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Note to the Reader

What you are holding in your hands between the covers of this booklet is at
the same time a very old text and a very new one. Aristotle’s original master-
piece was released in Athens between 2,340 and 2,370 years ago, and it must
have played a role in inspiring many thousands of young students to embrace
a life of philosophy in the ancient world, before Aristotle’s text succumbed in
the general collapse of the affluent and literate civilizations of Greece and
Rome. It has been a lost text for at least a millennium.

This draft of the booklet was finalized in October of 2017, incorporating
recent developments that build on the last 15 years of research undertaken by
D. S. Hutchinson and Monte Ransome Johnson, in Toronto and San Diego and
elsewhere. This very recent document is also provisional, because this research
project is ongoing and we expect to refine our presentation and add further
evidence to our reconstruction of Aristotle’s lost dialogue (see Introduction).

The main readership we have in mind for this reconstruction of Aristotle’s
work is undergraduate students at the University of Toronto, the University of
California, and elsewhere, who would enjoy and benefit from a lively intro-
duction to philosophy or to Aristotle’s ideas. There are special difficulties in
presenting a greatly fragmented text such as this to students, and this booklet
presents a new stage of experimentation for us in what we hope is effective
layout and accurate presentation of the relevant evidence.

If students or their professors or any other readers wish to send us their
queries and doubts and suggestions for improvement, these would be grate-
fully received by us, at www.protrepticus.info. Instructions for printing this
booklet for student and academic use are provided on the back of the cover.

This research was begun in evening seminars that took place in Toronto,
and has been discussed in many academic venues in the world. We have dis-
cussed these texts with scholarly audiences at Berlin, Cambridge University
(twice), Davis (University of California, Davis), Durham, Edinburgh, Florence
(twice), the Jamahiri Thought Academy of Libya (via Skype), Louvain la
Neuve, New Haven (Yale University), Oxford, Padua, San Diego (University of
California, San Diego), South Bend (Notre Dame University), St. Louis (St.
Louis University), Toronto, Venice, and Victoria (British Columbia). We have
worked on this text in manuscript libraries in Florence, Munich, Oxford, Paris,
Raven-na, Rome, Venice, Vienna, and Zeitz (near Leipzig); and now our
research is mostly conducted at our research archive in San Diego. But
wherever we have been with this text, and wherever this text has gone to reach
you, remember, as Aristotle said, “philosophers require neither tools nor
special places for their productive work; rather, wherever in the inhabited
world someone sets down his thought, it touches the truth on all sides equally
as if it were present there” (p. 24).
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Introduction to Aristotle’s Protrepticus

Aristotle’s Protrepticus was a dialogue in which at least three characters debated with each
other in front of an audience of youngsters about the true nature and value of philosophy. It was
inspired in part by earlier works by teachers of philosophy which had the same ‘protreptic’ function,
to inform youngsters about the nature and value of philosophy, including lost protreptic works by
the Socratic philosophers Antisthenes and Aristippus, as well as the dialogue Euthydemus by Plato.

Aristotle’s work was quickly recognized as a masterpiece and became one of the most influ-
ential works of philosophy in antiquity, inspiring in its turn many important later imitations, both in
Greek and in Latin of which the most influential one was probably the lost Hortensius of Cicero. In
this dialogue, Cicero presented speeches against abstract philosophy for the character ‘Hortensius’,
as well as speeches for his own character ‘Cicero’, arguing against ‘Hortensius’ in favour of
Academic philosophy, designing his dialogue partly on the basis of Aristotle’s Protrepticus.

Aristotle’s Protrepticus apparently provided the literary model for Cicero’s dialogue, in which
the author himself appears as a character who offers the decisive arguments that bring the work to a
successful conclusion, accepting some and opposing other arguments presented by other characters.
One of these characters was ‘Isocrates’, who stands for Isocrates of Athens, a teacher of what he
called ‘philosophy’, but of which he had a more limited conception than did Plato and his student
Aristotle. Another character was ‘Heraclides’, who stands for Heraclides of Pontus, a student of
Plato and a contemporary member, with Aristotle, of Plato’s Academy. ‘Heraclides’ expressed en-
thusiasm for Pythagorean philosophy, which Aristotle shared only in part. The third main character
is ‘Aristotle’, who articulates the particular views of Aristotle himself, views clearly reflected in his
surviving treatises. There may have been a fourth main speaker, as well as minor characters.

Aristotle’s Protrepticus is a text with very many gaps, even in this relatively advanced state of
reconstruction. We have no sure way of knowing how large these gaps are, or how extensive the
work originally was, nor can we be sure what the dialogue did not contain. The beginning is
particularly damaged, and we have no evidence of how the work gets going, except that it was
addressed to a certain Themison, who apparently enjoyed a good reputation, not only for his wealth.
The dialogue may well have been set in a Athenian gymnasium with young men in attendance, as in
the related Platonic dialogues Lysis, Euthydemus, and Philebus.

Our conception of Aristotle’s Protrepticus as a dialogue with contrasting speakers is fully
consistent with all the relevant ancient evidence, beginning with its position on the ancient book
lists among dialogues of Aristotle. Yet this suggestion is a neglected one in the tormented history of
the reconstruction of the work. The most influential attempt was by the Swedish scholar Ingemar
Diiring in Aristotle’s Protrepticus: an attempt at reconstruction (Goteborg, 1961), but he started
from the assumption that Aristotle wrote a continuous speech of exhortation, comparable to the
protreptic speeches of his rival Isocrates. Starting from this assumption, he felt obliged (and
permitted) to rearrange the evidence to that it would fit into what was expected of such a speech.

Diiring’s attempted reconstruction was proven to be untenable by our recent study of the
evidence preserved in the Protrepticus of lamblichus: “Authenticating Aristotle’s Protrepticus,” in
Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 29 (2005), pp. 193-294. In this article, we showed that when
lamblichus cited or paraphrased from the works of Plato and Aristotle, he worked in the natural
order, presenting later selections later in his work than selections that had come earlier in Plato’s or
Aristotle’s work; he did not scramble or rearrange the order of passages, which scholars are now
obliged to preserve, as we demonstrated. When we preserve the order of evidence, we see that there
is a clear concluding climax at the end of chapter VIII of the Protrepticus of lamblichus (at p. 42
below), which had always been taken to be the end of the work, whereas it now seems clear to us




that it is the end of the concluding speech of one of the characters (‘Heraclides’), not the end of the
work, which concludes with a speech of ‘Aristotle’.

Another technical shortcoming in the work of Diiring was his not understanding the
significance of the textual overlaps between passages in the middle of ch. VI of the Protrepticus
(Protr.) of lamblichus and passages in the middle of ch. xxvi of the next work by lamblichus in his
Pythagorean sequence, his De Communi Mathematica Scientia (DCMS). Since DCMS xxvi(B)
overlaps with Protr. VI(B), and since lamblichus assembled citations and paraphrases in a sequence
that mirrors that of the original work, then the material cited in DCMS xxvi(A) (the first part of that
chapter) must also have been part of Aristotle’s Protrepticus, and must have been located, in that
work, prior to the location of the material cited in Protr. VI(B). The argument of DCMS xxvi(A)
(pp. 7-8) is in the voice of ‘Isocrates’, arguing against Aristotle’s conception of philosophy; and
since this argument cannot be part of a continuous speech of Aristotle, Diiring excluded all of
DCMS xxvi from the evidence base of the lost text, an incorrect exclusion.

We reached the contrary conclusion, that our knowledge of the citation technique of Iamblichus
positively confirms this chapter to be evidence of Aristotle’s Protrepticus; this adds DCMS xxvi(A)
(pp. 9-10) and DCMS xxvi(C) (p. 15) to the evidence base. We also accept the attribution to the lost
text of Aristotle of DCMS xxiii, by Philip Merlan in ‘A new fragment of Aristotle’, in his From
Platonism to Neoplatonism (The Hague, 1960; 2" ed.). To accept this inclines us to accept that the
intervening chapters have the same source. The two chapters that intervene (xxiv-xxv) were
ascribed to Aristotle by Walter Burkert in his study Lore and Science in ancient Pythagoreanism, tr.
Edwin Minar, Jr. (Harvard, 1972), correctly; but Burkert had surmised that the Aristotle work in
question was his On the Pythagoreans, whereas we now tend to believe, though with some
reservations, that its origin was Protrepticus. Further, we scanned backward and forward in the
DCMS, and established that the whole section from chapters xxii-xxvii contains excerpts cited or
paraphrased from our lost text, Aristotle’s Protrepticus. The attributions of DCMS xxii and xxvii
and the tentative attributions of DCMS xxiv and xv to the lost work are new attributions on our part.

The combination of two long and overlapping stretches of dependable Iamblichean citation
provides a new basis for a fairly full reconstruction, as if two partial but extended fossil skeletons
had been found that overlap at the hip of the animal. The required ordered sequence of fragments,
the sequence presented in this reconstruction, is therefore this: DCMS xxii (‘Heraclides’), pp. 8-11;
DCMS xxiii (‘Aristotle”), pp. 12-16; DCMS xxvi(A) (‘Isocrates’), pp. 17-19; DCMS xxvi(B)
overlapping with Protr. VI(B) (‘Aristotle’), pp. 20-27; DCMS xxvii (‘Aristotle’), pp. 28-32; Protr.
VII (“Aristotle’), pp. 33-38; Protr. VIII (‘Heraclides’), pp. 39-43; Protr. IX (‘Aristotle’), pp. 44-51;
Protr. X (‘Aristotle’), pp. 52-54; Protr. X1 (‘Aristotle’), pp. 55-59; Protr. XII (‘Aristotle’), p. 60.

We also need to recognize that Protr. VI(A) must come before Protr. VI(B), though we don’t
know how it relates to the rests of the speeches in the sequence, and for this reason it is placed in
‘Peripheral Evidence’, together with DCMS xxiv and DCMS xxv and certain other items of
evidence which should be attributed to the lost dialogue (pp. 62-70), despite being uncertain in this
or another respect. For the difference between core evidence and peripheral evidence, see p. 61
below. The evidence base for the lost work is also composed of numerous uncertain or unclear
items of evidence, collected on pp. 72-81, and some items that have been attributed incorrectly and
should be rejected, are presented on p. 82. A concordance is provided to the superseded editions of
Ross (1955) and Diiring (1961), on p. 84.




X

Conventions used in this booklet

Words translated from ancient texts are set in boldface if we believe them to be the very words
that were once in Aristotle’s text; when they are normal, not boldface, this means that we do not
know exactly which words stood in Aristotle’s text, of which this passage may have been a more or
less faithful paraphrase, not a citation. When lamblichus uses paraphrase instead of citation, this is
generally because the underlying text was in the form of a conversational dialogue, and lamblichus
transformed it efficiently and accurately into declarative prose.

References to primary evidence

For each paragraph or similar division of text, a reference is given to the primary evidence; for
readers who need to give exact line references to an individual sentence, these may be found by
using the paragraph reference together with the internal references which divide sentences from
each other (‘[5]6]” indicates that the previous sentence ended on line 5, and the next one begins on
line 6). References to each block of text are given, to the line numbers of standard Greek editions,
as detailed below.

To give a complete and accurate reference to any given sentence in the lost work, the following
is exemplary: <Aristotle, Protrepticus>, ap. lamblichus, DCMS ch. xxvi, §2.27-83.2, which is the
proper reference for this sentence: “In addition to these, its use greatly differs from all others:
philosophers require neither tools nor special places for their productive work; rather, wherever in
the inhabited world someone sets down his thought, it touches the truth on all sides equally as if it
were present there.” When it is obvious what the source text under discussion is, suppress author
and title of source text; when it is obvious that lamblichus is the author who provides evidence,
suppress author of cover text; when it is obvious that DCMS or Protrepticus is the cover text,
suppress title of cover text; in many cases a reference would suffice in its context if it had the form
“xxvi, 82.27-83.2”. In our opinion, the chapter divisions of the cover text should never be
suppressed, as they are the most convenient mnemonic handle for the larger blocks of speeches.

In cases where we use this text once only,we provide reference there to the current Greek
edition of the text on the basis of which we made our translation: Stobaeus (p. 3); Alexander and
other authors (pp. 4-5); Ammonius (pp. 76-77); and four papyrus fragments (pp. 6-7, p. 62, p. 63,
pp- 72-73). On several occasions we translate evidence from the First Prologue of the Commentary
on Euclid I by Proclus: passages in chapter 9 (p. 79 and pp. 28-29), in chapters 11 and 13 (pp. 74-
75) and, on one occasion, from Proclus’ Second Prologue, in a passage in chapter 4 (pp. 75-76). For
these Proclus passages our text of reference was Proclus, /n primum Euclidis Elementorum Librum
Commentarii, ed. G. Friedlein (Leipzig, 1873).

In all other cases, the evidence of which we provide a translation comes from one or other of
these two Greek texts of lamblichus, which provide not only the bulk of the evidence but also its
sequence: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ed. H. Pistelli (Leipzig, 1888); lamblichus, De Communi
Mathematica Scientia (DCMS), ed. N. Festa (Leipzig, 1891, rev. U. Klein 1975).

We refer to the page and line numbers of the lamblichus editions noted above, but we have our-
selves collated the primary manuscripts and have consulted copies in our files for confirmations of
readings; we are responsible for the readings of the manuscripts that constitute the text. We are also
respons-ible for the choice of conjectural emendations, and in some cases for their proposal. A more
explicit presentation of the Greek text, its variants and conjectures, is planned for future publication.






Title of the work:

Protrepticus
ITooTpemTIKOS

Evidence: Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Famous Philosophers 5.22 (ed. T. Dorandi, Cambridge 2014)

1. On Justice, 4. Tlspl 5IKO(lOOUVT]5‘ o B/ y 8
2. On Poets, 3. Tlspl TOINTQV of B Y

3. On Philosophy, 3. Tlspl cbl)\ooocplag aBy

4. On the Statesman, 2. Tlspl Tro)\mKou 0( B

5. On Rhetoric, or Grylus, 1. Tlspl pnToleng n Mpulos o
6. Nerinthus. anlveog o

7. Sophist, 1. Zoplomns o

8. Menexenus, 1. Meveevos o

9. Eroticus, 1. "EpwTikos o

10. Symposium, 1. JupTociov o

11. On Wealth, 1. TTept TAoUTOU o

12. Protrepticus, 1. TTpoTpemTiKOS o

13. On the Soul, 1. Tlspl unxng 0(

14. On Prayer, 1. Tlspl suxns 0(

15. On Noble Birth, 1. Tlspl suysvsnas o

16. On Pleasure, 1. Tlspl ndovns 0(

17. Alexander, or About Colonies, 1. A)\sﬁavépog n urrsp ATOIKGWY &
18. On Kingship, 1. Tlspl Baon)\mag 0(

19. On Education, 1. Mept moudeios o

20. On the Good, 3. Mept Tayabou o By

Editorial notes: The title Protrepticus occurs on all three of the surviving ancient lists of Aristotle’s works:
the list of titles in Greek by Diogenes Laertius (title #12); the list of titles in Greek appended to the Vita
Hesychii (title #14); and the list of titles in Arabic in Ptolemy al-Gharib (title #1). The title TTpoTpemTIKOS O,
meaning “Protrepticus, in one book” is the same on the two Greek lists, although the Arabic list conflates
Aristotle’s Protrepticus with his On Philosophy and erroneously reports the number of books of the latter. In
all three lists, the work is placed among the works of Aristotle that are definitely or probably dialogues.

This is the exact title that we should expect, to judge from the direct references to the work “in his
Protrepticus” ev T TIPOTPETTIKG, in two commentaries by the later ancient scholars Alexander and
Olympiodorus (in Top. 149.13 and in Alcib. 144.15; see pp- 4- 5). Note also the expressions “in the Protrepticus
that he wrote down” v & TTpoTpe 1TTlKOJ smysypauusvoo (Elias, Prolegomenon 3.18), and “in a composition in
his Protrepticus” v Tivt ﬂpOTps TTIK® aUTOU ouyypappatt (David, Prolegomenon 9. 2) Again, all cognate titles
by other writers from the fourth century or earlier have the same title TTpoTpemTiKOs: Antisthenes (DL 6.1,
Athenaeus 656f); Aristippus (DL 2.85); Demetrios of Phaleron (DL 5.81); Chamaeleon (Athenaeus 184d);
Epicurus (DL 10.28); cf. also [Plato]: KAettodpedv i mpoTpemTikos (DL 3.60), and see Gigon, pp. 283-4.



Editorial notes: The beginning of the Protrepticus is lost, and we have no evidence of how the work begins,
except that it was addressed to a certain Themison, who apparently enjoyed a good reputation, not only for
his wealth. The notion that the work was ‘dedicated” to Themison has been repeatedly stated, but it has also
been argued that the practice of ‘dedicating” works developed only later; however, the evidence makes it
clear that the work was addressed to Themison. It does not, however, make clear who this Themison is.
There is no other known record of any ‘king of the Cyprians’ called ‘Themison’, and his historical identity
remains indistinct, confused, or perhaps fictional. If it weren’t for the claim, possibly a guess, that he came
from Cyprus, Themison of Eritrea would be a good candidate as the work’s addressee.

This address was probably in direct speech to the addressee, constituting a kind of “preface”, after which
followed the dialogue. This literary structure was described by Cicero in an explanation to his friend Atticus
of the literary structure he himself was following in composing his own dialogues: “But you know the form
of my dialogues: just as in my work on oratory <sc. De Oratore>, of which you speak so very handsomely,
none of those taking part in the discussion could make mention of persons other than those had known or
heard, in the same way I have put this discussion on the state <sc. De Re Publica> that I have embarked upon
into the mouths of Africanus, Philus, Laelius, and Manilius, with the addition of some young men, Q. Tubero
and P. Rutilius, and Laelius’ two sons-in-law, Scaevola and Fannius. So I am thinking of making a suitable
occasion to address him in one of the prefaces which I am writing to each book, as Aristotle did in what he
calls his ‘exoteric’ pieces (ut Aristoteles in iis quos e§coTepikous vocat). I understand that you would favor that”
(Att. IV 16.2, tr. Shackleton Bailey).

Stobaeus cites an extract found in an Epitome (done by the otherwise unknown scholar Theodorus) made
from works by the Cynic philosopher Teles of Megara (fl. c. 235 BC). In this extract, Teles recounted a story
told by Zeno of Citium (c. 334-c. 262 BC), the founder of the Stoic school of philosophy, about Crates of
Thebes (c. 365-c. 285 BC), an earlier Cynic philosopher who is said to have offered a characteristically Cynic
comment after having read Aristotle’s Protrepticus aloud in a shoemaker’s workshop. He jokes by
encouraging a shoemaker to do philosophy since his humble station and relative poverty put him in a freer
position to do philosophy than the social position occupied by Themison, burdened by wealth and
responsibility. More recent commentators have also wondered why Aristotle should say that Themison “has
more good things going for him to help him do philosophy, since, as he has great wealth, he can spend it on
these things,” given what is argued elsewhere in the dialogue. The theme of wealth and responsibility
resurfaces several times, in speeches by all three of the characters. Early on, ‘Isocrates’ argues that wealth
without intelligence is harmful, like a knife for a child or a bad man (P.Oxy. 666). Then, in his attack on
theoretical philosophy, Isocrates points out that we are not wealthy by knowing about wealth but by
possessing property (DCMS 79.18-24). “ Aristotle” in turn argued that philosophers are willing to labor at
theoretical science despite receiving no payment (xxvi, 82.17-19). Later “Heraclides’ argues that no one would
accept having all the property in the world if it meant also being unintelligent (45.18-20).



Report about the work’s Address to Themison:

Reference of cover text: Stobaeus, Anthology 1V.32.21 (p. 785, lines 18-27, ed. C. Wachsmuth and O. Hense).
Superseded editions: This evidence was collected as Protrepticus fr. 1 (Ross) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B1.

Znveov dn KpaTtnTo dvory1vadoketv v
okuTEl | Kaeﬁusvov TOV ’AplOTOTé)\oug
ITpOTpEnﬂKov ov Eypape I«vnpog
@Eulooova TOV KUTTplOJV Bacl)\sa }\sycov
OTl ou8evt | TAelc ayaea unapxel mPOS
TO q>|)\oooq>noou Tr)\ouTov Te | yop
TAEIGTOV OUTOV EXEIV LIOTE SATAVAV ElS
TauTa, £T1 | 8¢ SOoEav UTTaPXEIV QUTE.
VO Y 1VGOKOVTOS 88 aUTOU Tov | oKUTEX
T TPOCEXEIV GUO PATTOVTX, KA1 TOV
Kpé(TnTO(I 1 TTEIV éycé Hot SoKad,
CDl)uoKE ypo«bslv TTpO§ ot _Tpol TpeTr—
TIKOV" ﬂ)\sloo Yop 0p@d 00| Unapxovm(
mpos To Pprholcopnoai i ¢ Eyponpev
"ApICTOTEATS.

<apparatus criticus for this paragraph>

Zeno said that Crates, while sitting in a shoe-
maker’s workshop, read the Protrepticus of
Aristotle, which he wrote to Themison (the king of
the Cyprians), saying that no one has more good
things going for him to help him do philosophy
since, as he has great wealth, he can spend it on
these things, and he has a reputation as well. He
said that when Crates was reading, the shoemaker
was paying attention while stitching, and Crates
said, “I think I should write a Protrepticus to you,
Philiscus, for I know you’ve got more going for
you to help you do philosophy than the fellow
Aristotle wrote to.”



4 Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches)

Several reports by ancient scholars about a remarkable argument in the Protrepticus.

It is possible to dismantle a position by taking all the significations of all of them; for
instance, if someone should say that one should not do philosophy, then, since ‘to do
philosophy’ means to investigate this very thing, whether one should do philosophy or not
(as he <sc. Aristotle> says in the Protrepticus), and it also means to pursue philosophical
study, by showing each of these to be appropriate for a human, we will entirely eliminate
the proposal.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Topics, on 11.3 110a2 (p. 149.9-15, ed. Wallies)

Indeed, as Aristotle says in the Protrepticus he wrote down, in which he exhorts the youth
to do philosophy - he says this: if you should do philosophy, you should do philosophy,
and if you should not do philosophy, then you should do philosophy. Therefore in every
case you should do philosophy. For if philosophy exists, then positively we are obliged to
do philosophy, since it truly exists. But if it does not truly exist, even so we are obliged to
investigate how it is that philosophy does not truly exist. But by investigating we would be
doing philosophy, since to investigate is the cause of philosophy.

Elias, Prolegomena to Philosophy, p. 3, lines 17-23 (ed. Busse)

Editorial notes: The above two reports, by later ancient commentators on Aristotle, indicate that a counter-
argument was designed in this dialogue, to oppose a speaker who had been arguing that philosophy was
not a worthwhile activity. Since investigating such questions as which activities are worth pursuing is a
philosophical activity, the critic of philosophy is revealed to be in a pragmatically self-defeating position
when he chooses to engage in philosophy while declaring that it is not worth doing. Of the two witnesses,
Alexander is earlier and more likely to be basing his report on his own reading of the lost dialogue. The
report of Alexander is repeated verbatim in the Byzantine Suda, at ® 414 (under the lemma ®1hocodeiv)
,without mention of the provenance of the information.

Hortensius in Cicero <sc. in Cicero’s dialogue Hortensius>, when disputing against
philosophy, was trapped by a brilliant conclusion; when he said that one should not do
philosophy, he seemed nevertheless to be doing philosophy, since it is up to philosophers
to discuss what should be done, or not done, in life.

Lactantius, Divine Institutes 3.9 (396b, ed. Brandt)

Editorial notes: When Cicero wrote his own protreptic dialogue Hortensius, he evidently borrowed this
argument from Aristotle’s dialogue, with a very clear statement of the central premise, that “it is up to
philosophers to discuss what should be done, or not done, in life.”

For this argument does indeed seem to me to be a good one: if one should do philosophy,
then one should do philosophy, for this follows from the thing itself; but likewise even if
one should not do philosophy, for one does not condemn something without first knowing
about it. So one should do philosophy.

Clement of Alexandria, Miscellanies 6.18 (p. 162.5, ed. Stihlin)

Editorial notes: The above report appears to be a less informative version of the argument reported above;
it omits the provenance of the idea, and appears to modify the complaint to one of justice (‘one does not
condemn something ignorantly’) from one of logic (“one cannot be consistent when investigating such
matters and condemning philosophy’).

And Aristotle said in his Protrepticus that if you should do philosophy, you should do
philosophy; but if you should not do philosophy, you should do philosophy; and in every
case you should do philosophy.

Olympiodorus, Commentary on Plato’s Alcibiades 119a-120d (p. 144.??, ed. ??)



Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches) 5

This form <sc. the paraconditional> is also Aristotle’s argument in the Protrepticus:
whether you should do philosophy or you should not do philosophy, you should do
philosophy. And indeed either you should do philosophy or you should not do philosophy;
so in every case you should do philosophy.

Anonymous, On the General Forms of the Syllogism xi.19-21 (in pp. ix-xii of CIAG 5.6, ed. Wallies)

Editorial notes: The arguments as reported above have a remarkable logical structure. In the above reports,
only the structure is reported, not the reason why doing philosophy is inevitable.

The all-encompassing discipline is dialectical logic, and in general it is possible neither to
speak nor to listen when this method is removed, for even this, that it is not necessary to
pursue dialectic, must be understood through a dialectical undertaking.

Iamblichus, Letter to Sopater on Dialectic, cited in Stobaeus, Anthology I11.2.6 (p. ?? ed. Wachsmuth /Hense)

And some also have this line of inquiry: ‘if demonstration exists, demonstration exists; if
demonstration does not exist, demonstration exists; but demonstration either does or does
not exist; so demonstration exists.” ... The second conditional is also sound, for from
demonstration not existing, the leading premise, it follows that demonstration exists, for the
very argument that shows that demonstration does not exist, since it is demonstrative,
confirms that demonstration does exist.

Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians 11 (Adv. M. VIII), 466-467 (ed. Mutschmann)

Editorial notes: The reports of lamblichus and Sextus Empiricus appear to attest to a different version of
the argument, either a misunderstanding of the original argument reported by our other sources, or else a
correct report of a different version of the argument. We believe the latter, that there was another premise
that could be used against the speaker in a paraconditional argument: the canons and standards of proof in
argument are part of philosophy, and if the opponent were to succeed in his proof he would be succeeding
in doing philosophy. This is not the same riposte as to point out that in investigating whether philosophy
was worthwhile he was doing philosophy. Since one can investigate with non-demonstrative techniques,
the two arguments are not identical.

In a certain composition in his Protrepticus in which he exhorts the young men to do
philosophy, Aristotle says this: if you should not do philosophy, then you should do
philosophy, and if you should do philosophy, then you should do philosophy. So in any
case you should do philosophy. For example, if someone says that philosophy does not
exist, they have used a demonstration by means of which they refute philosophy. But if
they have used a demonstration, then it is clear that they do philosophy. For philosophy is
the mother of demonstrations. And if someone says that philosophy does exist, again they
do philosophy. For they have used a demonstration, by means of which they demonstrate
that philosophy truly exists. So in any case one does philosophy, both the one who refutes
philosophy and the one who does not. For each of them has used a demonstration, by
means of which the arguments are proven. But if one has used demonstrations, then it is
clear that one does philosophy. For philosophy is the mother of demonstrations.

David, Prolegomena to Philosophy, p. 9.2-12 (ed. Busse)

Editorial notes: The report of David is a verbose version of the second line of argument, centred on the
centrality of demonstrative procedures in philosophy.

Superseded editions: Three of these passages were collected in Fr. 2 in Ross’ edition of Protrepticus, of
which the main texts are from Alexander and Elias and David, with subsidiary information from the
anonymous scholiast, Olympiodorus, and the two witnesses to Cicero’s Hortensius (Lactantius and
Clement). In the later edition by Diiring, one sentence from Alexander (149.12-14) is recognized as fragment
B6, while other passages are collected as testimonia A2-A6: Alexander; anonymous scholiast;
Olympiodorus; Elias; David.
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Papyrus fragment from a speech by the character ‘Isocrates’:

.. since ... “dog in the manger’ ... whenever ... prevent <them> from <both
saying> and doing something they decide they need to do. [11.4]

This is why those who observe the unluckiness of these things should avoid
them and consider success in life as in fact not consisting in the possession of lots
of things as much as in the condition of the soul. [15] For one would not say that a
body is also happy by being adorned with splendid clothing, but rather by being
healthy and in a good condition, even if none of the things just mentioned is
present in it; rather and, in the same way, a soul too, if it has been educated, such
a soul and such a man must be hailed as being successful, not if he is splendidly
furnished with the externals but is himself worth nothing. [39] For nor is a horse, if
it has a golden bit and an expensive harness but is itself bad, the sort of horse that
we consider to be worth something; but it’s any one that’s in a good condition that
we praise instead. [51152] Apart from what’s been said, what happens to those who
are worth nothing, when they do happen across wealth and the goods that come
by fortune, is that their possessions are worth more than they are, which is the
most disgraceful thing of all. [1I1.516]For just as anybody who is inferior to his own
servants would turn into a laughing-stock, in the same way it turns out that those
for whom their possessions are more important than their own nature should be
considered pathetic. [111.17118]

And this is truly how it is: for, as the proverb says, “satisfaction begets
insolence, and ignorance with power beget senselessness,” since for those whose
condition is bad in those respects that concern the soul, neither wealth nor
strength nor beauty is anything good; but rather, the more these bad conditions
obtain to an excessive degree, the more greatly and the more often those things
harm the man who possesses them, if he comes by them without intelligence. [41]
For the saying ‘no knife for a child’ means ‘don’t put power into the hands of the
bad.” [46147] But everyone would agree that intelligence comes from learning or
from searching, the capacities for which are comprehended within philosophy.
[53] Hence surely we have to do philosophy unreservedly, and ...

Reference: P.Oxy.666; column I lines 51-55 + I1.1-57 + I11.1-56, ed. F. Vendruscolo, Corpus dei Papyri
Filosofici I.1 (Firenze, 1989), 269-279. This papyrus fragment is not the only source; the same passage is also
quoted in the Anthology of Stobaeus at II1.3.25, where Stobaeus refers to it as coming from ‘Aristotle’. The
version in Stobaeus’ Anthology is slightly abridged; the words it conveys begin at line I1.4 of the papyrus
and end at I11.41, with the omission of I1.52-IIL.5.

Superseded editions: This fragment was collected as Fr. 3 (Ross) and as B2-5 in Diiring’s edition.

