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THE INDIRECT TRADITION OF !"#$%&'A ()*&+,I- 
OF ARISTOXENUS OF TARENTUM 

Laurent CALVIÉ 
Centre Paul-Albert Février  

TDMAM-UMR 7297, Aix-Marseille University 
 
 
 

 Classical scholars are used to limiting the extension of indirect 
tradition’s concept only to quotations, selected excerpts, commentaries 
and translations of a given text.1 But, if we agree with that, the indirect 
tradition of the Aristoxenean !"./µ012 34506789, examined with an 
extremely critical eye, would be nothing more than an empty set, since 
no translation,2 no commentary as such (3:;;<9µµ9 or =>?µ@Aµ9) no 
anthology, no literal or express quotation of this treatise exists: we know 
their title only by the three manuscripts which form their direct 
tradition.3 Nevertheless it remains a whole collection of ancient and 
medieval texts which maintains with it such relations as those formerly 
called transtextuality by Genette, i.e., “textual transcendence of the text” 
(“transcendance textuelle du texte”), that is to say: “tout ce qui le met en 
relation, manifeste ou secrète, avec d’autres textes”4 and which form 
what I personally call indirect tradition; and they most certainly relate to 
Palimpsests and Commentary Literature. Editors of !-<µ5@012 34506789 
of Aristotle’s follower have been confronted with a similar problem. Da 
Rios, the last editor, resolved it by adding to her critical edition large 
fragments of this treatise, which she called: Testimonia de rebus ad 
harmonicam doctrinam pertinentibus.5 Thus, she has to give up the idea 
of distinguishing the quotations themselves from the text of 

 
1  IRIGOIN, Tradition et Critique, 22.  
2  The Arabic translation, Kitâb al îqâ’ (Book of Rhythm), mentioned by Ibn-An-Nadim 

in Kitâb al-Fihrist (I, 270), has been lost. 
3  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 1, 26–52; ibid., 155.  
4  GENETTE, Palimpsestes, 7.  
5  DA RIOS, ed., Aristoxeni Elementa harmonica, 99–136.  
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Aristoxenus, which relate to what Genette calls the intertextuality (“la 
présence effective d’un texte dans un autre”), on his musical doctrine, 
whether they be in agreement with his !-<µ5@012 34506789 a metatextual 
relation of commentary (“qui unit un texte à un autre texte dont il parle, 
sans nécessairement le citer [. . .], voire, à la limite, sans le nommer”) or 
relate to some form of hypertextuality.6 !"#$%&#'#() the testimonia, 
most of them had never yet been collected. They represented a less 
important textual mass than the fragments transmitted by direct 
tradition, a moindre défaut, because their contribution rests upon some 
additional information on the Aristoxenean harmonic theory. It is very 
different concerning the testimonia on his rhythmic teaching, and by 
indirect tradition of his !"./µ012 34506789 in particular, which constitute 
a textual mass two or three times bigger than the mass of the longest 
version of their only genuine fragment, which can be found in pages 
314r–316r of Vaticanus gr. 191 (13th century). If it is possible to 
reconstitute nearly all the harmonic doctrine of the Aristotle’s scholar, 
according to the only direct tradition of his !-<µ5@012 34506789, he who 
wants to restore, at least, the general economy of his big rhythm’s 
treatise, is obliged to use the information preserved only by its indirect 
tradition. It is mandatory, therefore, to precisely learn the latter in order 
to distinguish between literal quotations, free excerpts, paraphrases, 
abstracts, supplements and re-workings of a text of which only remains 
a fragment of the beginning of Book II. Convinced that they were on 
familiar territory classical scholars were reluctant to tackle this task, 
explaining that over one century and a half they spread, as a kind of 
vulgate the Westphal’s interpretation of Aristoxenean rhythmic, unable 
to properly assay the subjectivity, the fickleness, the arbitrariness of 
their contributions. They contented themselves with amending it on an 
ad hoc basis, according to how they understood what we may call the 
Westphal’s Aristoxenus. This means that if we want to go further than 
Westphal, we need to get remove the latter and delve forward in a new, 
exotic field. A very difficult task, which demands cautiousness and 
which we must continually question everything we used to take for 
granted until now. However hard the critical hermeneutes (“herméneute 
critique”) tries to get rid of his interpretative prejudices, or at least to 
control them, he remains to a certain degree slave of his readings. The 
objective of this presentation is to illustrate the complexity of the 
transtextuality of such a very fragmentary text as !"./µ012 34506789 of 

 
6  GENETTE, Palimpsestes, 8–13: “. . . relation unissant un texte B [. . .] à un texte 

antérieur A [. . .] sur lequel il se greffe d’une manière qui n’est pas celle du commentaire.” 

L. CALVIÉ 
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Aristoxenus of Tarentum, and underline the different kinds of traps in 
which the classical scholar who undertakes this study can fall. The 
complexity of Aristoxenean rhythmic theory and the space allotted to 
me in this publication compels me to select a few very simple examples, 
presented in two sections (problems of intertextuality and questions of 
hypertextuality), to which I have added some remarks on the Aristides 
Quintilianus’s B7<C D./µ01EF, because I consider that this précis has to 
be the touchstone of every reconstitution of Aristoxenean rhythmic 
theory. 

