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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Aristotle’s Metaphysics was written in the fourth century BC. But our testimonies
about the transmission of Aristotle’s writings suggest that the earliest date of an
edition containing the 14 books known to us, in the order known to us, is the first
century BC. Worse still, our manuscript tradition containing Aristotle’s Metaphys-
ics begins with the transliteration process in the ninth century AD: Metaphysics
manuscripts of an earlier date did not survive. This means that our direct access to
the Metaphysics begins about 1200 years after it was written.

One might readily ask: is there not another way to access the Metaphysics text
before the ninth century AD? It would be of great value to know what happened
to the Metaphysics text before then—was the text evolving and shaped under the
conditions of the transmission process?

Luckily, our knowledge about the textual history of Aristotle’s Metaphysics is
not restricted to the direct manuscript tradition. There exists an indirect transmis-
sion of the text, constituted by references to and quotations of the Metaphysics
text in other works, most importantly, of course, works that were written before
the ninth century AD. In this study I am going to analyze the earliest and most
important indirect witness to the Metaphysics, the commentary by Alexander of
Aphrodisias. I will investigate how Alexander’s commentary can function as wit-
ness to the Metaphysics text, what it tells us about the ancient history and trans-
mission of this text, and how it hence can help us to improve the current state of
the text of Aristotle’s Metaphysics.

There are four different sources of evidence that either directly (i) or indirectly
(ii-iv) give us access to Aristotle’s Metaphysics:

(i) The Greek manuscripts containing either parts, or the whole, of the Meta-
physics. The manuscripts that are available to us all derive from either of two ver-
sions called a and B,! whose ancestor I call w®.

(ii) The Metaphysics versions available through the ancient and late ancient

'For the 53 manuscripts and a complete stemma codicum see Harlfinger 1979.
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commentaries of Alexander of Aphrodisias, Syrianus, Asclepius of Tralles, and
Michael of Ephesus.?

(iii) The Arabic translation of the Metaphysics preserved in Averroes’ Long
Commentary on the Metaphysics.?

(iv) The partially or completely preserved Medieval Greco-Latin translations
of the Metaphysics.*

Although the commentaries preserve the Metaphysics text only indirectly, that
is, through the medium of their quotations, paraphrases, and comments on the
text, they can give us access to a much older and more authentic version of the
Metaphysics than the version our direct manuscript transmission can. The earliest
and most important of these commentaries is the one by Alexander of Aphro-
disias (ca. AD 200), itself preserved in the Greek original for the first five books
(A-A) and in Arabic fragments for parts of book A.

The present study analyzes Alexander’s commentary as a textual witness to
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. It thereby pursues two main objectives, which correspond
to two different ways in which Alexander’s commentary provides information
on the Metaphysics text. The first objective is to analyze how the Metaphysics text
Alexander used when composing his commentary relates to the versions of the
direct transmission, a and f, and to their common ancestor w*. A clear picture
of how these versions interrelate will enable us to use the readings we can extract
from Alexander’s commentary more effectively. The second objective is to inves-
tigate the effects that Alexander’s commentary had on the transmission of the
Metaphysics text. Alexander’s impact on the Metaphysics text can be identified
through words or phrases present in the Metaphysics text that were not actually
written by Aristotle but were adopted into the text from Alexander’s commentary.
Such traces of contamination reveal to us the dynamics that shaped the text we
read today, and hence can improve our understanding of the textual history of the
Metaphysics.

%A further commentary is the so-called ‘recensio altera of Alexander,” an anonymous revision of
the first two books of Alexander’s commentary (see 2.4).

*The Arabic version of the text goes back (probably via a Syriac intermediate version) to a Greek
exemplar that was written before the ninth century AD. The Arabic version is transmitted through
Averroes’ Commentum magnum (Tafsir Ma ba’d at-Tabi’at). Averroes’ Commentum magnum has
been edited by Bouyges 1938-52. In his 1957 edition of the Metaphysics, Jaeger made sporadic use of
the textual information contained in the Arabic version (see Jaeger 1957: xx and Primavesi 2012b: 402).
Walzer 1958 then analyzed more carefully the textual evidence contained in the Arabic version of
books A, a, and A of the Metaphysics. Primavesi 2012¢ provided a detailed consideration of the Arabic
version in his edition of Metaphysics A (cf. Primavesi 2012b: 399-403). For the present study, I evalu-
ated the Arabic tradition through the Latin translation of the Arabic text provided by Michael Scotus
(13th century) for those Metaphysics passages that are relevant to my concern.

*Gudrun Vuillemin-Diem provided the first critical edition of the four extant Medieval Greco-Lat-
in translations of the Metaphysics (published between 1970 and 1995, in the series Aristoteles Latinus).
For a brief overview of these translations see Primavesi 2012b: 403-406.



