUoEWS, KTA.

Some under-shrubs and herbs, for instance, seem to belong to the class of trees,
as they grow one stem from the root (I, iii, 4). On the other hand, some trees,
for instance apple and pear, are by nature more like shrubs than trees, and it is
| only by cultivation that they become like proper trees with only one stem (I, iii,
3). ia &n TabTa womep Aéyoper ovk dkpLBoloynTéor TG Opw AANA TO

TUTE AnmTéov Tovs ddopiopovs (I, iii, 5). Theophrastus therefore suggests
other classifications, like size and length of life or classifications based on the

presence or absence of fruits, flowers, evergreenness and/or cultivation (I, iii,

5). In1, iv, 2 he suggests locality and climate, locality being more important in
the case of plants than in the case of animals as plants are stuck to the ground
(I, iv, 4). He returns to these varieties of classification at the end of book I (xiv,
3-5), where he in particular stresses locality and cultivation, which are often
causally responsible for the presence or absence of fruits, flowers and
evergreenness and therefore, in a sense, more fundamental than those. But

locality and cultivation can also often upset the basic classification into trees,

1! He goes "deeper" into the parts of plants in the following chapters: 1, ii, 1: the
homoiomerous parts like bark, wood and core; these are composed of sap, fibre, veins and

flesh; the deepest level is moisture and warmth (1, ii, 4). I, ii, 7: Td pév olv pdépia oxedov
€0TL TooalTa. oUyKeLTal 8¢ Td VoTEPOV €K TOV TPOTEPWY.
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shrubs, under—shrubs and herbs and, it seems, almost any classification at any
level in the study of plants (I, iii, 2-3). I will look closer at cultivation below,
but first locality, and the exceptional case of the date—palm.

At the start of CP Theophrastus argues that all seed bearing plants
can be generated from seed. In the CP I, i, 3 ff. he continues discussing
seed—bearing plants, identifying a group that can only be grown from seeds:
plants that are dry, single-stemmed and without side shots (Enpa kal povopui
kal dmapdPAaoTa) can not grow from side—shots or branches, i.e. practically ‘
speaking they can only be grown from seed. Being single-stemmed they can
not grow from side-shots, being dry the branches and twigs are too dry for
them to be able to produce independent life.'* At the beginning of 1, i, 4 he

moves from discussing plants that can only be generated from seed to those

that can also be generated from other parts, with this formulaic expression:

kal TabTa pev ia Tas elpnpévas altias: Ta 8¢ kTA.

And he ends i, 4, and the discussion of this initial dichotomy, with an

expression summing up:

kaboNov pev olv kal TUTE TodTOV Slwplobw TOV TpbTOV.

In chapter iii he turns to differences among those that generate from different

parts, as they do not all generate from all of them, and the reasons why some

plants generate in one way and some in another. In between, i.e. in chapter ii,

he discusses an exception to the initial classification: the date—palm (dpotvi€) in

2 Cf. HP 1, ii, 4: mp&Ta [of the most important homoiomerous parts] 8¢ €oTL TO Uypodv Kkal
Beppdv: dmav yap dpuTov €xel Twa UypdTnTa Kal BeppdTnTa CVRLPUTOY, BoTEP Kal

{dov, wv vmolelmovTwy yiveTar yiipas kal ¢pbiols, Tehelws 8¢ vmoAmdvTwY BdvaTos

kal atavots.
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Babylonia: it is dry, single-stemmed and without side shots but can still be
generated from various parts.

Babylonia is exceptionally fertile and rich in food (CP 1, ii, 3; HP
I11, iii, 5; VIII, vii, 4). This fertility and richness is cited as the reason why the
date—palm grows from its branches there.'” Babylonia is a particular case,
because it is the proper place for the date—palm (HP 11, ii, 8; III, iii, 5), and that
is more than just a curious fact: 6 8¢ olkelos [sc. dnp] 76N SiaTeletol Ta
Ths ¢voews (CP 11, iii, 7)." The difference in climate, soil etc. of different
locations makes it possible to causally explain why the date—palm shows this

145

different behaviour in Babylonia.”” But what is the real nature of the date-

—palm? The way it is in Babylonia or the way it is in Greece? Only by

appealing to the proper place can it be claimed that a plant shows its true nature
in one place and not in another. This shows him attempting to get a grip on the
variety of plants and their resistance to rigid classifications. His attitude
towards cultivation is similar, and to this I now turn.'*