In his Additional Evidence for Aristoxenean Rhythmic theory 
Pearson quoted a passage B7<C 45G ><H45. 6<?@5. found in the 
Porphyry’s ,IF 42 !-<µ5@012 B45J7µ9K5. =>?µ@AµL.7 He added to it a 
translation in English, but no commentary. For a long time8 the reader 
imagined that this quotation was a lost chapter of !"./µ012 34506789, as 
some people believed “un’altra opera aristossenica di argomento 
ritmico,” has been asserted since;9 or an excerpt from some work of the 
Aristotle’s follower, which is probably the truth.10 Yet, it is certain, as 
Westphal first ascertained,11 that Porphyry did not quote there a passage 
from the Aristoxenean !"./µ012 34506789, because the system of 
enunciation hypothetised by this passage, in which for example, the 
author speaks in the first person of the singular, is incompatible with the 
system used in the fragment we have kept from his !"./µ012 34506789, in 
which he speaks in the first person of the plural.12 Every rhythmic 
passage attributed to Aristoxenus does not necessarily belong to his 
!"./µ012 34506789. In his numerous books (453, according to the 
Suda),13 he often uses analogies woven between the two main musical 
disciplines: the rhythmic fragment preserved in the Venetus Marcianus 
App. cl. VI 3 (12th century) and the Vaticanus gr. 191 is itself an 
evidence of it, which presents two developments relative to harmonic 
(§ 8–14 and § 21), just like his !-<µ5@012 34506789, which contains a 
long enough rhythmic development (B 34).14 Formerly some blamed me 
for not having counted a paragraph of Plutarch’s B7<C µ5.301EF (1143 
D) among the fragments of the first book of Aristoxenean !"./µ012 

 
7  DÜRING, Porphyrius, 78–79.  
8  MAHNE, Diatribe de Aristoxeno, 178, n.*, BARTELS, Aristoxeni … Fragmentum, 32 

and RUELLE, Aristoxène, 418.  
9  VISCONTI, Aristosseno, 27.  
10  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 2, 437–40.  
11  WESTPHAL, Fragmente, 10–11.  
12  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 2, 439.  
13  ADLER, Suidas, vol. 1, 3257, n° 3927.  
14  DA RIOS, ed., Aristoxeni Elementa harmonica, 43–44.  

!"#$%&'- ()*&+,&- 
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34506789. I did notice this passage, but following the example of 
Westphal, Weil or Reinach,15 I considered that Plutarch reproduced 
there an extract from another work of the Greek rhythmician. The only 
express quotation which had passed a lost passage of his !"./µ012 

34506789 with a strong probability on to us, is to be found in § 1 of 
B<5J9µM9@?µ7@9 7IF 4N@ D./µ01N@ O>034PµA@ of Michael Psellus (11th 

century). Though it belongs to the Genettean category of “citations sans 
référence précise,” since it is introduced by a simple Q RS ;7 
T<034?U7@5F,16 it certainly belongs to the first book of this treatise as 
Cæsar asserted it, as well as Bartels and Westphal.17 It precedes a long 
collection of the ancient Rhythmician’s extracts, without any reference, 
but moreover generally preserved by direct tradition of his !"./µ012 

34506789 or attested by other pieces of their indirect tradition. 
Nevertheless, Westphal and Bartels considered that the Aristoxenean 
definition of Rhythm related by Bacchius (1942 RV T<034?U7@5@, 6<?@5F 
R0W<AµS@5F OXY Z1L34[ 4\@ D./µK]73/90 R.@9µS@^@)18 also belonged to 
this category of quotations from the !"./µ012 34506789 without exact 
reference and thought it was an other fragment of their book I.19 But this 
does not seem so obvious, if we think that the underlying concepts of 
this definition (Q 6<?@5F, _ R09K<730F et 42 D./µ0]?µ7@9) are themselves 
only constructed at the beginning of the preserved fragment from their 
book II. So it could rather be a question of synthetic rewording by 
Bacchius himself or by an intermediate source: it would then no longer 
relate to a quotation, that is to say, to the intertextuality, but to one of 
the forms of hypertextuality which Genette calls “translongation,” or 
“transformation quantitative” and which consists in a resume of the 
reference text.20 In other respects it would be a bad synthesis of two 
wordings, preserved in the fragment of book II of Aristoxenean 
!"./µ012 34506789: 4`@ D./µ`@ ;K@73/90, a49@ _ 4\@ 6<?@^@ R09K<730F 
4LU0@ 40@2 JLMW bX^<03µS@A@ (§ 7) and R090<78490 RV Q 6<?@5F =>` 4\@ 
D./µ0]5µS@^@ 458F O1L345. 9c4\@ µS<730@ (§ 9).21 In my opinion this 