INTRODUCTION

Both objectives have been aspired to before in some way or other by previous
scholarly investigations. Regarding the first, Metaphysics editors since Brandis
(1823) have become increasingly aware of the fact that sometimes the direct trans-
mission is corrupt and Alexander’s commentary alone witnesses to the correct
(or at any rate preferable) reading of the text. Investigations into the second ob-
jective have only been undertaken more recently. In his study on the first book of
the Metaphysics, Primavesi (2012) argues that the B-version of book A underwent
an editorial revision,” for which Alexander’s commentary was used as a source
for emendations and interpolations. Other scholars like Freudenthal (1885) and
Rashed (2007) have mentioned in passing the possibility that Alexander’s com-
ments could have had an impact on our version of the Metaphysics.®

The present study offers the first systematic investigation into all preserved
parts of Alexander’s commentary as a witness to the Metaphysics text. It will fur-
thermore show how many of the results attained by previous scholars fit into a
larger picture of the ancient transmission of the Metaphysics, a picture I establish
on the basis of all the evidence on Alexander’s commentary that is available.

In the course of this introduction I will do four things. First, I will give a brief
overview of the direct transmission of the Metaphysics. Second, I will offer a short
historical survey of previous scholarly explorations of Alexander’s commentary as
a textual witness to the Metaphysics. Third, I will give an overview of the present
study’s methods, agenda, and scope. Fourth, I will justify the time-frame (first

century BC to ninth century AD) relevant for this study.

THE TRANSMISSION OF THE METAPHYSICS

All extant Greek manuscripts, which contain either completely or partially the
text of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, can be traced back to two versions of the text, the
a- and the B-versions.” The direct transmission of the Metaphysics begins in the

>Primavesi 2012b: 409-39. Frede/Patzig (1988: 13-14), in their study of book Z, had also suggested
that the p-version was the work of a reviser, who improved the readability of the text (see below).

®Rashed 2007: 315 n. 861 and Freudenthal 188s5: 87 n. 2. For the former see 5.1.4; for the latter see
5.1.5.

’On the manuscripts and a complete stemma see Harlfinger 1979. For a concise review of the cur-
rent scholarship concerning the two families see Primavesi 2012b: 387-99. Cf. (regarding book I') Hec-
quet-Devienne 2008: 3-53 and the short sketch in Golitsis 2013.

Bonitz had early on drawn attention to the significant differences between codex A® (Laurentianus
Plut. 87,12) and the other Metaphysics manuscripts (Bonitz 1848: XV-XVI). Wilhelm v. Christ based
his 1886 edition solely upon the two codices E (a) und A® (B) (cf. Christ 1853: 2-3). Alfred Gercke
recognized that we are in fact dealing here with two independent families of the Metaphysics text.
Gercke identified in 1892 the Viennese ms. Vindobonesis phil. gr. 100 (= J) as a second, independent
a-manuscript (Gercke 1892: 147). In 1979, Harlfinger showed that also C (Taurinensis VII. B. 23) and M
(Ambrosianus F 113 sup.) are, with Ab, independent witnesses of the p-branch, and that Ab ceases to be
a descendant of the B-family from A 7, 1073a1 onwards. (Concerning the question as to where precisely
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ninth century AD.® It was during this Photian Renaissance (or Macedonian Re-
naissance) that ancient texts were copied out of the hitherto typical majuscule
script and into a new space- and time-saving minuscule script,’ a process known
as transliteration (petayapaktnplopéc). In the case of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, two
exemplars were transliterated.” These exemplars can be reconstructed using the
extant manuscripts that are derived from these two copies."

Two pieces of evidence suggest that both the a- and the B-version of the Meta-
Pphysics already existed as two distinct versions of the Metaphysics before their
transliteration in the ninth century.” First, as Wilhelm v. Christ 1886a pointed
out, there are certain scribal errors, typical of the majuscule script, which distin-
guish A® (B) from E (a).” These separative errors show that the two extant ver-
sions of the Metaphysics had split before the text was converted to the minuscule
script. Second, there are indications that a and f had separated even prior to AD
400. In the manuscripts of the B-version, the first words of books A, ®, and K
appear twice. Books I', H, and I were each the last book of a papyrus roll, and
at the ends of these rolls were included the first words of the succeeding books
A, ©, and K, which were written on new papyrus rolls." These catchwords, or

AP ceases to be a descendant of the B-family, see Fazzo 2010, Fazzo 2012b: 113-18, and the critique of
Fazzo’s thesis in Golitsis 2013.)

8This period of renaissance in Byzantine scholarship after two dark centuries (see Wilson 1983:
61-78) is closely associated with Photios, the patriarch of Constantinople (810-91). See Irigoin 1962
and Wilson 1983: 79-119; see also Reynolds/Wilson 2013: 58-66; Gastgeber 2003: 14-18; 28—29. For the
transmission of the Aristotelian corpus see Harlfinger 1971: 36-52.