~yap | 1.xbwv | gv 1 da]Tvn | v oTov] JTOs |

| kcohun. [11.4]
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of nou\&xtcog BlaKs[lu]s|vov KQV unst 1 Tdv TrpOElpT]U€|VOJV aUTE TOPT)" | TOV aUTOV 8¢ TPO|Tov Kol
\puxnv \sow n Trerrm&su| usvn, TNV TOlaW| TNV Kol TOV Tol00|Tov owﬁpwrrov \suBouuova Trpoo\ayopsu—
Téov £0TiV, |** oUK &V TOlS EkTOS |f) AAUTTPdS KE|KOOUTHEVOS, | ocUTOS Undevos |&Elos c3v. oudt yap |*
[frmov, eav Yoo | xpuod kot okeu[nv xn ToAUTE[AT) doUAos c3v, | Tov TOloTJTov ¥ &E16v TIvos
voul|Cousv [[ Twvos vo\ulCousv]] glvat |GAN’ os & 6|ou<sfus|vog <ﬁ> crroutSodcog I*° TouTov paAhov
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11.5 Bscopotvtas DSH&MR]J : Becopouoav

Editorial notes: Our main source of evidence for this passage is a papyrus from Oxyrhynchus, which is rich
with allusions to classic Socratic and Platonic protreptic argumentation. The speaker seems to be ‘Isocrates’,
who liberally sprinkles his speech with sayings and slogans to argue that wisdom is worth far more than
external goods. He seems to be making allusions or some sort of reference to the text from which a different
papyrus, P.Oxy.3699, is a fragment (possibly of Antisthenes” Protrepticus), especially at Fragment D, column
I lines 2-14: “reputation, strength, beauty ... are unprofitable to such a person. It’s pretty much just like ‘a
knife to a child” how any of such things turns out for an uneducated human, for where he owns the
possessions he has the initial impulse for weak self-control, leading to self-indulgence and even gambling
and women and other ... “ For this evidence, see pp. 72-73 below.
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Paraphrase and citation from a speech by the character ‘Heraclides’:

But since when Pythagoras took mathematics over from foreigners he added much
of his own, one should insert these sorts of starting points too, as well as adding the
individuality of his mathematics. [7] He made philosophical observations of many
of the truths of mathematics, and adapted them to his own operations, even the
ones handed down to him by others; and he made an order to fit onto them that is
suitable and conducted investigations into them that are appropriate.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxii, 67.3-11.

oA’ Emel napa\)\anv 1T0(p0( BapBapcov Ta pobnuoTo ﬂu@ayopag ad’ E(XUTOU ToA
mpooebnke, Sel kal TOS TolaUTOS apxag | GUVELGEVEYKETY, TNV TE 1810TN T OUTOU TT]S
uaenuaTl|Kns ﬂpoceEl\)O(l ToA& yap cbl)\ococbwg £Becopnoe TQV | ua@nuonwv COKEI(.OGO(TO Te
aUTO TOlS OlKEl(IlS emBo)\alg | kaiTol map’ a)\)\wv TrapO((SoGEVTO( tak v Te (XUTOIS |10
EPNPUOCE TNV TPETOUGAV Kol CNTNCELS TEPL AUTAV | ETOINCOTO TAS TPOCTKOUGALS .

Editorial notes: The next main source of evidence is the third book of the Pythagorean sequence written by
Iamblichus of Chalcis, in the third part, entitled De Communi Mathematici Scientia. The second part is
entitled Protrepticus, and the first is the Vita Pythagorica. Starting at chapter 21, the source for lamblichus is
Aristotle’s Protrepticus; this was always known for chapter 26, and in 1950 Philip Merlan postulated that
chapter 23 also derives from Aristotle’s Protrepticus, a postulate that we can now confirm from a study of
the entire range of chapters from 21-27.

It would seem that the character ‘Heraclides’ is providing an account of the development of
Pythagorean philosophy up from its roots in geometry. ‘Heraclides’ regarded Pythagoras as being the first
philosopher and his abstract and formal mode of doing philosophy as being the only correct one; these
views about philosophy are dramatically opposed to those of ‘Isocrates’.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Heraclides’:

He fashioned them into a starting point for his instruction, which was capable
of guiding his listeners, if any of them by adequate experience could understand
the terms adequately. [22] Indeed, in the purity, subtlety, and precision of his
demonstrations, surpassing every similar type of theoretical observation of other
things, he both employs great clarity and sets out from evident facts; and the most
beautiful thing in it is actually what is high-minded and leads to the primary
causes, which both fashions its teachings for the sake of practical affairs and also
lays hold of things in a pure way, and at times the mathematical theorems are even
connected with the theological ones. [68.2] For to this extent they are what someone
in the present would propose to be elements, since they are common peculiarities of
this sort of science.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxii, 67.19-68.4.

apxnv 8¢ SidaokaAias AT aUTOV ETOIEITO Suvapévny odnYElY Tous dkolov|Tas, &l Tis 8i°
EUTTELPLOS IKOVTS IKAVAS GKOUO! TGV |OVouaTwV. kol unv amodeiEecdv ye kabapotnT!
)\sﬂT6|TnTi Te Kol &KplBeia ﬂapa)\)\é(TTew ﬂ&oav ™mv ch)v |adAAcov OpoE18T Gscopfow
svapyem Te TOA) XpfTon kol omo TGV yvcoplucov opuaTou KGAAIGTOV 8¢ v | auTn
TUY)((IVEI TO OV TO uqm)\ovouv Kol sm TO TPATA | TIO AVOYOUEVOV, TAV TE npayuaTcov
gveka TTolou|pevov Tas pabnoels kol kabapdds dvtidauBovousvov |*! Tdv dvTwv, Eviaxou 8t
KOl OUVATITOVTO TG pabnuoaTike | Becopnuata Tols Beoloyikols. TooaUTH yap GV TIS €V | TR
TAPOVTI S KO EEXIPETA TNS TOIGUTNS EMOTAUNS | TPOGTNCAITO GV GTOIXELQ.

Editorial notes: The speech of ‘Heraclides’ continues by describing how Pythagoras incorporated his
mathematical investigations (just mentioned) into his instruction and fashioned his teachings both for the
sake of practical affairs and laying hold of things “in a pure way”, which seems to prefigure the distinction
between instrumental and intrinsic value that occupies much of the subsequent speeches of ‘Isocrates’” and
‘Aristotle’.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Heraclides’:

Since the greater part was worked out by these men, and it was preserved un-
written in memories which now no longer remain at all, about which no evidence
is easy to find or discover, either from writings or from a hearsay witness, it’s
necessary to do something of this sort: setting out from small glimmers we
should always build such things into a corpus and help make it grow, we should
lead these things back to principles which are appropriate and fill in what was
left out, and we should conjecture as far as possible their own opinion, what they
would say, if it were permitted for one of them to teach us. [16] In fact, even from
the consequences of the indisputable teachings transmitted to us, we are able to
make appropriate discoveries of the ones that follow. [19] For such habits of inves-
tigation will allow us either to hit upon the really mathematical Pythagorean
science, or make a very close approximation to it, to the highest degree which is
possible. [22] And I believe that the proficiency for this, the proficiency diligently
practiced by its own originator, is in agreement with that.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxii, 68.7-24.
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MaToTOIELY QEl TG TOIOUTO Kol |oUVaUEELy, Els apxas Te auTa avayslv Tag TTpOOT]KOUO(XS |
Kol To Trapa)\emousva avan)\npouv OToxa(;soGou Te |"kaTa TO 6uv0(Tov NS EKElVOV yvco—
ums, TIvo Qv ELTTOV, | €1 EVEXGIPEL TIVa oU TV S18aoketv. Nidn 8¢ kal Ao |TRS akoloubias TV
avapdioPnTnTes Nuiv Tapadobev|twv Suvaueba Ta eENs aveuplokelv pabnuata Tpoon|kov—
TWS. Ol YApP TOIOUTO! TPOTOl Ths Siepeuvnoews T [* TUXETV UGS TOINCOUG! ThS GVTWS HO—
fnuaTikns TTubajyopeiou EmMOTAUNS, T EYYUTATW TPoceABelv TPos auTnY, |kaB’ Ocov oiov T’
0TI HAAIOTO. GUVOLOAOYELV 8¢ | TaUTT) VEVOUIKO TNV ETITNSEVUCIV aUTTS, TNV KATX TOV |
OIKETOV aPXTYETNV SIOUEAE TCOEVTV.

Editorial notes: After a gap, “Heraclides’ comments that although some of the Pythagorean framework is
lost to history, it is necessary and possible to reconstruct the missing elements of it by research and
intelligent speculation.

Aristotle, the author of these words, fascinatingly describes the process of researching ancient philosophy.
This would seem to be the earliest evidence we have of a philosopher reflecting on the necessity of
speculative reconstruction of the views of earlier philosophers.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Heraclides’:

And in the soul it contributes to purity of cognition and subtlety in thoughts, as
well as to accuracy in its reasoning and contact with their own incorporeal sub-
stances, as well as to symmetry and good temper and conversion to reality; and in
the human person it provides order in his life, as well as respite from the pas-
sions and beauty in character traits, as well as discoveries of the other things that
are beneficial to human life. [13] And they turned their hands to philosophy
throughout the whole of their domestic life, weaving the profit from it into their
actions and their habits of mind, as well as into the construction of their cities
and into the management of their private homes, as well as of skilled
manufacturing and preparations for war or peace; and generally they applied
mathematical science in all departments of life, appropriately in business affairs,
beneficially for those who use it, harmoniously in both these ways, and in all
other ways proportionately.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxii, 69.6-22.
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HEVOLS, EUUEADS 8¢ TPOS audOTEPO TOUTA, KOl | TPl TAAAG TAVTO GUUHETPES .

Editorial notes: After a gap, ‘Heraclides’ reaches the conclusion, which is perhaps also the conclusion to
this particular speech of his, that Pythagorean philosophy advances the intellectual and moral virtues of
those who take it up, and provides many practical benefits as well.
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Paraphrase and citation from a speech by the character *Aristotle’:

If we have gathered any seed or principle of this kind of cognition by which we
passed from a previous verbal acceptance of what kind of science it is to precisely
observing what sort of thing its nature is, this came to us from no other source than
from them <mathematics>. [11] But also the power of the science established it more
clearly by its own arguments in the demonstrations about them. [13] Moreover it is
the understanding of these things that has corrected us from being led astray when
we were persuaded by many of the appearances, clearly establishing the truth about
them, whatever it is. [70.16]

But most of all, we participate for the first time in a sight that is both liberated
and fitting for philosophers when we are in their community; what is similar in
nature to each thing is what belongs to it, and to the man of liberated status the
dominant end of the activity in accordance with his proper way of life has its re-
ference to himself and to nothing else external. [21] And this occurs in the sciences
previously mentioned, being theoretical, and it occurs in the first sciences, be-
cause learning them occurs first in order, in accordance with the time of life,
without further need of the kind of induction that naturally arises through a
habit formed out of the particulars. [26] And if it is necessary to attribute to this
person too the name that is proper to his passion (as with the desires proper to
other people, which are named for their fondness for one kind of thing), the
‘philosopher’ seems to have a will for a certain science that is prized for itself,
and not on account of anything else resulting from it. [71.4]

For some of those who wish to advance them would not seem to assign to them
the appropriate position, when they assert that we need to create understanding
of them because a training in them is useful for other theoretical fields. [819] For
those things for the sake of which they encourage us to do this are by their nature
less close relatives of the truth, even in the usual speeches spoken about them,
nor are they champions in terms of the precision of their demonstrations. [12] And
here’s a sufficient indication of this: we see them enduring and being believed
continually in the same way by those who take up those fields, but in the other

fields we would discover extremely few demonstrations that are at all like that.
[71.15116]

Now then, mathematical philosophy has helped us, both for many of the neces-
sities for life, and also for those things that are worthwhile in themselves, as soon as
we are affluent. [18] For even among the industrial arts, in quite a few cases we
would find that mathematics has come to their assistance. [20] And as for natural
philosophy, even if some other one were to have a more exalted position, we would
see that it makes use of many of the things that we have seen in their own demon-
strations, which we have observed by the things that were mentioned.

Reference: Iamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxiii, 70.7-71.24.
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kaBloTaoo Tepl aUTAV TaAnbes 0TS TOTE | Exel. [70.16]



Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches) 13

naAiota 8¢ Beas eAeubepiou Te kol H1A0COPOLS | APHOTTOUCT)S TP TOV EV TT) TOUTWV
KOWVIg HETOAC|BAVOUEY" OIKEIOV Yap EGTIV EKAGTG TO TNV GUCLY Ouolov, | Tou 8¢ eAeu—
Bépou TO KUplov TENOS TNS KaTa Tov oikelov [** Biov Evepyelias TPOS AUTOV THY AVAPOPAY
EXEL KO TPOS | OUSEV ETEPOV TV EKTOS. AexBeloals emoTnUals | BecopnTikals oloals UTap—
XEl TE KOl TPAWTALS UTTAPXE! | S1a TO TNV Habnotv auT@Y mpad TNV EXElV TaEIV kaTar | ToV TS
nAikias xpovov, oudev Tpoadeopsvny TolauTns [~ emarywyns, N 1o ouvnBeloas ek TV ko’
gKGOTG yve|cBan néq)UKEV' 5 Te P1Aocodos Eolkev el Sel kabamep | Tas aAAas olkelas opekels,
ooal T cbl)\ocTopytO( ™ | ! mpos T yévog €101V d)vouaouévm Kol To(JTco TTpOOé(\IJO(l |
Tolvoux ou<s|co§ QO TOU Traeoug smcmung TIVOS | EXElV Eeatv 81 aUTNV Tipias, GAN’ ou
S1& TI TV | O(Tro[?)ouvowcov o’ O(UTns ETEpOV. [71.4]

ou yop Qv Géﬁmav | auTols Thv npéﬂouoow &Trovéusw Té(?,lv EViol TV |1Tpoé(yen1 HEV OrUTOX
Bou}\ousvwv q>0(o|<owcov 8¢ Tnv |u0(6n01v aUTAV 551\) nuag Tromoeou 81 To xpnoiunv |eivat
TNV €V TOUTOIS yuuvaolo(v TPOS ETEPOS Gscoplotg | wv yap )(O(plv TOUTO napaks)\euowm
Spaw, TN TouTawv |'* puoel TaAnBous | T]TTOV 0TIV OlKELQ, KOl TOIS elcBociv |UTTEp (XUTOOV
AeyeaBoat Aoyols, oude mopaut o kata Ty | TV amodeiEecov akpiPeiav. 1kavov 8¢ TouTou
OMUEIOV" | TGS HEV YOrp SIOHEVOUCHS Te KOl TIGTEUOHEVAS OPCIHEY |S1& TEAOUS OHOIS UTIO
TQV UeTorXelpILOpEVGIV OUTAS, | TV 8 TavTeA@S OAiyas Gv Tivas eUpolpey TOIGUTOS.
[71.15]16]

ﬂpbg ﬂo)\)\dg uév olv KO(\I TGV TPOs Tov Blov AvayKaiwvy | Kol TV gk ﬂeploucias 1on kal
ko’ auTa Tlulwv n | mept TO( ua@nuaTa q>|)\oooq>|a BsBoanKEv NUIV. Kl | yap Toov Gnuloup—
YIKGV TEXVCV oUK o}\ty01§ eupouusv 0 av EmKouplow AT’ oUTV yeysvnuevnv Kol TNV TTEpl |
duoEws Pprhocodiav, kav el TIs ETEP TaUTNS ExT TOEIV | EVTILOTEPOY, TOANOLS GV XPGLOIMEVY
1801uev gv Talls | olkelans amodeieaty, o Sia TV AexBevTov TeBecopn|kapey.

Editorial notes: The next fragment of evidence comes from Iamblichus’ De Communi Mathematica Scientia,
and it is apparently from the middle of a speech of “Aristotle’. In his introductory remarks to this chapter at
70.1-3, Iamblichus picked up a comment that was independently quoted by Proclus in his commentary on
Euclid: “Pythagoras transformed the philosophy of mathematics into a scheme of liberal education” (65.16-
17, see p. 76 below). This indicates that for his book Iamblichus chose to skip over most of the material that
was quoted or paraphrased by Proclus, except to highlight the one comment that most suits his
Pythagorean purposes, before citing the material that follows.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

But not only because of this kind of assistance should anyone appreciate their
power, but rather still more for themselves and because of their own nature. [72.2]
For it is agreed that there are certain sciences that are valued for themselves and
not only for what results from them; and this is possible either only or especially
for sciences that are theoretical, because their end is nothing else than the theory.
[6] But we use the same thing to posit one science as being more valuable than
another as we use to judge each one to be valuable. [8] And we value one science
over another either because of its precision or because what it observes is better
and more honorable; of these sciences, everyone would agree with us that preci-
sion belongs especially to the sciences that are mathematical, but there are several
who assign the aforementioned place of honor to the principles that are first, but
they hypothesize that the nature of the principle is proper to numbers and lines
and their qualities, because of the simplicity of its substance. [72.16]

Again, the objects that are observed in the sky have the most honorable and
most divine place of the things perceptible to us and are naturally cognized by
the science of astronomy, which is in fact one of the mathematical sciences; but it
would seem to be absurd and entirely unacceptable for those who assert that the
philosopher is related to the truth to think it necessary for him to seek some fruit
other than from these kinds of observable objects, which share in the highest
truth, and for him who is in love with spectacular sights to think it right to
acquire such sciences as these for something else, sciences which are about the
most common things in nature as well as about the most divine of the things
perceptible to us, sciences which, being full of the most numerous as well as the
most amazing observations, have a precision not molded from empty arguments,
but one of their own, one that is solid and secure from their underlying nature.
[73.3] In general, whatever someone would search to require to belong to those of the
sciences which are valuable in themselves, we will find that mathematical sciences
share in all of them.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxiii, 71.26-73.5.

ou povov 8¢ Sia TV | Tolah TN Bondelav ayaTnoeiey v Tis aUTav T Suva| ' v, aAA

HoAAov €Tt 81 acUTES Kol 81 TNV OIKEIOV | PUCIV. CUYXWPEITOL HEV YOP @S E1G1 TIVES TQV
EmjoTnuQV &t ou'néxg alpeTal, KOl ou povov 1o Tar cup|BaivovTa o aUTQV" Hovals &' 7
ud)\loTa TOlO(OToug P elvan Toﬁg eswpnleoﬁs évﬁéXETm 616( Tb un&v O({JT(BV | e?vou Té)\og
ETEPOV TOPOX TNV eEOOplGV EGTI 65 TO(UTO( | ofs ETEPOV aVE’ sTspas Emomunv alpeerEpav
z—:lvou | TiBepev, ko 01§ aumv EKAGTTV oupemv oupouusea | 8¢ eTEpav PO ETEPQS n 610( ™mv
aumg akpiPetov 1 7 " Six To BE)\Tlovwv Ko Tl[JlOJTEpCO\) glval BecopnTikny | GOV TO HEV
omowng ouyxoopnoslo(v av nulv Blacbopcog | unapxslv Talls pabnuaTikads Tev ETIOTNUAY,
To &8 ool | Tols uev apxoug Toug TPWTALS Tnv slpnuevnv mpoeSpiav | omovsuouow ap16u01§
Ot kal ypopols Kai Tols Tou|” "Tev mabeotv oikeiaw UroAaBavouoty glvat Ty Ths | GpxXTs
q>uon1 610( Tnv om)\OTnTO( ™ms ouclas. [72.16]

ETI TO( | TEPL TOV OUPAVOV Gecopnuomx TlulcoTé(Tnv EXOVTa Kal | GEIOTé(Tnv Té(?,lv TV N1V
aloenToov Siax s aoTpo)\o|yu<n§ EMOTNUNS. yvoopt(;soem medukev, T dia TV | pabnuami—
KV oloo TUYXG\)EI aTomov &’ ow Soketev | elvat kol ouSaudds ouo)\oyouusvov 0, q>o<o|<ov—
Tas Ol|KElOV glval Tng aAnbelas Tov ¢1}\ooo<bov CnTew TV’ | auTov oteaBat Setv KO(p1TOV ETe—
POV ATTO TQV TOIOUTCO\) | escopnuaTcov a ™S AKPOTATNS a)\nemag KEKOIVO.)VT]KE |25 |<ou d1ho—
feapova GVTA TS TOIOUTAS TQV EMOTUAV | aE1ouv 81° ETepov AdapRavely, ol Tepl TO Kol—
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VOTOTA Te | TNS PUOES €101 Kol TV NIV aloBn TV Ta Be1oTaTa, | mAeloTwv Te kol Boupo—
CleTATwY BeaudToov oboat AN pets akpiBetov o TAAGTNV £k Ady v KEVEV Exouaty, |
oA’ oikelov kol BERatov €k THS UTOKEIPEVTS oUTALS | dUCEWS. OAwS 8’ 00a CNTNCEIEY GV TIS
Selv UTTAPXEIV | Tals S1” GUTAS KIPETALS TV ETIOTNURVY, ATAVTWY TOU| TV EUPTOOUEY
KOIVGIVOUOOS TS HOBNUATIKAS.

Editorial notes: After a gap, lamblichus carries on quoting from the speech of ‘Aristotle’, who offers
reasons why theoretical sciences have a higher status than other sciences, concluding that “it would seem
to be absurd and entirely unacceptable” to maintain the position that ‘Isocrates’ must have been
propounding previously. He had apparently viewed these sciences as defective in that they don’t yield
results that are applicable in practice, and he returns to this sort of criticism later.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Moreover, by taking the principles of the demonstrations to be cognizable and
in themselves trustworthy, in this way they create the syllogisms about them
with them, so as to be a paradigm for those who wish to conduct the demonstra-
tions in them in any precise way, which is why it would seem to be fitting for
those who think that the profession of doing philosophy is in itself valuable, and
that mathematical theory is related to and akin to philosophy. [73.17]

So it is probably for all these reasons that the Pythagoreans honored the effort
put into mathematics, and coordinated it with the observation of the cosmos in
various ways, for example: by including number in their reasoning from the re-
volutions and their difference between them, by theorizing what is possible and
impossible in the organization of the cosmos from what is mathematically pos-
sible and impossible, by conceiving the celestial cycles according to commen-
surate numbers with a cause, and by determining measures in the sky according
to certain mathematical ratios, as well as putting together the natural science
which is predictive on the basis of mathematics, and putting the mathematical
objects before the other observable objects in the cosmos, as their principles.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxiii, 73.9-74.1.

£T1 8¢ | Tas TAV amodeifecov dpxas yvwpipous Aapfdvoucal [kal 81” aUTGV TOTAS,
oUTC TTOIOUVTOI TOUS UTEP TOU|TwV GUAAOYIGHOUS 1o TOUTWY, WOT’ Elval TopaSelyHo |
Tols BoulopEvols akpIP@s TI CUVAYOYElV TS EV Tou|Tols amodeifels: SIOTEP GPUOTTEIV GV
8oEe1 Tols olopé|*vols TNV pev eV T6d dthocodeiv Siarywynv kab’ auTnv | alpeTnv elvat, T &t
TTEp\l T™ uaeﬁuaTa Gscopfav |oiKe{O(v KO(\l ouyysvﬁ q>|)\oooq>i0( [73.17]

ElKOTOOS dpox Siax ToUTa | TavTo ETl[J(.O\) IV Tepl Ta uaenuaTa cnouﬁnv ol . TTubaryopetol,
Kou npog MV ToU Koouou escoplo(v 1?0 O(UTnv TTOIKIAGS CUVETATTOV" OlOV TOV WEV apleuov |
ATTO TV TEPIHOPCOY Kol s Slagopas TOUTOJV Q) | Aoytondy meptAapuPBavovTes, To 88
SuvaTa kol adUvoTa | TN ToU Koouou GUOT(XOEl OO TV EV Tols uaﬁnuaol | SUVOTAVY Kol
aBuvaTo.w Becopouves, TGS‘ S¢ oupowlous I Treplcbopag KOTO TOUS OUHHETPOUS &piBuous
HET” ol TIOS | VOOUVTES, IJETp(X Te TOU oupowou KATA TIVOS uaﬁnuaT1|Kou§ Aoyous
o<¢op|COVTs§ K o)\cog Tnv q>uclo)\oytow . Tnv T]'pOYVOJOTlKT]V amo TOJV uaenuaTcov
OUOTNOGHEVOL, | Karl TPOs Ta &Rt Tar Tepi ToU koopou BecapruaTa " Somep dpxas Ta
HoBnUOTa TPOOTNOGEVOL.

Editorial notes: After a short gap, lamblichus carries on quoting from the speech of *Aristotle’, who
explains how the formal procedure of ‘the Pythagoreans’ is a paradigm of rigorous thinking, and also how
they apply their rigorous procedures to the mathematical science of astronomy.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Isocrates’:

If their end result is useless, the point for which the philosophers say they
should be learned, it will necessarily be much more pointless to put effort into
them. [8] And on what the end is, there is pretty much agreement among those who
have been most precise about it. [10] For some of them say that it is knowledge of
what is unjust and just and bad and good, a knowledge similar to geometry and
the other sciences of that sort, while others say it is intelligence about nature as
well as that sort of truth, the sort of intelligence that those around Anaxagoras and
Parmenides proposed. [79.15]

So it should not be overlooked by someone who is going to scrutinize these
subjects that everything that is good and beneficial for the life of humans consists
in being used and put into action, and not in the mere knowledge. [18] For we are
not healthy by being acquainted with what produces health, but rather by ap-
plying it to our bodies, nor are we wealthy by knowing about wealth, but by
possessing a very substantial amount nor, most important of all, do we live well
by knowing certain sorts of beings, but by acting well, for this is truly what it is to
be successful. [24] Hence it is appropriate for philosophy as well, if indeed it is bene-
ficial, to be either a practice of good things or else useful for those sorts of practices.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxvi, 79.5-80.1.

Superseded editions: The first portion of DCMS xxvi (79.5-81.4) is a challenge to Academic philosophy in
the voice of ‘Isocrates’. This portion was accepted as part of Fr. 5 Ross, but it was rejected (wrongly) by
Diiring, who recognized only 79.15-80.1 (Diiring’s B52) as being derived from the Protrepticus.

€l OXPEIOV OUTAV TO | TENOS, 81° OTep aUT HavBavely dact SElv ol Gprhojcodot, ToAU TPO—
TEPOV AVAYKT) HATOIOV Elvat TNV TePl | TOUTA omoudnv. Tepl 88 ToU TeAous oxeSov opolo—
[youot mévTes ol SokouvTes Tepl aU TNV PaAloTa Nkpt| "Beokévat. pact yap ol pev elval Thy
TV a1k Kol | SIkalcav Kol KoKV Kol &y oabcdv ETIGTAUNY, OUOIOV | OUCOV YEWUETPIN K
Tals aGAais Tols TolauTals, ol 8¢ | THv Tepl PUOEWS Te KO(\I Tﬁg ToloUTns aAnbeias Gppo—
lvnotv, o'fow ol Te Tepl ’Avaﬁayépav KO(\l ﬂapusvfﬁnv " ElonynoowTo [79.15]

651 & un AeAnBevar Tov us)\)\ovw( mep! | TouTwv eEeTalev, Ot 1TO(VTO( TO( ayaea Kol TO(
TTpOS‘ | Tov Biov wq)s)\lua TOlS avepconms gV TG xpnodai KO(I | TrpO(TTEw schv 0()\)\ OUK €V
T YIVGIOKEIV HOVOV" | OUTE yop Uylouvouev ) yvcopl(;stv To nomru«x s [ uyteias, G
T Tpoadepeaban TOlS OWHAGIV® OUTE | n)\ourouuev A ylyvcocn(slv TOV TT}\OUTOV Ao T
kekTn|oBot oAV oUGIaV: OUSE TO TAVTWVY HEYIOTOV €V | LANEV TG Y1YVWOKEIV GTTA TQV
BvTwv, GANG TG TPAT|TEIV €U TO Y&P USIHOVETV AANBS TOUT’ EOTIV. 630TE | TPOOTKE!
kol TNV drhocodiav, eimep 0TIV ddEAILOS, | fTol TPAEIV glval TV ayabdv 1) XpNnotuov els
tas [*! TowalTas mpaEets.

Editorial notes: [amblichus here begins quoting a speech from Aristotle’s Protrepticus in which someone
attacks theoretical philosophy. The argument and style of the speech resemble Isocrates’ arguments against
Academic philosophy in his Antidosis, Panathenaicus, and Letter to Alexander. The consequentialist assump-
tion stated in the first sentence, that philosophy is valuable only insofar as it is useful is reiterated at 79.16-
18 and 81.1-4. Both the starting point and conclusion of the argument represents Isocrates’ view: “I do not
consider it proper to apply the term ‘philosophy’ to a training which is no benefit to us in the present either
in our speech or in our actions” (Antidosis 266); “those who want to do some good in speeches and actions
must eliminate from all their occupations the things that have no bearing on our lives” (269). The descript-
tion at 79.10-15 of the kinds of science at issue corresponds to items in Isocrates” attack in Antidosis (e.g.
‘geometry’ 261, and ‘Parmenides’ 268). Proclus paraphrased this passage in his Euclid commentary (25.12-
26.9), and also paraphrased more of the response given by ‘Aristotle’, giving witness to different lines of
challenge and defense that must have also taken place in the lost dialogue; see below, pp. 69-70.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Isocrates’:

Now then, that it is neither itself a sort of production of things, nor is any other of
the sciences previously mentioned, is clear to all; and someone could realize that it
is not useful for actions either, from this. [5] We have the greatest example of this in
the sciences that are similar to it and the opinions that underlie them, for we see
the geometers being able to do none of those things that they observe by demon-
stration; and yet to divide an estate, and all the other properties of quantities as
well as locations, is something that the land-surveyors can do on the basis of
experience, whereas those who know about the mathematical subjects and the
arguments about them know how they should act, but are not able to act. [80.13]

The case is similar with music and the other sciences in which the cognitive
aspect is divided off from the empirical. [15] For those who determine the proofs
and the arguments about harmony and other things like that are accustomed to
enquiring, but take part in none of their practical functions, just like those who
do philosophy. [19] In fact, even if they happen to be capable of handling some-
thing in them, when they learn the proofs, they automatically do it worse, as if on
purpose, whereas those who have no knowledge of the arguments, if they are
trained and have correct opinions, are altogether superior for all practical pur-
poses. [23] So too with the subject matter of astronomy such as sun and moon and
the other stars; those whose training has been in the causes and the arguments
have no knowledge of what is useful for humans, whereas those who have what
are called navigational sciences about them are capable of predicting for us
storms and winds and many of these events. [81.1] Hence for practical activities
sciences like this will be entirely useless, and if among activities they miss out on
the correct ones, the love of learning misses out on the greatest of goods.