 
15  WESTPHAL, Aristoxenos, 106 and WEIL, Plutarque, xviii–xx and 146–47.  
16  CALVIÉ, Errata, 39, § 1, 4. PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 21: “but Aristoxenus says.” 
17  CÆSAR, “Psellos,” 627; BARTELS, Aristoxeni… Fragmentum, 19; WESTPHAL, 

Fragmente, 90. Contra, JUSATZ, “Studia,” 175, n. 1; ibid., 189–192). 
18  JAN, Musici, 313, § 93, 4–5. STEINMAYER, Bacchius, 292: “According to 

Aristoxenus, it is time divided ar any one of the points which can be ordered in rhythm.” 
19  BARTELS, Aristoxeni… Fragmentum, 18–19 and WESTPHAL, Fragmente, 86–87.  
20  GENETTE, Palimpsestes, 321.  
21  CALVIÉ, Errata, 94–95. PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 5: “rhythm occurs when the division 

of chronoi takes on some particular arrangement, because not every arrangement of chronoi 
is rhythmical”; and 7: “Time is divided by rhythmizomena into the parts of each particular 
rhythmizomenon.” 

L. CALVIÉ 
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hypothesis seems to be confirmed by the definition of rhythm that 
Syrianus, a scholiast of Hermogenes and Maximus Planudes. All of 
them attribute it to Aristoxenus, include the continuation of § 9 of 
!"./µ012 34506789 (d340 RV 42 D.µ0]?µ7@9 4<K9e JSU0F, µSJ5F, 1K@A30F 
3^µ9401P)22 and reduce the whole to the notion of 6<?@^@ 4LU0F: D./µ`F 
RS O340 6<?@5F R0W<AµS@5F =>` JSU7^F f µSJ5.F f 10@P37^F 194L 40@9 

4LU0@ g<03µS@A@ J?;[, gF RV T<034?U7@5F 19C hX9034K^@ X93C, 
6<?@^@ 4LU0F.23 Nevertheless such a wording stands out from all a series 
of rhythm’s definitions only by its explicit reference to its source (gF RV 
T<034?U7@5F). As for its content and its expression it is neither more, 
nor less Aristoxenean than the definition given by Aristides Quintilianus 
in the B7<C D./µ01EF which constitutes the centre of the first book of his 
B7<C µ5.301EF (I:13): D./µ`F 45K@.@ O34C 3:34Aµ9 O1 6<?@^@ 194L 40@9 

4LU0@ 3.;170µS@^@.24 The same can be said about the definition given by 
Sextus Empiricus in his B<`F µ5.3015:F (60), according to which 
D./µ`F 3:34AµL O340@ O1 >5R\@, since 5i >?R7F O1 4\@ 6<?@^@ 
;K@5@490,25 added by the sceptic philosopher, who certainly sums up 
there the Aristoxenean theory.26 Indeed in the passage of the j>?µ@Aµ9 
of Porphyry he literally quotes a B7<C 45G ><H45. 6<?@5. of 
Aristoxenus: >L@47F 5i D./µ5C O1 >5R\@ 40@^@ 3:;170@49027 The method 
of such rewordings was a common practice not only in Antiquity, when 
quotations were almost always done from memory, but also in the 
Byzantine period, when encyclopedism sometimes took the form of 
collections of excerpta more or less reelaborated. So we read in the § 3 
of Psellus’ B<5J9µM9@?µ7@9: d340 RV Q µV@ D./µ`F 3:34AµL 40 
3.;170µS@5@ O1 6<?@^@ 194L 40@9F 4<?>5.F bX^<03µS@5.Fe 5c ;2< 
>k39 6<?@^@ 3:@/730F d@<./µ5F;28 and this is certainly not a quotation 
from a lost passage of Aristoxenus’ !"./µ012 34506789, but a synthetic 
rewording of § 7, to which the excerptor has added a similar rewording 

 
22  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 7: “There are three kinds of rhythmizomena, speech, melody, 

bodily movement.” 
23  RABE, Syriani, 1: 18, 16–18, WALZ, Rhetores, vol. 5, 454, 20–21 and vol. 7, 892, 10–

11 and CONSBRUCH, Hephæstion, 76, 19–20.  
24  WINNIGTON-INGRAM, Aristides, 31, 8–9. MATHIESEN, Aristides Quintilianus, 94: 

“Rhythm is a scale of chronoi compounded according to some order.” 
25  BURY, Sextus, 400: “rhythm is a system compsed of feet [. . .], so feet are composed 

of times.” 
26  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 2, 316–20.  
27  DÜRING, Porphyrius, 79, 15. PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 33: “all rhythms are made up of 

particular linds of feet.” 
28  CALVIÉ, Errata, 40. PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 21: “Rhythm is a series of time-lengths 

(chronoi), arranged in certain particular ways — because not every combination of time-
lengths is rhythmical.” 