Space conservation was an important factor, as papyrus was a rare commodity and parchment
was expensive. The new script, together with the import of paper from the Orient (at the end of the
eighth century AD), was the answer to the dearth of papyrus material (see Wilson 1983: 63-67).

For many works of Greek literature only one transliteration-exemplar can be reconstructed; this
is due to the fact that, at the time of the transliteration, only one majuscule-exemplar was available.
Wilson 1983: 67: “It often happens that all extant copies of a text seem to derive from a single archetype,
and the fact may be due not so much to the unwillingness of scribes to use different capital letter exem-
plars as to the survival of only one such exemplar in a conveniently accessible library.”

"That the stemma codicum for Aristotle’s Metaphysics is twofold is not uncommon for Aristotle—a
twofold stemma is given for several of Aristotle’s works. Two hyparchetypi can be reconstructed, for
instance, for MA (see the new edition that is presently under preparation by Oliver Primavesi) or Cael.
(see also Moraux 1965: CLXVIII). Cf. also Rashed 2001a: 315-38 for the question of whether there are
two or three families reconstructable for GC. On the question of a preponderance of bipartite stemma-
ta in general (‘Bédier’s paradox’) see Reeve 2011.

2See Primavesi 2012b: 390-93.

BSee v. Christ 1886a: VII: Scripturae continuae codicis archetypi haud pauca vestigia relicta sunt,
[...]; eiusdem libri archetypi quadratam litteraturam testantur nonnulli errores hoc modo facile expli-
candi, velut 8¢t (AEI) pro aei (AEI) p. 998b, 17. 10164, 15. 10264, 21, 60vodog (EYNOAOZ) pro cvvolog
(XYNOAO?X) [...]. Due to the new collations of Golitsis and Steinel, it is possible to identify these
errores separativi in AP as errors in B. They are also found in M and (where extant) in C.

“Primavesi 2012b: 391.
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reclamantes, facilitated the correct ordering of rolls.® Wilhelm v. Christ (1886a:
VII) first brought attention to these duplicated words in AP, and in 1912 Werner
Jaeger drew the conclusion relevant for our purposes: “die Kustoden fithren uns
in die Zeit der Buchrollen zuriick, in die Zeit vor der Umschrift der Texte in co-
dices.” Following Alexandru 2000,” Primavesi 2012b points to the fact that the
“Kustoden” preserved in AP are a feature of the entire B-version.® Accordingly,
the B-version can most likely be traced back to an edition of the Metaphysics in
a papyrus roll. Now, the use of codices began to be implemented in the second
century AD, and until the end of the third century AD codices and papyrus rolls
existed side-by-side.”” By the end of the fourth century AD, however, the papyrus
roll was obsolete.?’ The reclamantes in the B-version, therefore, take us back to a
papyrus edition from before AD 400. The a-version, on the other hand, does not
contain such reclamantes.

This terminus ante quem of the B-version (as separate from the a-version) be-
comes even more likely given the following considerations.” Let it be supposed
that both the B- and the a-version of the text contained these reclamantes, and
that while the p-version retained its reclamantes, the a-version of the text lost
its own some time after AD 400, yet still before the transliteration. On this sup-
position, the presence of reclamantes could not be used to date the split of the
two texts. There is, however, evidence that indicates that the B-text underwent a
revision process.? This strengthens the claim that the two texts separated before
AD 400. For, if the revision had occurred after AD 400, at which time papyrus rolls
were no longer in use, the superfluous reclamantes would have been eliminated.
Yet the reclamantes are in the p-text. Therefore the revision must have been made
for an edition on a papyrus roll, for which the reclamantes were still useful. There-
fore the revision took place before AD 400.

Werner Jaeger maintained in his praefatio (1957) that both versions, which he
designated as IT (a) and A® (B), already existed with most of their characteristic
features in the first century AD, and that Alexander knew of and used both ver-
sions of the text.” However, as Primavesi 2012b argues, Alexander’s commentary

5See Schironi 2010: 31-35 and 74-75.

16Iaeger 1912: 181. See also Jaeger 1957: ix—x.

17 Alexandru 2000: 13-14.

Primavesi 2012b: 393: “So it seems that Jaeger was right in claiming that our B-text goes back to an
ancient edition which precedes not only the transliteration of ancient Greek texts from uncial script to
minuscule (which took place during the ninth century), but also the replacement of the papyrus scroll
by the codex (which emerged gradually during the two centuries before and after AD 300).”

“Dorandi 1997: 7.

20See Biillow-Jacobsen 2009: 25.

AT am indebted to conversations with Oliver Primavesi on these issues.

2On this B-revision see below.

