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INTRODUCTION

The Aristotelian Corpus includes a work entitled ‘Pert pneumatos’, usu-
ally cited by its Latin title ‘De spinitu’. References to this text are rare
in the modern era. Aristotle’s authorship has been almost generally
denied since the 15th century.! The only exception to prove the rule
is P Gohlke.?

The Greek text of the work, fourteen pages in all, leaves much to
be desired. But the subject announced in the opening sentence may
arouse the reader’s curiosity. We read there: “The innate pneuma, how
does it maintain itself and grow?”

The ‘innate preuma™ is a central subject in Aristotle’s biological works.
For living creatures this substance is often presented as being crucial
to the quality of their life, perception, mental activity, and physiologi-
cal vigour. According to a famous text in De generatione amimalum 11 3,
736b30-737al, pneuma 1s already present in semen and is an analogue
of the astral element, which is responsible for the fertility and hfe-
generating power of semen. It seems natural to assume that there is

' Cf. J. Tricot (1951) v and ix; A. Roselli (1992) 17 (see n. 3 below).

2 P. Gohlke, Die Entstehung der Aristotelische Prinzipienlehre (Tiibingen 1949) 88; id.
Aristoteles, Kleine Schrifien zur Seelenkunde (Paderborn 1947) 18 and 196. Gohlke does see
the work as uncompleted, a sketch, from Aristotle’s final phase (21).

3 Spir. 1, 481al: Tig 7 10D éuebrov nvedparog Siapovi xai tig f adénog; Cf. Moty
anim. 10, 703a10; Juv. 6, 470a22 f.; Resp. 5, 472b7. For Spir. see Aristotelis De amimalivm
motione et De animalium Incessu; Pseudo-Aristotelis de Spinitu libellus, ed. V.G. Jaeger (Leipzig
1913); The Works of Aristotle, transl. into English under the editorship of W.D. Ross,
vol. IIT (Oxford 1931) De spiritu by ]J.F. Dobson (first edition 1914); Aristotle, On the soul;
Parva naturalia; On breath with an English transl. by W.S. Hett (London 1936); Aristoteles,
Kleine Schrifien zur Seelenkunde, ibers. von P. Gohlke (Paderborn 1947, repr. 1953); Aristote,
Parva naturalia suivis du Traité Ps.-aristotélicien De spiritu, trad. nouvelle et notes par
J. Tricot (Paris 1951); The Complete Works of Aristotle. The Revised Oxford Translation ed.
by J. Barnes (Princeton 1984) vol. 1 (As regards Spir. this edition is almost identical
to Dobson’s 1914 edition); [Aristotele] De spiritu a cura di A. Roselli (Pisa 1992), with a
revised Greek text based on a collation of additional manuscripts and with a critcal
apparatus, translation and commentary.

* ‘Innate’ should not be mistaken to mean ‘present from birth’. Spir. 5, 483al3 notes
that though respiration starts at birth, nutrition and growth occur before birth, owing
to pneuna or vital heat. Pneuma is best left untranslated. If we must choose an English
equivalent, ‘vital’ or ‘life-bearing spirit’ is better than ‘vital breath’, because the latter
term suggests a connection with respiration. For the translation of the title we opted
for ‘Life-Bearing Spirit’.



2 DE SPIRITU

more pneuma in a fully grown living creature than in the semen through
which the creature was formed (or in the menstrual blood fertilized by
it). The obvious question then is: what maintains pneuma and how does
the volume of pnreuma increase?

A generally acknowledged work by Aristotle also seems to have
underlined the interest of this theme. De motu animalium, in a section
which emphasizes the importance of preuma in living creatures, contains
the following remark: ‘How this innate pneuma is preserved has been set
out elsewhere.” The question is whether this refers to any particular
part of the Corpus.

Another intriguing feature of the De spiritu text is that it seems to say
that pneuma ‘is connected with the soul’.? But the author also says that
it ‘is the vehicle of the soul in a primary sense’.” These are remarkable
statements which compel us to ask: how does the position of De spintu
relate to Aristotle’s generally recognized doctrine of soul? In passing
the author also suggests that the innate preuma is ‘the primary mov-
ing cause’.® His argument against the position that preuma increases
through the process of respiration is completely in line with Anistotle’s
method. He contends that there are also living creatures which do not

> Motu amim. 10, 703a10: 1i¢ pév odv | cwnpic 100 GLUEHTOL TVedpaTog, eipnTat
év ahhowc. E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung, Zweiter
Teil, Zweite Abteilung, ‘Aristoteles und die alten Penpatetiker’ (Leipzig 4th ed. 1921;
repr. Hildesheim 1965) II 96 n. and 937-38 had denied De motu animalium to Aristotle
on account of this ‘reference to De spirit’. The passage is usually regarded as an aside
and put between brackets. In Jaeger’s view the reference forms an intcrruption and
seems to duplicate 703a16: ‘Whether the [meuma is always the same or is aJways chang-
mg must be dlscussed elsewhere’ (nétepov pév odv 1adTév 611 10 Tvedua &el fj yiveton
el Eepov, Eotw BAhog Adyog) (art. 1913; repr. 1960, p. 76). Cf. E.S. Forster (1937)
472; M.C. Nussbaum, Aristotle’s De motu animalium. Tcxt with translation, comm. and
interpretive essays (Princeton 1978; repr. 1985) 375. In De somno 2, 45628 Anstotle
remarked: ‘Nature has supplied both breathing and the power of cooling by moisture
with a view to the conservation of the heat in that part. This will later be discussed
separately’ (10 avanvelv 1€ kol 1@ Vyp® xotaydyesBal npdc ve thy compiav 10D év
7001 popie Beppod i edoIg meRdpixev- pnBnoeton B¢ mepi adTiig botepov kol abthv).
W.D. Ross, Aristotle, Parva naturalia. A revised text with introd. and comm. (Oxford
1955) 260 connects this with Juv. 14 and 19. Cf. also Resp. 6, 470a20: ‘The assistance
which plants get through food and the surrounding air is sufficient for the preservation
of their natural heat’ (‘tofg uév QUTOig 1| S10 Tpopiig Kol 1oV TEPLEXOVTOG rkavy Yiveton
BonBeia mpodg v 10D PuoIKOD Gepuou cwmpiav).

® Spir. 1, 481al6: xaBopdrepov yap O Th woxdi cmpqmeg Cf. also 9, 485b13: “Therefore
it is not incorrect to identify it with them’ (Si6mep o0 kaxdg €ig TadTOV), referring to
the unity of the soul and preuma as its instrument.

7 Sprr. 5, 483b10: TO npdTov Sexticov yoxiig. Cf. also 3, 482b23

8 Sprr. 2 481b17: 10 mpdtov kwvobv. Cf. 8, 485a7: O nvedua 0 KIvnTIKdV.
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breathe (but which do possess pneuma).® Also, 5, 483b24 seems to refer
to the Anatomies, a source which Aristotle often cites in his biological
works.'® Such references are found only in Aristotle’s work."' But in 3,
482b8 the author also says: “Therefore we must, as we said, look at
respiration, the purpose for which it takes place and for which parts
and how.” The words ‘as we said’ may well refer back to De respiratione
3, 471b26-29.

2. What was known about De spiritu in Antiquity?

The title of a work ‘On pneuma’ is absent in the Greek lists of Aristotle’s
writings'? but it is mentioned in the Arabic catalogue of Ptolemy el-
Garib. Some modern authors believe that Galen and Pliny may have
referred to De spintu."

® Spir. 2, 482a8; 482222,

10 Cf. W.D. Ross, Parva naturalia (1955) 264: ‘References in A. to dvatopai are
frequent. Sometimes the reference is to actual dissections (De Juv. 474b9; 478a27; De
Part. 677a9; De Gen. An. 746222, 764235, 771b32, 7792a8); in other cases the reference
is to the record of dissections in a work now lost (e.g..... Hist. Amim. 4972a32; cf. ibid.
525a9, 566a15, De Gen. An. 746al15).” See also n. 11 below.

' Curiously, this passage represents the position of others, so that it seems in Sprr.
that Aristotle’s opponents are citing material from the Anatomies. For W. Jaeger, ‘Das
Preuma im Lykeion’, Hermes 48 (1913) 29-74; reprinted in id. Scripta minora (Roma
1960) 57102, repr. p. 62, it is unthinkable that a later pupil of Aristotle would refer
to the Metaphysics, as in Motu anim. 1, 698a7, but he makes light of the idea that such a
‘handbook’ would have been cited by a later author. Note, however, that 5, 483b22-23
says that the artéria contains moisture. This seems to imply that a corpse has been
observed. If it is then said that ‘éx t@v &vatopdv is clear’, we could specifically relate
this to the dissection of corpses.

"2 W. Jaeger (art. 1913; repr. 1960) 77 observes that De motu animalium occurs in
Hesychius (no. 156) and Prolemy (no. 41), but Sgir. does not. However, as A. Roselli
(1992) 13 n. 1 indicated, a De spiritu in three books is mentioned in the Arabic cata-
logue ascribed to Ptolemy el-Garib, no. 24 in the numbering according to the new
Arabic manuscript found in Istanbul and presented in C. Hein, Definition und Einteilung
der Philosophie. Von der spatantiken Einleitungsliteratur zur arabischen Enzyklopidie (Frankfurt
am Main/Bern/New York 1985) 388—439. P. Moraux, Les listes anciennes des ouvrages
d’Aristote (Louvain 1951) 294 notes of Spir.: ‘L’ouvrage (en un seul livre) est bien issu
de Iécole péripatéticienne, mais il est siirement postaristotélicien. L’auteur fait montre
de connaissances d’ordre anatomique et médical qui permettent de le situer vers le
milieu du 3¢ si¢cle avant J.-C.” See also p. 300.

3 Cf. Galen, D¢ simpl. med. temp. et fac. V 9 (XI 730,16 ff., ed. G.C. Kiihn): ‘But we
must recognize that the vital heat is meant, which we also call pneuma in all animals.
Aristotle has written about this’ (§AX’ Tiudg xph - - . yryvoxew Eugutov eipficBon Bepuov,
Snep kal nvedpo éxdote 1@v {dov dvopdlopev, vrtp 00 xal Apiototéhng Eypayev),
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3. What has been said about De spiritu in the modern era?

In his well-known 1913 article W. Jaeger also discusses De spiritu.'* But
first he outlines Aristotle’s doctrine of pneuma, which he believes to be
the earliest identifiable representative of the doctrine of an innate pneuma
(p. 71): ‘Alle Lebewesen besitzen angeborenes Pneuma, in ihm wurzelt
ihre Lebenskraft’ (p. 74). This also applies to De motu animalium.

Briefly summarizing the contents of De spinitu, he stresses how inco-
herent its composition is. The opening question of De spiritu—how
does the innate pneuma maintain itself and grow?—is dealt with rather
tentatively in the first two chapters (p. 86). The author then goes on to
discuss various issues regarding respiration and the functions of blood.
Everything Jaeger considers dissatisfactory here is seen to result from
an abridgement of a more extensive discussion. This abridgement was
carried out by a person with little talent and expertise (p. 89). Jaeger is
nevertheless prepared to assume some coherence for chapters 1 through
8. In his view, however, chapter 9 is a later addition by a Stoic with an
interest in the Peripatetic theory of the innate pneuma.'

In arguing against the work’s authenticity, Jaeger follows V. Rose,
whom he greatly admires.'® In his accepted writings Aristotle shows
knowledge of two kinds of blood, but only of one kind of blood ves-
sel (phlebes). And the Greek word artéria means ‘windpipe’ in Aristotle.
According to Jaeger, however, De spiritu distinguishes ‘veins’ ( phlebes) and
arténai to designate the system of veins and arteries.'’” Jaeger believes

and Pliny, Nat. hist. XI 220, which looks like a quotation of Spir. 6, 484a35. Cf.
A. Roselli 13.

'* 'W. Jaeger, ‘Das Pneuma im Lykeion’, (1913; repr. 1960) esp. 86-100. At the same
time Jaeger published a text edition of De motu amimalium, De progressu animalium, and
De spinitu in the Bibliotheca Teubneriana. The article provides the reasons why Jaeger
considers the authenticity of De motu animalium, which had been denied since V. Rose,
De Aristotelis librorum ordine et auctoritate (Berlin 1854) 163, to be absolutely unassailable,
but also why De spiritu is clearly non-Aristotelian. O. Regenbogen, ‘Theophrastos’,
in P.W.-RE. supplem. vol. VII (Stuttgart 1940) 1354—1562, cols. 1545-1546 agrees
with Jaeger.

> 'W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 98—100. On that chapter, see earlier E. Neustadt, Hernes 44
(1909) 60-69. Jaeger’s chief objection to chapter. 9 is that it assigns such an important
role to fire. But the author of Spir. 9, 485b9 says quite explicitly that the generation
of living entities is not a matter of fire or pneuma (in itself), but of the soul which uses
fire as its instrument. The theory of Anim. 1I 4, 416a9-18 is not fundamentally differ-
ent. The fact that the Stoa also talked about a ‘creative fire’ (Texvikdv ndp) is entirely
irrelevant as an argument against the work’s authenticity.

16 V. Rose, De Arnistotelis librorum ordine et auctoritate (Berolini 1854) 163 ff.

17 W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 89. J. Tricot (Paris 1951) v, regards this argument as
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that it depends here on the anatomist Praxagoras of Cos, who devel-
oped this notion at the same time as Aristotle or slightly later (p. 89).
But this dependence must have been mediated by Praxagoras’ pupil
Erasistratus, who (unlike Praxagoras) was also a Peripatetic.'®

FE Dobson (1914)

The Waorks of Aristotle Translated into English, vol. 111 (Oxford 1931) includes
the translation of De spiritu which J.F. Dobson published in 1914. In the
Preface the author notes: “This treatise has been rejected as spurious by
practically all editors, one of the chief reasons being the confusion of the
senses assigned to artéria. It is sometimes ascribed to Theophrastus. Its
author had certainly studied the Aristotelian Corpus, and analogies may
be traced to the de Respiratione and some of the zoological treatises.’

The translation used Jaeger’s 1913 edition of the Greek text. Despite
its countless defects, it was included without any changes in The complete
works of Anstotle (1984).

W.S. Hett (1936)

W.S. Hett (1936) 484-485 calls Spir ‘obviously un-Aristotelian’. He
observes ‘a general lack of coherence in the thought’. The work’s central
notions, pneuma and artéria, are left clouded in obscurity.

Also, the Greek text (which Hett adds in his edition) is uncertain in
many places, often making a satisfactory interpretation impossible.

P Gohlke (1947)

P. Gohlke, always a stalwart defender of the texts attributed to Aristo-
tle, must concede in the Introduction to his translation (1947) 18-21
‘dass man wirklich an ihrer Echtheit zweifeln konnte.” (18) The work
is clearly incomplete and little more than a compendium of notes. Yet

unsound: T'auteur, quel qu’il soit, entend par artéres, non pas les vaisscaux sanguins,
mais des ramifications respiratoires, ce qui enléve toute portée a cette prétendue dis-
tinction’. Cf. also 176 n. 4; 181 n. 2.

'8 'W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 90. Cf. C.R.S. Harris, The Heart and the Vascular System in
Ancient Greek Medicine (Oxford 1973) 97 . For Harris’s assessment of Spir., see also pp.
164 and 175-176 n. 1.
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Gohlke maintains ‘dass Aristoteles selber die Schrift in ihrem jetzigen
Zustande hinterlassen hat.” (18)

The work’s theme, the ‘Lebensluft’, disappears from view in the
last section (19). But the theme does belong to the philosopher’s last
phase (20).

Gohlke sees the work’s statements on arténai as a new insight into the
difference between arteries and veins as we recognize it today (20).

The author proposes corrections to the Greek text in twelve places.
His own translation of the Greek text needs to be corrected in even
more places.

F Tricot (1951)

De spinitu was first published in French in this translation of the Parva
naturahia and De spintu. Tricot assigns the work to the oeuvre of the
physician Erasistratus of Ceos and dates it to c. 250 BCE (p. v).

Importantly, Tricot notes that the use of the term artéra in the work
does not indicate the author’s familiarity with the distinction between
the venous and the arterial systems, as Jaeger and others had claimed."
In De spintu, says Tricot, arténai are not blood vessels but branches of
the windpipe. De spiritu has no knowledge of the distinction between
veins and arteries in the vascular system (pp. v; 176, n. 4).

Tricot did not use the translations by W.S. Hett (1936) and P. Gohlke
(1947).

A. Kenny (1976)

In 1976 A. Kenny published an article “The stylometric study of the
Aristotelian writings’, in which he describes the results of three tests
on the language of the treatises in the Corpus Aristotelicum. The
article was republished in Essays on the Aristotelian tradition (Oxford 2001)
127-149. On p. 147 Kenny shows in Table 10.6 that De spiritu emerges
from all three tests as a genuine Aristotelian work, though the consensus
of the authorities selected by Kenny described the work as inauthentic.
Kenny notes on p. 146 that the arguments against the authenticity of

19 Likewise P. Siwek s.j., Aristotelis Parva naturalia (Romae 1963) 353 in n. 144 on Resp.
He remarks there: ‘Whoever the author may be, it is certain that he was thoroughly
familiar with the Peripatetic sciences and astutely elaborated and rounded off many
matters only hinted at in De respiratione.’
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De spiritu do not appear to him to be decisive. Earlier he had usefully
applied stylometry in his book The Anistotelian Ethics. A Study of the Rela-
tionship between the Eudemian and the Nicomachean Ethics of Anstotle (Oxford
1978), concluding that the common books of the Ethica Fudemia and
the Nicomachean Ethics should be assigned to the former work.

M.C. Nussbaum (1978)

In her valuable edition with commentary of De motu amimalium® M.C.
Nussbaum also makes some remarks on De spinitu. She notes that ‘[V]
Rose denied that the M4 could be connected with the obviously inferior
De Sprritu....” ‘And in general we have every reason to dissociate this care-
ful and interesting treatise [AZ4] from the messy later work.” (p. 7)

In her commentary on M4 10, 703a10-11 she notes: “The De Spiritu
is a confused and inferior late work that does not even profess to be by
Aristotle and acknowledges its late date by references to the theories
of Aristogenes of Knidos, who wrote around the middle of the third
century B.C.” (p. 375).

The Revised Oxford Translation (1984)

This new edition of the Complete Works of Aristotle assigns two asterisks
to De spiritu, explaining: ‘a pair of asterisks indicates that its spurious-
ness has never been seriously contested.” (p. XIII)

The translation by J.E. Dobson has been integrally adopted, including
mistakes like those in 2, 482a9; 482b6-7; 3, 482b6; 5, 483b31; 484a7
and the gross error in 8, 485a22. However, the footnotes omit some
of Dobson’s comments.

JE. Annas (1992)

In her book Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind (Berkeley/Los Angeles/Oxford
1992) J.E. Annas supports M.C. Nussbaum in her assessment of De
spinitu as ‘a dismal little work’... clearly written in the later Lyceum,
since the author knows of Erasistratus’ discoveries’ (27). On account
of this incorrect appraisal she notes on p. 17: ‘What is most striking

® Aristotle’s De motu animalium. Text with translation, comm. and interpretive essays
by M.C. Nussbaum (Princeton 1978; repr. 1985).
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about Hellenistic medical theory, by contrast with Aristotle’s work, 1s
the prominence it gives to the notion of pneuma...’. Though she believes
that Aristotle gave the initial impetus for this, Aristotle has no overall
coherent view of the biological role of pneuma; perhaps he would have
developed one if he had lived longer.” (20)

A. Roselli (1992)

A. Roselli published a new edition of the Greek text with translation
and commentary of De spiritu in 1992.%! She follows W. Jaeger in con-
cluding that it is a rather early Peripatetic text, but believes that it uses
insights developed by the well-known Hellenistic scholar Erasistratus,
though his name is not mentioned.” The physician Aristogenes, who
is mentioned and discussed in De spiritu,” is said to have been writing
around the middle of the third century BCE.*

According to Roselli, De spiritu owes its name to the work’s first two
chapters. But the author fails to develop his own position in these. The
next two chapters deal with subjects that do have a certain connection
with the theme of pneuma. Chapters 5 and 6 are the least comprehen-
sible. They reproduce abstracts of texts by others. They are followed
by chapters on the bones (chap. 7) of living creatures and on locomo-
tion (chap. 8). The final chapter talks about the role of vital heat in
all that lives.

According to Roselli, then, the entire work is fragmentary and fails
to tell us anything about the author’s own views (p. 5). For this reason
she has given up on the idea of finding a coherent series of positions in
the work (p. 6). Roselli finds it more useful to compare the treatise with
the medical text of the Anonymus Londinensis and with the Hippocratic
Corpus and the work of later medical authors like Galen.

Roselli notes an ambivalent use of the term artéria in the work,
sometimes linking up with the older anatomical tradition, sometimes
following the newer (p. 10).

' See R. Sharples’s review in Classical Review 43 (1993) 254-255.

2 A Roselli (1992) 18 and 10.

2 Spir. 2, 481228 f.

* Cf. W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 91 and 101; A. Roselli (1992) 76-78. A man by this
name who came from Cnidos was supposedly a pupil of the physician Chrysippus,
who was also Erasistratus’ teacher.
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Likewise the term neuron sometimes occurs in the early sense of ‘sinew’
and sometimes in the newer, Alexandrian sense of ‘nerve’ (p. 11).

Remarkably, Roselli rejects the view of E. Neustadt (1909) and
W. Jaeger (1913) that the final chapter 1s much later than the rest and
moves outside the Peripatetic tradition (p. 12).

According to Roselli, the work is important because it allows us
to reconstruct some of the discussions following from the anatomical
discoveries by Alexandrian physicians (p. 12).

Roselli did not use P. Gohlke’s German translation (1947).

4. Crnitical evaluation of the modern debate

It is astonishing how confidently Jaeger spoke in his 1913 article and
how since then every student of De spiritu has followed 1n his footsteps,
while on the other hand many other scholars have neglected the work,
because they accepted Jaeger’s authority without question. Jaeger is
convinced that Aristotle is not the author of De spiritu. Virtually the
only arguments he adduces are those which support this position. But
we should look at the other side of the picture as well: if the work is
later than Arnistotle’s time, which facets of the work can be seen to sit
uncomfortably with this date?

Thus the work mentions an Aristogenes who defended a theory of
pneuma that is rejected by the author of De spinitu. Aristogenes’ position
seems to have been that respiration increases the volume of the innate
preuma during the growth of an individual. Each of the arguments
marshalled against this view in De spinfu can be found in Aristotle’s
recognized work. Another view attributed to the opponents is that fishes
have a respiratory system.? As in Aristotle’s generally recognized works,
the author of De spiritu argues that water does not contain air.

The question urges itself: isn’t the theory attributed to Aristogenes
rather naive and simplistic and could it have been defended a hundred
years after Aristotle’s death? First of all we need to examine whether
the theory which Aristotle disputes in De respiratione 6 is the same as
that of ‘Aristogenes’ in De spiritu 2. De respiratione 6 dismisses a theory
which holds that respiration serves to ‘feed’ the ‘internal fire’ of a

% Spir. 5, 483b34. It would be interesting to point out examples of such a position
from the time around 250 BCE.
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living creature, in the sense that the inhaled air provides fuel for the
vital heat. Jaeger was convinced that the ‘Aristogenes’ of De spiritu came
from Cnidos and lived in the time of Erasistratus and King Antigonus
Gonatas, whose physician he was.?® But there is no indication of this
in the work itself. There was probably more than one Aristogenes.”’
And it is doubtful whether an opponent criticizing an Aristogenes who
lived a hundred years after Aristotle could have awarded the special
kind of mediatory role to preuma as ‘Seelenorgan™® which preuma pos-
sesses in De spiritu.

Modern authors who date De spiritu after Aristotle’s death should also
explain why this text, like the Parva naturalia, mainly conducts a debate
on theories like those of Empedocles (who is mentioned three times)
and Democritus, whereas (apart from the name ‘Aristogenes’) it fails to
mention (contemporaries of) Praxagoras or Erasistratus.

Rose and Jaeger are doubtless right when they point to a difference
in terminology between most of Aristotle’s biological works and De
spiritu, particularly in regard to the term artéria. In the work this term
sometimes seems to denote an air passage and sometimes a blood ves-
sel. But it is unclear what consequences should be attached to this. We
know that the distinction between two parts of the vascular system was
familiar to Aristotle in De generatione amimatium.*® But there is no indica-
tion that he connected this with a distinction between oxygen-rich and
oxygen-poor blood.

Jaeger also regards Erasistratus as the source of De spiritu, because he
believes that the work no longer assigns a role to the soul: nature has

% W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 91.

” M. Wellmann, ‘Aristogenes’, P.W.-R.E. 1I 1 (Stuttgart 1895) cols. 932-933 men-
tions four more people with the same name. And, of course, the claim that the work
cannot be Aristotelian because the name of Aristogenes occurs in it is just as strong
as the claim that the Aristogenes in question must have lived before 322 because he
is mentoned in a work by Aristotle.

% Cf. W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 83-84: after Aristotle ‘bricht die kunstvolle Synthese
des Aristoteles notwendig einmal wieder auseinander’.

® A. Roselli (1992) 76 notes: ‘la menzione di Aristogene fornisce I'unico elemento
esplicito per la datazione di Spir.’

* P. Siwek sj. (1963) 353 wrongly states that Aristotle was unfamiliar with this
distinction. Cf. Gener. anim. 11 4, 738a11: ‘Higher up in the body the two blood-vessels,
the Great Blood-vessel and the Aorta branch out into many fine blood-vessels, which
terminate in the uterus’ (transl A.L. Peck) (cxilopévav EvwbBev 1@v &bo preBav, tiig
ueydAng kal g doptiig, moAAai kol Aentoi eAEPeg TeEAevT@OY Elg Tag Dotépac). AL,
Peck in Aristotle, Generation of animals, with an English translation {(London 1942) 180 n.
a comments here: ‘the vena cava and the whole venous system, and the aorta and the
whole arterial system’. See also 740a28.
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taken its place and a blind mechanism of pneuma-matter seems to be
posited.'jl We should note, though, that the author of this work, though
focusing on pneuma, most certainly knows that pneuma is only so important
because it is the primary vehicle and instrument of the soul!*

5. Vital heat as the soul’s multifunctional instrument in chapter 9

In view of the foregoing, it may be useful to look in somewhat more
detail at chapter 9, which concludes De spiritu. The author enters into
a debate there with those who refuse to attribute any productive activ-
ity to ‘fire’, but are willing only to award it one power: the power to
cut.®® A striking point here is that the author uses the term ‘to bring
about’, ‘to produce’. This term also featured in Aristotle’s criticism
of Plato’s theory of Ideas in Metaphysics A 9, where Anistotle blamed
Plato for distinguishing only between the Ideas and that which receives
the Ideas. According to Aristotle, ‘a productive factor’ was lacking in
Plato’s system.**

The term had also featured in De anima 11 4, where Aristotle states
that fire by itself cannot be ‘the productive principle’, but ‘fire-under-
the-soul’s-direction’ can.®

The author of De spiritu disputes the views he rejects by pointing out
that heat has very different effects on different substances: it can con-
dense and rarefy, dissolve and harden substances.*® Aristotle had men-
tioned the same vanation in effects of pneuma in De motu animalium 8.%

3 'W. Jaeger (repr. 1960) 96.

%2 Cf. Spir. 1, 481al7 and all of chap. 9.

3 Spir. 9, 485a28: ‘Our opponents who hold that it is not the vital heat which is the
efficient principle in bodies, or that fire has only one direction of movement and only
a power to cut, are wrong’ (Ot dvoupodvieg dg o0 10 Beppov 10 épyalduevov év tolg
oapacwy, fi St pio Tig popd kol Shvapig f TunTud) 100 TUPdG, 0O KaAdg Aéyovoy).
A. Roselli (1992) 123 notes that Arist. Cael. 11T 5, 304a12 and 8, 307a26 urges this
criticismn against Plato’s Tim. 56a.

* Metaph. A 9, 991a22: ‘What is the entity which produces while contemplating
the Ideas?’ (ti yap ot 10 épyaldpevov mpdg tag idéng &néPAenov;) Arnstotle repeat-
edly criticizes his teacher for the lack of a ‘third principle’; cf. Metaph. A 9, 991b3-5;
Gener. corr. 11 9, 335a30; 335b8. Ambrose, Hexaémeron I 1, 1 had therefore attributed
to Aristotle not only the principles of ‘species’ and ‘materia’ but also a third principle,
which he called ‘operatorium’.

B Anim. 11 4, 416a9-18. Cf. also fur. 4, 469b6-13.

% Spir. 9, 485a32: ‘some things it condenses, others it rarefies, others it dissolves, yet
others it hardens’ (t& pev moxvor, 1& 8¢ pavol, koi Thxel, & 8¢ THyvuaLy).

7 Motu anim. 8, 70229-10: ‘changing as they do from solid to liquid and from liquid
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In De generatione amimalium 11 1 he had also presented these qualities as
being caused by vital heat and its decrease.*® But he was quick to add
that the ‘exact proportion’, the logos of these qualities, was not a result
of heat but of the governing principle!*

As regards production in living creatures, we should assume the same
state of affairs, and try as it were to discern ‘the fire of nature’, like
the fire of craft (in the cases mentioned earlier).* Looking at the vari-
ous crafts, we can observe the different effects of fire which melts gold
and casts bronze and dries brick and cooks food. Or, rather perhaps,
the crafts have these different effects. But they have these effects while
using fire for their various purposes. For they use fire as an instrument
for melting, for casting, and for drying, but in some cases for purposes
of shaping.*

Just as we can say of these craftsmen that, besides their specific tools,
they use fire as sdma organikon, so Aristotle argued in De anima 1 3 that
the soul uses its séma as an instrument.* De spintu makes it perfectly
clear that the soul’s ‘instrumental body’ is not the visible body but
pneuma (or its analogue).

to solid, and from soft to hard and vice versa’ (uetafdirovia ék nennydtov ypd Kol
&€ Lyp@v memfiyota kol pood kai oxAnpa €€ CAARAwY).

8 Gener. amim. 11 1, 734b31: ‘As for hardness, softness, toughness, brittleness and the
rest of such qualities "which belong to the parts that have soul i in them—heat and cold
may very well produce these’ (cx?u]pa usv obv kol ua)\.axa xai yAioxpa kol Kp(l‘l.)p(!
kol Soo dAke towadro néfn vndpyel Tolg Euydyolg poptotg, Oepudtng Kol WuxpdTg
nomoewev &v). For this work, see also Aristoteles, Over voortplanting, vertaald, ingeleid en
van aantekeningen voorzien door R. Ferwerda (Groningen 2005). See also Part. anim.
II 2, 648a20-649b8.

* Gener. anim. 11 1, 734b33-735a4.

¥ Spir. 9, 485a33: ‘We must therefore assume that the same situation applies to
ensouled creatures, when we inquire into what can be called the fire which nature
uses, as into the fire which craft uses’ (év 8¢ 81 toig uyidyoig obteg broAnrtéov, Honep
voewg nop {nrodvia, kaBdnep téyvng).

' Spir. 9, 485b1: ‘For they use fire as an instrument to soften or melt or dry things,
and also to shape some things’ (xp@viou yop donep 6pydve poldTIovcat Kol THKoLGOL
kol Enpaivovoar, Evia 8¢ kal pvBpilovoan). It is interesting to compare the argu-
ment of Arst. Pol. 1 2, 1252b1-3, where Aristotle reasons that nature does not try to
produce a kind of Swiss army-knife with dozens of functions: ‘Nature is not niggardly
like the smith who fashions the Delphian knife for many uses; she makes each thing
for a single use’ (0\)58 yap b (pumq notel 1010010V 010V 0i XOAKOTOTOL THY AeA@ikhv
péyonpav mevixp@c, GAL’ Bv mpog Ev).

2 Amim. 1 3, 407b25: ‘each craft must employ its own tools, and each soul its own
body’ (Bel yop ™v pév tépvny xpficBon Toig opydvoig, Ty 8 Wuxiv 10 cduamn).



INTRODUCTION 13

“The natural vital principles (of living creatures) do the same. Hence
their products differ;” says the author of De spiritu.” These vital principles
play the same role in nature as the crafts in human production. That
is to say, they provide the logos for the effect of fire.**

‘And this is not problematical, but rather it is hard to understand that
nature herself uses the vital heat, and that, together with the visible
qualities, nature also produces the form. For this is no longer a matter
of fire or pneuma.’* This observation, too, is entirely Arnstotelian, as
we can particularly infer from the passage in De generatione ammalium 11
1 cited above.* The author then continues: ‘It is clearly remarkable
that such a power should be combined with these matters [i.e. ‘fire’
and ‘pneuma’]. And the case is just as remarkable with the soul. For it
is present in them.*

In any case the author of De spiritu is saying in plain words here
that the soul is present in ‘fire’ and in ‘preuma’. In 5, 483b11 he had
also said that pneuma is the primary vehicle of the soul. Thus De spiritu
uses the same authentically Aristotelian system as De motu amimalium 10:
preuma is the vehicle of the soul, the visible body is animated by the
presence of pneuma.

This 1s followed by a few lines of which it is very difficult to deter-
mine what the author exactly means.*

¥ Spir. 9, 485b3: To odtd &y 1od10 ket 0l pOcerg: GBev & kil mpog EAANAL Sidgpopa.
(The Greek manuscripts read Siagopai and Swgopdy.)

* Cf. Gener. amim. 11 1, 734b37-735a4: ‘Heat and cold make the iron soft and hard,
but the movement of the tools that contains the essential form of craft makes this into
a sword. For craft is the origin and the form of the object that is made, but it lies in
something else; by contrast, the movement of nature lies in the thing itself, though it
comes from a dlﬁcrent nature which possesses the form in actuality’ (oxlnpov pev yap
kol pa)»omov 1OV oidnpov nowel to Gepp.ov xai 10 \yuxpov arda Eigog N kiviolg n @V
opyavmv exoucot loyov [‘rov] g tex\mg 7 yap rexvn apxn Kol uﬁog 100 ywvouevou
GAN’ &v Etépe- 7 8¢ Tiig pVoEMG Kivnolg v abTd &g’ ETépag oVG PUCERG THG ExoDONG
0 €ldoc évepyelq).

¥ Spir. 9, 485b8: OO &N tob10 yokemdv, GAAYL uaM.ov 10 TV @UCIY otV voncou
‘rnv xpmuevnv At aua 101¢ aictntolg ndbect ki 1oV PpuBudv anoddoer. todto yop
OVKETL TVUPOG 0VSE MVEDHATOC.

* Gener. amm. 11 1, 734b36. Cf. Amim. 11 4, 416a13-18.

¥ Spir. 9, 485b1 I ‘rot’)‘rotg Bh Kataua;ﬁxea\ mla{)mv Shvopv Oavpactév. Eu d¢
10010 Borvpactdv koi mepi \v\)xng &v toutotg Yap nnapxu

8 szr 9, 485b13 Btonep oV Koucmg ug 00TV, fi anddg 1 i uoplov w10 5nu101)pyovv
Kou 10 TV kivnow éel thy dpolov Drdpyewv évépyelav- xal yap 1 cpuolg, ae’ MG kai 7
Yéveorg. W.S. Hett 515 translates here: “Therefore the fact that its motion always exerts
a similar activity may reasonably be referred to the same agent, either absolutely or
to some definite effective part: for nature, from which they are generated, remains the
same.” Perhaps this should be read as: “Therefore it is not incorrect to identity them
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The final problem tackled by the author is the question of the dif-
ferences in the effects of vital heat in various species. Differences in
fire are differences of more and less. These in turn are related to the
degree to which fire is mixed with something else. The purer fire is,
the more fire it is.*

Again he locks horns with Empedocles, who assumed the same mix-
ture of flesh for all species of creatures. The author of De spiritu, like
Aristotle elsewhere in the Corpus, considers this too rough and ready.
In his view, the specific logos of horse-flesh and of ox-flesh is deter-
mined by vital heat led by the natural principle of a horse and an ox
respectively. The effect of vital heat® results in different end products
owing to the natural principle.

6. Brief outline of the contents of De spiritu

Chap. 1

The work starts by clearly indicating its subject: the innate pneuma, how
does it maintain itself and grow?

The answer to this is: by the supply of food. Next, 481a6—7 proposes
two options: this supply may result from respiration or from concoction
of ordinary food. The author seems to opt for the second possibility.
But he immediately goes on to formulate two theories of which he is
harshly critical.

Theory B, which is best viewed as depending on Empedocles’ theory,
argues that the innate pneuma results from the addition of food and the
concoction of this food thanks to the process of respiration.

Theory A sees the innate pneuma as being boosted by the inhaled air
and concocted by the motion of the lungs. The result of this treatment
of the inhaled air is to increase the innate pneuma. This theory is best

[fire/pneuma and the soul], either as a whole or one of its parts, the part [of the soul}
that forms and that causes the motion always to be actually the same. For that is also
the case for the natural principle of life, to which generation is due.” D. Furlanus and
W. Jaeger suggest a correction here: évepyodv. Perhaps évepyeiq (A. Roselli) should
be preferred. -

# Spir. 9, 485b17: nupdg yap Srapopai kotd To paAlov kol fittov. tolto B8 oxedov
donep v piker xoi quiEig. 16 yap xabapdrtepov poiiov.

0 Cf. Spir. 9, 485b22: @i xpdcer dwapépewv (with D. Furlanus) and 485b23: toig
Adyorg av Sraeépor.
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understood as reproducing the passage in Plato’s Timaeus on respiration
and the nutrition of living creatures (see section 10 below).

Both theories are based on the principle that respiration is the central
phenomenon in all life processes.

Chap. | lodges three objections to theory B, all of which can be under-
stood against the background of well-known Aristotelian positions.

Chap. 2

Theory A, attributed to ‘Aristogenes’, runs up against at least eight
objections applying to living creatures with respiration.

The author also considers the problems of theories A and B for
insects (which do not possess a respiratory system) and for fishes (in
water, where respiration is impossible).

The clear structure and tight approach of chapters 1 and 2 are
emphasized by a constant repetition of the problem that forms the
work’s starting-point. The key words ‘maintenance’ (or ‘nutrition’)
and ‘growth’ in the opening sentence 1, 481al recur throughout. 1,
481a27 concludes the discussion of theory B in this way. 2, 481a28
indicates clearly that theory A will now be dealt with. 482a8 repeats
the question for breathless creatures and 482a21 for aquatic animals.
482a27 clearly marks the end of chaps. 1 and 2 as a whole. 2, 481b29
refers to the objections already given in 1, 48122227 (2, 481bl men-
tions that theory A has more objections than theory B). The order of
discussion of (a) animals with respiration, (b) insects, and (c) fishes also
plays a role in 5, 483b1 and in chap. 8 (and is also familiar from the
Parva naturalia).

Chap. 3

Because the disputed theories see respiration as the central phenomenon
in all vital processes, the author continues with this subject. His oppo-
nents hold that all parts of a creature’s body benefit from respiration
for their nutridon and refrigeration. The author adduces objections to
both facets of the theory on the basis of positions familiar from parts
of the Parva naturalia.

But in passing he also raises the point that for instance the bones of
a living creature depend for their nutrition and for supply of the innate
pneuma on the processes which are initiated by respiration (482b7). The
author wants to contest this and so is forced in chaps. 6, 7, and 8 to
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deal with the topic of bone and its functions and, in turn, with sinew,
and with the question what the real principle of motion of a living
creature is. This will also clarify what purposes respiration serves and
what parts of the body it benefits.

He also casually mentions that plants possess life and are nourished.
Evidently they need no system of respiration for this.

Chap. 4

In chap. 4 he discusses how (a) respiration is related to (b) the pulsatory
motion and (c) the introduction of nutriment. According to the disputed
theory, all three are connected with the breath in the art¢ria. He dem-
onstrates that respiration cannot be primary but, in the development
of an individual creature, begins only after the pulsatory motion and
the introduction of food. He also proves that the pulsatory motion is
due to the blood in the heart, and therefore cannot be located in the
artéria. This chapter, too, helps to provide a clearer picture of respira-
tion than that offered by his opponents, and to indicate that there are
vital processes which are independent of respiration.

Chap. 5

The following chapter deals with the distribution of food to all parts of
the body as a result of respiration. The arténa is given priority here. It
alone contains breath/pneuma. The artéria system is a dense network that
distributes the innate pneuma, as bearer of vital heat and the perceptive
faculty, throughout the body of the living creature. The opponents hold
that this dense network runs parallel to the system of blood vessels. The
author makes much of their view that the bones, but not the sinews,
are directly connected with the artériai. This raises the question whether
preuma acts directly on the bones to set them in motion.

This, too, is a matter in which he wants to underline his very differ-
ent position (as he does in chaps. 7 and 8).

Again in this chapter (as in 4, 482b22-25) it seems as if Aristotle’s
opponents have been unable to explain their view of the soul and its
role in the process of respiration (5, 483224-28). In 5, 483a28-29 he
seems to suggest that his opponents, like Plato, have failed to integrate
the various ‘parts’ (functions) of the soul.

A recognizable link with chapter 4 can be noted in 5, 483a23. The
author says here that the exhalation of breath can be empirically
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established. In 4, 482b19 he had said that this system of respiration is
‘pcrceptible only to a certain extent’.

In this chapter the author observes once again that, according to
his opponents, fishes must also possess respiration to live. He rejects
this utterly.

The key word in the opening sentence of chapter 1, ‘maintenance’,
is once again a striking feature here in 484a8.

Chap. 6

In the sixth chapter the author asks whether semen passes through the
artérniai and he looks in detail at the relation between sinews and bones,
and how they receive nutriment. Because his opponents posit a close
link between the system of the artériat with pneuma and the vascular
system with blood, he points to the fact that birds, snakes, and fishes
have no blood at all.

Chap. 7

The author goes on to enumerate various functions of bones and then
illustrates them systematically. They do form parts of members that can
move, but movement is not the primary function of bones. For there
are members which do move but do not contain bones (the heart; the
abdomen and the intestines in it). He also formulates the thesis that all
movement needs an unmoved starting-point.

Chap. 8

Keenly analyzing the final cause of things, the author concludes that
the sinews bring about the movement of a living creature’s members.
So they must primarily contain the cause of movement, pneuma. The
author illustrates this by speaking about the movement of bipeds, quad-
rupeds, birds, bats, and many-footed insects and shellfish, from a fund
of knowledge that immediately brings to mind De incessu amimalium.

Chap. 9

In the final chapter the author administers the coup de grdce to his
opponents. Since chapter 1 the subject has been ‘the innate pneuma’.
But his opponents took this in the sense of ‘the vital breath’ of (higher)
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living creatures, and they added fishes. The author has developed an
entirely different interpretation. For him it is ‘the innate vital heat’
which is active not only in seed and in plants but in all species of
animals, from their very first beginning, under the direction of their
form of life or soul.

The opening sentence of chapter 9 characterizes the opponents as
‘those who hold that it is not the vital heat that is the efhcient prin-
ciple in bodies’ and so characterizes the supporters of theory A and
the rejected variant of theory B from chapter | as those who assume
a different ‘efficient principle’. Though these opponents talk about a
life-bearing pneuma, they see respiration as a more original and efficient
principle.

Chapter 9 is an ode to the varied activity of this lhife-bearing and
life-producing fire or vital heat. In this chapter the author underlines
the close bond between the soul and its instrumental vital heat. And
entirely in line with De generatione ammalium and the (rest of the) Parva
naturalia he describes how this one instrument of the soul brings forth
a great variety of results in the whole of natural reality.

If De spiritu had received more attention and therefore been better
understood, the fatal misinterpretation of Aristotle’s psychology by
Alexander of Aphrodisias, in which Aristotle regarded the soul as the
entelechy of the visible body, could never have taken root.”!

7. What positions are held by the author of De spiritu fumself?

In the course of his critical inquiry into the two theories which he

rejects, we find several positions which the author of De spirifu himself
holds.*

He is convinced that the concoction of food received by a living
creature not only produces building materials for the parts of the

visible body but always residues (penittémata) as well—1, 481a19-20;
481b27-28.

31 Cf. A.P. Bos, The soul and its Instrumental Body. A Reinterpretation of Anistotle’s Philosophy
of Living Nature (Leiden 2003).

52 It would be useful to compare these with the description of ‘Die pneumatische
Theorie des Aristoteles’ which W. Jaeger (art. 1913; repr. 1960) gives on pp. 70-78.
But that would take up too much room here.
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The respiration of living creatures is not characteristic of all living
entities and not even of all animals, and therefore is not the central and
most fundamental vital process, but serves to cool living creatures with
high vital heat—?2, 482al6; 3, 482a31; bl; 5, 483b6; 484a9-10.

A related position is that insects (which have no respiration) do
have a cooling system, but one which works via their diaphragm—2,
482al7.

Water does not contain air (and so fishes cannot possibly have a
respiratory system)—2, 482a23.

The pulsatory movement noticeable in many living creatures is not
a phenomenon connected with respiration and the inhaled preuma, but
of the blood in the heart region—4, 482b36.

All living creatures, including those which possess no respiratory sys-
tem, have a principle of vital heat. That is why they need an opposite
principle that provides the right balance in temperature—35, 484a7.

Everything that is moved starts from a state of rest—7, 484bl19.
J- Tricot (1951) 189 n. 3 calls this a ‘principe fondamental de la Physique
et méme de la Métaphysique aristotéliciennes.’

Bones have a glutinous fluid surrounding them which can be regarded
as blood that has not been fully concocted. They do not receive their
nutriment via respiration or the artériai—06, 484a32.

In natural inquiry it is most useful to determine accurately what a
thing’s final cause is—8, 485a4-6.

An interesting detail is that the author of De spiritu states in 8, 485a21
that shellfish do have feet, but not for the purpose of movement but to
support their weight, as De incessu amimalium 19, 714b14 also argues.

A fundamental starting-point in natural inquiry is: comparable effects
have the same causes in the same way—2, 482a10-11; 482a24-25; 6,
484b7-8; 8, 485a11-12.

All these are positions that Aristotle developed and/or defended, like
the very important position on ‘the soul’ held in De spiritu.

8. The position of the author of De spiritu on the soul

While discussing the two theories which he reports in chap. 1, the author
of De spiritu makes various remarks which build up an increasingly clear
picture of his position on the soul.

In 1, 481al6 he asks: can pneuma arise from nutriment, if it is itself
primary (proton)? Because that which is connected with the soul is ‘purer’
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(481al7), one would not expect it to arise from something like nutri-
ment. This already sheds light on the view underlying the entire work
that pneuma is a séma which is connected with the soul in a very special
way and is the instrument of this soul. (For ‘purer’, cf. also 481a24.)

In 2, 481b15-17 he opposes Aristogenes’ when: the latter states that
breath derives its heat from the movement of the lungs. The author
objects that in that case the vital breath is not ‘the primary moving
cause’. Clearly for the author pneuma does constitute ‘the primary mov-
ing cause’ (directed by the soul-principle).

In 4, 483a3 the author distinguishes somatic disorders from fears,
hopes, and tensions of the soul, which affect the frequency of the
pulsatory movement of the blood in the heart. To anyone familiar
with Aristotle’s biological works, this passage makes it clear that in De
spiritu, too, he posits a close relation between the soul and a séma, not
however the visible, coarse-material body, but the fine-material soul-
séma or pneuma, which forms an indissoluble unity with the soul. This
soul-sdma is also the ‘prime mover’ of all vital activity, including the
pulsatory movement.

In 5, 483a23-27 the soul comes up in a discussion on perception.
The author states that, according to his opponents, only the artéria pos-
sesses perception. He asks whether this is due to the inhaled air which
flows through the artéria; or whether his opponents see the inhaled air
as subordinate and serviceable to the soul, and so really regard the
soul as the subject of perception. The starting-point of this question
seems to be Aristotle’s own theory of perception as a matter of the
soul assisted by its instrumental preuma.

In 483a27-30 he raises the issue that, besides the nutritive activity
of the soul, there is also the rational and the conative activity. The
underlying question here seems to be: what guarantees the unity of
the soul? This is a question which Aristotle often poses as a challenge
to Plato.

In 483b10 he talks about inhaled air in the view of his opponents as
‘that which is the primary vehicle of the soul’. Again he uses his own
terminology here and concludes that such a substance would have to
be of the finest quality.

In chap. 9 the author finishes off the opponents whose theory he
contests throughout De spiritu. He states there that nature uses the
vital heat to produce living creatures (485b6-9). The soul is active in
the vital heat or pneuma. And it can be viewed as forming a unity with
pneuma (485b13-15). It is the theory of the soul and its instrumental
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body which Aristotle uses extensively in De generatione amimalium I1 1, as
in all his biological writings.*?

 What is the position of Aristogenes’ that the author of De spiritu contests?
9 4 P

If the author of De spiritu thinks and writes from the scientific perspec-
tive of Aristotle and nobody else, we must accurately determine what
position he criticizes so persistently.

This position awards a dominant place to respiration (and pays no
or insufficient attention to life forms which do not have respiration).

This view assigns a special place to inhaled air as the vehicle of all
vital processes.

The inhaled air also possesses vital heat as a result of the movement
of this air in the lungs—2, 481b12-15.

As a result of the respiratory process, blood is distributed via the
veins and breath via the artériai throughout the visible body of a living
creature—)5, 483a18-22; 483b25.

Veins and artériar are always situated side by side—5, 483b30-31.
They are not two parts of one system, in the sense of blood vessels
with oxygen-rich blood and blood vessels with oxygen-poor blood, but
separate systems which need each other.

The heat of the pneuma in the artérniai is responsible for the heat and
the liquidity of the blood in the veins—5, 483b19-22.

A living creature has perception because it possesses the vital
preuma which is found in the artériai throughout the visible body—35,
483a24-27.

The alternating movement of respiration ensures that the vital pneuma
is distributed through the arténiai and blood through the veins to the
other parts of the visible body, for instance to the bones.

Bones are set in motion through the effect of the vital preuma.

The process of respiration is a process that also brings about refrig-
eration of certain parts of the living creature—3, 482a31.

The relation of vital breath to the soul remains remarkably unclear
in the discussion of the theory ascribed to ‘Aristogenes’. In one place we

3 G.S. Claghorn, Aristotle’s Cniticism of Plato’s Timaeus (The Hague 1954) does
contain an entire chapter (chap. 7) on ‘Aristotle’s criticism of soul’, but not a single
word about Spir. and about what could be regarded as the most extensive criticism
of Plato’s Timaeus.
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are given the impression that he distinguishes three ‘parts’ of the soul,
but does not indicate how their unity is to be seen (5, 483a28-30).

10. Who are the opponents in De spiritu and who is Aristogenes’?

The author of De spiritu thinks entirely in line with Anstotle’s biologi-
cal writings and his De anima. There is no position occupied by the
author of De spiritu that cannot be explained with reference to parts
of Aristotle’s surviving and generally recognized work.

The debate in De spiritu is also conducted with Empedocles and
Democritus from the time before Aristotle, as in the Parva naturaha.

The author speaks here with the self-confidence of a teacher before
an audience that recognizes him as such—2, 482a33; 6, 484a32. He
also has the same tendency to deal with subjects as a related whole,
and therefore holds over a detailed discussion of the distribution of
food to the parts of the body—3, 482b12—13— just as Arnistotle often
does in his generally recognized writings.

His criticism 1s mainly directed at the ‘Aristogenes’ mentioned in
chap. 2, but also at supporters of ‘Aristogenes’, who seem to form a
clearly identifiable group—2, 481b14; b18; 5, 483a27.

Nothing in their views decisively indicates a late date. On the
other hand, all the themes of De spiritu figure prominently in Plato’s
Tumaeus.

Plato describes the body of a living creature as being provided
throughout with ducts by which food is conveyed (77¢7).

This food, after being processed and dissected by the internal fire
(78e6—10 mhp évidg), is transferred from the abdomen to the veins
thanks to the process of respiration (78e5), and distributed through
these veins (cf. 70d2; 80d).

The respiratory system not only serves the purpose of nutrition but
also cools the heart (70c5).

De spiritu 5, 483b34 attributes to ‘Aristogenes’ the view that fishes
breathe. This is also the position of Plato, Timaeus 92a7-b6.

What Plato says in Timaeus 77d3 and 73b2 but particularly in 91a4
about the central importance of the marrow is a plausible explana-
tion for the question in De spintu 6, 484al4 whether semen is pressed

through the artéria, a question which at first sight seems to come out
of the blue.
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In the Timaeus Plato also holds the view that the natural effect of fire
is separation and cutting (cf. De spinitu 9, 485a29).

In the Timaeus Plato also awards sinews the function of holding
bones together (75d4).

The writer seems to identify ‘Aristogenes’ with Plato. He may have
permitted himself a literary joke here, with ‘Aristogenes’ as a sly allu-
sion to Plato, whose father was in fact called Ariston.**

11. Conclusions

Certainly De spiritu has places where the Greek text is corrupt.” But
these do not prevent us from following a large part of the author’s
argument and establishing that he is attacking two theories with which
his own position is fundamentally at odds.