!"#$%&'- ()*&+,&- 
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of the beginning of § 8 (B0/9@`@ µV@ 5l@ 19C 6^<CF J?;5., 4` µN >k39@ 
6<?@^@ 4LU0@ d@<./µ5@ 7m@90). The same argument applies also to the 
definition of rhythm related by the Scholia Londinensia on Dionysius 
Thrax: D./µ?F O340 3:34Aµ9 3.;170µS@5@ O1 6<?@^@, 5c >L@4^F 
3.;170µS@^@ ><`F bJJPJ5.Fe 5c ;2< >k39 6<?@^@ 3:@/730F 
d<<./µ5F;29 but also to all the variations done on the Herophilian 
rewording of the Aristoxenean definition of rhythm,30 as those which we 
can read in the Definitiones medicæ attributed to Galen of Pergamum.31 
The intertextualité of this treatise does not seem to be richer than its 
métatextualité, and the analysis of rhythm definitions specifically 
attributed or not to the follower of Aristotle thus leads to the vast field of 
the hypertext of Aristoxenus’ !"./µ012 34506789 which is, of course, 
made up of all the texts related to it in a way different from the 
quotation, the translation or from what is usually called commentary. 

Most of the Excerpta rhythmica Vaticana, about which I will say a 
few words and almost all the Psellus’ B<5J9µM9@?µ7@9, of which I 
recently gave a critical edition, with a translation in French and a rather 
extensive analysis32, certainly belongs to the hypertext below. I showed 
that it is not a rhythmic treatise in due form, but rough notes of an 
uncompleted epistolary opuscule by a Byzantine polygraph, who added 
to it reading notes he took in order to write the end of his letter: it was a 
series of excerpts from only Aristoxenean !"./µ012 34506789, to which 
the scholar had merely added a vague recollection of Aristotle. I will 
discuss that later. This unfinished opuscule belongs to the same group of 
petits traités en forme de lettres as those edited by Bidez, Aujac, Gautier 
and O’Meara, which derive from Dionysius Halicarnassus, Longinus, 
Iamblichus or Proclus.33 How the extraction mode works is quite clear, 
as already described by the four above mentioned Editors: the 
epitomator shortens the original, leaving out its analogical digressions, 
its examples, its objections by preterition and its cross-references; 
sometimes reproducing it literally, sometimes simplifying it; and 
adapting its syntax to his various short-cuts, doing all he can to change 

 
29  HILGARD, Scholia, 451.  
30  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 1, 290–95. 
31  KÜHN, Galeni, 408, 18–409, 7: n916785F Q h<5XKJ705F 7m>7e D./µ?F O340 1K@A30F O@ 

6<?@50F 4LU0@ d65.39. oP@^@ RV Q h<5XKJ705F 7m>7 e D./µ?F O340 4LU0F 4\@ 6<?@^@ O@ 5pF 
R0q349@490 9i b<4A<K90 ><`F 4 5rF O@ 5pF 3.34SJJ5@490. nSJ405@ RV 5s4^F Q<K393/90. 
D./µ?F O340@ b@9J5;K9 6<5@01N 4\@ ><`F 45rF 3X.;µ5rF µ7<\@ >502@ 36S30@ O6?@4^@ ><`F 
tJJAJ9 e u47<5F RV g<K3945 5s4^F e D./µ?F O340 36S30F 4\@ 6<?@^@ O@ 5pF R0q349@490 9i 
b<4A<K90 ><`F 45rF O@ 5pF 3.34SJJ5@490. 

32  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 3, 534–643.  
33  BIDEZ, “Psellus”; AUJAC, “Michel Psellos et Denys d’Halicarnasse”; GAUTIER, 

“Psellos” and O’MEARA, Pythagoras, 217–29.  

L. CALVIÉ 
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the original text as little as possible. His work is essentially this kind of 
translongation called by Genette: réduction. For example, where 
Aristoxenus writes (§ 3): @5A4S5@ RV R:5 40@2F X:370F 49:49F, 4P@ 47 
45G D./µ5G 19C 4N@ 45G D./µ0]?µ7@5., >9<9>JA3K^F O65:39F ><`F 
bJJPJ9F v3>7< d670 4` 36Eµ9 19C 4` 36Aµ940]?µ7@5@ ><`F 9c4LF;34 
Psellus notes (§ 13): w5A4S5@ RV 4?@ 47 D./µ`@ 19C 4` D./µ0]?µ7@5@ 
>9<9>JA3K^F d65@49 ><`F tJJAJ9 v3>7< d670 4` 36Eµ9 19C 4` 
36Aµ940]?µ7@5@ ><`F Z9.4L;35 giving to his abstract the form of a 
paraphrase. An important discrepancy seems, however, to oppose this 
opuscule to the other petits traités en forme de lettres, because the 
excerptor does not follow the order of the original text exposition, as 
Cæsar first noted it.36 But neither the literary genre of this opuscule, nor 
its source are in question, since the text of this draft has a story too: I 
showed formerly that its five constituent parts (A, B, C, D and E) had 
such a number of letters that they may correspond to small, separate 
leaves of small size, sometimes written on both sides, sometimes on one 
side only, and put by mistake, in the order A, D, B, E and C.37 I think 
that this is the reason why in his B<5J9µM9@?µ7@9, Psellus was nearer 
the truth concerning both the order of its source, and its content. 
Nevertheless, and as he also does in his opuscule B7<C 45G X.3015G 
b<0/µ5G edited by O’Meara,38 he once compensates for the lack of 
reference to the notion of order (4LU0F) in his proper rewording of 
Aristoxenean rhythm definition (§ 3) by adding to it a recollection of the 
book x of the Aristotle’s y.301N b1<5L30F (219a14–219b2), in which 
time is exactly defined as the b<0/µ`F 10@P37^F 1942 4` ><?47<5@ 19C 
s347<5@. In the § 4 of his B<5J9µM9@?µ7@9 he thus writes, plagiarizing 
the § 18 of the preserved fragment of Aristoxenean !"./µ012 34506789 
(!"# µ$% &'% () *%&+ ,-.%&/ 0&1+ &23 z@ 456 78%4-.%):39 Q RV D./µ`F 5c 
;K@7490 OU Z@`F 6<?@5., bJJ2 ><53R78490 _ ;S@730F 9c45G 45G 47 
><54S<5. 19C 45G =34S<5..40 It is simply what we call a supplement. It 
does not remove anything from the Aristoxenism of the rest, and even 