PJaeger 1957: ix-x. Jaeger even speculates that the two versions represent two different sets of
Aristotle’s lecture notes. On Jaeger’s view, and its grounding in his concept of Entwicklungsgeschichte,
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can be used as terminus post quem for the B-revision, and hence also for the p-text
and most of its characteristic features. According to Primavesi, the -version did
not exist in the form in which it has been transmitted to us until affer a revision
occurred, during which phrases from Alexander’s commentary (as well as other
authorities) were placed into the Metaphysics text.** In the course of the present
study, further evidence will be provided that clearly speaks against Jaeger’s as-
sumption that Alexander could have used both versions of the Metaphysics (see
5.1).

Frede/Patzig 1988, in their study on Book Z, first suggested that the p-version
had been revised.”” The hypothesis of such a revision of the text can explain why
in many cases both versions of the text offer divergent, yet nevertheless viable,
readings.”® All the divergences between a and p cannot be due merely to the scrib-
al errors that each version suffered during the transmission process. The fact that
the B-text seems to offer the ‘smoother’ text” invites the supposition that it un-
derwent a revision that did not occur in the a-version.” Cassin/Narcy 1989% share
this view, as their edition of book I displayed. Primavesi 2012b introduced Alex-
ander as a reference point concerning the puzzle about the divergence of a or  in
book A, and on that basis showed that the B-version is the work of a reviser who
used, besides other authoritative models, Alexander’s commentary.*

It is still an open question whether the B-version underwent a revision process
in all books of the Metaphysics. The answer can only be based on a full assessment
of all divergences between a and f.* But even if future research on the Metaphys-

see Kotwick 2016.

24Primavesi 2012b: 424-39.

»Frede/Patzig 1988: 13-14. Cf. also Bonitz 1848: XVI: non desunt loci (scil. in AY), ubi interpretis
potius quam simplicis librarii manum agnoscere tibi videaris.

%Ross 1924: clxi: “In very many passages A" on one side, EJ on the other have divergent readings
between which there is little or nothing to choose from the point of view of sense, style, or grammar.”

“Prede/Patzig 1988: 14. “Diese hypothetischen Eingriffe lassen sich in drei Gruppen einteilen,
freilich mit der Giblichen Unbestimmtheit hinsichtlich von Grenzfillen: (i) Normalisierung der Texte
durch Tilgung grammatischer Besonderheiten, (ii) Glattung des Textes infolge tatséchlicher oder ver-
muteter sachlicher Unstimmigkeiten, (iii) Regulierung des Textes durch Tilgung unverstandener oder
mifSverstandener Ausdriicke.”

*Frede/Patzig 1988: 16. Yet, from Jaeger’s (1917: 481-82 and 1957: vi-vii) point of view it is IT
(equivalent to our a-version) that offers a text that has been revised by Byzantine scholars, whereas
A® (B-version) often preserves the rougher, but more authentic text. Concerning Aristotle’s writings
other than the Metaphysics, see Dreizehnter 1962, who finds that one of the two transmitted versions
of the Politics goes back to a revision of the text (“Vereinfachung des Textes,” 42) in Byzantine time.

¥ Cassin/Narcy 1989: 111. See also Bydén 200s: 106. Cf. Hecquet-Devienne 2008: 5.

30Primavesi 2012b: 457-58.

'As we will see in 5.2, contamination of p by Alexander’s commentary can be found in all books
for which the commentary is extant. This seems to speak in favour of an affirmative answer to the
question. The evidence of w*" that can be found in Alexander’s commentary provides additional infor-
mation about the status of p: Alexander’s text agrees slightly more often with a than with p (lemmata:
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ics will affirm the revision thesis, this ought not to overshadow the fact that both
versions, a and [, were exposed to other modifications during the time of the
transmission, intentional or otherwise.*?

The present investigation into Alexander’s commentary as witness to the Meta-
physics and the conclusions drawn from it on the one hand confirm that inten-
tional changes based on Alexander’s comments were made to the p-version, and
on the other argue that Alexander’s comments left traces in all versions of the
Metaphysics that we can reconstruct. More often than not, these traces do not
need to be attributed to a careful revision of the text, but rather seem to result
from an accidental incorporation of glosses containing the upshot of Alexander’s
comments on a passage.

Primavesi 2012b (439-56) also identifies phrases or passages in the a-version as
later additions to the text. These ‘a-supplements’ are distinguished by the fact that
they are absent from the B-version and unknown to Alexander.” These instances
corroborate the point already made that both versions appear to have undergone
changes, albeit of a different kind. The a-supplements should also make us aware
that influences on the text of the Metaphysics may have a source other than Alex-
ander’s commentary (cf. 5.4).*

ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY AS A WITNESS TO THE
TEXT OF THE METAPHYSICS

To say that most of the ancient commentators on Aristotle’s works had access to
copies that are today lost would be to state the obvious. In the case of the Meta-
physics, and starting with Brandis (1823), editors recorded with an increasing de-
gree of thoroughness the readings that Alexander attested to. Speaking again of
Aristotle’s works in general, recent attention has been drawn to the long-known

agreements with a 61 vs. agreements with B 51; quotations agreements with a 126 vs. agreements with 8
82; paraphrase: agreements with a 198 vs. agreements with B 143; see appendices B-D). This indicates
that the a-version preserves the readings in w* slightly more faithfully than the p-version.