Reference: Iamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxvi, 80.1-81.4.

Superseded editions: The first portion of DCMS xxvi (79.5-81.4) is a challenge to Academic philosophy in
the voice of ‘Isocrates’, as we now believe. This passage (80.1-81.4) was accepted as part of Fr. 5 Ross (=
Protr. VI, from 37.22), but was rejected by Diiring, as not being derived from Aristotle’s Protrepticus.
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[80.13]
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Editorial notes: lamblichus here continues quoting from the speech of ‘Isocrates’ attacking theoretical
philosophy. It is unclear whether this piece of evidence is perfectly continuous with the previous one. The
main reason for doubt is that the first sentence here seems to be a transitional and navigational remark of
Iamblichus describing the overall argument of his chapter, not a remark in the voice of ‘Isocrates’; since
‘Isocrates’ has just concluded that philosophy is beneficial and useful (79.24-80.1), it would seem odd for
him to say that philosophy in neither productive nor useful in the very next sentence. If, however, this first
sentence is indeed a remark of IJamblichus, then an indeterminate amount of argumentation has dropped
out. Apparently not much has been skipped over, but there must be enough of a gap for the context to shift
so that it is now clear that ‘Isocrates’ is specifically referring to theoretical philosophy and arguing that
theoretical mathematics is neither useful nor productive.

The Isocratean voice and tack of the rest of the argument is easy to discern and comes through
forcefully. In his attack on Academic philosophy the historical Isocrates had mentioned a preoccupation
with geometry and astronomy (Antidosis 261 and Panathenaicus 26). Here ‘Isocrates’ offers a pairwise
comparison of six different arts and sciences: land-reckoning and geometry; musical performance and
harmonics; navigational star-reckoning and astronomy. The first of each pair is a practical “empirical”
science that everyone agrees produces benefits; the second is the purely theoretical counterpart, which is
argued to be useless. ‘Isocrates’ now argues that preoccupation with the theoretical science results in worse
outcomes in each case, repeatedly echoing the general complaint of the historical Isocrates: “for those who
are older ... I assert that these disciplines are no longer suitable. For I observe that some of those who have
become so thoroughly versed in these studies as to teach others in them fail to use opportunely the
knowledge which they possess, while in other areas they are more unintelligent than their students—I
hesitate to say more unintelligent than their servants” (Panathenaicus 28). The last comment on the part of
Isocrates seems to be his later riposte to the ventriloquist treatment that Aristotle had subjected him to in
Protrepticus; in this dialogue (at pp. 6-7 above), Aristotle wrote a speech for the character ‘Isocrates’ that
included this remark: “just as anybody who is inferior to his own servants would turn into a laughing-
stock, in the same way it turns out that those for whom their possessions are more important than their
own nature should be considered pathetic” (P.Oxy.666, I11.6-17).

In the first chapter of his Metaphysics, Aristotle concedes part of this Isocratean point about “empirical”
versus “theoretical” science: “with a view to action experience seems in no respect inferior to skill, and we
see men of experience succeeding more than those who have theory without experience. The reason is that
experience is knowledge of individuals, skill of universals, and actions and productions are all concerned
with the individual; for the physician does not cure a man, except in an incidental way, but Callias or
Socrates or some other called by some such individual name, who happens to be a man. If, then, a man has
theory without experience, and knows the universal but does not know the individual included in this, he
will often fail to cure; for it is the individual who is to be cured” (I.1, 981a12-24, tr. Ross). The medical
example in the Metaphysics echoes a formula of ‘Isocrates’: “we are not healthy by being acquainted with
what produces health, but rather by applying it to our bodies” (xxvi, 79.19-20, p. 17). The subsequent
defense of theoretical philosophy in Metaphysics 1.1-2, despite initially acknowledging the advantage of
experience over theoretical science in the context of practice, apparently drew heavily from the Protrepticus.

In Posterior Analytics 1.13, 78b34-79a16, Aristotle describes the subordinate relationship of “empirical
sciences” (“nautical astronomy”, “acoustical harmonics”) to “mathematical sciences” (“mathematical
astronomy” and “mathematical harmonics”). He also discusses several empirical sciences in relation to
geometry, including optics, meteorology, and even medicine. But he surprisingly does not hesitate to call
these subordinate “empirical sciences” sciences, a fact which commentators have considered discordant
with his view that only demonstrations of the causes of things (and not mere statements of empirical facts)
deserve to be called sciences. But we can now see that the terminology of APo. 1.13 is perfectly consistent
with what Aristotle had said in the Protrepticus, using a less technical mode of expression that connects well
with the conventional way of referring to these sciences on the part of people like Isocrates.
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Paraphrase and citation from a speech by the character *Aristotle’:

Since everyone chooses what is possible and what is beneficial, it must be pointed
out that both these features belong to doing philosophy, and also that the difficulty
of its possession is more than outweighed by the magnitude of its service; for we all
work hard at the easier tasks with greater pleasure. [37.26] Now then, that we are
capable of acquiring the kinds of knowledge about the just and the advantageous
and also the ones about nature and the rest of truth, it is easy to exhibit. [38.3] For
prior things are always more familiar than posterior things, and what is better in
nature than what is worse, for there is knowledge of what is determinate and
organized more than of their opposites, and again of the causes more than of the
results. [7] And good things are more determinate and organized than bad things,
just as a decent person is, relative to a worthless per-son; for they necessarily
have the same mutual difference. [10] And prior things are causes more than
posterior things (for if you do away with them, then you do away with the things
whose substance is based on them: if numbers then lines, if lines then surfaces,
and if surfaces then solids), and letters <are causes more> than what are named
‘syllables’. [38.14] Hence since soul is better than body (being more like a ruler in
its nature), and the skills and intelligence concerned with the body are medical
science and athletic training (for we posit these to be sciences and say that some
people possess them), for the soul too and its virtues clearly there is a certain
discipline and skill, and we are capable of acquiring it, if it is the case, as surely it
is, that we are also capable of acquiring knowledge of things about which we are
more mistaken and which we find more difficult to understand. [38.22]

Similarly for the natural sciences as well, for it is necessary much earlier to be
intelligent about the causes and the elements than about the posterior things; for
these are not among the highest things, nor do the primary things naturally grow
out of them; rather, it is out of the former and because of the latter that the other
things come into being and are evidently constituted. [39.4] For whether it is fire or
air or number or any other natures that are causes of and primary to other things,
it would be impossible to be mistake about these things and understand any of
the other things; for how could anyone either recognize speech and be mistaken
about syllables, or be knowledgeable about them without knowing any of their
elements?

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VI, 37.22-39.8. Of the sentences marked in bold (38.3-7, 38.10-14,
38.22-39.4), the first, third, and fifth are repeated verbatim in lamblichus, DCMS xxvi, 81.7-11, 12-16, 20-24.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected as part of Fr. 5 Ross (= Protr. VI, 37.22+) and, in Diiring’s
edition, B31-36: 37.22-26 (B31), 37.26-38.3 (B32), 38.3-14 (B33), 38.14-22 (B34), 38.22-39.4 (B35), 39.4-8 (B36).
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Editorial notes: Here “Aristotle’ is replying to Isocrates’ attack on theoretical philosophy as hopelessly
difficult and not beneficial. Aristotle responds to the contrary that theoretical science is “possible”, and
“beneficial”, and “easy”, protreptic commonplaces prescribed at Rhetoric 1.6, 1363a19-24. The first sentence
here announces these themes (compare the navigational passages on pp. 22 and 24), each of which is
discussed further: “possible” (VI, 38.2-3, 38.20, 39.9-11); “beneficial” (39.12, 37.26); “easy” (xxvi, 82.17-83.2).

Aristotle here argues that we are in fact capable of acquiring the kind of knowledge called into question
by Isocrates at DCMS xxvi, 79.8-15; the description of the relevant kinds of knowledge here answers
directly to that description, and to Aristotle’s own division of propositions at Topics 105b20 into ethical,
natural, and logical; here we have “knowledge about the just and the advantageous” (i.e. ethics) “about
nature” (i.e. physics) and “about the rest of truth” (i.e. logic).

On the point about priority, one should compare Aristotle’s distinction between two ways that things
can be prior and more understandable: by nature and to us (APo. 71b33-72a5; cf. APr. 68b35-37; Phys.
184a16-20; Metaph. 1029b3-12; EN 1095b2-4). The reference to knowledge of things “more determinate” and
“more organized” (38.7-8) invokes two of three species of beauty also mentioned in a defense of mathema-
tics at Metaphysics X1II1.3, 1078b1, and Proclus, in Euc. I, 1.9, 26.10-27.16 (see pp. 70-71 below).

On “elimination”, see Metaphysics V.1 1019a3-4; this logical device was very likely employed several
times in the Protrepticus, including probably V.35.14-18 (p. 64 below) and definitely VII.44.11-13 (p. 37). On
lines, surfaces, and solids specifically, see On the Soul 1.2, 404b18-26 and On Philosophy fr. 11 (Ross). The
expression “what are named syllables” recalls a related and characteristic expression of Aristotle: “what are
named elements” (on which see Crowley, “Aristotle’s so-called elements”, Phronesis 2008).

On the soul being better than the body because it is “more of a ruler by nature” at 38.15-16, see below at
VII, 41.29. This is a point on which the historical Isocrates agreed: “it is acknowledged that our nature is
composed out of both the body and the soul, and no one would deny that of these the soul naturally grows
to be more leaderly (hégemonikbteran) and is worth more” (Antidosis 180). The reference to “skill and
intelligence concerning the body,” and the specific example of gymnastics, is a further indication that this
speech is responding to an interlocutor modeled on the historical Isocrates, who at Antidosis 181-183 drew
an elaborate parallel between “physical training for the body and philosophy for the soul”. The reference to
“knowledge of things of which we are less aware and find more difficult to understand” complicates the
application the protreptic commonplace of “easiness” (also mentioned above at 37.22-26, and below at
82.17-22). In Metaphysics 1.2, Aristotle, discussing “notions we have about the wise man,” asserts that we
must suppose that “he who can learn things that are difficult and not easy for a man to know is wise,
sensation being common to all, and therefore easy and no mark of wisdom” (982a10-14, tr. Ross).

Regarding the natural sciences and knowledge of the elements mentioned in the last paragraph,
Isocrates had ridiculed this kind of investigation, referring to “the speculations of the ancient sophists, who
maintain, some of them, that the sum of things is made up of infinite elements; Empedocles that it is made
up of four ... Ion of not more than three ... Alecmaeon of only two, Parmenides and Melissus of one; and
Gorgias of none at all. ... such curiosities of thought are on a par with jugglers’ tricks which ... do not
benefit anyone” (Antidosis 268-269). Aristotle probably responded to this in a focused way in his
Protrepticus, at P.Vindob.G.26008; see p. 63 below. Aristotle examines each candidate dialectically in
Metaphysics 1 (e.g. “fire” 984a7; “air” 984a5; “number” 986al-2). On not being able to cognize speech
without syllables, or syllables without letters or “elements” see Categories 14b2 and Topics 141b5-19.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

Now then, that there is a kind of knowledge of the truth and of the virtue of the
soul, and how it is possible for us to acquire them, let this then be our statement
about these topics; but that it is the greatest of goods and the most beneficial of all
will be clear from what follows. [13] We all agree that the most excellent man
should rule, i.e., the most superior by nature, and that the law rules and alone is
authoritative; but the law is a kind of intelligence, i.e. a discourse based on
intelligence. [16] And again, to us what standard or what guideline of good things
is more precise than an intelligent man? [18] For all that this man will choose, if
the choice is based on his knowledge, are good things and their contraries are
bad. [20] And since everybody chooses most of all what conforms to their own
proper conditions (a just man choosing to live justly, a man with bravery to live
bravely, similarly a self-controlled man to live with self-control), it is clear that
the intelligent man will choose most of all to be intelligent; for this is the
function of that capacity. [25] Hence it’s evident that, according to the most
authoritative judgment, intelligence is the most superior good thing. [40.1]

So one must not flee from philosophy, since philosophy is, as we think, both a
possession and a use of wisdom, and wisdom is among the greatest goods; nor
should one sail to the Pillars of Hercules and run frequent risks for the sake of
assets, while not working hard or spending any money for the purpose of
intelligence. [6] Yet it would surely be servile to cling to living rather than to
living well, and to attend to the opinions of many others rather than to find that
they have worth in terms of one’s own, and to search to get money but not to
show any concern whatsoever for things that are beautiful.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VI, 39.9-40.11. The paraphrase at 39.11-13 overlaps with DCMS xxvi
81.24-26, and the citation at 39.16-40.1 overlaps with DCMS xxvi 82.1-11.

Superseded editions: This passage was collected as part of Fr. 5 Ross (= Protr. VI, from 37.22) and, in
Diiring’s edition, B37-40 + B53: 39.9-11 (B37), 39.11-16 (B38), 39.16-20 (B39), 39.20-40.1 (B40), 40.1-11 (B53).
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Editorial notes: After skipping over a stretch of text in Aristotle’s dialogue, lamblichus continues to
paraphrase and cite from the speech of “Aristotle’, who has finished defending the feasibility of theoretical
philosophy and is now arguing against Isocrates that theoretical philosophy is in fact highly beneficial,
filling out the program announced at VI, 37.22-26 (p. 20 above).

One might ask who exactly the “we” is in the statement “we all agree” at 39.3 (compare the first-person
usage in the next piece of evidence on p. 24), since both points seem controversial: that “the most excellent
man should rule, i.e. the supreme by nature” and that “the law rules and alone is authoritative” with the
law being understood not as an individual ruler but as “a kind of intelligence”(39.16) might not fit well
with an Isocratean conception of law according to which authority is constituted by obedience to actual
living rulers, whether kings or the majority (in a democracy): “Obey the laws established under the kings
as well, yet consider the strongest law to be their behavior, for just as in a democracy a politician must
serve the majority so too it makes sense for someone who has settled in a monarchy to revere the king” (To
Demonicus 36). Isocrates asserts the same thing more prosaically at Antidosis 36.

Both of these points are, however, perfectly consistent with an Aristotelian perspective. That the “most
excellent” and “strongest by nature” should rule is supported by an argument that Aristotle utilizes in his
defense of “slavery by nature” in Politics 1.6: “in some sense virtue, when furnished with means, has
actually the greatest power of exercising force: and a superior power is only found where there is superior
virtue of some kind, power seems to imply virtue” (1255a13-16). The context of slavery is directly relevant
to the argument of the Protrepticus, as the condition of being “slave-like” is mentioned just below at 40.6-7.
And that the law is a “kind of intelligence” is directly asserted at Nicomachean Ethics X.9, also in an anti-
Isocratean context: “the law has compulsive power, while it is at the same time a discourse from a kind of
intelligence and intellect” (1180a21-22).

Aristotle employs the concept of a “standard” or “criterion” elsewhere in the Protrepticus (kanon: Protr.
X, 54.25 (p. 52 below), and horos: DCMS xxvii 85.9, p. 28 below), and in his ethics and philosophy of science
(kandn: EN 111.4, 1113a29-33 and X.5, 1176a17-18; horos: PA 1.1, 639a13-14 and EE VIIL.3, 1249a21-b3).

On having a “precise” account, see also below at xxvi, 82.21 (next page). The intellectual virtue of
precision or accuracy is repeatedly mentioned in the Protrepticus. In DCMS xxiii, the issue of the precision
of demonstrations is introduced (71.2). In DCMS xxvi the issue of the precision of opinion is raised (79.10),
followed by the introduction of the idea of “precision in accounting about the truth” (83.7). Later the
“beauty and precision” in mathematics (83.24-25) is mentioned. Following this, in DCMS xxvii the degree
of precision (86.8) to be expected in mathematical demonstrations (and criticisms) is compared with the
lesser degree to be expected in rhetorical arguments.

The expression “a possession and use of wisdom” at 40.2-3 relates to the distinction between possession
and use at VI, 37.7-8 (below, p. 65) and in Protr. XII, 59.26-60.1 (below, p. 60).

The image of sailing to the ends of the world at 40.4-5 is returned to at Protr. X, 57.27 (p. 53 below), and
was a common motif in protreptic discourses, compare the proverb of Isocrates: “Do not hesitate to travel a
long way to those who proclaim to teach something useful, for it would be a shame when merchants
traverse such vast seas for the sake of increasing the substantial fortune they have, but the young did not
endure travel for the improvement of their own intelligence” (To Demonicus 19). Aristotle mentions the
“Pillars of Hercules” in a geographical context at Meteorology 1.1, 354a12 and 362b21-28.

Aristotle discusses the condition of being slave-like (andrapodddes) at 40.6-7, and uses the same term in
the context of the “three ways of life” argument (Eudemian Ethics 1215b34-1216al and Nicomachean Ethics
1095b19-20), in the analysis of temperance and incontinence (NE 1118a25, b21 and 1145b24) and in the
analysis of the vices in relation to good temper (EE 1231b10, b20, and b26; and NE 1126a8).

The distinction between mere living and living well, a distinction frequently invoked by Aristotle, is
also invoked at VIIL, 46.22-47 .4 (p. 41 below). The theme is further developed in XI, 56.15-57.6 and 57.23-
58.3 (pp. 55 and 56, below). This distinction seems to have been something of a protreptic scommonplace;
see the Greek Anthology 10.43.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

And as to the service and the greatness of the thing, I consider this to have been
adequately demonstrated; but as to the reason why it is much easier to possess it
than other goods, I am convinced by the following. [17] The fact that the
philosophers, despite running a short time, have passed the other skills in their
precision, with their having bestowed much of it on them and with their having
got no payment from the people with which they might have worked this
intensely hard, seems to me a sign of the easiness there is in philosophy. [22] And
again, the fact that everybody is fond of it and wishes to spend their leisure on it,
letting everything else go, is no small evidence that the close attention occurs
together with pleasure; for no one is willing to work hard for a long time. [82.26] In
addition to these, its use is very differs from that of all other skills: philosophers
require neither tools nor special places for their productive work; similarly,
wherever in the inhabited world someone sets down his thought, it touches the
truth on all sides equally as if it were present there. [83.2] But these considerations
perhaps being out of place, they should be mentioned on another occasion, for it has
been demonstrated that intelligence is possible, and why it is the greatest of goods,
and easy to possess. [83.516]

Now admittedly minute precision about the truth is the most recent of the occu-
pations. [7] For their first necessity, after the destruction and the inundation, was
to think about their food and staying alive; but when they became more prosper-
ous they worked out the skills that are for pleasure, such as music and so on, and
it was when they had more than the necessities that they undertook to do philo-
sophy. [12] And the progress that has now been made from small impulses in a
short time by those whose research is about geometry and arguments and the
other educational subjects is so great that no other race has made such progress in
any of the skills. [16] And yet, whereas everyone helps to urge the other skills on-
ward by publicly honoring them and giving payment to those who have them,
those whose business is with these things not only get no exhortation from us,
but often actually get prevented by us; [20] still, nevertheless, they have advanced
the most, because in their nature they have seniority, for what is later in coming
to be takes the lead in substance and in perfection. [22] And so the knowledge of
mathematics is far superior to all these other kinds of knowledge, having an advan-
tage over all the occupations in beauty and precision. [83.25] But this is true
according to the following argument as well: [84.1] the things with which humans
share affinity by birth are the first ones that are much sought after, so as to possess
them as far as they can, but those that are released from our bodily nature are much
more honorable than the first ones. [5] For the necessities are presupposed, but what
is valuable for itself and serious is what is worthy of dignities and honor.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS xxvi 82.14-84.7, overlapping (at 82.14-83.5) with Protrepticus VI, 40.12-41.5).
Superseded editions: The first half of this passage (up to xxvi, 83.5) was collected in Fr. 5 Ross (= Protr. VI,
from VI, 37.22) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B54-57: 40.12-15 (B54 = xxvi 82.14-17), 40.15-20 (B55 = xxvi,
82.17-22), 40.20-41.2 (B56 = xxvi, 82.22-83.2), 41.2-5 (B57 = xxvi, 83.2-5). The second half of this passage
(from xxvi, 83.6) was collected as Fr. 8 Ross, but not collected in Diiring’s edition.
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|| 82.19 <eis> Tas Protr. VI, 40.17

Editorial notes: The first sentence contains a navigational remark that may have been part of the speech in
the source text, although it is impossible to rule out that this is lamblichus’ transitional remark, in which
case an indefinite amount of text has been dropped out. Compare the other navigational remarks, which
also may have been part of the speech in the source text, above at VI, 37.26-38.2 and 39.9-13, and below at
xxvi, 83.2-5. Thus the unusual first-person reference in the first sentence seems to be a reference to
‘Aristotle” himself (compare the third-person reference in the last piece of evidence at 39.13). The possibility
and benefit of theoretical philosophy having been established, the speaker, ‘Aristotle” will now speak to the
third protreptic commonplace, perhaps the most surprising one, that philosophy is “easy”, or at least easier
to acquire than many other goods. That this speech is attributable to Aristotle and ‘Aristotle” is confirmed
by the testimony of Proclus in his Euclid commentary, evidence that we provide on the next page.

The argument about “easiness”was announced above in navigational passages (VI, 37.26; xxvi, 82.16).
Arguing that something was in a sense “easy” was a rhetorical commonplace, which Aristotle prescribes at
Rhetoric 1.6: “things are done easily when they are done either without pain or quickly: the difficulty of an
act lies either in its painfulness or in the long time it takes” (1363a23-24). Precisely these two elements of
“easiness” that he distinguishes are present here: “in a short time” (xxvi, 82.26 and 83.14) and “with
pleasure” (xxvi, 82.24). On the importance of pleasure accompanying the activity, see below at Protr. XI,
58.17-59.13 (p. 58), together with EN X.7, 1177a25-26 and Poetics 4, 1448b13-15. Both of these advantages
counteract the fact that theoretical philosophy admittedly involves “knowing things that are difficult” as
‘Aristotle’ says at VI, 38.21-22 (above, p.20).

On the idea of the rapid progress of philosophy “in a short time,” the speaker ‘Aristotle” expresses some
views about human prehistory and cultural development also touched upon in the Corpus. Aristotle holds
that the skills and sciences, like everything else in the terrestrial zone, are subject to cycles of birth, develop-
ment, maturation, and death, due to periodic meteorological catastrophes (see Meteor. 1.3, 339b27; Metaph.
1.2, 982b11-28 and XIL.8, 1074b10; Politics VII.10, 1329b25). The “destructions and cataclysms” mentioned at
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83.7-8 are also discussed in: Physics 222a23; Cael. 270b19; Meteor. 352a33; Metaph. 1074b10; and Politics
1264a3 and 1329b25.
Evidence corroborating the Protrepticus version as cited by Iamblichus is derived from Proclus.

Corroborating evidence: Proclus gives witness to this passage as well, in an instructive passage from the
First Prologue of his Euclid commentary.

The intrinsic value for those who take part in it would be clarified also by what Aristotle
somewhere says, that despite there being no payment offered to those researchers, they nevertheless
in a short time have made such progress in mathematical theory, and moreover that everybody feels
at home with it and wishes to spend their leisure on it, neglecting other matters, even those who
attain little of the benefit that comes from it. [20] Hence those who are disposed to despise cognition of
mathematical objects do not actually have any taste for the pleasures in them. [28.22123]

Now then, mathematical science is not to be dishonored for this reason, that it makes no
contribution to our human needs, for the ultimate echoes of it do aim at this kind of utility, especially
those that are active together with matter; rather, on the contrary, one should admire its immateriality
and its having the good in itself alone. [29.1] Indeed, it is generally when they stopped being concerned
about the necessities that humans turned towards research into mathematics. [3] And this is likely: for
the things that help nourish and are of the same nature in coming to be are the first ones to be taken
seriously by humans, and the second ones are those that release the soul from generation and give it
reminders of reality. [7] So, in the same way, we also have a share in the necessities before the things
that are valuable for themselves, and in those that are of the same breed as perception before the ones
that are recognized in accordance with intellect. [9110] Indeed, the whole of generation and the life of
the soul that turns around in it naturally advances from the imperfect to the perfect. [12] Let these
things too be said against those who dishonor mathematical science.

Reference: Proclus, Commentary on Euclid’s Elements, Prologue I, ch. 9, 28.13-29.13.
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Further editorial Notes: In his Commentary on Euclid, Proclus twice relates this speculative prehistory,
attributing the ideas to Aristotle, as in his further discussion of prehistory in his Second Prologue, ch. 4 (64.7-
65.7: see below at pp. 75-76). The account of the development of arts in three stages according to three
different kinds of goods (goods necessary for life, goods for leisure and pleasure, and goods for
contemplation and philosophy) follows the account at Metaphysics 1.2: “at first he who invented any art
whatever that went beyond the common perceptions of man was naturally admired by men, not only
because there was something useful in the inventions, but because he was thought wise and superior to the
rest. But as more arts were invented, and some were directed to the necessities of life, others to recreation,
the inventors of the latter were naturally always regarded as wiser than the inventors of the former,
because their branches of knowledge did not aim at utility. Hence when all such inventions were already
established, the sciences which do not aim at giving pleasure or at the necessities of life were discovered,
and first in the places where men first began to have leisure. This is why the mathematical arts were
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founded in Egypt; for there the priestly caste was allowed to be at leisure” (981b, tr. Ross). “Leisure” is
mentioned in this piece of evidence (pp. 24-25) of the Protrepticus at xxvi, 82.23.

Ammonius also recounts a story about the progress of human skills and wisdom after destruction and
cataclysm, in a passage in which he references Aristocles of Messene, who may have used the Protrepticus
as a source (in Philoponus, Commentary on the Introduction to Arithmetic 1.1.5-49, see below, pp. 76-77). There
is also an account of the development of the arts and wisdom along the same lines at Epinomis 974d8-976¢7,
written by an Academic philosopher, perhaps Philip of Opus.

“Precision” is referred to not only here at xxvi, 83.7 and 83.24-25, but also in the previous evidence (VI,
39.17) as well as earlier in xxvi, at 79.10 (p. 17). At 82.21 we have a reference to “precise skills” (in plural),
which can be compared to the following plural usages. Meteorology IL5: “if one reckons up these voyages
and journeys, so far as they are capable of yielding any precise things, the distance from the Pillars of
Hercules to India exceeds that from Aethiopia to Lake Maeotis and the furthest parts of Scythia by a ratio
greater than that of 5 to 3” (362b21-25, tr. Lee, adapted). See also Republic VI, part of an exhortation to philo-
sophy in which Socrates complains that “it’s ridiculous, isn’t it, to make every effort to attain the most
precise things about other things of little value, and not to consider the important things worthy of precise
things” (504d8-e3). A similar protreptic expression is found in Philebus, where Socrates tells Protarchus that
what he was seeking was not “what skill or which science excels all others in grandeur and beauty, and is
of most use to us, but rather to find out which one could oversee what is clear and precise and as true as
possible, even if its profit is vanishingly small” (58c). The reference to “minute precision about the truth”
(xxvi, 83.7) is also used at Metaph. I1.3: “the minute precision of mathematics is not to be demanded in all
cases” (995al5), raising an issue that was also raised in the Protrepticus (at DCMS xxvii, 86.8, p. 30). The
reference to “advantage ... in beauty and in precision” (83.24-25) makes it clear that Aristotle has beauty in
mind when he mentioned “knowledge of what is determinate and organized” above (VI, 38.7-8; see also
the reference to the “beautiful and good” at IX, 53.1, p. 50 below). Aristotle also uses the expression “latches
onto the truth” (83.1-2) at EE 11.10, 1227a1-2 (cf. Plato, Timaeus 90c1-2).

As he argues at 83.12-22, Aristotle viewed the gaining of precision in a short time a mark of the progress
of theoretical science, and apparently considered the science of his day to be very developed and advanced.
Cicero cited Aristotle from an unknown work as holding that “since great progress has been made in a
short time, philosophy will in a short time be brought to completion” (Tusculan Disputations I11.28.69; on
this passage, see below, p. 78). Even if that is going farther than Aristotle himself claims in the acroamatic
works, it is clear that he did think that the thought of his own age was a late stage of maturation. Consider
what he writes in Politics I1.5 about the advanced state of political science: “we must not fail to keep in
mind the length of time and multitude of years in which these things, if they had been good, would certain-
ly not remain unknown; for almost everything has been found out, though in some cases what is known
has not been systematized, and in other cases men do not make use of the knowledge which they have”
(1264al-5; cf. 1268b36-1269a8).