 
34  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 3: “We must recognize rhythm and the rhythmizable medium 

(rhythmizomenon) as separate notions and separate natures, related to one another in the 
same kind of way as shape and the shapeable material in relation to it.” 

35  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 25: “We must recognize rhythm and the rhythmizomenon as 
related to one another in the same sort of way that shape and the shapable are related to each 
other.” 

36  CÆSAR, “Michael Psellos,” 629.  
37  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 3, 611–14.  
38  O’MEARA, Pythagoras Revived, 56 and 220–23.  
39  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 11: “One chronos cannot make a foot. That is clear enough.” 
40  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 23: “Rhythm is not generated by a single chronos. Its genesis 

requires a proteron and a hysteron.” 
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forms an embryonic commentary of Aristoxenean work, since his 
rhythmic has to be interpreted as an application to the musical field of 
the time, theory developed by Aristotle in this book x. In § 9 of Psellus, 
a supplementary element which has nothing to do with the doctrine of 
his model, appears. To the very Aristoxenean wording of the three 
rhythmical ratios a 47 45G {35. 19C Q 45G R0>J93K5. 19C Q 45G 
_µ05JK5.,41 where we easily recognize the data of the § 30 of the 
Aristoxenean preserved fragment ()\@ RV >5R\@ 19C 3.@76E 

D./µ5>50K9@ R765µS@^@ 4<K9 ;S@A O340e 4? 47 R914.J01`@ 19C 4` 
I9µM01`@ 19C 4` >90^@01?@. x914.J01`@ µV@ 5l@ O340 4` O@ {3[ J?;[, 

I9µM01`@ RV 4` O@ 4| R0>J93K[, >90^@01`@ RV 4` O@ _µ05JK[),42 the 
epitomator added in fact: ;K@4490 RS >547 >5rF 19C O@ 4<0>J93K[ J?;[, 

;K@7490 19C O@ O>04<K4[.43 The addition of such a remark is, however, not 
very likely, not only because it introduces a doctrine unfamiliar to 
Aristoxenean orthodoxy (the O@<./µK9 of triple [3/1] and epitrite [4/3] 
ratios), but mainly because the previous passage forms a kind of doublet 
of § 17 of Psellus, which is much more in agreement with the original: 
4\@ RV >5R\@ 4<K9 ;S@A O34Ke 4` R914.J01?@, 4` I9µM01?@, 4` 
>90^@01?@.44 It is then better to suppose that this § 9 is not an extract 
from the § 30 of the Aristoxenean !"./µ012 34506789, but that it is taken 
from a lost section of the same work, as the § 8 and § 10–12, which are 
before and after it, and which form with it, what I call the block C. And 
so it would be easy to understand the presence of a similar development 
in the B7<C D./µ01EF of Aristides Quintilianus, where we read indeed 
(I:14): ;S@A 45K@.@ O340 4<K9, 4` {35@, 4` _µ0?J05@, 4` R0>JL305@ 
(><5340/S930 RS 40@7F 19C 4` O>K4<045@).45 This was quite enough for 
Rossbach and Westphal to establish the Aristoxenism of the conception 
according to which the triple ratio and the epitrite ratio gave birth to 
what they call “secundären Rhythmengeschlechter” and was d@<./µ50,46 
though Aristoxenus maintains in the § 32 and § 35 of his !"./µ012 

 
41  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 25: “the equal, the double (2:1), and the hemiolic (3:2).” 
42  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 17: “There are three kinds of feet that are adapted to sustained 

rhythmopoiia — dactylic, iambic, and paeonic. By dactylic is meant the foot with the equal 
ratio (2:2), by iambic the double ratio (2:1), by paeonic the hemiolic ratio (3:2).” 

43  CALVIÉ, Errata, 41. PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 25: “A foot also occurs sometimes in the 
triple ratio (3:1), also in the epitrite ratio (4:3).” 

44 PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 27: “There are three classes of feet, iambic, dactylic, and 
paeonic.” 