*2Primavesi 2012b: 409 acknowledges this fact, yet in his edition of book A, he tends to follow the
a-reading whenever possible. The fact that scribal errors occurred in both versions means also that not
every a-reading that is rougher than the corresponding B-reading should be preferred as the lectio dif-
ficilior; cf. also the analysis of a-supplements in Primavesi 2012b: 439-56. Cassin/Narcy 1989, however,
disregard this rule and follow the a-reading in all cases where a and p differ (see Hecquet-Devienne
2008: 5). Here are some passages in book I' for which they should not have followed the a-reading, as
the a-reading can be shown to be the result of a later intervention: I' 4, 1008b15 (see 4.3.1.1) and T 2,
1004a32 (see 4.3.1.3). Cf. also 4.3.3 on I 7, 1011b35-1012a1.

#In 5.3.3 I show that one of the phrases that Primavesi identifies as a-supplements stems in fact
from Alexander’s commentary.

**On the question whether the commentary by Asclepius of Tralles influenced the a-version of the
Metaphysics see Kotwick 2015.
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implications of the commentaries for a scholar interested in reconstructing the
ancient text of an Aristotelian treatise. Jonathan Barnes writes:*

... and the history of Aristotle’s text is far more twisted—and rather more exciting
... It is precisely here that the evidence of the ancient commentators is invaluable;
for the commentaries are themselves far earlier than our earliest manuscripts of Ar-
istotle’s text, and they thus testify—in principle and under certain conditions—to
the state in which that text found itself in several centuries before the scribes whose
ink we now read rolled up their cuffs.

Barnes is here referring to his work on Aspasius’s commentary on the Nicomache-
an Ethics. Speaking of the Metaphysics, Frede and Patzig point to the importance
of and the room for further investigation into the ancient commentators for the
constitution of the text:

[Wir sind] der Meinung, dafl in der Textkonstitution der aristotelischen
,Metaphysik‘ durchaus noch wichtige Verbesserungen maglich sind, wozu u.a. eine
stirkere Beachtung der antiken Kommentare und der arabischen Uberlieferung
beitragen konnte.*

Primavesi confirmed this opinion by introducing a new way of treating the evi-
dence presented in Alexander’s commentary. Previous editors tended to consult
Alexander’s commentary either with the intention of confirming or disconfirm-
ing a particular reading, or in order to find a reading alternative to the directly
transmitted text. They did not—or at least did not sufficiently—use Alexander’s
commentary to judge the age and the value of the two transmitted versions of the
text as a whole. In 2012 Primavesi introduced Alexander’s commentary as a crite-
rion to decide whether a or  contains a revised version of the original text and to
date the emergence of a and f as two separate versions.

My study of all books for which we have Alexander’s commentary will fol-
low and further extend the route taken by Primavesi by evaluating Alexander’s
commentary as a source for establishing the textual history of the Metaphysics in
antiquity. I will treat the following two aspects of the evidence that Alexander’s
commentary offers: first, the access it provides to a text or texts much older than
the text we find in our manuscripts, and second, the active role it played in the
transmission process of the Metaphysics text.

Before I embark on this project, I would like to look briefly back to the begin-
ning and development of the evaluation of ancient commentaries as textual wit-
nesses and specifically to the evaluation of Alexander’s commentary and its rela-
tion to the Metaphysics. The starting point of any exploration of the commentaries
on Aristotle is the Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (CAG) editions which were
edited at the behest of the Koniglich-Preuflische Akademie der Wissenschaften,

3Barnes 1999: 34.
36Frede/Patzig 1988: 13.
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first under the direction of Adolf Torstrik and then of Hermann Diels.”

The first edition made available was Diels’s 1882 edition of the first part of Sim-
plicius’s commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, and in the following years editions of
most of the extant commentaries were—often for the first time—made available.
Diels was then the first to make editorial use of Simplicius’s Physics commentary
as a witness to the text of Aristotle’s Physics. In his article “Zur Textgeschichte
der Aristotelischen Physik™® he showed that the Physics text used by Simplicius
was independent of the directly transmitted text.” In several passages, he restored
the Physics text on the basis of the evidence in Simplicius’s commentary. Diels
furthermore concluded, first, that the archetypus of the direct transmission con-
tained marginal glosses, and second, more generally, that we should be aware of
the fact that during the transmission process, copies of the Physics were regularly
made on the basis of multiple manuscripts and with the ancient commentaries at
hand.”” In the following, clear parallels will become evident between the results
that Diels attained concerning the transmission of the Physics in light of Simpli-
cius’s commentary, and those attained in the present study on the transmission of
the Metaphysics in light of Alexander’s.