The two theories place respiration at the heart of all vital processes.
For Aristotle, respiration is not a primary process, not even for living
creatures which possess such a system. Aristotle knows that all kinds of
vegetative processes start in the seeds of a plant and the eggs of fishes
and birds and the semen of blooded animals long before there can be
any question of animal processes like respiration. Aristotle took pride
in explaining the possibility and purposiveness of these processes by
means of his theory of the soul as (first) entelechy in an indissoluble
unity with its instrumental body, preuma or vital heat.

Crucial to an understanding of the argument of De spiritu is the
insight that this work talks about artériai as ‘vessels” which contain pneuma,
but which also extend throughout the body and ensure concoction
and distribution of the food. This was also essential to the theories of

** Cf. the way Heracles is referred to as ‘Kadmogenes’ in Sophocles, Trachinige 118
and Xerxes as ‘Dareiogenes’ in Aeschylus, Persians 6 and 146. It might be objected
that ‘Aristono-genes’ would be the cxpected form. However, we do know quite a few
people called ‘Apollodorus’, ‘Apollophanes’, ‘Apollothemis’, ‘Artemidorus’, ‘Isidorus’
but not many called ‘Apollonophanes’, ‘Apollonodorus’, etc. Cf. F. Bechtel, Die histo-
rischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur Kaiserzeit (Halle 1917; repr. Darmstadt 1964).
Plato himself was originally called ‘Aristocles’, after his grandfather. Cf. Diogenes
Laertus III 4.

> Invaluable support for restoration of the text in several places was provided by
Prof. D. Holwerda of the University of Groningen. We would like to thank Patrick
Macfarlane, Ph.D. student at Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, for a number of valu-
able remarks.
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Empedocles and Plato disputed by Anstotle, as we can establish from
Aristotle’s own statements about these predecessors elsewhere in the
Corpus.”®

If we read De spiritu as a preliminary ‘shorthand’ study by Aristotle,
in the style of the Problemata but also many parts of the Parva naturalia,
we find no compelling reason in the discussion to regard any part of
it as post-Aristotelian. The author defends Aristotle’s positions against
Aristotle’s opponents. It therefore seems justified to substitute ‘Aristotle’
for the designation ‘Anonymus’ in Jaeger’s text edition.

Aristotle did not need to set out in detail the alternative doctrine of an
innate pneuma (which is not identical with the inhaled air), given that this
theory was familiar enough from his Parva naturaha and other biological
works (and from the Eudemus and De philosophia, we might add).

It is striking, though, that he does not give a detailed answer to the
question with which the treatise opens: “The innate preuma, how does
it maintain itself and grow?’

But if our explanation of chap. 1 is correct, the author, though the
thrust of his work is critical, also gives a clear indication of his own
position. We opt for the reading that Anstotle supports the proposi-
tion of 1, 481a10~14 and then immediately goes on to criticize a view
which comes close to his own, but which assigns a central place to res-
piration. In that case we could suppose that Aristotle saw the original
pneuma of the embryo as providing for its own increase owing to the
fact that pneuma is present in all things (De generatione animalum 111 11,
762a18-21) and the process of digestion causes pneuma to be added to
the original pneuma.

What he achieves in any case in this work is to demonstrate convinc-
ingly that respiration cannot be the fundamental principle of life and
that this role should be awarded to the innate heat.

12. The place of De spiritu in the Anstotelian Corpus

There are sound arguments for the place assigned to De spiritu in L.
Bekker’s edition, viz. directly after the series of Parva naturalia. It is

% Cf. Arist. Resp. 7, 473b1-474a6 on Empedocles, and Hist. Amim. III 3, 664b6,
where most scholars assume an allusion to Pl. 7im. 70c6-7.
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preceded by discussions of youth and old age, life and death, and the
respiration of living creatures. Aristotle consistently emphasizes here
the importance of the heart (or its analogue) at the centre of the living
creature, as the primary location of the vital heat or pneuma and of
the intimately connected (immaterial) soul, including all the ‘parts’ or
‘faculties’ which belong to a certain kind of soul.

Because in this context Aristotle repeatedly links life and death of
the living entity to the presence and activity of the vegetative soul-
principle,” it is natural to ask how the enduring presence of the vegeta-
tive principle can be explained.

In the final chapter of this part of the Parva naturalia Aristotle speaks
without any hesitation about ‘the growth’ of the vital heat in which the
nutritive soul-principle is present.”® And he explains this growth by refer-
ring to the ‘nutrition’ of the vital heat. This vital principle has an even
greater need for nutriment than the other parts of the living creature,
since it is itself the cause of nutrition for those parts.”® In this context
he therefore speaks freely about an ‘increase’ of the vital heat.®

Following on from this discussion, the author needs to refute all
theories in which the vital principle is presented as somehow connected
with and resulting from respiration.

The fact that the Arabic list of Aristotle’s works mentions a treatise
De spiritu in three books may suggest that the treatises De wventute, De
respiratione, and De spiritu were, at some point in time, taken (by Androni-
cus?) to be closely connected.

 Cf. Iwv. 24 / Resp. 18, 479229-30: ‘Generation is therefore the very first contact
of the vital heat with the nutritive soul, and life the continuation of this contact’
(Téveoig piv odv éomv 1) npdrn péBebig év 16 Beppd tiig Bpentixiic youxfc, (on &' 7
povh Tavng).

% Iuv. 27 / Resp. 21, 480al6: ‘Rcspiration arises because the vital heat, in which
the nutritive prmmplc is present, increases’ (H §' avamnvon yiveton au?;avopsvov 709
Beppod év & | apxh i Opentikh).

X fup, 27 / Resp. 21, 480al7: “This part requires nutrition, like the other parts, and
even more so. For it is also the cause of nutrition for the others (Kaeanep yap Kol
Ao Seltan tpocpng, kaxelvo, kai 1@v GAlaov pdAdov xal yép 1olg &AAoig éxelvo
Thg Tpogfig aitidy éotwv).

8 Juv. 27 / Resp. 21, 480a19: ‘It is necessary that when this increases’ (Avdyxm &
mAfov yvopevov, ..).
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13. From life-bearing breath to life-bearing spint

The Greek word pneuma, ‘wind’, obviously derives from the verb nvetv
(pnein), ‘to blow’. As such it is synonymous with é&vepog (anemos), which
is also a standard word for ‘wind’.*

But the process of ‘in-halation’ (&vanvon, dvanvevoig) and ‘ex-hala-
tion’ (¢xmvon, Exnvevoig) also derives from the verb pren. Aristotle
compares this process to the operation of a bellows (De respiratione 7,
474al3).

It is thus understandable that pneuma was interpreted as the bearer of
vital functions and of wvitality and as being present in a living creature
so long as this living creature is alive (‘breath of life’).

The Latin words ‘animus’ and ‘amima’ are related to the Greek word
dvepog and also carry the meaning ‘breath of life’.*?

Aristotle mentions in Amm. 1 5, 410b29 that the doctrine of the
so-called Orphic poems stated that ‘the soul enters from the cosmos
though inhalation, and that this soul is borne in on the winds.’

He also knows that Plato closely connected the presence of life with
the respiratory function.

However, in all the writings in which he talks about living creatures,
Anstotle is convinced that the bearer of vital processes is present prior to
the process of respiration. For respiration requires lungs. And before the
lungs can function, they must be formed in the embryological process
of development (De generatione amimalium 11 6, 742a5).

Moreover, Aristotle became convinced that the vital functions must
have a somatic aspect. The transfer of life via semen, but also the
phenomenon that a bearer of vital potency does not display any vital
activity (the situation of ‘germinal rest’ in a grain of corn, flower bulbs,
and potatoes kept in storage), led him to conclude that life is inseparably
bound up with a physical entity. Aristotle chose to use the term pneuma
for this, even though it was clear that this gave a radically new meaning
to the term, and even though he thus created confusion with the word
pneuma in the sense of ‘breath’, which he also continued to use.

' Cf. G.L. Duprat, ‘La théorie du nveduo chez Aristote’, Archiv flir Gesch. der Philos.
12 (1898) 305-321, p. 306. Aristotle himself states in De mundo 4, 394b8-9, 12-13 that
pneuma is synonymous with anemos as ‘a compact mass of air which blows’,

52 Cf. R.B. Onians, The Origins of European Thought (Cambridge 1951) 93 ff. The word
wux is also etymologically related to the verb ‘pspchein’, ‘to blow’. Cf. J. Bremmer, The
Early Greek Concept of the Soul (Princeton 1983) 21.
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‘Pneuma’ in the SpCCiﬁC&lly Aristotelian sense:

— the most essential feature of preuma is that it 1s the bearer of vital
heat (De generatione ammahum 11 3, 736b33—737al);

— as the bearer of vital heat it is the bearer of the amma nutritwa or
amma vegetatiwa;

— as such it is responsible for the entire embryological process of
development which precedes the possibility of respiration in living
creatures that (later) possess a respiratory process; and which results
in the entire living specimen in lower animals and in plants;

— Aristotle emphatically distinguishes the heat of pneuma from the heat
of fire. The nature of pneuma is equivalent to the element of the sun,
stars (De generatione amimalium 11 3, 736b35-737al);

— on one occasion Aristotle describes pneuma as ‘hot air’ (De generatione
amimalium 11 2, 736al). Again we should probably connect the ‘heat’
of this air with astral heat;

— but pneuma cannot be real ‘air’. Aristotle says in De generatione anima-
Lum III 11, 762a18-21 that pneuma is present everywhere in water
(and that therefore ‘soul’ is present everywhere in a certain sense!),
but he firmly rejects the idea that water could contain air: all the
air introduced into water is forced to the surface by its own natural
movement (De spiritu 2, 482a22-24);%

— pneuma is present throughout the living organism because it is present
in the blood (or its analogue).

The two entirely different meanings of the Greek word preuma are lucidly
contrasted by Aristotle in De mundo 4, 394b9—12% (and nowhere else).

The debate with the traditional concept of pneuma in Plato and his
predecessors was conducted by Aristotle in De spiritu. We believe that
he did develop an ‘overall view of the biological role of pneuma’ in this
work.®

% On the confusion about the term ‘prneuma’, see also G.E.R. Lloyd, ‘Aspects of
the relationship between Aristotle’s psychology and his zoology’, in M.C. Nussbaum,
A. Oksenberg Rorty (eds), Essays on Aristotle’s De anima (Oxford 1992) 147-167,
pp- 152-153, 166 (repr. in id., Aristotelian Explorations (Cambridge 1996) 38-66, pp.
45-46, 64.

% Cf. G. Reale; A.P. Bos, Il traitato Sul cosmo per Alessandro attribuito ad Aristotele (Milano
1995) 285-288.

% Against J.E. Annas (1992) 20.
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Under the direction of the vegetative soul (or the vegetative soul-
‘part’), pneuma first of all forms the heart or its analogue in the central
part of the living entity. It itself is always most present in the heart,
because the heart is the largest blood vessel; but it is also present in
the other parts of the living creature via the interconnected system of
blood vessels.

Through its heat pneuma causes the chest to expand and in this way
causes the movement of the lungs, which via respiration have a mod-
erating effect on the internal vital heat (De respiratione 21).

Guided by the soul’s perception, pneuma, through its expansion and
contraction, causes the movements of the instrumental parts (De motu
amimalium 8).%

% For the best discussion of Aristotle’s concept of ‘innate pneuma’, see A.L. Peck,
Aristotle, Generation of animals (1942) Appendix B, 586-593. The view of G. Freudenthal,
Anistotle’s Theory of Material Substance. Heat and Pneuma (Oxford 1995) is unsatisfactory on
a number of points.
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Chapter 1

[ The innate pneuma: fwo views on its maintenance/

1, 481al. The innate pneuma, how does it maintain itself and grow?
For we see that it increases and becomes stronger with age and as the
physical disposition changes.

Is it the same as with the other parts, because something is added?
Now what is added is food for ensouled creatures. (1a5) So we should
consider the nature and origin of the food.

Now there are two ways in which food is produced for the innate
pneuma, namely either (A) by means of respiration or (B) by means of
the process of concoction which accompanies the introduction of food,
as for the other parts.

Of these two the <former> manner of nutrition' seems just as likely
to take place by means of nutritive substance. For a body is nourished
by a body, (1a10) and preuma is a body.

[Anistotle’s position]

So how does this work? Most probably by a kind of drawing of blood
from the veins and a process of concoction of this blood. For blood is
food in its last phase, which is the same for all living creatures. Just as
blood absorbs food for its own vessel, so also for that which is enclosed
by it, i.e. the vital heat.

' Instead of ovy oltwg in the manuscripts we read éxeivag. This word may have
been mistakenly replaced by a marginal gloss.
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[ The content of the version of theory B which is rejected]

Now the air supplies it [food] and is responsible for the activity
and, by adding the activity of concoction to itself, causes growth and
nutrition.

[The rejected version of theory B critically discussed]

Objection 1

481al5. This in itself is perhaps not so strange. But it is strange that
what is primary has been formed from the food. For that which is
connected with the soul is purer. Unless somebody were to say that
the soul, too, is formed later, when the seeds separate and begin to
develop into life forms. ‘

Objection 2

And now if there is a residue of every form of food, (1a20) by what
passage 1s it transported outside? It is not reasonable to assume that this
takes place via exhalation. For it 1s immediately followed by inhalation.
So the only possibility left is: through the pores of the artéra.

Objection 3

But what is discharged is either thinner or thicker. But both make for
an absurdity, if the innate pneuma 1s assumed to be the purest of all. But
if it 1s thicker, it follows (1a25) that some pores must be larger.

Objection 2 (repeated)
But if the living creature therefore takes in food and discharges the
residue by the same passages, this is illogical and absurd.

[The criticism of the rejected variant of theory B concluded]

Such are the arguments for the growth and maintenance of the innate
pneuma on the basis of food.
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Chapter 2

[Theory A of Aristogenes’ critically discussed]

481a28. But the growth and maintenance of the innate pneuma as a
result of respiration, as Aristogenes holds—for he believes that breath,
too, is food, because the air (1a30) is concocted in the <lungs>,? and
this breath is distributed to the vessels—causes more problems.

[1. Objections to theory A as regards lving creatures with respiration]

Objection 1

481b2. For the concoction of the inhaled air, by what is this caused?
Most probably by itself [breath], like the concoction of the other nutri-
tive substances. But this in turn is strange, if it does not differ from
the outer air. If this is the case, however, the vital heat is probably the
cause of concoction.

Objection 2

(1b5) And certainly it is also logical that it is thicker, mixed as it is with
the moisture of the vessels, and of the entire mass of the body, so that
concoction doubtless makes it more corporeal.

Objection 3
But if the residue becomes thinner, this is implausible.

Objection 4

And the rapidity of the concoction is illogical too. For exhalation
immediately follows inhalation. (1b10) What agent would be capable
of causing a change and alteration so rapidly? Naturally one might
suppose in the first place that it is the vital heat. This 1s also supported
by perception, for the exhaled air is hot.

2 All Greek mss read here nvedpati. The Latin translation of Daniel Furlanus
translates mvedpowvt.
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Objection 5

And moreover, if what is concocted is in the lungs and in the arténa,
the power of the vital heat also resides in these. But they deny this; but
they say that the food is heated by the movement of the air® (1b13).

Objection 6
But if it [the innate pneuma] draws, as it were, food from something
else or receives it from something else that causes movement, this is
even stranger. In that case, moreover, it is not itself the primary mov-
ing cause.

Objection 7

Moreover, respiration extends as far as the lungs, as they themselves
say, but the innate pneuma is present throughout the living creature. And
if it is also distributed from the lungs both to the lower parts and to
the others, (1b20) how can the concoction take place so rapidly? This
is even stranger and a greater problem. Yor they [the lungs] do not
<immediately> pass on the air, which is not concocted immediately,
to the lower parts.* And yet this would seem necessary if the concoc-
tion takes place in the lungs and if the lower parts, too, are involved
in the respiratory process. (1b25). But the consequence of this is an
even greater and more unexpected problem: in that case the process of
concoction takes place as it were casually and by contact only.

Objection 8

And this, too, is illogical and even less tenable,” if the same passage® is
used for the food and the residue. But if it is transported via another
internal part, the same arguments would hold as above. Unless some-
one were to say (1b30) that a residue is not formed from all food and
not for all living creatures, (2al) anymore than it is in plants, since it
cannot be demonstrated for each individual part of the body, unless in
the sense that it forms part of the body as a whole.

* Most mss read nvedpatog here too. Only D' reads nvedpovog. Cf. also 5, 484a6.
A. Roselli (1992) 80 opts for ‘the movement of the lungs’. But in turn this movement
itself must have a principle.

* See Objection 4, which was forcibly underlined in Objection 7. In 481b21-22 we
read: o0 yap Swomépmner (eV0VC) obte v e0Bbg neTTépEVOV TOV GépE TOTG KGTw.

> The ms Z has Aoyodeotepov here. By letter of August 9, 2005, D. Holwerda
has proposed to read: &Aéy(ov épy)mdéotepov: ‘even more difficult (1o explain) than
something that is illogical’.

® The Greek text has Adyog here. W. Jaeger (1913) already proposed to read népog.
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But the growth of the vessels is just like that of the other parts,
and because these [vessels] become broader and distended, (2a5) the
air which flows in and out increases. But whether something must be
present in them, that is what we are trying to find out. And what this
natural air is, and how it increases in a healthy way, that will be obvi-
ous on the basis of that.”

[IL. Objections to theory A and theory B unth regard to insects (which do not
have respiration)]

And how then does nutnition and growth of the innate prneuma take
place for living creatures without respiration? For they no longer obtain
the food from the air inhaled from outside.

Objection 1

But if they receive their food for that (2a10) from what 1s inside and
from ordinary food, it is reasonable to assume that this also applies to
living creatures with respiration. For similar matters come from the
same causes and in the same way.

Objection 2

Unless of course it also comes from outside for living creatures without
respiration—just as they perceive smells—, but then it is something like
respiration after all.

The correctness of this could be disputed by adducing this argument,
(2a15) as well as the matter of food intake (for the drawing in of pneuma
takes place at the same time), and moreover by objecting with regard
to refrigeration that they need it just as much. And if this takes place
for them via their waist, the intake of air naturally also takes place by
that way. So that it is much the same as respiration.

Objection 3
But it is not determined how and by what cause this drawing in takes
place, or, (2a20) if there is no drawing in, how the intake takes place.
Unless, of course, it occurs spontaneously.

This point requires a separate investigation.

7 In 482a7, following U.C. Bussecmaker and W. Jaeger, we read &in instead of elev
of the manuscripts.
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[IIL. Objections to theory A and theory B with regard to fishes (in the water,
where respiration is impossible)]

And what about the nutrition and growth of the innate pneuma in
aquatic animals? For in the first place they do not draw breath, and
we say further that no air is present in the moist substance.

The only remaining possibility is that the innate pneuma is nourished
and grows by means of ordinary food, so that the method is either not
the same for all, (2a25) or the other living creatures with respiration
also nourish and increase [their innate pneuma] by means of ordinary
food. For it must needs be one of these three.

This now is enough as regards the growth and nourishment of
pneuma.

Chapter 3

[ Problems in some theories of respiration]

Objection 1

3, 482a28. But as regards respiration, some do not say what purpose
it serves, but only in what way it takes place, for instance Empedocles
and Democritus. (2a30)

Objection 2

Others do not even discuss the way it takes place but pretend that it
1s evident.

Objection 3

And also when respiration serves the purpose of refrigeration, it is
necessary to elucidate this point. For if the vital heat resides in the
upper parts of the living creature, <the parts>® below no longer need
refrigeration. But the innate pneuma pervades the entire living creature.
And it has its starting-point in the lungs, but the result of respiration,
it seems in their view, (2a35) is also distributed to all parts of the living
creature through the continuity of the system. So they must demonstrate
that this is not the case. On the other hand it is strange if these [lower

8 U.C. Bussemaker proposed to read: (1&) xdtw.
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parts] do not require a certain motive agent and a form of nutrition.
(2b1) But if respiration pervades the entire body, it can no longer be
for the purpose of refrigeration.

Objection 4
But this distribution of the breath throughout the body cannot be
perceived anyway, no more than its speed.

Objection 5

And the process of counterflow is also surprising, if it takes place from
all parts. Unless it takes place in a different way (2b5) from the outer
parts, but the primary and central process from the cardiac region. But
in that case the activities and powers are divided among a plurality
of principles.

Objection &

Yet it is strange if it is also distributed to the bones: for they say that
these also obtain their breath and nutrition from the artériai. Therefore
we must, as we said, look at respiration, the purpose for which it takes
place and for what parts and how.

Objection 7

(2b10) Moreover, it does not appear for all parts that the supply of food
takes place through the artéria, for instance for the vessels themselves
and for certain other parts. And plants also live and receive food.

But these matters belong perhaps more to a study on kinds of
nutrition.

Chapter 4

[Inquiry inio the relation of respiration, pulsation, and nutrition. Continued
analysis of the theory of respiration held by Anistotle’s opponents]

4, 482b14. There are three movements of the air in the artéria [accord-
ing to their theory], (2b15) viz. respiration, pulsation, and thirdly the
movement which supplies and assimilates the food.

It is therefore necessary to say of each of these three where and how
and for what purpose it occurs.
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[ The question: ‘Where?’]

Of these the movement of pulsation can even be clearly perceived
by touching any part of the body. But the movement of respiration
is perceptible only to a certain extent and is largely based on logical
argumentation. (2b20) And the movement of the supply and assimila-
tion of the food is virtually in its entirety a matter of argumentation,
but in the sense that it is concluded on the basis of matters which take
place in an empirically observable way.

Now respiration clearly has its origin from within, to be designated
a power of the soul or the soul itself, or something else again, for
instance a mixture of bodies, which by means of these bodies causes
such an attraction.

(2b25) The nutritive movement may seem to have its origin in
respiration: for it [respiration] is cyclical and is in fact constant. But
whether the whole body does not keep the same pace with regard to
the timing of this movement, or whether there is no difference for all
its parts, should be investigated.

But the pulsating movement is peculiar and distinct from the two
mentioned earlier. (2b30) On the one hand it seems accidental, since,
if there is much heat in a fluid, it is necessary that what evaporates
causes a pulsation, because it is enclosed [in the fluid].

But it i1s present in the origin and primarily, since it is present by
nature in the very first parts. For it is chiefly and primarily present in
the heart, and from there in the other parts. But perhaps, in relation
(2b35) to the underlying substance of the living creature, when it starts
to function in reality, it is a necessary side effect.

[ The question: ‘How?’]

‘There is an indication that pulsation has nothing to do with respira-
tion: (3al) when someone breathes rapidly or evenly, and when he
breathes heavily or lightly, the pulsating movement is the same and
unchanged, but an irregular and agitated pulse occurs during some
bodily ailments and in the case of fears, hopeful expectations, and
afflictions of the soul.

(3a5) But we need to consider whether it is true that pulsation also
occurs in the artériai, even when its rhythm is constant and regular.
At any rate it does not seem to be the case for parts which are far
removed.
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[The question: ‘For what purpose?’]

And it does not seem to occur for any purpose at all, as we already
said.’ For respiration and the supply of food, whether they are entirely
independent of each other (3a10) or stand in relation to each other, do
seem to have a purpose and a reason.

But of these three it would be logical [in their view] for pulsation and
respiration to be prior. For nutrition is always nutrition of something
that already exists.

Objection 1

Or is this not so? For respiration only begins when separation has
taken place from her who has borne the new living creature, and the
supply and the food belong both to what is being formed and to what
already exists.

Objection 2

(3a15) But pulsation occurs from the very first, while the heart is form-
ing, as can be observed in incubated eggs. In this way it is the first
movement, and it resembles an activity and not an enclosure of air,
unless this fact therefore contributes to this activity.'’

Chapter 5

[ The relationship of respiration and nutrition in the theory of Aristotle’s
opponents]

483a18. But the air which is the result of respiration is [they say] trans-
ported to the belly, (3220) not via the oesophagus (for this is impossible);
but there is a passage along the loins through which the inhaled air is
transported by the respiration from the bronchi to the belly and out
again. And this last [in their view] can be established by perception.

Y Cf, 4, 482b30.
" As suggested in 4, 482b34-36.
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[A problem relating to the subject of perception]

But there is also a problem with [their view of ] perception. For if only
the arténa perceives, (3a25) is this by the breath which flows through it
or by the total mass or by its material substance [viz. the artéra
alone]?

Or, if air is the first that comes directly below soul, does the ariéria
perceive by that which is more dominant and prior [viz. the soul]?

What then is the soul? They say that it is a power that is the cause
of this movement.

Objection

But of course you cannot rightly criticize those who describe the
rational and emotional parts as powers. For they, too, describe those
parts as powers.

Objection
(3a30) But if the soul is present in this air, the air is ordinary air. Or
does it really undergo an effect [from the soul] and thereby change?
Obviously the air as ensouled'' or as soul is brought to what is akin to
it, and like increases by like.

Or is this not so? For the whole is not air. But the whole is something
that contributes to this power.

Or not this either? (3a35) That which brings about and has brought
about this power, that is the origin and foundation.

[1s the vital breath identical with or different from the outer awr?]

5, 483b1: But do non-respiring animals have no breath in order that
the air in the artéria is not mixed with the outer air? Or is this not the
reason, but is it mixed in a different way?

Objection
And how does the air in the artéria differ from the air outside? For it is
plausible and perhaps even necessary that it differs in fineness.

1" All the manuscripts have ebyvyov here. U.C. Bussemaker corrected this to
Enyuyov.
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Objection
But there is also the problem (3b5) whether it is hot by itself or by
something else. For the air within seems to be just like the outer air.
But it receives help through refrigeration.

Which views are right? The air outside is at rest, but when enclosed,
it becomes pneuma, condensed as it were and somehow introduced into
a transport system.

Objection

Or must the air obtain a kind of mixture, because it circulates in a
moist and coarse-material environment? But in that case the air (3b10)
is not the finest, because it has undergone a mixture. Yet it 1s logi-
cal that the vehicle of the soul in a primary sense is very fine, unless
something similar applies to the soul too, and it is not something pure
and unmixed.

Only the arténiai [they say] can contain breath, but not the sinews.
Another difference is that the sinews are elastic, but the arfériar burst
easily, like veins.

(3b15) The skin [they say] contains veins, sinews, and artériar. Veins,
for when the skin is pricked, it emits blood; sinews, for the skin is
elastic; artériai, for air is breathed through the skin. For only the artéria
can contain pneuma. But the veins [they say| have pores, in which'? the
vital heat [of the breath in the artériai] (3b20) is present, and in this
way heats the blood as in a cauldron.

For blood is not hot by nature, but like metals becomes liquid through
heat. That is why it coagulates.'

And the arténa also has moisture in itself and in the coverings which
enclose the cavity. This is shown both by dissections and by the fact that
(3b25) both the veins and the artériai, which probably draw in the food,
are connected with the intestines and the belly. From the veins the food
is distributed to the flesh, not via the sides but via the opening.

For, as if they were irrigation pipes, thin veins alongside'* the veins
extend [in their view] from the large vein (3b30) and the artéria past
every rib, and the artériar and the veins lie side by side.

2 The mss read aig here. This can only refer back to the ‘veins’. J.F. Dobson pro-
posed to read oig, which may refer back to népot.

"* ‘We read a full stop behind niyvuoBat.

'* J.F. Dobson already proposed to delete ¢AeBav. At the suggestion of D. Holwerda
we opt to insert the article t1@v before gAeBav.
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Moreover, the bones are attached to the sinews and the veins by
being joined in the middle and in the connections of the head of the
bones, and they [the bones] thus take in food from the veins.'

Fishes also breathe [in their opinion]. If they did not breathe, they
would immediately die on being taken out of the water.

The veins and the artéria: (4al) are connected with each other, and in
their view this can be established by perception too. This would not be
the case if the moisture did not require air and the air did not require
moisture, on account of the heat in the sinew, in the arténa, and in the
vein, a heat which is hottest and most fiery'® (4a5) in the sinew.

Objection 1

Now this vital heat is not suited to the artéria as the location of the
inhaled air, especially not if respiration exists for the purpose of refrig-
eration. But if the vital heat is the producing agent'” and kindles life,
as it were, through heat, it would be possible.

Objection 2
Moreover, what about the maintenance of all living creatures that
possess this innate vital heat, if there is no opposite, nor anything
that cools? For it is clear, (4al0) I think, that all living creatures need
refrigeration.

The blood [in their view] retains the vital heat in the veins and
shelters it as it were. Hence it [the blood], when it flows out, also lets
[the heat] go and the animal dies, because the liver has no artéria.

Chapter 6

[ Problems relating to the nutrition of bones, sinews, and the flesh of living
creatures]

6, 484al4. Does the semen pass through the artéria and is it also
compressed, (4al5) and does this happen only in emission?’® So the

1> We read a full stop after 8éxecBau.

'8 The mss have gAeBwdéotatov here. A. Roselli 107, following D. Furlanus, cor-
rects to QAoywdéctatov.

17 T Beppév is the subject of motetl. Cf. 9, 485a28: 0 Bepuov 10 épyaldpevoy.

18 A Roselli assumes a lacuna here in the Greek text. J.F. Dobson assumes a lacuna
before this sentence.
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<bones>" also show the change from blood, because the sinews are
nourished from the bones. For they are attached to them.

Objection

Or is this not true either? For there are sinews in the heart too. And
sinews are attached to the bones, but not on the other side, because
they end in flesh.

42a20. But this means nothing. For the food for the sinews could still
come from the bone. But would the food for these bones themselves
rather come from the sinews? For this is strange too. For bone is by
nature dry and has no passages for liquid. And food is liquid.

But we should first consider, if the sinews receive their nutrition from
the bones, what the nutrition of bone is. Do perhaps passages (4a25)
carry it there both from the vein and from the artéria? In many bones
these passages are clearly visible, particularly those leading to the spine.
But [in their view] the veins and artériai leading from the bones form a
continuous whole with them, for instance along the ribs.

Objection

But in what way do these passages receive their food from the belly,
or how does the drawing-in take place? After all, most (bones) are not
elastic (cartilaginous), for instance the spine.

But it does not serve (4a30) the purpose of movement either. Is it
for connecting?

And we must also know, if the bone is nourished from the sinews,
what the nutrition of the sinew is. But we say that a sinew is nourished
by the sticky fluid which surrounds it. And whence and how this fluid
arises is yet to be discussed.

Objection
But to say that flesh consists of veins and artéria because blood issues
from any point where it is pricked is false, (4a35) in any case with regard
to the other living creatures, like birds, snakes, and fishes or oviparous
animals in general. But this is a specific feature of full-blooded animals.
For when the breast of a small bird is cut, serum issues, not blood.
But Empedocles assumes that nails are formed from sinews, by a
process of hardening. (4bl) Is the relation of skin to flesh the same?

!9 We could cousider reading év (6o1)0ig here.
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Objection

But how is it possible for shellfish and crustaceans that nutrition takes
place from outside by means of respiration? It seems on the contrary
that it takes place from inside rather than outside.

Objection

Moreover, how and through what passages does transport from the belly

take place? (4b5) And, next, how do they bend back to the flesh, even if

this 1s illogical? For this seems most surprising and totally impossible.
Is this then food for some animals and something else for others,

and is the blood not food for all? But the other parts are nourished

from it.

Chapter 7

[ The various functions of the bones]

7, 484b9. We therefore need to consider whether bones are designed
for movement or (4b10) for support and as a protective covering, and
moreover whether some of them are a kind of origin, like the celestial
axis (in the cosmos). By ‘for movement’ I mean for instance the bone
of a foot or a hand or a leg or an arm, both the movement of bend-
ing and locomotion. For the latter is impossible without the movement
of bending.

The legs (the ‘supporting parts’), we can say, belong to these as
well.

(4b15) But bones also serve as a protective covering; the bones of
the head have this function for the brain, and those who regard the
marrow as the origin, as is well known, assign the same function to the
spine. And the ribs are for enclosing.

The primary and stable factor is the spine, to which the ribs are
attached for the purpose of enclosing. For there must be something of
this kind. For everything that is moved starts from a state of rest.

4b20. But there must always be a goal for the sake of which some-
thing exists. Some therefore find the origin here, in the spinal marrow
and the brain.

Moreover, bones are for joining and enclosing, like the collar-bone.
Perhaps its name (key-bone) derives from this.

Every bone is well-suited to its function. For bending is not pos-
sible, either of the whole or of the parts, (4b25) unless there are such
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pones, such as the spine, the foot, the arm. For there must be a bend-
ing inwards, for the sake of functionality, as much of the foot as of
the other limbs.

They all serve some purpose, including the bones which form part of
them, like the radius in the forearm for turning® the forearm and the
hand. For we could not bend the arm forwards and backwards (4b30)
without this radius, and would could not raise and bend our legs if
there were not two radii functioning in the lower leg.21

Just so we should consider for the other bones, for instance the
movement of the neck, whether this is one bone. And we should also
do this for the bones which serve to fasten and connect, for instance
the kneecap over the knee.

But we should also investigate why the others do not have this.

(4b35) All bones with a motor function have sinews, and perhaps in
particular those which are suitable for doing something, like those of
the arms and the legs, the hands and the feet.

The other bones with a connective function have sinews to the
extent that they need them. For some hardly need them or not at all,
for instance the spine. But hinge joints do.

(5al) For what fastens them together is serum and a mucous fluid.
The others are moreover connected by sinews, for instance those about
the joints.

Chapter 8

[ The functionality of all things in nature]

8, 485a4. A better explanation of all things is obtained by an investi-
gation like the present. But we must study as far as adequate the final
causes for the sake of which things exist.

In our view, it is not the bones which exist for the sake of movement,
but rather the sinews or their analogues, the primary part containing
the pneuma which causes movement.

For even the belly moves and the heart has sinews. Bones are not
present in all living creatures, but in some they are necessarily present.

% 1. Bekker has rightly corrected tpogfig as found in the mss to {c)tpogfc.
2 With ms Z, A. Roselli reads here: év tfj xvijun. The other mss have: kivioer.
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And such a living creature requires sinews for such a movement (5a10)
or for < >

For an octopus can walk, if only small distances and with difficulty.

For we should assume as a principle that the bones of all animals
serve the purpose of movement, or some other purpose, but contribut-
ing to their characteristic movement.

For instance the feet for land animals, two for those that stand erect,
but more for animals which move entirely on the ground, whose matter
(5a15) is earthier and colder (other animals can even move without feet,
for they move in their situation with a movement all of their own),?
and wings for birds, and their form is suited to their nature, but they
differ for the faster and heavier flyers.

They have feet for the purpose of getting food and for standing,
except in the case of the bat. That is why the bat gets its food (5a20)
from the air. And that is why it does not need to rest. For they do not
need <to alternate>.?*

But among aquatic animals shellfish have feet on account of their
weight [and not for locomotion]. Thus far on locomotion.

But for everything which serves other purposes the governing prin-
ciple (for our inquiry) is what is specific to each living creature, even if
this is not very clear, for instance why (5a25) many-footed insects are
the slowest (whereas quadrupeds are faster than bipeds). Is this because
their bodies move entirely on the ground or because they are naturally
cold and move with difficulty, or for another reason?

Chapter 9

[Vital heat as the only and multi-functional life-bearing principle]

Our opponents who hold that it is not the vital heat which is the effi-
cient principle in bodies, and who claim (5a30) that fire has only one
direction of movement and only a power to cut, are wrong. For even
in inanimate things it does not always produce the same effect in all

2 The text seems to have a lacuna of 5 to 6 letters here.

2 We propose to read here: Ao, éyxwpel (i8)ie [sc. xvioet] vap obto kiveioBa,
instead of Pig.

* We propose to correct 83U Ahav to StadA(oy)dv. Bats do not need to interrupt
their flight to search for food on the ground, as birds do. Cf. I 4. 18, 714b20-22.
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cases,” but some things it condenses, others it rarefies, others it dissolves,
yet others it hardens. We must therefore assume that the same situation
applies to ensouled creatures, when we inquire into what can be called
the fire which nature uses, as into the fire which craft uses.

For in the crafts, too, the fire of the goldsmith produces a different
result (5a35) from that of the coppersmith and that of the carpenter
and the cook. But perhaps it is more correct to say that the crafts
accomplish this: for they use fire (5bl) as an instrument to soften or
melt or dry things, and also to shape some things.

The natural vital principles (of living creatures) do the same. Hence
their products differ.”®

It is therefore ridiculous to judge by externals only. For whether
the action of heat and fire separates or refines or whatever, (5b5) the
products will be different for the users of this fire.

But the crafts use fire solely as an instrument; nature, on the other
hand, also uses it as matter. And this is not problematical, but rather it
is hard to understand that nature herself uses the vital heat, and that,
together with the visible qualities, nature also produces the form.

(5b10) For this is no longer a matter of fire or air. It is clearly remark-
able that such a power should be combined with these matters. And
the case is just as remarkable with the soul. For it is present in them.
Therefore it is not incorrect to identify it with them, either as a whole
or one of its parts, the part that forms and that causes the movement
always to be actually the same.” For this also applies to the nature
(5b15) to which generation, too, is due.

But how are we then to explain the difference of the vital heat in
each individual living creature, the heat taken as instrument or as
matter or as both? For fire displays differences of more and less. This
is much like mixed or unmixed. For purer fire is more fire. The same
rule applies to the other simple bodies.

(5b20) For because the bone and flesh of a horse differ from those
of an ox, it is necessary that they consist of different components or
differ in the proportion of their mixture.” Now if the components are
different, what are the differences of each of the simple bodies in itself

» J.E Dobson corrects 6Aa to SAwg with reference to 3, 482a30 and 2, 482a23.

% We propose to correct Siapopai in b3 to Sidgopa.

? D. Furlanus and W. Jaeger correct évépyeiav to évepyodv. A. Roselli 127 proposes:
évepyelq.

*® The mss have ypficer here. D. Furlanus proposed to read xpdoer. Cf. 485b25.
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and what <is their power>?% For we are searching for these <differ-
ences>. But if the components are the same, they will differ owing to
the proportions of their mixture.

For it must needs be one of the two, as in the other cases: (5b25)
for a mixture of wine and honey differs [from another mixture] on
account of the underlying substance, but one quantity of wine differs
from another through its constitution.

Hence Empedocles <speaks>* too simply about the formation of
bone, since [in his view] all bones have the same proportion in their
mixture. In that case there ought to be no difference between the bones
of a horse and a lion or a man. But in reality they differ in hardness,
softness, (5b30) density, and so on.

Moreover, even parts of the same living creature differ in density and
rarity, and so on. So they do not have the same proportion of mixture
in their components. For the difference between thick and thin and
large and small may be due to quantity, but hard and dense and their
opposites (5b35) are due to the quality of the mixture.

But those who speak in this way must see (5b35) how the formative
principle may differ (bal) because its own quantity varies or because
something by itself or mixed or in something else is heated, like the
difference between something that is cooked and that is baked. Perhaps
this 1s true. For the vital heat of nature is mixed with it and produces
the bones at the same time. So the argument holds good for the flesh
[of a living creature]. (6bl) For the same differences occur there, and
most probably also in the vein and the artéria (windpipe), and so on.

So one of the two: either the proportion of the components in the
mixture is not the same, or we should not try to determine the propor-
tions for hardness and density and their opposites.

» W. Jaeger supposes a lacuna in the text here and suggests: | $Ovag; Another
possibility is: | oOvBeoic.

3 Perhaps @otv of the manuscripts should be corrected into ¢noiv, as D. Holwerda
suggested by letter of September 19, 2005.
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CHAPTER ONE

[ The innate pneuma: two views on its maintenance/

481al: ‘“The innate pneuma, how does it maintain itself and grow?’ (Tig
f 100 &ueitov mvedpotog Srapovn, kal Tig | adénoig;)

The central subject of this treatise is the innate pneuma or life-bear-
ing spirit.

The title of the work derives from the first sentence, just as in some
recognized works of Aristotle.

Preuma is present in all living creatures from their conception. Accord-
ing to Aristotle, it is present in living creatures both with and without
a respiratory system.

Moreover, living creatures with respiration always undergo a devel-
opmental phase in which the respiratory function has not yet been
actualized. For pneuma is already present in the semen from which every
living entity is born. This is because the begetter of such a living entity
is himself a bearer of pneuma too, and through his vital heat is able
to concoct the food he has eaten, so that it becomes a useful nutrient,
blood. Through this process of concoction the begetter also produces
semen as a residue (perittdma) of high purity, which contains preuma
and passes on a life-generating movement to the menstrual blood of
the female partner.!

Like A.L. Peck, it seems best to us to leave pneuma untranslated, on
account of the misunderstandings which words like ‘vital spirit’ of ‘vital
breath’ are liable to create. If a translation is nevertheless chosen, ‘vital’
or ‘life-bearing spirit’ is preferable to ‘vital breath’, because it avoids
the suggestion of a respiratory process.

' For a sound treatment of this concept in Aristotle’s oeuvre, see Aristotle, Generation
of amimals, with an English translation by A.L. Peck (London 1942) 576-593. See
also Aristoteles, Over voortplanting vertaald, ingeleid en van aantekeningen voorzien door
R. Ferwerda (Groningen 2005).
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This concept of the innate preuma as the bearer of soul and all
vital functions in all living creatures was a fundamental concept of
Aristotle’s philosophy. And of no one else.? The Stoic theory of pneuma
is radically different.

But Aristotle had to do with predecessors who also assigned a vital
role to pneuma, namely all those who saw ‘vital breath’ as the central
force of life and who considered this life inextricably connected with
respiration. In his De respiratione Aristotle discussed at length the theories
of Empedocles, Democritus, Diogenes of Apollonia, Anaxagoras, and
Plato’s Timaeus. But the only question he addresses there is how they
understood the process of respiration. The discussion in De spiritu focuses
on clarifying the concept of ‘the innate preuma’. For Aristotle this preuma
is something special, the analogue of the astral element in sublunary
creatures and the instrumental body of the soul (séma organikon). For
his opponents it is ‘vital breath’, which they identify with the soul, or
at least assume to be closely connected with the soul.

JH. Dobson’s translation (1914) ‘natural breath’ is unfortunate. It
has nevertheless been retained in the Revised Oxford Translation (1984)
vol. 1, 764. WS, Hett 487 has: ‘the breath inherent in us’; P Gohlke
(1947) 19 opts for ‘angeborene Lebensluft’, ‘weil es sich dabei weder
um gewohnliche Luft, noch auch nur um Atemluft handelt’. But this
translation remains confusing too. J. Tricot (1951) 177 chooses ‘souffle
vital’. A. Roselli (1992) 133 has: ‘il pneuma congenito’. But this is not
yet precise either. For Aristotle it is a fundamental point that preuma
is not just present from birth (see 5, 483a13-17!), but earlier We have
chosen to translate uputov as ‘innate’, though this can also create
misunderstanding if associated with the moment of birth.

‘Innate’ (Eugutov) occurs only here in Spir. The term cOpgutov,
which is synonymous, occurs six times. This difference in frequency is
also found in the Corpus Aristotelicum (the collection of all the extant
works attributed to Aristotle). -

The passage in M 4. 10, 703a10: ‘How this innate pneuma is preserved
has been set out elsewhere’ (tig pév odv N copia 100 cvuEHTOL
nvedpotog, elpntar év aAAoig) has often been connected with De spiritu.
Cf. the highly questionable discussion by W. Jaeger (art. 1913; repr. 1960)
76-77. A. Roselli 69 denies the necessity of this connection and states
that ‘la autenticita dj M4 dunque non ¢ infirmata da un rimando al

.2 For tbe foundf'n_ion of this thesis, see A.P. Bos, The soul and its instrumental body. A
rewnterpretation of Aristotle’s philosophy of living nature (Leiden 2003).
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non autentico Spir’ It may be that the passage from M.A. 10 refers to
Tuv. 6, 470a19-b5, which talks about ‘the preservation of the natural
vital heat’ (Thv 10D @vokod Beppod swpiav). But this connection is
not necessary either. See also our commentary on 48lal2.

1, 481al: does maintain itself” (Sroapovi)—here at the beginning and
in 481a27 at the conclusion of chap. I; but it recurs in 5, 484a8. The
only place where it occurs in the Corpus Aristotelicum is De plantis: 1
3, 818a40; 7, 822al; II 6, 826b19.%

A comparable place is ‘the continuance of the presence of the nutn-
tive soul in vital heat’ (f povn (&v 10 Bepud tfig Bpentixic woxfic)) in
Tuv. 24 / Resp. 18, 479a30.

The verb ‘to be maintained’ (Siopéverv) is common in Arnstotle. E.g.
Resp. 1, 470b15; b21. See also bropéverwv in Juv. 4, 469b14: dropéver
10 {ijv.

For the distinction between ‘to be maintained’ (Siopovf) and ‘growth’
(abEnog), cf. Amim. 11 4, 416b11 in the discussion of the anima nutntiva
or vegetativa, the vital principle of plants and the most basic soul-part of
animals and humans: “There is a difference between nutritive substance
and growth substance. For a living creature as something that possesses a
certain bulk, there is growth substance, for something that is a concrete
entity, nutritive substance’ (fot1 8’ #tepov Tpo@fi kol adEnTiK® elvon-
I pév yap moodv 1L 10 Euwuyov, adEntikdy, fi 8¢ 08¢ 11 kal ovoia,
pogn). G.A. II 6, 744b32-36. Simply to stay alive requires a supply of
food. Growth requires an extra supply of food. G.C. I 5, 322a19-33.

1, 481a2: ‘For we see that it increases and becomes stronger with age
and as the physical disposition changes.” (Op@pev yop St wAéov kol
loyvpdrepov yiveton xal ko Hciog petofolny kai xatd Si1é6ectv
ooOpOTOC.)

Cf. GA. V 1, 778a23. We may ask how it can be determined that the
innate pneuma increases in volume and strength. For this, see esp. fu. 27 /
Resp. 21, 480a19: ‘when the vital heat, in which the nutritive principle
is situated, increases’ (mAéov ywopevov (sc. 1o Bepuov &v @ M dpxh

* The Greek text of De plantis is a retranslation into Greek of a Latin translation
of an Arabic translation of the (lost) Greek work De plantis by Nicolaus Damascenus,
in which he probably makes extensive use of the lost writings of the same name by
Aristotle and Theophrastus. Cf. [Aristoteles) Nicolaus Damascenus, De plantis. Five translations,
ed. and introd. by H/J. Drossaart Lulofs, E.L J. Poortman {Amsterdam 1989).
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Bpentikn)) quoted below, and PA. III 4, 667a27: ‘the pneuma increases
and becomes stronger’ (10 nvebpo nAelov kal EviayveL paAlov).

G.A. V 7, 787b6: ‘As animals grow older, the part that causes
motion becomes stronger’ (tpolovong 3¢ tiig NAwkiog ioyver paAiov
10010 10 pOplov 10 Kivodv €v exaotolg) deals with the (human) voice
and sounds of animals and differences in their pitch and volume. Cf.
786b27; 787al15; 787al8; 787a31; 787b10; 787b15: ‘Bulls are the most
muscular, also their hearts, so that the part by which they set the air in
motion is tense, like a cord of sinews drawn tight’ (néAiota 8’ ol Tadpot
veupddetg, kol | xapdia - Siomep cHviovov Exovot 10BTo 0 poplov @
Kwvobot 10 nvedpo donep xopdilv tetapévny vevpiviy). Especially the
last passage makes it clear that voice results from the inhaled air being
set in motion.

See also fuv. 6, 470a29: ‘the strength of its vital heat withers’
(8€avaivetor | 100 Beppod ioxdgc—W.D. Ross 1955) and M.A. 10,
703a8; PA. III 4, 667a27, which are more specifically concerned with
the innate pneuma.

1, 481a3: ‘Is it the same as with the other parts, because something is
added? (i d¢ 1dAho pépn, TPOGYIVOUEVOL TIVOG;)

Cf. Cael. 13, 270a23: ‘Anything which is subject to growth grows...in
consequence of substance of the same kind being added to it and
dissolving into its matter’ (t0 abEovopevov drav advtavetat...vno
GVYYEVODG TPOCIOVIOG Kol AVOALOREVOL €lg THYV VANY).

1, 481a4: ‘Now what is added is food for ensouled creatures’ (rposyivetou
8¢ tpoen 101G Epyidyorg).

All living creatures, starting from the level of plants, take in food
because they need food. In some cases this food is ready and directly
suitable for taking in (e.g. for plants; cf. P4. II 3, 650a22; 10, 655b32;
H.A. IV 6, 531b10). But animals take in food that is not directly suitable
for integration in their own physical constitution. This food must first
be ‘elaborated’ in a ‘process of concoction’, so that it is made suitable
for integration.*

Because of the author’s starting-point in the first lines of this treatise,
the entire remaining discussion will focus on vegetative processes, which

* Cf. GE.R. Lloyd, ‘The master cook’, in id., Anstotelian explorations (Cambridge
1996) 83-103; R. Ferwerda, ‘Het inwendig oventje. De rol van warmte in het denken

van Aristoteles over spijsvertering en voortplanting en over de positie van de vrouw’,
Filosofie 11 (2001) 3, pp. 17-26.
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for Aristotle take place on the level of the amma nutntiva and the vital
heat connected with it.

Here Aristotle talks about ‘food” without further specification. In 1,
481all he calls blood ‘food in its final phase’. Blood is the substance
which can be integrated in the various parts of the visible body. 2,
482al0 also talks about ‘ordinary food’ (thg kowviig Tpo@eNg).

1, 481a: ‘So we should consider the nature and origin of the food’
(Gote TadTV okentéov, moia te kol mobev).

In what follows, the question of what is food for the innate pneuma
takes on broad ramifications and also returns in the question of the
nutrition of plants, and of bones, sinews, and flesh. Only the question
of the nutrition of plants is assigned in 3, 482b13 to a separate study
on kinds of food.

The treatise De spiritu could, however, be interpreted as a study ‘on
the nutrition of the innate preuma’ of animals and humans.

‘So we should consider’ (oxentéov).

This term occurs eight times in Spir In addition we find okeyig once.
It always marks the introduction of a new point of interest.

The last chapter of the last treatise of the Parva naturalia contains
a passage which could be regarded as a reason for writing Spir.: Resp.
21, 480al7: ‘Respiration arises because the vital heat in which the
vegetative principle is located increases. For just as the other parts need
food, so too the vital heat, and even more than the other parts. For
this is also the cause of nutrition for the others. So it is necessary that
1f this heat increases, the instrument [of respiration and refrigeration]
also increases in volume. And we must assume that the constitution of
the instrument is comparable with bellows in smithies’ (H & évomvon
Yiveton adEavopévov 100 Beppod, év @ N apyn  Bpentuch. xabdnep
Yop kol 1ehha Selton Tpoghic, KKevo, kol OV AoV paAdov: kol
Yop 10l GAAOLg ékelvo THg Tpogiic aitiov dotv. dvéyxkm 8% mAéov
Ywopevov aipewv 10 dpyavov. Sel & broAaPely thy cvotacwy 10D
0pydvou mapomAnciov pev eivar taig eooog Todg év Tolg xohkeiong).

The same problem was touched upon in Resp. 6, 473a10-12.

This connection could plausibly suggest that Spir comes directly after
Resp. But a case can also be made for Spir preceding fuz. and Resp.

1, 481a6: ‘Now there are two ways in which food is produced for the
innate pneuma, namely either (A) by means of respiration or (B) by
means of the process of concoction which accompanies the introduc-
tion of food, as for the other parts’ (0o &% tpémor 8v Gv yiverar, f
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d1a thig dvarvofig, i di1a TG kT TV THig TPOPTiG TPOCPOPAV TEYEMG,
xaBdnep toig GArOIC).

J.FE Dobson: ‘nutrition may result in either of two ways...” Likewise
WS.S. Hett 487; P. Gohlke 158: ‘Sie kommt auf zwei Wegen’; J. Tricot
175: ‘Il y a deux facons dont la nutrition a lieu.” Likewise A. Roselli
133. None of these translators seems to have any hesitations about the
author’s opinion in this matter.

For 8v v, cf. Rhet. ad Alex. 36, 1442b25: ‘could not obtain in any
other way’ (8¢ &AAov Tporov TVXELY GdOvartov) and 31, 1438b14: “There
are three different methods in which we shall arrange them’ (ta&opev
St adtag i TPV TPOTV).

The statement seems simply to mean that there are two ways in which
food is taken in. But in that case we would not expect a disjunction
but a conjunction of the two different options.

The subject van yivetau is ‘food’ (tpoen) from 481a5, i.e. ‘food for
the preuma’. This means that, as regards the first option, we certainly
have a most un-Aristotelian position here. Aristotle regarded respira-
tion not as a process of nutrition but of refrigeration. And in chap. 2
he disputes the position of ‘Aristogenes’ that respiration is a process
of nutrition.

1, 481a6: ‘either (A) by means of respiration or (B) by means of the pro-
cess of concoction which accompanies the introduction of food’ (f dic
Mg avanvofig | 1 THg Kot TV THG TPOPTiG TPOCPOPRV TEWEWG).