45  WINNIGTON-INGRAM, Aristides, 33, 29–30. MATHIESEN, Aristides Quintilianus, 96: 
“There are three rhythmic genera: the equal, the sesquialteran [hemiolic], and the duple 
(some add also the sesquitertian [epitrite]).” 

46  ROSSBACH, “Rhythmengeschlechter,” 2 and WESTPHAL, Griechische Rhythmik, 
145–56. 
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34506789 that it is impossible to say that. I personnally believe that 
Aristides Quintilianus was closer to Aristoxenean text than Psellus, 
when he attributes to 4K@7F the affirmation of the existence of rhythmical 
genres of Triple and Epitrite.  

Such rhythmicians only can be those 19@5@01oC >./9;5<K]5@47F about 
whom Porphyry says that they defended the substantial and arithmetical 
identity of rhythm and melody, that they admitted alike Epitrite and 
Triple in the number of arithmetical ratios, of harmonic consonances 
and of rhythmical genres, that their doctrine was opposed to 
Aristoxenean’s which relied on the ear judgement and only acknow-
ledged on harmonic quality to those arithmetical ratios.47  

It does not at all mean that Psellus got the so-called supplement from 
Aristides or Porphyry, from whom he would have borrowed his § 11 
(d340 RV 19C O@ 4} 45G D./µ5G X:370 Q >5R01`F J?;5F v3>7< O@ 4} 45G 
_<µ53µS@5. 4` 3:µX^@5@). Bélis had long ago underlined the polemical 
character of Aristoxenean works and also showed, as formerly did 
Mansion for Aristotle,48 how carefully the Aristotle’s follower quoted or 
summed up the thesis of his predecessors, before refuting them 
ruthlessly.49 I pointed out some time ago that Aristoxenus never 
explicitly referred to the thesis of his predecessors in the preserved 
fragment of his treatise on the rhythm.50 Therefore he may have 
summed up the doctrine of rhythmical ratios of his Pythagorean 
predecessors in the part which is lost, in order to refute it later: Aristides 
Quintilianus, Psellus and maybe even Porphyry himself would have 
found it there, and would have reproduced it in their works, but they 
preserved nothing or almost nothing of the subsequent Aristoxean 
refutation of harmonic and rhythmical Unity dogma, which they 
cherished. Psellus, shortening the original work put on the same plan the 
three Aristoxenean rhythmical genres (Equal, Double and Hemiole) and 
the two ratios, rejected by Aristotle’s follower (Triple and Epitrite), 
because he too agreed with the Pythagorean thesis as he testified in his 
letter B7<C aJAF. µ5.301EF.51 He preserved some details from the 
Aristoxenean refutation, which, out of context do not mean much: § 10 
(>kF RV Q R090<5:µ7@5F 7IF >J7K^ b<0/µ`@ 19C 7IF OJL44^ R090<78490) and 
§ 11 (d340 RV 19C O@ 4} 45G D./µ5G X:370 Q >5R01`F J?;5F v3>7< O@ 4} 

 
47  DÜRING, Porphyrius, 23, 6–8; ibid., 37, 30–38, 2.  
48  MANSION, “Le rôle de l’exposé et de la critique.”  
49  BÉLIS, Aristoxène, 87–129.  
50  CALVIÉ, “Aristoxène,” 107–108.  
51  RUELLE, “Traduction”; RUELLE, Études;  and ABERT, “Psellus.”  
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45G _<µ53µS@5. 4` 3:µX^@5@)52. What we could have taken for a 
supplement added to the original by the Byzantine polygraph, would 
rather be the result of the mode of translongation he had adopted 
(selection of same sentences, omission of others, partial homogenization 
of the form and the content). This analysis is confirmed by the fact that 
he no more mentions epitrite and triple ratios in § 12 of his 
B<5J9µM9@?µ7@9, where Psellus however gives a rhythmical foot 
classification according to the criterion of genre (1942 ;S@5F). Consid-
ering that the Byzantine scholar absolutely does not intend to write a 
true commentary of this ancient treatise, we cannot believe that he had 
himself summed up and reorganized the rhythmical foot classification 
proposed by Aristoxenus in the last preserved paragraphs of his treatise 
(§ 31–36) agreeing with the criterion of their extent (1942 µS;7/5F). Had 
he done that, he would most certainly have mentioned epitrite and triple 
ratios. But I think that Pearson is absolutely right in supposing that § 12 
of Psellus comes from a lost chapter of !"./µ012 34506789, where the 
ancient musicographer reworded his rhythmical feet classification, 
adopting the criterion of the genre.53 This thesis is confirmed, because 
similar developments are to be found in Aristides Quintilianus (I:14) 
and in the § 13–14 of what I call Excerpta rhythmica Vaticana (called 
too Fragmenta Parisina and Excerpta Neapolitana).54 I recently gave a 
critical edition of them with a translation in French and a rather long 
analysis55, at the end of which I concluded that it was a raw collection of 
extracts (literal for some and adapted to their new function for the 
others, taken from Aristoxenus’ 9://µ012 34506789, but when we do not 
know (ante the 13th century).56  

All that induces me to say a few words about Aristides Quintilianus’ 
B7<C D./µ01EF where the following development can be found (I:14):57 

~S@A 45K@.@ O34C 4<K9, 4` {35@, 4` _µ0?J05@, 4` R0>JL305@ (><5340/S930 RS 
40@7F 19C 4` O>K4<045@), b>` 45G µ7;S/5.F 4\@ 6<?@^@ 3.@034Lµ7@9 [. . .]e 

 
52 PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 25: “10. Any foot that is divisible into a larger number of parts 

is also divisible into a smaller number. 11. The podic ratio in the nature of rhythm is 
comparable to the concord in the nature of harmony.” 