Alexander’s testimony has always been of interest to editors of the Metaphysics
text. The editorial history of the Metaphysics therefore also comprises the history
of the use of Alexander’s commentary as a textual witness. In his edition of 1831,
Bekker recorded variant readings found in Alexander’s commentary in his appa-
ratus using the siglum F°. The readings he thus labelled are drawn mainly from
the lemmata and citations in Alexander’s commentary. F° stands for the com-
mentary manuscript Parisinus 1876 = A.*' Bekker thereby gave equal weighting
to a manuscript of Alexander’s commentary and the manuscripts of the Meta-
physics. Schwegler (1847) adopted Bekker’s text,*? but advocated a more thorough
exploration of Alexander’s commentary,” and indeed recorded in greater detail
the evidence available there. He took over Bekker’s stock of evidence in F°, but in
numerous places added the evidence stored in Alexander’s comments (using the

For the history of the editorial enterprise of the CAG see Usener 1892: 197-201; see also 2.2.

*Diels 1882. Diels confines his study to the first four books of the Physics and Simplicius’s com-
mentary, the latter of which he had recently edited (CAG, Bd. IX, 1882). For an evaluation of Diels’s
results see Ross 1936: 103-108.

¥Diels 1882: 5-7.

“"Diels 1882: 19-20; also Freudenthal 1885: 46, who has Diels in mind when he says: “die Schreiber
haben den aristotelischen Text nach ihrem Gutdiinken geédndert und bisweilen Conjecturen der Com-
mentatoren aufgenommen, die so zur Vulgata geworden sind.” Cf. also Bonitz 1848: XVT; Jaeger 1917:
486, 491; Ross 1924: clxii and Ross 1936: 103-106.

4See 2.2.

#2Schwegler 1847a: IV.

BSchwegler 1847a: IX: “Natiirlich musste der Commentar Alexanders genau verglichen werden,
um den Aristotelischen Text, den dieser Ausleger vor sich gehabt hat, constatiren und wiederherstel-
len zu konnen. Freilich ist diess keine so ganz leichte und einfache Aufgabe.”
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abbreviation “Alex.”),* which several times disagrees with F°.%

In the same year in which Schwegler published his edition of the Metaphysics,
Bonitz brought forward a new edition of Alexander’s commentary,* which he
regarded as preparatory work for his own edition of the Metaphysics (text: 1848,
commentary: 1849). Alexander’s commentary had clearly come to hold central
importance as a textual witness,” and Bonitz read the commentary carefully when
he set out to edit the Metaphysics.*® As Schwegler before him, Bonitz criticized
Bekker’s consideration of Alexander’s commentary as insufficient,” but went
even further than Schwegler and distinguished three types of evidence in his eval-
uation of the commentary: the lemmata in A,* designated as F® the text that was
supposedly read by Alexander, designated as “Alex.”; and the variant readings
recorded by Alexander, designated as “yp Alex.”

In his 1886 edition, Wilhelm v. Christ combined the different types of testimo-
ny found in Alexander’s commentary, bringing them all under the abbreviation
“Alex.” This parallels Christ’s reduction of the direct textual witnesses to a single
manuscript of each branch of the transmission, that is, to the manuscripts E and
A®. Christ had in fact already made use of Alexander’s commentary in 1853 in
order to correct the directly transmitted Metaphysics text.

Werner Jaeger made extensive use of Alexander’s commentary in his 1917 and
1923 studies of the Metaphysics text, as well as in his 1957 edition of the text. At the
beginning of his study in 1917, he writes:

Die nihere Untersuchung des Verhiltnisses von A zu Alexander und beider zu der
byzantinischen Recension II [= a], die einer andern Stelle iiberlassen bleiben soll,
beweist den hohen Wert Alexanders als Quelle fiir die antike, an Varianten reiche
Uberlieferung, und die Notwendigkeit, das Vorurteil von der schonen Einheitlich-
keit unsres Textes aufzugeben. (...) Die nichste Aufgabe der Kritik wird sein, Al-
exander sorgfaltig durchzuinterpretiren und den Bestand seiner Lesarten aufzustel-
len, keine ganz einfache Sache L2

*“Schwegler (1847a: XI-XII) based his information about Alexander’s commentary on Brandis’s
edition of the scholia on the Metaphysics (1836). For this edition see 2.2.

*Schwegler furthermore suggests conjectures for the Aristotelian texts that he justified by the
reading found in Alexander. For instance, in 1004a12 Schwegler conjectured | <ydp> &mAdg Aéyopev
based on Al 253.1-2; Bonitz, Christ, Ross, and Jaeger follow (B, followed by Bekker, reads 1 am\dg
\eyopévn, a reads fj 1 &m\@g Aeyopévn; V4 i amhdg Aeyopévn).

1See 2.2.

¥See already Bonitz 1842: 84-131. See also the praefatio of the commentary edition 1847: IV-V.