These two possibilities also seem to suggest that the author wants
to talk about how ‘nutrition of the innate pneuma’ comes about. After
all, respiration ensures that a living creature is supplied with breath
(pneuma). And as an alternative the author does not simply mention the
introduction of food via the oesophagus and stomach, but ‘the pro-
cess of concoction’ which accompanies the introduction of food. This
‘cooking’ or ‘concoction’ also results in an ‘evaporation’ (anathymiasis /
pneumatésis). In the view of some, this explains the pulsing movement
in the veins, or the artériai—cf. 4, 482b30-32.

But both here and in 481a27 and 28 and 2, 482a24—26 there is a
clear contrast: (B) is the option of growth by means of food; (A) is the
option of growth by means of respiration.

The importance of two forms of nutrition for living creatures, i.e.
via respiration and via the process of concoction, is motivated in 5,
484a2-3 (in a representation of the position of Aristotle’s opponents) by
the remark that veins and artériai are interconnected, because moisture
needs pneuma, and preuma moisture.
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We can observe, further, that the word ‘food’ in this opening sec-
tion varies somewhat in meaning. 48la4 talks about ‘food’ for living
creatures. We think this means: everything that is taken in through the
mouth (of animals) or the roots (of plants). In 2, 482a10 this seems to
pe meant by ‘ordinary food’. But in 481a6 the focus seems to shift to
‘food for the pneuma’, because pneuma is regarded as a ‘part’ (481a4) of
a living creature. But if ‘respiration’ is mentioned as a possible pro-
vider of ‘food’ here (481a6), we are obviously dealing with ‘food’ in
an analogous sense. For this is not food taken in via the mouth (and
oesophagus) or the roots. 481all then goes on to talk about food’ as a
result of digestion of the food introduced through the mouth (a diges-
tion which, in Arstotle’s view, always produces a residue).

The interest in respiration here is not a duplication of De respiratione.
Respiration is discussed in Spiz because of questions about the relation-
ship with the innate pneuma. Spir. shows that the innate pneuma is the
precondition for respiration.

In De respiratione 5 and 6 Aristotle gave two descriptions of theories
which he says claim to talk about the maintenance of vital heat: the
theory in Plato, Timaeus 79a—80d, which describes respiration as a pro-
cess of simultaneous air displacement (‘peridsis’/*antiperistasis’), and an
anonymous theory which presents air as ‘food’ for the vital heat.” This
idea could be inspired by the empirical fact that fire flares up when
air is added (as with bellows in a smithy—cf. Resp. 7, 474a12-15, in a
passage on Empedocles). This theory strongly resembles the theory of
Aristogenes’ in Spir 2 and Plato’s discussions in the Timaeus.

In Resp. 7, 473b1-8 Aristotle reports Empedocles’ theory of respira-
tion as a process by which air flows up and down through the body via
the veins and thus brings about respiration, a process in which air from
these veins/air ducts also comes out through their pores and through
the skin.

These theories come closest to the questions discussed in De spiritu.
And, as we saw above, De spiritu also seems to link up directly with the
problems dealt with in De respiratione.

> Cf. Resp. 6, 473a3: ‘But we must not entertain the notion that it is for purposes of
nutrition that respiration is designed, and believe that the internal fire is fed by pneuma;
respiration, as it were, adding fuel to the fire, while the feeding of the flame results
in expiration” CAAAG pfv 00dE Tpogfig Ye xGpv UnoAnrtéov yivesBar thv évaavonv,
O TpEPORéVOL TG MveDLRaTL ToD évidg mupdg, Kai dvarvéoviog pev donep éni mop
bnéxcavpa droBdilesBar, tpapéviog 8¢ 10D mupds YiyveoBar thv éxnvony).



54 DE SPIRITU

1, 481a8: ‘for the other parts’ (10lg GALOL).

J.E. Dobson translates: ‘the other parts’; W.S. Hett 487: ‘the rest of
the body’; J. Tricot 175: ‘les autres parties du corps’; A. Roselli 133:
‘le altre parti del corpo’; cf. p. 71.

This seems plausible if Aristotle means: the innate pneuma is ‘nour-
ished’ by respiration or by the process of concoction which accompanies
the supply of ordinary food, just as the other parts of the living creature
(apart from pneuma) are nourished in this way. In that case tolg &AAoig
is identical to TdAAo pépn in 481a4. Cf. Resp. 21, 480al7-19.

In view of the discussion which follows, however, it may also be
that tolg &Aloig should be connected with a tacit éuyiyo1g, ‘the other
living creatures’ (see 481a5), and that this anticipates the statement in
2, 482a7: 101g 8¢ &M uM dvamvevotikolc and 2, 482a21: 1olg 8¢ Om
gviypotg, that living creatures without a system of respiration seem
equally to need ‘nourishment’ of their preuma. This position seems
underlined by 481al12: naow—*all living creatures’ and by the state-
ment that non-breathing creatures get this nutrition from ‘ordinary

food’ (2, 482a10).

1, 481a8-9: ‘Of these two the <former> manner of nutrition seems
just as likely to take place by means of nutritive substance’ (to0tov
Towg ovy fittov av oy ovtwg d0Eetev di Thg Tpodfic).

What does to0tv refer to? To the 800 tpomor of ab or to GAloig in
a8? W.S. Hett 487 opts for tpdémor: ‘Of the two the method by means
of food seems more likely’; likewise J.F. Dobson; J. Tricot 175; also
A. Roselli 133. P. Gohlke 158 seems to opt for dAAoig: ‘Und eben-
sowenig, wie in andern Fillen, ist bei der Lebensluft die Erneuerung
durch Nahrung abzulehnen.” The choice of tpdmor seems right, but
Hett’s translation is incorrect, because if Aristotle meant what Hett
thinks, the chosen alternative would have to be formulated as 6 1
ThS Tpogic.

It would in fact be strange if the author first declares that there are
two kinds of ‘nutrition’ (tpo@n)), and then calls one of them ‘the nutri-
tion by means of food’.

Another argument against Hett’s translation is that oy oVtwg in
a8 is deleted as incomprehensible, though it is impossible to indicate
why it entered the text. In the second place it makes lines 481a9-10
completely incomprehensible. For in that case the argument ‘body is
nourished by body, and breath is a body’ is interpreted in the sense:
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every body is nourished by bodily nutrition; and preuma is a body; so
it is nourished by the result of the concoction of food. But this cannot
possibly have been used as an argument for underlining a preference
for option (B), since option (A) talks about ‘nourishment’ of pneuma by
the inhaled air, and this inhaled air is of course a ‘body’ too.

More probably the author is aware that the phrase ‘nutrition of
prneuma by respiration’ may sound strange to his audience. This may
have led him to clarify that this nutrition by respiration also involves a
‘nutritive substance’, viz. the inhaled air. 2, 481a29 underlines this by
stating that, in the view of ‘Aristogenes’, the inhaled air is ‘food’.

Perhaps we should therefore replace the o0y ovtwg of the manu-
scripts with: éxelvog, and interpret the sentence as follows: ‘of the
two ways mentioned the nutrition of preuma <in the former manner>
may seem just as likely to take place by means of food’. In that case
ovy, oVtwg makes sense as a marginal gloss clarifying éxeivog, which
entered the text by mistake. Cf. G.C. II 7, 334b15-19: ‘not as matter
exists potentially, but in the sense explained earlier’ (0by obtwg d& dxg
1 VAn... éxelvog 8¢ VAn 10 yvopevov). 334a35: ‘But it is not possible
in the way they say’ (101g & éxelveg Aéyovot ovk €vdexeton). Metaph.
B 4, 1001a8: ‘For some people think they are of the former, others of
the latter nature’ (oi pev yop ékeivog ol & obtog olovior TV @GV
gxew). EN V 11, 1136al6: ‘and is all suffering of injustice of the lat-
ter kind or else all of the former’ (koi dpo v o¥tag i éxelva). Pol.
I19, 1270a22; IV 13, 1297a40—41; 15, 1300a27; 29; V 8, 1308b7-9;
Meteor: 111 6, 377b13; IV 9, 387b31. See also the use of &xewva in Spir
2,482al10, 16 and 25.

In this interpretation, lines 481a8-10 are meant to broaden the
* concept of ‘food’. The author explains that food need not only be
understood as the substances which are taken in through the mouth
(and the oesophagus) or the roots, but that ‘nutritive substance’ can be
taken more broadly.

This means that we have to place lines a8-10 between brackets as a
parenthetical remark. It now becomes clearer that 481a10: ‘So how does
this work?’ (tig 0dv 6 1pdémog) follows on from option B in 481a7.

In the further discussion of the two alternative views, viz. ‘by means
of respiration’ (A) or ‘by means of (concoction of) food’ (B), it is good
to bear in mind that Aristotle in Resp. 6 (in a critique of a theory which
seems identical to that of ‘Aristogenes’ here) does declare a preference
for theory B: 6, 473a10-12: ‘Again, what are we to say of this imaginary
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generation of heat from the inhaled breath? For we can see that it is
rather due to food’ (Enerto xoi 10 yiyvesOar 10 Oeppov éx 100 nvedpatog
tivoe xpn Tpdmov Aéyetv, mhoopot®d@deg Ov; paAAdov yap €k THG TPOPTg
70010 YLYVOLEVOV OPOUEV).

1, 481a9: (‘For a body is nourished by a body, and pneuma is a body.’)
(c@pa Yop VO COUOTOG TPEPETAL, TO OE TVEDUA CAUC).

On the subject in general, cf. G.C. 15 ff,, esp. 321a5: ‘It is necessary
that (something that grows) grows through something immaterial or
through something material’ ('Avayxoiov 81 fi dcopdate adfaveshar
1| coOpoTy).

The pneuma referred to here is not the innate pneuma of 48lal, as J.E
Dobson and P. Gohlke 158 believe, but the pneuma supplied from without
by respiration. This meaning is clearly intended in 2, 481a29: ‘he also
holds breath to be food’ (tpognv oietat kol 10 nvedua). Aristotle uses
it in the same way in Resp. 3, 471a26: ‘All animals which breathe in or
draw in pneuma’ (mavtev 1@V Avamvedviov Kol EAKOVIOV TO TVEDUC).
471b4: ‘fishes, which do not possess any pneuma from without’ ((1®v
ixB0wv) ovk éxdviev nvedua BOpabev 00Bév). 4, 472a35; 5, 473a2:
‘we draw breath frequently’ (toAAdkig 10 nvedpo cvpPoiver ondv) and
in 6, 473a4: ‘as if the internal fire is fed by breath’ (&g Tpegopévov
@ mveopatt 100 €viog nupdc) and 473al0. Cf. also 10, 476a9: (The
lung) its name—pneumdén—seems due to its being a receptacle for
breath—pneuma’ (Eowke xai tOvopo eiAngévan 0 nvedpov Sie Thv 100
nvedpatog dnodoynv). Sometimes Aristotle uses the phrase ‘pneuma
drawn in from without’ (nvedpo B0pabev éreicaxtév), e.g. PA. 11 16,
659b19, in contrast to ‘the innate pneuma’ (10 copgvtov nveduo), which
all living creatures possess by nature. Because he developed a new
view of vital phenomena and generation, he is responsible for giving
a whole new conceptual meaning to the word preuma. Confusingly, he
continued to use ‘pneuma’ in the sense of ‘inhaled air’. Hence we can
find him stating that preservation of the ‘innate pneuma’ requires cooling
by means of inhaled preuma.

In the interpretation indicated by our translation, this sentence does
not contain an ‘argomentazione solo apparentemente dimostrativa’, as
A. Roselli 71 claims.

But the idea that the innate pneuma is fed by inhaled air is totally
unacceptable to Aristotle. He holds that respiration has the sole func-
tion of cooling the central parts of the body.
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[Aristotle’s position]

1, 481a10: ‘So how does this work?’ (Tig obv 6 tpdmog;)

The question here is not: ‘so which (of the two ways mentioned in
a6-7) is it’”? Greek would not use Tig but I16tepog for this. The question
here is: ‘In what way does food for the innate pneuma come about?’,
following on from the previous section.

1, 481al10: ‘Most probably by a kind of drawing of blood from the
veins and a process of concoction of this blood’ (| dfilov dg éx tfig
oheBog OAKT) TIVL KOl REWEL).

This must be an elaboration of 481a7: ‘by means of the process of
concoction which accompanies the introduction of food’ (tfig xaté Thv
1fig TpoYTig Tpocopav réyeme). At first food is bread or fruit. This food
enters the stomach via the mouth and oesophagus and is turned into
blood by an initial process of concoction. But food in this undigested
form is not found in the veins. This passage talks about food deriving
from the veins. This must be blood, result of the ordinary process of
concoction. The idea here, we might suppose, is that respiration draws
blood from the veins and this blood strengthens the innate pneuma in a
second process of concoction.

1, 481all: ‘For blood is food in its last phase, which is the same for all
living creatures’ (10 yop alipe 1) €5y Tpo@h Kol 1} DT TAGLY).

This is a position defended by Plato in Tum. 80e7: “We call this liquid
“blood”. It is the sustenance of the flesh and of the entire body’ (atipc,
VOUTIV GOPK@Y KOl GUUTAVTOG TOD GMMOLTOG).

But it is a central tenet for Aristotle too; cf. fur. 3, 469al: ‘for
blooded animals blood is the ultimate food from which the parts are
formed’ (...10 aipa 1olg évaiporg oti tehevtaio Tpogh, € ob yiveton
T popra). Also Resp. 8, 474b3: ‘the food from which the parts of the
animals are formed is blood. And blood and the veins must have the
same origin: for the one exists for the sake of the other, as a vessel and
receptacle’ (1) tpo@h pév yop £€ fig #dn yiverar 16 pépra 10ig {dorg
00 alpatog uolg éotiv. 100 &' ailnatog kol TdV EAEBAV Ty adThv
apymv dvarykodov eivar - Batépov yop Evexo Bdtepov éoTiv, Gg dyyelov
kol dextikdv). GA. IV 1, 766a33; 1 19, 726b2; 20, 728a20; a more
accurate formulation is found in II 4, 740a2l: ‘the animal’s ultimate
food is blood or its equivalent. The veins are the blood vessels’ (tpogn
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8¢ {hov 1 éoxdn aipa kol 1 dvéAoyov, To0TeV & dyyelov ol ALPeg).
The 1dea here is that blood is drawn from the veins and concocted
and that its evaporation serves to maintain and strengthen the innate
pneuma. Cf. also 2, 482a10: ‘the ordinary food’ (tfig xowviig Tpo@tig) and
4, 482b31 on 10 EKAVELUOTOVUEVOV.

This position does raise the question how the various parts of the
body, like flesh, bone, sinews, and skin, can all be built up out of the
same ultimate food. Chap. 9 answers this question by making it clear
that the vital heat of the innate pneuma can make its products liquid
and solid, compact and rarefied. Anstotle regards semen and menstrual
blood as residues of the concoction of the blood by pneuma with its
vital heat, the important difference being that the residue of a male
specimen s the product of greater vital heat.

1, 481al2: ‘for all living creatures’ (noowv).

J.E Dobson translates: ‘for the blood is the ultimate and untversal
nutriment.” This can be interpreted along the lines of W.S. Hett 487:
‘for blood is the ultimate food for every part alike.” P. Gohlke 158 does
not translate nacwv. But ooy can be taken as ‘all living creatures that
possess blood.” Cf. Somn. 3, 456a34: ‘For all blooded creatures, blood
is the ultimate food, and for bloodless animals its equivalent. Blood is
located in the veins. The origin of these is the heart. (This is clear from
dissections.)... We discussed this in On nutrition’ (tpoen &' o1\ ndcwv
i éoxGtn 101g pév évaipoig f 100 aipatog VoG, T0lg & dvaipolg 10
avaioyov, torog 8¢ 100 aipatog ol eAEPeg, 100tV & dpym N xopdic
(povepov 3¢ 10 AexBev ék 1@V dvatopdv). . . . eipnton 8¢ mepl TovT@V €v
to1g Iept tpoetic). Cf. GA. 11 4, 740a21-24; IV 1, 766a33. See also 2,
482a9-11 and 6, 484b7.

1, 481al2-14: ‘Just as blood absorbs food for its own vessel, so also
for that which is enclosed by it, i.e. the vital heat’ (Gorep obv xai €ig
10 dyyelov adTod kol €lg 10 mepreydpevov AapPdver *¥* tpoenyv €ig 10
Beppodv).

This sentence is problematical. We should consider that crucial ele-
ments in this passage may be beyond our grasp.

In his 1913 text edition W. Jaeger assumed a lacuna after Aapfaver
and suggested: ‘just as it receives food from what is supplied, so it
receives pneuma from blood by a kind of drawing in’ (<tpognv éx
TV TPoGEpOpévay, oVTm Kol 10 Tvedpa éx 100 oijatog AKX TVt
npocAopfdver>). A. Roselli 72 assumed a lacuna after nepieydpevov. J.F.
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Dobson follows W.D. Ross in his correction: nepiexov. His translation:
‘So the breath receives food into the hot element as into its vessel and
receptacle’ does not make sound sense. Likewise W.S. Hett 487 and
J. Tricot 175. This means that they distinguish between innate pneuma
and vital heat. The vital heat is now the ‘vessel’ (&yyeiov) of the preuma.
This seems at odds with G.A. II 3, 736b37, where ‘the so-called vital
heat’ (10 xalobuevov Beppoév) is identified with ‘pneuma and the nature
of pneuma’ (10 mvedpa Kol 1) v 1 TvedUATL POOIG).

The essence of the problem is the subject of AopuPaver. Because
the issue is the nutrition of the innate pneuma (481a9-10), Dobson and
Hett opt for pneuma as subject. But P. Gohlke 158 opts in his transla-
tion for blood as subject: ‘Dieses nimmt die Nahrung auf, gleichsam
in sein Gefass und die darin enthaltene Warme.” A. Roselli 133 has:
‘come dunque sia per il vaso que lo contiene sia per il contenuto <...>
prende il nutrimento per il calore.’

H. Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus 581a51 notes for 10 nepieyduevov: ‘forma
medii esse videtur.” He is right that a passive form would imply ‘that
which is enclosed (by the vessel), i.e. blood.” But the meaning may be
that the vital heat is present in the blood.

We should take ‘the vessel’ in 1, 481al2 to refer to the blood ves-
sels. The vessel of the blood is the heart and the veins. Cf. H4. 111
19, 520a12. In the embryonic development, according to Aristotle, the
heart forms the basis for the entire vascular system. Cf. G.4. 11 6, 744a5.
See also PA. II 1, 647b4: ‘But because the heart is the starting-point
of the veins, and has in itself the capacity which first forms the blood,
it is natural to assume that it consists of the same material as the food
which it absorbs’ (1 Kap&a 1 10 1OV (p7\.e|3(ov apxnv givat Kol #xeLv
EV avTfi TV SOvapy Ty Snutoupyouoav 70 oipa npum]v ebroyov, €€
olog Séxetar tpogiic, £k ToladINg cVVESTAVOL Ko oOTAV).

The theory of ‘Aristogenes’ mentions that the ‘vessels’ which con-

tain inhaled air also require food for their growth: 2, 482a3 and 4,
482b11.

® Cf. W. Jaeger, art. 1913; repr. 1960, 77 n. 3. But he considers this ‘nur eine
Ubertrelbung and believes that Aristotle maintains a systematic distinctuon between
innate pneuma and vital heat—cf. p. 75. This is also why Jaeger considers chap. 9 to
be not Aristotelian but Stoic.
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1, 481al2: ‘Just as’ (domep ovV).

Is this perhaps where the lacuna is? Is this where the name of an
earlier author was mentioned, for instance the name of Empedocles,
just as Aristotle starts chap. 2 with: ‘as Aristogenes holds’ (®onep
' Apiotoyévng oietan)?’

This would support the idea that lines 481a10-12 first contain a clear
choice of position by the author of Spiz: maintenance and growth of
the innate pneuma is in fact a matter of drawing in from the veins and
concoction. After this position is outlined, it is followed by the mention
of an author who holds the same view, but reduces the process to respiration.
For purposes of orientation we suggest: ‘<Empedocles’ assumption is
impossible. For he says that the air, while it flows into the artéria>, just
as for its own vessel, also takes in food for what is enclosed by it, i.e.
for the vital heat’ (< donep "EpnedoxAfic oletan ob ddvorov. Agyer yop
1OV dépa eiopéovra eic TV dptnpiov> dorep 0dv kal £ig 0 dyyelov
ab10) kol elg 10 mepiexdpevov AapPdver<v> tpoenv eig 10 Bepudv).
This would remove the problem that Spir fails to answer the question
which it raises. However, the text offers no specific leads for this.

1, 481al3: ‘i.e. the vital heat’ (AapPdver tpognv eig 10 Oepudv).

Cf. Resp. 6,473a10, which talks about ‘the generation of the vital heat
from the inhaled air’ (10 yiyvesBon 10 Bepuodv €k 100 mvedpatog).

AopuPdvery may stand for ‘to take in’ here. In 481a21 &vtihouPavet
stands for ‘to inhale’. See also 481a26: ‘take in and discharge’ (AopPaver
kol éknéunet). The correction to dvrihoppdve<ta>1 by A. Roselli 75
in a2l is unconvincing.

The appearance of ‘the vital heat’ (10 Oepudv) is striking. Doubtless it
is identical here with the pneuma of respiration in the view of Aristotle’s
opponents. But 9, 485a28 shows it to be Aristotle’s own central concept,
and essentially different from the view of those opponents.

7 This could be surmised on the basis of 2, 481a31: ‘produces more problems’
(mheioug Exer 1dg dmopiag), which suggests that chap. 1 also discusses views not shared
by the author.
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[ The content of the version of theory B which is rejected]

1, 481a14-16: ‘Now the air supplies it [food] and is responsible for the
activity and, by adding the activity of concoction to itself, causes growth
and nutrition’ (dyet 8’ 6 dMp Vv Evépyelav MOV, TNV 1€ MENTIKNV
ad10¢ avTd Tpootifeig abel kai Tpépe).

This passage marks a shift from Aristotle’s own position to a variant
which he disputes. 1, 481a10-14 can be interpreted as a postulation of
Aristotle’s own position. (And in that case there is no problem in seeing
MA. 10, 703a10 as a reference to Spir) Aristotle’s critical inquiry thus
begins here in 48lal4 with a discussion of the question whether we
should see inhaled air as the principle of the drawing in and concoc-
tion of blood.

First we must determine what a010¢ refers back to. The subject
of ‘causes growth and nutrition’ (ab&et kol Tpépet) must be ‘the air’
(6 &mp). In 4, 482b15 the author talks about a movement in the artérna
which ‘supplies the food’ (tfyv tpognyv éndyovoa).

The second question is: what kind of air is meant in 48lal4? J.E
Dobson, who translated copgutov nvebuo in 481al as ‘natural breath’,
translates &np here as ‘air’, but adds in a note: ‘anp is here identified
with breath; contrast 481b4 sqg.” W.S. Hett 487 follows a similar proce-
dure. It is more natural to assume that the air referred to here should
not yet be identified with ‘innate pneuma’, but that it is respiratory air
or outer air. This air is now said to supply food for intake. J. Tricot 175
writes ‘souffle respiratoire’ here instead of ‘souffle vital’.

The third question is: how are we to construe ‘of concoction’ (tiv
e mentiknv)? This phrase cannot be taken with any other word than
‘activity’ (évépyetav) in al4. But should this word in fact be connected
with this phrase, or is it an object of npootifeic? J.F. Dobson’s translation
is clear: “The air draws in the nutriment and imparts the activity, and
applying to itself the digestive power is the cause of its own growth and
nutrition’; cf. A. Roselli 133: V’aria...applicando a sé stessa la faculta
di cuocere, fa crescere e nutre il pneuma’.

It is clear in any case that the activity of concoction is the activity
by which food is digested in the veins, as was announced in all. So
the air supplies food and is responsible for the activity of concocting
this food. In this way respiration (which Aristotle recognized as belong-
ing to humans and higher animals) is connected with the vegetative
activity of concocting food, which Aristotle regards as a function on
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the level of plant life. This means that the position represented here
is refuted in chap. 9.

A difference compared with theory A discussed in chap. 2 is that the
author says there ‘that the air is concocted’, which immediately raises
the question: what agent is responsible for this concoction (481a29
and 32)?

Finally, there is the question: what entity is said to increase in volume
and be nourished? Dobson is clear on this point too. W.S. Hett 487
leaves it open: ‘causes growth and nourishment’. It is more natural to
assume that the result of concoction is presented as being caused by
respiratory air and, after concoction, being added by the air to itself.
This involves a view which sees the breath of respiration as (closely con-
nected with) the soul of the living creature, which causes vital activity,
including digestive activity, and which adds to itself the result of this
concoction of food as new, fresh vital breath.

For this interpretation of mpootiBeic, cf. Phys. VII 2, 245a26: ‘For
growth is a kind of addition’ (rpocBecig Yop 116 T adEnoig). G.C. 11 6,
333a35: ‘But in the view of Empedocles there can be no growth
other than as a form of addition. For fire grows by fire’ CAAAG pnyv
ovd’ ab&noig Gv e xat’ "EpnedokAta, AL i koto npdcBeciv: mupl
yop over 10 mop). Phys. I 7, 190b5: “Things which come to be in the
proper sense, come to be...some by addition, like everything that
grows’ (ylyvetanl 8¢ 10 yiryvopevo amAdg 1o pév...10 8¢ mpocBéset,
otov 1& odEavdpeva).

What we have here, then, is a description of a theory which holds the
breath of respiration responsible for the vital movements in the living
creature (and so not the vital heat, as Aristotle does, and as the author
of this work will set out in chap. 9). This means that chap. 1 presents
two non-Aristotelian theories, which are thoroughly analyzed and rejected. The
gist of the first theory is that the vital principle of a living creature is
maintained by food supplied and concocted thanks to the effect of the
inhaled air (B). The other is the theory that respiration directly provides
new vital heat by ‘concoction’ of inhaled air (A).

Inasmuch as both theories assign a central role to respiration for
vital activity, both must deny life in a proper sense to large groups of
animals and to all plants. Cf. Aristotle against Empedocles in Anim. 11
4, 415b27-416a9. For Aristotle both theories are ‘hot air’.

Strong support for this interpretation of chaps. 1 and 2 can be found
in the opening lines of the last chapter. Aristode calls his opponents
there people ‘who hold that it is not the vital heat which is the efficient
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principle’ (9, 485a28). The sentence suddenly becomes transparent if
we realize that the two theories (A) and (B), which have been the focus
of critical attention from chap. 1 through to chap. 8, did not see the
ultimate ‘efficient cause’ in the innate preuma, as Aristotle did, but in
respiration.

To recognize this is to see the indissoluble unity between chap. 9 and
the eight preceding chapters.

[ The rejected verson of theory B cnitically discussed]

Objection 1

1, 481al5: This in itself is perhaps not so strange. But it is strange that
what is primary has been formed from the food’ (003¢év &’ Towg Gtonov
antd ye 10010, dAAG yevésBaon 10 npdtov éx ThHg TpoRiic).

The author brings up a fundamental point here. He accepts a theory
on how food for the innate pneuma can be formed in a process in which
food is concocted. But he objects that the innate pneuma is something
which precedes all processes of concoction. For as all Aristotle’s biologi-
cal writings show, this pneuma is the principle of all vegetative processes.

10 np@tov should be taken here as the subject of yevésBou. Not food
but the vegetative soul-principle is primary. Hence preuma as instrument
of the soul is ‘primary’.

In the same way 4, 482b32 says that pulsation must be primary
because it is directly connected with the ‘first’ parts, that is, with the
heart as ‘first’ form of vital dynamics. Cf. 4, 483al7. Hence the first
is also ‘the first principle of movement—2, 481b17.

1, 481al7: ‘For that which is connected with the soul is purer’
(koBapdtepov yap O Tf wuxh ovueuég).

A. Roselli 74 notes that, in his authentic writings, Aristotle neglected
to give a definition of the innate pneuma. But here the innate pneuma is
described not just as innate but as ‘ “strettamente connesso, della stessa
natura” dell’anima’. This leads Roselli to assert that the author of Spir.
has a material conception of the soul too and that we are therefore
dealing with a Stoic conception.

This is entirely wrong. The critique of the view discussed here cites
the soundly Aristotelian theory that the innate pneuma ‘is connected with
the soul’. The same thing is said in 9, 485b10~13. Preuma is interpreted
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here as ‘soma physikon orgamkon’ or ‘instrumental body’ of the soul, with
which it forms a unity. Mund. 4, 394b9-11 talks about pneuma in the
same way: ‘the ensouled and life-giving substance in plants and animals’
(1} 1€ év QuToig kot Loig... Epyoydg Te Kol YOVIHoG ovolay).

Against the idea that the innate pneuma is nourished by food deriving
from the blood, the author argues that the innate preuma must have a
higher degree of purity, and so cannot result from the concoction of
food.®

He admits that the objection is invalid if the unity with the soul is
said to be realized not from the outset, but at a later stage.

1, 481al17: ‘Unless somebody were to say that the soul, too, is formed
later, when the seeds separate and begin to develop into life forms’ (el un
xai v yuxv Yotepov Aéyor yivesDou, Srakpivopévav 10V oneppudtmy
Kol €lg Qo 1OVIOVY).

This is a puzzling passage too. J.E. Dobson translates: ‘unless we were
to say that the soul is a later product than the body, arising when the
seeds are sorted out and move towards the development of their nature’
and notes: ‘Le. from the piypa. Cf. de Caelo i 305b4, of Empedocles’;
likewise J. Tricot 176.

In Amim. 1 4, 408a18-19 Aristotle had connected such a view with
Empedocles. The latter had spoken about the phase in which the
four elements separate and about the soul as the ratio (logos) of the
mixture (mixis) of the elements: ‘the ratio of the mixture is a harmony
and soul’ (0 8¢ g niewg Aoyog dppovia kal woxn). See also Spir 9,
485b28. It is natural to assume that the elements come first and that
the ratio of their mixture is secondary. The most comparable place is
G.A. 118, 722b6 ff., where Aristotle discusses Empedocles’ view that
man and woman both contribute semen to the generation of the new
individual, completing each other’s contribution, such that neither is
entirely responsible for the new specimen.

But such a view is entirely unacceptable to Aristotle. Empedocles
1s known to have explained the process of generation of all things
as a result of the ‘combination’ (synkrisis) effected by Philotés (Love):
Metaph. A 4, 985a21; Phys. VIII 1, 252a19-27; 9, 265b19-22, with
265b22: ‘Anaxagoras claims that the mind as prime mover brings about

® But Anstotle himself does regard semen as a (high-quality) residue of concoction
and the ultimate product of blood, and holds this semen to contain preuma.
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separation’ (xai 10v vodv 8¢ gnowv 'Avafayopag daxpivev ov
xwhoavia Tpdtov). See also G.C. 1 1, 314b6: ‘Hence Empedocles claims
that there is no coming-to-be of anything, only mixture and separation
of what is mixed’ (A0 Aéyer 10910V 10V TpOmOV Kol 'EunedokAfig Gt
@016 000evOg €0Twy... aAAX povov pikig te Sradhadic Te piyéviov) and
11 1, 329a3: ‘like Empedocles: because they are combined and separated
or changed there is coming-to-be and passing-away of things’ (@omnep
"EpnedoxAiig- 4€ Gv cuykpivopévav kai Staxpivopévev fi dAlotovpévev
cvpPoaivey v yéveow kol v @Bopav 1olg npdypacty). It seems
arguable that the theory disputed in Spiz 1 should be most associated
with Empedocles, and the theory in Spir 2 most with Plato’s Timaeus.
(On the other hand the term ‘seeds’ (6méppota) is more reminiscent
of Anaxagoras.)

A. Roselli 133 translates here: ‘a meno che non si sostenga che anche
’anima si genera in un secondo momento, quando cioé 1 semi d: essa
si separino e raggiungano la loro condizione naturale’.

In the time before Arnistotle it was common to assume that the soul
only entered a living creature during delivery, when respiration started.
Cf. Amim. 15, 410b27-411a2. According to Pl. Tim. 78d-e, too, a living
creature lives from his first till his last breath.

Aristotle 1s convinced that every process of growth and development
of a living entity is guided by a soul-principle which is already present
in the semen. He rejects the idea that there is first a process of devel-
opment and only later a soul. Cf. G.4. 11 1, 734a13-16.

1, 481a19: ‘begin to develop into life forms’ (eig pbow 16viwv).

In Spir @0o1¢ sometimes means the ‘life form’ of an individual liv-
ing entity. Cf. 9, 485b2: ai gboeig (and perhaps b8: thv @dcwv adThv
vofioo Thy xpopéviy). See also Amm. 1 5, 411b23: *they do not possess
the instruments necessary for maintenance of their nature’ (pyava: yop
00Kk Exovov dote odlev ™y @vow). Tuv. 2, 468b5—6; 23, 479a6-7:
‘by the inferiority of their natural constitution’ (1 10 ph ovyxelcBot
TV @Oy adTRV D).

Objection 2

1, 481a19: ‘And now if there is a residue of every form of food, by
what passage is it transported outside? It is not reasonable to assume
that this takes place via exhalation’ (el 1€ nepitTop TaoNg TpoPiig £oTt,
moig Sraméunetal To910; KaTh uev yap Thv €kmvonv ovk ebAoyov).
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Cf. Resp. 6, 473a6: ‘and after the fire has been fed, exhalation occurs’
(tpopévtog O 10D mupdg yiyvesHor thv éknvony).

A soundly Anstotelian argument is put forward here against the
view that food for the innate preuma is supplied from the veins. Aris-
totle always distinguished sharply between the part of the body that
takes in food (the mouth, the roots) and the part where digested food
is discharged as a residue. See Resp. 6, 473a12: ‘the consequence is that
the food is taken in by the same passage as that by which the residue
is discharged. But we do not see this happen in other cases’ (cuufaiver
1€ KoTh Ta0T0 déxesBor ThY TpognVy Kai TO TEPLTTOU G@LEVAL: TOVTO
& émi 1dv GAAwv ody OpdueEV YLVOUEVOV).

Aristotle believes that the food supplied via the mouth and oesophagus
is ‘concocted’, producing not only ‘food in its last phase’ (blood) but
also residues (perittimata), such as faeces and urine. However, he also
calls semen a residue of the process of concoction. For each residue
he indicates the place where it is stored and discharged. But the theory
discussed here claims that the innate pneuma results from a higher-level
process of concoction, a concoction of the blood. Aristotle then raises
the question, reasonable in his theory, whether there must not be a
residue of this process of concoction and how it is discharged. Because
a kind of evaporation of the blood must be involved, he suggests that
this discharge must take place via the airways. But ‘exhalation’ is not
an option, because it is the countermovement of inhalation and must
be seen in connection with inhalation.

2, 481b30-31 might briefly give the impression that the rule formu-
lated here does not hold for plants. Not so, though plants do represent
a special case of this general rule. Cf. Sens. 5, 445a17: ‘In the first place
we see that food must be composite (for the beings nourished are not
simple either; hence residues of the food are formed, either internally,
or, as in the case of plants, externally...) (np@tov pév yop Opdpev 0Tt
TV Tpoghv del elvar cuvBethy (kod ydp T Tpe@OUEVE 0VY ATAL 20TV,
d10 kol reprrrdpato yiyveton thg tpogfic, fi v adtoic i EEm, Honep
101G GUTOIG. . .)).

1, 481a20: ‘by what passage?’ (noig—sc. 65@).

1, 481a21: ‘For it is immediately followed by inhalation’ (dvtilapupdvet
yap £000g).

The same argument, also in a polemical sense, in 2, 481b9: ‘For
exhalation immediately follows inhalation’ (E080¢ Y&p petd: thv eiomvonv
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1, 481a21-22: ‘So the only possibility left is: through the pores of the
artenid’ (howmov 8¢ dfAov Gt did @V ThHG dpTnplag ToOpwV).

The idea is that air which the blood supplies as food and concocts
for the innate preuma also produces residues of this concoction, and that
these cannot be discharged by the same passage via exhalation. The
alternative is that they are discharged via the pores of the artéria.

Here we are confronted for the first time with a central problem
in De spiritu. Aristotle always uses the term artéria for the ‘windpipe’
through which air is conducted from the mouth to the lungs to cool
the heart. Cf. HA. I 12, 492b7 and I 16, 495b16: ‘the arténa takes in
and lets go only pneuma, but nothing else which is dry or liquid, or else
it causes problems’ (1} pév odv dppia. .. déxeton pdvov 10 mvedpa kai
aginow, dALO & o0dEv olite Enpov ob8” Vypdv, fi mévov napéxer). (In
addition the windpipe has a function in the process of speech.) Spi
regularly uses artéria for a vessel which contains breath (and liquid—cf.
5, 483b22) and which s present throughout the body. W. Jaeger (art. 1913;
repr. 1960) 89 translates ‘Luftkanale’.

R.B. Onians, The Orgins of European Thought. About the Body, the Mind,
the Soul, the World, Time and Fate (Cambridge 1951) 80 proposes the
explanation: “To the earlier, as to later Greeks it might well seem that
the arteries, which after death are found empty and dilated, contained
“breath” and perhaps also that the pores were nopot, “passages”
inwards’, referring in n. 4 to Empedocles B 100 and Spir: 5, 483b15.

We will have to assume that the author is representing the view
of opponents here, as in Resp. 7, 473b1-5. This passage talks about
Empedocles’ view that some veins (phlebes) contain air as well as blood
and that they have pores which form a connection with the outer air: ‘he
says that inhalation and exhalation take place because there are certain
vessels which contain blood but which are not full of blood, but which
have opemngs to the outer air’ ('ywveceat 8¢ gnov Ty (xvoutvonv Kol
ékmvony S1d 10 (pleBag eival Tvag év oig Evestt pév atpo, ob péviot
mANperg eiolv afuatog, Exovot 8¢ mopovg eig Tov Em Gépa).

This is also the basic assumption in Plato’s theories of perception
and respiration, Tim. 67a7-b5; 70c7-8 (criticized in Arist. PA. III 3,
664b6); 79a5-€10. Cf. the rule formulated in 7im. 78a2 ff.: ‘everything
that consists of smaller particles is impenetrable to larger particles, but
that which consists of large particles cannot prevent smaller particles
from penetrating it. Fire has the smallest particles of all kinds’ (mévto
oo €€ #Aattévav cuviototon otéyel 1o petlm, 1o 8¢ éx perldvov 1o
OULKPOTEPO. 0V dUVATOL, TOP OE MAVIWV YEVOV GUIKPOUEPEGTOTOV),
cited by A. Roselli 75.
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J. Tricot 176 n. 4 rightly points out that the use of the term artéria
in Spir does not indicate the sharp distinction drawn in modern medi-
cine between the venous and arterial systems of the blood vessels. This
distinction is based on the (much later) insight that blood flowing from
the heart is oxygen-rich and blood flowing to the heart is oxygen-poor.
In Spir. we are dealing with two independent systems, that of the blood
vessels and that of the artériai. The fact that nowadays ‘arteries’ also
has the meaning ‘veins’ and in Aristotle’s time the meaning ‘windpipe’
is an added complication.

Objection 3

1, 481a23: ‘But both make for an absurdity, if the innate pneuma is
assumed to be the purest of all. But if it is thicker, it follows that some
pores must be larger’ (dugotépag & dtomov el Tobto mAvImv £oton
xaBapdratov. el 8¢ Toyvtepov, Ecovial Tiveg mopot petlovg).

The sentence seems deficient. A. Roselli 76 follows the suggestion
of L. Garofalo (1988) to insert <yap Aertotepov> after the first €1, and
translates on p. 133: ‘se il residuo ¢ piu sottile dovra essere piu puro
di ogni altro pneuma’.

But the sentence can also be read elliptically as: ‘But in both cases
this makes for an absurdity. [ That is, if the residue is finer, it could be
discharged by the pores of the artéria, but this is absurd] if that [afore-
mentioned innate pneuma) is assumed to be purest of all—as was pos-
tulated in 481al; but if the residue is thicker, it follows that some pores
[of the artéria] must be larger’—but in that case the innate pneuma, which
is finer, passes through them as well! Cf. J. Tricot 176 n. 5. Underlying
this debate is a fundamental principle which Plato formulated in Tum.
78a2 and which we already quoted above. Aristotle attributes the same
principle to Empedocles in Resp. 7, 473b3: ‘but they have passages to
the outer air which are too small to allow parts of the body to pass
through, but larger than the particles of air’ (Exovot 8¢ ndpovg eig TOV
EEw dépa, 1@V pEv 100 cdpatog popiov EAdttong, 1@v 8¢ 10D GEPOS
neilovg) (where W.D. Ross, Aristotle, Parva naturalia, a revised text with
introd. and comm., Oxford 1955, 315 rightly proposes to read ‘blood
particles’ (tod olporog popiwv) instead of ‘parts of the body’.
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Objection 2 (repeated)

1, 481a26: ‘But if the living creature therefore takes in food and dis-
charges the residue by the same passages, this is illogical and absurd’ (e
&' &po. Kot ToVG 0VTOVG AtpBdver kol Ekmépmer, T00T obT0 mapdAoyov
xoi aromov). Cf. Resp. 6, 473a12 (cited above).

[The criticism of the rejected variant of theory B concluded]

1, 481a27-28: ‘Such are the arguments for the growth and maintenance
of the innate pneuma on the basis of food’ (fj pév odv &k Thg Tpoehc
avénotig kal dopoviy oxedov todto).

The author’s argument is clearly and tightly organized. In 1, 481a6
he presents two alternative theories and goes on to discuss one of these.
481a27-28 concludes the first part. Chap. 2 starts by reiterating the
theme and referring to the second theory. In 2, 482a8 the author states
the theme once again and then puts forward a number of objections
which apply equally to one variant of theory B and to theory A, because
the debate in this passage focuses on all animals which do not possess
a respiratory system. 2, 482a21 restates the central question. Finally, 2,
482a26 clearly indicates that the discussion of the central theme has
now been concluded. (In the same vein 8, 485a22: “Thus far on the
change of place’ (xal toadto puév mpdg Ty katd oMoV GAlayny), to
conclude a section on the locomotive function of (some) bones).






CHAPTER TWO

[The theory of Aristogenes’ cntically discussed]

9, 481a28: ‘But the growth and maintenance of the innate pneuma as
a result of respiration’ (H & €x 1fig avanvofic).

&’ provides a clear link with the final sentence of chap. I, as in the
transition from chap. 2 to chap. 3.

We will have to mentally add the words ‘growth and maintenance’
(adEnoig kal Sopovy) from 1, 481a27. Theory A referred to in 1,
481a6, which was also to be investigated, comes up for discussion now.
This theory therefore sees the increase in the innate pneuma not as result-
ing from concoction of ordinary food and blood (option B), but regards
the inhaled air itself as food for the vital heat, after the inhaled air itself
has been concocted. Like the theory discussed in chapter 1, this theory
is countered with soundly Aristotelian arguments.

2, 481a28: ‘as Aristogenes holds—for he believes that breath, too, 1s
food, because the air is concocted in the <lungs>’ (borep Aplotoyevng
oileton (Tpoenv yap ofetor kol 10 mvedpa mettopévov 100 Gépog v 1
TvebpoVL. . .)).

This person is mentioned only here in the Corpus. A physician called
Aristogenes is known only as a contemporary of Antigonus Gonatas,
who was a king of Macedonia from 276 to 239.! If this is the person
referred to, Aristotle cannot be the author of De spiritu. A. Roselli 76
notes: ‘la menzione di Aristogene fornisce I’unico elemento esplicito per
la datazione di Spir.’

'This is correct, but it would only help us to date De spiritu if we could
really determine when this Aristogenes lived. There is no compelling
reason to assume that the Aristogenes mentioned here should be identi-
fied with the only person with this name of whom we have some knowl-
edge, even if he was a physician of a certain status. The argument that
Spir. cannot be by Aristotle because of the reference to Aristogenes is

' M. Wellmann, ‘Aristogenes’, in P.W.~R.E. II | (Stuttgart 1895) cols. 932-933
mentions four other people of the same name.
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Just as strong as the proposition that Aristogenes must have been a con-
temporary of Aristotle because he is mentioned by Aristotle.

It is more natural to associate the person of Aristogenes with a figure
who somehow links up with the theories of Empedocles, Anaximenes,
Diogenes of Apollonia, Anaxagoras or Plato on the soul and respiration
which are described by Aristotle and which have a clear affinity with the
theory criticized here.?

Resp. 6, 47323, in a passage which comes directly after a critique of
Plato’s Timaeus, rejects a position very close to that of ‘Aristogenes’: ‘But
nor should we assume that respiration exists for the sake of nutrition,
in the sense that the inner fire is fed by breath and that someone who
breathes provides fuel for this fire and exhalation takes place after the
fire has received its food” (AAAG unv 0082 Tpogfig ye x&pv droAnntéov
yiveoBou thy avomvorv, ag tpegopévov 1 mvedpatt tod évide nopog,
kol dvamvéovtog pgv domep émi mdp Omékxovpa droPdAiesBot,
Tpagévtog 8¢ 100 Tupdg yivesBon thy éxnvoriv). J. Tricot 148 n. 5 associ-
ated this passage with pupils of Plato. A. Roselli 77-78 wrongly disputes
the connection between this text and Spir. by remarking that Resp. 6 is
concerned with the vital heat which is fed’. In the view of ‘Aristogenes’,
the pneuma (breath) is the vehicle of vital heat.

Precisely in Parva naturalia we often find Aristotle casually mentioning
matters in one place and elaborating on them in a later context. It is
therefore worth considering that Aptstoyévng may be a playful, literary
allusion to 6 Apictwvog,® and that Aristotle is referring to Plato, the son
of Ariston. Another argument supporting this view is that Aristotle effort-
lessly switches to a plural ‘they say’ (481b14; b18, where he refers to
the opinion of Aristogenes in 481a29-31 with the words: ‘they say’; 5,
483a27), and also in 2, 482a23 and 6, 484a32 forcefully formulates his
own view in the words ‘but we say’.

Cf. also the surprising remark in Sens. 5, 445a16: ‘But what some
Pythagoreans say is unreasonable. For they say that some animals are
nourished bv odours’ (6 8¢ Aéyovst Tveg v MuBayopeiwv, ovk oty
eBLoyov- tpépeaBat yép pacwy Evia {da taic oopaig). In his commen-

? Cf. Metaph. A 3, 984a5 (Anaximenes and Diogenes of Apollonia); Anim. I 2, 405a21
(Diogenes); Resp. 1, 470b6; b10 (Diogenes); 2, 470b30 (Anaxagoras and Diogenes); 3,
471b15 (Diogenes).

* We can compare the sobriquet ‘Kadmogenes’ for Heracles in Sophocles, Trachiniae
116 and ‘Dareiogenes’ for Xerxes in Aeschylus, Persae 6 and 146. See also Introduction,
n. 54.
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tary W.D. Ross (1955) says nothing about the possible identity of these
Pythagoreans.

2, 481a29: ‘for he believes that breath, too, is food’ (tpognyv yap ofeton
kol TO TVEDLLOL).

Cf. Pl. Tim. 78e4: ‘this activity [of respiration] was assigned to our
body in order that it could nourish itself and live by means of moisten-
ing and cooling’ (Au@dv 1@ cdpatt yéyovev dpdopéve kol dvoyvyopéve
tpépecBon xat Liv).

So this theory gives a broader interpretation to the word ‘food’ than
most people (and Aristotle himself) commonly do. In 1, 481a8-10, if our
interpretation of these lines is correct, Aristotle already created latitude
for an interpretation of the inhaled air as ‘food’. It is also a substance
(séma), and bodies are nourished by nutritive substances.

A. Roselli 77 therefore believes that this theory of Anistogenes does
not take respiration to serve the purpose of refrigeration. But this is not
stated anywhere and seems at odds with 3, 482a31 ff.

For Aristotle the view of ‘Aristogenes’ 1s also implausible because
Arnistotle holds that food must be ‘composite’: Sens. 5, 445al8: ‘food
must be composite (since the creatures nourished by it are not simple
either)’ (thv tpognv Sel eiva cuvBethy (ko yop T& TpePOpEVDL 0VY GMABL
goTv.. ).

2, 481a29: ‘because the air in the <lungs> is concocted’ (nettopévov
100 &€pog €V T® TVEDHOVL).

This is at odds with Aristotle’s views. He holds that the (only) pro-
cess of concoction takes place in the stomach and then in the heart (as
regards blood). No concoction takes place in the lungs, but the air
which is drawn to there serves to cool the heart, which is adjacent to
the lungs.

The Greek mss. read nvebuatt here, but it would be strange for
pneuma to be concocted in pneuma and the Latin translation by Furlanus
seems to have rendered ‘lungs’ (nvevpovi). The confusion here is wholly
understandable on account of tobto which follows in 481230 and must
certainly refer to pneuma. The reading nvebpovt seems to be supported
by 2, 481b17-19: ‘Moreover, respiration extends as far as the lungs, as
they themselves say, but the innate pneuma is present throughout the liv-
ing creature’ (§11 8’ ) pév dvamvorn péxpt 100 mvedpovoe, donep Aéyovot
adtol, 10 8¢ mvedua &' SAov 10 oVpgutov). This passage seems a
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repetition in different words of 2, 481a29-30. Cf. also 3, 482a33-34,
P. Gohlke 159 nevertheless has: ‘in der Lebensluft’.

2,481a30: ‘and this [breath] is distributed to the vessels’ (Tobto 8’ eig Td
dyyeio S10didocBan).

In this view, the air concocted in the lungs is then distributed to the
‘vessels’. This terms usually denotes blood vessels (thus perhaps in 1,
481al2). W.S. Hett 489 talks about ‘several receptacles’, J. Tricot 177
about ‘les vaisseaux sanguins’. But because this passage deals with ‘con-
cocted air’ which is distributed, the ‘vessels’ are probably the arténai,
‘air ducts’. Cf. 5, 483b12 and b18, where only artéria: are said to receive
pneuma. In the views of Empedocles, Plato and ‘Aristogenes’ rejected by
Anstotle, 1t is impossible to draw a sharp distinction between blood ves-
sels and air ducts.

For ‘to distribute’ (Sradidwur), cf. Pl. Tim. 45b1; 49¢6; 64b4; cl; e5;
and 67b3. Outside of the 7Tum. the verb is found only three times in
Plato.

2, 481bl: ‘causes more problems’ (rAetlovg Exet 10g anoplag).

Three objections were made to the rejected variant of theory B.
Partly the same objections, but also a series of others, are raised against
theory A. These objections relate to the successive elements in the brief
summary of Aristogenes’ theory: (a) concoction (the efficient cause; the
speed and place of concoction); (b) the distribution of preuma to the ves-
sels, and (c) the residue problem.

[1. Objections to theory A as regards living creatures with respiration]

Objection 1

2, 481b2: ‘For the concoction of the inhaled air, by what is this caused?’
() € Yap méyig VRO Tivog;)

If inhaled outer air becomes food for the innate pneuma as a result
of concoction (a29), it makes sense to ask what is responsible for the
concoction. If it is the innate pneuma itself, where does this very first

pneuma come from?

481b2: ‘Most probably by itself [breath], like the concoction of the
other nutritive substances’ (eixdg pév yop v’ 00100, kabdnep xai 1OV

&AAov).
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The concoction of the inhaled air, like the concoction of the other
nutritive substances, is probably caused by itself, that is, respiratory
preath.

2,481b3: ‘But this in turn is strange, if it does not differ from the outer
air’ (0070 8€ 1001’ dromov, el un dopépet 10D E§w depdc).

The subject of dropéper in b4 must be identical with a16g in b2. Cf.
5, 483b2—6. According to Aristotle, concoction is a matter of the innate
pneuma and its vital heat. But he rejects concoction of the inhaled air. On
the other hand ‘Aristogenes’ holds that inhaled air becomes pneuma as a
result of concoction. But in that case the inhaled air, before it has been
concocted, must differ from the vital pneuma. For in a homogeneous
mass there cannot be anything that undergoes or causes an effect.

Cf. Pl. Tum. 57a3-5: ‘For any kind that is similar and identical to itself
cannot possibly bring about any change...nor undergo any change’
(10 yop Spotov kol TadTOV oUTQ YEVOG EXAGTOV 0VTE Tival PETOBOANV
¢umorfjoort duvartdv obre T nobeiv. . )

2,481b4: ‘If this is the case, however, the vital heat is probably the cause
of concoction’ (0¥t & N Beppdng &v nétton).

oVtw here means: ‘But if (the vital breath differs from the outer
air, because it possesses vital heat as a specific property), in that case...’
Cf. 5, 484a6-7. But this implies a vital heat which is more original than
the breath of respiration. This is the constant direction of Aristotle’s
argument.

Objection 2

2, 481b4: ‘And certainly it is also logical that it is thicker’ (kal pfiv xod
rayOtepov adTov ebhoyov elvar).

a0tV cannot refer back to the innate heat (Beppotng) and must relate
to the air. The proposition here is that the inhaled air is made thicker
by the process of concoction, because it comes into contact with mois-
ture from the blood (vessels) and air (ducts) and the mass of the body
as a whole. This seems to formulate an objection, since the author has
posited as his own position in 481al7: ‘that which is connected with the
soul is purer’. Cf. also 1, 481a22-25.