The teleological principle that “what is later in coming to be takes the lead in substance and perfection”
(83.21-22) is also stated below in a teleological argument at IX.51, 16-23 (p. 48); in that passage, Aristotle is
referring to the natural development of an organism, and this principle is often invoked in that context by
Aristotle in the Corpus (e.g. PA 1.1 640a19-26, 641b23-642al, I1.1 646a25-27; GA 11.1, 734a16-32 and I1.6
passim; see also Johnson, Teleology, 165-171). 1t is striking to see the same biological principle applied here to
cultural history.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

But since it is the function of the educated man to be able to judge to a good ap-
proximation what is right or not right in the contributions of the speaker, and we
believe the generally educated man is someone like that, then being educated is also
being able to do the aforementioned. [25] So this is clear, that the correctly educated
man must, in the case of mathematics too, demand from the mathematician cor-
rectness and his proper function, whether he rightly or wrongly creates his theory
about them. [85.3] For just as we consider the universally educated man is able to
judge about everything, so to speak, despite being one in number, similarly too
about some delimited science there would be someone else who has the same
disposition as the one mentioned, about a portion. [85.7]

Hence it is clear that there must be certain such criteria in the study of mathe-
matics too, with reference to which the educated man will accept the manner of
the proofs, independently of how the truth is, whether thus or otherwise. [11] I
mean, for example, whether those who grasp each individual theorem of the
mathematicians should make determinations about it in accordance with itself,
for example about these here triangles, or whether those who hypothesize the
common theorems must also investigate the attributes of everything according to
something common. [16] For many of the same things come about in many kinds
that are different from each other, for example if someone were to make the de-
monstration insofar as it is a triangle or insofar as it is a rectilinear figure in com-
mon. [19] For if in a way the same things belong to things that differ in form, the
demonstrations of them are not at all obliged to be any different. [21] But perhaps
the ones in which the predicate happens to be the same are different by differing
in form; for example, similarity in triangles is one thing, but in numbers is some-
thing else, and one must make particular demonstrations according to each one.
[25] Thus one should investigate when to study what is in common according to a
kind, and when to study individual particulars, for to determine these matters
contributes a great portion to mathematical education.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxvii, 84.21-86.2.

eTel O TOU m—:nalﬁeuuevou EPYOV EGTI | TO 6uv0(080u KprO(l EUO‘TOXOOS‘ T1 KGADS T UM
KO()\oog | omo&Booow o )\sycov TOl0UTOV &1 TIVK TO\) o)\cog | e Mo SEUpEVOVY O10oHED
ElVO(l KO(I TO nsrrouSsqum TO| SuvaoBat oIV TO elpnuEvov. STAov 5n TOUd’ OT1 |
Kol TTEpl T uaenuaTa TOV op6cog TrsrrouBsuusvov 0(1'rou|85 et Set TTO(pO( TOU uaGnua—
TlKOU ™mv opeomTa Kol TO \ on<z-:|ov EPYOV, £l KOAGS T UM Ka)\cog TTOIEITO(I Tnv nspl |
aum)v esmplav coorrsp yap TOV aTADS mnm&suuevov \ 1TEpl 1TO(VTOJ\) cos ElTl'ElV
KplTlKOV VOUICOUEV glvat sva | ToV apleuov OVTO( oum)g KO(l m—:pl TIVOS smomung P’
adpoaplousvng €T OV TIS ETEPOS TOV GUTOV TPOTIOV TG | E1PTUEVEY SIOKEIHEVOS TEP!
uoplov [85.7]

OOOTE SMAov ¢ OTl | KO(I TT]S‘ 1TEpl To pobnuaTa Beooplag 8el Twas urrapxslv | opoug
TOIOUTOUS, TTPOS oug avmpepmv omocSegsTou o) | m—:rrouBsuuevog TOV Tponov TQV.
SEIKvuusvoov xcoplg | TOU 1TC05‘ EXELV Ta)\neeg, ElTE OUTcog £1Te AANS. )\syco | 8¢ olov
moTepov B¢l )\auBavowag EV EKOOTOV escopr]ua | va uaenuaﬂkmv nspl TOUTOU 810—
plCEl\) |<0(6’ auTO, | olov m—:pl TOVOE TV Tplycovo.w T T KOO Gscopm Moo Kol TO(
naouv urrapxovm Sl OKO1TEIV KO(TO( Tl | KOlVOV urroesusvoug ToA& yap unapxeu T™
aUTO | TOAAOLS YEVEGIV ETEPOLS OUGIY aAANAcaY, olov el Tis | kaBooov 0TI TPy VX



Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches) 29

TOIOITO TNV &né&enﬁlv 1 kabocov | EaTIV sbGprauua KOS, £l YOP TIVO TX OUTK
uTap|*’xot Tols idel Stadépouatv, obd’ N amodeifis ATV [ouSepiov opeiAel Exev
Stadpopav. ETEpO( 8¢ lows €oTly, | ols ouuBmvsl ™y usv KO(TT]YOplO(V sxsw TT]V auTnY, |
&o(cbspslv Se Ko’ e18os 610(¢op0( onov TO OHOIOV | ETTI HEV TPIYCIVGIV ECTIV a)\)\o,
err apleuwv OS¢ € ETEPOV, | |<ou 51—:1 koD’ ¢ EKO(TEpO\) 18las nousloeou amodeifels. em® OKET—
TEOV 0LV, TrOTE KOIVAS KOTX yevog Kol TTOTE 181025 | kaB’ EkooToV GeoapnTsov TO YO p
Sicoptobot mept ToU ! Teov pEyo pEPos els TauSelaw pabnuatikny cupBoalAsTal.

Editorial notes: Here Iamblichus excerpts a passage from Aristotle’s Protrepticus that Aristotle himself
adapted in the opening of his methodological introduction and exhortation to life science, On the Parts of
Animals 1. Something comparable apparently happened in other opening chapters, including Metaphysics
1.1, EE 1, NE I, and Politics VII.1). The words translated in bold below are identical.

Regarding every theory and investigation, the more humble and more valuable alike, there
appear to be two manners of having, one which may properly be called knowledge of the subject-
matter, the other like a certain educatedness. For it is in accordance with the manner of an educa-
ted man to be able to judge to a good approximation what is right or wrong in the contributions
of the speaker, and since we believe the generally educated man is someone like that, being
educated is also being able to do the aforementioned. Only we consider the one man to be able to
judge about everything, so to speak, though being one in number, the other about some nature
that is delimited; for there would be someone else who has same disposition about a portion as
the one mentioned. So it is also clear for the inquiry into nature, there should be certain stan-
dards, such that by referring to them one can appraise the manner of its proofs, apart from the
question of what the truth is, whether thus or otherwise. I mean, for example, should one grasp
each substantial being singly and make determinations about this in accordance with itself, e.g.
taking up one by one the nature of a human, lion, ox, or any other animal as well; or by establish-
ing the accidents common to all according to something common? For many of the same things
come about in many kinds that are different from each other, for example sleep, respiration,
growth, deterioration, death, and in addition any remaining affections and dispositions such as
these. I say all this because at the moment it is permissible to speak unclearly and indefinitely
about these things. It is apparent that, especially when speaking one by one, we shall repeatedly
say the same things about many kinds; for instance, each of the attributes just mentioned belong to
horses, dogs, and humans. So if one speaks of their accidents one by one it will be necessary to
speak re-peatedly about the same things—whenever, that is, the same things are present in
different forms of animal, yet themselves have no difference. But perhaps the ones in which the
predicate happens to be the same are different by differing in form; for example the locomotion
of animals; it is apparent that locomotion is not one in form, because flying, swimming, walking,
and crawling differ. Accordingly, one should not overlook whether one should investigate things
in common according to kind first, and then later their distinctive characteristics, or whether one
should study them one by one straight away. (PA 1.1, 639al-b6)

Each of the changes appear to be in the direction of adapting the earlier work (i.e. the Protrepticus, the
source of DCMS xxvii) for the purposes of the later work, the introduction and exhortation to the
theoretical sciences of life. Reasoning in the other direction, it does not make as much sense to adapt
arguments about animals to the more precise science of geometry, and it does not seem likely that
Iamblichus will have thought that it did. Now Proclus in his Euclid commentary attributes the exact
arguments made here about geometry to Aristotle (32.21-33.20, in some cases giving verbatim quotations; see
p. 74 below), as well as the rest of the argument from this chapter, in sequence (33.21-35.6, see p. 74 below).
Thus Proclus establishes Aristotle’s authorship, and since Proclus cannot be adapting what he says from
On the Parts of Animals (since his second, third, and fourth points do not parallel that work but do parallel
what we find in Iamblichus), it follows that Proclus is adapting the source text itself. Thus the passage must
be attributed to Aristotle’s Protrepticus, and it is clear that the speech was in the voice of *Aristotle” himself.
It is also highly significant that Aristotle has included in On the Parts of Animals 1.5 an “exhortation to the
life sciences” which is known to differ stylistically from the rest of the book but shows many parallels and
connections with Aristotle’s Protrepticus (e.g. DCMS xxiii, p. 14 above). He evidently kept adapting
Protrepticus material throughout the writing of the first book of his Parts of Animals.
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

Again, one must demand that the mathematician make his accounts in accordance
with the underlying substance, and to make the manner of his demonstrations affili-
ated with that. [4] Thus, just as we are contented with plausible reasoning from an
orator, so one must demand from the mathematician demonstrations that are
necessary. [6] And one must not seek the same necessity everywhere nor, similar-
ly, the same precision in everything, but just as we divide the technical fields by
their underlying materials, not seeking precision similarly in gold and tin and
bronze, nor in cork and box and lotus, in the same way this is so in the observa-
tional sciences. [12] For the underlying things will make an immediate difference
when some are simpler and others more of a composite, or some are generally
immovable and others movable, for example the things in numbers and in har-
mony, or those in geometry and astronomy; and the starting point of some of
these is the intellect and of others it is thought, but of some other things there are
also certain small impulses coming from the sense, just as from the celestial
bodies. [19] For it is not possible to bring to bear the same or similar causes about
such things; rather, to the degree that the starting points differ, to that degree as
well the demonstrations differ, for in each of them the manner is cognate.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxvii, 86.2-22.
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Editorial notes: The first sentence could be a transitional remark of Iamblichus, but it is clear that the same
speech continues to be excerpted. Proclus writes that Aristotle warns not “to demand proofs of an orator,
or to accept persuasive arguments from a mathema-tician” (in Euc. I 1.11, 33.24; see below p. 74). But the
same thought will be immediately recognized as Aristotle’s from NE 1.3, where he opens a discussion of the
degree of precision appropriate to ethics by noting “what is said would be sufficient if it were to provide
clarification according to the underlying material” (1094b11-12) and then pointing out that good things
such as wealth, virtue, and fine and fair conduct all admit of much difference and fluctuation (b15-16). So
we should “appreciate” it if those who speak about and reason from such matters indicate the truth
roughly and in outline, and reach conclusions that are like that, true only for the most part (b19-22). In
what follows it seems that he is adapting (by memory or with consultation) a passage from this earlier
published work of his: “So in the same way we should accept what is said, for it is the mark of an educated
man to search for precision to the degree that applies to each type of thing, to the degree that the nature of
the subject admits, for it seems pretty much the same <mistake> to accept from a mathematician plausible
reasoning and to demand from an orator demonstrations. And each man judges well what he is cognizant
of, and is a good judge of them; and while the educated man in each field is a good judge of that, the man
who has a universal education is a good judge of everything” (1094b22-1095a2; cf. xxvii, 85.3-7, p. 30).
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

And there is a still greater difference than those, in that those who are doing
research either have or do not have first principles; hence in this case one should
not demonstrate either the causes or the arguments to be similar. [26] And in these
respects one must recognize what is the same and different, and what is the same
by analogy, and which sciences are in greater need and in which the perplexities
are greater, for it is pretty much in these ways and in ways like these that there
are variations in the demonstrations and arguments in each case. [87.5] This kind
of observation could contribute not only to the judging but also to how research
must be done, for by having a determination of the causes of each thing, you will
create the proper arguments, which is not easy to do without being used to it. [9]
For nature itself is able by itself to guide us to the starting points, but is not self-
sufficient at judging each thing without taking hold of a different understanding.
[11] Again, we should ascertain whether the causes about which the
mathematician must speak are numerous, and what kind of them is naturally first
and second. [14] For the mathematically educated man is able both to scrutinize
the causes that have been supplied and to observe their order.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxvii, 86.23-87.16.

ET1 8" € uei(;om S100TAGE! TOUTGV, OTI EMENTOUCIV | Ol PEV EXOVTES Ol 8 OUK EXOVTES Op—
xé(g w3ote oud’ | éVToﬁJGO( 6uof0(§ odTias ou8’ opolous Aoyous émo|<SEtKTéov. avaykn 8¢
1Tp0§ ToUTO vapl(;slv Tl TO(UTo | KO(\l £TEPOV ’s’)(oucl Ko Ti KoT’ dva)\oyiow TO({JTév |<o<\| | ol
ol Tr)\zslovcov &sowou KO KOTOX 1TOlO(§ n)\ewa TO | ATTOPOUNEVD oxeﬁov yap TOUTOI§ Kou
TOlS TOlOUTOlS al | Trapod\)\ayal TV TI'Epl sKacTov amodeiEewv Kal )\oycov | £1G1V. OU HOVOV
8¢ npog TO KprEl\) oA Kol TTpO§ | To CnTew oog 551 cuuBoO\ow avn TOlO(UTn Bscopla | 610—
PIOHOV YOIp EXOUCK ™s KO(G’ EkooTOV O(lTlO(S | OlKElOU§ TTOIT]GEl )\oyoug OTep oU PaSiov N
0UV86(|068\1T(X Spav. n yap duots auTn KO(G’ E(IUTT]\) ETTI |0 usv Tag apxag upnynoachao 6\Jv0(—
Ta, kpival 68 EkooTa | un | mpocAaBouca OUVEGIV ETEPOV OUK O(UTO(pKng ETI | Slo(KplTsov €l
TAglOUs alTia 101 TEPL COV O¢i TOV | uaenuaﬂkov Aeyev, 11010( Te TOUTOJV TPWTT Kol Seu—
|TEpar MEDUKEV. EEETAOTIKOS YOp Kol TV &modiSoueveav | ol Ticav O memoSeupEvos podnuo—
TIKDS, Kol TS TaEews | aUTAV BecopnTIKOS.

Editorial notes: Proclus paraphrases this argument in sequence with others attributed to Aristotle in the
two preceding pieces of evidence (in Euc. I, Prologue 1.11, 34.20-24). The speaker “Aristotle’ continues his
speech on the value of theoretical and specifically mathematical philosophy. The focus shifts from a com-
parison between mathematical and rhetorical kinds of demonstrations and now focuses on the details of
mathematical research and demonstrations. The educated person determines whether those researching a
mathematical problem are working from first principles and causes, also discussed at xxiii, 79.10 (p. 17) and
VI, 38.22-39.8 (pp. 20-21). In the event that they do not yet have first principles but are searching, Aristotle
asserts that “nature itself is able to guide us to the starting points of research” (87.9), thus connecting this
passage with the classic passages in Metaphysics 1.1 and Post. An. I1.19, where Aristotle suggests that the
natural faculty of perception and experience enable us to apprehend the principles of scientific demonstra-
tion. The use here in the Protrepticus of the expression “guide us” also connects this passage to the method-
ological preamble of Politics 1.1-2, which refers to “the method that has guided us.” “In the other cases we
have to analyze a composite into its irreducible elements, the smallest parts of the whole. So let us in the
same way examine the component parts of the state also, and we shall see better both how these too differ
from each other and whether we can acquire some skilled understanding of each of the roles mentioned.
Now in this as in other cases one would get the best view of things if one were to look at their natural
growth from principles” (1252a17-27).
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Citation from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’:

But this too should not be overlooked: many of the more recent Pythagoreans
assumed that the things that are the same and in the same way are the subject
matter solely of mathematics, and hypothesized only these principles; so they
demarcate the sciences as well as the demonstrations about such things in the
same way. [22] But since both in the speeches preceding this point and in the later
remarks we will demonstrate that there are many and different substances that
are unchangeable and exist in the same state, not only the ones in mathematics,
and that those are more senior and more honorable than these, and we will also
demonstrate that these mathematical principles are not the only ones, but there
are also others, and these in fact are more senior and more powerful than those,
and that these are not the principles of all the things that exist but only of some;
so it is for these reasons that the mathematical demonstration now demands a
determination of which of the qualities that remain the same and in the same way
it can demonstrate, and from what kinds of principles it reasons, and about what
kinds of problems it produces the demonstrations.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxvii 87.17-88.6.

ou 8¢l 6% )\aveé(vew KOKEIVO, 6T1 TTO)\)\O\l TV | VEWTEPQV ﬂueayoplkcﬁv HOoVO T(\X KO(T& T
(XUT(X |<ou | cocouncog EXOVTO Ta UﬂOKElusva TOlS uaenuaow U1TE| )\auBavov Ko uovag
TaUTag aPXOS UﬂETtGEVTo Kou | Tas EmoTnuag oUV KOTO TOV oUTOV TpOTTOV mepl TGV I
TOlOUTOOV aq)copl(;owo kol Tos amodeiEels. el 55 NUELS | €V TE TOlS TTpO(XYOUOl vum Aoyots
Kou €V TolS UOTEpOV | pnﬁnoouevow omo&slﬁousv oTt ToAal ouolou kol €Tepat | O(KlVT]TOl
Ko KO(TO( Ta O(UTO( sxouoou oU poval ol TV | uaenuava Kol OT1 Trpso[EBUTepm Kou T —
Teparl aUTAV | ElOlV sKslvou omoﬁslﬁousv 8¢ ka OTI oU povov O(p)(ou | elov obTan ol naBnua—
TlKO(l 0(}\)\0( |<ou oA, Kol ol Ye | npsoBuTspm Kol SUVOTATEPOL OUTEIV E1GIV EKEIVOLL, KO
e ST ou TAVTWY TGV OVTWV EIGIV apXal Ol uaenuaﬂh(ou Ao TIveV: 510( 61] ToUTa 10—
plopOV Ao Tl Vuvi | T poBnuoTikn amodelfls, TV TOlwV TIVEV KOTO TO | cUTH KOl (30—
ol TS EXOVTCV ECTIV ATOSEIKTIKN, Kol €K |° Tolcav TIVAV &px@dv culhoyileTal, kol Tepl
TolwV | TIVAV TPOPANUATWY TOIEITAL Tas amodeiEels.

Editorial notes: After a gap, lamblichus reports the conclusion of this phase of argument: along with Plato
and other Academics such as ‘Heraclides’, “ Aristotle” appeals to the Pythagorean tradition to argue against
Isocrates” attack on theoretical philosophy. Note the reference at 87.23-24 to “previous speeches’ and ‘later
remarks’. The reference “the more recent Pythagoreans” must be Aristotle’s, not lamblichus’; compare “the
Pythagoreans” (xxiii 73.18-19, p. 16; xxv 78.8, p. 68) and “those who are called Pythagoreans” (xxiv 75.5, pp.
65-66). The “principles more senior and more powerful than mathematical principles” (xxvii, 87.26-29)
should be understood in connection with DCMS xxiii, where Aristotle remarks that “the objects that are
observed in the sky have the most honorable and most divine rank of the things perceptible to us and are
naturally cognized by the science of astronomy, which is one of the mathematical sciences” (72.16-20, p. 14).
The principles under consideration must be more senior and honorable than those of astronomy; Aristotle
seems to make allusion to Republic VI 509b9-10, where Plato claims that the good is “more senior and
powerful” than being itself. In DCMS xxvi Aristotle claims that philosophy, despite having contributed to
the other skills and not getting the honors awarded to practical skills, nevertheless has advanced more: “in
their nature they have seniority, for what is later in coming to be takes the lead in substance and in
perfection” (83.20-22, p. 24).
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Paraphrase from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

To be intelligent and to understand is in itself valuable for humans, for it is not
possible to live as a human without these; and it also provides something useful in
our way of life, for nothing good happens to us unless it is perfected by having been
worked out in reasoning and is in accordance with intelligence. [11] Moreover,
whether living successfully consists in enjoyment, or in having virtue, or in intel-
ligence, in accordance with all these we should do philosophy, for these things hap-
pen to us most of all, and in a pure way, through doing philosophy. [15] Further-
more, part of us is soul, part body; and the former rules, the latter is ruled; the for-
mer uses the latter, which supports the former as a tool. [18] Further, it is always
with reference to the ruler and the user that the need for what is ruled, i.e. the tool,
is arranged. [20] And of the soul one part is reason, which by nature rules and judges
our affairs, and the other part is a follower and is naturally ruled. [22] And
everything is well disposed when it is in accordance with its own proper vir-tue, for
to have obtained this is good.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VII, 41.7-24.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected in Fr. 6 Ross (= ch. VII, up to 43.25) and, in Diiring, as B41
+ B59-60: 41.6-15 (B41), 41.15-20 (B59), 41.20-24 (B60).

TO GPOVELV Kol TO Y1YVGIOKEIV EGTIV alpeTOV kaB’ | auTo Tols avbpcdTols (obﬁ% yop Cnv
SuvaTov ws &v6p03|n01g GVEY TO\'JTcov) Xpﬁcluév Te Eig Tov Biov bndpxeu ' oUSEV yap NIV
ayaeov ﬂapaylvaTm O TI un )\oyloa|usvong Kou KO(TO( ¢povn0w Evepyncaolv TeAetouTal.
Kol | unv glTe TO Civ eucSmuovcog EV TQY XOIPEIV ECTIV el Te EV | TG TNV apemv EXEIV ElTE €V ™
PPOVNOEL, KATH TAUTA | TEVTA PrAOCOPNTEOV" TAUTA YP HEAIOTA Karl EiAIKkpIVads |'* S16t Tov
H1AOCOPETY NIV TOPOYIVETAL. ETI TOIVUY TO | MEV EGTI YUXT TAOV €V NUIV TO 8¢ OAUA, Kol TO
uév | GPXE! Tb 5% d('p)(sTou Kol TO uév XpﬁTou TO 8’ UTTOKEITCN | ws 5py0(vov 6(51 Tofvuv npbg
TO dpxov. |<o<| TO xpco|usvov oUVTaTTsTm n TOU apxouevou Ko ToU opyowou 1?0 psla ™S 8¢
puxns_Te Hev Aoyos EoTiv Omep KaTa | puoty dipxe! Ko KprEl T]'Epl nucov T0 8 ¢ ensTou Te KOl
| 1TE¢UKev dpxeodot. maw 8¢ €U SIGKEITO KATO TNV | OIKELGV GPETNV" TO YOP TETUXTKEVCL
T(IUTT]S‘ ayaeov \ EOTI. [41.24]

Editorial notes: At the end of DCMS xxvii, lamblichus stops using Aristotle’s Protrepticus as a source.
When, in chapter VII of his previously written volume Protrepticus, lamblichus resumes his citations from
Aristotle’s dialogue, the speaker is still (or is again) ‘Aristotle’. After a gap of unknown length in the
dialogue, he elaborates a new phase of his argument, that being intelligent observers is the most valuable
thing for humans, being the function of their highest virtue.



34 Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches)

Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Moreover, it’s when a thing’s most authoritative and most estimable parts have
their virtue that it is well disposed; therefore the natural virtue of that which is
better is naturally better. [27] And that which is by nature more of a ruler and
more commanding is better, as a human is than the other animals; thus soul is
better than body (for it is more of a ruler), as is the part of the soul which has
reason and thought, for this kind of thing is what prescribes and proscribes and
says how we ought or ought not to act. [42.1] Whatever, then, is the virtue of this
part is necessarily the virtue most valuable of all as such, both for everything in
general and for us; in fact, I think one might actually set it down that we are this
portion, either alone or especially. [42.415]

Furthermore, when the natural function of each thing is brought to perfection
and is said to be most beautiful not by coincidence but in itself, that is when one
should say that it is good, and the most authoritative virtue should be reckoned
the one by which each thing naturally fashions this very thing. [9] So something
that is composite and partitioned has many other activities, but something that is
by nature simple and whose substance is not relative to anything else necessarily
has a single virtue in itself in the strict sense. [13] So if a human is a simple animal
whose substance is ordered according to reason and intellect, there is no other
function for him than only the most precise truth, i.e. to tell the truth about
existing things; but if several capacities are ingrown in him, it is clear that, of the
several things he can naturally bring to perfection, the best of them is always a
function, e.g. of a doctor health, and of the navigator safety. [20] And we can name
no function of thought or of the contemplating part of our soul that is better than
truth. [22] Truth therefore is the most authoritative function of this portion of the
soul. [42.23] And it performs this with knowledge as such, and it performs this
more with more knowledge; and the most authoritative end for this is
observation. [25] For when of two things one is valuable because of the other, the
one on account of which the other is valuable is better and more valuable; for
example, pleasure is better than pleasant things, and health than things
conducive to health, for the latter are said to be able to create the former.
[42.29143.1] Thus nothing is more valuable than intelligence, which we say is a
capacity of the most authoritative thing in us, to judge one condition in
comparison with another, for the cognitive part, both separately and in
combination, is better than all the rest of the soul, and knowledge is its virtue.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VII, 41.24-43.5.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected in Fr. 6 Ross (= ch. VII, up to 43.25) and, in Diiring, B61-
67:41.24-42.1 (B61), 42.1-4 (B62), 42.5-9 (B63), 42.9-13 (B64), 42.13-23 (B65), 42.23-29 (B66), 43.1-5 (B67).

Kol UMV 0TV YE EXT T MAAIGTA KA1 KUPIATOTA | Kol TIMIGTATA TNV XPETNV, TOTE €U
SiakeiTat” Tou | BeATiovos apa dpuoel ReATIOV ECTIV | KaTa GpUGLY | apeTn. BEATIOV 8 TO KOTX
duoIv &xlkc.STepov kol | paAAov ﬁyeuomkév, cf)g avBpwmos mpos Ta aAAa {ddar | oukouv Yuxn
HEV cwuaTog BeATiov (deIKwTEpov yap) | ? Yuxms 8¢ To Aoyov Exov kal Sidolav: EGTI yop
TotjoUTov O KeAeUEl Kou Kco)\uu Kol 81V 1 Seiv ¢not |* 4l npé(TTsw NTIS TOTE OUV écmv
apem TOUTOU TOU | uepoug, avaykolov ewou TTO(VTCO\) oupETcoTO(Tnv om)\wg | Te mao! Ko
NUIV" Ko yap 6v TouTo, olpat, Bein Tis, | s fTol HOVov 1| HAMOTO NUELS ECHEV TO HOPIOV
TOUTO. [42.45]
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ET1 TOIVUV OTOV O TEDUKEV EPYOV EKAGTOU T KarTar | cuuPePnkos aAha kab’ aiTo Aeyouevov
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TNV ouclav | sxowos uiaw avaykmov glvan Tnv ko’ O(UTo KUpl(QS | apsTnv El usv ouv amTAoUV
i (;coov E0TIV O avepconog | Kol Kot Aoy oV Kol vouv T&TO(KTou aUTOU T) oUGIa, UK | 0()\)\0
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NS0V HEV TAV NSEV, UyEiar 88 | TGV UYIEIVAY" TOUTH YOp TOINTIKS AEYETal ToUTwv. |
o(JKon ™S ¢)povﬁosw§ nv Porpiev Svaty glval Tou | KuplcoTé(Tou Tch év nuiv, Ol’JK ’E’GT!V
oupsTcoTspov oudgv, ] ws eglv npog eF,lv preceou TO yap yvcooTn(ov uspog | kol Xepls kal
ouykelpevov BEATIOV EoTi Taons TNs | Yuxhs, TouTou 8¢ EMCTNUN GPETH.

Editorial notes: After a gap of unknown length in the dialogue, ‘Aristotle” elaborates a new phase of his
argument, that being intelligent observers is the most valuable thing for humans, being the function of their
highest virtue.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Therefore its function is none of what are are said to be parts of virtue, for it is better
than all of them and the final creation is always superior to the knowledge that
creates it. [8] Nor is every virtue of the soul a function in that way, nor is it suc-
cess; for if it is to be a skill that can create, other ones will create other things, as
the building skill (which is not a portion of any building) creates buildings;
however, intelligence is a part of virtue and of success, for we say that success
either comes from it or is it. [14] Thus according to this argument too, it is
impossible for this to be a knowledge that can create, for the end must be better
than its coming to be, and nothing is better than intelligence, unless it is one of
the things that have been mentioned; and none of those is a function other than
it. [18] Therefore one should say that this kind of knowledge is an observational
one, since it is surely impossible for a creation to be its end. [20] Hence being
intelligent and observant is a function of the virtue, and this of all things is the
most valuable for humans, comparable, I think, to seeing for the eyes, which one
would choose to have even if there wasn’t any other thing that was going to come
into being through it beyond the sight itself.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VII, 43.5-25.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected in Fr. 6 Ross (= ch. VII, up to 43.25) and, in Diiring B68-70:
43.5-14 (B68), 43.14-20 (B69), 44.20-25 (B70).
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dpovnoews, TANV el TI TQV sipnuévwv | TOQTcov 8¢ obéév 'E'Tepov aUTTS ECTIV EPYOV.
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Editorial notes: This passage is continuous with the previous paragraphs and probably continuous with
the next paragraphs (opposite).
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Again, if someone appreciates a particular thing because some other thing
occurs with it, it is clear that he will wish more for that which provides more of it:
for example, if someone happens to choose to stroll around because it’s healthy,
and it happens that sprinting is more conducive to health and is possible for him,
then he will choose this even more, as soon as he understands it. [44.4] Further, if
holding opinions truly is similar to intelligence, given that having true opinions
is valuable in that and insofar as it is similar to intelligence on account of its
truth, if true opinion exists more in being intelligent, then being intelligent will
be more valuable than holding opinions truly. [9] And yet living is distinguished
from not living by sensing, and living is determined by its presence and power,
and if this is taken away life is not worth living, as if when you do away with
sensation you do away with life itself. [13] But among the senses the capacity of
sight is distinguished by being the most distinct, and for this reason as well we
value it most; but every sensation is a capacity for understanding through a body,
just as hearing senses the sound through the ears. [17] Thus, if living is valuable
because of sensation, and sensation is a kind of cognition, and we choose it
because the soul is capable of recognizing by means of it; but long ago we said
that the more valuable of two things is always the one that provides more of the
same thing, and of the senses sight is of necessity the most valuable and
honorable, and intelligence is more valuable than it and all the others, and more
valuable than living, intelligence is more authoritative than truth; hence the main
pursuit of all humans is to be intelligent.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VII, 43.27-44.26.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected as Fr. 7 Ross (= ch. VII, from 43.25) and, in Diiring, B71 +
B74-77: 43.27-44.9 (B71), 44.9-13 (B74), 44.13-17 (B75), 44.17-20 (B76), 44.20-26 (B74-77).
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Editorial notes: This piece of evidence is continuous or nearly continuous with the previous. lamblichus
interrupts his citation, apparently briefly; when he resumes citing Aristotle’s text, the speaker is still
“Aristotle’, who focuses his comments on the comparative value of sight, perception, opinion, and
knowledge.
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Paraphrase and citation from a speech by the character ‘Heraclides’:

So then this, at least, is very clear to everyone, that nobody would choose to live
having the greatest property and power over people if, however, they ceased to be
intelligent and were insane, not even if they were going to live enjoying the most
wanton pleasures, in the way that some people carry on who are out of their right
minds. [11] Thus everybody, as it seems, avoids being stupid most of all. [12] Now
intelligence is the opposite of being stupid, and of these opposites the one is to be
avoided, the other is valuable. [13114] So, just as being sick is to be avoided, so is
being healthy valuable for us. [45.6-15]

Even if someone had everything, but has some disease ruining his intelligence,
that way of life would not be valuable, for none of his other goods would be
beneficial. [20] Hence everybody, insofar as they have some sense of being
intelligent and are capable of having a taste of this thing, think other things to be
nothing; and this is the reason why not a single one of us would bear to be either
drunk or juvenile up to the end of his lifetime. [45.18-25]

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VIII, 45.6-15, followed by 45.18-25.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected in Fr. 9 Ross (= ch. VIII, up to 47.4) and, in Diiring’s
edition, B97-100: 45.4-6 (B97), 45.6-13 (B98), 45.14-20 (B99), 45.21-25 (B100).
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Editorial notes: At this point, after the end of ch. VII, we notice a change of speaker. lamblichus has appar-
ently designed the eighth chapter of his Protrepticus to contain paraphrases and citations from a speech of
‘Heraclides’, and this substantial speech divides the argument offered by “Aristotle’ (above, pp. 20-38) from
the later arguments of Aristotle (below, pp. 44-61), the ones that seem to conclude the work. In this speech,
‘Heraclides’ gives a Pythagorean-tradition response to the challenge of ‘Isocrates’ (above, pp. 17-19), one
that supplements the very substantial responses on the part of “Aristotle’. We do not know how the speech
of “Aristotle’ ended or how the next speech began.