*Bonitz 1848: IX: accuratissime investigavi. We will encounter Bonitz’s intimate familiarity with
Alexander’s commentary on several occasions during the present study.

“Bonitz 1848: VII and IX.

9Bonitz notes some cases where the lemma A (Paris. 1876) and M (Monac. 81) disagree.

S1See Christ 1853: 2-3.

2Jaeger 1917: 482.
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From Jaeger’s point of view, his predecessors—especially Bonitz—had not yet
fulfilled this task. Jaeger demands (i) that a complete inventory of readings (“Be-
stand seiner Lesarten”) preserved in Alexander be taken, and—although Jaeger
does not say it specifically—(ii) that these readings be evaluated with respect to
the question of how Alexander relates to the direct transmission of the Metaphys-
ics. Here, in 1917, Jaeger presents this task as a future project (“einer andern Stelle
iiberlassen”). But he would never publish the study he envisions here.

Be that as it may, Jaeger did undertake the second task in his praefatio to the
1957 edition. According to Jaeger 1957: x, the two versions of the Metaphysics that
came down to us via the direct transmission were not only already extant at the
time at which Alexander wrote his commentary, but they were even used by him:
Al certe suo usus iudicio utramque versionem adhibuit.® Jaeger’s view is based
on his own conception of an Entwicklungsgeschichte of the Metaphysics and its
text.”* He contends that the two versions of the text go back to two versions of the
Peripatetic school.” This contention has the effect of diminishing the importance
of the evidence in Alexander: suppose that Alexander, when composing his com-
mentary, could have chosen his readings of the Metaphysics from an a- or a p-text;
his testimony to a particular reading would not necessarily lead us to the older
reading, but only to Alexander’s personal preference.’® Nevertheless, as Jaeger
himself also points out, most explicitly in his last, unfinished article,”” Alexander
may still be the only witness to an authentic reading that in the other witnesses
has since been corrupted.”®

33See also xii. Cf. Jaeger’s earlier comments in Jaeger 1917: 503. In the course of the present study we
will see that it is most unlikely that Alexander used more than one textual exemplar of the Metaphysics
when writing his commentary (see 3.1). This fact weakens Jaeger’s claim that Alexander used a and f,
yet it does not constitute proof that the split of the two versions happened after Alexander. Proof of
the latter can be attained by identifying traces of contamination in w* by Alexander (on which see 5.1).

*Jaeger 1912.

Cf. Jaeger 1956: x-xii.

*¢For further discussion of Jaeger’s view see Kotwick 2016.

*"Jaeger 1965: 408-409.

#Just as his editorial forerunner Ross, Jaeger presents the information found in Alexander’s
commentary according to the standard Diels had set up in his study on the Physics and Simplicius’s
commentary (Diels 1882: 4 n. 1: “Ich bezeichne diese Lemmatavarianten des Simplicius mit SI, seine
wortlichen Citate mit Sc, die paraphrasierenden Textanfithrungen (innerhalb des Commentars) mit
Sp.”). Jaeger used the abbreviations Al (= Alexandri Aphrodisiensis Commentarius in Aristotelis Meta-
physica), Al° (= Alexandri citatio), Al' (= Alexandri lemma), AlP (= Alexandri interpretatio vel paraph-
rasis). See Jaeger 1957: xxii. Ross, however, does not distinguish between Al? and Al Al subsumes AIP
in his edition. Both Jaeger and Ross in their apparatus do not differentiate between the authentic part
of Alexander’s commentary (A-A) and the inauthentic part written by Michael of Ephesus (E-N) (see,
however, Jaeger’s note in his apparatus at A 1, 1069a32). Cf. Bydén 2005: 105-106 and my 2.1. This is
surprising, because Ross (1924: clxi-clxiii) in his praefatio clearly distinguishes Alexander from Mi-
chael (“pseudo-Alexander”) when addressing their status as textual witnesses for the Metaphysics. In
his 1923 article, Jaeger refers to Ps.-Alexander interchangeably by the names “Alexander” and “Ps.-Al-
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Ross shares Jaeger’s view that the separation of the two versions of the Meta-
physics text happened at a time before Alexander.” Ross, however, did not go so
far as to claim that Alexander had both versions at his disposal. He more modestly
observes:®

Where EJAPAL do not agree, the usual alternatives are either AbAL right, EJ wrong,
or EJAL right, A® wrong. Each of these alternatives was elected approximately equal-
ly often.

From this he formulates the following rule for the editor of the Metaphysics text:*

We shall do well, generally speaking, to treat the consensus of any two of them as
taking us as near as we can hope to get to the text of Aristotle.

The case studies I will examine in the following offer an occasion to discuss this
rule and its implications (see 4.3). In general, Ross’s rule holds true only when
“Al” signals a reading in the Metaphysics exemplar Alexander used, but even here
we have to be mindful of possible exceptions.