We would actually expect a0106 as a reference to preuma. 6v in 481b6,

which has been passed down as a variant of dvta, would go well with
this,
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2, 481b5: ‘mixed as it is with the moisture from the vessels’ (ue@’
VYPOTNTOG THG GO TV AyyEL®V).

Cf. 5, 483b22: ‘the artéria has moisture in itself and in the coverings
which enclose the cavity’ (thv éptnplav kai Exev VYpOTNTA KOl &V otdTf
Kol v 101G (TGO TO1G TEPLEXOVGTL TO KOlAmua).

2, 481b6: ‘and of the entire mass of the body’ (kal t@v SAwv Sykwv).
J.F. Dobson translates: ‘and from the solid parts’; W.S. Hett 489:
‘and from the solid parts in general’; A. Roselli 134: ‘da tutto il corpo’.
The meaning does in fact seem to be: ‘the entire mass of the visible
body’. Cf. 5, 483b8: ‘because it circulates in a moist and coarse-material
environment’ (év DYpOTNTL T€ KO GOUATIKOLG GYKOLG AV TPEPOUEVOV).

Objection 3

2, 481b7: ‘But if the residue becomes thinner, this is implausible’ (to
8¢ mepittopa, einep yivetal Aentdtepov, ob miBavov).

Cf. Objection 3 to theory B in 1, 481a22. ‘Aristogenes’ seems to as-
sume that exhalation takes place via the pores in the veins/air ducts and
throughout the body. This obviously presupposes that the concocted
air remains inside, whereas the residues are discharged. But in a system
of pores this 1s only possible if the matter remaining inside cannot pass
through the pores, and the matter that is discharged can. But a residue
is usually thicker than what it is formed from. Cf. 1, 481a22.

Objection 4

2, 481b8: ‘And the rapidity of the concoction is illogical too. For exha-
lation immediately follows inhalation’ (@Aoyog 8¢ xal ©| ToguThg THS
néyewg: 0BV Yop petd Ty elonvonv 1y ékmvon).

Cf. Objection 2 raised against the rejected variant of theory B in 1,
481a19-21. Objection 4 clearly implies that ‘Aristogenes’ must have
presented exhalation as the discharge of residues. But we should con-
sider that the concept of residues is an Aristotelian concept. It is natu-
ral to assume that Aristotle here presents the exhalation to which his
opponents refer as the discharge of a residue.

2,481b12-15: cf. 5, 484a5-7!

2, 481b12: ‘For the exhaled air is hot’ (6 y&p éxnvedpevog Bepude).
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Cf. Resp. 5,472b33 (in the critical discussion of Pl. Tim.): ‘It is strange,
too, that inhalation stands for the entrance of (vital) heat. For the op-
posite is found to be the case. For thei exhaled air is hot’ (Gtonov 8¢ xai
700 Beppod v &vomvonv elcodov eivat. paivetat yap ToOvavTiov: 10
pv Yap éxmvedpevov eivon Bepudv).

Objection 5

9, 481bl4: ‘But they deny this’ (Gnep ob gaow).

J.F. Dobson creates confusion with his translation: ‘but the common
view is that it is not’; likewise J. Tricot 177. W.S. Hett 491 rightly: ‘this
they deny’. For ‘Aristogenes’, apparently, the heat which concocts the
inhaled air results from movement, and is not the work of a vital source
of heat, which is Aristotle’s view. J. Tricot 178 n. 1 remarks that this
seems at odds with 2, 481b2. A. Roselli 80 comments here: ‘sembra
che Spur. si riferisca alla dottrina di Erasistrato’, which we believe to be
incorrect.

The author shifts his target here from the individual ‘Aristogenes’ to
various supporters of the theory under discussion. ‘Aristogenes’ there-
fore does not stand for an individual thinker, but is the representative
and leader of a group or school. Cf. also 481b18: ‘as they themselves
say’ (@omep Aéyovoiv otol), which can be regarded as a direct refer-
ence to the position of Aristogenes formulated in 2, 481a29-31 and 3,
482b8.

2, 481bl4: ‘but [they say] that the food is heated by the movement
of the air’ (GAL’ év 1fj xwhAcet 1§} 100 nvedpatog éxBeppaivesBor thy
TPOPNV).

There is one manuscript D! that reads 100 nvedpovog (‘the lungs’),
a reading adopted by A. Roselli 80. But this is not absolutely neces-
sary. In the description of Pl. Tim. 77¢6-79a5 the inhaled air is heated
while the process of inhalation and exhalation goes on continuously. Cf.
79¢2: “The <air> driven round which falls into the fire is heated’ (0 8¢
neprwoBev eig 10 tdp éunintov Bepuaiveton).

Objection 6

2, 481b15: ‘But if it [the innate pneuma) draws, as it were, food from
something else or receives it from something else that causes movement’
(e1 & ¢& Etépov Tvdg olov émondton fi kol xwvobvrog Séxeton).
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Anstotle draws consequences from propositions of his opponents
which they themselves may not have drawn. But if the vital breath is
fed by inhaled air which is concocted in the lungs and the air duct by
the movement of this air (or the lungs), this process seems to take place
independently of the vital breath itself. This raises the question: what is
actually the vital principle and for what is it reponsible, in the view of
‘Aristogenes’ and his supporters? Aristotle is firmly convinced that the
soul with its innate pneuma is the first principle of movement (0 Tp@dtoy
xwvobv—bl17) and that the soul is the ‘unmoved’ principle and pneuma
‘the moved mover’. Cf. M.A. 10.

2, 481b18: ‘as they themselves say’ (donep Aéyovotv adtol).

This statement in b17-19 floats in the air, unless we take it as a ref-
erence to 2, 481a29-30. If this is right, Aristotle switches smoothly
from the opinion of Aristogenes to the view of his school. Cf. also 3,
482a33-34.

2,481b19: ‘And if it is also distributed from there [i.e. from the lungs]
both to the lower parts and the others, how can the concoction take
place so rapidly?’ (el 8 &no TovToL Sradidotan Kol MPOC TR KGT® KO
Tpog Ta BALa, Tdc | Téyig oVt ToeTa).

Cf. 3, 482a34-36; 482b2-5; 5,483a18-22; 483b24-26. This is a cor-
rect description of the theory set out in Pl. Tim. 77¢—80d. Cf. 78c4: ‘The
funnel being twofold, he let down one of the two through the windpipe
into the lungs, the other past the windpipe into the abdomen’ (§inAo? 8¢
6vtog adtod Kartd piv Tég dptnplog eic tov mhedpova kabfixev Bdtepov,
10 &’ eig T kohiov mopdt TG aptnplag). 78¢5: ‘Indeed, when the res-
piration goes in or out, it is followed by the internal fire connected with
it. The fire floating up and down penetrates the abdomen and takes in
food and drink there. It dissolves these ...’ (dndtov yap eloo koi EEo
g &vamvofig todong 10 nhp évidg cuvnupévov Enntot, Sralwpoduevov
8¢ del Sux ThHg xotMog eloeABOV & outio kel & mOT AaPn, ket

on, ete.).

Objection 7

2, 481b21: ‘For they [the lungs] do not <immediately> pass on the
air, which is not concocted immediately, to the lower parts’ (o0 yap
dranéuner $10016 y'+ e0BG meTTOpEvOV TOV Gépo: TOTG KiT®).

Thus A. Roselli 82. The transmitted Greek text clearly raises prob-
lems. Objection 7 seems to accentuate Objection 4. The concoction of
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the inhaled air cannot reasonably take place in the brief time between
inhalation and exhalation. Even more unlikely is the idea that this air is
distributed in no time throughout the entire body. Perhaps we should
read: 00 yop dramépner <evBug> obte v' e0BVG neTTdpEVOV TOV Gépar
101G KATO.

J.H. Dobson translates: ‘For the lungs cannot distribute the air to the
lower parts during the actual process of its digestion.” This translation
connects the neuter 1010 with ‘the lungs’. It would be better to read
10010V ¥’ and connect it with the air.

2, 481b23: ‘And yet this would seem necessary if the concoction takes
place in the lungs’ (keitot 0 pév 86&erev <av> dvaykaiov eivon 10910
hig TEWEWG YIVOUEVIG €V T( TVEDUOVL).

By letter of August 9, 2005 D. Holwerda has proposed to reconstruct
this sentence by reading kaitor <t0%>10 and deleting the tobto that
comes after elvan as a reader’s conjecture which has ended up in the
wrong place in the text.

2, 481b26: “as it were casually and by contact only’ (olov yép 3168@ xai
Bi&e yiverar pdvov).

So Aristotle considers it impossible that the process of concoction
should take place so ‘casually’. But he does believe that the vital heat
is cooled by means of a casual ‘contact’. Cf. Resp. 21, 480b3: ‘while the
air is cold when it is inhaled, but warm when it is exhaled, owing to
its contact with the heat present in this part of the body’ (eic16vto pév
yoxpov E€16via 8¢ Bepuodv d1d thy &ty 100 Beppod tob Evdvtog Ev 1@
Hoplo ToVTY).

Objection 8

2, 481b27: ‘And this, too, is illogical and even less tenable® (&hoyov 8¢
kol touti kol tAoyodeostepovt).

This is the Z reading. The other manuscripts read: dAoyodéotepov.
W. Jaeger already commented that a comparative is unacceptable after
an ordinary positive. J.F. Dobson reads: Aoyodeéotepov and translates:
‘still more untenable’. He is followed by W.S. Hett 491; P. Gohlke 161:
‘Das wire unverstandlich, und noch unverstindlicher, wenn fur...’
J- Tricot 178: ‘Voici encore une conséquence plus irrationnelle et plus
insoutenable encore, puisque...” A. Roselli proposes to read Adyov
évdeéotepov or xatodeéotepov, because no word Aoyodeng is attested.
For a suggestion by D. Holwerda, see the note to the translation.
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The closest extant text is Pl. Tim. 62a6, where Plato expresses a wish
that the effect of fire and its opposite may ‘not lack an explanation’:
undev émdegg éotw Adyov.

2, 481b27: ‘the same passage’ (6 ah10g TOPOG).

The Greek text has Aoyog, which is retained by J.F. Dobson: ‘the
same account’. Likewise W.S. Hett 491 and J. Tricot 178. W. Jaeger
proposed to read mopog; cf. 1, 481a25 and 2, 481b28. His proposal is
accepted by A. Roselli 82.

2, 481b29: ‘the same arguments would hold as above’ (o1 a101l Adyor
ot Kol mpotepoV).

Again we find that the author has a clear picture in his mind of
the theories of his opponents and their weak points. He refers here to
Objections 2 and 3 to theory B, discussed in 1, 481a22-27. Cf. Resp. 6,
473a6-8.

2, 481b29: ‘Unless someone were to say that a residue is not formed
from all food and not for all living creatures’ (el pn Todto Aéyot T1g, G
0V TACNG TG TPOPTig 0OVOE TAGT YIVETOL TEPITTOUC).

The theory that a residue is formed from all food, which was put
forward in 1, 481219 and seemed a sound argument, is criticized here.
This allows Aristotle’s opponents to argue that no residue is formed as a
result of concoction of the inhaled air.

2, 482al: ‘anymore than it is in plants’ (ka@drep 0082 tolg PULTOIG).

Aristotle himself believes that plants draw food from the earth which
the earth has already processed into directly absorbable food for all veg-
etative forms of life. Cf. P.4. II 3, 650a20: ‘For plants take the ready-
to-eat food from the earth with their roots: hence they do not secrete
residues, for they use the earth and the heat in it as a stomach’ (t& pév
yop uTG AapPdver Thy Tpoely katelpyaouévny éx Tig Yig Toig pilotg
(610 kal mepittopa ob yivetar Tolg GuTOlG TH Yo Vi Kol T v ovTl
Beppdmt xpiton donep xohig).

Cf. also Sens. 5, 445a18. So in a certain sense there is a residue
of plants, but it is stored in the earth, which serves as a nutrient
medium.

2, 482a2: ‘unless in the sense that if forms part of the body as a whole’
(el &3¢ pun odtt ye movtdg).



COMMENTARY CHAPTER TWO 81

W. Jaeger reads: 011 ye movtdg.

J.F. Dobson translates: ‘at least not in all animals’. Likewise J. Tricot
178. Perhaps we should prefer: ‘And if this is not the case, no [residue
need be formed] from every kind [of concocted food] either’.

9, 482a3-7: ‘But the growth of the vessels is just like that of the other
parts, and because these [vessels] become broader and distended, the
air which flows in and out increases. But whether something must be
present in them, that is what we are trying to find out. And what this
natural air is, and how it increases in a healthy way, that will be obwi-
ous on the basis of this’ (dAL’ &po ye 1) pev dyyelov ab€noig ) avth kol
10V GAAOV poplmv, eDpLVOUEVOY B¢ Kol duetopévay To0tav TAeiav O
dip 6 elopEwv kol Expémv. €l O T1 avaykolov Evumapyet, 10010 adTO
{nretton tig O puokdg. kol mdg 0VTog MAeiwV DyLdG, £k TOUTOL QavEPOY
av in).

Cf. Amm. I1 9, 422a3: ‘because the veins and the passages become
broader’ (dievpuvopevav t@dv eAePDVY kol TOV TOpwV). Auctapévey can
also refer to the distension of bones and the like, H.A. 111 11, 518b9; G.A.
I 6, 742a9. This passage should be seen in connection with 3, 482b10,
which emphatically denies that the supply of food for the ‘vessels’ (i.e.
arténar) 1s the same as for other parts, since pneuma and food can only be
supplied through the artériai when the artériat have developed. But this
process does not involve respiration. Cf. 4, 483a12-15.

J.F. Dobson translates this passage as follows: ‘But according to
this view the vessels grow just like the other parts, and as they become
broadened and distended, the volume of air which flows in and out is
increased: and if there must inevitably be some air contained in them,
the actual question which we are now asking, “What is the air which
naturally exists in them and how does this increase under healthy condi-
tions?” will be obvious from the preceding statement.’ He adds a note:
‘Reading toB10 0010 <6> {nreltan- 1ig 6 @vokdg xal...(W.D.R).
W.S. Hett 491-493 broadly follows Dobson. Other translators do not
offer clear improvements.

The author first says that the inhaled air increases because the vessels
Increase in circumference (and the inhaled air can therefore increase in
volume). He immediately goes on to talk about living creatures which
lack a respiratory function (and whose vessels therefore cannot contain
air from respiration).

The question raised here may therefore be whether in fact the vessels
of the body always necessarily contain inhaled air.



82 DE SPIRITU

We might therefore consider making a small correction to the Greek:
10010 0010 {Ntel <k>ad iG] O PuoKdg. Kol nds. .. Now 0 QuoIKig is
not an adjective connected with ‘the air’, but denotes ‘the man of sci.
ence’, ‘the natural scientist’. The construction is comparable with 9,
485b21-23: ‘If the components are different, what are the differences
of each of the simple bodies in itself and what <is their capacity>? For
it is these differences which we are seeking’ (el pév obv #tepa, Tiveg ai
Sragopai £xdotov 1OV arA®v kol Tig <...> tavTag yop {ntodpev). See
also 9, 485a33: {ntobvta. Read in this way, the passage becomes more
relevant precisely in the transition to the discussion of non-breathing
animals. Moreover, it suggests that Aristotle here is touching on the
question whether the development of the ‘vessels’ both in the embry-
onic phase (when there is no respiration yet) and in living creatures
without respiration is not necessarily the product of something other
than inhaled air. In chap. 9 he will then explain at length ‘what this is’.

[1I. Objections to theory A and theory B with regard fo insects
) n 7y 4
(which do not have respiration)]

It seems to make sense to see the previous eight Objections as specifi-
cally targeted at ‘Aristogenes’. The arguments adduced from 482a7
onwards are aimed against theory A and theory B together.

2, 482a7: ‘And how...for living creatures without respiration’ (toig 8¢
O un AvamvevoTikoig).

See also 5, 483b1 and in 8, 485all and a2l ‘octopuses’ and mult.l-
pedes’ and shellfish and crustaceans. Aristotle is chiefly thinking of in-
sects when he talks about non-respiring creatures. Cf. Resp. 2, 471al9
and 9, 474b31-475a20; a29: ‘insects are creatures which do not breathe’
(00x &vamvel 1o Eviopo tdv {Hwv). Among insects the specimens which
are longer-lived do have a cooling system, but not via the lungs. Insects
are divided into two, as it were, and in the middle have a membrane
which is set in motion by their innate pneuma and makes a buzzing noise.
The movement of the membrane cools the insects; cf. 474b31: “The
insects which are longer-lived...are split behind their middle part, so
that they can be cooled by the membrane, which is very thin’ (oa 8¢
pakpofidrepo T@v Evidpmv...1ovtolg vrd 10 ddlopa diéoyiotal,
dnag 81 Aentotépov dvtog ToD DUévog YoxTTaL).
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On the basis of G.4. I1 4-6 W. Jaeger (art. 1913; repr. 1960) 73 con-
cluded: ‘Aristoteles schliesst auf das angeborene Pneuma der hoheren
Tiergattungen aus der Notwendigkeit, es fir die niedrigeren, zumal die
Nichtatmer, zu statuieren.” Exactly the same train of thought is followed
in Spur.

&vanvevotika—in the Aristotelian Corpus, besides here and in 4,
483a12, only in Sens. 5, 445a27: ‘to the place of respiration’ (gig Tov
GVOTVEVOTIKOV . .. T0ToV) (in a passage disputing a thecry of the Pythag-
oreans, who held that some living creatures could be nourished by
odours).

Objection 1

2, 482a9: ‘But if they receive their food for that from what is inside and
from ordinary food, it is reasonable to assume that this also applies to
living creatures with respiration’ (ei 8 ano t@v €vtog kol Tfig Kowiig
1poefic, ebAoyov kdxkelvolg).

J.F. Dobson turns matters upside down in his translation: ‘If in the
former case it was from forces within, and from the common nutri-
ment of the body, it is reasonable to say that the same is true in their
case also.” Likewise the Revised Oxford Translation (1984) I 766 and
J. Tricot 179. But xdxeivolg must refer to what is further away in the
text, 1.e. ‘living creatures with respiration’, which is the subject from the
beginning of chap. 2. So the idea is that if insects do not receive their
food for the innate preuma through respiration, this argues for the case
that respiring land animals do not receive it in this way either.

In 2, 482a16 kdxeivav also refers to ‘the aforementioned’ [living
creatures with respiration]. But again the sentence should be under-
stood elliptically: ‘and moreover by objecting with regard to refrigera-
tion that they [insects] need it just as much’, like living creatures with
respiration, and therefore need respiration just as much.

2, 482a10: ‘ordinary food’ (tfig xowvfi¢ TpoeRc).

Not inhaled air but ordinary food, common to all living creatures,
which is taken in via the mouth (or a plant’s roots) and is concocted into
blood in the stomach. It should therefore be distinguished here from
what is meant in 1, 481al1: ‘For blood is food in its last phase, which
is the same for all living creatures’ (10 y&p aipo i éoxd Tpoeh Kol f
Ot TAGLY).
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2, 482a10~-11: ‘For similar matters come from the same causes and in
the same way’ (G0 Yop 1@V VIOV T OO KA BOOVTAG).

This principle of universality is found repeatedly in Spir.; cf. 2,
482a24-26; 6, 484b7-8; 8, 485a11-12.

Objection 2

2, 482all: ‘Unless of course it also comes from outside for living crea-
tures without respiration’ (ei pn &pa kai TovTo1g GRod 100 €KTOG).

481a9 established that insects do not have a respiratory system like
dogs and human beings. It seems natural to conclude that the mainte-
nance of their innate preuma must be due to food. But the author here
considers whether there may be another possibility.

2, 482al12: ‘ust as they perceive smells’ (@onep kol 1OV Ooudv
aicBavovron).

Cf. Amim. II 7, 419a35: ‘Animals that live in water also seem to
perceive smells. But human beings and animals that breathe cannot
smell without breathing. The reason for this will be discussed later’
(paiveton yap xai 10 Evudpo 1dv {omv éxev aicBnow dopfig. AAN
0 uév dvBpmmog kol 1dv neldv doa dvomvel, dduvatel doudobor pn
avomvéovta. | & aitia kol mepl To0twv Votepov AexBnoetan) (viz. in
9, 421b13-422a6); Amim. 11 9, 421b25: ‘Bloodless animals must pos-
sess smell, but without breathing’ (Oc@paivesfat pév odv dvaryxaiov,
aAL’ odk dvanvéovia (sc. 10 Gvoupa)); b32: ‘Similarly in certain spe-
cies of animals the organ of smell is like the eye (of hard-eyed animals),
uncurtained, while in others which take in air it has a curtain over it,
which is drawn back in inhalation, owing to the dilating of the veins or
pores’ (transl. J.A. Srmth) \ovtmg oLV Kal 10 oc(ppow'mcov aicBninplov
TOlg v dxdAveeg eivar, (ncmep 10 Supa, 101g 8¢ 1oV &épar dexopévolg
gxew émkdAvppa, 0 dvanvedviov dnoxadvntecBot, dievpuvopévav
10OV PAEP®V Kol TV mOpwv.) See also Sens. 5, 443a3-6: “This is clear
in the case of fishes and shellfish. For these possess the faculty of smell
although there is no air in water (for air rises when it enters water) and
they do not breathe’ (8fidov &’ €ni 1dv ixB0wv kol TOV 66TpakodEpu®V-
Qaivoviot Youp 6o@patvopevo obte dépog 8vtog év 1@ Vdatt (Emmoraler
Yop 6 amp, Stav éyyévnton) obt’ adtd @vanvéovta). W.D. Ross (1955)
213 notes: ‘It was not until the time of Boyle (1670) that it was known
that water contains air, and not until the time of Bernouilli (1690) that
it was known that fish cannot live in water from which the air has been
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expelled by boiling.” See also Sens. 5, 444b7-20 and P.A. 11 16, 659b15:
«gome perceive odours with their gills, others through their blow-hole,
and insects via their waist. They are all, so to speak, moved by the in-
nate pneuma in their body: they all possess this preuma by nature; it has
not been introduced from outside’ (t& pév S 1@V Bpayylov, o 8¢ dia
100 adAoD, T &’ Eviopa S1d 1od Vrnolduatog aicBavovian tdv dopdv,
ol TOVTOL TO CLRLPVTE TVELUATL TOD COUATOC BOTEP KIVELTOL T0DTO &
ondpyel 0oL Taot kol o0 Bopabev Enelooktov EoTiv).

Aristotle is convinced that insects and fishes perceive odours, but do
not possess respiration. Cf. 2, 482a23.

2,482al3: ‘but then it is something like respiration after all’ (&AL’ 0Vt
Y olov &vomvor) yiveto).

Ms. Z and A. Roselli 82 read oVtwg ¥’ here. W. Jaeger opted for
obtoty’. Another variant is obtt ye. J.F. Dobson opts for the Z reading:
‘but then they must have some process similar to respiration.’ Likewise
W.S. Hett 493; J. Tricot 179; A. Roselli 135. P. Gohlke: ‘ohne dass
geradezu ein Einatmen zu beobachten ware’ (?). D. Holwerda (October
3, 2005) proposes to accept Jaeger’s reading.

Naturally we must take al8 into account here: ‘so that it is roughly
the same as respiration’ (®68’ Opowdv 11 fi avonvofi). It seems as if
482a11-19 is a discussion by the author against his own firm opinion,
expressed in a9, that insects do not have respiration. His opponents
could say: insects need to be cooled; this must be effected by the inhaled
air. Aristotle does not give his answer here, but we know from Resp. that
he concedes that some insects have refrigeration, but not a process of
respiration.

2, 482al3: “The correctness of this could be disputed’ (mepi ob kv

aropnoeté T1g).

It seems as if Aristotle lists arguments here which his opponents could
marshal against him:

a) insects take in food and take in air at the same time;

b) insects also require refrigeration (a proposition which Aristotle en-
dorses); therefore they also need a system of respiration, like land
animals (which Aristote denies);

¢) if refrigeration of insects takes place via their waist—UnéCwopo—
(as Aristotle believes), air can also be supplied via the waist (which
Aristotle denies).
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2, 482al5: ‘the matter of food intake (for the drawing in of preuma takes
place at the same time)’ (thv énionocv THe TPOPHG—OAKT YOp Spa
TVEVUOTOG—).

J-F. Dobson: ‘the way in which they draw nutriment; for we should
say that they must draw in some breath at the same time.” Likewise
W.S. Hett 493; J. Tricot 179; P. Gohlke 161-162.

For ‘to draw (in)’ (énionaocw), see 481b15: ‘draws’ (émondton). Aris-
totle’s opponents can also argue: insects take in food; with the food they
take in air. 6Axn here is the drawing in of air (see a18). 1, 481all talked
about the ‘drawing’ of blood from the veins, 6, 484a28 talks about the
‘drawing’ of food from the abdomen. According to Aristotle’s oppo-
nents, however, this is always a consequence of the respiratory process.
When Aristotle remarks in al9 that his opponents do not specifiy this
‘drawing in’, he seems to mean: the ‘drawing in’ of air is clear for crea-
tures with lungs; for creatures without lungs it is impossible to be clear
how this ‘drawing in’ takes place.

2,482al17: ‘And if this takes place for them via their waist’ (i 3¢ d16 To
vrnofmporog adTolg yiveton).

J.F. Dobson: ‘But if in their case the refrigeration takes place through
their diaphragm.’ Likewise W.S. Hett 493; P. Gohlke 162: ‘Erfolgt diese
aber durch die Kerbstelle hindurch...’; J. Tricot 179: ‘Mais si, chez eux,
le refroidissement s’opére par la région du corps située sous le corselet’,
with a reference to Resp. 9, 475a3.

But the word used there is 70 1alopa (475a2). In PA. 11 16, 659b16
we find the word bn6fwpa in the statement that ‘insects perceive odours
via their middle part’ (t& 8" &vtopo S 100 vrolmpatog aicBivovion
10V oopdv) and H. Bonitz, Index 796259 notes that dnélopo and
d1afwpo alternate in Aristotle. Thus e.g. in H.A. 111 1, 509b17 and 25.
But A. Preus® has cast doubt on the passage in PA. II 16, party on
account of the use of the term vnélwpa. Cf. A. Roselli 84. This doubt
has no firm foundation. Preus is familiar with the passage in Spir. 2
(p. 272), but regards it as inauthentic and at odds with (other) state-
ments by Aristotle. He disregards the fact that the passage in Spir. fol-
lows from a consideration of the opponents’ position. Both passages
show that Aristotle denies respiration to insects but attributes smell to

* A. Preus, ‘Aristotle’s Parts of animals II 16, 659b13—-19: is it authentic?’, Classical
Quarterly 18 (1968) 270-278.
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them, even though he does not know how this takes place. Cf. Sens.
5, 444b7-28 with 444b13: ‘many other similar animals have an acute
perception of their food by its odour. It is not equally certain what the
organ is whereby they so perceive’ (transl. J.I. Beare) (kei noAAa tév
&M 10V tor0vTev Ldev 0EEwg aicBdveta the Tpogfig 1t Thy dounv.
St 8¢ aioBavetar, ovy opolwg gavepov).

Objection 3

2, 482a19: ‘But it is not determined how and by what cause this drawing
in takes place’ (RAnv oby, Gpopileton Tig 6AKTN Kol VO TIvog).

J.F. Dobson translates: ‘But it cannot be determined...” A better
translation i1s W.S. Hett 493: ‘But this does not define what this drawing
inis...

The possibility suggested in 1, 481al4: ‘But the air supplies the food’
(Gyer 8 0 anp) does not apply to animals without respiration. Aristotle
here blames his opponents for failing to indicate clearly how insects
draw in air and by what instrument. In respiring animals the lungs are
the instrument which, spurred on by the heart, effectuates respiration.
Lungs are lacking in insects and fishes. The underlying motive here is
that, for Aristotle, the innate preuma is the efficient cause, but it requires
a different interpretation from that of his opponents.

Cf. Pl. Tim. 79a5-80d1: Plato here explains the ‘drawing in’ of air
and food from the fact that empty spaces cannot exist, so that wher-
ever a certain substance is pushed away another substance is ‘drawn in’
which fills the gap. In 80c he adduces the ‘attraction’ (¥A&1g) of magnets
and explains it (away) by remarking that it does not really involve a
form of ‘drawing’ (6Axn) but of simultaneous displacement, owing to the
impossibility of a void.

[IL. Objections to theory A and theory B with regard io fishes
(in the water, where respiration is impossible)]

2, 482a21: ‘And what about the nutrition and growth of the innate
preuma in aquatic animals?’ (Tolg 8¢ 81 évdypoig).

The systematic organization which Aristotle used in Resp. is in evi-
dence here too. After land animals with respiration he discussed land
animals without respiration. Now he turns to aquatic animals without
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respiration. Cf. 8, 485a21: 1@v évidpwv—the word Anstotle uses more
frequently for water animals.

A relevant passage in this connection is Pl. 7am. 92a7: ‘But the fourth
kind, which lives in the water, ... They...thought these creatures un-
worthy even to inhale pure air:...condemned them to inhale the
muddy water of the depths’ (10 8¢ tétoptov yévog Evudpov...ovs
avanvofig kaBopag 11 AElwoav... AL .. eig Vdatog Borepav kai
BabBeiav £ncav dvinvevow). See also 5, 483b34, which attributes to
Aristotle’s opponents the view that fishes also breathe.

2, 482a23: ‘and we say further that no air is present in the moist sub-
stance’ (008 évurnapyew OAwG €v 1@ LYPD Papev dépa).

A. Roselli 86 refers here to Resp. 2, 470b28 ff. She adds: ‘ma la con-
futazione di Aristotele € molto decisa e dettagliata.” But if Aristotle is
also the author of Spir., he can obviously confine himself in Spi. to a
brief statement of his position.

The author uses the plural here, thus clearly indicating that he is a
supporter of the Peripatetic line, over against the camp of his oppo-
nents. Cf. 6, 484a32. See also Sens. 5, 443236 (cited in our comm. on
Spur. 2, 482a12).

In various manuscripts aépo is followed by the words: ‘because
preuma is formed from (ordinary) food’ (611 S tHg tpoefic | 10
nveopotog yéveots). D. Furlanus deletes these words as a marginal com-
ment which found its way into the text.

2, 482a24: “The only remaining possibility is that the innate preuma 1s
nourished and grows by means of ordinary food’ (Aowndv &pa d1i Thig
TPOPG).

J. Tricot 179: ‘Reste donc que C’est seulement par le moyen de la
nourriture que ces animaux absorbent I’air.’

This translation may cause misunderstandings. In his critique of the-
ory A held by ‘Aristogenes’ Aristotle states here that this theory does
not apply to fishes, and that therefore the innate preuma of fishes cannot
be nourished by inhaled air, but, if at all, by ordinary food (as theory B
argued).

2, 482a24: ‘so that the method is either not the same for all, or the other
living creatures with respiration also nourish and increase [their innate
pneuma) by means of ordinary food. For it must needs be one of these
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three’ (g ovy Opoiwg mBowv A kakelva d Thg Tpogiig [ta Evvypal-
1@V Y0P 00TV dvorykodov Ev).

Cf. 9, 486b2: ‘So one of the two’ (e Suelv Bdtepov). Aristotle’s op-
ponents had argued that, for all living creatures, the maintenance and
growth of their innate pneuma was due to food or respiration; the third
possibility is: some in this way, others in that. But a final decision has
not yet been made. A. Roselli 86 reads a question mark after tpogiig. A
raised dot is better.

70 Evoypa in the transmitted text is probably based on a misunder-
standing, since xaxelva refers back to ‘the aforementioned creatures
with respiration’. Therefore Jaeger’s suggestion to read ta <um>
#vuypa is no more plausible than deletion of the words ta évuypa, as
U.C. Bussemaker proposed (followed by A. Roselli 86).

For o0y, 0potlog naow, cf. the Aristotelian proposition already formu-
lated in 2, 482a10-11: ‘For similar matters come from the same causes
and in the same way’ (&0 Yop T@V aOTOV 10 Spota kol doovtwg). Like-
wise 6, 484b7-8 and 8, 485al11-12 (with commentary).

2, 482a26: “This now 1s enough as regards the growth and nourish-
ment of pneuma’ (Kol todta pév g nepl v ad&now kol 1poghv 10
TVEOUOTOC).

Cf. 8, 485a22: “Thus far on the change of place’.

The addition of @g is meant restrictively here: ‘as regards’. See Lid-
dell, H.G., Scott, R., Jones, H.S., A Greek English Lexicon (Oxford, 9th
ed. 1940; repr. 1961) s.o. AbII2, who refer to Xenophon, Anabasis IV
3, 31. See also Arist. Cael. 1 3, 269b21: viv pév ixavdg O¢ TPOC TV
napodoav ypelav, axpiPéotepov 88 ndA, Gtav ETIGKORDEY TEPL THG
obotog adTdV.

Chap. 2 is clearly connected with chap. 3 by the word pair pév...8¢
(a26-27), as is chap. 1 with chap. 2.

. (We thank Prof. D. Holwerda for suggestions in his letter of October
, 2005.)






CHAPTER THREE

[Problems in some theories of respiration]

Chap. 3 is entirely dedicated to an enumeration of seven objections to
the theories on respiration of Aristogenes and all others who regard it
as the most fundamental vital process.

Objection 1

3, 482a28: ‘But as regards respiration, some do not say...” (Iepi d¢
dvanvotig ol ey 0O AEyovow...).

In his critical apparatus W. Jaeger refers to Resp. 1, 470b6 ff., and
notes: ‘this derives from there’ (unde haec petita), thus underlining his view
that Spiz is by an anonymous author from the time after Aristotle.

In fact: why does the author in this work now address the theme of
respiration, after De respiratione had done so at length? This could indicate
that it was written by someone other than Aristotle, unless there is a
clear connection with the preceding chapters 1 and 2 of Spir

This connection certainly exists, since chap. 2 is purely concerned
with a theory which holds respiration directly responsible for the mainte-
nance and growth of the innate pneuma; and chap. 1 critically discussed
a theory which holds respiration indirectly responsible for this process.
This connection is reinforced by the relationship with 2, 481b17 ff.:
‘Moreover, respiration extends as far as the lungs, as they themselves say,
but the innate pneuma is present thoughout the living creature. And if it
is also distributed from there [viz.: from the lungs] to the lower parts’
(1 8" 7 pév dvamvon péypt 100 nvebdpovog, bomep Aéyovoty avtol, 0
3¢ nvedpo 81’ EAov 10 cOp@uToV. €1 &’ dnd TovTov Srodidoton kal wpPdG
¢ kG1...). In what follows Aristotle will make it clear that the vital
principle must already be present before respiration and that the innate
pneuma has no connection with the inhaled air! The entire work deals
with the question: what is the innate pneuma? Is it the breath which is
taken in via respiration, or is it something of a different order, which
is already operative on an even more fundamental level? In actual fact
there is no overlap with Resp.
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It 1s striking that Aristogenes is not mentioned here in Objec-
tion 1. We should probably conclude that, according to Aristotle, he did
explain what purpose respiration serves, viz. (a) for the nourishment of
the innate preuma and (b) for the refrigeration of the living creature,

3, 482a29: ‘for instance Empedocles and Democritus’ (ko@dnep
"EunedoxAfic xol Anpokpiiog).

A full discussion of respiration will have to talk about the efficient
cause and the final cause. Empedocles and Democritus address only the
purpose of respiration. This is also stated in Resp. 4, 471b30-472a3 and
7, 473a15-16. Others are deficient on both counts. In $pir Democritus
is mentioned only here. We will come across Empedocles again in 6,
484a38 and 9, 485b26. Again, therefore, the setting of Spir is closely
similar to that of the (other) Parva naturaha.

Interpreters of this work who propose to date it half a century
or more after Aristotle should at least indicate why Praxagoras and
Erasistratus and such thinkers are not mentioned explicitly anywhere,
if their influence is as clearly noticeable in Spur as they say.

Objection 3

3, 482a31: ‘And also when respiration serves the purpose of refrigera-
tion, it is necessary to elucidate this point’ (3¢l 8¢ kal €1 kotoybEemg
Xapv, 0010 10010 Srocagfioan).

As appears from 2, 482216, the disputed theory of ‘Aristogenes’ and
his supporters also attributed a refrigerative function to respiration.

The discussion on this matter plays an important part in Spir: 3,
482al13; 482b1; 4, 483b6; 5, 484a6; 484a10. Aristotle considers refrig-
eration of the cardiac region to be the primary function of respira-
tion, which is confined to the windpipe and the lungs. His opponents
are also aware of the necessity of refrigeration, but cannot provide a
consistent theory because they hold that the respiratory flow of air
extends throughout the body.

Pl. Tum. 70d1 also attributes a refrigerative function to the lungs:
‘in order to cool the heart and give it rest and relief in its burning’
(Tva..... woyoboa, dvanvony kai peotdvny v Td Kodpott Tapéyor). So
there is no need to find an objection by Aristotle against himself here.
In 482b1 Aristotle emphatically objects against his opponents that their
theory, if they claim that the inhaled air is distributed throughout the
living creature, makes it impossible to attribute a refrigerative function
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to respiration, since on the argument of 2, 481b12-15 heat should be
mainly located in the lungs and the artérar.

3,482a32: ‘For if the vital heat resides in the upper parts of the living
creature, <the parts> below no longer need refrigeraton’ (el yop év
101 avo 10 Beppov, odk &v €11 Séorto kdtw (sc. g kataydEewg)).

Though Aristotle situates the vital heat (and the soul) in a living
creature’s centre, this is not the mathematical centre: the heart is clearly
located in the upper half.! The upper half is therefore more the bearer
of vital heat than the lower half. This is crucial to an interpretation
of the problematic phrase ‘the fire above’ (10 ndp Gve) in Long 3,
465b2.2

Aristotle draws attention to a real problem here: if the vital pneuma
is distributed throughout the visible body of the living creature, and if
it is the bearer of the vital heat, why is refrigeration necessary in the
cardiac region in particular? Is the heat of the one vital pneuma different
in different places in the visible body? On the necessity of refrigera-
tion, cf. Resp. 1, 470b24: ‘All amimals possessing lungs with blood have
greater need of respiration on account of their high degree of heat’
(ra. & Evoupov Exovio mvedpovo mavia paAAov Seltat THg dvamvofig
dux 10 nAfifog tfig Beppdtnrog)—in contrast to frogs and tortoises.

U.C. Bussemaker proposed to read here ovk av &t déorto <10>
xdtw. Cf. 2, 481b20. This proposal is accepted by J.E. Dobson, W.S.
Hett 494 and J. Tricot 180.

3, 482a34: And it has its starting-point in the lungs’ (koi &pyf) émd
00 mvedpOVOQ).

It is un-Aristotelian to claim that the innate pneuma has its starting-
point in the lungs. For Aristotle the heart is the starting-point of the
innate pneuma. Aristotle regards the lungs as the starting-point of respi-
ration, which serves to cool the heart. The author seems to be thinking
here of 2, 481b17, where he imputed to Aristogenes and his supporters
the view that respiration extends as far as the lungs.

' Cf. PA. 111 4, 665b18: ‘it (the heart) is in the middle, more in its upper than in its
lower half” (nept péoov yép, paAlov 8 év 1 dvo A kdrw).

? On this subject, see A.P. Bos, ‘“Fire above”: the relation of soul to its instru-
gz)enta] body in Aristote’s De longitudine et brevitate vitae 2—3°, Ancient philosophy 22 (2002)

3-317.
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3, 482a34: ‘but the result of respiration, it seems in their view, is also
distributed to all parts of the living creature through the continuity
of the system’ (Soxel 8¢ xai 10 Tfig dvanvofig eig novia dtodidocBay
KOTO, GLVEYELOLY).

This idea was already presented and criticized in 2, 481b19. We can
conclude from what follows that the disputed theory holds the inhaled
air to be conveyed by the arténai into the abdomen, and from there to
the bones and from there to the sinews and the flesh. In H.4. II 17,
507a34 Aristotle clearly contrasts the windpipe with the oesophagus.
The former issues into the lungs; the oesophagus extends as far as the
stomach via the midnff.

Without any foundation A. Roselli 88 claims of kot cvvexeiav: ‘non
¢ espressione aristotelica’. Aristotle regularly uses the term cuveyng to
indicate the continuity and connectedness of systems. Cf. H.A. III 5,
515a32-b6; 7, 516a8-10; PA. III 5, 668b25. The term cuvéyeia is also
found in H.A. III 5, 515b6.

Perhaps this cuvéyeia is also involved in Objection 4 of 3, 482b4-7
and in 6, 484a27. Plato describes a similar process of distribution with
a kind of relay character for perception in 7Twm. 64b4: ‘this impression
is passed on by the various parts’ (81didwotv kUKA® popla €tepa
gtépolg tavtov anepyaldpeva). Cf. also 45d1: ‘It therefore passes
on...those movements to the entire body as far as the soul’ (to0tov
10 xwvhoelg S1ad18ov ei¢ dmav 10 odpa pexpl thc youxhc oictnow
TOPECYETO).

3, 482a35: ‘So they must demonstrate that this is not the case’ (0T€
10910 detktéov g 0vK EoTLV).

Aristotle, too, opposes the view that the inhaled air is distributed as
a vitalizing principle thoughout the body. He argues this in 6, 484a27
and 484b4. But here he is still concerned with an internal contradiction
in the system of Aristogenes and his supporters. If they hold refrigera-
tion to be an important aspect of respiration, they must demonstrate
that the air does not circulate through the entire body.

Objection 4

3, 482a36: ‘On the other hand it is strange if these [lower parts} do
not require a certain motive agent and a form of nutrition’ (§tonov 8¢
el un deltat Tivog Kivnoemg kol olov TPoehig).
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J.F. Dobson: ‘It is strange if the lower parts do not require some
motive force and, as it were, some nutriment’; likewise W.S. Hett 495
and J. Tricot 180. A. Roselli 135 also takes ‘le parte inferiori’ as the
subject of detrai; P Gohlke 163: ‘die Lebensluft’.

Aristotle himself reduces all vital functions to the activity of the
innate pneuma. See Resp. 3, 471a26: ‘In all animals that breathe and
draw breath we see that a movement occurs of the part which draws
in the air’ (Tdviwv 1@V dvanvedviov kod EAkOVIOV 10 Tveduo OpdeV
ywopévny Tve kivnotv 1od popiov 10D €lkovrog).

In Resp. 21, 480a16-b12 Aristotle describes the process of respira-
tion as being caused by an increase in vital heat in the centre of the
living creature. Because this heat increases, the adjacent lungs and the
surrounding thorax also expand.

See also PA. III 6, 669a13: “The lung is the instrument for respira-
tion. It has the origin of its movement in the heart’ (tob &' avanveiv
0 mAedpov Gpyavov €otl, TV p&v pxNv Thg KIWACEWG £x@V Or0 THS
xapdiog).

3, 482b1: ‘But if respiration pervades the entire body, it can no longer
be for the purpose of refrigeration’ (el 3¢ dromvel mpog TGV OVK £Tt
xotoyOEemg € xapwv).

W. Jaeger proposed to add <év> here before £tt.

J.E. Dobson, who considers this unnecessary, translates: ‘And it is
strange that it should no longer be for the sake of refrigeration, if it
does pervade the whole.” Likewise J. Tricot 180. W.S. Hett 495 comes
closer with: ‘while if the breath is all-pervasive its purpose cannot be
refrigeration’; likewise P. Gohlke 163 and A. Roselli 135. Jaeger’s addi-
tion does not in fact seem strictly necessary. And the subject of dronvel
is perhaps not pneuma, but ‘respiration’. Pl. Tim. 70c—d also states that
refrigeration is above all necessary for the location of the central fire.
Refrigeration is in fact the function of the lungs. Aristotle objects that
the theory of respiration which pervades the body with its effects is at
odds with this. Cf. Pl. Tem. 78b and EM. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology
308 ff. On p. 314 Cornford notes that Galen referred to Plato’s system
as dramvof—a kind of ‘trans-spiration’, because as well as respiration
it also assumed a passage of air and fiery particles through and out of
the body (and back again).
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Objection 5

3, 482b3: ‘And the process of counterflow is also surprising, if it takes
place from all parts’ (kai méAv 16 Tig akippolag, einep ard Téviwy,
Bovpaotov).

We can compare Empedocles D.K. 31 fr. B 100, line 23: ‘whenever
it shrinks away into the far recesses’ (onnote pev rodivopoov dnaibele
nuxdvde), in the extensive quotation that Aristotle gives in Resp. 7,
47424 ff.

Aristoteles uses the term moalippoto for a part of his own concep-
tion in Somn. 3, 461a6: ‘the counterflow of the vital heat’ (tnv 10d
Beppod nokippowav) and PA. IIT 7, 670b9. Plato does not use the term,
but he does employ the metaphor of ebb and flow for the respira-
tory and nutritive systems: Tim. 43b5: ‘For no matter how important
the overflowing and flowing off of the tide of nutrition was’ (10D
koraxAb{oviog kol amoppéovtog kbpatog O v Tpoenv mapeiyev). Cf.
43a4-6: dndppuToV.

3, 482b4: “Unless it takes place in a different way from the outer parts,
but the primary and central process from the cardiac region’ (rRAnv el
GAAov tpdmov 4nd @V éoxatwv, 10 3¢ TPOTG...4nd 1OV TEPL THV
kapdiav).

Cf. 4, 483a7: ‘in parts far removed [from the heart]’ (Tolg pokpov
GRNPTNHEVOLG).

3, 482b6: ‘But in that case the activities and powers are divided among
a plurality of principles’ (év roAAoig & oVtw 10 1@V évepyeldv kal TV
duvapewv).

J-E Dobson translates this difficult sentence as follows: ‘In many
instances such a want of symmetry in functions and faculties may be
observed.” W.S. Hett 495: ‘Such discrepancy of functions and facul-
ties is common’; likewise J. Tricot 181. P. Gohlke 163: ‘so wie vielfach
Wirksamkeit und Krifte verteilt sind.” A. Roselli 136 translates: ‘In
molti casi (?) *** delle attivitd e delle facoltd’ and notes on p. 89: ‘il
testo & corrotto e probabilmente lacunoso; forse si introduceva qui
un’aporia sulle facolta delle singoli parti in relazione alla presenza in
esse del pneuma.’

It is a mystery what observations Dobson is thinking of. Aristotle is
probably making a critical comment here, to which he returns in 4,
482b26-28. If the process of counterflow to the heart region is not the
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same as in the rest of the body, the one activity of respiration seems to
break up into a plurality of activities. In that case the process differs from
a ‘distribution through the continuity of the parts’ (08i8oc8ou xorar
ovvéxelav), which is mentioned in 3, 482a35. For a similar critique, see
PA. 111 4, 665b28: ‘Firstly, these people assume that there are a number
of different origins lying scattered here and there’ (moAAag Gpyag kot
Sieonapuévag noodotv) and Metaph. A 10, 1075b37-1076a4.

Objection 6

3, 482b7: ‘Yet it is strange if it is also distributed to the bones’ (Gtomov
odv Spag €l kai glg 10 66T0dv drodidotan).

The disputed theory holds that respiration has an effect on the entire
body; cf 482a3; and 482b1: eig navia S10di8ocBar and 482b1: Sramvel
npo¢ mav. Including the skeleton therefore. This takes place via the
artéria. The question of how bones are nourished by preuma is picked
up in 6, 484al6 and following. We should consider here that Pl. Tim.
74e calls some bones éuyuydtato and others dyvydtate. Bones con-
taining ‘much soul’ are in Plato the bones which protect the brain and
spinal fluid and are chiefly involved in the irrigation system described
in Tim. 77¢6 and following,

J.F. Dobson corrects odv to yobv: ‘However, it is at any rate strange...’
He is followed by W.S. Hett 495 and J. Tricot 181. A. Roselli 89 prefers
8’ odv.

3, 482b8: ‘for they say that these also obtain their breath and nutrition
from the artéria’ (vl yop 81 10016 ooy €€ dpmpLdv).

P. Gohlke 163 has the strange translation here: ‘auch diese haben ja
ersichtlich Luftrohren’. According to his explanatory note on p. 196,
he holds this to be Aristotle’s own opinion. Strong arguments against
this view are gaow in 482b8 and 6, 484a22-23. It may well be that
Aristotle makes this statement as being implied in his rendering of
Aristogenes’ view in 2, 481a30.

So the issue here is not just the supply of blood or the like to the
bones.

It is entirely legitimate to see the description of the living organism’s
irrigation system, as given in Pl. Tim. 77¢6 ff., as the textual basis for
this claim about Aristotle’s opponents. This irrigation system is an
interconnected system for the supply of blood and air.
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3, 482b8: ‘as we said’ (kaBdmnep eipntan).

This may refer back to 3, 482a28-32. Aristotle’s own view of the
matter is that the purpose of respiration is to cool the vital heat in the
heart’s blood. This respiration is caused by the innate pneuma when heat
becomes excessive. Cf. Resp. 3, 471b26-29.

3, 482b9: ‘“Therefore we must...look at respiration, the purpose for
which it takes place and for what parts and how’ (oxentéov mepi
Avamvofig, Kol Tivog EVEKQL Kol TOLo1g HEPESTL KO TLAG).

It is remarkable in Spir how, starting from one opening question,
Aristotle constantly weaves new themes into his inquiry. In 1, 481a5
he had said: ‘So we should consider the nature and origin of the food’
(radTnv (v Tpoenv) oxentéov, moio te kol moBev). Here it is respira-
tion which is to be thoroughly analyzed. In 4, 482bl16 it is the three
movements of pneuma in the artéria which need to be discussed and
in 7, 484b9 the nature and purpose of bones require investigation.
But this is not an indiscriminate copying of other people’s notes; it
follows from the fundamental discussion which the author wishes to
conduct.

3, 482b9: ‘and for what parts’ (kai roloig pépeot).

J.E. Dobson: ‘the parts which it affects’; likewise the other translators.
The dative can in fact be interpreted as a datius commodi: ‘for what
parts’. In that case the question is what parts of the living body benefit
from respiration. It will need to be discussed whether the entire body
benefits, or only the upper part (482b32-33); and whether the bones
also receive pneuma from the artéria (482a7-8). .

But another possibility is a causal dative: ‘by what parts’. The primary
reference here would be to the lungs. But the opponents talk about a
continuous process in which the inhaled air is distributed thoughout the

body. And about the opposite process. This involves more parts than
the lungs alone (482b3-7).

Objection 7

3, 482b10: ‘Moreover, it does not appear for all parts that the supply
of food takes place through the artériai, for instance for the vessels
themselves and for certain other parts (11 8E 00O’ em(popoc tng Tpopiig
gaivetol Tact St dpmpLdv, olov owTOlG T€ 101G Gyyeiolg kol GAAOLG
TIoL TOV LEPDV).
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The Z reading @oivetat seems preferable here to the reading @épeton
of the other manuscripts and W. Jaeger.

Cf. 2, 482a3—4, where it is said that the growth of vessels takes place
in the same way as the growth of other parts.

Why is it that the vessels do not receive their nutrition from the
artériai? The answer must be: first there need to be artériat and they
must be built up from food that the nascent living creature has taken
in—as Arnistotle had indicated already in 2, 482a3—, before food can
be carried through the artériai. Aristotle thus infers the necessity of
an even more fundamental vegetative process which precedes supply
through the artériai. See also 4, 483al4, which says explicitly that the
supply of food must be effective before respiration. The ‘other parts’
could plausibly refer to ‘the lungs’ and ‘the mouth’. Cf. De audibilibus
800a17-20.

In the process of arguing Aristotle is also engaged in discussing the
question raised in 1, 481a5 regarding the food for living creatures, ‘the
nature and origin of the food’.

But there is a problem here. Aristotle’s opponents distinguish arténa:
and veins. As 5, 484a2-3 shows, they also hold that pneuma requires
liquid, and liquids preuma. (Blood, for instance, needs the heat of pneuma
to remain liquid—>5, 483b19-21.) Preuma is found only in the artéria:
(and so not in the veins)—>5, 483b18. The question is whether the arténa:
contain anything besides pneuma, or whether the movements of air in the
arténai have the side-effect that the blood, too, moves in the veins and
provides its nutrition to all parts of the body. This justifies Aristotle’s
question how this ‘drawing in’ (olké) takes place—2, 482a19-20.

3, 482b11: “all parts’ (ndov).

This must refer to ‘parts’ (pépeot). Cf. 482b10: ‘for what parts’
(moloig pépeo).

In support it is argued that plants also live and receive food. This
argument is based on the observation that plants do not have respi-
ration (as Empedocles says t00). So in any case there is a process of
nutrition that does not depend on respiratory processes. Aristotle is

the first to have focused sharply on the vegetative level in all that lives
(see 2, 482al).

3, 482b12: ‘And plants also live and receive food’ ({fi 8¢ 10 @utd xal
Tpégetan).
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W. Jaeger inserted <donep> here after 8¢. This was already rejected
by J.F. Dobson. Aristotle puts forward a typically Anistotelian argument
here. Life and nutrition take place at a level where respiration does not
yet exist. But he may also intend a reference to Pl. Tum. 77a6—c5, which
talks about plants and trees as providing food for man. Plato says of
these in 77b2: ‘Yet the kind of which we are now speaking shares only
the third kind of soul...” (uetéyer... 10D Tpitov woxig eidoug).