At the point of the dialogue paraphrased in 45.6-11, ‘Heraclides’ was saying that property, power over
others, and pleasure, which are otherwise good things, would not be worth having if one had lost one’s
intelligence and was raving mad. Next, at 45.11-16, ‘Heraclides’ evidently deployed an argument from
opposites, a dialectical tactic typical of Plato and the Academy; and Aristotle attests to the importance of
‘tables of opposites’ in Pythagorean thought (Metaphysics 1.5, 986ab).

The second, rather more vivid, paragraph is a citation from the same speech of “Heraclides’. It seems to
be the text of which Iamblichus has already given a paraphrase above, at 45.6-11; however, the details in
the two versions differ to some extent, and it is more likely that the two passages exploited by Ilamblichus
reflect two different passages in the source text. Apparently the paraphrase is a version of a dialectical
discussion (modified into monologue prose by Iamblichus), which was then followed by a citation from a
speech of “Heraclides’ that states a new version of the conclusions that were reached in the discussion.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Heraclides’:

So on account of this, too, though sleeping is extremely pleasant, it is not
valuable, even if we were to hypothesize that all the pleasures were present to the
sleeper, because the apparitions during sleep are falsehoods, while those of the
waking are true. [46.4] For sleep and waking are no different from each other
except that the soul of the person who is awake often tells the truth, but when
sleeping is always misled, for the phantom in dream visions is actually a
complete falsehood. [46.7 18]

And the fact that most people avoid death also displays the soul’s love of
learning; for it avoids what it does not recognize, what is dark and not clear, and
by nature it pursues what is evident and cognizable. [11] This is why we say we
should ho-nour exceedingly those who are most of all causes of our seeing the
sun and the light, and revere our fathers and mothers as causes of the greatest
goods; and causes they are, as it seems, of our having any intelligence and seeing
anything. [15] It is for the same reason that we also enjoy what we are accustomed
to, both things and people, and call “friends’ those with whom we are familiar.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VIII, 45.25-46.18.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected in Fr. 9 Ross (= ch. VIII, up to 47.4) and, in Diiring’s
edition, B101-102: 45.25-46.7 (B101), 46.8-21 (B102).
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T T Yuxnv TOTe pev ToA[Adakis aAnBeveiv, kabeuSovTos 8¢ ael SiePeucbai To | yop TV
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Editorial notes: This passage continues the argument from the previous paragraph, progressing through
madness, dreaming, and now death, to the inductive conclusion, reached through the logic of opposites,
that one should pursue intelligence. Both of the arguments about sleep (that it is not valuable, and that it
harbors the false) are paralleled in the Corpus, but this Protrepticus formulation is nowhere else found. See
below XI, 57.2-4 (p. 55), where Aristotle connects being awake with perception and life and enjoyment. For
the argument that a human could not be happy in eternal sleep see NE 1.13 (1102b5-11), X.8 (1178b18), and
EE L5 (1216a2-10). The images that appear to us in sleep are instanced in the definition and discussion of
falsity in Metaphysics VIL.29: “among the things that are false some are always so others sometimes so. For
there are things that are not the same as the things that exist, although they are things that exist, but their
nature is to appear either not to be what they are or to be what they are not, for example the optical
illusions (skiagraphia) and the things in dreams. For these are something, just not that which they are made
to appear to be” (1024b20-24; on skiagraphia see VIII, 47.8, p. 42). But Aristotle is not as definite in the
opening of his investigation of prophetic dreams in On Dreams 1: “As to the divination that takes place in
sleep, and is said to be based on dreams, we cannot lightly dismiss it with contempt or give it confidence.”

In the second paragraph, the speaker exhibits the semantic range of the Greek word philos, employing it
in the compund word “love of learning” (philomatheia) and “friends” (philoi); this may have been part of an
effort to define “philosophy”, so the passage should thus be closely compared with Philoponus in Nic.
Arith. Intr. 1 1.9-14 (below, p. 75), where an analysis of the semantic range of sophia is given. On
philomatheia, as used sarcastically by Isocrates, see xxvi, 81.4 (p. 18).
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Citation from a speech by the character “Heraclides’:

Just as with property, where it is not the same possession that is for the sake of
living and of living successfully in humans, so too with intelligence: we do not, I
think, require the same intelligence for merely living and for living well. [26]
Now then, much allowance is made for the many who do this (they pray to be
successful, but appreciate it if they can just stay alive), but anyone who thinks he
is not required to bear to live in every way already thinks it’s ridiculous not to
bear every labor and exert every effort so as to possess this intelligence that will
have a cognition of the truth.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VIII, 46.22-47 4.
Superseded editions: This passage was collected in Fr. 9 Ross (= ch. VIII, up to 47.4) and, in Diiring, as
B103.

TTpOS‘ &n TOUTOIS WOTEP ETI Tng ouolo(g oux n | auTn KTnmg EVEKC TOU (;nv Kou TOU Cnv
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TTpOS Te TO v povov kal npog \ TO Cnv KOAQDS. TOIS UEV OUV ﬂo)\)\mg moAAN ouyyvaoun |~
TOUTO npO(TTEw (euxowou HEV yap su50(1uov51v 0(y0(|1Tcocl 8¢ KQV povov Buvcowou Cnv),
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Editorial notes: The passage is a continuation of the argument in the two previous sections in favor of
intelligence. The first-person reference at 46.25 (see also below at 47.20, same phrase, also in the voice of
Heraclides) would thus seem to be a reference to ‘Heraclides’.

Here, instead of an argument from opposites, we are offered here an extension of the argument about
the value of intelligence for life. It was argued at 46.8-10 that the avoidance of death proves that people
have a “love of learning” and thus of some kind of intelligence. But now we are told that there is another
kind of intelligence that is valuable not for the sake of mere living, but for “living succesfully” or “living
beautifully”. It would be a shame to only pursue intelligence insofar as it allows one to survive, and pay no
attention to how it can provide a successful or good life.

The passage is remarkably dense and touches on two of the central themes of the Protrepticus: first, the
value of wealth, property, and possessions; second, degrees of vitality (i.e. mere living vs. living well). As
for the theme of wealth and property, this is raised already in the Address, where Aristotle mentions The-
mison’s wealth as a possible advantage for philosophy. See the editorial notes there for cross-references to
main discussions of wealth, property, and possession.

Regarding the theme of degrees of vitality, it has already been argued that “it would be slave-like to
strive to live rather than to live well” (VI, 40.7, p. 22). Aristotle also argued in VIII that to be intelligent and
to understand is in itself valuable for human beings and “it is not possible to live as a human without
these” (41.7-8, p. 33), and went on to distinguish several degrees of living even a human life (44.9-26, p. 37).
This is the background against which Heraclides” dark and pessimistic speech makes for such a stark con-
trast. In the next section, where “Heraclides’ calls into question whether living is worth it, and suggests that
the answer is yes only to the extent that we cultivate the god-like part in us, the intellect, instead of the hu-
man part (48.9-21). Against this, Aristotle will offer several lines of response, all of them relatively life affir-
ming. The first is an argument that we can answer the question of why human life comes into existence by
looking to natural teleology: human beings, like all animals, are born “by nature and according to nature”
for the sake of something good (IX, 50.12-51.6, pp. 46-47). That thing turns out to be intelligence and wis-
dom, which come to be after the body and other aspects of the soul have matured, toward the end of life
(IX, 51.16-52.8, pp. 48-49). Eventually the conclusion is reached that philosophers are “more alive” and “live
most”, on the basis of an analysis of the semantic range of the term “living” (X, 56.15-58.10, pp. 55, 56-57).
This enormous network of interconnected arguments about living, living well, and living to the highest
degree, delivered in the voice of “Aristotle” himself, stands out more clearly in contrast to the gloomy
pessimism and misanthropy that is characteristic of the speech of “Heraclides’.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Heraclides’:

One will discover that all the things that seem great to people are an optical
illusion. [8] From this too, it is right to say that the human creature is nothing and
that nothing is stable in human affairs. [10] For force, size, and beauty are risible
and worth nothing, and beauty seems to be like that because nothing is seen with
precision. [12] For if someone were able to look as keenly as they say Lynceus did,
who saw through walls and trees, how could such a sight seem bearable to him,
seeing what bad things he is composed 0f? [15116] And honors and reputations,
objects of more striving than the rest, are laden with indescribable nonsense; for to
those who behold anything eternal it is silly to take those things seriously. [18]
What is long-lasting in human affairs, what is of long standing? [19] It is actually
owing to our weakness, I think, and the shortness of our lifetime, that these
appear to be much of anything. [47.21]

So who could think himself successful and happy, looking at these things for
which we have been composed right from the beginning by nature, as if for
punishment - all of us - as they say the mysteries tell us? [24] For the more ancient
rites tell us this in a divine way by saying that the soul gives a retribution and we
live for the atonement of certain great failings. [48.2] For the conjunction of the
soul with the body very much resembles a thing of this sort; for as they say the
Tyrrhenians often torment their captives by chaining corpses right up against their
living bodies, face to face, fastening each part to each part, similarly the soul
seems to be stretched out and stuck onto all the sensitive members of the body.
[48.9]

So nothing divine or happy belongs to humans apart from just that one thing
worth taking seriously, as much insight and intelligence as is in us for, of what'’s
ours, this alone seems to be immortal, and this alone divine. [13] And by being able
to share in such a capacity, our way of life, although by nature unfortunate and
difficult, is yet so gracefully managed that, in comparison with the other animals,
a human seems to be a god. [16] For “intellect is the god in us’ — whether it was
Hermotimus or Anaxagoras who said so — and ‘the mortal phase has a part of some
god.” [18] So one must either do philosophy or say goodbye to living and go away
from here, since everything else at least seems in a way to be lots of trash and
nonsense.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VIII 47.6-48.21.

Superseded editions: This passage was collected as Fr. 10 Ross (= ch. VIII, from 47.4) divided into 3
paragraphs 10a, 10b, and 10c. In Diiring’s edition the passage is B104-110: 47.5-12 (B104), 47.12-21 (B105),
47.21-48.2 (B106), 48.2-9 (B107), 48.9-48.13 (B108), 48.13-48.1 (B109), 48.16-21 (B110).
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Editorial notes: When Iamblichus resumes quoting, the speaker is still ‘Heraclides’, whose speech reaches a
rousing conclusion, so rousing, in fact, that all previous editors have believed that this speech must have
been the very end of the work. But since the work was a dialogue, an internal speech easily could have
reached its own climax, a phenomenon that we see often in Plato’s dialogues. Further, the voice and even
the argument of this part of the Protrepticus is not onsistent with other parts of the Protrepticus nor with the
view of the soul in the Corpus. The speech in general, and the first paragraph in particular, is extremely
pessimistic in tone. The things considered great in human life are “an optical illusion (skiagraphia) ... risible
and of no worth.” A similar attitude is expressed in a proverb attributed to Aristotle (#52 Searby, see p. 81),
a proverb that may have been drawn from Heraclides” speech in Aristotle’s dialogue. Aristotle’s view is
that living is intrinsically valuable (GA 731b30; NE 1170a25-b3 and 1175a19; Politics 1278b27-30).

The idea of creating a perspective illusion is at work in the references to skiagraphia in the corpus (Meta-
physics 1024b23, Rhetoric 1414a9) and frequently in Plato (Phaedo 67e-69c; Rep. 522e-523¢; 583b-586¢; 602d-
603a; Parm. 165¢; Cri. 107d; Leg. 663bc). Boethius was evidently recalling this first paragraph of this passage
when posing this rhetorical question: “if, as Aristotle says, humans possessed the eyes of Lynceus, so that
their sight could penetrate obstacles, would not the body of Alcibiades, so extremely beautiful on the
surface, seem extremely ugly when its viscera are examined?” (Consolation of Philosophy II1.8 = fr.10a Ross)

The second paragraph contains a metaphor also used in Cicero’s Hortensius, reports Augustine. A
speaker said that certain ancient prophets who “said that we are born to absolve sins committed in a
former life seem to have had something of the truth, if Aristotle was right to say that we are punished in
much the same way as those who, in the olden days, when they had fallen into the hands of Etruscan
pirates, were killed with elaborate cruelty: their bodies, the living with the dead, were bound as precisely
as possible one to another; and in the same way our minds, bound together with our bodies, are like the
living conjoined with the dead” (Against Julian 4.15.78). Although the metaphor is thus definitely to be
attributed to Aristotle, it is difficult to square this picture of the soul with Aristotle’s in the Corpus, where
Aristotle is hostile to the Pythagorean and Platonic concept of a separable soul. The difference in views can
be accommodated by recognizing the present speech as that of a Pythagorean Academic, i.e. Heraclides.

The sentiment “our way of life ... by nature miserable and difficult” is discussed in the Eudemian Ethics
L5 where the question “What would satisfy our desire to live?” is raised, and it is acknowledged that “there
are many consequences of life that make men run away from life, such as disease, excessive pain, and
storms, so that it is clear that from these starting points it would have been desirable were one given the
power to choose not to be born at all” (1215b18-22). In the ps.-Platonic Axiochus, Socrates offers a selection
of quotations from poets expressing similar sentiments (367d-368a). That this miserable condition is to be
escaped by identifying with the godlike part in us, the intellect, and thus “becoming like god” surfaces in
Plato (e.g. Tim. 90bc; Theaet. 176ab; Phdr. 253a, Rep. 500d, 613ab) and in Aristotle (e.g. Metaphys. 1.2, 982b28f.;
NE X.8, 1177b26f.). The remark “intellect is the god in us” appeared in the lost Cresphontes of Euripides (fr.
1018 Nauck). Aristotle attributes it to “Hermotimus or Anaxagoras”; both men were from Clazomenae, and
Aristotle again mentions Hermotimus in connection with Anaxagoras at Metaphysics 1.3, 984b15-20. Anaxa-
goras, whom Aristotle credits with the discovery of intellect at 984b15-20, is also mentioned again in the
Protrepticus (IX, 51.11, p. 48 below). The conclusion “one ought either to do philosophy or say goodbye to
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living” is the most dramatic formulation of the often repeated overall thesis of the book. See also:
P.Oxy.666, I11.55-56 (pp. 6-7); VI, 37.9 and 19 (p. 65); VII, 41.14 (p. 33); and XII, 60.8 (p. 60).
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Some of the things that come to be come to be from a certain kind of thought
and skill, e.g. a building or a ship (for a certain skill and thought is a cause of
both of these), while others come to be not by means of any skill but through
nature; for nature is the cause of animals and plants, and all such things come to
be by nature. [8] But then some other things come to be by luck as well; we say, at
least of those things that come to be neither through skill nor through nature nor
by necessity, that most of them come into being through luck. [49.11]

Now then, of the things that come to be from luck, none comes to be for the sake
of anything, nor do they have any end; but the things that come into being by
skill have present in them both the end and what they are for the sake of (for the
man who has the skill will always assign for you a reason on account of which he
wrote, i.e. for the sake of what), and this is something better than what comes to
be on account of it. [16117] (I mean all such things as skill is naturally a cause of, in
virtue of itself and not by coincidence, for strictly speaking we should assume
medicine to be the cause of health more than of disease, and building skill to be
the cause of buildings, not of their demolition.) [20] Therefore everything done in
accordance with skill comes to be for the sake of something, and this end result is
its best one, whereas what is lucky does not come about for the sake of anything;
for something good might occur by luck as well, but of course it is not good by
being in accordance with luck and to the degree that it is lucky, and what comes
to be in accordance with luck is always indeterminate.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. IX, 49.3-25.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 11 Ross (= ch. IX, up to 52.16) and, in Diiring’s
edition, B10-12: 49.1-3 (B10), 49.3-11 (B11), 49.11-25 (B12).
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Editorial notes: After the rhetorical climax at the end of Protrepticus VIII, lamblichus stops citing Aristotle’s
text; when he resumes in chapter IX, the speaker is no longer ‘Heraclides’ but “Aristotle’. In this phase of his
argument, “Aristotle’ elaborates two ideas that are extremely prominent in his surviving works: skill and
nature. The conclusion is that nature has skillfully designed humans to be intelligent.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

But yet what is in accordance with nature does come to be for the sake of some-
thing, and is always constituted for the sake of something better than what comes
to be through skill; for nature does not imitate the skill, but it imitates nature,
and it exists to help by filling in even what nature has omitted. [50.2] For some
things nature itself seems capable of accomplishing by itself without actually
requiring any help, but it hardly accomplishes others or is absolutely unable. [5]
For example, to begin with, even with reproduction, some seeds presumably
generate unguarded, whatever kind of earth they fall down into, but others also
have need of the skill of farming; and, in a roughly the same way, some animals
also attain their full nature by themselves, but humans require many skills for
their security, both at first in respect of their birth, and again later, in respect of
their nurturing. [50.12]

Further, if skill imitates nature, a consequence from this for the skills as well is
that everything that comes to be comes to be for the sake of something. [14] For we
should posit that everything that comes into being correctly comes into being for
the sake of something. [15] And surely if well, then correctly; and everything that
comes to be (or has come to be) in accordance with nature at any rate comes to be
(or has come to be) well, since what is unnatural is worthless, and a natural
coming into being comes to be for the sake of something. [50.19]

And someone could see this also from each of our parts; for example, if you
were to inspect the eyelid, you would see that it has come to be not in vain but in
order to be of help to the eyes, so as to provide them with rest and prevent things
from falling on them in front of their vision. [23124] Thus it is the same thing, both
that for the sake of which something has come to be and that for the sake of
which it was required to come to be; for example, if a ship was required to come
to be to provide transport by sea, that’s why it actually has come to be. [26127]
Moreover, the animals are surely things that have come to be by nature, either
altogether all of them or the best and most honorable of them; for it is no
different if someone thinks that most of them have come into being unnaturally
because of some corruption or faultiness. [51.4] But certainly a human is the most
honorable of the animals down here; hence it’s clear that we have come to be both
by nature and according to nature.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. IX, 49.26-51.6.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 11 Ross (= ch. IX, up to 52.16) and, in Diiring’s
edition, B13-16: 49.26-50.12 (B13), 50.12-19 (B14), 50.19-26 (B15), 50.27-51.6 (B16).
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EoTIY ET TR BonBeiv K TG | Tapahel TOpEVK ™s ducEwS avaﬂ)\npouv TO( HEV YOp | £otkev
auTn StvacBot 81’ auThs 1 $pUots emTeAelv Kol | Ponbelas oudev SeloBat, Tar 8¢ HOALS T kal
TavTeA®s | aduvaTely, olov aUTIKa Kol TEPl TOS YEVEGEIS® EVIC | HEV 6ﬁﬂou TV OTEPUATWV
s’lg oTolaY GV EUTTEDT) | YTV o’fvsu “pudakiis yewoaon, ’é\na S¢ TPOGSEITONl THS | yswpyu(ﬁg
TEXVTS® napan)\nolms 8¢ kol TV Ccocov To< | uEV 81” oUTOV omaoow aﬂo)\auBavsl ™mv q>uotv
av|1°6pwﬂos 68 TOMGOY SelTan TeXVCoV TPOS CWTMPIAV KATA | TE TNV TPWTNV YEVESIV Kol
TaALY KOTo TNV UOTEpO(v | Tpocbnv [50.12]
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en TOlVUV n Texvn uluslTou ™V ducty, omo | TauTnS nKo)\ouenKE K T(IlS TEXVGIS TO TNV
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1A KO(TO( | ¢>U01v yevsong E\)EKO( TOU YIYVETO(I [50 19]
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YEyove.

Editorial notes: This section is continuous with the former two pieces of evidence; the argument of
‘Aristotle’ continues.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

This is what we were generated by nature and the god in order to do. [7] So what
is this thing? [8] When Pythagoras was asked, he said, ‘to be an observer of the
sky,” and he used to claim that he himself was an observer of nature, and it was
for the sake of this that he had passed into his way of life. [10/11] And they say
that when someone asked Anaxagoras for what reason anyone might choose to
come to be born and to live, he replied to the question by saying that it was “to be
an observer of the sky and the stars around it, as well as moon and sun,” since
everything else at any rate is worth nothing. [51.15116]

Further, if in everything the end is always better (for everything that comes to
be comes to be for the sake of the end result, and what is for the sake of some-
thing is better, indeed best of all), and the natural end result is the one that is last
to be accomplished in accordance with the generation that has naturally grown
when the development is completed without interruption, surely the first human
parts to acquire their end are the bodily ones, and later on the parts of the soul,
and somehow the end of the better part always comes later than its coming to be.
[23124] Surely the soul is posterior to the body, and intelligence is the final stage
of the soul, for we see that it is the last thing to come to be by nature in humans,
and that is why old age lays claim to this alone of good things; therefore, some
form of intelligence is by nature our end, and ultimately we have come to be in
order to be intelligent. [52.4] Now surely if we have come to be, it’s also clear that
we exist for the sake of being intelligent and learning something. [516] Therefore
Pythagoras, according to this argument anyway, was right to say that it is for the
sake of cognition and to observe that every human being has been constructed by
the god. [52.8]

But later one should inquire whether the object of this cognition is the cosmos
or some other nature; what we have said is enough for us for now at first. [11] For
if intelligence is an end in accordance with nature, then to be intelligent would be
best of all. [12] Hence, one should do the other things for the sake of the goods that
come about in oneself and, of these goods, one should have the ones in the body for
the sake of those in the soul, and virtue for the sake of intelligence; for this is the
highest of all.

Primary reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. IX, 51.6-52.16.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 11 Ross (= ch. IX, up to 52.16) and, in Diiring’s
edition, B18-19, B17, and B20-21: 51.6-10 (B18), 51.11-15 (B19), 51.16-52.5 (B17), 52.6-12 (B20), 52.12-16 (B21).
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Editorial notes: Here Iamblichus seems to have skipped over a portion of Aristotle’s text (the bit containing
the reference to Phlius) and resumed with the reason that Pythagoras gave for humans to be alive. The
speaker is “Aristotle’, who concludes, “Therefore Pythagoras was right” to say that god constructed us for
intellectual work.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

To seek for every science to produce some other thing and to require that it be
useful is the demand of someone entirely mistaken about how much separates
from the start the things that are good from the necessities; they differ the most.
[20] For among the things without which living is impossible, , one should say
that those that are appreciated on account of some other thing are necessities and
joint causes, while all those that are appreciated for themselves, even if no other
thing results from them, should be called goods in the strict sense; for this is not
valuable because of that, and that for the sake of something else, nor does this get
lost by going forward to infinity — rather, this stops at some point. [25] So it is
absolutely ludicrous, in fact, to seek from everything a service other than the
thing itself, and to ask ‘So, what’s the benefit for us?” and ‘How is it useful?’ [28]
For what we say is the truth: such a fellow doesn’t seem like someone who knows
what is beautiful and good or discerns what is a cause and what is a joint cause.
[53.2]

One might see that what we say is all the more true if someone transported us in
thought, as it were, to the Isles of the Blessed, for in that place there would turn
out to be no need of anything nor any benefit from anything else, with only
contemplating and observing left remaining, which we say now too is a free way
of life. [718] If this is true, then surely any one of us would be justly embarrassed
if, when the license was granted to us to settle in the Isles of the Blessed, he was
by his own fault unable to do so. [10] Thus the payment to humans of knowledge
is not despicable, and the good that comes from it is not a small good. [12] For just
as the poets who are wise say that in Hades is transported to us the bounty of
justice, likewise, in the Isles of the Blessed it would seem, is the bounty of
intelligence. [53.15]

It is not a terrible thing at all, then, if it does not seem to be useful or beneficial;
for we don’t claim that it is beneficial but that it is in itself good, and it is
appropriate to choose it for itself, not for the sake of some other thing. [18119] For
just as we travel abroad to Olympia for the sake of the spectacle itself, even if
there is going to be nothing more to get from it (for the observing itself is
superior to lots of money), and as we observe the Dionysia not in order to acquire
anything from the actors (rather than actually spending), and as there are many
other spectacles we would choose instead of lots of money, so too the observation
of the universe should be honored above everything that is thought to be useful.
[53.26154.1] For surely one should not travel with great effort for the sake of
beholding people imitating girls and slaves, or fighting and running, and not
think one should behold the nature of existing things, i.e. the truth, for free.

Primary reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. IX, 52.16-54.5.
Superseded editions: This was collected as fr. 12 Ross ( = ch. IX, from 52.16) and, in Diiring’s edition, as
B42-45: 52.16-53.2 (B42), 53.2-15 (B43), 53.15-54.5 (B44), 54.5-9 (B45).
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oUSE TI | i TIOV TEGY S1aY1YVWIOKOVTI KOl GUVITIOV. [53.2]
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Editorial notes: lamblichus resumes, after having paraphrased the above line of argument, by citing the
rhetorically climactic conclusion of the speech of “ Aristotle’, a speech applying the conclusions from the
previous arguments for a rebuttal against the consequentialist conception of philosophy of ‘Isocrates’
(DCMS xxvi, 79.5-81.4, pp. 17-19 above).
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Just as the doctors who are sophisticated and most of those concerned with
athletic training pretty much agree that those who are to be good doctors or ath-
letic trainers must be experienced about nature, so good legislators must be
experienced about nature too, indeed much more than the former. [18] For some
are craftsmen of virtue only in the body while others, being concerned with the
virtues of the soul and pretending to be an expert in the success and failure of the
state, also have much more need of philosophy. [54.22]

For just as in the other craftsmanlike skills the best of their tools were
discovered on the basis of nature (in carpentry, for example, the carpenter’s line,
the standard ruler, the string compass) < ... aline of text is missing ... > for some are
acquired with water, or with light and beams of sunshine, and it is by reference
to these that we put to the test what is to our senses adequately straight and
smooth - similarly the statesman must have certain guidelines taken from nature
itself, i.e. from the truth, by reference to which he judges what is just, what is
good, and what is advantageous.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. X, 54.12-55.3.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 13 Ross (= ch. X) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B46-47:
54.10-22 (B46), 54.22-55.6 (B47).
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OEwsS EUTTELPOUS Elval, ouTco Kou Toug ayaeoug | voquETag Eunslpoug glval 8l TS q)uoecog,
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ETTO(IELV TTPOGTTOIOUUEVOL TTOAU 81 paAAov | TpoadeovTal drhocodias. [54.22]
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Editorial notes: lamblichus finished chapter IX of his Protrepticus by quoting an anti-Isocratean climax of
the speech of ‘Aristotle’. When he resumes quoting in chapter X, ‘Aristotle’ is still arguing against
“Isocrates’; contrary to what Isocrates had said, political science cannot be done by imitation alone; it does
need expertise and specifically expertise about nature.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

And in the other skills people pretty much know that they do not acquire their
tools and their most precise calculations from the primary things themselves, but
from what is second or third hand or further away; and they acquire their
calculations from experience, whereas the imitation is on the basis of the precise
things themselves only for the philosopher, for he is a spectator of these very
things, not of imitations. [14] So just as no one is a good house-builder who does
not use a standard ruler or any other such tool but approximates them to other
built houses, similarly, presumably, if someone either posits laws for states or
does his deeds by looking at and imitating other human deeds or political
systems, whether the Spartan or that of the Cretans or of any other such state, he
would be neither a good legislator nor an excellent statesman; for an imitation of
what is not beautiful cannot be beautiful, nor can an imitation of what is not
divine and stable in nature be immortal and stable. [23124] But it is clear that the
philosopher is the only craftsman to have both laws that are stable and actions
that are correct and beautiful. [25126] For he is the only one who lives looking
toward nature and toward the divine and, just as if he were some good navigator
who hitches the first principles of his way of life onto things that are eternal and
steadfast, he moors his ship and lives life on his own terms.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. X, 55.7-56.2.

Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 13 Ross (= ch. X) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B48-50:
55.6-55.14 (B48), 55.14-25 (B49), 55.26-56.2 (B50).
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Editorial notes: “Aristotle’ further develops his argument by stressing the value of direct knowledge of
nature as opposed to imitating other apparently successful political systems.



Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches) 55

Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Just as sight is not able to create nor is it a craftsman of anything (for its only
function is to judge and clarify each visible thing), but provides us with the
ability to do an action through it and is the greatest help to us in our actions (for
we would be pretty much absolutely motionless if robbed of it), so it’s clear that,
though the knowledge is theoretical, we nevertheless do countless things in
accordance with it, acquire some things and avoid others, and generally gain
through it everything good.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. X, 56.4-12.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 13 Ross (= ch. X) and, in Diiring’s edition, B51 (56.2-
12).
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Editorial notes: “Aristotle’ further develops his argument by comparing theoretical knowledge to sight.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

The word ‘living’ seems to mean two things, one with reference to a capacity
and the other with reference to an activity, for we call all those animals “seeing’
who have sight and are naturally capable of seeing (even if they happen to have
their eyes shut), as well as those who are using the capacity and are casting their
sight. [19] And similarly, with knowing and cognizing we mean, in one case,
using and observing and, in the other case, possessing the capacity and having
the knowledge. [22] Further, if we distinguish living from not living by sensing,
and ‘sensing’ means two things — strictly as using the senses, but otherwise as
being able to use them (that’s why we say, it seems, even of people who are
sleeping that they are sensitive), clearly the consequence would be that ‘living’
also means two things: a waking person should be said to live in the true and
strict sense, but sleeping people must be said to live because they are capable of
making a transition into the process in virtue of which we mean that someone is
both waking and sensing things.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. XI, 56.15-57.6.

Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 14 Ross (= ch. XI) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B78-80:
56.13-15 (B78), 56.15-22 (B79), 56.22-57.6 (B80).

datveTon SiTTAs Aéyeoban To LNy, TO HEV kaTar | SUVOUIV TO 88 KOT’ EVEPYEIOV OPQVTA Y
s?vod daev | 000 TE EXEl TV CoScov o kol SUVO(TEX néq)UKev ’1651\1 | K&v uOOVTa Tuyxé(vn,
Kou TO( xpcoueva ™ 6uvo<usl Kol | npooBaMowa ™y oy, ouou:og 6& Kol TO smoTaoeou 0
Kou TO YlYVOJGKEIV EV eV TO xpno@m |<ou Becopev | )\eyousv €v 8¢ TO kekTnobal TT]V 6uv0(ulv
KO\ TNV | ETIOTAUNY EXELV. El TOl\)U\) T pev aiobavesBot To | Ly 5IGKprOUEV ko TO un €A, To
8’ aioBdveosdal | SITTOV, Kupiws eV T Xpnobat Tals alcbnoeatv dAAws |~ 8¢ Tcd Suvachal
(8516mep douev aicdaveadar kai |7 Tbv KO(GEOSOVTO( )\éyoweg ws £olke), SNAov OTI KO(\l TO |2
Cnv O(Ko)\ouﬁnosl SITTRS )\Eyousvov TOV LEV YOp Eypn|yop0T0( cbO(Teov Cnv aAnbds kai kupi—
ws, Tov 8¢ KO(GE\J|60VTO( 510( 1O Suvacbal uETO([SoO\)\slv gls ToUTNY TV | Kivnov, ko’ fv
AEYOUEV EYPTYOPEVAL TE KOl TV TPay|uaTwv aicBavesbal Tivos.

Editorial notes: lamblichus has finished with the argument that philosophy is necessary for political
science; after a gap, he turns in chapter XI to a new idea, that philosophers enjoy enhanced vitality as
humans. The speaker is still “Aristotle’.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

On this account, by looking at this, when one and the same word is said of each
of two things, and one is used for acting and other for being acted upon, we shall
assign the term as belonging more to the former; for example, ‘knowing’ belongs
more to the one who makes use of his knowing than to the one who has the
knowledge, and ‘seeing’ belongs more to the one who is applying his vision than
to the one who is capable of applying it. [12] For we use “‘more’ not only in respect
of excess in things for which there is a single definition, but also in respect of
what is prior and posterior; for example, we say that the healthy is more a good
than the things that are condu-cive to health, and that what is valuable by its own
nature is more a good than what is able to create it. [16] And yet we see, surely,
that it is not by the definition of ‘good’ being predicable of both that it applies to
each of them, to beneficial things as well as to virtue. [19] Therefore a waking
person, someone whose soul is activated, should be said to live more than
someone who is sleeping and merely has it, for it’s on account of the former
living that we say the latter is too, because, like the former, he is such as to be
able to act and be acted upon. [57.23]

Thus using anything is surely this: when the capacity is for one thing someone
who does this very thing uses it; but if it is for a larger number of things one uses
it when one does the best of them, for example with flutes, one uses it either only
or mostly when one uses a flute, for presumably the uses of the other capacities
are also for this purpose. [57.27158.1] Thus one should say that someone who uses a
thing correctly is using it more, for the natural objective and mode of use belong
to someone who uses a thing precisely and well. [3] Now of a soul, too, thinking
as well as reasoning is the only function of the soul, or is most of all its function.
[5] Therefore it is now simple and easy for anyone to reach the conclusion that he
who contemplates correctly is more alive, and he who most tells the truth lives
most, and this is the one who is intelligent and observing according to the most
precise knowledge; and it is then and to those that living perfectly, surely, should
be attributed, to those who are using their intelligence, i.e. to the intelligent.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. XI, 57.6-58.10.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 14 Ross (= ch. XI) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B81-86:
57.7-12 (B81), 57.12-19 (B82), 57.19-23 (B83), 57.23-58.3 (B84), 58.3-10 (B85), 58.10-14 (B86).

810 TOUTO Katl 1S TOUTO | PAETTOVTES, OTOV OUV AEyNTOl TI TAUTOV EKATEPOV SUGIV | SV TOLY,
n 8¢ Gé(TEpov AEYOHEVOV T TG TOLELV T TG T&|OXEIV, TOUTW HOGAAOV ATTOSCIGOUEY UTTAPXEIV TO
)\exeév ' olov énfOTaoeal HEV uctAAov TOV XPCIUEVOV TOU Thv | émm’ﬁunv ’éxowog opav &8¢
TOV npooBaM\OVTa Tnv | O\IJIV TOU SuvapuEvou npooBoO\)\stv ou Yop uovov TO | ua)\)\ov )\Eyo—
pev KO(G’ unspoxnv o.w G eis 1) Aoyos, | aAAa kol KaTor TO ﬂpOTEpOV slvou TO 6& UOTEpOV olov
* Ty Uyelow TV UY1Evadv paAov dyabov eivai dapev, | kal TO kab’ auTo THY $UCIV oipe—
T\OV TOU Tromleoﬁ | KO((TOl TOV ye AOyov 6pc8uev cfns obxﬁ £0TI KO(Tnyopo(J|uEvog é(pd)OTv
OTl ayaﬁov sKO(Tspov T TE TV cocbe|)\1uoov Ko Tns apsmg Kol Cnv O(pa ua)\)\ov daTteov [
TOV sypnyopOTa TOu KO(GEUSOVTog Ko TOV svspyouwa | T0 Yuxn Tov uovov EXOVTOS S yap
EKEIVOV ko Tou|Tov LNy Porkiev, ot TOlOUTOS EOTIV oios EKEl\)OS TAGXEIV | 1 TolETV. [57.23]

OUKOUV TO ye xpnobai TavTl TOUT® EGTIV, | OTOV €1 HEV EVOS T SUVOIUIS ECTI, TOUTO GUTO
TTpé(TTT] 1 Tis, €1 8¢ n)\slévcov TOV dpleuév o av ToOTcov Tb BéMTloTov olov aUols, ﬁTOl
uovov OTO(V oUAT) xR Tad TS | n uoO\loTO( lows yap £ TOUTOJ Kol TO( va aAAov. \581 UK—
ouv kol paAhov xpnoBot Tov 0pbads xpwipevoy ol TEoV: TO YOp €’ O KO (IS TEPUKEV UTTap—
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XEW TG XPW|UEVE KaAAQS Kol akpIBas. E0Tt 81 kol Yuxns HToL | OVov 1) HGAIOTS TAVTV
épyov To Siavoeiobal Te kai | AoyilecBot. amholv dpa fdN TouTo kot mawTi culhoyi|CecBan
padiov 0Tt {1 uaAAov o Siavooupuevos 0pBds | kol HGAIOTa TaVTwWY O paAtoTo aAnbevcov,
oUTOs 8¢ | 0TIV O PpPoVAV Kal BECOPOV KaTa TV OKPIREGTATNV | EMOTAUNY® KOl TO YE TEAEWS
(R TOTE Kol TouTols |'* amodoTéov, Tols dpovouat kal TOls Gppovipols.

Editorial notes: The speaker is still “Aristotle’.
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Citation from a speech by the character “Aristotle’:

Furthermore, drinking while feeling pleasure is one thing and drinking with
pleasure is another for nothing prevents someone who is not thirsty, or has not
been served with the drink he enjoys, from enjoying himself while drinking, not
because he is drinking but because it occurs at the same time as he sits there that
he is observing or being observed. [21] Thus we will say that this fellow is having
pleasure, and is drinking while feeling pleasure, but not by drinking and not
because he is drinking with pleasure. [23] Thus in the same way we will also say
that walking and sitting and learning and every process is pleasant or distressing,
not insofar as it turns out that we feel distress or enjoyment in their presence, but
insofar as we are all distressed by or enjoy their presence. [27] So similarly, we
will also say that a life is pleasant if its presence is pleasant to those who have it,
and that not all in whom it occurs that they enjoy themselves while living are
living with pleasure, only those to whom living itself is pleasant and who enjoy
the pleasure that comes from life. [59.3]

Thus we attribute living more to the one who is awake rather than to the one
who is asleep, and to the one who is intelligent more than to the one who is
stupid; and we say the pleasure that comes from life is the one that comes from
the uses of the soul, for this is being truly alive. [7] Further, even if there are many
uses of the soul, still the most authoritative one of all, certainly, is to make use of
being intelligent as much as possible. [9] Further, it is clear that the pleasure that
arises from being intelligent and observing must be the pleasure that comes from
living, either alone or most of all. [11] Therefore living with pleasure and true
enjoyment belong only to philosophers, or to them most of all.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. X1, 58.17-59.13.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 14 Ross (= ch. XI) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B87-92:
58.15-17 (B87), 58.17-27 (B88), 58.27-59.3 (B89), 59.3-7 (B90), 59.7-17 (B91), 59.17-18 (B92).
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ndouevov Tivelv dpnoopev, aAX’ | oU T Tively oude h6écog TIVEIV. OUKOUV oUTws kol [**
Badicv kol kabeSpav kol udenolv Kol ﬂ&cav kivnow | époﬁuev f](SsTav n )\\mnpé(v oux 50(0\1
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Editorial notes: lamblichus continues to cite from the speech of ‘Aristotle’, who proceeds to demonstrate
that philosophers enjoy the highest pleasure.
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Paraphrase and citation from a speech by the character *Aristotle’:

For all things, both those that are for this and those that are on account of this <are
valuable ... aline o text is missing ... > to be valuable for everyone, both those things we do
as necessary and the pleasant things that make us feel successful. [26] Thus we take
the position that success is either intelligence and a certain wisdom, or virtue, or
enjoying oneself most of all, or all the above. [60.1] Thus if it is intelligence, it is
evident that living successfully would belong to the philosophers alone; and if it
is virtue of the soul or enjoyment, even so it will belong to them either alone or
most of all, for virtue is the most authoritative thing in us, and the most pleasant
of all things, comparing one thing with another, is intelligence; and similarly,
even if someone were to state that all these same things together are success, that
is to be defined as being intelligent. [7] Hence everyone who is capable of it
should do philosophy, for surely this either is living perfectly well, or else it is,
most of all anyway, comparing one thing with another, a cause of it in their souls.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. X1, 59.24-60.10.
Superseded editions: This was collected as part of fr. 15 Ross (= ch. XII) and, in Diiring’s edition, as B93-96:
59.19-26 (B93), 59.26-60.1 (B94), 60.1-7 (B95), 60.7-10 (B96).

1TO(VTO( yap T™ uev npog TOUTO Tox O¢ 5|0( TOUTO MoV [’ aipeTéov <. odpsTE'ov> glval, kal
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TavTo | ' ToUTa. UKoUY eiTe (bpévncig £0TI, q>0(vepbv oTl uévong | Qv fJTré(px01 ToTs d1Aoco—
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Editorial notes: After a gap, in chapter XII lamblichus continues quoting ‘Aristotle’, who braids together
strands of previous arguments to reach a conclusion that is apparently his ultimate conclusion: philosophy
is the indispensable key element in a successful human life. We believe that the paraphrased material that
Iamblichus presents at 60.10-61.4 to finish his presentation of Aristotelian extracts is not derived from the
Protrepticus but from Aristotle’s lost dialogue Eudemus, or from some other lost work of Aristotle.

The ending of the Protrepticus is lost and nothing can be securely inferred about it from the existing
evidence. We tend to believe that the dialogue came to an end soon after the point where Iamblichus
stopped his citation, at 60.10. It is very unlikely that we possess the last words of the lost work.
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Peripheral evidence, possible further evidence, rejected evidence

The evidence presented in the preceding pages of Core Evidence (pp. 4-60) constitutes a par-
tial reconstruction of Aristotle’s lost Protrepticus, and readers should share our confidence that
these passages existed in identical or very similar versions in the original work, that the sequence
of passages is preserved, and that the speaker is correctly identified. There is considerable further
evidence, most of it identified by previous scholars, which should also be seen as having its pro-
venance in the lost work; however, there is room for doubt in each case. We can’t be sure of its
place in the sequence of passages, perhaps, or who the speaker was; or we can be sure only that a
topic was broached but not in what terms the speaker handled it; or there is uncertainty as to
whether the passage is derived from a different lost work of Aristotle, rather than this one.

In this section of Peripheral Evidence we present several groups of passages that derive from
the lost work, in our judgment, together with editorial notes indicating reasons for attribution to
author, work, speaker, and position in the work, as well as our grounds for doubt. The order of
presentation of passages in the Core Evidence definitely reflects the sequence of passages in the
original lost work, but the order of our presentation of passages in the Peripheral Evidence does
not. First we present a) two papyrus fragments, then b) and c) two sequences of passages in two
separate works of lamblichus, then d) a passage from a work by Proclus.

Beyond the Peripheral Evidence that does derive from the lost work, there are many passages,
identified by previous scholars or by us, that may well derive from the lost work, or are brief re-
ports of it rather than excerpts, or have some other indirect or questionable relation to the original
work. These are assembled in the next section (pp. 72-81), Possible Further Evidence. Finally, we
list a handful of passages that have been attributed incorrectly, in our view, to the lost work,
under Rejected Evidence (p. 82).
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A. Two papyrus fragments

P.Oxy.3659. A fragment from what appears to be a speech of a speaker in Aristotle’s dialogue
who argues against philosophy and philosophers.

.. but they don’t agree at all on that; no, even silver — and yet what could be whiter than
silver?! — no, despite this, Thrasyalkes says it’s black. [819] So then, when even the white-
ness of silver is on the doubtful side, why be amazed if people who are deliberating
have their disagreements over war and peace, over alliances and revenues and disburse-
ments and the like? [16117] And what about the philosophers themselves? If you con-
fined them together in the same house and an equal number of madmen in another
house next door, you would get much, much, greater howls from the philosophers than
from the madmen!! [25] In fact, this one, this Antisthenes here, says he would rather feel
madness than pleasure; and Aristippus, what ... is mad ... and what about Plato ... and
what ...

Reference: P.Oxy.3659, 1.3-31, Oxyrhynchus Papyri LII (London, 1984), ed. H. Cockle, pp. 59-62.
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Editorial notes: We have no firm information about how the narrative of the dialogue began, but it is likely
that at an early point there was a hostile challenge to philosophy, which stimulated exhortations to
philosophy on the part of the three main speakers. This papyrus fragment P.Oxy.3659 was not attributed to
any particular work by its first editor, but we believe it is precisely the sort of challenge that suits the
drama of the lost dialogue. Several details point to Aristotle as being the likely author: the mention of the
obscure early natural scientist Thrasyalkes of Thasos, the use of the comically over-precise thought experi-
ment of the two locked houses with ‘the same number’ of inmates, and the mention of the Socratic device
of double columns (‘on the doubtful side’; cf. Xenophon, Memoirs of Socrates IV.2). The unflattering image of
the ‘howling philosopher” was recycled by Lucian at Hermotimus 11; this is a satire of earlier protreptics to
philosophy, and so the recycling suggests a provenance in this work. Also pointing in the same direction
are thematic connections to various passages in the core evidence, where one finds a focus on the topics of
disagreeing experts, madness and stupidity, and the value of pleasure. The refutation of this speaker seems
to come in several stages, of which an early one seems to have been the ‘self-refutation” argument on pp. 6-
7. That argument is precisely tailored to work against a speaker such as this one, who has been actively
engaging in argumentation against philosophy. When this speaker refers to ‘this Antisthenes here’, he may
be referring to a passage from a work of Antisthenes of Athens, perhaps his lost Protrepticus; the other
possibility is that “Antisthenes” was one of the speakers of the dialogue, but he was yesterday’s man.
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P.Vindob.G.26008, fr. B, col. II. A fragment from what appears to be the speech of “Aristotle’ in
response to the challenge of ‘Isocrates’ (pp. 17-19 above).

... but is likewise a science. [415] And so, concerning the beings in and the nature of the
universe as well, they show that what the objects are composed of is not infinite, but for
one there is one thing, for another there is two, for another three, and another four; hence
they all try to say what this is, out of what things every other one is derived, and to
reduce them from infinite things to limited ones, and from innumerable things to a
number. [19 ... (five lines are too damaged to be legible) ... 25] investigating nature, dividing off for
themselves some one part among beings, declare the substances concerning these ...

Reference: P.Vindob.G.26008, fr. B, col. II, lines 3-19 and 25-30, ed. Glenn Most, ‘Some new fragments of
Aristotle’s Protrepticus?’, in Studi su Codici e Papiri Filosofici (Firenze, 1992), pp. 189-216, slightly revised.

... GAN[a | opolcos EmoTAU[N. | oUTe 88 kol Tepl T[o | SVTa Kol TV Tou | TawTos [GJu[ctv Seijkviouciv
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TET|Tapa ToUTO & oLV Grav|Tes emixelpoUcty | Aéyelv ek Tiveov Ta[AAa E0Tiv, kol €€ &mei|pcov dryetv
gls Tepa|Ta kol € avap[Bun|Twv g15 aptBufov. [19 ... (five lines are too damaged to be legible) ... 25] TPOYUKTEU—
ou[e]vol | Tepl PUCES ATTO|TEUOUEVOL TI ME|POS EV TV OVTwV | Tept TouTwv T[as [*° ouoias Aéyouatv.

Editorial notes: This Egyptian papyrus, now conserved in several fragments in Vienna, contains partially
preserved text that has been attributed to Aristotle since the 19+ century. The material in “fragment A1’
concerns faults in representational poetry, whereas the material in this ‘fragment B’ concerns principles in
natural philosophy. In 1992, G. Most proposed the Protrepticus as the only Aristotle work that might
contain both these two discussions. Another possible explanation of why these fragments belong to the
same papyrus is that they may have belonged to a later excerptor of Aristotle, such as Aristocles of
Messene, who may have exploited several different works of Aristotle. This is the view of R. Janko, who
ascribes the ‘fragment A1” material to the lost dialogue On the Poets, correctly in our view; see below, p. 82.

As for fragment B, above, its provenance in Protrepticus was rejected in 2008 by C.M. Rodriguez , who
proposed On Philosophy instead as its source. This seems reasonable, but its content is also perfectly
appropriate to an exhortation to philosophy such as Protrepticus. We believe this to be the source of the
passage, because the terms in which Aristotle makes this point shows that he is opposing Isocrates on this
point, who had declared this (Antidosis 268): “I would, therefore, advise young men to spend some time on
these disciplines, but not to allow their minds to be dried up by these barren subtleties, nor to be stranded
on the speculations of the ancient sophists, who maintain, some of them, that the sum of things is made up
of infinite elements; Empedocles that it is made up of four, with strife and love operating among them; Ion,
of not more than three; Alcmaeon, of only two; Parmenides and Melissus, of one; and Gorgias, of none at
all.” The passage in ‘fragment B’ of this papyrus serves to defend the rationality of the principles-based
approach to natural science against the above attack. It would fit well into the speech of ‘Aristotle” after his
remarks comparing elements of compounds with letters in syllables (pp. 20-21, above).
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B. A sequence of passages from lamblichus, Protrepticus V and VI

Near the end of chapter V of his Protrepticus, lamblichus includes at least two citations from
Aristotle, very probably from his Protrepticus.

When perception and intellect are taken away, a human becomes pretty much like a
plant; when intellect alone is taken away, he turns into a wild animal; when irrationality
is taken away but he remains in his intellect, a human becomes like a god.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. V, 35.14-18.
Superseded editions: This was not collected in Ross’s edition, but was collected by Diiring as B28.
alobnoews pev oLy kal |’ vou adaipebeis dvbpeaTos GuTE yiyveTal TapaTAn|oios, vou 8 povou
adnpenuevos ekBnplouTal, aholylas 8¢ adaipebels peveov 8’ v TA VD opolouTal | Becd.

.. indeed it is the only capability of all the ones we have that lands on target. Quite the
reverse; our actions as well as everything else should be co-ordinated with a view to
intellect and god, and it is from this too that the measure should be taken of what is
reasonable in our particular duties. [36.4] For the judgment is both just and worthy, and is
the only one of them all that is sufficient to prepare the true success for humans. [36.617]

For what makes us different from the other animals shines through in this way of life
alone, a life in which what happens cannot fail to have great worth. [9] For animals too
have small glimmers of reason and intelligence, but they have absolutely no share of
theoretical wisdom, and this is shared only with the gods, just as humans are actually left
behind by many animals in the precision and strength of their senses and their drives,
[13] and this the only really good thing that is inseparable, which they concede is included
in the conception of the good, in accordance with the life of the excellent man, which is not
at all subordinated to lucky things and which, to a degree higher than all others, is free
from things in the grip of luck.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. V, 35.27-36.18
Superseded editions: This was not collected in Ross’s edition, but part of it was collected by Diiring as B29-
30: 36.7-13 (B29), 36.13-20 (B30).

Hovos &n maodv [ T@dv dAAwv as Exopev EmTuxTs Suvdpecov, EutraAiv 8¢ |kal Tas TpaEels Kol
TavTo T GAAa TTPOS VOUV Kol TOV | BEOV GUVTOKTEOV, KOl GTTO TOUTOU Kol TGV KOTO HEPOS | kaBnkov—
TV TO EUAOYIOTOV GvapeTPNTEOV. Sikaia Te | yap kal kot &Eiav T kpIols Kol Hovn ooy ikovn | Ty
aAnbvnv avbpcdTols eudaipoviav Tapaokeualev. [37.67]
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Editorial notes: lamblichus finishes chapter V of his Protrepticus, which consisted mostly of a complex
exploitation of protreptic passages from the works of Plato, by citing from a work not by Plato, after
making a barely noticeable transition: “The following approach also leads to the same result” (34.5). The
material after this point has been attributed to the Protrepticus by scholars since the last century, correctly in
our view. The speaker is probably ‘Aristotle’, although we cannot rule out “Heraclides’ as the speaker here.
There are two different places in the lost dialogue where this passage could have belonged to a speech of
Aristotle: either 1) after the challenge to Academic philosophy offered by Isocrates (pp. 17-19) and during
an early phase of Aristotle’s speech responding to this challenge, a phase in which he agrees with much of
what Isocrates had said; or 2) at a much earlier point in the dialogue, in the vicinity of the speech of
‘Isocrates’ in P.Oxy.666 (pp. 6-7), an early phase in which the speakers give their first responses to the
challenge of some early speaker who had rejected all philosophy as such.



66 Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches)

At the beginning of chapter VI of his Protrepticus, lamblichus includes what seems to be a
paraphrase and a citation from Aristotle’s Protrepticus.

The things that support our way of life, e.g. a body and what’s around it, support it in the
manner of certain tools, the use of which is risky, and more harm than good is fashioned by
those who use them in ways they are required not to. [7] Well then, one should desire the
appropriate use as well as the possession of that knowledge by which we will posit all these
well. [9] Hence we should do philosophy, if we are going to engage in politics correctly and
carry on with our own life in a beneficial way. [37.11]

Furthermore, the kinds of knowledge that make each things that is advantageous in
this way of life are different from the different kinds of knowledge that use them, and
the ones that serve are different from the others that command; and in these kinds of
knowledge, as if they were more dominant, exists what is good in the strict sense. [16] If,
then, only that kind of knowledge which does have correctness of judgment, and does
use reason, and observes the good as a whole - that is to say, philosophy - is capable of
using everything and organizing it in accordance with nature, by all means one ought to
do philosophy, since only philosophy includes within itself this correct judgment and
this intelligence that is able to command unerringly.

Reference: lamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. VI, 37.3-22.
Superseded editions: this was collected in Ross’ edition as Fr. 4, and by Diiring as B7-B9.
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Editorial notes: There is no doubt about the provenance of this material; it was authenticated by us in

OSAP 29 (2005) as part of the sequence of chapters in lamblichus’ Protrepticus. There is some slight doubt
about the voice of this speaker, probably ‘Aristotle” but possibly ‘Isocrates’. There is more doubt about its
location in the lost work. The two main possibilities for its location are the same as the ones for the above
passage, either after the challenge of ‘Isocrates’, or after the challenge of someone opposed to philosophy.



Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches) 67

C. A sequence of passages from Ilamblichus, DCMS chapters xxiv and xxv

In chapter xxiv of his DCMS, Iamblichus includes what seems to be an extended citation from a
speech of “Heraclides’ in Aristotle’s Protrepticus.

Now then, they applied this procedure to the theorems they observed and at one time
they removed the knowledge of them from the common and popular awareness, and
turned their transmission by the same token into a sworn secret. [19] They communicated
the awareness of them to very few, and if anything anywhere got published to the mas-
ses, they abominated this as a sacrilege, which is why they rejected those who were out-
side their society as being unworthy to partake of them. [23] For Pythagoras took the
position that mathematical philosophy should not be shared with everybody, but only
with those with whom someone would share his entire life. [26] And into the member-
ship of this group he didn’t just admit people randomly or unselectively, but he tested
for a long time the ones that were taken and rejected the unworthy. [75.2] And to those
outside the society he did not make public the advances he himself made, but kept the
arguments about them secret from the others, while he contributed to great advances
among those called ‘Pythagoreans’, because of their camaraderie with him, both in
mathematical philosophy and in geometrical theory, and one would discover that the
starting points of almost all later further advances have come to us from him.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxiv, 74.15-75.10.
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Editorial notes: After a short gap at the end of DCMS xxiii, lamblichus carries on citing from a work of
Aristotle, probably his Protrepticus. If so, the speaker is now ‘Heraclides’, who offers an inside perspective
on why the Pythagorean tradition kept its mathematical discoveries secret and unpublished, and why
Pythagoras valued the contribution of mathematical education to philosophy. In this respect, ‘Heraclides’
gives a different answer from the one earlier given by ‘Aristotle’, who suggested (xxiii, pp. 14-16) that the
primary contribution of Pythagorean mathematics was in its contribution to astronomy and other branches
of natural science. The reason to doubt that this material was derived from the Protrepticus is that it has
already been attributed by W. Burkert and others to a different work of Aristotle, his On the Pythagoreans.
See below, in the material in chapter xxv, for further details.
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Another citation in chapter xxiv, probably from a speech by the character ‘Heraclides’'.

What he appreciated in mathematics was the observed theorems themselves not, unlike
certain of his successors, their power to discover further solutions to problems; and of
these he appreciated not the ones that were most difficult to discover, as did most of his
successors, but rather those among them by which to discern to the highest degree an
ordered rank or some natural joint feature. [15116] They felt this because they thought
that the first principles of all nature exist in them, and it is especially easy to observe
what they are, and how many there are, because they concern a nature that persists and is
stripped of motion and is also simple, which is why they didn’t take on the problema-
tical areas (except the elementary ones) such as the application <of an area>, nor the
squaring <of a circle>, nor did they make it their business to go through everything in
detail, leaving aside none of the possibilities; they set out to see in each case only the
principles themselves. [75.25]

And they turned a training in these sciences and a logical workout that was theoretic-
ally precise into a proper science, they set up the suitable ranking in the sciences, they
made few commitments at first and then worked them out, and they brought to comple-
tion mostly the most honorable and most exalted of the theorems they observed, and
otherwise they practiced the discipline of bringing the theorems around to apply to other
things. [76.4] And they created a ranking among them, such that the ones that are simpler
are given the primary rank, while the ones that are applicable to a complex are secondary.

Reference: lamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxiv, 75.10-76.6.
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Editorial notes: After a short gap, lamblichus carries on citing from a work of Aristotle, probably his
Protrepticus, probably from a speech of “Heraclides’. The reason to doubt that this material was derived
from the Protrepticus is that it has already been attributed by W. Burkert and others to a different work of
Aristotle, his On the Pythagoreans. See next page, in the material in chapter xxv, for further details.
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In chapter xxv of his DCMS, overlapping with chapter 18 of his Vita Pythagorica, lamblichus
includes what seems to be a paraphrase from a speech by the character ‘Aristotle’.

There was a certain Hippomedon of Asine, a Pythagorean of the acusmatici, who said that
he <sc. Pythagoras> declared the reasons for and gave demonstrations of all these precepts,
but because they were handed down through m any intermediaries, who became progress-
sively lazier, the reason was omitted, while the bare precepts remained. [12] And those con-
cerned with the mathematical studies of the Pythagoreans (the mathematici) both agree that
the others (the acusmatici) are Pythagoreans, and say that they themselves are even more so;
and what they say is true. [14] They say that the cause of this dissimilarity was as follows.
[15116] Pythagoras came from Ionia and Samos during the tyranny of Polycrates, and while
Italy was flourishing, and the pre-eminent men in those cities became intimate with him.
[18] And with the older ones who had no free time because they were occupied with poli-
tical business, since it was hard to encounter them with mathematical studies and demon-
strations, he conversed in a simple way, considering it no less beneficial, even without
knowing the explanations, to know what to do, just as those who undergo therapy recover
health no less, even when paying no attention to the reason why they need to do each of
those things; but all the younger ones he encountered who were able both to work and to
learn, he encountered such people with demonstration and the mathematical studies. [52.1]
They themselves (sc. the mathematici> descend from these ones, and the other ones descend
from the others.

Reference: lamblichus, Vita Pythagorica 87-88, ch. 18, 51.7-52.2 (Deubner), overlapping (at 51.12-52.2) with
DCMS, ch. xxv, 76.16-77.18.
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Editorial notes: After a gap at the end of xxiv, lamblichus turns in ch. xxv to another account of the
division between the two traditions of Pythagoreans, in what seems to be paraphrased form. This material
is literally identical with material at the end of chapter 18 of lamblichus’ earlier work Vita Pythagorica, and
this causes complications. Earlier scholars such as W. Burkert and others have seen this chapter as deriving
from Aristotle’s lost work On the Pythagoreans, and this must be true for the middle part of the chapter,
which displays overlaps with passages in chapter 28 that are definitely derived from On the Pythagoreans.
There are two main scenarios: either lamblichus switched source texts in the middle of VP 18, from
Pythagoreans to Protrepticus, and then returned to Pythagoreans in ch. 28, or else lamblichus switched source
texts in DCMS from Protrepticus in ch. xxiii to Pythagoreans at the start of ch. xxiv or ch. xxv, switching back
to Protrepticus in the middle or the end of ch. xxv. It would appear that Aristotle had a good deal to say
about the Pythagorean tradition in his Protrepticus as well as On the Pythagoreans, and the content of these
remarks does not serve to determine the question. We take the view that all this material is derived from
Protrepticus, probably, with some chance of being wrong about this attribution, especially in this section
that begins ch. xxv of DCMS.
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In chapter xxv of his DCMS, Iamblichus includes what seems to be a citation from a speech by the
character “Aristotle”:

Because the Pythagoreans occupied themselves with mathematics and appreciated the
precision of its accounts, because it is the only thing that humans deal with that has de-
monstrations, and because equal agreement is reached by using numbers in harmonics
and in the mathematics concerning sight, by using diagrams, for all these reasons, they
thought that these things are causes of what exists and are their first principles. [14]
Hence someone who wishes to observe the things that exist as they are, has to look at
them, the numbers and the geometrical forms of what exists and accounts, because every-
thing is clarified by using them. [18] Now since they didn’t think it either more oppor-
tune or more worthwhile to attach themselves to the powers of each of them than to the
cause of the whole, the Pythagoreans defined the others in these terms as well, in pretty
much the same way.