53  PEARSON, Aristoxenus, 70.  
54  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 3, 762.  
55  Ibid., 644–762.  
56  Ibid., 678.  
57  WINNIGTON-INGRAM, Aristides, 33, 29– 34, 15. MATHIESEN, Aristides Quintilianus, 

96: “There are three rhythmic genera: the equal, the sesquialteran [hemiolic], and the duple 
(some add also the sesquitertian [epitrite]) composed from the magnitude of the chronoi 
[. . .]. The sesquitertian [epitrite] begins from the heptaseme and continues until the 
tessareskaidekaseme [that is from 7 to 14 chronoi].” 
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4` RYO>K4<045@ t<67490 µV@ b>` Z>493Pµ5., ;K@7490 RV u^F 
47339<73190R7193Pµ5.. 

The last part of this extract which is neither in accordance with the 
Aristoxenean doctrine nor to be found in Byzantine excerptors, has 
certainly to be considered as a supplement added to the original by the 
Greek musicographer. As the objective of this supplement is to include 
in the Aristoxenean system the epitrite rhythms which 19@5@015K 
considered they were forming a separate category, misrepresents the 
nature of the teaching of Aristotle’s follower, and could indeed not be 
only a supplement, but certainly a true part of the reworking of his 
theory. But this reworking has a systematic character, since in the 
section of that B7<C D./µ01EF devoted to the analysis of compound 
rhythms (I:18), the O@<./µK9 of epitrite ratio is once more asserted 
against Aristoxenus’ authority (§ 35): µ7<K]^ 4`@ Z>42 7IF 4<K9 19C 
4S339<9 e 3�]7490 J?;5F O>K4<045F, OU 5� XAµ0 3.@4K/73/90 4`@ 
R71L3Aµ5@.58 There is no reason to attribute the whole theory of com-
pound Rhythm to the Aristoxenus’s opponents, as Gabriella Moretti,59 
recently did, pretexting that Aristoxenus did not aknowledge the 
O@<./µK9 of epitrite ratio: Aristides could very well have conformed the 
Aristoxenean doctrine to this canonical dogma, and have made it unrec-
ognizable for people not well informed on his hypertextuelles practices. 
As he formerly asserted that Epitrite constituted a rhythmical genre in 
the same way as Equal, Double and Hemiole, and that we have to relate 
the Z>4L3Aµ50 and the 47339<9190R71L3Aµ50 D./µ5K to it, the Greek 
musicographer of whom somebody said, some time ago, that he had “il 
gusto dell’eclettismo,”60 could not, without damaging the coherence of 
his treatise, respect the theory of his first source, which he had to modify 
systematically. Aristides Quintilianus is neither a simple epitomator in 
the same way as Psellus, nor a true commentator of Aristoxenus, as 
Sauvanet wrongly named him,61 and nor is he an “unwissenden Compi-
lator,” as Westphal called him:62 he was a very erudite scholar who was 
able to structure and match up in a unified system all what was to be 
remembered about music in the philosophical traditions of Pythag-
oreans, Platonists, Aristotelians and Stoics. And that is what I suggest to 

 
58  Ibid., 39, 17–20. MATHIESEN, Aristides Quintilianus, 101: “I partition seven into 

three and four. The sesquitertian [epitrite] is preserved, of which I say the decaseme is 
conctructed.” 

59  MORETTI, “Ritmo,” 68–73.  
60  ZANONCELLI, “Filosofia,” 86. 
61  SAUVANET, Le Rythme grec d’Héraclite à Aristote, 120.  
62  WESTPHAL, Rhythmik und Harmonik, viii–ix, and WESTPHAL, Griechische Rhythmik, 

vol. 2, 23.  