Without doubt the bulk of the information gathered by
Theophrastus comes from cultivated and harvested plants."”” He pays enormous
attention to the cultivation of plants, how to grow them with advice on how to

get the best out of them. When he discusses the generation of plants (most of

the CP), for instance, his chief concern is with how they are grown. The

distinction between cultivated and wild plants is enormously important, though

W CP1,ii, 3: 0 8¢ polviE amo pev Tov pdpdwv PracTdvel Xwpas eVBooiq kal evduiq

mpos TO 6aTTOV BAaCTAVELY.,

1% He has just been discussing the date—palm. Cf. CP 1, ix, 2: am\@s 8’ 6Tav otkolav xwpav
\dBwowy ot kapmol pa\kov Slvavtat Ta yévn Statnpely, 6Tav pdAtoT’ elBevij kal
KaA\LkapTi) Ta 6évdpa.

15 Cf. HP 11, iii, 3, where he has been discussing some things that are Tépata and Tapd ¢vow :
fikioTa 8¢ tows Td ToladTa dToma Sia TO dpavepds éxew Tas alTias. dANd pdA\ov |
TO PT) €K TGOV OlKelwy TOTWY GéPeLy TOUS KapToUS T T} oikelovs.

146 Aristotle also refers to locality, but does not make as much of it. In the HA V, 11, 543b23-31 |
he discusses the effect of locality on the fertility of fish, referring to plants for comparison. |

7 See e.g. Rihll (1999) 117.
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¥ One and the same plant can be radically

not as important as location.
different depending on whether it is wild or cultivated. This, as well as
location, means that plants are more difficult to classify than animals, as almost
every single kind and every single individual can be radically different
according to place and cultivation. It does not mean, of course, that the plant
kingdom is impossible to classify, and we have just seen how Theophrastus
applies the notion of proper place to get a firmer grip on the nature of plants
that are known to be very different in different places. When discussing the
difference between wild and cultivated plants Theophrastus occasionally
mentions Hippon the Samian. According to Hippon any plant can be wild or
cultivated. It only depends on whether it is treated or not, and there is nothing
more to the distinction than that.'* If wild and cultivated are understood in this
way these categories can not be used to classify plants, though they can, of
course, be used to causally explain differences among plants of the same kind,
assuming the kind can be identified independently. But Theophrastus flirts with

the idea that there might be a natural difference between wild and cultivated

| (HP 1, iii, 6):

apa 8¢ kal daiveTal Twa éxew ¢uotkny Stagopav  €UBUS €Ml TGV

ayplwv kal TGV Népwy, elmep €via un dvatal {fjv womep Td

' YeEwpyoUpeva und’ Ohws 8éxeTal Bepameiav, dANA xeipw ylveTat, kTA.

8 HP 11, ii, 8: elloyov 8¢ kal €l Tis TOV map’ Mudv doivika dputevel év Bapuldut,
KdpTLpOY Te yiveoBal kal é€opotoliobal Tols €kel. TOV adTov 8¢ Tpoémov kal €l Tis
€Tépa TPOTAAA\oV EXEL Kapmov TOTW' KPelTTwY ydp oUTos Tfis épyacias kal THis
Ggpaneiag. onpetov &€, 0TL peTadpepopeva TAkelBey drapma, Td 8¢ kal 6Aws dBAaoTh
ylveTat.

9 HP, 1, iii, 5: mav yap kal dyplov kal fipepév dnow “Inmwv yiveodar Tuyxdvov kai

€lval, kal Bepamevdpevor peév fuepov, ur Bepamevépevor 8¢ dyplov (adding: TH pév

|
un Tuyxavov Bepametas; HP III, ii, 2: kalTor dnoiv “"Inmev dmav kal fLepov kal dypLov l
0pBds Aéywy, TH 6€ ovk 0pbds ) |
|
\
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Some plants entirely refuse to be cultivated and deteriorate when this is
attempted. These plants, he goes on to say, we can truly call wild. This implies
that there is a degree to being wild and cultivated that is not just a matter of