Reference: Iamblichus, DCMS, ch. xxv, 78.8-21.
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Editorial notes: After a short gap, lamblichus cites from a comment by “Aristotle” who gives an account
different from the one offered by ‘Heraclides” about why mathematics is central to Pythagorean
philosophy. This answer contrasts with the one offered above (pp. 66-67) by ‘Heraclides” and is consistent
with the one earlier offered by “Aristotle’ (pp. 16, in the core evidence). In outline, ‘Aristotle’ respects the
contribution of mathematics to natural science and thus indirectly to philosophy, whereas ‘Heraclides’
respects the direct contribution of mathematical thinking to philosophical values and positions. The reason
to doubt that this material was derived from the Protrepticus is that it has already been attributed by W.
Burkert and others to a different work of Aristotle, his On the Pythagoreans. See above (this page), in the
material in chapter xxv, for further details.
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D. A passage in the Commentary by Proclus on Book I of Euclid’s Elements

Prologue I, Chapter 9. In the course of Part I of his Prologue, Proclus pauses to respond to the “contentious
people who attempt to demolish the value” of mathematics. It would seem that this attempted demolition
took place on the pages of Aristotle’s lost dialogue, in a speech of ‘Isocrates’.

Now then, the benefit of mathematical science generally for philosophy itself as well as to the other
sciences and skills will become more familiar to the listeners by means of these remarks; but there
are actually certain contentious people who attempt to demolish the value of this science, some of
them taking what is beautiful and what is good away from it because its arguments are not about
those things, whereas others declare to be more useful the experiences of sensible things than the
things that are universally observed in it, for example, that land surveying is more useful than geo-
metry, and popular arithmetic than the one that subsists in theorems, and nautical astrology than the
one that indicates universally. [23] For we are not wealthy by knowing about wealth but by using it,
nor are we successful by knowing about success but by living successfully; hence, with respect to the
human way of life as well as our actions, we will agree that it is not the cognitive but the empirical
mathematics that brings this about. [26.6] For those who have no knowledge of the arguments but
are trained by experience in the particulars are on the whole and in general outstanding for the needs
of humans, compared with those who have devoted their leisure to theory alone. [26.9110]

Now against those who say these things, we will oppose them by pointing out the beauty in mathe-
matics by the ways in which Aristotle attempted to persuade us. [13] He said these three things are
what especially bring about beauty both in bodies and in souls: order, symmetry, and definiteness,
since what is ugly also arises in the body as a consequence of the material disorder and shapeless-
ness and asymmetry and indefiniteness getting the upper hand in the composite, whereas in the soul
it arises from unreason being in discordant and disorderly motion and being out of harmony with
reason, and not accepting the limit from there; hence beauty too would have its existence in the op-
posite things, namely order, symmetry, and in being defined. [23] And these things we observe most
of all in mathematical science; we observe order in the secondary and more varied things always
emerging from the primary and simpler things (for what follows is always conjoined with what went
before, and same have an account of a principle, while others <have an account> of the things that
follow from the primary hypotheses), we observe symmetry in the consonance with each other of the
proven results, and in the reference of all things to the intellect (for the intellect is the measure that is
common to the whole science, with which one also grasps the principles and towards which one
converts the students), and we observe definiteness in their arguments always standing without
changing, for the objects of its cognition are not sometimes one way and sometimes otherwise, as
with the objects of opinion and of perception, whereas the same things always present themselves
and are defined by the intelligible forms. [10] Further, if the things that are productive of beauty are
these things especially, and mathematics is characterized by them, then it is quite clear that in mathe-
matics too there is beauty. [13] And how could it not be so, when intellect illuminates from above the
science, which urges us to intellect and strives to lead us from perception to yonder?

Reference: Proclus, Commentary on Euclid’s Elements 1, Prologue 1, ch. 9, 25.12-27.16.
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surrslplag amodaivovtal [* TGV €V aUTT) kaBoAou eswpouusvoov olov yscoBsclow \ ysmueTplo(s, Kol THY
TV TOAQV ap1BunTIKNY NS €V | Becdpnuaciv UdeoTWIONS, Kol TNV VauTIKNY daTpololyiav Ths kabo—
Aou Setkvuolons. ouTe yap TAouToUHeY [**! T yivcdokelv Tov TAoUTov, dAAa T xpnoBat, oUTe | eU—
SO OVOUNEY TG Thv sbBaluovfow ylVOSOKEIV 6()\)\6( | TG Cﬁv eUSTIHOVIK®S, 0301'8 KO(\l mpPOs Tbv Biov Tov
| avBpcdTivov kol Tas 1Tp0(g5l§ ou TO(S‘ yvoaOTlKag TV | pobnuoaTikY, GAA TO(S surrslpu(ag ouvTE—
)\Elv ouo)\o|ynoousv ol yap ayvooum‘eg HEV 'roug )\oyoug ye|yuuv0(0usvou 8¢ rrspl 'rr]v gv Tols ka®’
EKOOTO TTEIPOV | OAG Kol TTOVTI S1adEPOUCT TTPOS Tas AVBPTIKAS XPELaS | TGV Tepl TNV Becopiov
HOVNV E0XOAGKOTV. [26.9]10]

TTpos &n Tous TauTa AéyovTas amoavtnooueda To | uev kaAhos EMISEIKVUVTES TV pabnuaTwy oo
TOU|TwV, ad v kol 0 ApIoTOTE ANS EMEXEIPNOEV Nuas | Telbelv. Tpia yap TauTo SiadepovTws
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Kol €V TOAIS \ co'auacl Kal €V Tals unxoﬁg TO Kd)\)\og amotehety, Ty | TE v, 'rhv OUMHETPLOY, TO
wplcusvov ETI'El Kol TO ] ouoxos TO HEV omua'rlkov amo TNs UAIKAS O(Tod;lcxs Kol | cxuopq)las KO oOUu—
UETplO(S‘ Kol aoplcmcxg EV ™™ ouv|esToa KpO(TT]OO(OT]S Tl'O(pUd)lOTO(TO(l TO 8¢ [\puxlkov] O(1TO | Tng aho—
ylag n)\nuue)\mg Kol O(TO(KTOJS Klvouusvns Kol |19 cxvapuocn'ou npos TOV )\oyov olomns Kol Tov gkelbev
OpOV | 0U KA TASEXOUEVNS, LIOTE K&l TO KAAAOS €V TOIS Evav|Tiols Gv exot Ty utrapEty, Tael SnAadn
Kol ouuusTp(cx | kol T(B obplcuévoo TO(DTO( 8¢ ev 1) uaenuaﬂkf] ué()\lm'a | Gscopoﬁusv ETIOTNAUT, TNV HEV
TO(EW gV 1) 'roav 85u| TEpCOV ael Kol nom)\m'repoav omo TOJ\I npoa'roav Kol | aﬂ)\ouoTspmv 5K¢avcst—
GU\IT]pTT]TO(l yap QEl TG ETTO|UEVD TOls EuTTpocBev, Kol T usv apXNs EXEL )\oyov To [ 88 T Emo—
HEVCOV Tous npcoTous urroesosolv—mv S¢ | OUIJIJETplO(V gV TT] ouuq)oovw( LAY (Slevuusvcov Trpog | GA—
)\n)\cx KO(l TT] npog TOV VOUV VTV cxvad)opa—ushpov yap ecm KOLVOV TNS OANS & Emomung o voug,
‘ITO(p | ou Kal TO(S‘ O(p)(O(S‘ )\O(uBO(vst Ko npos OV ETIOTPEDEL TOUS ] ucxvecxvowag —T0 &8¢ mplouevov €V
TolS schow O(El | Kol aKivnTOlS )\oymg ou yop 0()\)\0Ts a)\)\oas EXEL T | YVOJOTO( O(U'rns monsp T
BO&XGTO( ka1 To anobnTa, | aAN ael T O(UTO( npOTslvsTm Ko COplOTO(l Tois |" voepols slBEclv €l TOl—
VUV T HEV GTTOTEAECTIKO TOU | Ka)\)\oug 0TI TOUTQ 510(¢spowoag, To 8¢ uaenuam( | KoTa TOUT
xopokTnpileTat, Trpoén)\ov OTl Ko €V TOU|TO!§ EO'TI TO Ka)\ov Kol TI'OJS yap ou us}\)\sl VOoU eV | KOTO—
)\aunom’og avmesv TV EMOTAUNY, TauTns 8¢ eis | vouv émelyopévns kai NUas &mo aiobnoecs eis
EKEIVOV | HETAYEIV OTrEUSOUOTS;

Editorial notes: The passage that lamblichus had quoted at DCMS xxvi, 79.5-80.1 (p. 17) was evidently also
under the eyes of Proclus who paraphrased not only the above criticism that mathematical theory is useless
for practical purposes, but also Aristotle’s response to a different argument, that there is no beauty or
goodness in mathematics. (For Aristotle’s response to the “uselessness’ criticism, see pp. 22-23.)

Aristotle mentioned such criticisms twice in his Metaphysics, and these passages are informative. “Since
the good and the beautiful are different, because the good is always found in some action whereas the
beautiful is found also in unchanging things, those who say that mathematical branches of knowledge say
nothing about the beautiful or the good are wrong. They do say and show a good deal about them; if they
do not name the facts and the arguments that they show, it does not follow that they are saying nothing
about them. The greatest forms of the beautiful are order, symmetry, and being definite, which the
mathematical branches of knowledge show to the highest degree” (Metaphysics XIII (M), ch. 3, 1078a31-b2).
“This then is why some of the sophists, Aristippus for example, dragged mathematics through the mud: in
the other skills, even the manual skills such as carpentry and shoemaking, everything is accounted for
because it is better, or worse, but the mathematical subjects take no account of things that are good and
bad” (Metaphysics 111 (B), ch. 2, 996a32-b1). All the evidence can be accounted for if we imagine that in the
course of his attack on mathematics in the Protrepticus, Isocrates both referred to the view of Aristippus that
there was no good in mathematics and also advanced the view that there was no beauty in mathematics,
either as his own view or as the view of another philosopher or ‘sophist’.

We are confident that the provenance of these remarks is Protrepticus, and that the voice is that of
‘Isocrates’” and that the position is somewhere in his ‘challenge’” speech. However, we do not know exactly
where to sequence it and, more importantly, the mode of writing that Proclus employs slips into exact
citation occasionally, but otherwise has varying degrees of paraphrase and condensation. This mixture of
degrees of of relationship to the source text makes it unsuitable to be a fragment in a reconstruction, and
yet the information it conveys to us is both intrinsically interesting and is confidently to be attributed to
this speaker in this text.

The testimony of Proclus in his Euclid commentary is extremely valuable in two separate respects. In
the first place, it repeatedly corroborates the evidence that Iamblichus provides in his excerpts, providing
the author’s name on several occasions, as it does here. Another later section of Prologue 1.9 serves to
corroborate part of Aristotle’s answer to this challenge of Isocrates; for this section, see p. 26 above. A
section in I.11 corroborates part of the speech of Aristotle that was cited by lamblichus at DCMS xxvii, each
paragraph in the report of Proclus corresponding to each successive phase of the argument as excerpted by
Iamblichus; on this corroboration, see p. 26 above and p. 74 below. In virtue of the mutual confirmation of
the common source in Iamblichus and Proclus, the testimony of Proclus is in a position to supplement our
knowledge of the lost text, as happens in this case. For other possible further evidence deriving from
Proclus, see below, pp. 74-76.
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Possible further evidence

In this order of presentation: several passages in Ilamblichus (p. 72); fragments of P.Oxy.3699
(pp. 72-73); three selections from the Euclid commentary of Proclus (Prologue 1.11, 1.13, IL.4, pp. 74-
76); evidence from Ammonius, attributed to On Philosophy (pp. 76-77); evidence in the works of
Cicero (pp. 78-79; evidence in other authors (Plutarch, Chalcidius, Tertullian, Ammonius,
Alexander, and Synesius — p. 80); evidence in proverb collections (p. 81).

A report in Iamblichus, On Nicomachus

Iamblichus; in the fourth title of his Pythagorean sequence, his book On the Introduction to
Arithmetic by Nicomachus of Gerasa, lamblichus mentions some early history of number
theory at 10.8-24, some details of which suggest that they derive from a work of Aristotle. A
brief review of the views of Pythagoras, Eudoxus, Hippasus, and Philolaos preserves
suggestive information about them. There is some evidence that speakers in Protrepticus
had an interest in the history of number theory as well as the history of geometry.

*k%k

A set of papyrus fragments in P.Oxy.3699

P.Oxy.3699. An Oxyrhynchus papyrus, preserved in several fragments, conserves portions of a
Socratic dialogue that seems to have been referred to in the Protrepticus.

... reputation, strength, beauty ... are unprofitable to such a person. It’s pretty much just
like a ‘knife to a child” how any of such things turns out for an uneducated human. For
when he owns the possessions he has the initial impulse for weak self-control, leading to
self-indulgence and even gambling and women and other ...”

(fr. d, col. I)
... 8ofa padun KAAAOS |....Ja TAUT YE, €1 o1 Tel |.]...., GAUCITEAR €0TIV | Tdt Tlo[t]ouTw!t: oxedov | yap
womep ma181] pafx]atpa yelveTol amaidey|T]wt avbpwdTw[1] TV | To1]oUTwY TI. XPNUG|TWV] HEV Yap
uTapEav| T]wv adopuny exev | Tt akpactal eis Ndv | Tlabias (kai 18N ka1 w[a]AAov’) kuB[ou]s [K]al
yupvaikas ko[1] aAhot

Editorial notes: This Oxyrhynchus papyrus, now conserved in many fragments (the mutual sequence of
which is unclear), transmits a dialogue with protreptic themes. There is a close overlap of themes between
this set of fragments and the passage in P.Oxy.666 (pp. 6-7 above), in which ‘Isocrates’ offers protreptic
arguments along Socratic lines. Especially significant is the repetition of the slogan ‘no knife for a child’.
The two main hypotheses to consider are a) that the above fragments derive from a work such as the
Protrepticus of Antisthenes, and ‘Isocrates’ in Aristotle’s Protrepticus alludes to and exploits this earlier
passage in his own speech, or b) that the above fragments derive from the Protrepticus of Aristotle, in which
case the Isocrates allusions are intratextual, not intertexual.

... 1s his life unprofitable and harmful?” — “Unprofitable, certainly,” he said. — “So then,” he
said, “the life of everyone uneducated is bad, and so are his actions, right?” — “Yes,
indeed(?)” he said. — “So what possession,” he said, “would be profitable to such a person?
For if,” he said, “someone individually ...”

(fr. a, col. III)
... aAuctTe]]Ans ka1 PBAaRepos o PBijos eoTiv; — GAUCITEANS | MEV OUV EdT). — OUKOUV | €PN TaVTOS TOU
ama|SeuTtou poxBnpos o | Bios kal a1 mpaets €lotv, | [[v]] f oU; — kot ..[..] €dn. | -T1 av obv edn [T]adl
ToljouTwt AuctT[eA]..... [xot; kal yap €l kab’ ev Tis, | €dn, CnT..[IA[].a

... so the man whose life(?) is bad,” he said, “isn’t his life(?) unprofitable (and harmful)?”
(fr. b, col. I)



74 Aristotle, Protrepticus (excerpts of speeches)

... . at[...JoovA[] | Jew]. .Juke [JeTooouuv edn | JuoxBnpoo eoTiv' [Ju ouk gAuotiTe

... if his life,” he said, “is unprofitable and harmful, what will it profit him to own?” -” And
more pleasant...”
(fr. ¢, col. I)

... 0U £ 0 Rlos &A[uciTe[Ans kol PAaPepos eoTi(v) | E[ke]iveot Ti AuotTeAel U|Tapxelv; — NSOV Te Tou

Editorial notes: In the above fragments of the papyrus, we see a fairly clear line of argument, entirely
consistent with the one offered by ‘Isocrates’ on pp. 6-7 above (P.Oxy.666). The conversational dialogue is
consistent with the works of Antisthenes, but could also have been present in Aristotle’s Protrepticus.

“ ... doing it for the sake of silver; and again Alkmeon, like somebody driven mad, and
intending to do a favor either to his father or to the gods, killed his mother ... but later
regretted doing it and cursed his own miserable fate, and went insane ... “

(fr.a, col. IT')
... Totfoot g[velkev | apyuplous mohv Te 0 [ AA][KuEWVY WIS TaParkeko|dads TiS Kol OIOUEVOS |
xap[1]e[is]0al T ) Ted Ta| TPl 1) Tols] Beols TNV | unTép[a] amokTeIVOS |....[]. . Tepev et [Bu ...
amokTEIVal | UoTepov 8¢ Totnoas | peTapéAecbon Kol kalkoSapoviletv oaUTOV | kol potiveaBort

Editorial notes: One element (madness) connects this passage to other evidence of Aristotle’s Protrepticus: ,
such as the speech of “Heraclides’” (p. 39). This element is shared, as well as “silver’ with P.Oxy.3659 (above).

... of all the bad things of the Greeks none is worse than the race of athletes: first, they
neither learn how to live well nor would they be able to. For how, when a man is a slave to
his jaw and a victim of his belly, could he acquire ... ?”

(fr. d, col. II)
... Ka|[keov yap ovTwv pupt|wv [ko EAAada o]ublev [[kak*[tov e]loTiv ofAn|T[cov ye]vous ol mpw|Tov
olketv [o]ute pafv|Bovouctv ev ouT av [SulvaivTo Tws yap [00Tis | 0T avnp yva[Bou Te Sou|hos vndous
Bn[tTn|uevos kTN[oKIT av

Editorial notes: Two elements (slavery versus freedom, and athletes) connect this passage to passages in
the reconstruction. However, all these indications are suggestive but not probative.
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A passage in the Euclid commentary of Proclus, Prologue .11

After these things we should discuss what someone should demand of the mathematician, and
how someone might be able to judge him correctly. [23] For he who has been educated absolutely is
able to judge about everything, says Aristotle, and he who has been educated about mathematics
will be able to judge the correctness of the arguments in it. [26] Moreover, he needs to have acquired
criteria of judgment and to recognize in the first place when it is necessary to produce the demon-
strations in common terms, and when one needs to look at the particularities of each one. [33.2] For
often the same things exist in things that differ in form, for example, in all triangles there are two
right angles. [4] And many things have the same predicate, but the common term differs in form in
each case, for example, ‘similarity’ differs in shapes and numbers. [7] So one should not demand of
the mathematician a single demonstration of these, for the same things are not principles of shapes
and of numbers; rather they differ according to the underlying kind. [10] But if the intrinsic attribute
is unique, then the demonstration is also unique, for having two right angles is the same thing in all
triangles, and that in virtue of which it is an attribute is the same in all, the triangle, i.e. the definition
of triangle. [13] So just as having four external right angles does not exist in triangles alone, but also
in all rectilinear <shapes>, the demonstration also fits every case, insofar as it is rectilinear. [17]
Indeed, each definition contributes some universal characteristic or affection, in which everything
participates that has that definition, for example the definition of ‘triangle’, or of ‘rectilinear’, or in
general of the shape it is. [33.20121]

In the second place: if he makes the demonstrations in accordance with the underlying material,
e.g. if he offers necessary and irrefutable arguments, but not persuasive arguments or arguments
filled up with plausibility. [24] For it is similar, says Aristotle, to demand proofs of an orator, and to
accept persuasive arguments from a mathematician. [34.1] Everyone who has knowledge or is skilled
should provide the arguments appropriate to the affairs about which he is treating. [3 4] Similarly,
Plato in Timaeus also demands from the natural scientist plausible arguments, because the treatment
concerns those kind of things, but of the teacher of higher things concerning intelligible objects and
the stable reality, irrefutable and immovable ones. [7 | 8] For right away those things that underlie
the sciences and the skills make for differences, for example if some are immovable and others
movable, and some are simpler and others more complex, and some are intelligible and others are
perceptible. [11] Nor should we demand from every mathematical science the same precision—for if
one science were somehow to touch upon perceptibles, and another were to be a cognition of under-
lying intelligibles, they would not be similarly precise, but the latter would be more. [15] That is why
we say that arithmetic is more precise than harmonics. [16] Nor in general would we think it right
that mathematics use the same demonstrations as the other sciences, for the underlying things make
for a difference that is not slight. [34.19 1 20]

We say, thirdly, that someone who is going to judge correctly the arguments in mathematics needs
to have made investigations about sameness and difference, and about the intrinsic and the inciden-
tal, and about proportion, and about all these kinds of things. [24] For pretty much all mistakes hap-
pen in this way, when people think they have given a mathematical demonstration, but are not ac-
tually giving a proof, when they make demonstrations of the same thing as different according to
each form, or the different as the same, or when they mistake the coincidental for the intrinsic, or the
intrinsic for the coincidental, for example, that a curved line is more beautiful than a straight one, or
a equilateral than an isosceles, for these things are not the job of the mathematician to define. [35.617]

Now the fourth is that, since mathematics has a middle rank between the intelligibles and the per-
ceptibles, and proves many images of divine things in itself, and many examples of natural argu-
ments, he needs to observe the threefold demonstrations in it, those that are more intellectual, those
that are more discursive, and those that actually touch on opinion. [13] For it is necessary for its de-
monstrations to differ according to the problems, and to divide the realities into kinds appropriately,
since it is actually woven together of all these things, and adapts its own arguments to every case.

Reference: Proclus, Commentary on Euclid’s Elements I, Prologue I, ch. 11, 32.21-35.19.

Editorial notes: The first three paragraphs in the above citation from Proclus serve to corroborate three
successive phases of the argument of “Aristotle’ as paraphrased and cited from the speech of “Aristotle’ by
Iamblichus at DCMS xxvii; see above, pp. 28-31. The phrases marked in bold in our translation above are
identical with phrases in the version of Ilamblichus. The fourth paragraph, however, has no correspondence
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in the version of Iamblichus, and has a very good chance of being derived from the lost work, from a place
slightly later in the speech of ‘Aristotle’. Like lamblichus, Proclus seems to be preserving the order of the
source text as he exploits it. But he exploits it in a different way that Ilamblichus does, a way that does not
permit backwards inference to the words of the original. See comments above (pp. 70-71), on the material in
chapter 9 of Prologue I of Proclus’ commentary.

*k%k

A passage in the Euclid commentary of Proclus, Prologue 1.13

Geodesy and mensuration are analogous to these sciences <sc. geometry and arithmetic>,
since they discourse not about intelligible but about sensible numbers and figures. For it is
not the function of geodesy to measure cylinders and cones, but heaps of earth considered
as cones and wells considered as cylinders, and it does not use intelligible straight lines, but
sensible ones, sometimes more precise ones such as rays of sunshine, sometimes rougher
ones such as a rope or a carpenter’s rule. ... Again optics and canonics are offshoots of
geometry and arithmetic. The former science uses visual lines and the angles made by
them; it is divided into a part specifically called optics which explains the illusory appear-
ances presented by objects seen at a distance, such as the converging of parallel lines or the
rounded appearance of square towers, and general catoptrics, which is concerned with the
various ways light is reflected. [39.20-40.2 and 40.9-18]

Editorial notes: Proclus has already been a witness in the First Prologue to his Euclid commentary: in
chapter 9 (see above, pp. 69-70, where he both corroborates other evidence and supplies fresh evidence)
and again in chapter 9 (see above, p. 26 to illustrate the corroboration by Proclus of evidence provided by
Iamblichus), and in chapter 11, where he definitely corroborates evidence provided by lamblichus and
perhaps provides new evidence (see previous page). So it stands to reason that later sections might contain
allusions or exploitations to the lost work, and this pair of passages in chapter 13 is a good candidate for
consideration. The topic of applied mathematics and their role in practical subjects was at issue between
‘Heraclides” and ‘Aristotle’ (see p. 11-15 above), and the idea of more precise tools for carpentry, such as
sighting with rays of sunshine is used by ‘Aristotle’ in a section of the lost dialogue that is directed against
Isocrates (see p. 53 above). This is a very suggestive zone of comments, but it is not easy to know the limits
of exploitation of the passages of which Proclus makes use; so without a second witness this is likely to
remain an unconfirmed suggestion.

*k%k

A passage in the Euclid commentary of Proclus, Second Prologue ch. 4, 64.3-65.23

Now then, those things have been recorded by many of our senior scholars who set out to
sing the praises of mathematics, and for this reason we have presented here only a few of
the many facts we might have cited to display the cognitive generality and the benefits of
the science of geometry; but next we have to talk about the development of this science
during this period. [8] The inspired Aristotle said that the same beliefs have often recurred
to humans at certain regular periods of the world, and that it was not among us, or among
any of those of whom we have any cognizance, that the sciences took shape for the first
time; on the contrary, they appear and again disappear during other cycles, too numerous
to tell, that have come to pass and will in turn exist. [15116] But since we need to investi-
gate the origin of the arts and sciences in the present period, we say that geometry was first
discovered by Egyptians, according to most of those who research the question, and owed
its development to the re-measuring of their lands. [20] This was necessary for them
because the Nile overflows and obliterates the appropriate property boundaries between
them. [23] And it is not at all surprising that the discovery of this, as well as that of the
other sciences, had its origin in utility, since everything that is carried on by coming into
being proceeds from the imperfect to the perfect form. [65.1] So the transition from sense-
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perception to thinking and from thinking to insight would be likely to happen. [3] Just as
among the Phoenicians the precise cognition of the numbers got its origin from trade and
commerce, it was also in this way that geometry was discovered by Egyptians, for the
reason mentioned. [65.7]

Thales, having traveled to Egypt, was the first to bring this theoretical subject over into
Greece; he made many discoveries himself, and taught the principles of many others to
those who came after him, attacking some problems in a more general way and others in a
more sense-perceptual way. [11] Next after him, Mamertius, brother of Stesichorus the poet,
is remembered for the zeal with which he applied himself to the study of geometry; and
Hippias of Elis did research showing that he acquired a reputation in geometry. [15] After
them, Pythagoras transformed the philosophy of geometry into a scheme of liberal educa-
tion, surveying its principles from above and investigating its theorems in an immaterial
and intellectual way; he was also the one who discovered the business of the irrationals and
the arrangement of the cosmic figures. [21] After him, Anaxagoras of Clazomenae applied
himself to many questions in geometry, and so did Oenopides of Chios, who was a little
younger than Anaxagoras.

Editorial notes: Proclus has already proved himself to be a valuable witness; see previous note. In his
Second Prologue, he returns to the theme of the history of geometry and offers an Aristotelian account,
which has the appearance of deriving from a speech of “Aristotle’ in the Protrepticus; if so, the most obvious
place for this material would be in a speech of Aristotle just before or just after the speech of “Heraclides’ in
DCMS xxii, as the two writers appear to be giving alternative accounts of the history of Pythagorean
mathematics and Pythagorean tradition. The mention of geometry as arising in Egypt is confirmed in the
first chapter of Metaphysics, but this does not mean that it was the source for Proclus; in fact the first 2
chapters of his Metaphysics appears to be recycling significant ideas from Protrepticus (whereas chapters 3-6
appear to be recycling significant portions and ideas from On Philosophy. There would appear to have been
a speech by ‘Aristotle” on the history of the arts and sciences, for which the best evidence is derived from
Aristocles (the next item of evidence); if there had been such a speech relatively early in the dialogue, this
would enable Aristotle’s breezy later references to ‘the inundations’ and to the rapid progress of the precise
forms of philosophy in his time (see above, p. 24).

*k%k

Evidence from Ammonius, attributed to On Philosophy

The late ancient scholar Ammoniuns gave lectures on the Introduction to Arithmetic by
Nicomachus of Gerasa, incorporating passages by earlier scholars, including Aristocles of
Messene, and his lectures were captured in two versions, one by Asclepius of Tralles, and the
other by Philoponus of Alexandria, both ‘protocols’ of these lectures being very similar to each
other. The first item of information may or may not be derived via Aristocles (see the following
item of evidence), but this second longer passage is explicitly said to be taken from Aristocles’
work On Philosophy (not to be confused with Aristotle’s work On Philosophy). We present the
prologue to the lecture by Ammonius, in the protocols by Philoponus (I1.14-49).

But since we use the terms ‘wisdom’ and ‘wise’ generally, you should know that the terms
‘wisdom’ and “wise” are used homonymously; in fact, they have been taken by the ancients
in five ways about which I am going to speak, as Aristocles says in his ten books On Philo-
sophy. [17118] For one needs to know that humans perish in different ways: by plagues and
famines and earthquakes and wars and all sorts of diseases, among other causes, but most
of all by rather cataclysmic floods. [20] For example, the flood of Deucalion was great, to be
sure, but it did not overwhelm everything, for the shepherds and those who have their
occupa-tions in the mountains or in the foothills survived, but the plains and those who
dwell in them were flooded. [23] Thus they say that Dardanus was saved from the flood by
swim-ming across from Samothrace to what was later called Troy. [25] It was out of fear
that those who were saved from the waters lived in the foothills, as the poet <sc. Homer>
shows when he says: “Zeus the cloud-gatherer first begat Dardanus; and he founded
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Dardania, since Ilium was not yet built on the plain as a city for mortal men; but still they
lived in the foothills of many-fountained Ida” <Iliad 20.215-218>. [30131] The word “still”
indicates that they were not yet fully confident to have their occupations on the plains. [32]
So then, these survivors, not having a source of subsistence, conceived out of necessity the
things they needed, either hulling grain in mills, sowing seeds, or some other thing like
that, and they called that kind of conception ‘wisdom’, the kind that discovers the solutions
in the face of the necessities of life, and they called the one who conceived of these things
‘wise’. [1.36]

Again they conceived of skills, “suggested by Athena” as the poet says, but no longer
stopping at what was necessary in life, but also going so far as to produce things that are
beautiful and refined. [38] And this again they called ‘wisdom’ and their discoverers ‘wise’,
since “the wise craftsman fashioned it” <Iliad 23.712>, “knowing well the suggestions of
wise Athena” <Iliad 15.412> for, because the discoveries were so exceedingly great, they
attributed the conception of these things to a god. [41] Again, they focused on political
matters, and discovered laws and all the things that sustain the cities; and again this sort of
conception they called ‘wisdom’, for the Seven Wise men were people like this, who dis-
covered certain political virtues. [44] Afterwards, proceeding in order, they reached the very
bodies themselves and the nature that manufactures them, and this they called by the more
specific name ‘natural theory’; and we say that these kind of people who are concerned
with nature are “wise’. [47] Fifthly, they came at last to things that are divine, hyper-cosmic,
and completely unchanging, and they named the cognition of these things ‘wisdom’ in the
most authoritative sense.