!"#$%&'- ()*&+,&- 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

340 

call panmusicalism.63 As those musical teachings were not always 
univocal, the panmusicalist rhetorician made of them a kind of synthesis 
which being beyond all the schools’ quarrels, could be accepted by most 
people. So without hesitation, he modified some points of heterogeneous 
theories that he introduced in a general system, which is, as a matter of 
fact, rather original. And so he, many times, misrepresented the 
Aristoxenean rhythmics in order to subject it to mathematical dictates. 
That is the reason why there are very important contradictions between a 
so reworked abstract and the main source: but that is no reason for 
disallowing in its entirety the testimony of Aristides Quintilianus on the 
content and order of the subjects tackled by Aristoxenus in his !"./µ012 

34506789. He is the only one who preserved an abstract of their book I 
and the table of contents of the following book (I:13). We must not 
attribute to the author of B7<C µ5.301EF all the mistakes and the 
inconsistencies that are to be found in his text. Its tradition has a long 
story too, and in his very deserving edition, Winnington-Ingram is still 
far from presenting its original state. “Ich demonstrierte meinen 
Schülern, says Nietzsche, die ganze Entwicklung der Metrik von 
Bentley bis Westphal als Geschichte eines Grundirrtums.”64 I am afraid, 
it would be the same with the development of the Aristoxenean !"./µ012 

34506789 interpretation, and consequently, with all attempts, initiated in 
19th-century Germany, of reconstitution of ancient rhythmic. More or 
less confusing the notions of Rhythm and rhythmical foot, German 
classical scholars and their followers all over the world, led first by 
Bœckh, then by Westphal, considered the chapter of !"./µ012 34506789 
about rhythmical feet, preserved for the most part in Vaticanus gr. 191 
and completed by Psellus’ opuscule, as the heart of Aristoxenean 
rhythmical theory. They did not understand that nearly five sections of 
Aristides Quintilianus’ B7<C D./µ01;+ (I:14 [end]–18) did not speak at 
all of those rhythmical feet, but of rhythms themselves, and they strove 
to show the heterodoxy of this long development. Apart from Weil and 
Susemihl,65 none of them admitted that the theory of compounds 
rhythms, which nobody else preserved, was indeed a part of 
Aristoxenean Rhythmics. That is why, as I formerly showed, they could 
never give a satisfactory interpretation of the chapter B7<C D./µ01\@ 
µ749M5J\@ (I:19), though admitting its Aristoxenean origin. None of 

 
63  CALVIÉ, “Prières,” 108–109; idem, “Leçon,” 30–34 and idem, Tradition manuscrite, 

vol. 3, 360.  
64  NIETZSCHE, Werke, vol. 3, 1226–27.  
65  WEIL, “Rhythmik” (translated in French in WEIL, Études, 163–72) and SUSEMIHL, De 

fontibus, 1866.  
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them noticed, that Aristides Quintilianus did not define this µ749M5JP as 
a change of rhythmical feet, but defined it as D./µ\@ bJJ5K^30F; and 
they always tried to correct the corrupted text of this passage, using the 
Aristoxenean feet doctrine, instead of the Aristides’ section about 
simple and compound rhythms which is to be completed by the Latin 
translation done by Martianus Capella.66 If a great part of the B7<C 
D./µ01EF is, in fact, devoted to the exposition of the heart of the 
Aristoxenean Rhythms’ doctrine (I:14 and I:18), never–theless it is true 
that the table of contents of this treatise, rightly identified by all classical 
scholars with the !"./µ012 34506789’s table of contents, does not 
comprise any chapter about Rhythms, or about their specific differences. 
As I suggested some years ago,67 it is impossible to hold either Aris-
tides Quintilianus or Aristoxenus responsible for that: rhythmics without 
rhythms’ study would be as absurd as a metrics without meters’ study or 
as harmonic without harmonies’ study, I mean a study 04-< ".%=% or 
>7<C 4<?>^@ (>9<2 µS@450 458F >9J9058F [. . .] O19J7845 [. . .] 4` RV R02 

>93\@ �<µ5@K9).68 The only culprit is certainly an ignorant copist who 
accumulated haplographies and confusion of alphabetic numerals, as in 
many other passages of the Aristides’ musical sum.  

At the end of this presentation, it seems to me that the indirect 
tradition of Aristoxenean !"./µ012 34506789 is reduced to its hyper-
textuality, which takes three main forms: reduction (omission or 
paraphrase), supplement and the true reworking. The almost exclusively 
hypertextual of this transtextuality is certainly not only one of the 
fundamental causes of the extreme complexity of this indirect tradition, 
but also the intrinsic difficulty of the subject of this treatise, its very 
fragmentary state of preservation, and the eventful story of each part of 
this corpus. I hope that I have well showed how an exact analysis of this 
indirect tradition with the help of concepts, borrowed, for example, from 
Genette’s Palimpsestes allowed to question, once more, the inter-
pretation of Aristoxenean rhythmics, elaborated by the classical German 
scholars of the 19th century and to suggest another one which could be 
more coherent and more respectful of the whole corpus. Of course, I 
know that scholars can, at will, intervene with their old deus ex 
machina: the ignorant copist, who mixed up all the pages or skipped 
over some lines. I will answer: “yes he does exist, I often met him, not 

 
66  CALVIÉ, Tradition manuscrite, vol. 2, 392–430.  
67  Ibid., 430–33.  
68  WINNIGTON-INGRAM, Aristides, 15, 8–10. MATHIESEN, Aristides Quintilianus, 83: 

“By the ancients, [. . .] the octave was called harmonia.” 
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only in manuscripts of ancient musicographers, but also in the editions 
of their modern successors.”69 
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