how far along the path of treatment a plant is but on how far it is possible to

150

cultivate it.” What is cultivation? 0 8¢ dvBpwmos 1| pévov 1| pdiloTa

fluepov.”' As far as fjpepos goes, man is the extreme case. But man is not a

plant by any stretch of Theophrastus' imagination, so how can he be used to fix

‘the reference of "cultivated" in the case of plants? In HP 111, ii, 2, where he has

picked up the debate with Hippon, the point is put rather differently: 6 &7
XWPLoTéOV Kal Ta Wév dypia, Td 8 TjLepa AekTéov, Womep TOV (Wwv
Ta ovvavbpumevdpeva kal Ta Sexopeva Tibaoelav. This means that those

plants that are with man and receive his culture must be called cultivated, i.e.

naturally cultivated.

10. Conclusion.

This discussion shows two things. First how flexible plants are. Classifying
plants, with the tools available to Theophrastus, is extremely difficult as almost
any classification can be upset by change of place and cultivation. This
explains why the HP is less systematic than the H A, without showing
Theophrastus less interested in the questions Aristotle was interested in or not
as far along in his enquiries as Aristotle was in his. It secondly shows him

trying, in the case of place and cultivation, to use these categories as well to

%010 HP 111, ii, 1-2, talking about plants that do not take cultivation: pd\oT’ dv Tis dypia
TNV $vow elmot. TO yap i) mpoodexopevor Hépwoly, Gomep év Tols {Wols, ToUTOo
dypov Tij dvoeL.

151 Bracketed by Hort.
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classify plants and not just causally explain specific features. The true nature of
the date—palm is as it is in Babylonia, in its proper climate. Plants can naturally
be divided into cultivated and wild.

Adyou distinguish themselves by being disputed, and in this way they
differ from perception.”” In addition, the cumulative nature of LoTopia, which
includes corrections of other peoples LoToptat, puts a strain on the theories that
must agree with them. Living nature is particularly difficult in this respect by
the immense complexity it presents. This both relates to the subject matter
itself and to the nature of the information available about it. This is not all
together different from the subject enquired into by Herodotus, or indeed the
Hippocratics. Or the subject of this thesis: toTopla itself. It only remains to pull

the threads together and see if there is any system in the madness.

2. Cf. CP1, xxi, 4, concerning the hot and the cold as theoretical entities.
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Conclusion

In the four studies this dissertation is composed of I have only done the
material partial justice. The overall effect may be one of confusion rather than
clarity and although confusion is not my aim, establishing the complexity of
meanings and uses of toTopla is important. ' IoTopla and cognates are used by
a number of writers in various contexts and with different meanings. This
should not be a surprising conclusion though a. remarkable number of scholars
see a single core meaning — whatever that is — of toTopla in play every time
the word and its cognates are used. In this concluding chapter I will briefly,
first, discuss the different possible meanings of the toTop— vocabulary as it
reveals itself in the studies and, second, explore the common threads in the
history of the concept and indicate the most important moments in its minting
process. It should already be clear, but needs to be spelled out explicitly, that

the concept of LoTopla is created in the melting pot of fifth and fourth century

debates about the nature and acquisition of knowledge.




Conclusion

1. Variety.

There is first the variety of words that belong to the toTop— vocabulary:

loTwp; LoTopely; LoTopla/m; LoTopLkds; LaTOpLOV.

My studies have been based on analyses of the uses of these terms,' with focus
on the period up to and including Theophrastus. In chapter II, on reported
knowledge, I include the Hellenistic Empiricists, as they are a particularly
interesting example of how technical a term it became. There is a tendency in
classical scholarship, when it gets into exploring individual words, to look
back to a core meaning that is supposed to be found in the stem and the root.
This is then used to explain later uses and meanings of key terms. In the case
of LoTopla these are the stem (oTwp and the root *w(e)id—. There are good
reasons to connect *w(e)id— with seeing but applying this to the earliest uses of
toTwp in ancient Greek literature does not add up. Homer (/I XVII 501, XXII
486) uses LoTwp of a person who has the special position within society to
arbitrate in a dispute and Hesiod (Erga 792) seems to use it in a more general
sense of "wise" or "knowing". Bacchylides (IX 44 Snell/Maehler) has toTopes
meaning "skilful" (with a spear) and Heraclitus (DK22B35) also seems to use
it in a general sense of knowledgeable or wise, though many scholars translate
toTopes in frg. 35 as "enquirers”.