3, 482b13: ‘But these matters belong perhaps more to a study on kinds
of nutrition’ (tobTo. PEV OIKELOTEPG TG TOIG TEPL TOG TPOPAS).

References to a study ‘On nutrition’ (‘On growth and nutrtion’) are
found in Somn. 3, 456b6 (as already written); announced in Amm. II 4,
416b31; GA. V 4, 784b2. See also PA. II 3, 650b10; 7, 653bl14; III
14, 674a20; IV 4, 678al9; Meteor. IV 3, 381b13.

But we should note that in PA. II 3, 650b5—11 Aristotle speaks in
much the same way as our passsage: “The manner in which the parts
derive their growth from blood, and the subject of food in general, can
be more suitably discussed in Gereration and other books’ (ov 8¢ tpomov
AopBaver € adtod 1o popro thy odEncwy, Frr 8¢ nepl tpogfic HAwe,
€v 101G mepl yevécews kol év £tépolg oikewdtepov ot S1eADelv). See
also PA. IV 4, 678a16-20.



CHAPTER FOUR

[Inquiry into the relation of respiration, pulsation and nutrition.
Continued analysis of the theory on respiration held by Aristotle’s opponents]

4, 482b14: “There are three movements of the air in the arténa [according
to their theory]’ (tpeig oi xwvhoeig 100 €v Tfj dpTnple TVELROTOS).

This passage 1s crucial to an understanding of Spir. as a whole. In 3,
482b9 Aristotle announced that it was to be investigated ‘for what pur-
pose’, ‘for what parts’, and ‘how’ respiration takes place. But the subject
proper is the innate pneuma. In chap. 4 he therefore broadens the ques-
tion to include ‘the movements of pneuma’, of which respiration is one
(according to his opponents). He will now ask ‘for what purpose’, ‘how’
and ‘where’ they occur.

J.F. Dobson, W.S. Hett 495, P. Gohlke 163, J. Tncot 181 and
A. Roselli 136 completely fail to appreciate that this passage rep-
resents the theory of Aristotle’s opponents. Cf. also A. Roselli 90:
‘L’individuazione dei tre movimenti costituisce per Spir. un dato di fatto
acceptato e non soggetto a discussione.’” She rightly points to the con-
trast with Resp. 20, 479b17-19. But she regards Spir. 4 as a direct attack
on the position of Aristotle!

However, the fundamental discussion on the theory of ‘Aristogenes’
and his supporters with its very special view of the distribution of the
inhaled air via the artéria throughout the body, which started in chap. 3,
is continued here by Aristotle. ‘Aristogenes’ represents a theory which is
completely at odds with the Aristotelian conception.

In any case it is useful in connection with this passage to consider Pl.
Tim. 43b5-6, where the tide to which Plato compares the respiratory
system is said to supply food to the living creature: ‘For no matter how
important the overflowing and flowing off of the tide of nutrition was’
(moAXoD yip vrog 10D Kook Ab{ovTog Ko dmoppéovTog KhpaTog & Thy
TpogNV noperyev). But we will also have to ask how this relates to what
Plato writes in Tim. 78c5: ‘Because the funnel consisting of two parts
was involved, he let down one of the two through the windpipe into the
lungs, and the other past the windpipe into the belly’ (SinAod 8¢ vtog
109, xotd pev 1o dpTnpiog eig oV TAedpova xabixev Bdtepov, 10 &
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€1g TNV KotAlay mopd TG aptnplag). A striking feature there is the use of
the plural arténai. The only other place where Plato uses the term is Tim,
70d3 (there in the singular and in the sense of ‘windpipe’ to the lungs).

Arnstotle seems to be saying that, according to the theory of his
opponents, the three movements (respiration, pulsation, and food sup-
ply) are connected with the pneuma in the artériai. Here we can leave
room for a distinction between movements of pneuma and movements
caused by pneuma. At 5, 483a24 he also says that the artéria perceives. We
can assume that this, too, is a matter of the vital breath in the arééra;.

We should note, however, that Plato does not talk anywhere about
‘pulsation’ of blood or of vital breath. He uses the related verb only in
Phaedr. 251d4, in his description of the soul which has a perception of
beauty: ‘throbbing like a fevered pulse’ (Tnd@ca olov & cevlovia).
And mdnoig is for him a matter of the heart (Tim. 70cl and d4). Per-
haps pulsation was considered an effect of the heat in the body and in
the blood and this heat was taken to be caused by preuma.

4, 482b15: ‘pulsation’ (ceuypog).

The notion of ‘pulsation’ is encountered here for the first time. In the
preceding passage there was no reason to suspect that this subject would
also be discussed.

In Spir. this term is used eight times. In the Corpus the term alternates
with 69UEg. Cf. Resp. 20, 479b27; 480a14.

4, 482b15: ‘and thirdly the movement which supplies and assimilates
the food’ (tpitn &’ 1 Tpo@nv éndyovoa kal kotepyolopévn).

We are dealing here with the theory of Aristotle’s opponents, which
sees respiration as the centre of all vital activity. Cf. 4, 483a8: ‘For
respiration and the supply of food’ (10 y&p od tfg dvomvofig xal Thg
émoyoyiig). See also 1, 481al4: ‘But the air supplies it [food] and is re-
sponsible for the activity and, by adding the activity of concoction to
itself, causes growth and nutrition’ (&yel &' 6 énp...adEet kol TpéPey)
and 3, 482b10: ‘Moreover, it does not appear for all parts that the sup-
ply of food takes place through the artéria’ (008’ émpopd TG TPOPTS
goiveton naot 81’ dpmpiwv). This formulation is a correct representa-
tion of Pl. 7im. 78e-79a5. According to Aristotle’s opponents, the in-
haled air and the internal fire connected with it is the principle which
assimilates the food. He himself will postulate in 9, 485a28 that they
are mistaken and that the vital heat present in the blood is the ‘efficient
principle’ (10 épyalouevov).
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4,482b16: ‘where and how and for what purpose’ (xoi 70D kai nég Ko
1ivog X&pv).

The question ‘where’ the three movements occur is dealt with in
4, 482b17-36. The question ‘how’ in 4, 482b36-483a7. The question
‘for what purpose’ is discussed in 483a7 ff.

[ The question: “Where?’]

4, 482b18: ‘But the movement of respiration is perceptible only to a
certain extent, and is largely based on logical argumentation’ (1} 8¢ Tfi¢g
Avamvofic péxpt pév 10V pavepd, to O¢ TALov kaTa Adyov).

See also 5, 483a221-23 and commentary there. For the contrast be-
tween what can be empirically established and what can be concluded
on the basis of argumentation, cf. G.4. III 10, 760b27-33 and fuv. 2,
468a20—23 (the programme elaborated there is carried out in 468a23—
4, 469228 and 4, 469a28 f.).

4, 482b20-21: ‘And the movement of the supply and assimilation of
the food is virtually in its entirety a matter of argumentation, but in the
sense that it is concluded on the basis of matters which take place in
an empirically observable way’ (1| 8¢ 1fig Tpogiig Graco katd Adyov G
einely, Og £k 10V ovpPavéviav 8¢ katd v aictnow).

J.F. Dobson has here: “That of nutrition is in practically all parts
determinable by reasoning, but by sense in so far as it can be observed
from its results.” Cf. W.S. Hett 497.

However, Aristotle draws a contrast here between what can be
empirically observed and what not. The process of digestion is hidden
from our view. But on the basis of empirical data (regarding the effects
of nutrition) certain facets of it can be reasoned out.

In HA TII 2, 511b13-23 Aristotle argues that the venous system is
difficult to describe, because all the veins are contained within the living
creature and they are less clearly visible in someone who has died, when
the blood has emptied from the veins.

4, 482b22: ‘to be designated a power of the soul or the soul itself’ (e{1e
yuxfig dbvopty eite yoxmy det Aéyewy Tadny).

Cf. Iuv. 1, 467b16: ‘the other parts of the soul or its powers, whatever
we are to call them’ (& pév odv dAAa THig wuxfig 7t wopla fi Suvdueig
omotépwg TOTE SeT KAAELV).
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This question is raised again in 5, 483a27: ‘What then is the soul?
They say that it is a power which is the cause of this movement’ (t{ ody
I yuxf; dbvapty eact Ty aitiav Tfig kiviceng Thg ToldTC).

4, 482b23: ‘or something else again, for instance a mixture of bodies,
which by means of these bodies causes such an attraction’ (elte xoi
GAANY Tve cepdtav Pk, i 8t adtdv Totel thy TowadTny OAKTV).

J.F. Dobson’s translation: ‘or some other combination of bodies’ is
incomprehensible. We should translate: ‘or something else, e.g. a mixture
of bodies’.

Once again this shows that chap. 4 critically discusses a theory not
held by the author of Spir. For a theory which comes close to it, cf. Anim.
I'4,408a13-28 (six times ‘mixture’ (u1€1¢) in twelve lines, and in relation
to Empedocles). See also Cael. 111 7, 305b4—the relationship with sper-
mata. Empedocles sometimes called the soul a ‘mixture’ of elements.
Cf. Amm. I 4, 408al3: ‘that the soul is a ratio of mixture’ (16 oV Adyov
1hg nikews eivan v yoyxAv). This position is akin to the view that the
soul is the Aarmonia of the body.

It may well be that Aristotle has Pl. Tim. 79a5—€9 in mind here, where
the combination of fire and air in the living creature and heating and
refrigeration provide the explanation for the respiratory system.

4, 482b25: “The nutritive movement may seem to have its origin in res-
piration’ (1) 8¢ Bpentikh 86&etev v &nd Tig dvonvoric).

We must mentally add here: thv apymyv éxewv (see b22). But further
on the hypothesis proposed here proves wrong and is rejected, because
the author goes on to show that respiration does not start until after

birth, whereas nutrition already takes place in the embryonic phase
(483all1-15).

4, 482b25: *for it [respiration] is cyclical’ (a¥tn yop dviomodidotan).

Abn should be taken to refer to respiration. The author seems to
draw attention to a feature of respiration that shows a similarity to the
process of digestion. Respiration is characterized by a pendulum move-
ment, with two different directions of inhalation and exhalation. The
nutritive process thus seems to correspond to some degree in the move-
ment of food intake and discharge of residues.

For this, cf. Pl. 7um. 79e8: ‘By constantly undergoing the same
action and in reaction causing the same effect, <this air> brings about
a circular swinging movement, up and down. This double process
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gives rise to inhalation and exhalation’ (10 8¢ 10 ot méoyov Kol
10 aOTO AvTamodidov del, kikhov obtw carevdpevov EvBa kol EvBa
&relpyasuévov b Gueotépwv Ty dvamvoniv kai ékmnvonv yiyvesOon
-

For Arnstotle it is totally unacceptable to assume that both processes
take place throughout the body and that both are interlinked.

4, 482b26: ‘and is in fact constant’ (xoii Opoto T® dAnBe).

For this meaning of 8potog, cf. 9, 485b13: v xivnowv opotav.

Pl. Tim. 43b5 and 80d1 ff. presents the movement of inhalation and
exhalation as the cause of the supply and discharge of food.

4, 482b26: ‘But whether the whole body does not keep the same pace
with regard to the timing of this movement, or whether there is no dif-
ference for all its parts, should be investigated.” (el 3¢ un nav opaAiler
101 XpOVOLG TO GAUN KT THY ToLdTNV Kivnow, T el undev drapépel
10 Gpo mavta T pépn, oxentéov). So A. Roselli 92. W. Jaeger reads a
comma after uf and a period after kivnow.

The various proposed translations are not very helpful: J.F. Dobson:
‘And to discover whether the whole body is not equable' with regard
to the time taken by such motion, or whether there is no difference as to
its simultaneity, we must consider all the parts’; W.S. Hett 497: ‘As to
whether the time taken by this movement is not uniform throughout the
body, or whether its simultaneity makes no difference, all the parts must
be examined’; P. Gohlke 164: ‘Und wenn dies auch nicht der Fall ist, so
macht doch der ganze Korper diese Bewegung in gleichem Takt, jeden-
falls muss man alle Teile daraufhin untersuchen, ob auch kein Unter-
schied in dieser Gleichzeitigkeit sich zeigt’; J. Tricot 182: ‘Et pour savoir
si la totalité du corps entier ne correspond pas également au temps exigé
par un tel mouvement, ou si on ne décele aucune différence dans la
simultanéité des mouvements, nous devons pour cela considérer toutes
les parties.” A. Roselli 136 seems an improvement: ‘E si deve indagare se
tutto il corpo si comporta in modo non omogeneo per quanto riguarda
i tempi di questo movimento, o se invece non vi ¢ differenza per il fatto
che tutte le parti ne sono affette contemporaneamente’.

! The Revised Oxford Translation I 767 has ‘uniform’ here.
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We should see this passage in relation to 3, 482b3—7. Aristotle sug-
gests there that no direct causal relation exists between respiration and
the flow of pneuma throughout the body in the theory of Aristogenes
and his supporters. In the opening in the theory of his opponents, ap
opening which he himself has created, Aristotle sticks a crowbar, as it
were, allowing him to arrive at the argumentation for his own view in
4, 483a11-18. He demonstrates there that respiration does not begin
until after birth, while the process of growth has been going on for some
time.

At 1ssue Is the relation of respiration to the supply of food. Respira-
tion is a process in which what is taken in is expelled again, i.e. it is an
oscillating movement. The nutritive activity is a matter of food intake
and discharge of residues, i.e. it strives for a balance between two oppo-
site movements. But does this mean that the nutritive movement follows
the movement of respiration? Certainly this is the thrust of the theory
held by Empedocles and Plato. They see the passage of food throughout
the body as an effect of respiration. Cf. Pl. Tim. 80d6: ‘Thus it is that
in all living creatures the stream of food continues to flow thoughout
their body’ (ka®’ SAov 10 odpo rdGY 101G {Porg T ThH TpoPTic véuoto:
oVTmg €nipputa YEYOVeV).

Now there is always a simultaneity of respiration and digestion in
living creatures with respiration. But not a parallelism. The discharge
of food does not keep pace with the exhalation of inhaled air. Exhala-
tion immediately follows inhalation (cf. Spir. 1, 481a21; 2, 481b9). The
discharge of residues takes place long after the intake of food.

4, 482b29: ‘On the one hand it seems accidental’ (1fj pév &v Soxadv eivot
Kot ovpfepnrde).

Cf. Resp. 20, 479b26: “The beating of the heart, which, as can be seen,
goes on continually, is similar to the throbbing of an abscess’ (transl.
G.R.T. Ross) (1 8¢ ovpPaivovca oeidfig The kapdiag, fiv del paivetal
TOWLHEV Guvexds, Opoia ¢Opaciv éotty...) with 480a2: ‘In the heart
the beating is produced by the heat expanding the fluid, of which the
food furnishes a constant supply’ (transl. G.R.T. Ross) (év 8¢ tfj xapdiet
1 100 del Tpos1ovVTog €x THig Tpogfig LYPoD dii Thg Bepudtnrtog Sykwots
TOLEL GGUYNOV . ...). Aristotle clarifies the phenomenon of pulsation with
reference to the bubbling of water that is brought to the boil. This
bubbling is ‘accidental’ to water, for water does not always boil. But
something that is truly accidental cannot always occur. Hence Aristotle
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believes that pulsation seems ‘accidental’ but is not ‘accidental’: 4,
483al7.

4, 482b31: since.. .1t 1s necessary that what evaporates causes a pulsa-
tion, because it is enclosed [in the fluid]’ (Gvéyxn 10 éknvevpatovpevov
S10 TV EVAROANWLV TOLETY GQUYLOV).

This comparison could suggest that pulsation takes place in the blood
(in the veins), for blood is a fluid. But blood is heated by the pneuma in the
arténiar (5, 483b18-21). For Arnistotle’s position, cf. Resp. 20, 479b31: ‘for
boiling is due to the evaporation of fluid by heat’ (1) yap {éoig yivetar
TVELIATOVUEVOL ToD Vypod Vmd 10D Beppod) (479b26: ‘the beating of
the heart’ (1} 8¢ cvpPaivovoa c@iEig g kopdiag)). A crucial difference
is that in Aristotle it is a movement of the heart. Cf. A. Roselli 94.

4, 482b32: ‘because it is enclosed [in the fluid]’ (i Thv EvamdAnyw).

The term returns in 4, 483a7: éunepiAneBeic. Its only other occur-
rence is in Meteor. I1 9, 370al. The matching verb is more common and,
together with cognate words (EunepilapfdvesBor, tepilopBaveston),
plays a striking role in Aristotle’s discussion of ‘spontaneous generation’,
which is possible because preuma is trapped in a kind of ‘bubble’. Cf.
G.A. III 11, 762a18-b21 and see also Mund. 4, 395al1-14, where the
sound of thunder is described as: ‘air which violently moves through
water’ (Oomep év Vdati mvedpo 6@odpid EAavvopevoy).

4, 482b32: ‘But it is present in the origin and primarily’ (év &pxfi 8¢ kot
TPATOV).

J.F. Dobson disregards the sharp contrast here with ox&v eivot kartd
ovpPePnkog in 482b29: ‘and pulsation must arise in the originating part
and in the earliest stage.” J. Tricot 182 is comparable. W.S. Hett 497
understands the idea: ‘but it is also original and primary.’ P. Gohlke 164
wrongly translates: ‘vor allem am Ursprungsort.” See 483a15!

The meaning here is: ‘the pulsation seems accidental. .., but [it can-

not be accidental for] it is already present by nature at the earliest stage.’
Thus A. Roselli 136.

482b33: ‘present by nature’ (cOp@UTOV).

As with the oOpgutov nvedua, it is not entirely correct to say of the
pulsating movement that it is ‘innate’, since it is important for Aristotle
that it functions before birth (4, 483a15).
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4, 482b33-34: ‘For it is chiefly and primarily present in the heart, and
from there in the other parts’ (év yap 1§ kopdig péhicta xoi np@tov,
&’ g ko Tolg GAMOLE).

Cf. GA. V 2, 781a24-25. There is no reason to follow W. Jaeger
in deleting this sentence. W.S. Hett 497: “for it is found chiefly and
primarily in the heart, from which it is communicated to the other
organs.’

A passage crucial to interpretation is 4, 483a15—18: ‘In this way it is
the first movement, and it resembles an activity’ (dote ot mpd Kol
gowev évepyeiq Tvi. . ). This also shows clearly that, in Anistotle’s view,
pulsation does not occur in the artériai but in the heart and subsequently
in the other parts of the body.

482b34: ‘But perhaps, in relation to the underlying substance of the
living creature, when it starts to function in reality, it is a necessary
side-effect’ (taya 8¢ mpog TNV drokeévny odoiav tod {dov thv éx Tiig
gvepyelag avaykn 1000 napakorovBely).

W.S. Hett 497: ‘Perhaps this is a necessary consequence of the
animal’s underlying essence, which is realized in activity’; J.F. Dobson
had: ‘essential nature’. J. Tricot 182: ‘Et peut-étre est-ce Ja une suite
nécessaire de la substance fondamentale de ’animal, et résultant de son
activité méme’.

These translations fail to make clear what ‘the underlying essence’ is
(and whether in fact Aristotle can call an essence ‘underlying’ at all).

In our interpretation Aristotle is saying the same as in 9, 485b12-15:
the substance which forms the living creature in indissoluble unity with
the nutritive soul, and which is also active in the living creature to which
this soul owes its existence.

Aristotle regards the pulsating movement in the heart and the other
blood vessels as a necessary consequence of the activation of the nutri-
tive soul’s instrumental body: as soon as a fertilized egg cell starts to
absorb food, however weakly in the beginning, this food is concocted
and so ‘boiled’, with ‘evaporation’ of the moisture in it. This leads to
the pulsation.

[ The question: ‘How?’]

4, 482b36: ‘There is an indication that pulsation has nothing to do with
respiration’ (611 8 008&v npog TV Gvomvony 6 GQLYLAG, onueio).
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This is a devastating blow to Aristotle’s opponents, whose position
entailed that the pulsating movement was an effect of the innate pneuma
as vital breath. J. Tricot 182 n. 5 seems to have no idea of the conflict
when he notes: ‘Tout en étant une fonction du rvedpo.’

In Amim. 1 1, 403a30 Aristotle describes ‘anger’ as ‘a surging of the
blood and heat round the heart’ ({gotv 10D nept kapdlav alpatog kol
Beppod). This shows that it is a matter of the soul which has effects in the
blood (and not in respiration).

4, 483al: ‘when someone breathes rapidly or evenly, and when he
breathes heavily or lightly’ (8Gv te yop mukvov €Gv e OpaAOV éav Te
GpodpOV T} APOLOV AVOTVEN TIG).

Cf. Rhet. 12, 1357b18 on a patient with fever.

4, 483a2: ‘the pulsating movement is the same and unchanged’ (6 ye
oQLYNOG Opo10G Kal O adTOQ).

Cf. Probl. XXVII 3, 947b29: ‘For the throbbing of the heart is differ-
ent’ (Enel xai 1) tiig kapdiag nndnoig ovy opola. . .).

4, 483a4: ‘in the case of fears, hopeful expectations, and afflictions of the
soul’ (év 1oig Thig Yuxfic oPoig éAnioy dymviong).

Cf. PA. 111 6, 669a18: “This jumping of the heart is almost exclusively
found in man, because only he has hope and expectations for the future’
(10 Thg TdNoewng S1d 10 pdvov év EAnidt yivesBon kol npocdoxiq tod
néArovtog). H. Bonitz, Index 592al4 refers to Pl. Tim. 70c: ‘And for the
heart, that starts to pound when we anticipate danger and when passion
is aroused’ (tfj 8¢ &M mndhoet g kopdiag év i TOV dewvdv mpocdokia
ko 1) T Qupod eyépoer).

In Amim. 1 1, 403a-b1 Aristotle said of these emotions that they do
not take place ‘without body’. But in II 1 this ‘body’ is said to be the
‘instrumental body of the soul’. Hence this talk about ‘fears of the soul’ is
far from un-Aristotelian. In Resp. 20, 479b26 Aristotle talks about ‘fear
and morbid afflictions’ (816 @oPov xoi S maBog voonpotikdv) in his
explanation of palpitations, the heart’s pounding, which can even lead
to death (by cardiac arrest, we would say).

4, 483a5: ‘But we need to consider whether it is true that pulsation also
occurs in the artériai, even when its rthythm is constant and regular’ (el 8¢
kal év 1alg dptnpiolg 6 GeUYNOC, kv 6 oDTOG BV €v PLBUD kol Opakog
71, oxentéov).
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The definitive answer to this question is given in 4, 483a15: pulsation
occurs as soon as the heart develops, and lungs and artériai do not yet
exist. But a demal already followed from 482b36: pulsation has nothing
to do with respiration.

4, 483a6: ‘even when its rhythm is constant and regular’ (kv 6 odtog
&v &v puBud xol dpoddg 7).

This refers back to 4, 483a2: ‘the pulsating movement is the same
and unchanged’ (6 ye 6guynOg Spotog kai 6 avtdg). W. Jaeger corrected
xai to kGv. A. Roselli adds <&v> before 7. But Jaeger’s proposal is to
be preferred.

4, 483a6: ‘At any rate it does not seem to be the case for parts which
are far removed [from the heart]’ (oOx Eoike 8¢ ye 101¢ pakpov
annpINuéVoLg).

For poxpav, cf. Probl. X 23, 893a39: ‘far removed from the source’
(noxpav Thig Gpxfig dmaptdpevor) and Rhet. 111 5, 1407a24: ‘but they
must correspond in a period which can be remembered and not be
too far removed from each other’ (8¢t 8¢ wg péuvnron dvtomodidovon
GAANAOLG, Kol PNTE pokpav AmopTa).

J.F. Dobson has here: “This does not appear to be so in the case of
parts widely separated.’

But this remark seems at variance with 4, 482b17-18 and with Resp.
20, 480a10: ‘and all the veins pulse and do so simultaneously with each
other, because they are connected with the heart’ (xai opdovor ai
oAéBeg maoat, kai Gpo dAAAAaig, Sia 1o HptRcban éx Thig kapding).
We could therefore also consider the translation: ‘for matters which are
so different’. Cf. L.SJ. and Philo, Agricultura 3: od pévov odx dvio 1
o018, aAAG kol Aiav drnptnuéva. Plutarch, Tiberius 3.

[ The question: ‘For what purpose?’]

4, 483a7: ‘And it does not seem to occur for any purpose at all, as
we already said’ (fikioto 8’ €vexd t0v @aivetor yiveoBor xaBdnep
gipntau).

All the emphasis is on ‘it does not seem’. Perhaps this line refers to
4, 482b30.
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4,483al1-17—the question announced in 482b26—-29 is decided here:
pulsation is the first movement, then the supply of food, and only then,
as third, respiration. This passage shows once again how radically new
Aristotle’s approach is in taking the vegetative level as the most funda-
mental level. Every theory that identifies respiration as the fundamental
function of life is thus sufficiently refuted. It has now also been proved
that the bearer of vital functions cannot be the inhaled air but some-
thing that is also present in plants and aquatic animals and land animals
without a respiratory system, viz. the innate prewma or vital heat. An
additional consequence for Aristotle was that he came to see respiration
as a system of refrigeration for the (higher) living creatures who possess
such a respiratory system.

4, 483a11-12: ‘But of these three it would be logical [in their view] for
pulsation and respiration to be prior’ (tp1dv 8’ obo@®v TpdTEPOV £HAOYOV
glvor TNV T€ GLYROSN Kal THY EvanveLsTIKAY).

There is a good reason to see these lines as representing the position
of Aristotle’s opponents, given the use of the infinitive efAoyov eivai.
This is ignored in the translation of J.F. Dobson: ‘And of the three, we
may reasonably say that...’. Likewise W.S. Hett 499. A. Roselli 137
does not use quotation marks here.

4, 483a12: ‘For nutrition is always nutrition of something that already
exists’ (| Y0P TPOPT TPOVILAPYOVTOG).

J.F. Dobson wrongly translates: ‘for nutrition assumes their pre-exis-
tence’, viz. of the ‘pulsatory and respiratory motions’. Likewise J. Tricot
183; P. Gohlke 165: ‘Denn die Nahrung setzt ja beides voraus’. W.S.
Hett 499 correctly has: ‘for nutrition implies something pre-existent’.
Cf. A. Roselli 137: ‘la nutrizione compare quando Pessere gia esiste’.

4, 483a13: ‘For respiration only begins when separation has taken place
from her who has borne the new living creature’ (td pév yap dvomnveiv,
Otav anorvbfj tiig xvodong).

Aristotle makes this explicit in G.A4. II 6, 742a5: ‘animals with respi-
ration which are differentiated in the womb do not breathe before the
lungs are fully grown. And these and the preceding parts are formed
before they breathe’ (1 8 &vonvéovta kai év Tf pAtpe AapPdvovta th
dapBpworv odk &vanvel mpiv fi 6 Tveduwv A&Pn téhoc: SrapBpodton 8¢
kol obtog xol T EunpocBev pépio piv &vamveiv). Respiration requires
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lungs. The embryonic development produces these lungs in a process
which does not involve respiration.

4, 483al15: ‘But pulsation occurs from the very first, while the heart is
forming’ (6 8¢ oeuypog evBVg év 1f) apyfi Evvictapévng Thg kopdio).

See earlier 4, 482b32-34 and G.4. II 4, 740a3: &nokpivetal npdroy
1 xopdio évepyeiq and al7.

4, 483al6: ‘as can be observed in incubated eggs’ (xaBdmep év toic ol
YIVETOL GOVEPOV).

Cf. PA. 111 4, 665a33: ‘In blooded animals the heart and the liver are
immediately visible as soon as they are formed and while they are still
very small. Sometimes they can already be distinguished in eggs which
have only been incubated for three days, as small as a point’ (paivetar
Yap v 1015 Qoig éviote tprtaiotg). See also G.A. II 1, 734a23-25: “for
the lung is of greater size than the heart, and yet appears later than the
heart in the original development’ (ueilav ydp 10 péyeBog dv 6 Tvedpmv
g kopdlag Votepov gaivetar tig kapdiog év i € dpyiig yevéoer).
This is a typical remark for Aristotle, with his great knowledge of how
birds and fishes are formed from eggs. It presupposes observation of the
process of hatching by the daily removal of one egg from the clutch of a
brooding chicken in order to determine the stage of development.

4, 483al7: ‘and it seems an activity and not an enclosure of air’ (kai
Eowkev évepyeiq TVl kol 00K évamoAfyel nveduatoc).
This puts paid to the option of 4, 482b29-32.

4, 483a18: ‘unless this fact therefore contributes to this activity’ (gl pn
&pa 1010 1O TV Evépyeiow).

The word ‘therefore’ (&po) refers emphatically to 4, 482b34-36.
Anstotle keeps open the possibility that pulsation is not itself an activity
of the soul but a phenomenon that necessarily occurs in conjunction
with the nutritive activity.
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[The relationship of respiration and nutrition wn the theory of
Aristotle’s opponents]

5, 483a18: ‘But the air which is the result of respiration is [they say]
transported to the belly’ (16 3¢ nvedua 10 ék thig dvamnvofic eépesBan
pev €15 TV KotAla).

The infinitive pépecBan suggests once again that an aspect of the
theory of Aristotle’s opponents is represented here. A. Roselli 137 indi-
cates this by using quotation marks. The proposition may well render
the view of Pl. Tim. 77¢6-79a4. According to Plato, a living creature
possesses life ‘amidst fire and air’ (v rupi koi nvedport) (77al). This
combination of fire and air is interwoven with the entire body like a
fish-trap.

Aristotle is firmly convinced that the inhaled air goes to the lungs
via the windpipe and no further. After that the same air is exhaled via
the same route. Aristotle’s opponents hold that the air is distributed
throughout the body: 3, 482a35: ‘distributed to all parts’ (eig névia
S108i8006001); 482bl: And if respiration pervades the entire living
creature’ (diomvel mpog nav); b3: ‘and the process of counterflow is also
surprising if it takes place from all parts’ (10 tig toaAippolog, einep dmd
navtov); b7: 4f it is also distributed to the bones’ (kai eig 10 d510dV
dodidoran).

In PA. TII 3, 664b6 Aristotle mentions people who believe that fluid
is taken in via the windpipe, and he finds this ridiculous. P. Louis
(1956) 73 and R. Ferwerda (2000) 86 relate this to Pl. Tim. 70c6-7. See
also 91a4-6. In PA. 111 3, 664b10 Aristotle puts forward the counter-
argument: ‘For there is no opening from the lungs to the stomach,
comparable with how we see the oesophagus leading there from the
mouth’ (répog yop 0Udelg éotv eic Ty Kothiav &rd 0D TAevHOVOC,
@omep €k 10D GTOPATOG OPDUEV TOV Ols0QGYOV).

9, 483a19: ‘the belly’ (thv koAiav).
Cf. PA. IV 10, 688b34: ‘After the chest comes the region of the belly’
(netd 8¢ 10 othiBog 6 mepl Thv koAiav éoti TomOC).
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This clearly states that, according to Aristotle’s opponents, the ajr
which has been inhaled owing to respiration (and concocted into innate
pneuma) is conveyed to the belly. This conception serves to explain why
the entire living creature displays vital heat and vitality and perceptive
activity in all its parts. (Aristotle held the contrary view that the innate
pneuma is present throughout the living creature in the blood). Aristotle’s
opponents therefore assumed a passage along the loins, starting with
the bronchi, to the stomach. In 3, 482a34-36 Aristotle already said
that his opponents must demonstrate that the pneuma of respiration is
not distributed to all parts of the body, if they hold that respiration
mainly serves the purpose of refrigeration.

This ‘passage’ (poros) along the loins is therefore an independent
‘vessel’ (and therefore distinct from the pores in the artériai mentioned
in 1, 481a22). Cf. Pl. 7um. 78¢6. This chimes with the observation in
3, 483b25 that the vessels and the artériai are connected with the intes-
tines and the belly. These vessels and artériai are held responsible for
the drawing in of food. In 6, 484a27 Aristotle seems to exclude the
possibility of passages leading from the belly and the drawing in of food
via this route. Likewise in 6, 484b4: ‘how and through what passages
does transport from the belly take place?” When at 8, 485a8 he says
that the belly has its own movement (and implies that this movement is
due to sinews which possess pneuma—and therefore not to bones), this
also seems an argument against the central role which the opponents
assign to the respiratory process.

In Tim. 73a3 Plato talks about ‘the so-called abdomen’... It serves
to contain surplus food and drink’ (ropotog édéopatdc te. ..MV
ovopalopévnv kato kotkiov drnodoxfv) and also calls it ‘manger’
(pdvn), 70e.

9, 483220: ‘not via the oesophagus’ (00 St 100 crTopdyov).

oTopayog is the throat or oesophagus. Cf. HA. 1 16, 495b19: “The
oesophagus communicates at the top with the mouth; it adjoins the
windpipe, and is attached to the spine and the windpipe by membranous
ligaments; it ends via the midriff in the belly; it is fleshy and elastic’
(O 8¢ otopoog fiptnton pév Evebev émd 100 otdpaTog, ExdpUEvOg TG
appiog, ovvexhc @v npdg Te THY Péyy kol Ty dptnpiov Duevddeot
deopoic, Tedevtd 8¢ Sia 10D Sraldpatog eig Thv Kothiav, capkoerldng
®V TV @Uow, kal 1oty €xwv). PA. IV 5, 678b25. But see also Resp.
11, 476a31: “The windpipe is situated before the oesophagus, through
which food passes into what is called the stomach’ (rpotépa yap kettot
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f aptnpia 10D oicopdyov, &’ 00 T TPOYN TOPEVETON E1C TV KAAOVUEVTY
KoltAlowv).

The inhaled air cannot pass via the oesophagus into the belly, like
food, because the inhaled air has first gone to the lungs to be concocted
(2, 481a30). So an open connection must be assumed from the lungs to
the other parts of the body, and in the first place to the stomach.

5, 483a20: ‘there is a passage along the loins’ (ndpov eivan mopd Thv
0GQUV).

Aristotle uses the neutral term ‘passage’ here. But of course he must
be talking about an artéria in the sense of his opponents, for in their
view only the artéria contains the vital breath (5, 483b12 and b18). It
cannot mean ‘pores’ here, as in 1, 481a22 and 25 and in 5, 483b19.
Perhaps Aristotle deliberately chooses not to use this term now, because
artéria for him stands for ‘the windpipe’ in the sense of the connection
from mouth to lungs.

In his account of the venous system according to the otherwise
unknown Syennesis of Cyprus, Anstotle reports that, in this system,
the thick veins run from the navel along the loins: H.4. III 2, 511b25:
€k 100 Op@arod mapa v 66@Ov. The Greek talks in singular about
‘passage’ and ‘loin’. What is meant, obviously, are two parallel ‘pas-
sages’ along both ‘loins’. We can compare Pl. Tim. 78a6 ff;; 78c4-8;
78e3—79¢4.

5, 483a22: “from the bronchi’ (éx 100 Ppoyyliov).

This term is read by ms Z. The others have Bpayylov, which in
Anistotle usually means ‘gill’ (of fish). Bpoyytov does not occur elsewhere
in the Aristotelian Corpus. Bronchion in 5, 483a22 is something to do
with the Bpdyxog, ‘windpipe’ or ‘throat’. We might think of a branch
of the windpipe. Cf. Pl. Tim. 78¢3.

5, 483a22: ‘and out again’ (kal wdAv o).

Aristotle means inhalation via the mouth, windpipe, lungs, the passage
along the loins to the stomach, and then the same way out again. But
we should consider that, in some views, air can also enter via the pores in
the flesh and the skin and go out again. Cf. Resp. 5, 472b15 (refutation of
the theory of simultaneous air displacement—perigsis/antiperistasis—in
Plato’s Tim.). And cf. Pl. Tim. 78d4-6: “The network sinks away into the
body—for the body is rarefied in its composition—and then moves out
again’ (10 8¢ mAéypa, i 6vtog 10D copatog pavod, dvecBur elow U



116 DE SPIRITU

a010 kal naAv €€w) (in a description of the process of inhalation and
exhalation). 78e4 describes the effect of this inhalation and exhalation:
‘and this entire activity and passivity has been bestowed on our body
so that it could nourish itself and live by means of moisturization and
cooling’ (1008’ Npudv 1@ codpatt yéyove dpdopéve kol Gvaryvxopéve
tpépecBon kol Liiv).

5, 483a23: ‘And this last [in their view] can be established by percep-
tion’ (tobto 8¢ tf) aloBnoer pavepdv).

J.F. Dobson: ‘and this can be perceived by the sense’; likewise W.S,
Hett 499 and P. Gohlke 165. This calls to mind 4, 482b18: ‘But the
movement of respiration is perceptible only to a certain extent, and is
largely based on logical argumentation’ (1| 8¢ tfig dvanvofig uéxpt pév
T0V Qavepd, 10 8¢ nAéov kato Adyov). J. Tricot 184 has here: ‘Et ce
mécanisme est percu par la sensation’, with a remarkable note: ‘C’est-
a-dire que la thrachée...a la sensation du souffle qui la traverse.’

The respiratory system is perceptible in the rising and falling of the
chest. But it is impossible to see how anybody can perceive the inhaled
air being transported via a passage along the loins to the stomach, as
the translations of Dobson and others suggest. We should connect
10010 here with the preceding phrase xoi naAv €€w. That the inhaled
air finally leaves the body is in any case an empirical fact. This could
be alluded to by ‘obvious to a certain extent’ (uéypt pév 10V @ovepd)
in 4, 482b19.

If this is right, we have another clear connection between chap. 4
and chap. 5.

[A problem relating to the subject of perception]

5, 483a23: ‘But there is also a problem with [their view of | perception’
(Exer & amoplav koi to mepi Ty aicbnow).

J.F. Dobson: ‘the question of this perception raises a difficulty’; W.S.
Hett 499: ‘But the circumstances of this perception present difficulties’;
P. Gohlke 165: ‘(Dies lasst sich unmittelbar wahrnehmen,) doch hat
diese Wahrnehmung ihre Schwierigkeit.” Likewise J. Tricot 184.

But there does not seem to be a material connection between the
problem raised now and the preceding passage. The expression ‘to
establish by perception’ raises a general question regarding the theory
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of perception held by Aristotle’s opponents. Thus A. Roselli 99 and
137: ‘Fa difficolta anche la sensazione.” This does more justice to the
words ‘[their view of | perception’ (t& mepi v aicBnow). CL. GA. II
6, 743b32: “There is a difficulty about what happens with the eyes of
animals’ (Exer & &mopiov 10 mepi 100G 69Boipovg cvpPoivov).

The aporia relating to perception goes from 483a23 to 483a35. In
483b1 Aristotle links his argument back to 483a22 with the words ‘the
outer air’ (1@ €Ew).

5, 483a24: ‘For if only the artéria perceives’ (el yap M aptnplo povov
aioBavertan).

This has not yet been mentioned in what goes before. Aristotle’s oppo-
nents hold that the perceptive faculty is a function of the vital breath,
which they situate in the artériai, which are present throughout the body.
(The skin also has artériar everywhere according to 5, 483b16.)

A. Roselli 99 notes: ‘il redattore di Spir fa riferimento ad una teoria
che presuppone appartenga all’arteria, e solo ad essa, la facolta di per-
cepire. Le fonti non permettono di identificare chi la abbia sostenuta.’
But this last statement is disputable. The author of Spir may be think-
ing here of Pl. Tim. 77¢5~8. And Tum. 43b5—c describes perceptions as
‘movements which are conveyed throughout the body to the soul’ (a1
KWAGELG éml Ty yoymv eepopevar (did 100 cOpotog). A connection is
made here with the pendulum movement of the nutritive process. Cf.
45d1: ‘It therefore passes on...these movements through the entire
body as far as the soul. In this way it brings about perception’ (tovtov
105 Kiviioelg S1odidov eic dmav 10 cdpo pexpl thg wuxig oicbnowv
napéoyero). Cf. Pl. Tim. 64b3 ff on the origin of perceptions. Things
like bone and hair do not have powers of perception; perception is
mainly connected with ‘fire and air’ (64c6). See also 7im. 67b2 on
speaking and hearing by means of the air.

Aristotle himself postulates that the anima sensitiva, in the centre of the
living creature, is the subject of perception in indissoluble unity with its
‘instrumental body’, pneuma (which in that case can be called ‘perceiving
body’ (c@pa aicBntikév)—Anim. 11 1, 412b24-25).! In Aristotle’s view,
therefore, pneuma itself is not the subject. The subject is the immaterial
soul as entelechy. In PA. IIT 4, 667b19 Anistotle explains the unity of

' Cf. A.P. Bos, The soul and its instrumental body 103—109.
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the system of blood vessels, which starts and ends in the heart, with
reference to the unity of the amma sensitiva, which is situated in the
heart, and according to the principle of vital heat.

From this position he asks critical questions about the view of hjg
opponents.

5, 483a25: ‘is this by the breath which flows through it or by the total
mass or by its material substance [viz. the artéria alone]?” (nétepo 16
TvevpoTL 1@ U obThc, f| 1@ Syke fi 10 cOuoTy)

J.E. Dobson: ‘does it perceive by means of the wind which passes
through it, or by its bulk or by its bodily constitution?’

A question here is whether the author is referring to the mass or
physical condition of the artéria or of pneuma. Probably the first.

Aristotle seems to be presenting a double dilemma here: according
to Aristotle’s opponents, perception is connected with the artéria

/ by the total mass
or

/ \ by the artéria alone
or by the soul which dominates the preuma.

The first, fundamental dilemma is: the subject of perception is (a) the
artéria or (b) the soul which dominates the vital heat. As Sens. 1, 436b6-7
shows, the dilemma is false for Aristotle, since ‘perception reaches the
soul via a body’ (i aloBnoig d1d smpatog ylyveton  woxd)-

For option (a) of this first dilemma the author then indicates two sub-
options: if the artéria itself is the subject proper of perception, does this
perception depend on artéria plus breath or on the nature of the arténa
alone? (A. Roselli 100 deletes the words | 1@ cdpott in 483a23, which
she regards as a marginal gloss explaining 1@ &yx®. But the proposal
is less than compelling.)

The alternative éuyuyov f| yuyfq in 5, 483a31 seems to take up
the alternative indicated in 483a24-26: the vital breath of Aristotle’s
opponents is either ‘soul’ itself or (“first instrument of the soul’ and
therefore) ‘ensouled’.

5, 483a25: ‘O, if air is the first that comes directly below soul, does
the artéria perceive by that which is more dominant and prior [viz. the
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soul]”” (Al €imep 0 amp mpdrov RO THV YoV, T KVPLOTEPE TE Kol
TPOTEPQ;)

J.E. Dobson’s translation is incomprehensible and erroneous: ‘Or if
the air comes first below soul, may it perceive by means of this air
which is superior and prior in origin?’ J. Tricot 184: ‘Ou bien, si I’air
vient d’abord au-dessous de I’ame, est-ce par le moyen de cet air qui est
supérieur et antérieur?” W.S. Hett 499 seems closer to the mark: ‘Or if
air is first after the soul, does it perceive by this, as superior and prior?’
P. Gohlke 165 probably grasps the right meaning: ‘Gewiss geschieht es,
da Luft der Seele zunichst untersteht, mit diesem beherrschenderen
und ranghoheren Mittel.”

M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (1959) I 73 quotes this passage: Auch Aristo-
teles, fiir den das immaterielle Eidos des Lebewesens die Seele war,
sah in diesem Pneuma wenigstens “das erste unter der Seele”, den
korperlichen Stoff, dessen sich die Seele bedient, um den Kérper zu
erhalten und zu lenken.” This is criticized by F. Solmsen, ‘Cleanthes
or Posidonius? The basis of Stoic physics’, in Meded. der Kon. Nederl.
Akademie van Wetenschappen, afd. Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks vol. XXIV
(1961) 265—289; repr. in id. Kleine Schriften, vol. 1 (Hildesheim 1968)
436~460, p. 451 n. 59.

Clearly ‘that which is more dominant and prior’ (1® kvplwTépm 1€
Kol mpotépw) refers to the soul: if the vital breath comes first directly
below the soul, the soul is therefore ‘prior and more dominant’. So the
author here considers an option as proposed in 1, 481al7, i.e. a unity
of the vital breath and a soul as regulating and governing principle
(comparable with Aristotle’s own view of the soul as the entelechy of
an instrumental body).

Cf. PL. Tum. 46c7—€2 on the soul as ‘cause’ and the elements as ‘aux-
iliary causes’, esp. 46d5: ‘For of all beings there is only one to which
belongs the possession of insight, and we must call this soul. And this
being is invisible, whereas fire and water and earth and air were all
formed as visible bodies’ (... yvyfiv—1t0d10 8¢ &dpatov, nbp S kal
Bdwp kol yh xai dmp cdpota mévto dportd YEyovev).

5, 483a27: ‘What then is the soul? (1t odv 1 yoxn;)

This question relates to the psychology held by the people whose
theory Aristotle is critically analyzing, Aristotle’s own answer is restated
in chap. 9: it is the vital principle that uses the innate preuma as its
Instrument.
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5, 483a27: “They say that it is a power that is the cause of this move.
ment’ (duvaplv eact v aitlav T KIvNoew ¢ TolTNg).

The movement here must be the movement of the vital breath
throughout the living creature; cf. 5, 483a19; a22. At 4, 482b21-93
he suggested that respiration has its origin in a ‘power of the soul or
in the soul’. So the soul is interpreted by the opponents as the power
which causes the movement of respiration. Aristotle’s opponents appar-
ently characterize the soul as the principle of (vital) movement. This calls
to mind Pl. Phaedr 245c9 and the texts in Tim. 69d ff. on the divine
and the two mortal soul-parts. Cf. also 7um. 78d7: ‘And as long as the
mortal creature can hold its structure together, this process continues
ceaselessly’ (kai 1010, fwonep av 10 Bvntov cvvestikn Ldov pi
dwanavesBar)—i.e. as long as the fluctuating movement of respiration
goes on—, and Aristotle’s refutation of Plato’s doctrine of soul (as being
characterized by a movement of its own) in Amm. I 3, 405b31-406b25
and 407a35-407bl1.

5, 483a27-29—cf. Aristotle’s criticism of the theory how the ‘parts’ of
the soul are spatially distributed in Amim. 111 9, 432al15 f; 10, 433bl:
‘But those who distinguish parts of the soul, if they distinguish and
divide the soul according to its powers, find themselves with a large
number: vegetative, perceptive, intellective, deliberative, and also appe-
titive’ (tolg 8¢ Srapoiot T PépN Thg Wuxic, £0v KOTh TOG SUVAHELS
Srapdor kol ywpilovor, mdumoria yiveton, Bpentikdv, aicOntikdv,
vonTikov, BovAevtikdv, £T1 OpexTIKOV).

5, 483a28: ‘But of course you cannot rightly criticize those who describe
the rational and the emotional parts as powers. For they, too, describe
those parts as powers’ (fj 8filov @¢ odk 6pBdg émtunoerg toig 10
Aoyiotikov kol Qupikdy- kot yop obtot g duvdueig Aéyouo).

This answer immediately recalls Plato’s talk about a ‘rational’ and
an ‘appetitive’ power of the soul. For the Tumaeus, cf. 69¢5 . on the
immortal and the two mortal soul-parts and 70a2: ‘the part that pos-
sesses manliness and passion’ (10 petéxov Tig woxfig avdpelog kol
Bupod).

Aristotle himself also talks about duvépeig, but as different powers
of one soul. Cf. Resp. 8, 474b10: ‘Now the other faculties of the soul
cannot exist apart from the power of nutrition...and this not apart
from the natural fire’ (tég pév 00v &AAog Suvduelg Thg yoyfg advvatov
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orépyew Gvev Tiig Bpertikfig. .. tadtny & Gvev 10D Quotkod mupdg).
J.F. Dobson starts this sentence with: ‘Or is it clear that you will not be
right in...". P. Gohlke 197 finds it hard to decide whether émnipnceig
is a verbal form or a noun. W.S. Hett 501 translates correctly here:
‘Surely it is clear that one is not right to censure...’

But the problem here lies in the words xoi y&p obdtot. Does this
mean: ‘For they too’; in the sense that these persons who talk about
10 AoyroTikov kol Bupikov are different from the people who call the
soul the ‘principle of movement’? Thus J.F. Dobson, W.S. Hett, 501
and P. Gohlke 166.

D. Holwerda (August 18, 2005) has proposed to reconstruct the sen-
tence and read: f| 8fjAov g ovx 0pBag émiTiunoelg 101G 10 AoYLoTIKOV
Kol Bupikév—rad yap odto1—ag duvdpeig Aéyovat, in which Aéyovst
is a participle depending on tolg. Cf. 9, 485b35: ‘those who say this’
(101G oVt Aéyouorv).

5, 483a30: ‘But if the soul is present in this air, the air is ordinary air.
Or does it really undergo an effect [from the soul] and thereby change?
Obviously the air as ensouled or as soul is brought to what 1s akin to it,
and like increases by like’ ((AL’ el &1 T woxh &v 1@ &épt 1001w, 00Tog
Ye kowdg, | ndoxwv Y€ T kel dAAolobuevog; eVAOYmG Qv Euyuyov f
YUY TPOG TO CVYYEVEG QEPETOL KOl T Opoig to Spotov abEetan).

After xowvog W. Jaeger had a full stop; after aAholodpevog not a
punctuation mark, but a comma after e0Adyng and yuyn. He also
read &n. A. Roselli 101 puts éuyuyov fi woxn between cruces interpretum.
Probably by mistake, she writes 8¢. In her commentary on p. 100 she
also has &1.

J.F. Dobson follows a strange course here: ‘But if the soul resides in
this air, the air is at any rate a neutral substance. Surely, if it becomes
animate or becomes soul, it suffers some change and alteration, and
so naturally moves towards what is akin to it, and like grows by the
addition of like.” Likewise in the Revised Oxford Translation (1984). W.S.
Hett 501 has minor changes.

P. Gohlke 166 includes the surprising translation: ‘dann versteht man,
wieso die Seele gut kithl, as if the text reads edyvxtoc! . Tricot 184
has: ‘une substance commune’.

xowvodg can be taken here as the ordinary air familiar to everyone, like
““ordinary” food’ in 2, 482a10. Aristoteles then asks whether this air of
the vital breath remains ordinary ‘air’, or whether this air undergoes
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an eflect from the soul, of which it is the vehicle. Aristotle himself ig
firmly convinced that the ‘natural body’ which becomes the organon of
the soul can no longer be solely judged according to the laws of naturaj
bodies. He raised this question in Long 2, 465226 ff.

guyoyxov i yuyn—all manuscripts here read ebyvyov (which can
mean ‘brave’ in Aristotle), which poses insurmountable difhiculties to
all interpreters. The entire sentence is problematical. The vital breath
in the theory of Aristotle’s opponents, as in 5, 483a24-27, is either
identical with the soul or ensouled.

5, 483a31: aAlowodpevog—viz. the anp. Cf. 2, 481b9—-10: ‘What agent
would be capable of bringing about a change and alteration so rapidly?’
(11 0DV 10 0Bt Torxd petaBdAiov kai &Alotodv;). The subject there is
the ‘change’ of inhaled air to pneuma owing to the effect of vital heat.

5, 483a32: ‘brought to what 1s akin to it, and like increases by like’
(mPOG TO OVYYEVEG QEPETOL KOl T Opolm T0 Spotov abEetan).

Cf. PL. Tim. 79d6: ‘We must admit that heat by its nature goes to
its own place, that is, outwards, to what is akin to it’ (10 Qepuov
Katd @Uowy eig v avtod yopav EEm mpdc 10 cuyyeveg OpoAoyntéov
iévou).

This is followed in 79e2 by: “The...air which falls into the fire is
heated, whereas the air which passes out is cooled’ (10 8%.. . eig 10 ©Op
éunintov Oepuaivetar, 10 8 €€10v woyeton). And see 57a3-b7, with bi:
‘before they either, entirely repelled and dissolved, find refuge with their
own kind, or, defeated, become one from many in a unity which resem-
bles the victorious kind, and continue to live with it’ (npiv...£ékeUYN
npOG 10 ovyyevég, i viknBévia, &v éx mOAA@V Opolov @ kpatnoavtt
yevopevov, ovtod ovvotkov peiv). These passages seem to warrant
the proposition that Aristotle has the Timaeus in mind here. It might
therefore be suggested that our text should be corrected from 483a30
to: AL’ el &N N woxh év 1 &épt to0tw, oDTdg Ye xowdg; fi mdoxmv
¥é 11 xoi dAAotodpevog; edAdyag dv [Euyuyov ] whyn<toar> npds 10
CUYYEVEG PEpeTan Kol T® Opoiw 10 Opotov abdEetar;) In that case the
translation should read: ‘But if then the soul is present in this air, is the
air ordinary air? Or does it really undergo an effect [from the soul] and
thereby change? Is it reasonable that it [the vital breath], <when it is
cooled>, goes to what it is akin to it, and does like increase by like?’