Editorial notes: Aristocles of Messene seems to have been closely paraphrasing a work of Aristotle which
feature the ‘five stages of wisdom’, and this has been attributed to the fragments of On Philosophy (fr. 8),
without explicit argument, to our knowledge. It connects with many indications of a phase in the dialogue
in which “Aristotle” offered his developmental theory of the skills and sciences rising after periodic
catastrophes (see above note, and the passages noted therein). The use of Homer’s poetry as a source of
historical understanding is a typical reflection of Aristotle’s historiographical concerns, and many themes
connect with details in our reconstruction of the dialogue.

*k%k

At the very beginning of the above commentary Ammonius offers material that surely comes
from Aristotle, and shows signs of being derived from this text. We present the prologue to the
lecture by Ammonius, in the protocols by Philoponus (I.1-14).

Wisdom (sophia) was so called as being a sort of clearness (sapheia), since it makes all
things clear. This clearness being a sort of light (phaes), it has acquired its name from that of
light (phaos), because it brings hidden things to light. Since then, as Aristotle says, things
intelligible and divine, even if they are most clear in their own nature, seem to us dark and
dim because of the mist of the body which hangs over us, men naturally gave to the know-
ledge which brings these things into the light for us the name of “wisdom’.

Editorial notes: Ammonius does not provide the name of his source for us, and it might be the same as in
the section that follows (translated above), namely Aristocles. Alternatively, Ammonius could know these
facts through some other ancient scholar, or perhaps from his knowledge of the text itself, though this
seems unlikely, as other later ancient commentators after lamblichus seem to have lacked access to it. In
any case, it derives from an otherwise unknown work of Aristotle, perhaps his On Philosophy, where it has
been collected together with the above passage as fr. 8. It seems to us that the attribution more likely to be
correct is to Protrepticus, where it connects with many themes, especially themes in the thought and
discourse of ‘Heraclides’ from a speech of whom this may well be derived.
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Evidence in the works of Cicero

On several occasions, Cicero explicitly says that his own dialogues were influenced by Aristotle’s popular
(“exoteric”) works. For example, Cicero says that he is following Aristotle by adding a preface to his
dialogue (see the “Address to Themison” on p. 3). In a letter to Atticus, Cicero states: “ my recent
compositions follow the Aristotelian pattern, in which the other roles in the dialogue are subordinate to the
author’s own (quem autem his temporibus scripsi Aristoteleion morem habent, in quo sermo ita inducitur ceterorem,
ut penes ipsum sit principatus)” (Att. 13.19.3-5, Letter 326). In another letter, Cicero says, “ I have also
composed ... three volumes in the form of an argument and dialogue On the Orator, in the manner (so at
least I intended) of Aristotle (scripsi igitur Aristotelio more, quem ad modum quidem volui, tris libros in
disputatione ac dialogo De oratore)” (Fam. 1.9.23, tr. Shackleton Bailey, letter 20).

Cicero, Hortensius (a lost dialogue). Some of the evidence for Cicero’s lost dialogue has been incorporated
above, but all the remains should be searched again. For example, there were comments in that dialogue
on the etymology of ‘philosophia’ (Boethius, Diff. Top. 2); did an argument like this take place also in
Aristotle’s dialogue? However, a problem with working with this material is that this work is also lost,
and even less of its literary structure is discernible than in the case of Aristotle’s work. It was reported
by a Roman historian that “what Marcus Tullius said in his Hortensius” was “written following the
example of a protreptic” (nec ignota esse arbitor quae dixit Marcus Tullius in Hortensio, quem ad exemplum
protreptici scripsit) (Historia Augusta XIX.7-XX.2 =2.97.20 Hohl), and this is no doubt true to some extent.
But it is impossible to know this extent, especially when we keep in mind that he also modeled his work
on Plato’s Phaedo and perhaps other influential antecedent works.

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 111.28.69. “Aristotle, criticizing the older philosophers for having reckoned
philosophy to have been brought to completion by their genius, said that they were either extremely
foolish or extremely vain, but that he saw that in a few years great advances had been made and in a
short time philosophy will be fully finished.” This passage was collected as Protrepticus fr. 8 (Ross). It is
evidently consistent with or part of the line of thought expressed by ‘Aristotle” in response to ‘Isocrates”
(p. 24 above), that philosophy had developed into a period of great acceleration towards perfection.

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations V.7-10. Crucial evidence about Heraclides of Pontus is preserved at V.8,
where Cicero reports the comparison made by Pythagoras, according to Heraclides, between entering
into this human life and attending an athletic festival, with competing participants, observant
spectators, and greedy merchants. This was part of the answer given by Pythagoras to Leon of Phlius,
according to a report in Diogenes Laertius (I.12), as recounted in Heraclides” work On the Woman Who
Stopped Breathing, and the Cicero evidence has been collected for this lost work (fr. 88 Wehril = 85
Schiitrumpf). However, these Heraclides editors have overlooked a very similar passage in lamblichus,
Vita Pythagorica 12, which is more likely to contain verbatim extracts and accurate parallels than is
Cicero’s Latin account. A closer inspection of the chapters around chapter 12 suggests that it is part of a
multi-chapter exploitation of the lost work of Heraclides (this is a new suggestion on our part), in which
case lamblichus is likely to have used the same techniques of paraphrase and citation that he used in his
Protrepticus, and the lost work of Heraclides is now capable of being substantially reconstructed. When
we turn back now to the Cicero evidence and look before and after the Heraclides passage, we perceive
it to be a version of the Protrepticus episode in which “Heraclides” admits that the name ‘philosophy’ is
recent, though its activity is ancient, first giving evidence from the seven sages and from astrological
considerations (V.7-8). Then follows the version of the “theatre motif’, with ascription to Heraclides of
Pontus (V.8-9), then follows a further section (V.10) in which the topic is the focus of study of earlier
philosophers, concluding with the famous comment that it was Socrates who brought philosophy down
from the skies. This whole stretch is for us a zone of discovery, where further research might confirm
our suspicion that this is derived from a portion of the speech of “Heraclides’, probably a portion that
came before the climax of his speech in Protr. VIII (see pp. 42-43 above).

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations V.35.101 and De Finibus 11.32.106, collected as Protrepticus fr. 16 (Ross). Cicero
pretends at De Finibus 11.32.106 not to understand “why Aristotle derided to such a degree the epigram
of Sardanapallus, in which that Syrian king boasts of having taken with him all his sensual delights. For
he asks, how could he, when dead, continue to feel what he was aware of, when alive, just so long as he
was enjoying it?” A fuller version of Aristotle’s attack on the hedonism of Sardanapallus, including the
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notorious epigram, is provided in Tusculan Disputations V.35.107, where Cicero refers to Sardanapallus
as an “extremely wealthy king of Syria,” who “had inscribed this on his tomb: “‘What I have is what I ate
and consumed in satisfaction of lust | but I threw away and left behind many brilliant things.” What
else, asks Aristotle, would you inscribe on the tomb of an ox rather than a king? He has, when he is
dead, says Aristotle, what he had, even when living, just so long as he was enjoying it.” Aristotle
regarded Sardanapallus as remarkably silly, “even sillier than the name of his father would suggest”
(Athenaeus VIII, 335f). The lively way that Aristotle attacks Sardanapallus suggests a popular dialogue,
such as Protrepticus; and this suggestion is supported by the presence of Sardanapallus stories in the
opening pages of the Eudemian Ethics and Nicomachean Ethics, in contexts where material has also been
derived or adapted from his earlier Protrepticus. We regard it is a quite likely that there was such a
mention of Sardanapallus in the lost work; if so, it was probably in an early speech of ‘Aristotle’.

Cicero, De Finibus 11.13.40 = Protrepticus fr. 10c (Ross). Cicero cites this memorable comment by Aristotle: “a
human is born for two things, as Aristotle says, for understanding and for action, as a sort of mortal
god.” This proposition has a good chance of being derived from the lost dialogue, and should be
compared and connected with a comment, apparently spoken by Aristotle’, contrasting humans with
beasts and gods, preserved in lamblichus Protrepticus ch. V, 35.14-18 (see above, p. 64). We do not know
the location in the lost work from which this Cicero comment was taken; perhaps it was part of a fairly
early speech of Aristotle, of which Iamblichus (probably) preserves the above fragment and a few
others. It was a mistake for earlier editors of Aristotle’s dialogues to catalogue it as among the evidence
in ‘fragment 10’, as this material is unlikely to be derived from the same part of the dialogue as the
closing paragraph of Heraclides’ speech reported in ch. VIII of the Protrepticus of lamblichus; the line of
thought and the way of expressing it is more appropriate to the character “Aristotle’ than to “Heraclides’,
whose speech is collected as part of fr. 10. Although the speech of “Heraclides’ does conclude with a
thought that it was for the purpose of intellectual contemplation that humans entered this world, that is
his Pythagorean way of expressing what Aristotle refers to as “being born.”

Cicero, De Finibus Book V, passim. In Book V of Cicero’s De Finibus, Cicero expounds the Peripatetic view of
the ultimate aims of human life; and since this was a key theme in Aristotle’s Protrepticus it stands to
reason that Cicero might have recycled elements from Aristotle’s work, since he knew it well. Another
reason to consider a lost work of Aristotle as a source for Cicero is that he comments (V.5.12-14) that he
is restricting himself to the works of the older Peripatetics, including the On Happiness by Theophrastus
(with whom he disagrees), the Nicomachean Ethics, and various works of Aristotle that are either popular
or scholarly. One fairly strong indication that Cicero was exploiting Aristotle’s lost work is at V.5.11,
which is apparently a reference to the Protrepticus, one of the “most noble and distinguished writings”
of the Peripatetics: “The way of life that they <sc. the Peripatetics> most commended was one spent in
quiet contemplation and study. This is the most god-like of lives, and so most worthy of the wise man.
Some of their most noble and distinguished writing is to be found on this theme. Their discussions of
the supreme good sometimes appear inconsistent. This is because they wrote two different kinds of
work, one more popular which they called “exoteric”, the other more specialized, which took the form
of note-books (unum populariter scriptum, quod exoterikon appellabant, alterum limatius quod in commentariis
religuerunt). In fact there is no variation in the main body of their thought, either within the individual
works of the individual thinkers I have mentioned, or between them” (V.11-12, tr. Woolf). Another
passage (V.19.53) that has a good chance of being derived from Aristotle’s work makes exactly the same
point as one made by Aristotle, at lambl. Protr. IX 53.2-15: “Philosophers of old picture what kind of life
the wise will have on the Isles of the Blessed: freed from every trouble, and requiring none of the acces-
sories and equipment that are necessary for life, they will simply devote all their time to investigating
and researching nature.” Other passages give indications in the same direction, that Cicero was making
use of themes and ideas from Aristotle’s work, such as these: V.19.54, which offers a comment about
sleep that relates to one advanced by ‘Heraclides’ at VIII, 45.25-46.7 (p. 40); V.19.50, which offers com-
ments about mental and intellectual pleasures that related to Aristotle’s discussion of intellectual plea-
sure at XI, 58.17-59.13 (p. 58); and V.14.39, which offers comments about agriculture that resemble those
of Aristotle at IX, 50.5-12, (p. 46). Much of what Cicero writes in Book V of the De Finibus is of course
entirely unrelated to Aristotle’s Protrepticus, or only distantly related; and since there is no definite
technique of knowing whether any one passage is derived from that work, unless we have a second
piece of evidence, this zone of evidence is likely to remain a source of suggestions about the lost work,
and perhaps corroborations of ideas elsewhere witnessed, rather than an independent source of infor-
mation. Further research is called for; what is needed is fresh scrutiny of Book V in its entirety, in the
light of all the material attributed and attributable to the lost work in this provisional reconstruction.
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Evidence in the works of other authors

Plutarch, Is it right to say ‘Live inconspicuously’? 5-7; this was attributed to Protrepticus by Bignone, on the
basis of parallels with Protr. VIIL. We agree that it seems to give parallel information that is relevant to
Protrepticus, but we suspect that it primarily gives witness to the views of Heraclides, especially his
doctrine of the light-like soul, views that are alluded to by ‘Heraclides’ in Aristotle’s dialogue.

Chalcidius, On Plato’s Timaeus 3d+ (CCVIII), collected as Protrepticus fr. 17 (Ross). In his commentary on
Plato’s Timaeus, Chalcidius transmits a report about Aristotle which has a fairly good chance of being
drawn ultimately from the lost dialogue Protrepticus. “ Aristotle uses an example of crystal clarity: the
height of madness is reached when a man not only is ignorant, but also does not know what he is
ignorant of, and therefore gives his assent to false images and takes things that are true to be false, as
when men think that vice profits them and that virtue acts to their prejudice and ruin ... Aristotle calls
such people “old children’, because their mind differs very little from that of a child.” A remark such as
this could have found a natural place towards the beginning of the Protrepticus, and numerous themes
in the surviving fragments seem to connect to this report, including: immaturity and lack of wisdom,
being deceived by images, and great lack of wisdom or childishness being a form of madness.

Themistius, On How the Philosopher Should Speak (Oration 26); this speech contains numerous protreptic
motifs that may indicate provenance in Protrepticus, though Themistius often reworks his sources
almost beyond recognition. Themistius appreciated the dialogues of Aristotle, as he says; “these
writings of Aristotle that are of general utility and were designed for a broad audience are truly full of
light and radiance. They are useful without being boring or unpleasant at all. Aphrodite has been
showered upon them, and the Graces make an appearance in them so that they will have an enticing
quality” (319, trans. R. J. Penella). Of special interest are passages in 316-317, where Themistius offers a
history of innovation in the arts and sciences at 316-317, running through a progressive history of
philosophy from Thales to Socrates. On the development of the arts and sciences, see the evidence
above from Proclus and Aristocles (pp. 75-77); on the high stage of development in philosophy, see the
core evidence above (pp. 24-27). There are thematic connections with Protrepticus core evidence, more
than with On Philosophy.

Synesius: Fragment 8 (Walzer/Ross) of Aristotle’s On Philosophy; this comment has been ascribed to On
Philosophy, but Protrepticus is also a plausible candidate. Synesius asks why should proverbs not be
considered wise “which Aristotle described as relics, saved by their conciseness and cleverness when
ancient philosophy perished in the widespread destruction of mankind.” This evidence should be
related to the material on the rise of the skills and sciences out of destructive cataclysms, above (Proclus,
pp- 75-76, and Aristocles, pp. 76-77). The topic of philosophy developing in the historical aftermath of
destructive floods also occurred in the core evidence (p. 24, above). On proverbs, see next page.

Synesius: Fragment 15 (Walzer/Ross) of Aristotle’s On Philosophy; certain comments on illumination have
been ascribed to On Philosophy, but Protrepticus is also a plausible candidate. The Byzantine author
Michael Psellus says mentions “illumination, which Aristotle describes as mysterious and akin to the
Eleusinian mysteries for, in these, the initiate was being molded, not taught.” Synesius reports Aristotle
as claiming that “those who are initiated into the Mysteries are not expected to learn anything but to
experience some change, to be put into a certain condition, in other words to be fitted for a certain
purpose.” This line of thought would fit well with the argument provided by ‘Aristotle’ (pp. 44-51
above) about the purpose of human beings. Both passages are collected in fr. 15 of On Philosophy (Ross).

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics (p. 5.13-20); M. Rashed has recently
suggested that this section contains allusions to the comparisons between animals and humans in
Protrepticus, on the strength of parallels with Iamblichus evidence (p. 64 above), and with the beginning
of Galen’s Protrepticus (1-4). Rashed finds that the Protrepticus was also exploited in his (lost)
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (evidence in Simplicius and in a later Arabo-Hebrew text); and he
feels that his Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics would reveal more about Protrepticus if carefully
scrutinized. In our opinion, the suggestion about the Post. An. commentary is an understatement, and
there are reasons to believe that Alexander is familiar with and making some use of the lost dialogue in
many passages in the preliminary remarks to this commentary, not just in 8 lines on page 5.
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Evidence in collections of proverbs

The topic of proverbs appears to have played a prominent role in the early part of the work, not only “no
knife for a child,” but also “satisfaction begets insolence, and ignorance and power beget madness” and the
expression “dog in a manger”, all of which occur in the early speech of ‘Isocrates’ (pp. 6-7 above). The
status of proverbs was an issue between Isocrates and Aristotle; Isocrates evidently felt it was sufficient to
list a good batch of good ones, as he did in his protreptic work To Demonicus. Isocrates’s student Cephiso-
dorus attacked Aristotle for making the collection of proverbs not worth while, which would be explained
if in the lost dialogue Aristotle insisted on his practice of integrating proverbs with other sources of infor-
mation and insight, to tease out their meaning by research. According to Synesius (p. 80 above), Aristotle
described proverbs as “relics, saved by their conciseness and cleverness when ancient philosophy perished
in the widespread destruction of mankind,” a description that may have occurred in the lost work.

Iamblichus, Protrepticus, ch. II. In the second chapter of his Protrepticus, lamblichus lists at least 16 proverbs,
though accidental damage to the text has obscured 2 of them and there may have been more. The sixth and
seventh proverbs were present in the lost work, expressed in the voice of ‘Isocrates’, so this question arises:
what about the other ones? To judge from their style and orientation, the first 7 would be appropriate in the
voice of ‘Isocrates’, the next 3-7 would be appropriate in the voice of ‘Heraclides’, and the last 2-6 would be
appropriate in the voice of “Aristotle’. One attractive hypothesis is that lamblichus felt he could supply the
whole of a short chapter of proverbs from his main source, Aristotle’s Protrepticus.

Since we live with the soul, it must be said that it's by the virtue of it that we live well, since, as we
see with the eyes, it’s by their virtue that we see well. [19]

Do not think of gold as touched by rust, or of virtue as touched by shame. [20]

Be impelled to virtue as to an inviolable sanctuary, so that we won’t be handed over to any ignoble
outrage of the soul. [9.213]

Feel secure in virtue like a chaste wife, but trust in luck like a fickle girlfriend. [4]

One must suppose that virtue with poverty is better than wealth with vice, or eating scarce food with
health is better than overeating with sickness. [6]

Abundant possessions are much more harmful to one whose soul is in a bad condition than is
abundant food to one whose body is in a bad disposition. [8]

It is dangerous to give power to someone faulty, similar to giving a knife to someone insane. [10]

Just as fasting is better for a festering man than carrying on, so is dying better for a depraved man
than living. [11]

Enjoy the observations offered by wisdom to the greatest possible extent, as if they were ambrosia
and nectar; for the pleasure that comes from them is both undefiled and ... [14]

... the divine a great-souled man, and make <them>, if not eternal, then knowledgeable about things
that are eternal. [16]

If sensing well is to be wished for, so much more to be worked for is intelligence, for it exists in the
practical intellect in us as if it were a sort of sensing well; for the former prevents us sensing
badly in what we experience, and the latter prevents us reasoning badly in what we do. [10.1]

And we revere the god, in a way, when we prepare the intellect in us to be pure of every vice as if it
were a blemish. [3]

Adorn a temple with offerings and the soul with teachings. [4]

Before the great mysteries the little ones should be transmitted; likewise education before
philosophy. [6]

The fruits of the earth are annual, but philosophy contributes in every portion of the year. [8]

The one to whom the best land has fallen needs to take the most care of it; just so with a soul, so that
it might bear fruit worthy of its nature. [10]

In wisdom collections, numerous proverbs ascribed to Aristotle hold out the possibility of having been
drawn from the lost work, and one of them certainly was: “satisfaction begets insolence” (#85 Searby). This
protreptic life-affirming metaphor (#58): is appropriate to the voice of Aristotle: “those who are uneducated
walk around among the living like corpses.” But this sentiment is appropriate to the voice of “Heraclides’:
“What is a human being? A paradigm of weakness, a captive of opportunity, a plaything of Fortune, an
icon of deterioration, a balance-beam between resentment and misfortune; and the rest is phlegm and bile”
(#52). See D. M. Searby, Aristotle in the Greek Gnomological Tradition (Uppsala 1998).
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Rejected evidence

For the sake of completeness, we list here all the evidence that has been erroneously or very
dubiously attributed to the lost dialogue. Most of these were collected in Ross’s edition as
fragments 10a, 18, 19, and 20 of Protrepticus, and fr. 14 of On Philosophy. Our reason in each case
for rejecting the items of evidence below is that we see no solid connection between the ideas in
the evidence and those in the core evidence of the Protrepticus, presented above (pp. 1-60).

Cicero, Hortensius (a lost dialogue) and De Natura Deorum II. Tacitus mentions (Dialogue on Orators 16.7)
that Cicero, in his lost dialogue Hortensius, had commented on the ‘Great Year’, a long astronomical
cycle; and Cicero also alludes to this in De Natura Deorum (I1.20.51-52). Cicero does not associate this
concept with Aristotle, but Censorinus, perhaps relying on Cicero, does mention Aristotle’s name,
saying that it should have been named the ‘Greatest Year’ (De die natali 18.11). These passages were
collected as Protrepticus fr. 19 (Ross).

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations V. At four points in Book V, Cicero disapproves of Theophrastus’ denial of the
thesis that virtue is sufficient for success, contrasting him with Aristotle, who held that it was (V.5.12,
10.30, 13.39, 30.87). These passages were collected as Protrepticus fr. 18 (Ross).

Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.3.94. From this we learn that Aristotle reported about a creature that lived
for one day only, probably a may-fly, found near a river called Hypanis that flows into the Black Sea.
This passage was collected as part of Protrepticus fr. 10a (Ross).

Seneca, On the Shortness of Life 1.2. Seneca reproves Aristotle for complaining that the lifespan of humans,
who are “born to so many and such great achievements,” is shorter than that of certain irrational
creatures. This passage was collected as part of Protrepticus fr. 10a (Ross).

Tertullian, De Anima 46. While attacking the idea of divination by dreams, Tertullian finds the idea that
Saturn could have been the first to dream a ridiculous one; “he could be this only if he was the first
to live. Aristotle, pardon my laughter!” The sarcasm of Tertullian is hard to interpret, and we see no
reason to believe that it sheds any light on this lost work; in Book III of his On Philosophy, Aristotle
speculated about the mode of activity and inactivity of the living beings that inhabit the celestial
regions, and this seems a more likely source of Tertullian’s comment. This passage was collected as
Protrepticus fr. 20 (Ross).

Plutarch, On Tranquillity, ch. 20. In the central portion of this final chapter of Plutarch’s work, we find a
vivid exploitation of the ‘spectacle of the world” motif (on this motif, see p. 50). This was collected as
fr. 14 (Ross) of Aristotle’s dialogue On Philosophy, but then E. Bignone proposed to re-attribute it to
Aristotle’s Protrepticus, on the basis of the prominence of the motif in this work and its apparent
absence in On Philosophy. We temporarily accepted this attribution, but later came to the conclusion
that a more convincing attribution can be made if we consider the whole chapter as a citation by
Plutarch. Since the beginning of the chapter approves of Diogenes of Sinope, a contemporary Cynic
philosopher of whom Aristotle did not approve, it cannot be attributed to Aristotle at all; since the
end of the chapter stresses the value to emotional regulation of the spectator’s detached attitude, it is
more likely to be the work of a middle Stoic philosopher, a fragment from a later Protrepticus, either
by Panaetius of Rhodes or by Posidonius of Apamea.

P.Vindob.G.26008, fr. Al, col. II, lines 5-32. A remark mentioning the poet Timotheus and exploring the
idea of correctness and error in poetical representation has been attributed since the 19 c. to
Aristotle’s lost dialogue On the Poets. In 1992, G. Most suggested that it could be re-attributed to the
Protrepticus, where it could find a place relative to the material cited by Iamblichus in ch. X of his
Protrepticus. This hypothesis is not to be ruled out, but we believe that the more likely attribution is
the traditional one, to Aristotle’s On the Poets. See above, p. 63, for references and a fuller discussion.
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Notes and feedback

Please send any and all corrections, suggestions, and other feedback to us at www.protrepticus.info
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Concordances to superseded editions of Aristotle’s Protrepticus

Avristotelis Fragmenta Selecta, ed. W. D. Ross
(Oxford 1955)
(evidence on Protrepticus on pp. 26-56)

<core evidence for a reconstructed Protrepticus>
Fr.1  address to Themison -- pp.2-3

Fr.2  reports of an argument -- pp. 4-5

Fr.3  P.Oxy.666 fragment -- pp. 6-7

Fr.5 DCMS xxvi, 79.5-80.1 -- p. 17
Fr.5 DCMS xxvi, 80.1-81.4 -- pp. 18-19
Fr.5 Protrepticus VI, 37.22-39.8, +

DCMS xxvi, 81.7-24 -- pp. 20-21
Fr.5 Protrepticus VI, 39.9-40.11, +

DCMS xxvi, 81.24-82.11 -- pp. 22-23
Fr.5 DCMS xxvi, 82.14-83.5, +

Protrepticus V1, 40.12-41.5 -- pp. 24-27

Fr.6  Protrepticus VII, 41.7-24 -- p. 33

Fr.6  Protrepticus VII, 41.24-43.5 -- pp. 34-35
Fr.6  Protrepticus VII, 43.5-25 -- p. 36

Fr.7  Protrepticus VII, 43.27-45.3 -- pp. 37-38
Fr.8  DCMS xxvi, 83.6-22 -- pp. 24-27

Fr.9  Protrepticus VIII, 45.6-25 -- p. 39

Fr.9  Protrepticus VIII, 45.25-46.18 --- p. 40
Fr.9  Protrepticus VIII, 46.22-47.4 -- p. 41

Fr.10a Protrepticus VIII, 47.6-21 -- pp. 42-43
Fr.10b Protrepticus VIII, 47.21-48.9 -- pp. 42-43
Fr. 10c Protrepticus VIII, 48.9-21 -- pp. 42-43
Fr.11 Protrepticus IX, 49.3-25 -- pp. 44-45
Fr.11 Protrepticus IX, 49.26-51.6 -- pp. 46-47
Fr.11 Protrepticus IX, 51.6-52.16 -- pp. 48-49
Fr.12  Protrepticus IX, 52.16-54.5 -- pp. 50-51
Fr.13  Protrepticus X, 54.12-55.3 -- p. 52
Fr.13  Protrepticus X, 55.7-56.2 -- p. 53

Fr.13  Protrepticus X, 56.4-12 -- p. 54

Fr.14 Protrepticus X1, 56.15-57.6 -- p. 55
Fr.14 Protrepticus XI, 57.6-58.10 -- pp. 56-57
Fr.14 Protrepticus XI, 58.17-59.13 -- pp. 58-59
Fr.15 Protrepticus XII, 59.24-60.10 -- p. 60

<peripheral evidence, not in sequence>
Fr.4  Protrepticus VI, 37.3-22 -- p. 65

<possible further evidence of Protrepticus>
Fr.16 reports on Sardanapallus -- pp. 78-79
Fr.17 evidence in Chalcidius, in Tim. -- p. 80

<evidence rejected by us, as not from Protrepticus>
Fr.18 evidence in Cicero, Tusculans V. -- p. 82
Fr.19 reports on the ‘Great Year’ -- p. 82

Fr.20 a witticism in Tertullian, in de An. -- p. 82

Aristotle’s Protrepticus: an attempt at
reconstruction, ed. I. Diiring (G6teborg 1961)
(Diiring B fragments, on pp. 46-93)

<core evidence for a reconsructed Protrepticus>
B1 address to Themison -- pp. 2-3

B2-5  P.Oxy.666 fragment -- pp. 6-7

B6 reports of an argument -- pp. 4-5

B10-12 Protrepticus IX, 49.3-25 -- pp. 44-45
B13-16 Protrepticus IX, 49.26-51.6 -- pp. 46-47
B17 Protrepticus IX, 51.16-52.5 -- pp. 48-49
B18-19 Protrepticus IX, 51.6-51.15 -- pp. 48-49
B20-21 Protrepticus IX, 52.6-16 -- pp. 48-49

B31-36 Protrepticus VI, 37.22-39.8 -- pp. 20-21
B37-40 Protrepticus VI, 39.9-40.1 -- pp. 22-23
B41 Protrepticus VII, 41.6-15 -- p. 33
B42-45 Protrepticus IX, 52.16-54.5 -- pp. 48-49
B46-47 Protrepticus X, 54.5-55.3 -- p. 52
B48-50 Protrepticus X, 55.7-56.2 -- p. 53

B51 Protrepticus X, 56.4-12 -- p.54

B52 DMCS xxvi, 79.15-80.1 — p. 17

B53 Protrepticus VI, 40.1-11 -- pp. 22-23
B54-57 Protrepticus VI, 40.12-41.5 -- pp. 24-27
B59-60 Protrepticus VII, 41.15-22 -- p. 33
B61-67 Protrepticus VII, 41.22-43.5 -- pp. 34-35
B68-70 Protrepticus VII, 43.5-25 -- p. 36

B71 Protrepticus VII, 43.27-44.9 -- pp. 37-38

B74-77 Protrepticus VII, 44.9-26 -- pp. 37-38
B78-80 Protrepticus X1, 56.15-57.6 -- p. 55
B81-86 Protrepticus XI, 57.7-58.17 -- pp. 56-57
B87-92 Protrepticus XI, 58.17-59.13 -- pp. 58-59
B93-96 Protrepticus XII, 59.19-60.10 -- p. 60
B97-100 Protrepticus VIII, 45.4-25 -- p. 39
B101-102 Protrepticus VIII, 45.25-46.18 -- p. 40
B103 Protrepticus VIII, 46.22-47.4 -- p. 41
B104-110 Protrepticus VIII, 47.5-48.21 -- pp. 42-43

<peripheral evidence, not in sequence>
B7-9  Protrepticus VI, 37.3-22 -- p. 65
B28 Protrepticus V, 35.14-18 -- p. 64
B29-30 Protrepticus V, 36.7-20 -- p. 64

<evidence rejected by us, as not from Protrepticus>
B22-27 Protrepticus V, 34.5-35.14 (Iamblichus)
B58 (no ancient witness adduced by Diiring)
B72 Protrepticus VII, 43.25-27 (Iamblichus)
B73 Protrepticus VII, 44.26-45.3 (lamblichus)