These earliest uses of loTwp do not confirm that there is an idea

of seeing carried from the root through the stem and to the branches. The uses

of the LoTop— vocabulary in the tragedians is another indication that seeing is

! There are in addition later derivatives, like loTépnpa, loTopnTéov, LoTépioja and
toToptwdns as well as compounds with ypadelv (LoToplo—ypadelv, —ypadia, —ypadikds and
—ypados).
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not an essential element in its uses. The verb loTopetv is common in the

tragedians in the meaning "to ask", which is also the meaning of the verb in

Herodotus. “IoTwp does not, therefore, seem essentially tied to the idea of 1
seeing. Other scholars, still looking for the core in toTopila, have abandoned |
the root and seized upon the meaning of toTwp in Homer: "arbitrator". The |
aim is primarily to understand the use of LoTopin in the opening words of
Herodotus' Histories. Why does he present his work as a toTopin? This is an

intriguing and interesting question, all the more because the use of LoTopin in

Herodotus' proem seems to be of momentous importance for the subsequent
history of the concept. But even if we were to accept that the idea of arbitration
is present in the concept as used by Herodotus, and I do not think we should, it
would only work as a partial explanation of the use of the concept in
Herodotus' proem. It would not give a key to the concept as such, not even to
the use of the LoTop— vocabulary in Herodotus, let alone Aristotle or anyone
else.

Another much discussed idea is the empirical spirit of the Ionian
enlightenment, where "philosophers" and "scientists" approached the subject of
nature through empirical investigations. Or so it is claimed. This is frequently
associated with LoTopin, enquiry, and tied to the root *w(e)id— and the core
meaning of "seeing". But the early uses of {oTwp or LoTopely pose serious
problems for this interpretation, as noted above. A drastic solution, clinging to
the model of a root with a stem and branches, is to insist on two (why not
more?) different roots to homonymous words. This only indicates how
desperate the search for origins can be. Respecting the variety in the evidence
for LoTopta should make us look for different models.

I argued in chapter III that toTopia/m in Herodotus, On Ancient

Medicine and the Empiricists refers to reported knowledge. There is great
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variety in the nature of the knowledge reported. It includes direct observations,
common knowledge ("facts") and abstract arguments. In Herodotus it seems to
have more to do with privileged access than direct experience, while in On
Ancient Medicine it is reported knowledge based on the experience of medical
practitioners, in the past and the present. The Empiricists debated among
themselves what precisely LoTopla was, and the candidates were reported
information, true or false, and reported avTodia, always true. In Aristotle's and
Theophrastus' Historiae toTopla was reported information in the more general
sense, not strictly speaking avToysia written down but also the endoxa. From
Herodotus to the Empiricists, through On Ancient Medicine and Aristotle, there

is, in addition, increased reliance on writing as a medium for toTopia.

2. Minting.

There is more to LoTopta than just a variety of different meanings and uses. In
all this material the contours of a tree begin to emerge. But this is not the tree
of traditional linguistics growing from a root. It is a tree as they should be:
with a complex nexus of roots that grow together into a stem or stems. In the
earliest material I have investigated there does not seem to be a clear
conception of what toTopia and the LoTop— vocabulary covers. This is
gradually hammered out in the developing debates about the nature of
knowledge, both within and between the competing groups and individuals.
Some moments in this history are more important than other and the effect of
the proem of Herodotus can hardly be exaggerated. Herodotus was early well
known for his work and the fame lasted. It became irretrievably associated

with LoTopin and toTopin with it. This does not mean, of course, that all uses
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of the LoTop— vocabulary were from then on inseparable from the Histories of
Herodotus.

By the fourth century toTopla becomes a "fundamental concept"
in the sense of Koselleck. There is toTopla and there is pthocodia. And even
though individuals can disagree on the meaning of these terms, as well as on
the meaning of any term they use, they have a fixed place in the discourse
about the nature of knowledge. An indication of how fixed toTopia had
become is the dominance of the word toTopla and the disappearance, for a
while, of the verb LoTopéw. 'loTopta is a category referred to. There is also
toTopia and toTopla mept one thing or another. Theophrastus has no problems
referring to his HP as the LoToplat, plain and simple, while Aristotle is not as
clear. He refers to the HA as the toTopiat but he often qualifies this with a mept
clause or some other identifying marker, which either refers to animals or to
nature. ‘IoTopia mepl dpuoews was a well known category, at least from the
time of Plato, but it was mainly used in historical contexts, i.e. to describe the
activities of some of the earliest Greek philosophers. It is possible that the
difference between Aristotle and Theophrastus regarding the "title" of their
Historiae is one of character, but it is at least as likely that the idea or concept
of loTopla concerning nature has been sharpened from one to the other. This
is minting in practice.