Plato had previously said in 77al: ‘But this being necessarily had
to lead its life amidst fire and air’ (thv 8¢ Cwnyv év nupi kol mTvedpoTL
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ovvéPaivev € avaykng Exetv ovt®). For a critique of the principle ‘like
is attracted to like’, cf. G.A. 11 4, 740b12.

5, 483a33: ‘Or is this not so? For the whole is not air’ (fj o®; 10 yop
dhov oK anp).

J.F. Dobson: ‘for it may be contended that the air is not the whole of
soul’; W.S. Hett 501 virtually identical. P. Gohlke 166: ‘Das ganze ist
ja nicht Luft” J. Tricot 184 differently: ‘Car, enfin, la totalité de ’ame
n’est pas de l'air...". Likewise A. Roselli 137.

Starting from his own point of view, Aristotle puts forward here: ‘the
whole is not identical with the air of the vital breath’, but the whole
is the unity of ‘soul plus pneuma’. This means that the ‘natural body’
which is the instrument of the soul no longer functions purely accord-
ing to the laws of this natural body.

5, 483a34: ‘Or not this either? That which brings about and has brought
about this power, that is the origin and foundation’ (f} ob; t0 todTnV
nowodV kol 1 mowfcay todT’ dpyxh kai vrdBeoic).

W. Jaeger adds <a@AAa> after ob. A. Roselli indicates a lacuna there.
Neither suggestion is strictly necessary. In the previous sentence Aristotle
seemed to underline the subordinate position of the vital breath by stat-
ing that the natural body ‘makes a contribution’ to the vital functions.
Now, it seems, he emphasizes even more strongly that ‘the whole’ (a33)
brings about the functions and that ‘the soul and its instrumental body’,
as an indissoluble unity, are the founding principle.

In this explanation Aristotle reviews three options:

(a) Air is the vehicle of the soul, but otherwise behaves like ordinary
air.

(b) Air is ensouled and is a real factor in the combination of soul and
breath.

(c) The soul is the founding principle, which uses the air as its instru-
ment.

Perhaps we should read a question-mark after On6Beo1g too (as Jaeger
did) and translate: ‘Is that which brings about and has brought about
this power the origin and foundation?’
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[1s the vital breath identical unth or different from the outer air?]

5, 483bl: ‘But do non-respiring animals have no breath in order
that the air in the arténa is not mixed with the outer air?’ (tolg 8¢ pi)
AvomvEOLst, Tvo, Gveripiktog 1@ £€w;)

Cf. the reproach directed at Plato’s Timaeus in Resp. 5, 472b9: ‘For if
respiration occurs only in land animals, we should be told the reason for
this’ (el pév yop povoig 16 g avarvoiig vrapyet toig neloig, Aextéov
mv attiov 100 povoig).

J.F Dobson translates here: ‘In the case of non-respiring creatures,
where the internal air is not mixed with the external...’, and explains
in n. 1 that he opts for ‘the relative use of va’. W.S. Hett 501 follows
in his footsteps. Likewise J. Tricot 184. A. Roselli 137: ‘in cui l’aria
interna non si mescola a quella esterna.’” Differently P. Gohlke 166:
‘Bei den nicht atmenden Geschopfen soll sich die Lebensluft mit der
ausseren Luft nicht vermisschen.’

As in chap. 2, 482a7-8: ‘the living creatures which do not have
respiration’ (tolg 8¢ pn avanvevotikoic), Aristotle again raises the
issue here that life does not just occur in animals that breathe. And
he immediately asks what the reason for this could be. “Iva probably
expresses an intention here and the sentence should be read as an
ellipsis: toig 8¢ pn dvanvéovov (ovk Eotv Gvanvon) Tva Gveripiktog
(6 Eow &np) & EEm (&épt N); A b, ... It seems most likely that 483b1-2
is an independent objection. The theory of ‘Aristogenes’ ignores a large
number of living creatures. Why is it that they do not need ‘air from
outside’ if the passage and assimilation of their food does depend on
the movement of air in the ar#ria? But again, as in 2, 482a7-19, he
leaves room here for the objection that insects perhaps possess some-
thing like respiration. In 5, 483b33-34 he mentions that, in the view
of his opponents, fish possess respiration. But in 6, 484b1-4 he draws
attention to crustaceans and shellfish. It is almost certain that they do
not have respiration.

Section 483b1-12 contains a striking number of passages which
talk about a form of ‘mixture’: bl; b8; b10; b12. This may recall
Empedocles, who conceived of the soul as the logos of a certain ‘mix-
ture’ (Arnst. Amim. 1 4, 408a13).

avenipikroc—only here in the Arnistotelian Corpus according to
H. Bonitz, Index.

5, 483b1: ‘Or is this not the reason, but is it mixed in a different way?’
@ o, dAAG kot dAAov TpdTOV HELYVOHEVOG;)
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Cf. 2, 482a7-19, where something ‘like respiration” was ascribed to
(non-respiring) insects.

Objection

5, 483b2: ‘And how does the air in the arténa differ from the air outside?’
(tig odv 7| Srapopir 10D év 1fi Gpnpig TPOg TOV EEW;)

This critical remark does not refer to living creatures that do not
breathe. The artéria as discussed in chaps. 1-8 is a concept inextricably
linked with the activity of respiration (and next with the nutrition of
the innate pneuma and the other parts).

5, 483b3: ‘For it is plausible and perhaps even necessary that it differs in
fineness’ (Srapépey yap edloyov, téya 8¢ xoi dvaykoiov, AenToTNTY).

Cf. 1, 481a22-25 and 2, 481b3-8 on the fineness and thickness of
pneuma. The discussion here does not refer to the system of Empedocles,
which Aristotle describes in Resp. 7, 473b1-5; the discussion there
concerns the fineness of air compared with the thickness of blood
particles.

5, 483b4: ‘But there is also the problem whether it is hot by itself or
by something else’ (GAX’ €11 8¢ k@’ adTOv Bepuog 1 Ve® Etépov;)

Cf. 2, 481b12-15. This passage stated explicitly that, according to
Aristogenes’ and his supporters, though the inhaled air resides in the
lungs and the artéra, this does not mean that they are also the seat of
the vital heat as an independent principle. The air is heated as a result
of the movement of the air.

According to Aristotle, pneuma itself is the vehicle of vital heat—G.A.
II 3, 736b33-737al. Aristotle also calls pneuma ‘hot air’ (GA. 1I 2,
736al). But we should consider that, in his view, pneuma is not identical
with the inhaled air and that this ‘heat’ is not identical with fire, but
has an astral origin.

5, 483b6: ‘But it receives help through refrigeration’ (BonBeiton 3¢ 1y
KotoyhEEL).

WS.S. Hett 501: ‘but it is assisted by refrigeration’; likewise J. Tricot
185. A. Roselli 138: ‘ma riceve il soccorso del raffreddamento.” P. Gohlke
has completely lost his way here. BonBeitou should be taken passively.
“The vital breath is assisted by the process of refrigeration’ and so must
be warmer than the outer air. Cf. Resp. 8, 474b22-24: “What is fiery does
not go out through cooling but through exhaustion. Hence it needs to
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be cooled if it is to go on. This helps against that form of extinction’
(¢Beipeton 10 mupodpevov, 00 YuxOpevov GAAL HapovOpEvoV. Bot’
avéym yiyveoBar xatdyvEv, el péhder ted€ecBor cwtmpioc: todto
yop PonBet npdg tadtnv v 9Bopdv), and 9, 474b28; 29; 10, 475b16,
And cf. Pl. Tim. 70c—d: ‘the gods devised a plan of relief.... Hence
they grafted on the lungs as a remedy’ (énikovpiav pnyavopevol thy
100 mAebpovog idéav Eveputevoay).

5, 483b6: ‘Which views are right?’ (ndtepa J¢;)

J-F Dobson: ‘But which is really the case’? Likewise W.S. Hett 501
and A. Roselli 138. J. Tricot 185 is closer to the mark: ‘Mais a laquelle
des deux explications se rallier’?

The question relates to a plural: ‘which answers should we give to
these two questions?’ Aristotle here discusses the question: is there a
difference between the air outside and the air inside a living creature?
(b2-3). He divides this into two sub-questions:

(1) 1s there a difference in density?
(2) 1s there a difference in heat?

5, 483b6: ‘The air outside is at rest, but when enclosed, it becomes
pneuma’ (BEm pev yap mpoic, éunepiineBeic 8¢ nvebpa).

J-E Dobson: ‘for when outside it is soft, but when enclosed the air
becomes breath’; W.S. Hett 501: ‘Outside the air is mild, but when
enclosed it is breath’. P. Gohlke 21 proposes to replace npaig with
roy ¢ and translates most strangely on p. 166: ‘Und ist es mit der Dichte
so, dass die atissere Luft dick ist und nur Lebensluft in sich schliesst,
gleichsam eingedickt und irgendwie untermengt?’

For éunepidneBeic, cf. 4, 482b31: ‘because it is enclosed’ (dwa Thv
evanoAnywy). Comparison of the two translations may suggest that
npadlg contrasts here with the ‘pulsation’ of the pneuma in the artéria.
If so, it is clear that P. Gohlke’s proposal to replace npoiig should be
rejected.

But we should also consider that Aristotle in 4, 482b32 has already
dismissed the idea of a relation between the inhaled air and pulsation
(which he connects with blood and the heart).
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Objection

5, 483b8: ‘obtain a kind of mixture’ (ui&wv v AopPdvew).

It is relevant here that Empedocles described the soul as ‘the ratio
of a mixture’ (Amim. 1 4, 408a13: ‘And it is also strange that the soul is
the ratio of the mixture. For the mixture of the elements resulting in
flesh does not have the same ratio as that resulting in bone’ (Opoiwg 8¢
dromov ko 10 TOv Adyov Tig pikewg elvat Ty yuxfv: od yop 1oV odTOV
Exel Moyov N pi&ig 1@dv otoyxeiov kob fiv oop kol kol fiv dotodv);
al8: ‘“This question can also be posed to Empedocles’ (drattfioeie 8
&v 11g 10010 ye kol map’ EunedoxAéovg...). Spir 9, 485b26 mentions
Empedocles explicitly in connection with his theory of ‘mixture’. Aris-
totle may be suggesting here that his opponents hold the outer air to
be inanimate and the inhaled air to be animate because it is air which
has undergone a certain ‘mixture’. Cf. 4, 482b24.

5, 483b8: ‘because it circulates in a moist and coarse-material environ-
ment’ (év DYPOTNTL T€ KOl COUATIKOTG YKOLG AVACTPEPOUEVOV).

Cf. 2, 481b4: ‘And certainly it is also logical that it is thicker, mixed
as it is with the fluid of the vessels, and of the entire mass of the body’
(ko pmv Kol moyvTepoV adTov eVAoyov etvar ped’ Hypdmrog Thg dmd TV
ayyelov 6vta kol 1@V SAov dykov). Moreover, fishes and other aquatic
animals without respiration are also entirely surrounded by water and
coarse-material masses. Cf. GA. III 11, 762a27: ‘the sea contains much
that is earthy’ (&v 8¢ 15 Bokdrn moAD 10 Ye®deg Eveotiv) and 761a33:
‘what is moist is by nature more plastic than earth and not much less
material, and this is especially true of everything in the sea’ (10 t€ yop
VYpOV edmAaGTOTépaY EXEL THY PGV TG Yig Kol COUATIKNY 00 TOAAD
fittov, kot péAioto té év tfi fokdrty Toradra).

5, 483b9: ‘But in that case the air is not the finest, because it has
undergone a mixture. Yet it is logical that the vehicle of the soul in a
primary sense is very fine’ (ovx &po Aentototog, €inep pEpKTOL. Kol
uny eBAoydv ye 10 mp@Tov dexTikOV Wuyic).

Again the idea expressed here is very close to that of 1, 481al6-19.
Aristotle firmly believes that preuma in its pure state is of a different order
from the coarse-material elements. Cf. Anim. I 3, 407b20: ‘However, they
only try to explain the nature of soul, but fail to pay any attention to
the body which receives the soul’ (ol 8& povov éntyeipodot Aéyewv molov
1N Yoy, nept 8¢ 100 Se€opévov cmpatog 00OV ETt rpocdiopilovoiy)
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(against the Platonists); cf. II 2, 414al0: ‘(the body) which receives the
soul’ (00 dextikoD).

5, 483b11: ‘unless something similar applies to the soul too, and it is
not something pure and unmixed’ (el pn &pa kol 7 Yyoxn 1010910V, Koy
o xoBapdv T kol dpryéc).

Significantly in this connection, Plato, Tim. 92b describes aquatic
animals as creatures which, because they do not possess a pure soul
(thv yoymv. .. dxeBdptmg éxdvtov), do not have pure respiration either:
Y¥datog Bohepav . .. &véamvevoiv.

5, 483b12: ‘Only the artériai [they say] can contain breath (pneuma), but
not the sinews’ (v dptnpiov pévov eivon dextixny mvedpotog, 10 8¢
vebpov ov).

Cf. b18. This seems another important difference between Aristotle
and his opponents. In M.4. 7, 701b7-10 Aristotle describes how, through
expansion or contraction of the innate pneuma, the sinews of a living
creature are tensed or relaxed, thus setting the bones in motion; cf.
8, 702a7-21 and 10, 703a4-28. If the innate pneuma is not present in
sinews, motion becomes impossible in Aristotle’s view. But why do the
opponents say so emphatically that sinews cannot absorb preuma? Is it
because they do not have air-holes? 3, 482b7 does say that, according to
the opponents, distribution takes place from the artérnai to the bones.

J.E Dobson, WS. Hett 501, and J. Tricot 185 wrongly connect this
sentence with the previous one: “‘We may, however, reasonably expect
that...and that the air-duct should be capable of receiving the breath,
while the sinew is not.” P. Gohlke 167 has: ‘Man muss auch wissen, dass
nur die Luftader Lebensluft aufnimmt, nicht dagegen die Sehne’, but
he seems to take this as the view of the author of De spiritu.

However, the infinitives here again indicate that the view of the
opponents is being represented. A. Roselli 138 conveniently marks this
by using inverted commas.

5, 483b14: ‘that the sinews are elastic’ (10 uév vebpov €xet TaowW).

Cf. HA. 111 5, 515231: “They are just as elastic as the sinews’ (Tdow
£xEl TNV olav mep ¢ vebpa). Aristotle also describes the sinews
as €Axtoc. Cf. GA. 11 6, 743b5: ‘the sinews solid and elastic, the bones
solid and brittle’ {10 8¢ vebpov Enpov kol EAktdv, 10 & datodv Enpov
xai Opavotov). See also Meteor IV 9, 386b14.
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5, 483b14: ‘but the artériai burst easily, like veins’ (§ 8 aptnpio oL
Swoppnyvutan kaBdmep xoi 7 GALY).

Is this because the artériai also contain pores? In 5, 483b19 the
veins are said to contain pores. The same is said of the artéria in

1, 481222,

5, 483b15: “The skin [they say] contains veins, sinews, and artériar’ (0
8¢ déppoa ek AePog kal vevpou kai apTnplog).

This means that, wherever there is skin, there are arténai. Significantly,
Plato in Tim. 79a5—el0 describes the respiratory process as taking
place in the lungs, but also ‘through the porous flesh’ (1 povav tév
copk@v—79c4).

5, 483b16: ‘when the skin is pricked, it emits blood’ (kevinBv oiuo
avadidwow).

Cf. 6, 484a34 and H.A. III 19, 521al5: ‘During sleep the blood
decreases in the external parts, so that it flows less when the creature
is pricked’ (toig 8¢ kaBebdovov év Tolg £kTOg péEpedV EAaTTOV YivETOL
10 alipo, BoTe Kol KEVIOUUEVOV Uty PETV Opoiag).

In Pl. Tim. 76b1-3 we find: ‘By means of fire the deity pricked holes
all around the surface of the skin. The moisture issued through these
holes; and all the moisture and heat that was pure disappeared’ (tobto
oM mav 10 déppa kOKAY katekéviel mupl 10 Belov, tpnBéviog 8¢ kol
g ikpadog £€w 8u adTod @epopévng 10 uev Vypov kal Geppov doov
elAMkpveg drpew . ..).

5, 483b17: ‘sinews, for the skin is elastic’ (éx vebpov 8¢ 0TL TGOV
€xen).

Cf. Pl. Tim. 74d2: ‘the nature of sinews. .. firmer’ (thv 8¢ T@v vevpwv
VoW ... GUVIOVOTEpQY).

5, 483b17: ‘artéria, for air is breathed through the skin’ (£§ &ptnpiog
0¢ GtL dromvonyv Exev).

Cf. 3, 482a34: ‘but the result of respiration, it seems in their view,
is also distributed to all parts of the living creature’ (Joxel 8¢ xoi 10
g avanvoig eig mavra d10didooBar) and 482bl: ‘But if respiration
pervades the entire body’ (el 8¢ Siomvel npog mawv...).
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5, 483b19: ‘But the veins [they say] have pores, in which the vita]
heat [of the breath in the artérai] is present, and in this way heats the
blood as in a cauldron’ (1 8¢ @AéBog Exetv mdpovg, év oig 10 Beppuoy
dv @omep év yahxeio Beppaive 10 aipa).

J.F. Dobson is right to correct aig to oig. We should consider, however,
that Aristotle in Resp. 7, 474al2 and 474al5; 21, 480a21 and 480a29
uses the word @¥cog four times in relation to the word for ‘cauldron’
or ‘oven’.

This passage seems to imply that there is a constant connection
between veins and artériai [see 483b31: ‘and the artériai and the veins
always lie side by side’ (kal &pnpiov kai eAéBa mapokeioBaoi)] and
that the heat of the breath in the arténai is responsible for the heat in
the blood and also for the bloodflow. Aristotle had said of this heat in
2, 481b12-15 that, according to his opponents, it is not an independent
principle, but a result of the movement in the air.

In Tum. 78a Plato had used the principle that smaller particles can
penetrate where larger cannot, to explain the action of the inner fire
in the blood of the veins. Another relevant text in this connection is
79d1: ‘In every living creature the internal parts close to the blood and
the veins are the hottest: just as if they contain a source of heat’ (név
{@ov adTod Tévtog mepl 1O alipa kod Tog AEBog Bepudtota Exet, olov
&V EQVTY TNYNV Twvo Evodoav Topdg).

In 1, 481a22 Aristotle had also said that the artéria: have pores.

P. Gohlke 167 has here: ‘Sodann ist auszufithren, dass die Blutad-
ern Gingen haben..., as if this represents the view of the author of

Spar.

5, 483b20: ‘and in this way heats the blood as in a cauldron’ (onep
év yahxeio Beppaively 1o oipow).

9, 485a35 talks about 10 yoAkevtikdv ndp. The association here is
with a cauldron containing the blood, which is warmed by the vital
heat. Resp. 7, 474a12 mentions g ¢Ooag év T01g yoAketlowg (‘bellows
in ovens/smithies’) to refute Empedocles’ theory of respiration.

5, 483b20: ‘For blood is not hot by nature, but like metals becomes
liquid through heat. That is why it coagulates’ (pHoeL yap ovx eivar
Oeppdv, AN donep to TnxTa droxeloBor- 10 kot wRyvvcBa).

We read a full stop after nfiyvooBon. In PL. Tim. 79a6 tfxew is ‘to
make liquid’, another function of the ‘internal fire’ connected with
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respiration. On the liquidity and coagulation of blood, cf. Tum. 85c¢—d:
the liquidity of blood is increased by heat.

Aristotle himself also believes that the heat of the pneuma in the heart
stops the blood from coagulating in the veins: PA. I 9, 654b9: ‘For 1t
is the heat from the origin which prevents it from coagulating’ (fy yap
an’ éxeivng Bepudne xwlder miyvosBar). I 5, 667b24: ‘and this is
the cause of the warmth and fluidity of the blood’ (atn &’ éotiv aitio
kol 1@ ofpatt thg dypdtnrog ki thg Beppdmrog). Indeed, Aristotle
therefore makes ‘vital heat’ the fundamental principle of life. For him
it does not depend in any way on respiration.

5, 483b21: ‘And the artéria also has moisture in itself and in the cover-
ings which enclose the cavity’ (TRv pmpiav koi €ewv bypdTa KOl
v aDTR Kol év 101G (ITdOL TOlG TEPLEYOVOL TO KOIAMULL).

J.E. Dobson notes: “This passage seems to be out of place.” He is
supported only by J. Tricot 185.

But, as in 483b33, we should assume an asyndetic continuation of
the argument. This proposal comes from D. Holwerda by letter of
October 14, 2005.

5, 483b23: ‘the cavity’ (koiAwpa).

H. Bonitz lists Mund. 4, 395b34 as the only other occurrence of
this word in the Corpus: ‘wind, trapped in the hollows of the earth’
(mvedpo) éykoatelAnBn tolg (thig Yc) koltAmpaowy).

5, 483b23: ‘This is shown both by dissections’ (pavepov & €x 1€ TV
avotopdv etva).

This is a remarkable detail. J.F. Dobson translates: ‘It is also
proved by dissection’. Likewise W.S. Hett 503 and A. Roselli 138. But
P. Gohlke 167 opts for: ‘Aus den Schnittzeichnungen’ and clearly regards
this passage as an allusion to the collection of drawings for anatomical
instruction in the Peripatos, to which Aristotle frequently refers. Likewise
J. Tricot 186. Cf. Somn. 3, 456b2; Resp. 8, 474b9, which talk about the
course of the veins from the heart; 16, 478bl; PA. III 4, 666a8. But
in HA. IV 1, 525a8 Aristotle says more explicitly: ‘For the disposition
of these parts I must refer to my anatomical diagrams’ (BewpeicBo ék
THG €V Talg AvoTtopals doypagic).

Cf. W.D. Ross, Parva naturalia (1955) 264: ‘References in A. to
avatopod are frequent. Sometimes the reference is to actual dissections
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(De Juv. 474b9; 478a27; De Part. 677a9; De Gener. An. 746222, 764a35,
771b32, 779a8); in other cases the reference is to the record of dis-
sections in a work now lost (e.g.... Hist. Amim. 497a32; cf. ibid. 525a9,
566ald, De Gen. An. 746al5).’

But although a reference to this collection of drawings is perfectly
possible here, it does mean that, in this case, the appeal to the dia-
grams is made by Aristotle’s opponents! The very fact that the passage
on fluid in the artériai seems to refer to the study of corpses suggests
that we should opt for the translation ‘by dissections’ here instead of
finding a reference to the Anatomical Atlas. Cf. the remark 6, 484a37
on the opening up of birds. And see also PA. III 4, 667b8-10: ‘But
animals which we see dying of diseases and ailments as described here
are found on dissection to display injuries in the heart region as the
cause of their diseases’ (To0t01G dvaTepvopevolg eaivetat ... nébn). CE
also HA. II 1, 497b17: ‘when opened up, the animal is found in all
internal characteristics to resemble the dog’ (GvoryBeig Opuolo ravt’ Exet
kovi). II 11, 503b23: &vatetunuévog (of a chameleon). II 17, 507a21:
SwavoryBév. In HA. TII 1, 510229 Aristotle himself seems to have shown
a diagram during his lecture.

So this appeal to information garnered from dissections seems to
derive from the view of Aristotle’s opponents, but cannot be traced back
to Plato’s Timaceus. Likewise 483b35—484a3. And perhaps 483b21.

On account of te in 483b24 we surmise a connection with the fol-
lowing sentence.

5, 483b24: ‘and by the fact that both the veins and the artériai...are
connected with the intestines and the belly’ (eig 10 #viepov xai eig Thv
kolhlav af 1€ @AEREG kal ol GpTnpion GUVATTOVGLY).

483a19 had already observed that breath is transported to the belly.
For cuvéntewv eic in an intransitive sense, cf. PA. II 10, 656b19; G.A.
I 3, 716b20; HA. I 7, 491b3. Also Spir 5, 484al. And cf. Pl. Tim.
73a3—4; 78a—79a.

5, 483b27: ‘not via the sides but via the opening’ (00 kot T& TAGYLE
GALG KOTA TO OTONQ).

This seems to be remarked because 5, 483b19 has established that
the veins do have pores, through which the heat from the arténai can
enter. And the artériai themselves have pores too (1, 481a22). But of
course a condition here is that these pores allow only the very smallest
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particles through. Food and blood must not be allowed to pass through
them. Cf. Resp. 7, 473b1-5.

On account of our interpretation of the following sentence we put
a full stop after otopa.

5, 483b28: ‘For, as if they were irrigation pipes, thin veins extend [in
their view] alongside the veins from the large vein and the artérna past
every rib’ (xaBdnep cwAfivog dmoteivey yap éx 1dv mAoyiov <tdv>
orePdV eAEPro Aemta €k THg peydAng eAéPog kal thig aptnpiag mop’
EKGOTNV TAEVLPAV).

J.F. Dobson has proposed to delete pAefdv. This is followed by
A. Roselli 105 but not by W.S. Hett 503.

D. Holwerda has remarked by letter of October 17, 2005 that the
plural coAfjvag does not have anything with which it corresponds in
the preceding sentence. He therefore proposes to start a new sentence
after otOpa in 483b28. It is not an overriding objection that yap then
comes in fourth position in the sentence. Cf. Eth. Me. VIII 14, 1163b11.
In his view, moreover, a 1@v has dropped out before pAefiv.

Aristotle is also familiar with a ‘large vein’ (the hollow vein or vena
cavay—H.A. 111 3, 513b14. In this context he also talks about the artéria
(513b24). But the reference there is clearly to the wind-pipe. He also
talks there about veins which branch out from the large vein ‘past
every 1ib’ (nropa 1€ v mAevpav ekdotnv eAEFLe—513b29). As far as
this is concerned, the reference by J. Tricot 186 n. 4 is correct. But
he should have added that, for Aristotle, no artériai are found there.
Asin 5, 483a18-22, we are dealing here with the position rejected by
Aristotle.

5, 483b28: ‘as if they were irrigation pipes’ (kafdnep coAfvog).

The term cwAijvog refers to shellfish with double, elongated shells.
Cf. HA. IV 4, 528a17; PA. IV 7, 683b14—17. Irrigation watercourses
are still made in mediterranean countries from gutter-shaped tiles which
are laid on top of each other to form a kind of pipe. In his Tim. Plato
regularly uses the term oxetot: 70d2; 77¢7; 78¢8; 79a2. He never uses
the term cwAfjveg. He does have ‘perforated from inside with holes as
of a sponge’ (cHpoyyos...olov ondyyov xatotetpnuévog) Tim. 70c6
and in 79a4: ‘as through a pipeline’ (Gonep adOA@dVOC).
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5, 483b30: ‘and the artériai and the veins lie side by side’ (ko aptnpioy
kol eAéRo mopokeicBor).

In Resp. 21, 480b6 Aristotle has the more correct view that the
lungs are full of veins running alongside the alveoli, for an intensive
refrigeration of the blood: ‘(the inhaled air) enters numerous alveoli
hke pipelines, and veins run along51de each of them’ (ug nollong Yap
olov odA@vog tou; oOpryyog éunintev 10g &v 1@ mvedpovt, Gv mop’
£xaotny mopatétavial AEPES).

5, 483b31: ‘Moreover, the bones are attached to the sinews and the veins
by being joined in the middle and in the connections of the head of
the bones, and they [the bones] thus take in food from the veins’ (kai
10, 0otéa Ot koBdmtew Ta vedpa kol toig PAEPog kol eig péca kal eig
1g GVPPOAAG TOV KepaADY U dv THV Tpogiy Séxecbon).

Unlike all modern editors, we read a full stop after 8éyxesBour. This
is followed by a new theme regarding fish.

A striking feature here is the uncontracted form of dotéa. Cf.
7, 484b28: 6010

J-E Dobson: ‘The sinews and veins form the connexion between the
bones, joining them with the centre of the body, and also form the
meeting-place between the head and the body through which fishes
receive nutriment and breathe.” The Revised Oxford Translation (1984) 1
769 still has exactly the same nonsense. W.S. Hett 503: “The bones,
too, are connected by sinews and veins, but to the middle parts and
to the junction of the head, through which fishes admit food and
breathe,” is more comprehensible, but also untenable. P. Gohlke 167:
‘Weiter ist noch zu zeigen, dass die Knochen mit den Sehnen und
den Blutadern in Verbindung stehen, sowohl in der Mitte als auch an
den Knochenkopfen’, with the note on p. 197: ‘Die Infinitive, die sich
von hier an hiufen, muss man sich abhingig denken von einer an
sich selbst gerichteten Aufforderung des noch planenden Verfassers.’
A. Roselli 138 places inverted commas around this passage. She sees it
as representing the view of the opponents. J. Tricot 186 has: ‘Les nerfs
et les veines operent la connexion des os entre eux, ainsi qu’au centre
du corps, et aux jointures de la téte par ou les poissons regoivent la
nourriture et la respiration.’

We should take 6, 484a16-17 into account here: ‘because the sin-
ews are nourished from the bones. For they are attached to them’ (t&
vedpa &nod tdv dotdv tpéeecBor- koBantel Yop avtd). J.F. Dobson has
here: ‘for they join the bones together’; P. Gohlke 168: ‘mit denen sie
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wesensgleich sind’ (Gohlke seems to translate the reading kaBdnep, but
fails to mention this anywhere).

The primary question is what the subject and what the object is of
xaBd&ntewv. H. Bonitz, Index 354a50 notes that xoBdantew is transitive
here, whereas xaBdntewv eig and koBdntew npdc in H.A. 111 4, 514b30
and 515a3 are intransitive. In that case the bones must be subject and
the sinews object.

A. Roselli 106 assumes a lacuna after xepod®dv in 483b32. But the
words ‘and they [the bones] thus take in food’ (8" Gv Thv tpognv
SéyecBon) seem to return in 6, 484al6: ‘because the sinews are nourished
from the bones’ (1 & vedpa &nd 1@V 601dV TpéeecBan).

On the basis of H.A. III 4, 514b28-30 we can establish that, accord-
ing to Aristotle too, there is a connection between the veins and the
bones. We will have to assume, as regards the question in Spi 5, that
Aristotle’s opponents there assume a conjunction of veins and artériar.
But for Aristotle the venous system is clearly separate from the respira-
tory system.

For cuuPorot, cf. De audibilibus 802b16: 1ag cvuPolrag. .. 10g T@V
vevpov—=the joinings of the strings’ (W.S. Hett 67). Cf. Pl. Tun. 74e4:
xoto 10G oupPolrag tdv dot@v—:the places where the bones come
together’.

1@V ke@aA®v—must metaphorically mean ‘the heads’ of bones, as
P. Gohlke surmised (not mentioned by H. Bonitz, Index 387a50) and not
the head of a living creature, as Dobson, Hett, and Tricot thought.

Cf. HA. 115, 494a4: ‘Of this limb the double-knobbed part is the
thigh, the sliding part is the knee-cap’ (6xéhovg 8¢ 10 pev dpgiképaiov
pnpoc, 10 8¢ mAovnoiedpov pOAn). Aristotle also talks about the ‘head’
(top) of testicles—H.A. 1II 1, 510a12-21.

5, 483b34: ‘Fishes also breathe [in their opinion]’ (Tovg ix8b0g kai
AVATVELY).

This sentence, though very abrupt, can be understood as a separate
and independent statement. That fishes also breathe was argued by
Democritus, Anaxagoras, and Diogenes of Apollonia. Their position
is very critically discussed in Resp. 2 and 3. In 3, 471b15-19 Aristotle
also states that, in the view of Diogenes, fishes which are taken out of
the water die as a result of a surplus of air!

That fishes breathe, however, is also a proposition in Pl. Tim. 92a7—
b6: ‘But the fourth kind, which lives in the water, is formed from the
most utterly foolish and undeveloped. The transfigurers thought these
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creatures unworthy even to inhale pure air:...Instead of light and pure
inhalation of air, the makers condemned them to inhale the muddy
water of the depths’ (10 8¢ tétaptov yévog Evudpov yéyovev éx tdv
péAoto dvontotdtay. .., odg o0d’ dvanvofic kobapdg é11 NEimoay
ol PETAMAGTTOVTEG. .. AL’ dvTl Aenthig kai kaBapdg avanvoiic dépog
elg VOatog Borepav xoi Pabelav Ewcav dvémvevow). This passage
underlines Aristotle’s criticism in 2, 482a21, where, starting from his
own position, he declares that fishes do not breathe and that there is
no air to inhale under water.

It is a moot point whether the view that fishes possess respiration
was still argued by anybody after Anstotle’s refutation! In any case the
Gnostic Basilides was already better informed (in Hippolytus, Refutatio
omnium haeresium VII 22, 13).

This sentence, too, clearly represents the views of Aristotle’s oppo-
nents, as A. Roselli 138 well indicates.

5, 483b35: “The veins and the ariériai are connected with each other,
and in their view this can be established by perception too’ (tag 3¢
oAéPog kal tag Gptnplag cvvantew elg dAAAAog kol T aicBhoer
Qavepdv eiva).

None of the modern translators makes it clear what the intention
of this reference to perception may be. Perhaps the allusion is to the
fact that veins and artériai are both present throughout the skin (5,
483b15-19) or to the fact that the heat of pneuma is also present in the
blood (5, 483b19-23). It may also be that the author is again referring
to the dissection of dead people, as in 5, 483b24. .

For ocuvantew eig in an intransitive sense, cf. 5, 483b24-25.

5, 484a3: ‘on account of the heat in the sinew, in the artéria, and
in the vein, a heat which is hottest and most fiery in the sinew’ (1@
Beppov elvan &v vedpe kol dpnpia kol eAeBi, Beppdtatov 8¢ kol olov
proywdéostatov 10 év 10 velp®).

The mss. have pLefwdéotatov. J.E Dobson: ‘because there is warmth
both in sinew, in air-duct, and in vein, and that which is in the sinew
is hottest and most similar to that of the veins.’ Likewise W.S. Hett
503 and J. Tricot 186. P. Gohlke: ‘da Warme in Sehnen, Luft- und
Blutadern erfordert wird, die grosste Warme und die sozusagen am
meisten durchblutete in den Sehnen.” A. Roselli 107 opts to replace
pAePwdéotatov with pAoywdéatatov, at the suggestion of D. Furlanus,
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with reference to Mirab. 38, 833al7 and Mund. 2, 392a35. We have
adopted this suggestion.

Cf. Pl. Tim. 79d1: ‘In every living creature the internal parts which
are close to blood and veins are the hottest: as if they contain a source
of fire’ (mawv {@ov abd1od Tdvog mept 10 alipo kod tog eAéBog Bepudtata
ExeL, olov év Eautd TNyHY Tvo. évodoav Tupdg).

Objection 1

5, 484a5: ‘Now this vital heat is not suited to the artéria as the location
of the inhaled air, especially not if respiration exists for the purpose
of refrigeration’ (&tomov odv Tfj 10D nveduatog xbpa 10 Beppdv, Errwg
1€ KOl KoTayoEemg xapwv).

J.E. Dobson: ‘Now the heat seems unsuited to the space where the
breath is located, especially with a view to refrigeration’; likewise W.S.
Hett 503; J. Tricot 186; A. Roselli 138. P. Gohlke 168 has: ‘Dagegen
ware die Warme fiir den Sitz der Lebensluft unangebracht, zumal wenn
diese der Abkiihlung dienen soll.’

This sentence poses a number of difficulties. The word odv suggests
that a conclusion is drawn from the foregoing, which also talks about
the vital heat. But no specific location of this heat is indicated there,
but rather the entire visible body is identified as being pervaded by
it. On the other hand we read in 2, 481b12 that the ‘concoction’ of
the inhaled air was situated by ‘Aristogenes’ and his supporters in the
lungs and in the artéria. In their view, this means not that an indepen-
dent principle of heat is situated in the lungs, but that the inhaled air
is heated by the movement of <the lungs> [ms D'; most mss read to®
nvedpatog!]. We should therefore consider whether perhaps the same
mistake has been made here and that our text has nvevpotog, whereas
Tvedpovog is to be preferred.

Also, Plato in Tim. 70 c—d expressly mentions the lungs as a cushion
that serves to cool the heart. Cf. Tim. 70d1: yOxovow, d5: dvayvyouévn
and 78e5: avoyuyopéve. To identify the lungs as the location of the vital
heat is to combine, as it were, a fridge and a central-heating boiler.

But we could also say that 484a3 has in any case mentioned the
arténia too, and according to ‘Aristogenes’ the artéria was the only loca-
tion containing pneuma (5, 483a12; al8). We could retain the reading
mvedpotog, if we assume that Aristotle here is criticizing the combina-
tion of vital heat with preuma in the artéria, because he knows that this
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respiration also has a cooling function. According to Aristotle, it makes
more sense to situate the vital heat, too, in the heart.

5, 484a6: ‘But if the vital heat is the producing agent and kindles life,
as it were, through heat, it would be possible’ (el 8¢ moiel xai oiloy
dvalonvpel Beppd 10 Bepudv, yiyvorr’ &v).

It is unclear here what the subject is of motel xai avalwnupel. J.F.
Dobson suggests ‘the living creature’: ‘but if the animal produces and
as it were re-kindles the heat by heat from without, then there may
well be heat there.” Likewise W.S. Hett 503, J. Tricot 186. P. Gohlke
opts for ‘Die Lebensluft’. A. Roselli 138 probably does too.

But we should also consider here that Anstotle in 2, 481b12—15
seemed to be saying that ‘the movement of the air heats the inhaled
air (, which 1s cold).’

Another possibility is that 16 Oeppdv is the subject of moiel xal
avalorvpel! In that case Aristotle casually introduces here his own
concept of 10 Oeppov 10 épyalopevov, which he sets out at length in
chap. 9. We can compare the remark in 2, 481b4: ‘If this is the case,
the vital heat is probably the cause of concoction.” In that case the vital
heat does not serve the purpose of cooling but the production of the
new living creature. The brooding of eggs is a good example of this.

5, 484a7: ‘and kindles life’ (Gvalonvpet).

According to H. Bonitz, Index, this verb occurs only here in the
Corpus. But the idea is soundly Aristotelian. Cf. Resp. 8, 474b10-13
‘nature has set it aglow’ (1 VoG Eunendpevkey ahtv), and 16, 478a28:
‘all animals by nature need refrigeration on account of the heat which
ignites the soul in the heart’ (kataydEewg pév odv SAweg 1y t@v {Oav
delton 1) oG S v év 1h kapdig g wuxfig Eunvpevow). See also
Tuv. 4, 469b6-17. The subject there is also the cOpgurtov Bepuotnta
gvownyv (b7). And ‘it works upon...and concocts all the food through
the natural heat’ (¢pydleta. .. kol tér1el 1 QuoIk®d Bepud v TpoPNV
navta...) (b11); and tfig yoxfig éurenvpevpévng év 101g popiolg T0VTOIG
(i.e. the heart), in bl5. There Aristotle even says explicitly that the soul
1s ‘ignited’ by the vital heat. Thus we can translate &voalworvpel in our
text as ‘to kindle life’. Cf. also PA. III 7, 670a23-25: “The heart and
the liver are necessary for all animals. The heart is necessary because
it is the origin of heat; for there must be a kind of hearth, in which
the source of fire can reside; it needs to be well protected, because it
forms, as it were, the citadel of the body’ (Kapdio pév odv koi fimap
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raowv avoykala tolg {woig, 1 pév ik v tig Beppomrog dpyhv (8el
yop €lvai Tva oiov Eotiav, €v | keioeton Tig @voewg 10 Lwnvpody,
xal 10010 e0QOAaKTOV, DoTEp AKPOTOALS. . .).

Objection 2

5, 484a7: ‘Moreover, what about the maintenance of all living creatures
that possess this innate vital heat, if there is no opposite, nor anything
that cools?” (11 mdvtav t@v &xoviev Beppdtta odpeutov Tdx i Srapovi
pndevog AvTikelpévov unde KoTaydYovVTog;)

A soundly Anstotelian viewpoint is put forward here, presumably
as a second objection to the view of others. W. Jaeger has therefore
rightly turned the sentence into a question by reading néx. Neither J.E
Dobson nor W.S. Hett 503 has adopted this proposal. Hence Dobson
arrives at a nonsensical translation: ‘Besides this, permanence is in a
sense natural to all things which have warmth, provided that nothing
resists or cools it.” P. Gohlke 168 does accept Jaeger’s reading. A. Roselli
138 correctly has: ‘E ancora, come possono conservarsi tutti gli esseri
dotati di calore naturale, se non c’¢ nulla che si opponga ad esso e che
raffredi?’ In that case the comma after Siopovn can be omitted.

The need for an opposing force against the vital heat, i.e. refrig-
eration by respiration or something analogous, is argued at length by
Arnistotle in Resp. 9-13. In G.A. II 1, 732b32 the lungs are called ‘the
limiter of the natural heat’ (tfig 8¢ Beppdtnrog tiig euoikiig 6pog) for
blooded animals.

For this problem of what is opposite to the vital heat, cf. also Long
3, 465b1-32 and fwv. 5, 469b26—6, 470b5.

9, 484a9: ‘For it is clear, I think, that all living creatures need refrigera-
tion’ (611 yap mavro delton katoyvEemg, oxedov eovepdv).

At the suggestion of D. Holwerda (October 17, 2005) we read a full
stop after pavepdv. The connection with the next sentence is based on a
conjecture by W. Jaeger. But after oxe80v, which H. Bonitz describes as
‘modeste affrmantis’, we would not expect a new proof to be furnished.

9, 484a10: “The blood [in their view] retains the vital heat in the veins
and shelters it as it were’ (Td aipo xatéxewv év 1f eAePi 1o Oeppov otov
AmOGTEYOV).

W. Jaeger has combined two different readings of the manuscripts,
viz. 10 and t®, into T® 6. But this is far from obvious.
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5, 484all: ‘Hence it [the blood], when it flows out, also lets [the
heat] go and the animal dies, because the liver has no artéria’ (510 ko
Stav ekpuf), peBiévan kol Bviioiety 11 1O fimap odk Exev 00depioy
aptnptovy).

Cf. HA. VII 10, 587a16: ‘the embryo dies when the blood has flowed
out’ (&robvioxet 10D aiporog xpuévtog 10 EuPpuov) and 587al9: ‘often
a baby seems to have been born dead, when. .. the blood has flowed out
to the umbilical area’ (noAAdxig &' £80Ee 1eBvedg tiktesBat 16 noudiov
drav ... 10 aipo EEw eig OV Oupaldv kol 10 tépiE 1oy éEepponxdc). Cf.
also HA. I 4, 489a20: ‘moisture, and if the animal is deprived of the
same . ..death ensues’ (bypétnto. .. fig o1epiorduevoy ... @Beipeton).

The subject of éxpufj is doubtless ‘the blood’. Of Bvfioxewv most
probably ‘the living creature’. J.F. Dobson translates: ‘when the blood
has flowed out it loses its heat, and the creature dies, through the liver
having no air-duct.” W.S. Hett 505 corrects to some extent: ‘So too
when it flows out, the animal loses its heat and dies, because the liver
has no air-duct.’

Aristotle is probably thinking of an arterial haemorrhage. This bleed-
ing is fatal, because the vital heat, which is present in the blood (from
the very first growth processes), also disappears.

The second half of the sentence is highly problematical. Because 1t
mentions ‘the liver’, scholars have made various proposals linking up
with the statement in our text that there are no artériai in the liver, and
that the liver therefore can only receive vital heat via the blood. Thus
J.F. Dobson and J. Tricot 186. Perhaps we should delete 1@ here and see
the end of the sentence as an independent statement about the liver.

In PA. 1II 4, 666a28 Aristotle says of the liver: ‘Nor does it have
a receptacle for blood like the heart: as in the other viscera, it is con-
tained in a vein. Moreover, a vein extends through it...” Cf. HA4.117,
496b16-34 with 496b29: ‘Again, the liver is attached to the great vein,
but it has no communication with the aorta’ (npoonépuke 8¢ Tfj peydn
@rePi 10 fimap, Tfi & &opthi 00 kowwvel). However, the manuscript
reading here is: ‘it has no communication with the artéria! (The same
textproblem in H.A. III 1, 510a30). These textproblems were brought
to our attention by Patrick MacFarlane.

PL. Tim. 71 f£ describes the liver, but says only of the spleen that it
is ‘hollow and bloodless’ (72d1). According to Tim. 71b3, ‘the power
of thoughts which come from the mind’ do reach the liver.



CHAPTER SIX

[Problems relating to the nutrition of bones, sinews, and the flesh
of living creatures]

6, 484al4: ‘Does the semen pass through the artéria and is it also com-
pressed, and does this happen only in emission?’ (TIotepov 8¢ 10 onéppar
dud g dpnpiog dg kol cuvBABduevov, kai év tfi mpoéoet udvov;)

J.F. Dobson translates: ‘Does the seed pass through the air-duct? Is its
passage due also to pressure, and does it take place only in process of
emission?,” adding in a note: “There seems to be no connexion between
this and what has gone before; we must assume a lacuna,’ as W. Jaeger
had also remarked in his critical apparatus. P. Gohlke 168: ‘Geht der
Same durch die Luftader, um dort zusammengepresst zu werden und
erst im Erguss sich zu entfalten? He notes on p. 197: ‘Der erste Satz
des Kapitels ist eine einzeln stehende Notiz.” A. Roselli 108 indicates
a lacuna after this sentence.

We must concede to the translators that the question is very unex-
pected. There is nevertheless a possible connection in the fact that the
preceding sentence talks about the arténa.

This passage, at the beginning of chap. 6, is again evidence that the
term artéria belongs to the system of Aristotle’s opponents.

The author now seems to raise a question connected with this subject.
Does the movement of the vital breath in the artéria, as the source of
all vital processes, perhaps also explain the production of semen, and
in particular its emission? It is worth considering that Plato in the Tim.
also connects the respiratory process with the distribution of the ‘life-
generating marrow’: 77d2: ‘They placed the seminal marrow between
them, in order that it might thrive best. Moreover, the flow to the
other parts would pass off smoothly from there..., which was to effect
a regular irrigation’ (kai tov yovipov peta&d Aafovieg pueddv, vo
00166 1€ 811 péhota BdAhor, kai &mt TéAAa eBpoug EvevBev . .. mapéxot
v vdpeiav opornv). Cf. 73b2 ff But even more explicitly in 91a4:
‘In the channel which receives the drink that ends up in the bladder
via the lungs under the kidneys, and which partly by pressure of the
air discharges the drink, the gods drilled a hole to the marrow’ (tiyv
100 motod 81é€08ov, | Sidk 10D TAedpOoVOE TO TBPA V1O TOVC vePPOdS
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el Thv kdoTv EABOV kol 1 nvedpott OhipBev cuveknéumer Sexopévn,
ovvétpnoav) and 91b2: ‘Because it is ensouled and finds an outlet
here, it has created, in the part by which it can escape, a lively desire
for emission and has thus produced an urge to procreate’ (6 8¢, &1’
Buyuyog OV ko AaBdv dvorvony, 1008” finep avénvevoey, ... 100 yeway
époto anetédeoev). In GA. 1T 4, 737b29-30 Aristotle states that the
semen goes to its appropriate place ‘without the exertion of any force
from the breath’ (000&v dnofialopévov 100 mvedpatog). Here and in
b32 pneuma clearly means ‘breath’. And this could be criticism of the
passage in Pl. Tum.

oOvOAwg seems to derive from the philosophy of Democritus. Cf.,
Resp. 4, 471b30-472b5, which sets out his theory of respiration. Accord-
ing to this theory, inhalation is a means by which a living creature
withstands the ‘pressure’ (60vOAyig) which the atmosphere exerts on
the small, circular soul-atoms. Owing to this pressure, the soul-atoms
leave the living creature unless inhalation provides counter-pressure:
‘Democritus states that respiration serves a certain purpose in animals
that respire; he alleges that it prevents the soul from being crushed out’
(transl. W.S. Hett) (Anpoxprtog & 0tL pev €k Thg avonvofic cvpfoiver
TL 101G Gvomvéovot Aéyel, pdokev koldely EkOA{BesBal Thy yoxnv).
Cf. also 472a5: ‘So he contends that when these particles are being
separated out by the pressure of the surrounding air, breathing inter-
venes to help them’ (ékkpivopévov odv adTdv Vmd 100 mepLéyoviog
£xOL{Bovrog, BonBetav yivesBor thy dvanvony enowv—text W.D. Ross
1955). 472a12: ‘relieving the pressure prevents the soul which is in the
animal from passing out’ (&veipyovta thv OAlyv keAdev Ty évodoav
&v 101g {ooig duévar yuxfv). 472a9: ‘the pressure of the surrounding
air’ (10 mepiéxov ouvOAiBov). 472al5: ‘owing to the pressure of the
surrounding air’ (éx tfig Tod nepiéyoviog exBAlyewg). 472a25; 472bl:
‘to check the compression’ (kwAdew v oOvBAwyy). Plato has OAife
only in Tim. 60c4 and 91a6, and cuvOAifw only in Tim. 92al.

6, 484a13: ‘emission’ (npoecic).

This is a term which Aristotle often uses to designate the discharge
of semen, urine, menstrual fluid etc. Cf. GA. I 20, 728b15; 728a10:
‘the fact that not only semen is discharged, but also pneuma, which
brings about the emission by compressing itself’ (t0) oréppatog
TPOlepévov . .. GAAG Kol TVELHOTOG . . . amooneppatiler). IV 1, 765b20;
8, 776b27-28.
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6, 484a16: ‘So the <bones> also show the change from blood’ (év oi¢
&1 goatvetan xai 1 €€ aiparog petafoAn).

W. Jaeger remarked that this sentence has no connection with the
previous one. J.F. Dobson and A. Roselli 109 assume a lacuna between
pévov and év oic.

According to Aristotle, however, semen is a high-quality residue of
the concoction of blood, and as such an example of the ‘change from
blood’. Cf. Resp. 20, 479b29 for this expression. But for Aristotle’s
opponents semen is produced by the fertilizing marrow and does not
result from the transformation of blood.

According to Aristotle, bones and sinews, too, are parts of the visible
body which are not simply nourished by blood, but are formed from
residues: cf. G.A. II 6, 744b22: ‘in this way nature forms from the pur-
est matter the flesh...and from the residues bones, sinews’ (} eV €x
pev ¢ koBapwtdng YAng cdprac. .., &k 8¢ 1OV tepLttoPdTOV 60T
Kol vedpoy).

An attempt to make sense of this sentence would be to read év
<dot>01g Om. The author thus takes up a new subject, to which he
devotes a large part of chap. 6 and chap. 7.

6, 484al7: ‘because the sinews are nourished from the bones’ (1 ta
vebpa and t@v 6otdv Tpéeecbar).

In 3, 482b7 it had been said that the flow of nutrition from the
arténia ‘is also distributed to the bones’ (kai €ig 10 00100V drodidotar).
5, 483b33 talked about the nutrition of the bones from the veins. Cf.
Pl. Tim. 74d2: ‘He made the nature of the sinews from a mixture of
bone and unfermented flesh’ (thv 8¢ t@v vevpov @ootv €€ doTob Kol
oapxog alipov).

Perhaps tpépecBon means: ‘owe their formation’. Cf. H.A. III 5,
915b17: ‘the sinews are nourished by this, and we can see them being
formed out of it’ (fj tpépetat kol &€ fic yivopeva paiveton (T& vedpar)).
Aristotle’s interest in nutritive processes derives from his concentration
in this work on the amima vegetativa.

6, 484al7: ‘For they are attached to them’ (koBantet yop o0td).

See earlier 5, 483b31: ‘Moreover, the bones are attached to the
sinews and the veins’ (xoi t& dotéa 8¢ kaBdmtelv 10 vebpo kol tog
oAéPag). According to H. Bonitz, these are the only two examples of
a transitive use of xoBdntewv in the Corpus.
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Objection

6, 484a17-18: ‘For there are sinews in the heart too’ (xoi yap év 1
kopdig vedpov).

The sinews in the heart do not have any contact with bones and so
cannot receive their nutrition from the bones. The importance of this
conclusion emerges in 8, 485a7-8. See the commentary there.

Cf. HA. 111 5, 515a27: ‘The sinews of animals are arranged as fol-
lows. Their starting-point, like that of the blood vessels, is the heart:
the heart has sinews within itself, in the largest cavity, and the aorta, as
it is called, is a sinewy blood vessel’ (Ta 8¢ vebpo. T0lg Lmotg Exer T6VEe
10v Tpomov. ‘H pév apyi) kol TovTev £6Tiv 0o Thg Kopdiag: kal yop év
abti 1| kapdio Exel vedpa év i peylotn xothig koi 1) kahovpuévn dopth
vevpwdng éoti pAéy) and G.A. V 7, 787b15: ‘bulls are the most sinewy,
their heart too’ (udAiota 8 ol Tabpot vevpmdelg, kol 1 kopdia).

It remains unclear why the heart and the aorta possess sinews. But
we can be fairly sure of Aristotle’s opinion that, in this way, the pneuma
in the heart can act directly on the sinews, which eflect movement.

6, 484a20: ‘But this means nothing. For the food for the sinews could
still come from the bone. But would the food for these bones themselves
rather come from the sinews? (} todto y' 008&v- ein yap v ovBev
fiTtov &nd 100 dot0d N TPoEn. obTolg 8 émd Tod vedpov Tolg dGTOlG
paAdov Thv Tpoenv;)

A problem here is how the parts of this passage are to be divided
and whether the text requires correction.

J.E. Dobson: ‘Or does this amount to nothing, and would those which
connect the bones be nourished by the bones? But we might say, that
rather the bones themselves get their nutriment from the sinew.” He and
J. Tricot 187 turn the sentence &in...tpoen into a question. W, Jaeger
has an ordinary full stop after tpogn. P. Gohlke 169 also reads a full
stop there and goes on to translate: “Man sollte jedoch eher annehmen,
dass die Knochen durch die Sehnen ernahrt wirden.” However,
A. Roselli 109 reads tpogh adtoig and then replaces 8’ with 1, as the
beginning of a question.

The best solution, it seems to us, is to retain Jaeger’s text, but to add
a question mark after Thv Tpo@fv.
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6, 484a22: ‘For this is strange t0o’ (GTonov yop kol 10910).

‘For’ is curious as a reaction to Aristotle’s own suggestion. This is
possible only if we can take ‘for’ to indicate the reason why Anstotle
makes his suggestion. It is more natural to assume that Aristotle calls
bones rather than sinews ‘dry’ in 484a22.

6, 484a22: ‘For bone is by nature dry and has no passages for liquid’
(Enpov <yap> @ioel kai 0Ok Exov mopovg bYpod).

The mss have dypovg here. Likewise W. Jaeger. J.F. Dobson proposes
to read Vypod.

J.E Dobson, W.S. Hett 505, J. Tricot 187, and P. Gohlke 169 relate
this to the bones. But A. Roselli 139 has: ‘infatti il neuron ¢ secco € non
ha canali per 1 liquidi.’

6, 484a23: ‘and food is liquid’ (1} Tpoen & LypoV).

Cf. PA. 11 2, 647b25: ‘Other parts which are moist serve to nourish
the heterogeneous parts: for they all owe their growth to moisture’ (T
8¢ 1pogn TovTOIC TV VYpdv £0Ti (TavTa Yap €€ Dypod AapPaver Thv
ab&now)).

6, 484a25: ‘In many bones these passages are clearly visible, particularly
those leading to the spine’ (koi év moAAolg pév ebdnAor, paiiorta &
elg v payy).

Aristotle probably discovered this vasibility while dissecting corpses.
Cf. HA. 111 3, 513a20: ‘and this one some call the aorta, because even
in dead bodies they have observed the sinewy part of it’ (fiv keAodol
Twveg &opthy £x 100 1eBedobon kai év 1olg 1eBvedot 10 vevp@ddeg TG
HOPLOV).

The subject here must be nopor. As regards the blood vessels, Aristo-
tle also believes that ‘there run small blood vessels along each rib and
to each vertebra’ (teivovot mapd te Thv TAevpav Ekaoty eAEPra kol
npog Exaotov OV o9bdvdviov)—H.A. 111 3, 513b29. But he certainly
does not hold this view for the artéra.

6, 484a26: ‘But [in their view] the veins and artériai leading from the
bones form a continuous whole, for instance along the ribs’ (tag &’ &no
@V doT0v yivesBon cuveyelg, donep Tolg TAevpals).

Whereas the preceding passage seemed to deal with nopot in the
veins and the artériai, Aristotle now seems to switch to ‘the veins and
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artériar’. But J.E. Dobson has proposed to read tobg 8¢. This is accepteq
by W.S. Hett 504 and J. Tricot 187, but not by A. Roselli 110. The nex¢
sentence talks once again about to0tovg (a27). The nopor themselves
are of course (small) veins and ar#na: too.

In our view, this sentence should be read in conjunction with 3,
482a35, which talked about the unity of the system of blood vessels
and air-ducts, and with 5, 483b30, which said that branches of the
aorta and the artériar run along every rib. The continuity of the vessels
makes it impossible for them to end in the bones. In Aristotle tAevpai
often stands for ‘the sides’. Here, as in 5, 483b30, 7, 484b17 and b18,
it stands for ‘ribs’.

6, 484a27: ‘But in what way do these passages receive their food from
the belly, or how does the drawing-in take place?’ (tovtovg & &no Ti¢
xolAiog Tiva Tpomov, T md¢ Thg OAKTC YVOLEVNC;)

Cf. 6, 484b4: ‘Moreover, how and and through what passages does
transport from the belly take place?’ (£t1 8¢ noio ki Sua tivov T éx
thig kowkiag diodog;) The author again switches here from tdg &' to
10010v¢. J.E. Dobson translates ‘these ducts’ (poror). Likewise W.S. Hett
505. J. Tricot 187: ‘ces canalisations’. P. Gohlke 169 reads a statement
rather than a question: ‘Diese werden dann aus dem Magen irgendwie
gespeist oder wie sonst die Nahrung aufgesogen wird.” A. Roselli 139:
‘questi canali’.

6, 484a29: ‘not elastic (cartilaginous)’ (&xovdpa).

Only here in the Corpus. Elsewhere Aristotle does use the terms
vnoxOvdplov, xovdpddeg, xovdpdc. Cf. PA. 111 3, 664a35: €k xovOpwdovg
oopatog: ‘out of cartilage’ and II 9, 655a23-655b2.

The apparent purpose of this argument is to show that bones cannot
in any way have a drawing function. Every form of attraction/drawing
is seen by Aristotle as resulting from the effect of the sinews guided by
pneuma—AM.A. 10, 703a4 ff. Cf. G.L. Duprat (1898) 310-311.

6, 484a29: ‘But it does not serve the purpose of movement either’ (GAA’
olto1 mpog TV kivnow).

The author of Spir. seems to to be suggesting here that, according to
his opponents, the function of movement is made possible by nutrition
with pneuma from the artériai. To refute this position, he will expand on
the nature and function of bones in chaps. 7 and 8 and emphasize that
not bones but sinews effect movement.
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6, 484a32: ‘But we say that a sinew is nourished by the sticky fluid
which surrounds it’ (huelg 8¢ papev éx g LypdTNTOg YAioKpOg 0VONG
1fig mept [10] avtd).

Cf. G.C. 1I 1, 329a24: ‘But we say that there is an underlying mat-
ter of the visible bodies’ (‘Hpeig 8¢ @autv pév eivar Tiva $Any tdv
oopdrov 1@v aicbntdv). Here speaks the head of a school who is clearly
aware of his strong position. However, the head is not Erasistratus, as
A. Roselli 111 thinks, but the author of H.A. III 5, 515b16: ‘Round
the sinews a mucous liquid is formed, which is white and sticky; the
sinews are nourished by this and we can see them being formed out of
it’ (transl. by D’Arcy W. Thompson) ("Yypotng 8¢ nepi adta [t vedpal]
poEddng yivetan, Aevkd) kol KOAAGING, 7 Tpépeton Kot €€ Nig Yvopueva
patvetar). Cf. 7, 485a2. See also G.A. I 3, 737a36-b3: ‘All bodies are
kept together by a certain elasticity. When animals grow older and
larger, sinews also acquire this elastic nature and these keep the parts
of the animals together: in some animals it is the sinews, in others their
analogue’ (Tévta 8¢ T cOROTA GLVEXEL TO YALGYPOV ONLEP KO TPOTOVOL
xai petfoot yiyvopévolg H 100 vevpov Aopfaver @uoig itep ouvEXEL
16 popra. 1dv {pav, év pev 101G ovoa vedpov év 8¢ 101G 10 &vdhoyov).
This passage is put between square brackets by A.L. Peck (1942) and
H_J. Drossaart Lulofs (1965) as being foreign to this context.

6, 484a33: ‘And whence and how this fluid arises is yet to be discussed’
(m6Bev & odTh kal widg, Aextéov).

None of the modern translators indicates whether this intention is
followed up. Yet we can certainly assume a relationship with 7, 485al:
‘For what fastens them together is serum and mucous fluid’ (ko yap
1 Tpog GAANAx kOAANG1S 1xdp Eott kol VypdTng puEndng) as the con-
nection between bones. This also implies that the nutrient is ‘blood’,
but blood that has not been fully concocted.

Objection

6, 484a34: ‘because blood issues from any point where it is pricked’
(0T mavtoydBev aipo T kevifoet).

Cf. 5, 483b16: ‘for when the skin is pricked, it emits blood’ ([t0 8¢
dépua] éx erePoc piv St xevinbiv aipa dvadidwowy).

The underlying idea is that blood keeps moving in the living creature
owing to pressure from the respiratory process. Hence this phenomenon
is an argument for the pervasive presence of both veins and artériai.
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6, 484a36: ‘But this is a specific feature of full-blooded animals’ (xgy
noAvaipwv 1001 1dov).

This does not include birds. Cf. HA. III 19, 520b27: ‘Of bloodeq
animals, those which are both internally and externally viviparous have
more blood than the blooded ovipara’ (“Eoti 8¢ t@v évaipov todtg
nolvapdtepo & xoi €v avtols kol EEw {wotoxel 1@V évaipov pgv
®OTOKOUVTOV OEF).

6, 484a38: ‘serum issues, not blood’ (ixdp, oy aipcw).

Cf. HA. 111 19, 521al12: “If it becomes too fluid, they fall ill, because
the blood becomes like serum’ CE&vypatvopévov [sc. 10D atparog] Alov
vooodov - yivetat yap ixmpoerdéc) and al7: ‘Blood is formed by a pro-
cess of concoction from serum, and likewise fat from blood’ (I'ivetan 8¢
nettopevov &€ ixdpog pev aipo, € aipatog 8¢ mpeAn), 521b2: ‘Serum is
blood that has not been (sufficiently) concocted’ (ixwp 8’ éotiv &mentov
aipo). Cf 8, 485al and HA. III 2, 511b2: ‘blood and veins, and also
their analogues, serum and fibres’ (10 aipo xoi... e AéPes. .. énerto 8¢
10 dvéhoyov T00TOLE, ixdp Kot iveg).

6, 484a38: ‘But Empedocles assumes that nails are formed from sinews,
by a process of hardening’ (‘EpnedoxAfig 8¢ €x vedpov 1oV Gvuxe T
mEen).

Cf. Empedocles, Diels—Kranz 31 A 78 = Aetius V 21, 1: ‘the nails
of animals were formed from sinews, when they came together with
air and were cooled’ (tobg 8¢ dvuyag To1g {Poig yevvacshor 1oV vedpav
ko’ 0 1@ &épr cuvétuye mepryvyBévimv). So the ‘process of hardening’
is said to occur when the external parts of the visible body are cooled.
The question which Aristotle connects with this in Spir 6, 484bl: ‘Is
the relation of skin to flesh the same?’ pursues this train of thought.
The difference between flesh and skin is also to be explained as a result
of cooling and hardening.

Cf. by way of contrast PA. II 9, 655b2: ‘The following parts feel
almost like bones: nails, hooves, claws, horns, and the beaks of birds’
(cOveyyog 8¢ xotd TV aenv €6TL T01g 06TOTC Kol T TO1GSE TAV popiwv
olov Svuyéc Te kol OmAal kol ynAol kol képato kol poyyn T TAV
opviBov).
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Objection

6, 484b1: ‘But how is it possible for shellfish and crustaceans...” (GAAc
101¢ OGTPUKOSEPUOLG KOl HOANKOGTPAKOLG).

Here, as at the end of chap. 2 (482a7-27), Arnistotle discusses the
group of animals not possessing a respiratory system. Again it is impor-
tant to notice the order in which the subject is treated: 5, 483b1-3:
insects; 5, 483a33—-34: fishes; and here shellfish and crustaceans.

For the description of these kinds, cf. H.A. IV 1, 523b5-8: “These
have their hard part on the outside, and the soft fleshy part inside. This
hard substance cannot be broken by a clean crack; it has to be crushed’
(transl. by A.L. Peck) (tadta &’ éotiv G60v €kT0g 10 0Tepedv, £vtog O¢
70 pohokdv kol capx®ddeg: 10 8& oxAnpov adtdv €6ty 0b Bpavotov
&AL Bhaotdv) and 523b8-12.

6, 484b2: ‘how is it possible...that nutrition takes place from outside
by means of respiration? It seems on the contrary that it takes place
from inside rather than outside’ (rdg Gr0 T@V £KTOG T TPOEN; TOLVOVTIOV
1&p Soxel LOAAOV &R0 T@V EvOg T TAV €KTOG).

J.E Dobson translates the words soundly enough, but it is unclear
what meaning he assigns to them: ‘But how can hard and soft-shelled
creatures get their nutriment from outside? On the contrary it seems
that they get it from inside rather than out.” Likewise W.S. Hett 507;
P. Gohlke 170; J. Tricot 188. But the latter notes by way of explana-
tion: ‘Rappelons qu’il s’agit de la nourriture des nerfs.’

A. Roselli 112-113 does not agree with him. In her view, the author
wants to underline that the theory of nutrition centring on respiration
cannot be applied to animals without respiration.

The issue here being how various parts of living creatures get their
nutrition, Aristotle’s criticism is likely to relate to the fact that, for the
distribution of food throughout the living creature, his opponents attach

crucial significance to respiration and the introduction of preuma from
outside.

Objection

6, 484b4-5: ‘Moreover, how and through what passages does transport
from the belly take place? And, next, how do they bend back to the
flesh?” (¥t 8¢ molo kol Sidx tivev 1 &k Tiig kothiag Siodog; kol méAy
| ékelvav Gvaotpoen rpdg Tty cépka;)
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J.E Dobson has here: ‘Again, how and by what course does the pas.
sage of foods from the belly take place, and again their return intg
the form of flesh...” Likewise W.S. Hett 507; P. Gohlke 170; J. Tricot
188.

Apparently the plural ‘foods’ in Dobson and Hett is meant to do
justice to ékeivov. But ékeivav here must refer to the passages for food
and the vital breath, which are distributed together throughout the living
creature according to the theory of Aristotle’s opponents.

It might seem that 5, 483a18-22 had already answered the ques-
tion d1x Tivwv asked here: there is a passage along the loins. But the
question here relates to the ‘transport from the belly’ (11 €x tfig kothiag

S1080¢).

6, 484b7: ‘Is this then food for some animals and something else for
others, and is the blood not food for all? But the other parts are nour-
ished from it’ (&po ve &AXoig EAAN Tpoeh Ko 0V TAGL TPOPT TO Oipe;
ARV €k 100T0V TEAA).

J-E Dobson has: ‘Do different things, then, have different nutriment,
not all things being nourished by the blood except indirectly?” W.S.
Hett 507 translates the final words as: ‘and it is not blood in all cases;
and yet the other forms are derived from blood.” P. Gohlke 170 1s strik-
ing: ‘Haben die einzelnen Glieder ihre besondere Nahrung und doch
nicht alle aus dem Blute? Vielleicht entstehen die andern Nahrstoffe
nur aus dem Blute.” But in that case the text would have to read €x
T00TOV ai GAAo.

J- Tricot 188 is different again: ‘La nourriture est donc, de toute
fagon, différente pour des étres différents, et le sang n’est pas une nour-
riture universelle, sinon indirectement.” A. Roselli 139 also has: ‘diverso
in animali diversi’. But she translates the final words as: ‘ma da qui
scaturiscono le altre considerazioni che si sono gia fatte.’

The conclusion here is similar to the one at the end of chap. 2,
482a24-25: ‘so that the method is either not the same for all, or
the other living creatures with respiration are also nourished and
increase by means of ordinary food.” (b¢ oby 6poing nacv, i kékelve
S1d v tpoefic). See also 2, 482a10-11 and 8, 485a11-12 (with
commentary).

Aristoteles had already said in 1, 481al2: ‘blood is food in its last
phase, which is the same for all living creatures’ (10 yop oipa 1) éoxatn
TpOPN Kol | 0OTH TAGLY).
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With regard to chap. 6 we must conclude that the transitions in the
author’s train of thought are the hardest to grasp here. It is unclear

how many of the questions which remain open are due to the text’s
poor condition.






CHAPTER SEVEN

[ The various functions of the bones/

7, 484b9: ‘We therefore need to consider whether bones...” (Tnv t@v
d0TOV GUOLV BPa GKERTEOV).

Cf. PA. II 9, 654a32: ‘The nature of bones and that of veins are
similar’ ("Exet 8’ opolwg 1t e 1@V 60tdVv Kal 1| 1OV eAePdv gvo1g). Why
does this subject have to be discussed now? It seems rather capricious.
The previous chapter seemed mainly concerned with how bones and
sinews are nourished. The opponents appeared to argue that the bones
are nourished directly from the artériai and the blood vessels, with the
suggestion that this is necessary for the locomotion of hving creatures.
Sinews, on the other hand, are not. They receive their nutrition from
the bones. It was also noted that sinews cannot contain pnreuma (5,
483b13). But 6, 484a29 also mentioned the spine, commenting that it
does not have a motor function.

But Aristotle is clear that sinews cause the movement of the bones,
directly acted upon by pneuma. This seems to be the reason why he
now inquires whether the bones are used for movement or not. His
conclusion will be that the bones are not directly guided by preuma, as
his opponents seem to claim. For the heart and the belly, too, are in
motion. And they do not have bones, but they do have sinews!

apa seems motivated by 484a29 and everything that was said about
sinews in chap. 6.

Chap. 7 is inspired throughout by Pl. Tim. 73b—76e6.

7, 484b10: ‘“for support’ (npog Eperopua).

Cf. 484b14 and PA. II 9, 655a10, IV 10, 689b16-19: ‘four legs’
(tettapov éperoudrov), HA IV 7, 532b3; PA. 11 9, 655a25 and Pl.
Tim. 91e6-8: ‘their front limbs...were drawn to the ground...and
they rested these parts on the ground’ (t¢ T’ éunpécBia xdAo. . . elg
Yiiv EAxOpeve . .. fipetoav).

7, 484b10: ‘as a protective covering’ (Tpog TO GTEYELV KOl TEPLEXELY).
See also b15. The focus here is on one function of bones, that of ‘pro-
tective covering’. Cf. Meteor. 1 14, 352b8: Mountainous districts.. . . catch,
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contain and produce most water’ (ol DynAot Tonor) TAeloTOV Vdwp Kai
otéyovotv kol towodow). Probl. VIII 19, 889all. In 5, 484all we already
had arootéyov. Cf. Pl. Tim. 73d7: ‘a bone covering’ (6téyoopa. ..
doteivov).

7, 484b10: ‘and moreover whether some of them are a kind of origin’
(Bt & &l domep dpyal Eia).

J.E. Dobson: ‘and further, whether some bones are as it were origina-
tors of motion.” Likewise W.S. Hett 507 and J. Tricot 189. P. Gohlke
170 has: ‘Ferner erhebt sich die Frage, ob einige Knochen etwa die
Bedeutung eines Drehpunktes haben.” A. Roselli 140 is more precise:
‘e ancora se alcune sono come principi.’

There is no reason to take &pyod as ‘principles of movement’. Accord-
ing to Anstotle, the axis of the universe, to which the next sentence
refers, is not a principle of movement either (cf. M.A. 3, 699a20-22).
A. Roselli 114 points out that Plato attached great importance to the
brain and the spine.

However, Aristotle does regard some parts as ‘more fundamental’
than others. Cf. 4. 5, 706b11: ‘It 1s logical for the starting-points also
to be in these parts, for a starting-point is valuable’ (e0Adywg 8¢ kol at
apyol eiotv And ToVTeV TV poplwv. ‘H pév yap dpyn Tinov).

7, 484b11: ‘like the celestial axis (in the cosmos)’ (xoBdrep 0 ndéAoG).
J-F. Dobson: ‘like the axis of the universe’; likewise W.S. Hett 507
and J. Tricot 189, with reference to Pl. Tim. 40cl: ‘the axis through all
things’ (tov d1a movtog moAov tetopévov) and Arist. Cael. 11 13, 289b30
[this should be read as: 293b31]; A. Roselli 140: ‘come il polo’. The
remark does not seem to represent Aristotle’s own view, but is prob-
ably a reference to Plato’s Timaeus. In Tim. 73d6 Plato notes that the
entire human body was constructed around the spine. Aristotle talks
about ‘polar points’ (nérov) in the plural in M.A. 3, 699a20; 24; 30;
Mund. 2, 391b19; b25 and 392a2-3. And his criticism of the mythical
figure Atlas being interpreted as the celestial axis (Sidpetpog) in M.A.
3, 699a27-b11 and Cael. II 1, 284a18-35 is found in a context where
Plato’s theory of the World Soul is disputed. In Mund. 2, 391b26 the

term ‘axis’ (GEwv) is used for ‘celestial axis’.

7,484b11: ‘By “for movement” I mean for instance the bone of a foot,
or a hand’ (Méyw 8¢ mpog uév kiviov, otov modog T xePdQ).
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J.F. Dobson: ‘By motion I mean, e.g., that of the foot, the hand’;
J. Tricot 189: Jentends, par exemple, le mouvement du pied ou de
la main.’

But we should consider that the question is not whether the foot is
used for movement but whether ‘the bone of the foot’ is used for move-
ment. A foot and an arm are much more than bone(s). A. Roselli 140
correctly has: ‘come nel caso delle ossa del piede o della mano.’

7, 484b12: ‘both the movement of bending and locomotion’ (6poiwg
TNV T€ KAUTTIKNV Kol Ty Katd TO1ov).

Cf. Pl. Tim. 74a6: ‘to make movement and bending possible’
(KIVIOEWG KO KAPUWE®DS EVEKDL).

7, 484b13: ‘For the latter is impossible without bending’ (008¢ yap v
TOMIKNY 010V Te BVEVL KAUYEWS).

Cf. 14. 9, 708b26 ff:: ‘But without bending, 1t would be impossible
to walk, swim, or fly’ (AAAG pnyv kapyeng ye un obong ot &v nopela
obte vedoig obte ntfioig fiv). Repeated in 12, 711a8-10.

7, 484b14: “The legs (the “supporting parts”), we can say, belong to
these as well’ (oxedov 6¢ kai T épelopoto €v TOVTOLG).

J.E Dobson: ‘and usually the supporting functions belong to these
same bones’; W.S. Hett 507 and A. Roselli 140 are comparable. But
P. Gohlke 170 has: ‘Dabei bedarf man auch der Stiitzen.’

By o épeiopoata Aristotle means specifically the legs. Though these
serve to support the body of the living creature when they are not
moving, in many cases the same legs also have a locomotive function
(with shellfish as an exception, witness 8, 485a21-22).

7, 484b15: ‘But bones also serve as a protective covering’ (thv ¢ 10D
OTEYEWV KOl TEPLEXELY).

A. Roselli 114 remarks on thyv 8¢: sc. ypeiav (?). But this word does
not occur before 484b23.

Modern translators offer very free renderings here. In our view, puowv
from 484b9 needs to be added. The line of reasoning is: Thv 1@v dcTOV
@Oow...okentéov (a). The first option is indicated in 484b11: Aéyw 8¢
npog pev kivnow (b). Then ‘the support’ (c). Then in 484b15: thv &¢
100 oTéYEWV Kol MEPLEYEY (TAV doTRV @vow) (d).

Pl. Tim. 73d7 calls the spine a ‘covering’ (otéyoopa) for the spinal
marrow.
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7, 484b16: ‘and those who regard the marrow as the origin, as is we]]
known, assign the same function to the spine’ (kal 660t & T0vV pveddy
apxXAv)-

J.F. Dobson: ‘and those who make the marrow the originator of
motion treat the bones as primarily meant to protect it.” Likewise WS,
Hett 507; J. Tricot 189. P. Gohlke 170 has: ‘oder auch die Markkno-
chen’, as if the text reads 6ca. A. Roselli 114-115 reconstructs this text
by cutting lines 484b20 and 21 in two and pasting them on either side
of this clause. But this lacks any foundation.

It is clear that the author of Spir is thinking and writing here in a
very elliptical and telegram-like style. The thrust of the passage must
be: ‘and all those who regard the marrow as a principle [assign this
function to the spine].” Again the primary reference is probably to Pl.
Tim. 73b ff.: “They all owe their existence to the formation of the mar-
row’ (T0VTOLG GUURAGY GpyT) uEv N ToD pvedod yéveoig), as Dobson
rightly notes.

7, 484b16-17: ‘And the ribs are for enclosing’ (ai 8¢ mAevpal tod
ovykAeiew). Cf b18: ‘to which the ribs are attached for the purpose
of enclosing’ (&’ fi¢ ki ai mAevpoi mpodg Ty GOYKAEIOWY).

A. Roselli 140: ‘le costole hanno la funzione di racchiudere.’

By way of explanation we can cite PA. II 9, 654b32: “Thus we find
all the fleshy parts, with one exception, supported by bones, which serve,
when the parts are organs of motion, to facilitate flexure, and, when
the parts are motionless, act as a protection. The ribs, for example,
which enclose the chest are intend to ensure the safety of the heart and
neighbouring viscera’ (transl. by W. Ogle) (tolg pév odv dAAoig Yneotv
0010 101¢ GePKOBEST Popiole, TOTlg PEV KIVOLHEVOLG S1d KEuyLY T0VTOV
XGpw, 1oic & ducvitorg puAaxiic Evekev, olov oi ovykheiovoan mhevpal
10 otiifog catnpiog xépv TV mepl Ty Kopdiav orddyyvov).

7, 484b17: “The primary and stable factor is the spine’ (&pyxh 8¢ kol
HEVOV T) PaYLS).

After illustrating the various functions of bones with examples, as
announced in 484b9-10, he now addresses the second question, men-
tioned in 484b11: what is primary in the osseous system? See PA. 11
9, 654b11: ‘The origin of blood is the heart, that of the bones...the
so-called backbone; the other bones form a coherent whole which starts
there’ (Apyn 88 t@v pev eAePav 1 xapdic, 1@v 8 do1dv N Kakovpuévn
PaxIS. .. 0’ fig cuvexnc 1 1AV 8AAwv dotdv éott @voig). He connects
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this with his theory from A.A. 1, 698al5: ‘movement proves impossible
if there is nothing at rest’ (&dOvatov kiveloBo undevog Rpepodviog)
and 4, 700a6-11; 6, 700b35-701al; 10, 703a4-6. See also 1A4. 12,
711al0, to which A. Roselli 115 refers, and 9, 708b21.

7, 484b20: ‘Some therefore find the origin here, in the spinal marrow
and the brain’ (év ¢ & koi thv &pyhv éviot 16v e payitv koi oV
gykéQaAov).

J.F. Dobson’s translation is in line with his translation of apyat in
484b11, but nonsensical: ‘under which head some class the onginator
of motion; i.e. the spinal marrow and the brain.” Similarly W.S. Hett
509 and J. Tricot 189. P. Gohlke 170: ‘In Wirbelsaule und Gehirn sehen
manche den Lebensquell.” A. Roselli 115 deletes this sentence here and
splits it into two parts, which she inserts in bl6 and b17.

The author had announced an inquiry into the origin or origins of
the osseous system (484bll). He then identified the spine as arché in
bl7. Here he adds that the final cause, too, can always be identified in
living creatures, and it always has an archeé too. Plato and his supporters
find this primary final principle in the brain and the spinal marrow
(Tum. 73b—d). In their view, therefore, the spine does not function as the
principle of the osseous system, but serves to protect the marrow.

In GA. 11 4, 740a1-21 Aristotle states that the heart functions as the
origin of a new living creature.

7, 484b21: ‘the spinal marrow’ (tov paxitmv).

Elsewhere in the Corpus only in PA. I 6 and 7. In II 7 Aristotle
discusses the relation between brain and spinal marrow and disputes
Plato’s view that the two form a unity (7im. 73c) and that the brain is
the origin of the marrow (II 7, 652a25). This suggests that we should
search for a relationship with Plato’s theory in this text too.

7, 484b22: ‘for joining’ (éricuvoeiig. .. x&pwv).
Cf. 6, 484a30: ‘for connecting’ (cuvayewg x&pLv).

7, 484b22: ‘for joining and enclosing, like the collar-bone. Perhaps its
name (key-bone) derives from this’ (énicuvaefig kol cuykAeiceng xapty,
olov 1| kAeig, 80ev Towg Kkai tobvopa).

Cf. HA. T 13, 493a22: ‘As a brace for the rear parts is the pelvis—
indeed this circumstance provides its name osphys: as we can see, it is
symmetrical (isophyues)’ (transl. by A.L. Peck) (tdv & SmicBev d16lopa
pev | 0oeig (60ev xai tobvopa Exel- Soxel yop elvor iG0QUES)).
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7, 484b28: ‘for turning’ (Eveka Thg oTPOYHC).
I. Bekker has rightly corrected the reading tpogfig of the mss.

7, 484b31: 4f there were not two radii functioning in the lower leg’ (¢}
un 800 ai év T4} kvnun xepxideq).

The Greek text of W. Jaeger has kivijoet in stead of kvaun. J.F. Dob-
son: ‘if’ there were not the two radii which are used in these motions.’
Likewise W.S. Hett 509 and ]J. Tricot 190. A. Roselli reads with ms Z:
at év i} xviun xepxidec. P Gohlke 171 also translates: ‘wenn nicht
zwel Knochen im Unterschenkel sich befinden.’

Cf. 7, 484b28 on the radius in the forearm.

7, 484b31: ‘Just so we should consider for the other bones, for instance
the movement of the neck, whether this is one bone’ (@sabTog 8¢ xoi
1% §AMo oxentéov, olov 1) 100 Tpayfrov xivioig, el v 10 doTodV).

Aristotle touches upon this question in P4. IV 10, 686a20: wolves
and lions have no neck vertebrae but one neck-bone: povostoiv v
avxéva €govot. Nature has arranged it thus for the purpose of giv-
ing them more strength. See also HA. II 1, 497b16: ‘the lion has one
bone in his neck, but no vertebrae’ (8 ye Aéwv 10 100 adyévog Exer €v
00710bV, 6povdvAovg 8’ ol Exer). A.L. Peck (1965) 75 n. 6 comments
here: “This is true of the whale, but not of the lion.’

7, 484b33: ‘to connect’ (cvvdecpov).

Cf. b37. And see PA. II 6, 652a16: ‘on account of its separate
vertebrae (the spine) requires something that holds it together’ (dgtrat
ouvdéopov it Tag SaAAYEL).

7, 484b33: ‘the kneecap’ (| poAn).

Elsewhere in this sense only in H.4. I 15, 494a5: “The double-headed
part of the leg is the thigh-bone, the sliding part is the knee-cap’
(Zxélovg 8¢ 10 pév dueicépatov pnpoc, 10 8¢ tAavnoiedpov poin).

7, 484b35: ‘All bones with a motor function have sinews’ (6oo pev obv
KWITTIKG, TAVTO LEV HETO VEVP®V).

J-F. Dobson: ‘Now all parts which are capable of motion...’; likewise
J. Tricot 190. A better translation is W.S. Hett 509: ‘All bones which
are concerned with movement’.
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Here Aristotle anticipates his important thesis in 8, 485a6-7. Bones
do not possess movement themselves, but are set in motion by the
SINews.

7, 484b35: ‘and perhaps in particular those which are suitable for doing
something’ (lowg & 0o TPoKTIKA OG POAMOTA).

The motor system of human beings, who are alone in being capable
of praxis, is the most refined. Cf. 14. 12, 711bl1: “for the use of his
hands and for taking food’ (npdg 1€ TV YXeWPDV YpHicWV KAl TPOG TNV
tiig Tpogfig Afjyy).

7, 484b37: “The other bones with a connective function have sinews
to the extent that they need them’ (ta. 8" GAAo cvvdéopov yapwv, doo
Settoun).

J.E Dobson takes t& 8 &AAo to refer to the sinews of b35: ‘the
other sinews are for the purpose of fastening together all those bones
which require fastening’” W.S. Hett 509 puts a different construction
on the sentence: ‘The rest have sinews for connexion, if they need
them at all.” Likewise J. Tricot 190. P. Gohlke 171 interprets detton
as a form of 8¢w, ‘to bind’: ‘wahrend andere nur binden sollen, wo
sie als Bander dienen.” Cf. A. Roselli 140: ‘nei casi in cui le ossa sono
legate tra di loro.’

oVVOEGLOL XGpLY, as in 484b33: npdc ... oUvdeopov, must be a func-
tion of the bones here. So we must translate as if the text reads: to &
aAha [dotd Soa] cuvdéouov xépwv [Eotwy], [petd vedpov ott] Soa
delton [vedpwv]. A connective function of the sinews is not mentioned
until 485a2.

7, 484b38: “for instance the spine’ (olov 1 péxig).

The spine is said here to be held together by few or no sinews,
because it has little use for them.

In PA. 11, 640a19-26 Aristotle notes that Empedocles was ignorant
of the purpose of the spine and explained the many vertebrae as result-
ing from breakage in the womb due to bending.

7, 484b38: ‘But hinge joints do’ (GAL’ fy kGuyig).
J.F. Dobson: (‘for perhaps some, e.g. the spine, have little or no func-
tion) except that of bending’, explaining: ‘Read aAA’ 7 xauyic.” W.S.
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Hett 509 follows in his footsteps but tacitly corrects &AL’ f. Likewise
J. Tricot 190: ‘en dehors la flexion.” P. Gohlke 171: ‘{Manche Knochen
haben vielleicht keine Sehnen oder nur wenige, wie die Wirbelséule.)
Aber die Kruimmung erfordert sie.” A. Roselli 117 puts the above three
Greek words between cruces interpretum and leaves them untranslated
on p. 140.

Because we already encountered xapwig in 7, 484b14; b24; b25al in
the sense of ‘bending movement’, it is understandable that interpreters
find this meaning here too. But H. Bonitz, Index 362b29 notes very
pertinently: ‘significat enim kGuy1g et actionem tod kapntesBor et eam
partem in qua fit.” The word can also mean ‘hinge joint’. Cf. PA. 11
9, 654b25: ‘“There 1s also cartilage between the joints’ (Kol xov8pddn
8¢ popro petald v xapyedv eiot). Unlike the spine, these joints do
need sinews to perform their useful task. Aristotle says as much in the
preceding sentence 11 9, 654b23: ‘Certain bones of which the extremi-
ties—the beginning of one and the end of the other—resemble each
other are connected by sinews’ ("Evia & avtdv opoiav Exovia Thv
apyfiv tyv Batépov ) tedevt]i Batépov cuvdédeton vevporg). Cf. also
H.A. TII 5, 515b3: “The sinews are stretched around the joints and the
hinges of the bones’ (t& 8¢ vedpa Sreonacuévo nepl 1o GpBpa xai TG
0V d0TOV €0t Kapyews) and 515b10-11.

7, 485a2: ‘a mucous fluid’ (bypotng po&wdng).

Cf. 6, 484a32: ‘the sticky fluid’ (bypotng yAioypa) and H.A4. III 5,
515b16: ‘Round the sinews a mucous liquid is formed, white and
sticky, by which they are nourished and from which they seem to be
formed’ ('Yypomg 8¢ mepl adTa [‘EOL vevpa] poEddng yivetan, Aevxm kol
KoAO3NG, T Tpépetan kad &€ fig yvdueva paivetan). 111 11, 517b28;
P.A. 11 9, 655a28.

7, 485a2: “The others are moreover connected by sinews, for instance
those about the joints’ (1& 8¢ kol Guveitan vebpolg, olov T mept T
apOpa).

J.F. Dobson: ‘others are bound together by sinews—thus we find
sinews in the joints of the limbs’; likewise W.S. Hett 511; J. Tricot 190
and A. Roselli 140. P. Gohlke 171 translates here: ‘Anders ist iiberhaupt
nur durch Sehnenbinder zusammengehalten, wie der Unterleib’, prob-
ably because he interprets &pBpa as ‘private parts’.
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Cf. PL. Tum. 75d4: ‘he distributed the rest among all the limbs to con-
nect one member with the other’ (10 8 &Ala [vebpo] eig dmovta o
péhn Sréomnerpe, ouvantev dpBpov 8pBpw). 74d6: ‘With these materials
the god covered the bones and the marrow. By means of the sinews
he connected the bones to each other’ (oig svuneprAaBav 6 Bedg doTd.
Kol HUEAOV, dNoag Tpog GAANAG vevpOLg).






CHAPTER EIGHT

[The functionality of all things in nature]

8, 485a4: ‘A better explanation of all things is obtained by an investi-
gation like the present’ (TIavtov &’ éotiv Adyog 6 Beltiov dg kai viv
Cntew).

J.E. Dobson: “The best description of everything may be obtained by
an investigation like the present’; W.S. Hett 511 and J. Tricot 190 are
comparable; P. Gohlke 172: ‘Uberall liegt der Grund darin, dass es so
besser ist. Dies gilt auch hier.” A. Roselli 117 puts the words 6 BeAtiwv
oG between cruces interpretum and translates on p. 140: ‘La ragione di
ogni cosa (?) *** ricercare anche ora.’

By letter of August 23, 2005 D. Holwerda has proposed to read:
évtov & ‘eig iy Adyog 6 Pedtiov mg kai viv {ntelv and to trans-
late: ‘In all matters it is the best method of inquiry to ask: “for what
purpose?” Likewise now.’

8, 485a5: ‘But we must study as far as adequate the final causes for
the sake of which things exist.” (&AM TG dpyog €0’ ikovov, OV xGpy,
OKENTEOV).

J.E. Dobson: ‘but we must adequately investigate the final causes.’
Likewise W.S. Hett 511; P. Gohlke 171: ‘Bei den Grundlagen geniigt es,
den Zweck zu untersuchen.’ J. Tricot 190: ‘Mais nous devons examiner
d’une maniére suffisante les causes finales.’

For the priority of the final cause as an explanatory principle in
Aristotle, cf. PA. 1 1, 639b14: “The first cause seems to be that which
we call “for the sake of”. For this is the logical reason, and the logi-
cal reason is the starting-point’ (Paiveton 8¢ npotn fv Aéyonev Evexd
Twvog - Adyog yaip ovtog, &pxh 8 6 Adyoq).

The idea here seems comparable with Eth. Nic. 1 3, 1094b11: ‘Our
treatment will be adequate if it 1s as accurate as befits the subject
treated. We should not aspire to the same degree of precision in all
scientific studies’ (Aéyorto & Ov ikav@g, €l KQTO THV VLOKEMEVTYV
YAnv SrocoenBein: 10 yap dxpifeg ovy Opolog év dmasct tolg Adyorg
¢mlntntéov) and 1094b23-28. In this connection Aristotle rejects
any search, in the style of Plato and his supporters, for the ‘ultimate



164 DE SPIRITU

principles’ of every subject. See also EN. I 13, 1102a24: “The student
of politics must also study the soul, but study it with a view to politics
and to the extent that is adequate to the questions he 1s addressing’
(Bewpntéov 81 kot 1@ oAtk mept Yoy, Dewpntéov 8¢ ToOTOV Xépty,
xai £’ Soov tkavig Exel tpog 1o {nTovpeva).

8, 485a5: ‘In our view, it is not the bones which exist for the sake of
movement but rather the sinews or their analogues, the primary part
containing the pneuma which causes movement’ (00x Gv 86&gte xiviceamg
#vexa 10 0018, GAAG pdAAov & vedpo: | 16 dvdhoyov, év @ mpdim 1o
nvedpa 1O KINTIKOV).

Cf. PA. 11 9, 654b27: “The bones exist for the sake of the flesh’ (ai
obipkeg. .. MV Evexev 10 1@V d0T@V 0Tt Yévog).

This is an important passage. Order now emerges in what seemed
at first sight to be a chaotic discussion of pneuma, respiration, the three
movements of pneuma (only in the artéria and not in the sinews), the
nutrition of the bones, etc. For Aristotle makes it clear here that the
sinews are much more important for him than for his opponents. In
Arnistotle’s view, sinews are primarily responsible for carrying out and
passing on the action (energeia) of the innate pneuma, which is the first
agent to undergo the effect of the soul. The connection with the previous
sentence is: if we carefully examine what the final cause of the bones is,
with a view to the inquiry we are conducting, we will have to conclude
that the bones do not have movement as their real final cause.

8, 485a7: ‘their analogues’ (ta dvdaioyov). .

Cf. PA. III 5, 668a4: ‘in a vein or its analogue’ (v @AePi kol 10
avaroyov).

Anstotle leaves room here for various forms of things which corre-
spond to the sinews of higher, vertebrate animals. év @ again classifies
all these things under one heading: the primary bearer of pneuma as
the cause of movement.

8, 485a7: ‘For even the belly moves and the heart has sinews’ (¢nel kol
N koAl xwvelton xai i kapdio vedpo Exen).

See earlier 6, 484al17-18: ‘For there are sinews in the heart too’
(ko yap év 1§} kopdig vedpov). Cf. HA. III 5, 515a28: ‘The heart has
sinews within itself, in the largest cavity; and the so-called aorta is a
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sinewy blood vessel’ (xoi yaip év a0t 7| kepdio Exel vebpo €v T peylotn
KOIAQ, kol T} kadovpévn dopth vevpddng o1l eALy). However, whereas
a modern reader (since William Harvey) may be inclined to think that
these sinews are required in the heart to keep the blood circulating,
Aristotle sees them as necessary for the motor system of the living
creature. Cf. PA. III 4, 666b13: “The heart also has many sinews. This
is logical. For movements start from the heart and these are brought
about by contraction and relaxation. For this the heart therefore requires
the help and power of muscles’ ("Exel 8¢ kel vebpwv mAR0Bo¢ 1y xopdic,
kol 1001 eOAdYwG: Amd TeVTNG YOP ol KWVIOELS, TEpaivovion O€ S1a
10D #Akew kol avidval: Sel odv tolodtng drnpecsiog kol ioyxvog). Cf.
MA. 7,701b7-10 and 10, 703a4-28.

This is a crucial point for Aristotle. If there is movement in the belly
and the heart contains sinews, the sinews must be responsible for this
movement and for all movement, and not the bones. And in that case
the principle of movement, i.e. pneuma, must also be active in the sinews.
This refutes the position of Aristotle’s opponents that pneuma does supply
food to the bones but not to the sinews (3, 482b7; 6, 484al6).

8, 485a8: ‘Bones are not present in all living creatures, but in some they
are necessarily present’ (& 8’ 00 maov, GAL’ €viog avaykn).

Thus A. Roselli 119, correcting avaykn to avéykn. W. Jaeger read:
gvioig, avayxn xoi...J.E. Dobson: ‘but only some, not all parts have
bones.” Likewise W.S. Hett 511; J. Tricot 190. A. Roselli 141: ‘E le ossa
(?) non si trovano in tutte le parti ma sono in alcune, per necessita.’
Clearly the superior translation is provided here by P. Gohlke 172:
‘Knochen dagegen haben nur einige Tiere, nicht alle.” The octopus that
follows directly in 485a10 is an example of such a boneless animal.

8, 485a9: And such a living creature requires sinews for such a move-
ment or for...” (kai npog TV TowHTNV Kivnow vedpo €xet 1 eig 10

Thus A. Roselli 119, commenting in the critical apparatus: ‘post 10
spatium aliquot litterarum praebent codd.’ Jaeger read the same, but
accepted the correction €xewv by 1. Bekker. In her commentary Roselli
notes that the lacuna offers room for five or six letters, but that this is
highly uncertain. J.E. Dobson has: ‘every part must have sinews appro-
priate for performing such motion or for <performing it well> adding
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in n. 3: ‘My conj. 10 <eb> is not quite suitable, but is suggested by
xokdg of foll. line. Didot reads 10 <Badilewv>." J. Tricot adopts this
suggestion. P. Gohlke, 21 n. 8 proposes <koA&g>.

By letter of August 23, 2005 D. Holwerda proposes to add
to<io0TnVv>: ‘for this movement or that’.

8, 485a10: ‘For an octopus can walk, 1f only small distances and with
difficulty’ (6 yap moAdnovg én’ dAlyov kol kokdg Padilet).

The octopus occurs frequently in Aristotle. For a list of places in
the biological works, see Aristote, Marche des ammaux. Mouvement des ani-
maux. Index des traités biologiques, texte établi et traduit par P. Louis (Paris
1973) 107. It belongs to the lowest group of animals, without blood,
breath, or bones. Resp. 9, 475b7—11 says that squids and octopuses, if
taken out of the water, are adequately cooled by the outer air because
they do not possess much vital heat. They are mentioned again in 12,
477a4—5 as animals without much heat. But the text adds that they
secrete liquid via the cavity above ‘what is called their “head”’ (but
which in actual fact is the channel of their waste products). In HA. 1
3, 489b33 the ‘polypous’ is compared with other aquatic animals which
swim, and most rapidly so in a backward direction. Of these others it
is said: ‘Neither of these is able to walk as the octopus can’ (Badilet d¢
to0teV [viz. the onrio and the tevtic] 008étepov, donep mOALTOVG).
The implication is that although ‘octopuses’ can use their feet for
locomotion, they prefer to swim. They are discussed again in IV 1,
523b21 fI. They use their tentacles as feet and as hands. And they can
discharge a dark liquid. A ‘polypous’ does not have hard (bone-like) parts.,
Cartilage is found only about their head, where it gradually hardens
(524b28). HA. IV 1, 525al3 talks about various kinds of ‘polypodes’.
See also IV 8, 534b25-29.

Therefore, because they do not have legs, they must possess (an
analogue of) sinews to use their tentacles.

8, 485al1: ‘For we should assume as a principle that the bones of all
animals serve the purpose of movement, or some other purpose, but
contributing to their characteristic movement’ (8¢t yap tobto Aofelv
wonep dpynyv, 6t taowv f| dAAov Tvdg xépv AL TpOg THY Kivnowy
v oikelav).

Thus the reading of the manuscripts. J.F. Dobson recalibrates:
‘We must take as a starting-point the fact that all animals have differ-
ent organs for different purposes with a view to the peculiar motion
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of each’ (he apparently adopts the corrections of W. Jaeger, who
reads GAAa and deletes 7j); likewise W.S. Hett 511 and J. Tricot 191;
P. Gohlke does not follow Jaeger: ‘In solchen Fallen muss man namlich
das Grundsatzliche erfassen, das alle brauchen, oder man muss den
Zweck anders fassen, etwa dass die Knochen zu einer besonderen
Bewegung erforderlich sind.” A. Roselli 119 replaces 1} with 0¥k (1), and
retains GAAQ. She translates on p. 141: ‘Bisogna infatti assumere come
punto di partenza che in tutti gli animali essi non servono a nient’altro
se non a compiere il movimento che ¢ loro proprio.” But she sympathizes
with Jaeger’s corrections.

It is highly questionable whether the corrections of Jaeger and
Roselli deserve support. As from 485a5 the issue is the role of bones.
For Aristotle’s opponents, bones are used for the movement of the liv-
ing creature. But in chap. 7 Aristotle indicated a much broader range
of functions for the bones. And he now launches his decisive attack.
Perhaps bones do not serve the purpose of movement. This function
belongs to the sinews (a5—6). Many kinds of animals do not have bones
(a8). Since the text passes down naow i, we should consider that Aris-
totle is again applying his universality principle, which we also found
used in 2, 482al0-11; 482a24; 6, 484b7-8. The idea might be: “The
proposition that bones exist for the sake of movement holds good for
all living creatures or does not hold good. In the second case they serve a
different purpose, but do contribute to the movement proper to the living
creature.” For npog (tnv xivnow), cf. 4, 483a18: npog v évépyeiav.

This other purpose is explicitly identified in 485a18: animals have
feet for the provision of food and for standing upright. Just as perception
exists for the sake of self-preservation (Amm. III 12, 434b13-27), so
locomotion exists for the getting of food.

8, 485a13: ‘For instance the feet for land animals, two for those that
stand erect, but more for animals which move entirely on the ground’
(toig pev 6pBoig dbo, 101G 8¢ mavieAds émi thg Yig TAeiovg).

J.E. Dobson: ‘those that are upright having two; others which move
altogether upon the earth...have several.’

But the contrast here is not between human beings and reptiles, but
between human beings, who are alone in not walking with their head
bowed to the ground (because they possess the most pure and hot
pneuma), and all other animals with four (or more) feet (of which the
preuma is less pure and hot). Cf. Pl. Tim. 91e2-92a, with e7: ‘bowed to
the ground’ (elg YAv €AxSpevar).
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See also Arist. 14. 1, 704al2 and 5, 706b3: ‘in bipeds “above” cor.
responds with what is “above” in the universe’ (t& pev dinoda 10 &ve
mpdg T0 10V GAov &ve Exet), b9: ‘bipeds are upwards oriented becauge
they stand upright; man in particular’ (1 8¢ 8imoda mpoOg 10 Gve dug,
10 8pBa elva, pdhota 8 6 &vBpwrog). PA. II 10, 656a10-13; .4 15,
712b31; Resp. 13, 477a15-23.

So there is a distinction between these living creatures and the
‘many-footed’ referred to in 485226, ‘whose bodies move entirely on
the ground’ (éri yig OAo T cOpATO).

8, 485al5: ‘other animals can even move without feet, for they move
in their situation with a movement all of their own’ (t6. 8¢ xai &modo,
Shoog Eyxowpel: Pig yop oVto kiveloBon).

Thus the text in W, Jaeger, who brackets this sentence as a paren-
thetical remark. J.F. Dobson: ‘Some creatures again may be entirely
without feet, for it is possible for them under these conditions to be
moved only by external force,” explaining that he takes the meaning to
be: éyxopel eivan. Similarly W.S. Hett 511 and J. Tricot 191. P. Gohlke
21 corrects the text to: 81 yap 10 0Vt kveloBa, but adds on p. 197
that this is highly uncertain. A. Roselli 120 puts Big yap oVte between
cruces interpretum.

Only now do the reptiles come up for discussion. Perhaps Aristotle
is saying here: ‘footless animals are entirely earthy and cold as regards
their Ayle. For they can move with a movement all of their own.” Per-
haps we should therefore read:...8Ahwc. éyywpel <id>ig [sc. xivioel]
yap ovtm KiveloDat. )

On the locomotion of snakes, see I.4. 7, 707b7 £ This interest in
10 1dta ekdotov is underlined by Aristotle in 485a24.

Cf. PL. Tim. 92a6: ‘the most senseless of all among them, which
stretch their entire body at length on the earth, were created by the
gods as animals that crawl, footless® (&modo. ot ko IAvondpeve ént
T éyévvnoav).

8, 485al7: ‘but they differ for the faster and heavier flyers’ (diapopo
8¢ toig mtnTikwtéporg kai Paputéporc).

J.F. Dobson: “The parts differ as they are to fly faster or slower.” He
follows the text of W. Jaeger, who read Bpadutéporg, proposed by U.C.
Bussemaker. The mss have Bpoyvtéporg. W.S. Hett 511 follows Dobson.
P. Gohlke p. 21 n. 10 proposes to read Boapvtéporg and translates on
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p- 172: ‘Dabei unterscheiden sich die flugtiichtigeren von den schwer-
eren.’ J. Tricot 191 goes along with Hett.

Gohlke opted for a reading which was also proposed by Bussemaker
and is doubtless correct. A. Roselli adopts it too (not from Gohlke, whom
she has not used). She demonstrates that this contrast is characteristic
of Aristotle’s generally acknowledged works: PA. II 13, 657b7; IV 12,
694a6; HA. 11 12, 504b8; G.A. 111 1, 749b19 ft

Aristotle uses this contrast in 1.4. 10, 710a16-710b4 for the distinc-
tion between winged insects and ordinary birds, because as regards
body weight and flying capacity these kinds relate to each other as a
cargo ship to a racing yacht!

To the open-minded this may be a remarkable indication for Aris-
totle’s authorship of Spur

8, 485a18: ‘They have feet for the purpose of getting food and for
standing, except in the case of the bat. That is why the bat gets its
food from the air. And that is why it does not need to rest. For they
do not need to alternate’ (m6dag 8¢ Tpofig xdpv Kol AvaGTAGEWS,
ANV 1fic voxtepidog: 810 kol ThHv Tpoenv £k 100 &épog. kol uh delabot
Savanavoemg: oV deovton yap &’ GAlwv).

Cf. L4. 19, 714b10: ‘Or should we regard this entire class as mutilated
and assume that they move in such a way as if one had cut off the feet
of limbed creatures, like the seal and the bat?” ("H @onep dvannpov
3el nBévan nav 10 1010010V Yévog [sc. of crustaceans), kol kwveloBat
opoimg olov €1 Tig Amokdyele TRV VOGSV T& GKEAY, BoTEp T PAKT
xal i vuktepic) and PA. IV 13, 697b1-14, where it is argued that the
bat is intermediate between winged and land animals. See also H.A.
I1,487b21.

3 &Ahov—].E. Dobson: “for they certainly do not need to do so
for any other reason.” But Dobson reads: o1 &AAwg. He is followed by
WS. Hett 511 and J. Tricot 191. P. Gohlke corrects to: <ei un> v’
avaravoemg: ‘sie braucht sie...nur zum Ausruhen, zu etwas anderem
nicht.” A. Roselli 120 does not introduce changes into the text, and
translates the end: ‘le zampe infatti non servono per altri scopi’ (141).

Bats do not need to rest because they do not have to interrupt their
flight to search for food on the ground. Cf. 1.4. 18, 714a20-22, which
states that birds cannot always remain in mid air. We should therefore
read 1oAA<ay>®v. Manuscript L has 8t éAAfAav.
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8, 485a21: ‘But among aquatic animals shellfish have feet on account
of their weight [and not for locomotion]. Thus far on locomotion’ (g,
3¢ ootpaxddeppo 1@V Evidpwv Hronoda dia 10 Pépog. xal tadta pgy
TpOC TV KOTO, TONOV AAAAYMV).