Instead of looking back to an "original" meaning of toTopia to
explain its later uses we see a concrete concept being hammered out over time.
Not all words and phrases get this treatment. ‘IoTopla is undoubtedly among

the chosen few, and it already was in the fourth century for the ancient Greeks.
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3. 'IoTopla

One of the most striking similarities in the various uses of LoTopia is that
between Herodotus and Aristotle. Not only does Aristotle's practice of LoTopia
in the HA seem more akin to Herodotus' practice than is commonly recognised.
The statements of Herodotus and Aristotle on the role of LtoTopia/m show a
curious resemblance in vocabulary. Herodotus presents, in the proem, an
am68e€is of LoTopin, which turns out to be an enquiry into causes (6u" Tjv
attinv), which is strikingly similar to how Aristotle presents toTopia in the
HA (I, 6, 491a7-14). But even though they use the same words they do not use
them in the same meaning. Aristotle's dm68eLELs is demonstration, Herodotus'
améde€is is presentation, and this is telling for the difference between the two
uses of LoTopla.

Herodotus and Aristotle both claim toTopin/a for what they are
doing. Some of the Hippocratics as well as the Empiricists did as well. Others
used LoTopia to name the kind of enquiry or knowledge they contrasted their
own kind of enquiry and knowledge with. The best known of these is the
autobiography of "Socrates" in Plato's Phaedo. For Socrates LoTopia had too
limited aims. It only described physical conditions and did not tackle any of
the important "why" questions. He therefore turned towards logoi and
hypotheses. The author of the VM, who is an advocate of LoTopin, attacks the
"philosophers" (he names Empedocles) precisely for relying on hypotheses in
dealing with hidden things. He regards his own method of toTopin as much
superior because it is based on experience, cumulated over time. The
Empiricists had a more radical version of this position as they wanted to do
away with the hidden in general. Herodotus uses similar criticisms of some of
those he attacks. The source of the Nile has been inadequately enquired into.

The same goes for the story of Heracles and the fate of Helen. By enquiring,
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asking, he believes himself to have found out more about the facts of these
matters than his predecessors, and based on these "facts" he can make better
guesses. Speculation and hearsay are attacked by these authors, as well as
relying on anything other than direct observation or observational reports, and
toToplin is proposed iﬁstead.

On the other hand, those who attack the principle of toTopla do it
either in terms similar to Socrates, i.e. in terms of its limited aims or lack of
demonstrable conclusions, or as contrasted with proper autopsy. The debate
among the Empiricists on whether toTopla was autopsy in written form or just
a convincing account turns on this contrast and the relative status of toTopila
and autopsy. Aristotle fits the dichotomy of those who like and those who
dislike LoTopla with the twist that he wanted the best of both. ‘IoTopla was
inferior to philosophy, in that it did not deal with the general and its contents
could not be demonstrated. But he still wanted it to serve philosophy by
supplying the necessary facts to be demonstrated in his theoretical works, but
in order to make it demonstrable he has to make it describe not the individual
but the species the individual is a specimen of.

‘TIoTopla is description of the world, but what world? Is it only
the world of experience, as some of the Empiricists wanted, or is it any report,
even a dubious one, and the endoxa, as with Aristotle and Theophrastus?

| Theoretically the distinction is clear, but in practice the boundaries between

| properly reported autopsy and fabrications, not to mention everything in

between, is difficult to draw.

In some cases LoTopta is (or in the case of the embryological
treatises discussed in chapter II, LtoTépLa are) supposed to convince by itself,
but in other contexts it is and can only be a first step in a process that

eventually is supposed to be a convincing account. Aristotle is not satisfied
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with the mere fact. He must also know why. While for Herodotus it is enough
to present the LoTopin, already established by his enquiry, Aristotle has to

demonstrate it.
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