J.F. Dobson’s translation is wide of the mark: ‘The hard-shelled
aquatic animals have feet on account of their weight; thus they are
enabled to move from place to place’; W.S. Hett 511: “These members
serve for locomotion’; P. Gohlke 172: ‘und zwar zur Fortbewegung’_
Likewise J. Tricot 191.

In fact it is perfectly clear to Anstotle that shellfish do not move! If
they did, the remark 81 10 Papog would be very strange. The remark
is entirely in keeping with LA4. 19, 714b14: ‘Shellfish do move, but
against their nature: it is not in their nature to move, only measured
against animals which stay in one place and are attached do they
move, but measured against locomotive animals they do not move’
(Ta & dotpaxddepuo Kivelton pev, Kvelton d¢ Tapd eOov: o Yap
£6TL KIVNTIKG, QAN g uév HOVIUO KOl TPOSTEPUKOTO KIVNTIKG, ()G OF
mopevtika poviua). The translatdon by A. Roselli 141 of the last part
of the above-cited sentence is therefore excellent: ‘Queste sono dunque
le observazioni relative al movimento locale.” The sentence kol Tadta
HEV PO TV xaTd T0mov GAAayAv has the same conclusory function
as 1, 481a27: “These are roughly the arguments for the growth and
preservation of the innate pneuma on the basis of food’ (| pev ovv 8K
g tpoetic avénoig xal Srapovn oxedov tadTa).

8, 485a23: ‘But for everything which serves other purposes the governing
principle (for our inquiry) is what is specific to each living creature’ (6oc
3¢ mpog v BAANY ypeiav, Homep DENYELTaL Kol ExdoTOL T& idL0K).

A. Roselli 141: ‘Per quanto riguarda le altre funzioni, come si €
detto; ed ogni parte ha le sue proprietad.” But Aristotle is saying here
that an investigator must accurately observe the specific characteristics
of animals. Cf. P4. I 3, 643b10: ‘Instead we must try to divide the
animals into classes after the example of the standard classification of
birds and fishes’ (AAAGL 8¢l nelpaoBor AouPdvey kora yévn a0 Loa,
og VERiYMVE’ o1 moAAoi Sropicavteg Spvifog yévog kai ixBdog).

8, 485a25: ‘why many-footed insects are the slowest” (31& i t& ToAOTOSL
Bpaditarta).

Cf. I4. 7, 707al7: locomotion occurs either exclusively or principally
among animals which perform it on two or four points of support’
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(LGAroTO TOVTOLG VRapXEl TOV {DoV T KOTO TOROV KIviolg, & dusiv 7y
TETTAPOLY TOLELTOLL OTHELOLG TV KOTh TOmov petafornv). For Aristotle
this no doubt has to do with the fact that all animals with more than
four feet are bloodless creatures, whose nature is colder and earthier
and therefore less suited to movement than bipeds and quadrupeds.

This chapter 8 demonstrates the same broad knowledge of the animal
kingdom as De incessu animalium.






CHAPTER NINE

[Vital heat as the only and multi-functional life-bearing principle]

For this chapter, see also E. Neustadt, Hermes 44 (1909) 6069, who is
convinced that it is Stoic (in the line of Chrysippus), with an Aristotelian
slant. W. Jaeger (art. 1913) defended the same position. A. Roselli 122
firmly rejects any contrast with the preceding chapters.

9, 485a28: ‘Our opponents’ (O1 &vaipodvieg).

Cf. Metaph. A 9, 990b17: ‘the theory of Ideas is radically at odds with
views which we prefer to the existence of the Ideas’ (6Awg te dvorpodoty
ol mepl TAV idAV Adyor & paAdov eivar BovAopeDa Tod tog 18éag elvan).
Phys. 1 2, 185a1-2: ‘a mathematician cannot argue with someone who
rejects his principles’ (1® yewpétpn ovkétt Aoyog E0Tt TPOG TOV GvEAIVTAL
106G apx6c). I 8, 191b12: ‘the denial of all becoming’ (Gvédew nacav
v yéveowv). Cael. III 8, 306b28: ‘it becomes obvious that they banish
becoming from the world’ (Gvaipodviag (sc. Tovg Adyoung) dyeton TV
YEVEGIV €K TOV GVIOV).

Spir. also turns on a radical opposition between the author and those
with whom he is in debate. The author is referring here to the two
views considered in chap. 1. After a dialectical debate in eight chap-
ters he arrives at his own thetic discussion, the theory to which he has
constantly alluded in the previous chapters, that of the innate pneuma or
vital heat, which under the guidance and direction of the vital principle
(the soul) produces the living entity in all its facets.

In various ways the opponents have designated respiration and vital
breath as the fundamental efficient cause. Aristotle now shows once
and for all that only the innate pneuma is primary and forms a unity
with the soul, and is the instrument of the soul, and that all other
vital processes depend on this ‘efficient principle’. So chap. 9 is the
positive complement of the critical analysis conducted throughout the
preceding work.

9, 485a28: ‘the vital heat...the efficient principle’ (10 Oeppov 10
épyolopevov).
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Aristotle here firmly rejects the position of his opponents that the
inhaled air in the artériai 1s respon51ble for the movement which supplies
and digests the food (4, 482b15-16: éndyovoa kol KatspyaCouevn) and
sets out his own alternative. Cf. GA. II 3, 736a27: ‘acts by the power
residing in it’ (épyaleton 1 dvvayper T évodon év avt®).

This is the fundamental theory of all Aristotle’s biological works: Anim,
IT 4, 416b28: ‘the vital heat brings about concoction. That is why every
ensouled being has vital heat’ (¢py&leton 8¢ v méyv 10 Beppov- Sio
nav Euyoyov Exer Beppudmra), to which he adds: ‘We have now dealt
with the subject of food in general. We must clarify it in more specific
discussions’ (1% pév odv 7 Tpogh Tt éoTwv eipnton Sracagnréov &
¢otiv Votepov mepl aTG v 101G oikelolg A0Yotg). In 416a9-18 Aristotle
had rejected the view of those who identify ‘fire’ as the principle of
life and growth by qualifying that it is always ‘fire under the guidance
of the soul as logos’. The position which Aristotle adopts in chap. 9 is
anticipated in 5, 484a6—7: ‘But if vital heat is the productive agent and
generates life through heat as it were’ (el 8¢ notel kol olov dvalenupel
Bepud t0 Beppov); see the commentary there. See also 2, 481b4.

9, 485a29: ‘and who claim that fire has only one direction of movement
and only a capacity to cut’ (11 plo T1g popd kol dOvapig N TUNTIKN
700 TVPOQ).

In his critical apparatus W. Jaeger proposed the conjecture ‘to melt’
(tnktikn). Cf his article (1913; repr. 1960) 88 n. 1 and 98 with n. 1.
But there is no basis for this correction.

Cf. Pl. Tun. 56d1: ‘Earth may meet fire and be dissolved by its keen-
ness’ (I'fi pév ovvruyydvovsa nupl Sradvbelod e vrd thg d&vTNTOG
ab10v). 56d6; 57a2-3; 61d7; 61e3; 80d3: ‘Fire cuts the food into pieces.
Moreover, it floats up and down inside us and follows the breath’
(tépvoviog pev & ortia 100 mupdc, aiwpovpévon 8¢ évidg 1@ TvELHATL
ouvenopévov). 80d6; 80e3. The same criticism of Plato can be found in
Cael. 111 5, 304a7-18 and 8, 307a26, to which A. Roselli 123 refers.

9, 485a30: ‘For even in inanimate thmgs it does not always produce
the same effect in all cases’ (003¢ yop SAwc T0lg dydyo1g TODTO ROLEL
Toow).

The text of the mss has SAa. J.F. Dobson corrects to 6Amg and
translates: ‘For in the case of inanimate things the action of fire is not
universally the same on all.” He is followed by W.S. Hett 513, J. Tricot
192, and A. Roselli 123. A correction does in fact seem necessary.
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9, 485a31: ‘but some things it condenses, others it rarefies, others it
dissolves, yet others it hardens’ (16 pév mokvol, Ta 8¢ pavotl kol THKEL,
10 8¢ TNYVLOLY).

A. Roselli 124 refers to PA. II 2, 649a29: “The vital heat seems
both to harden and to dissolve’ (Aokel 8¢ 10 Beppov kol mnyvivar xoi
thkew). The entire section from II 2, 648b11 to 649a33 deals with the
different effects of ‘heat’. See also GA. II 1, 734b28-735a4 with b31:
‘Hardness, softness, elasticity, brittleness, and all such properties...can
be caused by heat and cold’ (ckAnpé pév odv kai pakokd koi YAioxpo
xai xpadpa . . . Oeppotng kol yoypdng nomoetev av) and M.A. 8, 702a9:
‘that they can change from solid to liquid and from liquid to solid, and
from soft to hard and vice versa’ (uetafdAlovia €k mernydtov VYpo
xal £€ Dypdv mennydto kol pokaxd kol okAnpa €€ GAANAwV).

9, 485a33: ‘the fire which nature uses’ (¢pOoe0g THP).

10 tig eUoewg in 486a4 probably means the same as 10 pVoewg nop.
Cf. GA. 11 3, 736b33-737a7, where Aristotle explicitly contrasts ‘that
which we call heat’ (10 kadoOpevov Beppdv) and ‘the heat of animals’
(M év 1o1g Lworg Beppotng) with “fire’ (ndp).

9, 485a34: ‘of the goldsmith’ (xpvooxotkdq).
Only here in the Aristotelian Corpus.

9, 485a35: ‘of the coppersmith’ (yaAkevTixog).

Elsewhere only in PA. IV 6, 683a24 and G.4. V 8, 789b10, in both
cases in passages dealing with efficiency in nature and the smith’s art,
and in the latter passage with the moAbypnota character of hammer
and anvil in the smithy and preuma in nature.

9, 485a35: ‘of the cook’ (payerpikdg).
Only here in the Corpus.

9, 485a36: ‘But perhaps it is more correct to say that the crafts accom-
plish this’ {lowg 8’ dAnBéotepov d11 al téyvan).

Cf. G.A. 11 4, 740b25: ‘And just as the products of craft are made with
tools—it is more correct to say by their movement—and this movement
is the activity of craft and craft is the form of things which are made in
something else—so the capacity of the nutritive soul also acts,.. . using
heat and cold as tools’ (onep 8¢ 16 Lnd TH Téyvng yryvopeva yiyvetot
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S tddv 6pydvmv—i—fon &’ dAnBéotepov einelv S rﬁg KWACENS 0OTRY-
avtn &’ éotiv Ny évépyera The Téxvng, N OE Téxvn Lopen TRV ywvouevmv év
akhw—ommg T g Opentucic wuxfig dovapis. .. xpopévn olov dpydvorc
Bepuott xal woxpdtnti). The view of Spir 9 is identical with that of
G.A. Cf. also PA. II 7, 652b7-14.

9, 485a36: ‘for they use fire as an instrument’ (xp®vtat yap @omnep
OpYaV).

Cf. 485b6; bl6. The various crafts use (the natural body of) fire as
their séma orgamikon, their instrumental body. The comparison used by the
author here shows that he holds that the life forms of living creatures
use ‘vital heat’ as ‘instrumental body’ in the same way.

9, 485b2: ‘and also to shape some things’ (Evia 8¢ kal pvOuilovoa).

J.E Dobson: ‘and some they temper.” Likewise W.S. Hett 513; J. Tricot
192, who refers to Phys. VII 3, 245b9 and notes: ‘Le feu régularise la
chose une fois 'achévement de l'oeuvre réalisé.” P. Gohlke 173: ‘und
zuweilen zum Gestalten.” A. Roselli 141: ‘e in alcuni casi anche per
dare forma.” Again this probably refers to the activity of smiths. There
is no reference to glassblowing in Aristotle.

We should take into account here 485b8: 1ov pvBuov anodacer, where
A. Roselli 126-127 refers to Cael. 111 8, 306b18 (citing Pl. Tim. for the
theory of the ‘pandeches’. But Plato only has pvBudg. .. €560n in 47d7-e2)
and Phys. VII 3, 245b9; Metaph. A 10, 1075b12 (ed. W. Jaeger).

pvOuiletv—only three other occurrences in the Aristotelian Corpus.
But Cael. 111 8, 306b18 is a good parallel place. See also Phys. II 1,
193all: appiBuiotov <8v> and Metaph. A 4, 1014b27.

9, 485b2: ‘the natural vital principles (of living creatures) (ol ¢UOELG).

J-.F. Dobson: ‘individual natures’; P. Gohlke’s ‘die Natur’ is incorrect.
See earlier 1, 481a19. Identical here with ‘soul’ in Aristotle. Cf. GA. 11
1, 735a2—4: ‘For craft is the origin and the form of the object made,
but it exists in something else, whereas the movement of nature exists
in the thing itself, though it issues from another nature which possesses
the form in actuality’ (n yop 1£xvr| apxn xod €190 T0D ywvopevov aAN
v exepm 1 8¢ 1fig phoeng kivnolg &v o1 &’ ETépag ovoa PHoEDG
tiig xobong 10 eldog évepyeiq).

This assumes that there is a unity between @¥o1g and &ugutov
Oepuov. Cf. Amim. 1I 4, 416b25: “The expression “wherewith it is fed”
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is ambiguous...what produces digestion is warmth’ (Eoti 8¢ & tpéget
dutov... épyaletan 8¢ v méyav 10 Oepuov.)

9, 485b3: ‘Hence their products differ’ (68ev 81 xoi npog GAAnAa
Sropopat).

Bussemaker and Jaeger have proposed to add <ai> before npdg. But
if we accept this, it is still somewhat surprising that that text reads rpog
@AAnAa and not npog dAAAAag. Perhaps we should accept the neuter
npog GAANAL in connection with 485b5: ‘the products will be different’
(Sra0dpog €€l ta Epya). Interestingly, a variant diapopav has been
passed down in three manuscripts. Perhaps the correction diagopo as
an adjective with ta €pya is therefore more plausible.

9, 485b3: ‘It is therefore ridiculous to judge by externals only’ (810
yeholov mpog 10 EEw Kkpivew).

This seems a reference to the fact that craft always operates on mate-
rial which differs from the craftsman. But in all products of nature the
formative principle operates internally. Cf. G.A4. I 1, 735a2—4. This idea
also underlies the proposition that the vital form not only uses the vital
heat as instrument, but also as matter (485b7). Cf. Mund. 6, 399bl4:
‘for the soul, by which we possess life, is also invisible, but is seen by
what it achieves’ (kal y&p % woxh, 8 fiv {@uev...&dpotog odoo 10ig
£pyolg avthig OpaTan).

9, 485b5: ‘the products will be different for the users (iagopo €&er Ta
£pyo TOTG YPOUEVOLG).

Thus W. Jaeger. But dudgopa is a correction by E. Neustadt, who also
finds the Stoic technical term £€1 in €€g1 (1909) 60 n. 1 and 63. The
mss have didgopav. A. Roselli 126 has a sounder proposal: di0@opwg.
There appears to have been interference between the passage in b3
and that in b5.

9, 485b7: ‘nature, on the other hand, also uses it as matter’ (7 8¢ gvo1G
Gpo kol @g YAn).

See also 485b16 below. A. Roselli 126 only talks about parallels in
post-Aristotelian literature. But in Aristotle’s basic theory the ‘natural
instrumental body that potentially possess life’ is also the Aplé for the
soul. Amim. 11 1, 412a7; a8; b28; IT 2, 414a12-17; a25-28.
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9, 485b8: ‘but rather it is hard to understand that nature herself uses
the vital heat’ (10 Thv @Oowv adTHV Vofical TV XP@OREVIV).

W.S. Hett 513: ‘rather the difficulty lies in the fact that nature, which
uses the fire, should herself be an intelligent agent,...’; thus earlier
E. Neustadt (1909) 61; J.F. Dobson. P. Gohlke 173-4: ‘Aber nicht hierin
liegt eine Schwierigkeit, vielmehr darn, dass die Natur, die sich des
Feuers bedient, selber denken solle,...;” J. Tricot 192: ‘que la nature,
qui se sert de I'instrument, soit elle-méme un agent doué de pensée’;
A. Roselli 142: ‘che la natura stessa, che fa uso del fuoco, sia dotata
di intelligenza.’

But Aristotle never says that Nature thinks. And he is not saying it
here either. In that case he would not have used vofican but voeiv. For
vofioan, cf. Phys. VIII 1, 251b20 and G.C. 1 5, 321b24. The problem
lies in the fact that we must understand (vofjoan) that the life form is
the agent that uses. According to Aristotle, though everything in nature
achieves its goal efficiently, it does so in the manner of a winding
mechanism. Cf. GA. II 1, 734b10. Nature is efficient, but not goal-
oriented. The ‘headquarters’ of the cosmos is elsewhere. Nature is the
executor of God’s plan.

This passage should therefore not be explained Stoically, as Roselli
126 does, but is soundly Aristotelian.

9, 435b10: ‘For this is no longer a matter of fire or air’ (todto yop
OVKETL TVPOG 0VE TVELHATOQ).

According to Aristotle, the guidance of the soul as a goal-oriented
principle is indispensable. Cf. Anim. II 4, 416a9-18: ‘some believe that
fire in itself is the cause of nutrition and growth.... It is, however, an
auxiliary cause, but certainly not the absolute cause. Rather this is the
soul. For fire grows without limit, but natural things have a limit and a
measure to their size and growth. And this is the work of the soul, but
not of fire, and rather of a rational principle than of matter’ (doxel
3¢ Tiow 1 10D Tupdg PoIg Amhdg aitio ThHe TPoeTig Kol ThHg avENoeng
glvat. .. 10 8¢ cuvaitiov pév mdg £oTv, ob piv rAde Ye aitiov, GAlL
paAlov | wuyf- f| pév yop 10D Tupdg obEnoig eig dnepov... @V Ot
@UoEL cuVIcTopévev Taviav #oT1 Tépag kol Adyog peyéBovg te kol
avEnoews: tadta 8 yuxfig, &AL o mupde, kot Adyov péAiov fj YAng),
and likewise G.4. II 1, 734b28 fI: ‘And just as we cannot say that an
axe or another instrument is made only by fire, so neither can we say
it of a foot or a hand’ (xai @orep 008’ &v TEAekvv 0VS’ &AAo Spyavov
enoopey &v motioon 10 nhp povov obTeg 0V3E T6da 0VdE xEpar).
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9, 485b10-12. Cf. the description in G.E.R. Lloyd, ‘The master
cook’, in id., Anstotelian explorations (Cambridge 1996) 83-103 of the
way Aristotle uses the notion of ‘concoction’ by the agency of vital
heat. Lloyd notes on p. 100 that ‘the effects of digestion in one animal
differ from those in another (the blood will vary) and these differences
will depend on the form or the essence of the animal in question.’
Unfortunately, Lloyd leaves Spir out of account.

9, 485b10: ‘It is clearly remarkable that such a power should be com-
bined with these matters’ (tovtoig 8 kotouepnelyBon Torad TV Sdvauy
Bavpactov).

Cf. 486a3: ‘For the vital heat of nature is mixed with it’ (¢éykotapetyvo-
T 10 ThHg QUOEWC).

9, 485b11: ‘And the case is just as remarkable with the soul. For it 1s
present in them’ (11 8¢ 10010 Bowpoaotov TadTOV Kol TEPt Yoyfig: v
T0VTOLG YOP VIOPYEL).

A. Roselli 127 quite wrongly proposes to delete tovtov in this sen-
tence. The author is saying here: if you look at preuma and the vital heat,
it is surprising and wondrous to find that a guiding power (comparable
with human ftechné) is operative in them. It is just as surprising that the
soul is present in preuma and the vital heat.

The doctrine of the unity of the soul and its instrumental body in
Auistotle’s biological works is stated very explicitly and emphatically here.
If De spintu had received sufficient attention in the Peripatetic tradition,
the fatal misinterpretation of Aristotle’s psychology by Alexander of
Aphrodisias could never have taken place.

9, 485b12: “Therefore it is not wrong’ (00 KoK@®G).

Wrongly changed to 00 xaAdg by A. Roselli 127. The idea is that the
vital heat and the soul form an indissoluble unity, as Aristotle explicitly
says in Amim. 11 1, 412b6-9.

9, 485b13: ‘or one of its parts, the part that forms’ (] pépiov Tt 10
dnpovpyodv).

The author is referring here to the nutritive and generative part
of the soul. J.E. Dobson is nonplussed, as his translation shows: ‘and
therefore there is some sense in referring to the same agent—either
generally or to some particular creative part—the fact that its motion
always operates in the same way.’ W.S. Hett 515 is mystifying too:
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“Therefore the fact that its motion always exerts a similar activity may
reasonably be referred to the same agent, either absolutely or to some
definite effective part.’

9, 485b13: ‘and that causes the movement always to be actually the
same’ (xoi 0 Ty kivnow &el Ty Opolav DRAPYEWV Evepyeiq).

W. Jaeger, following D. Furlanus has évepyobv. The mss have
¢vépyerav. The correction évepyeiq by A. Roselli 127 is probably
better.

So it is the nutritive activity which is continually and steadily active.
This seems to answer the question raised in 4, 482b26-29.

9, 485b14: ‘the movement’ (thv kivnow).

The movement of the soul in indissoluble unity with its séma phystkon
organikon, which 1s the movement of the soul as a whole, but which can
also be specifically assigned to the most basic, vegetative part of the
soul, of which 4, 483a12-14 determined that it precedes the move-
ment of respiration.

9, 485b14: ‘For this also applies to the nature to which generation, too,
is owed’ (kal yap 1y @Oo1G, &’ A KOl 1| Yéveoig).

J.F. Dobson: ‘for nature, from which they are generated, is always
constant,’ is off track again. Likewise W.S. Hett 515: ‘for nature, from
which they are generated, remains the same.” A better translation is
P. Gohlke 174: ‘die Natur, von der die Entwicklung ausgeht.” But Gohlke
wrongly connects this passage with what goes before.

But perhaps we should strike the comma here and take the relative
clause as non-restrictive: ‘For this also applies to the living entity to
which it owes its generation.” This idea is found expressed in G.A. 11 4,
740b34-37: ‘For the matter by which it grows is the same as that from
which it is originally constituted; therefore the power which forms it is
also the same as in the beginning, only greater. If this is the nutritive
soul, it is also the generative soul; this is the nature of every individual
being which is present in all plants and animals’ (1} y&p ot éotv VAN
i avEdveton xad € fig suvictatar T mpdTov, Hote kel T molodoa
SOvopig 1adto 1@ E€ dpyiic peillwv 8¢ abtn fotiv. el odv adn éotiv
N Bpentich yoyn, att 201l kal i yevvdoa. kol TodT #oTv 7| OOIG N
£KAOTOL vumapovoa kal &v utolg Kal &v {@oig maowy.... And see
also GA. II 1, 735al2 and 3, 737b5-7.
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9, 485b15: ‘But how are we then to explain the difference of the vital
heat in each individual living creature, the heat taken as instrument
or as matter or as both?’ (&AA& &M tig 7 drogopd 10D kb’ Exdotov
Beppod, €10’ wg dpyavov €10’ dg VAnv €6’ dg Gpew;)

G.A. 118, 724b4-6 is comparable in terms of both construction and
content: ‘we must determine in which of the two the semen belongs,
whether we must take it as matter and as passive principle or as a kind
of form and efficient principle, or as both’ (tolv dvolv dn Anntéov €v
notépm Betéov 10 onéppa, toTEPOV Mg VANV Kol mdoyov i g £186¢ Tt
Kol owdbv, T kal dueo). See R. Mayhew, The Female in Aristotle’s Biology
(Chicago 2004) 30-43.

The entire second part of chapter 9, from 485b15, is devoted to
explaining how the large variation in the parts of each living being can
be produced by the one principle of vital heat under the guidance of
the living creature’s soul.

The sentence clearly builds on b6-7. And it seems as if the author
interprets the first part of the sentence as: ti nowel dudpopov 10 kaf’
£xaotov Beppdv, €10’ ag. ..

9, 485b17: ‘For fire displays differences of more and less’ (mvpog yop
Sopopai kot 10 pdAAov xai fiTTov).

Cf. PA. 11 9, 655a32: ‘Cartilage and bones have the same composi-
tion, the difference between them is only gradual’ (H 8¢ ¢Oo1g 1y ahn
xOv8povu xai 6610 20T, Srapépet 8¢ 16 pakiov kol fTTov).

On the importance of this distinction, cf. J.G. Lennox, Anstotle’s
Philosophy of Biology. Studies in the Ongins of Life Science (Cambridge 2001)
chap. 7: ‘Kinds, Forms of Kinds and the More and the Less in Aristotle’s
Biology’ (160-181).

9, 485b17: ‘This is roughly like mixed or unmixed’ (tobto 8¢ Gy£dov
wonep év niker kot quéiq).

On ‘mixture’, see G.C. 1 10, with the propositions in 328a10: ‘We say
that what is mixed is homogeneous’ (@apev §’...10 pixBev dpolopepeg
etvar) and 328b22: ‘mixture is unification of what is mixed after it has
undergone a change’ (1| 8¢ pi&ig 1OV piktdv dArorwbéviov évaoig).

9, 485b18: ‘For purer fire is more fire’ (10 yop kaBopdtepov poArov).

J.F. Dobson: ‘for the purer substance has the proper qualities of its
kind in a higher degree’; likewise J. Tricot 193; W.S. Hett 515; ‘for
the purer is more intense’; P. Gohlke 174: ‘grossere Reinheit bedeutet
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einen hoheren Grad’; A. Roselli 142: ‘Cio che € piu puro infatti € piu
caldo.’

9, 485b19: “The same rule applies to the other simple bodies’ (0 ah10¢
8¢ Adyog xai €nl T@V GAA®V GTADV).

Aristotle means: the same rule as regards ‘the natural fire of the
vital heat’. He thus sets here ‘the vital heat’ in 9, 485a28 and ‘the fire
of nature’ in 485a33 alongside ‘the other simple bodies’ (earth, water,
air, and ordinary fire).

It is doubtful whether J.F. Dobson means the same in his translation:
‘The same statement applies in the case of all other simple things.” W.S.
Hett 515 is clearer in his translation: ‘other simple substances.’

9, 485b20: ‘For because the bone and flesh of a horse differ from those
of an ox’ (&vdyxn yép, éneinep €repov d5T0dV Kei GpE H Tnnov xoi
71 Bodg).

For a proper understanding of what follows it is important to note
that Aristotle is talking about two differences: the difference between
bone and flesh and the difference between flesh of a horse and flesh of
an ox (or bone of a horse and bone of an ox).

In 485b31 Aristotle adds the difference between two bones in the
same animal.

We follow the text of W. Jaeger, which seems the lectio difficiior here. J.F.
Dobson and A. Roselli 128 opt for the variant 1} {nmov xai 7 foog.

9, 485b21: ‘(For...it is necessary that) they consist of different com-
ponents or differ in the proportion of their mixture’ (i} 1@ €€ etépwv
eivol 7 T} xpdoer Sragéperv).

A. Roselli 128 follows D. Furlanus here in his correction of xpncet
to xpaoeu. Cf. b25.

9, 485b21: ‘Now if the components are different, what are the differences
of each of the simple bodies in itself and what <is their power>? For
we are searching for these <differences>’ (i pév odv #tepa, tiveg oi
Sropopat Exdotov tdV anAdv xod Tig *** tovtag yop {ntoduev).

el pév odv #tepa contrasts here with ei 8¢ tadtéd in 485b23. This
does not refer to the bone and flesh of 485b20, as J.E. Dobson, W.S.
Hett 515, and J. Tricot 193 assume, but to the components which make
up flesh and bone or the bone of a horse and the bone of an ox. The
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same contrast is presupposed in 485b21: 19 ¢€ £tépav eivon fi [10 éx
10V odtdv elvar xai] 1§ kpdoer Srapépewv. Aristotle says here as suc-
cinctly as possible that the bone of an ox and the flesh of an ox differ
because they consist of different components, but the bone of a horse
and the bone of an ox differ because, though consisting of the same
components, they possess these components in a different proportion.

W. Jaeger assumed a lacuna here after tig and proposed to read f
Sovapic. A. Roselli 128 leaves the lacuna empty.

£1epa must refer here to 66100V xol oapE (thus W.S. Hett 515 and
J. Tricot 193).

9, 485b24: ‘For it must needs be one of the two, as in the other cases’
(Gvéyxm yop Svoiv Bdtepov xaBanep kol €v toig dANOLS).

Cf. 2, 482a25: ‘For it must needs be one of these three’ (tpi@v yap
100tV Gvoykaiov €v) and 9, 486b2.

9, 485b25: ‘for a mixture of wine and honey differs on account of
the underlying substance [of a different mixture]’ (oivov pév yop kol
HEMTOG KPOOLG S0 TO VIWOKELUEVOV).

J.E Dobson has here: ‘for the consistencies of wine and honey are
different on account of the difference of substance’; W.S. Hett 515: ‘for
mixtures of wine and honey differ because of their substance.’

Cf. Sens. 7, 447al7: ‘it is more possible to perceive each individual
thing when simple than when mixed with another. For instance it is
easier to taste pure wine than wine mixed with water, and so also with
honey, or with colour’ (éxédotov paAlov é€otv aicBdvesBon anhod
dviog f| kexpapévov, olov oivov Gkpdtov Ty kexpopévoy, kol péAitog
Kol xpoag).

9, 485b26: ‘but one quantity of wine differs from another through its
constitution’ (oivov & ad1od einep Erepa, dii TOV Adyov).

Thus the manuscripts. W. Jaeger proposed to read étépa (with ref-
erence to another xpaoig). This 1s accepted by A. Roselli 129. The
author means the difference between e.g. a wine from Lesbos and a
wine from Rhodes.

9, 485b26: ‘Hence Empedocles <speaks> too simply about the {orma-
tion of bone, since [in his view] all bones have the same proportion
in their mixture. In that case there ought to be no difference between
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the bones of a horse and a lion or a man’ (310 kot 'EpnedokAfic aitiov
anAdg v 100 66100 gUOY *** ginep Omavta TOV oOTOV AoYov Exel Thg
nikewg adidgopo. éxpfv (nmov kai Aéovrog kai dvBpdnov eivau).

The purport of the sentence is entirely clear. The precise wording
is by no means so. E. Neustadt (1909) already proposed to read piav
instead of aitiav. ]J.F. Dobson, at the suggestion of W.D. Ross, proposed:
AMav arhdc. .. gOowy, <émei> einep.... A. Roselli 129 adopts Aiav, but
retains a lacuna after gvow.

Instead of @Uowv itis possible to read: <gnotv>. This proposal comes
from D. Holwerda, by letter of September 19, 2005.

Empedocles’ exact position is found in D.K. 31 A 78: ‘bones consisted
of a mixture of two parts of water and earth and four parts of fire’
(do1d 8¢ duetv pev Vdarog kol Yhig, TETTApOV BE TVPOG [Eow YHig] T0VTOV
ovykpaBéviev pepdv). See Empedocles’ own words in D.K. 31 B 96.

In G.C. 1 1, 314b6-8 Anistotle specifies that Empedocles did not actu-
ally want to talk about ‘the physis of a thing’: “There is no such thing
as the birth of anything...only mixing’ (¢0o1g 00devog €otiv. .. dAAG
uévov pi&ig). Cf D.K. 31 B 8 and Arist. G.C. 11 6, 333b13-16; Metaph.
A 4, 1105al-3. See also PA. 1 1, 642a18-24: ‘Empedocles...where
he explains what bone is. He says there that it is not one of the ele-
ments, or two, or three, or all four, but a certain rational proportion
of a mixture of elements. It is thus clear that flesh, too, exists in the
same way, and likewise each of the other similar parts’ (E.... 66100V
anod180ovg 1l €ottv...Aoyov Tig pikewg adtdv (Aéyer)) and Amim. 1 3,
408a13-24.

9. 485b27: * since [in his view] all bones have the same proportion in
their mixture’ (einep Grovta 1OV adTOV Adyov £xer thig pikewe).

On Empedocles’ theory, cf. Amim. 15, 410al1-10 and I 4, 408a5-28,
with 408al14: ‘for the mixture of the elements does not have the same
ratio for flesh and for bone’ (00 y&p TOv 01OV Exer Adyov N pigig TV
otorgeiov ke fiv oopE kol ko’ fiv 66100v) and 408a22: ‘any random
mixture’ (Thg TuxovoNG. .. pi&ewg).

9, 485b28: ‘In that case there ought to be no diflerence between the
bones of a horse and a lion or a man’ (&di1dgopo. éxpfiv (nmov kol
Aéovtog xoi dvBpdmov eivar).

See earlier 485b20-21, where only ‘horse’ and ‘ox’ are mentioned.
PA. Y1, 639al7 mentions ‘man, lion, ox’ as examples; 639a25 ‘horses,



COMMENTARY CHAPTER NINE 185

dogs, human beings’. As regards the lion, P4. 11 9, 655a12 states that
it has stronger bones because it is a carnivore that must fight for its
food, and H.A. III 7, 516b9-11: the bones of a lion are so hard that
if you rub them together, they emit sparks.

9, 485b29: ‘But in reality they differ in hardness, softness, density,
and so on’ (VOv 8¢ Stopépel 6xAnpOTTL, HOAOKOTNTL, TUKVOINTL, TOTG
GAloLg).

Cf. PA. 11 9, 655al0.

9, 485b35: ‘But those who speak in this way must know...” (Gvaykaiov
3¢ tolg oVtw Aéyovow eidévat.. ).

This refers not just to people like Empedocles, who assumed one ratio
of components in all bones (485b26), but to all Aristotle’s opponents
who hold that vital heat is not the efficient principle because fire can
only work in one way (485a28-30).

9, 485b36: ‘how the formative principle may differ because its own
quantity varies or because something by itself or mixed or in some-
thing else is heated’ (n@g 10 dnpiovpyodv Erepov €in v kol 1@ tobTo
mAéov f) FAotTov elval, xol 10 ko adtd Kol <td> peperypéve fi év
dAA mopodcban).

Aristotle enumerates the varying effects of heat even more extensively
in PA. II 2, 649a34-b8, where he also refers again to Meteor IV 6-8.

As in 485b13, the ‘formative principle’ is identical with ‘the vital
heat’ in 9, 485a28 and ‘the fire of nature’ in 9, 485a33. The distinction
‘by itself’” or ‘mixed or in something else’ probably also corresponds
to the distinction of natural fire as ‘instrument’ and as ‘matter’ in 9,
485b6-7 and b16-17. Here, too, this is the instrumental body of the
soul 1n its nutritive function.

9, 486a2: ‘like the difference between something that is cooked and
that is baked. Perhaps this is true’ (xaBdmnep 1 Eydpeva kol dntdpeve.
onep lowg GAnBEg).

At the suggestion of E. Neustadt, W. Jaeger put this sentence between
brackets as an interpolation. Likewise J. Tricot 194. J.F. Dobson has
no objections and translates: ‘like food that is boiled or baked—which

last is perhaps the true explanation.” Likewise W.S. Hett 517 and
P. Gohlke 175.
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Cf. Meteor. IV 3, 381b6: ‘craft imitates nature, for the concoction of
food in the body is like boiling and also takes place in what is moist
and hot on account of the body’s vital heat’ (uipettat yap 1 t€xvn thv
@Oowv, énel kal i) Thg Tpogfig év 1d chpatt Téyig Onolo EyNoet éotiv-
Kol yop &v Dyp® xai Beppd vrd Thg 100 omporog Beppotnrog Yiyvetan).
381a23: ‘Baking takes place through dry external heat’ (‘Ontnoig &
gotiv Omd Bepudtnrog Enpdig kol dAAoTpiag).

9, 486a3: ‘For the vital heat of nature is mixed with it and produces at
the same time’ (Gpo Yop EYKOTAPELYVVTOL KO TOLET 1O THG PUOEMG).

Cf. 485b10: ‘But it is remarkable that such a power should be com-
bined with these matters’ (tovtoig 8% xoropepelyBot totadTny ddvauty
Bavpootov). The activity of the instrumental body is never separate
from the soul as life form.

9, 486bl: ‘For the same differences occur there, and most probably
also in the vein and the artéria, and so on’ (6xed0v 8¢ kal nepi eAefog
KoL APTNPLlag Kol TV AOQV).

The use of aptnpia here seems clearly to agree with the outlook of
the author of Spir. So there is no objection to the translation ‘windpipe’
here. The windpipe of a human being and that of an ox are different
in their composition.

9, 486b2: ‘So one of the two’ (Bote dvelv Bdtepov).
Cf. 2, 482a25-26: ‘For it must needs be one of these three’ (Tp1ddv
yap 10010V dvaykaiov £v) and 9, 485b24.

9, 486b3: ‘or we should not try to determine the proportions [of the
constitutive parts] for hardness and density and their opposites’ (f} 00
OKANPOTNTL Kol TuKVOTNTL Kol 101G évavtiolg Tovg Adyoug ARRTEOV).

Bussemaker proposed to delete 09, but is not followed by J.F. Dobson:
‘or the definitions must not be stated in terms of hardness, density, and
their opposites.” Likewise W.S. Hett 517 and J. Tricot 194. P. Gohlke
175: ‘oder aber man kann Harte und Dichte und deren Gegenteil nicht
auf die Mischungsverhaltnisse zuriickfiihren.” Aristotle argues against
Empedocles here that, if a ratio of the constitutive parts is involved, it
must be different for each animal. Someone who does not accept this
should not talk about a ratio of constitutive parts—cf. 9, 485a31-32;
485b1; 485b29-30; b32-34.
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Cf. Metaph. H 2, 1042b31: “‘We must therefore comprehend the
various kinds of differences—for these will be principles of being—i.e.
the differences in degree, or in density and rarity’ (Anmtéa odv Tt yévn
1BV Srapopdv (adton yop dpyat Esoviat 10D eivar), olov 1o 1 paAiov
xoi ATTov fj TUKV Kol povd).
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OPPOSING VIEWS ON RESPIRATION IN PLATO
AND ARISTOTLE DISCUSSED IN
DE PARTIBUS ANIMALIUM 1 1, 642A31-B4

An important passage for the study of Aristotle’s views on pneuma is
found in De partibus amimalium 1 1. But so far modern expositors have
not reached agreement on the actual purport of the passage. Some
hold that it is entirely in keeping with what Anstotle argues in De res-
prratione. (P. Louis, 1956, 110 n. 6). Others deny this categorically and
believe that Aristotle took his example from standard theories of the
day (D.M. Balme, 1972, 101).

The famous first chapter of PA. I discusses what method is best for
investigating nature. In the passage relevant to our inquiry Aristotle
seems to have given an example of how he himself thinks that such
an investigation should be conducted. This makes it unlikely that the
example merely relates to a theory held by others. Aristotle here must
be either discussing a theory of respiration which he himself supports
or drawing a contrast between a theory which he rejects and a view
which he accepts.

PA. 11, 642a31-h4:

The Greek text reads as follows:

Aeiktéov 8’ ot olov 811 Eott pév 1) Gvanvon Tovdl ydptv, TodTo
d¢ yivetor b téde €€ dvdyxne.

1 & &vdyxn Ot¢ pév onpaiver Gt el ékelvo éotan 10 00 Evexa TabTal
avaykn éotiv e, 01¢ 8’ 011 otv oVtwg Exovia kol mePUKHTOL.

10 Bepuodv yop dvayxaiov é€iévar xai mdAwv eiciévon dviicpodov,
T0v & Gépa elopelv. Tovto &8 18N dvaykaiov éotiv, ToD évidg &&
Bepuod avtixdmrovtog v 1 woler 1o0d Bipabev dépog i eicodog xai
7N €€odog.

6 pév odv 1pdrog obtog 6 Thig PeBddov, kal mepl Gv Sl AaPeiv Tag
aitiog, Tobta kol Toledtd €otiv.

642b2: ©| eicodog omittit pr. E
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W. Ogle, in The Works of Anistotle, translated into English under the
Editorship of J.A. Smith; W.D. Ross, vol. V (Oxford 1912):

Of the method itself the following is an example. In dealing with respira-
tion we must show that it takes place for such or such a final object; and
we must also show that this and that part of the process is necessitated
by this and that other stage of it. By necessity we shall sometimes mean
hypothetical necessity, the necessity that is, that the requisite antecedents
shall be there, if the final end is to be reached; and sometimes absolute
necessity, such necessity as that which connects substances and their inher-
ent properties and characters. For the alternate discharge and entrance
of heat and the inflow of air are necessary if we are to live. Here we
have at once a necessity in the former of the two senses. [642b1] But the
alternation of heat and refrigeration produces of necessity an alternate
admission and discharge of the outer air, and this is a necessity of the
second kind. (n. 1)

In the foregoing we have an example of the method which we must
adopt, and also an example of the kind of phenomena, the cause of
which we have to investigate.

(N. 1: This passage defies all other than a paraphrastic rendering with
some expansion.)

Comments on Ogle:

Ogle does more than just paraphrase. His passage ‘For the alternate
discharge and entrance of heat and the inflow of air are necessary if
we are to live. Here we have at once a necessity in the former of the
two senses’ makes ‘life’ the final cause of respiration. But there is no
basis for this in the Greek text. .

Also, it is entirely unclear how Aristotle conceives of ‘the alternate
discharge and entrance of heat’.

Likewise ‘the alternation of heat and refrigeration’ is absent in the
Greek text.

Aristotle, Parts of amimals with an English translation by A.L. Peck (Lon-
don 1937; repr. 1961).

A.L. Peck proposes to read in 642a34: &véyxm éotiv <obtwg> Exewv.
His translation on p. 79 is as follows:

Here is an example of the method of exposition. We point out that
although Respiration takes place for such and such a purpose, any one
stage of the process follows upon the others by necessity.
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Necessity means sometimes (a) that if this or that is to be the final
cause and purpose, then such and such things must be so; but sometimes
it means (b) that things are as they are owing to their very nature, as the
following shows: It is necessary that the hot substance should go out and
come In again as it offers resistance, and that the air should flow in—that
is obviously necessary. And the hot substance within, as the cooling is
produced, offers resistance, and this brings about the entrance of the air
from without and also its exit.

This example shows how the method works and also illustrates the sort
of things whose cause we have to discover.

On p. 78 note b Peck notes: ‘I have not attempted, except by one
insertion, to straighten out the text of this confused account, which
looks like a displaced note intended for the paragraph above (ending
“realized”—p. 77). If it is to remain in the text, it would follow at that
place (after 642al3) least awkwardly. For a more lucid account of the
process of Respiration see De resp. 480a16-b5.’

Comments on A.L. Peck:

Peck rightly points out that a lucid exposition of Aristotle’s theory
of respiration can be found in Resp. The text in PA. I 1 is by no means
simply compatible with it.

Aristote, Les parties des ammaux, texte établi et traduit par Pierre Louis

(Paris 1956) 10:

La mode de démonstration a adopter est celui-ci: il faut montrer, par
exemple, que d’une part la respiration se produit en vue de telle fin, et
que d’autre part cette fin s’atteint par tels moyens qui sont nécessaires.

La nécessité signifie tant6t que la fin étant telle, il est nécessaire que
telles conditions soient remplis, tantot que les choses sont telles et qu’elles
le sont par nature. Car 1l est nécessaire que la chaleur sorte puis rentre, par
suite de la résistance qu’elle rencontre, et que I’air a son tour s’introduise.
Voila déja une nécessité. D’autre part, comme la chaleur intérieure fait
obstacle a I’entrée de I’air extérieur, cette entrée se produit quand il y a
refroidissement. (n. 6)

Tel est le genre de recherche, tels sont les faits dont il faut établir les
causes.

On p. 171 Louis remarks in n. 6: ‘Ces idées sont développées dans le
traité De la Respiration: les principes qu’Aristote y expose sont tout a fait
d’accord avec ceux qu’il résume ici.’
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Comments on P. Louis:

It is surprising that Louis considers agreement with Resp. to be a fact.
This work does not say anywhere that ‘la chaleur sorte puis rentre’.
Aristotle’s theory is that the vital heat is present in the centre of the
living creature, and, if necessary, is cooled by incoming and outgoing
air as a result of the respiratory process.

Anstotle’s De partibus animalium I and De generatione animalium I
(with passages from I 1-3), translated with notes by D.M. Balme (Oxford
1972), 10-11:

Exposition should be as follows: for example, breathing exists for the sake
of this, while that comes to be of necessity because of those. Necessity
signifies sometimes that if there is to be ttat for the sake of which, shese
must necessarily be present; and sometimes that this is their state and
nature. For the hot necessarily goes out and comes in again when it meets
resistance, and the air must flow in; so much is already necessitated.

And when the inner hot beats back, in the cooling occurs the inflow
of the outside air and the outflow.

[This then is the manner of the investigation, and these and such are
the things about which one must obtain the causes.]

Balme provides an explanation on p. 101.

He calls the example ‘obscure’. He also notes: “This explanation of
breathing is not what Aristotle gives as his own at Resp. 480al6-bl2....
Aristotle often uses examples taken not from his own theories but from
common beliefs, and this one may have been a current medical ortho-
doxy. Plato based his own theory of breathing on a similar account
of the actions of hot and cold, though in other respects there is no
similarity (Timaeus 79DE).’

Comments on Balme:

Precisely because Aristotle emphasizes that he wants to give an
example of the right method, it is unlikely that he is merely offering
a theory held by others. The allusion to Plato’s Timaeus is important,
though. The great dispute about respiration and breath was between
Plato and Aristotle.

The complete Works of Aristotle. The Revised Oxford translation, ed. by
J. Barnes, II vols, (Princeton 1984) vol. I 999-1000.
This is the translation by W. Ogle (1912) with modifications.
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Anistoteles, Over dieren, vertaald, ingeleid en van aantekeningen voorzien
door R. Ferwerda (Groningen 2000) 32-33:

Een voorbeeld van hoe we onze uiteenzettingen moeten geven is het
volgende.

Adembhaling vindt plaats met dit en dit specifieke doel, en dit doel
wordt door die en die dingen noodzakelijkerwijs bereikt.

Noodzaak betekent hier nu eens dat, als iets het doel is ter wille waarvan
iets anders gebeurt, die bepaalde dingen noodzakelijkerwijs voorhanden
moeten zijn, dan weer dat dingen zo zijn als ze zijn, en wel van nature
zo zijn. Zo is het noodzakelijk dat warmte naar buiten gaat en dan weer
naar binnen gaat wanneer ze tegen lucht opbotst en terugslaat, en dat
dan lucht naar binnen stroomt. Dit is alvast één noodzakelijkheid; en
hoewel de warmte binnenin weerstand biedt komt bij het afkoelen de
lucht van buiten af naar binnen (n. 35).

In deze trant gaat ons onderzoek in zijn werk en dit is het soort ver-
schijnselen waarvan we de oorzaken moeten vaststellen.

On p. 34 he explains in n. 35: ‘Heat goes in and out to enable respi-
ration, respiration takes place in order to cool the living creature: this
1s necessary to stay alive, and is therefore a conditional necessity. The
outflow of the heat turns into an inflow as a side effect of refrigeration:
this is the outcome of a contest between the contraries of hot and cold,
and is therefore a natural necessity.’

Aristotle, On the parts of amimals I-1V, translated with an introduction and
comm. by J.G. Lennox (Oxford 2001) 8

One should explain in the following way, e.g. breathing exists for the sake
of thus, while that comes to be from necessity because of these. But ‘neces-
sity” sometimes signifies that if that—i.e. that for the sake of which—is
to be, it is necessary for these things to obtain, while at other times it
signifies that things are thus in respect of their character and nature.
For it is necessary for the hot to go out and enter again upon meeting
resistance, and for the air to flow in. This is directly necessary; and it is
as the internal heat retreats during the cooling of the external air that
inhalation and exhalation occur. This then is the way of investigation,
and it is in relation to these things and things such as these that one
should grab the causes.

In his commentary on pp. 151-152 Lennox notes:

642a31-32: Cf. PA. IV 2, 677a17-18. The discussion is carefully
constructed so that the contrast between teleology and necessity is first
introduced, followed by the contrast between conditional necessity and
a necessity rooted in an element’s natural propensities.
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642a35-b2: The example unfortunately is highly compressed and
does not appear to represent Aristotle’s own theory, according to which
the lung is expanded by the organism, air naturally flows in to ‘fill the
void’ caused by the expansion, and being cool this air reduces the heat
around the heart. The lung then contracts, forcing the warmed air out
(Iuv. 27 = Resp. 21, 480a25-b4).

Here, apparently, ‘the hot (air?)’ goes out, 1s ‘beaten back’ by the cool
external air, and as the hot returns, external air flows in with it. This
is apparently an example of what occurs necessarily as a consequence
of having a certain character and being a certain way of nature. It
is, we would say, the ‘mechanics’ of breathing, and it is to be viewed
as embedded within a demonstration that this process of breathing is
necessary for a certain end.

Comments on J.G. Lennox:

There is a clear tension between Lennox’s claim that “The discourse is
carefully constructed’ and his claim that the example given by Aristotle
‘does not appear to represent Aristotle’s own theory’.

It is also strange that Aristotle puts the main emphasis on teleology,
but then discusses only ‘the mechanics of breathing’.

Reconsideration

The first matter of importance is that Aristotle wants to give an
example of the correct method of investigating natural phenomena in
the sphere of living nature.

Another starting-point is that the theory endorsed here must agree.
with the Aristotelian view argued elsewhere in PA. (and the Parva
naturalia).

Aristotle wants to make it clear that respiration is a phenomenon
which nature supports by means of a number of natural processes.

The passage talks about yo&ig, ‘refrigeration’. In explaining it we
must consider that Aristotle saw respiration solely as a function which
serves to cool the internal vital heat of the living creature.

The passage also talks about 70 Beppdv, ‘vital heat’. We should con-
sider that Aristotle had his own, unique view of vital heat, as the vital
heat in every living creature, independent of respiration.

Proposal for a new translation with interpretation:

We should organize our expositions as follows. For example: respiration
functions for the sake of this [viz. for the sake of cooling the internal
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vital heat], and this [goal] is necessarily achieved by means of such or
such matters.

But ‘necessity’ [has several meanings. It] sometimes means

(a) that if this goal is to be realized, it must necessarily possess these
matters, but sometimes (b) that things are thus and are thus by nature.

{According to Aristotle, an explanation along the lines of (b) is therefore
insufficient: an explanation should follow (a).]

[First an explanation along the lines of (b) (rejected) is given.]

For heat necessarily goes out and, when it collides [with cold air],
returns, and then air flows in. This [is the theory of Plato’s Timaeus and
this] is in fact necessary.

But [this leaves the goal of respiration out of account. Hence we should
say that] because the vital heat offers resistance within, the reason why
the outer air enters (and goes out again) lies in the refrigeration [of the
internal vital heat].

This is the [right] method of our investigation. And this and the like
are the matters of which we are to determine the causes.

For the meaning of €v in this explanation, cf. Phys. IV 3, 210a21:
‘Again, as the affairs of Greece are in the King, and generally events
are in their primary motive agent. Again, as a thing is in its good, and
generally in its end, i.e. in that for the sake of which’ (transl. by R.P.
Hardie and R.K. Gaye) (¢v Baciiel 1 t@v ‘EAMvov kot 6Ang év 10
TPMTE KNTIKY. £TL g &v 1@ Gy kol oAwg év 1d téker: todto &
€011 10 0D Eveka).

If the above interpretation cuts ice, Aristotle finds the principal differ-
ence between himself and Plato’s Timaeus in the fact that Plato neglects
the ‘for the sake of which’ in his explanations. Note that the entire
section on respiration in the Tumaeus forms part of Plato’s exposition
in which he discusses ‘Necessity’ as cause.

In our interpretation, Arist. PA. I 1, 642a35-36: ‘For heat necessarily
goes out and, when it collides, returns, and then air flows in. This is in
fact necessary’ (10 Beppov yop avaykaiov éEievar kol TaAv elctéval
avtixpodov, tov & dépa elopeiv. Todto & HON dvaykoiov €oTwv), refers
to Pl. Tim. 78d, which includes the following passage: “The network
sinks away mnto the body—for the body is rarefied in composition—and
then moves out again. The internal rays of fire connected with the
network follow the air in both directions’ (10 8¢ nAéypa, @ 6vtog 10D
copotog povod, dvechar elom 81’ ad1od Kail rdAv E€w, Tag O £viog
10D TUPOG GkTivag Sradedenévoc dkorovbelv ¢’ éxdrepa idvtog T0D
&€pog...). See also Tim. 79d: ‘We must admit that, by nature, heat
goes to its own place, i.e. outside, to what is akin to it’ (10 Beppov M



196 APPENDIX

Kot pUoL eig v adtod y@pav EEm mpOg 0 SVYYEVEG dpokoyntéoy
iévar) and 79e: “The <air> impelled around which falls into the fire i
heated, whereas the air which passes out is cooled’ (10 8¢ nepiwoBiv
gig 10 nhp éunintov Beppaiveton, 10 & €10V ywixetan).
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