Most recently, Primavesi 2012 has provided evidence against Ross’s and Jae-
ger’s hypothesized dating of the two versions a and f, and for the fact that the
defining characteristics of the B-version came about after Alexander wrote his
commentary.® In the introduction to his edition of book A of the Metaphysics,
Primavesi argues that the p-version is the product of a reviser, who used author-
itative models for his revision of the text. Alexander’s commentary was one such
model. In 5.2, I discuss evidence found in the books subsequent to A that confirms
Primavesi’s discovery of f’s contamination by Alexander’s commentary. In 5.1, I
adduce another argument that corroborates the dating of a and f to a period after
Alexander.

OVERVIEW OF THE PRESENT STUDY: METHODOLOGY,
AGENDA, AND SCOPE

The heart of the present study is my analysis of how the text Alexander used, his
commentary itself, and the text of our manuscripts interrelate. The results of this
analysis are presented in the diagram given on p. 282 (appendix A). In order to
establish the relationships and influences among these different versions I follow

exander” (Jaeger 1923: 260 and 271-72).

PRoss 1924: clxiii: “The facts point to the existence in Alexander’s time of three texts of approx-
imately equal correctness, represented now by EJ, A’ and Alexander’s commentary.” Cf. also Ross
1924: clxi: “Alexander (fl. 200 AD) represents a tradition intermediate between the two.”

Ross 1924: clxi. Cf. also Jaeger 1957 ix.
®'Ross 1924: cxiii.
©2Primavesi 2012b: 388 and 457-58.
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the basic rules of textual criticism, most concisely set out by Paul Maas in his
treatise Textual Criticism.*

The interrelation between our witnesses (including manuscripts, quotations,
commentaries)® and the original text is determined on the basis of indicative er-
rors (errores significativi), which these witnesses either share or do not share. In
order to prove that a witness B is independent of a witness A, i.e. that B is not a
copy of A, witness A has to contain at least one ‘peculiar error’ that B does not
share.”® In order to find such errors and determine the relationship of the direct
and indirect Greek witnesses to the Metaphysics, I explore Alexander’s commen-
tary in close comparison to the readings preserved in both manuscript families,
a and B. On the basis of separative errors in the text used by Alexander and the
ancestor of a and f, w*, I will be able to determine that the text Alexander used
and w* are two independent witnesses to the Metaphysics.

There is another factor in the transmission of manuscripts that is relevant to
the present study. In the simplest cases, a manuscript is copied from one single
manuscript, called its exemplar or Vorlage. However, it is often the case that the
copy is produced not from just one Vorlage, but several, and that it is additionally
influenced by other sources such as commentaries or alternative readings written
in the margins of a Vorlage. A manuscript derives from this variety of sources.
This means that most manuscripts do not just bear witness to one manuscript;
they also include readings from the other manuscripts that the scribe might have
consulted and from the margins of the Vorlage where variae lectiones or correc-
tions were noted. The phenomenon that a manuscript might derive from several
sources is called ‘contamination™® or ‘horizontal transmission.” In this study, I
apply the term ‘contamination’ to describe the influence that Alexander’s com-
mentary exerted on different versions of the Metaphysics. In the context of this
study, then, contamination means that information originally given by Alexander
in his commentary was later incorporated into the Metaphysics text, where it fea-
tures as Aristotle’s own words.

®Maas’s Textkritik was originally published in 1927 as part of the Einleitung in die Altertumswis-
senschaft (edited by A. Gercke and E. Norden). See also Pasquali’s review and extensive discussion
in Pasquali 1929. The fourth and final edition of Maas’s work is Maas 1960. When I employ terms
or concepts from Maas I follow the English translation by Barbara Flower (Maas 1958). For further
discussions and developments of Maas’s theory see Timpanaro 2005; Erbse 1979; P6hlmann 2003b;
Reeve 2007; Reeve 2011.

%4 Maas 1958: 3—4.

®Maas 1958: 42: the error in A has to be “so constituted that our knowledge of the state of con-
jectural criticism in the period between A and B enables us to feel confident that it cannot have been
removed by conjecture during that period.” On the relevance of this condition for the present study
see pp. 137-38.

%Maas 1958: 3; 7-8.

This term was introduced by Pasquali 1962: 140-141 in order to free the phenomenon from neg-
ative connotation.
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My analysis of Alexander’s commentary begins with a brief discussion both of
the state of preservation of Alexander’s commentary as well as of the various edi-
tions of it (chapter 2). I will then discuss how many texts Alexander used, how his
“philological” work should be assessed, and what sources he made use of (chapter
3). I will argue that he used one Metaphysics text, w*t, which can be partially re-
constructed from his commentary, and that he had occasional knowledge of some
variae lectiones and conjectures, which he acquired from marginal notes in his
Metaphysics exemplar or from commentaries. I will then explore the authenticity,
and thereby the reliability, of the following four types of evidence for w*" found in
Alexander’s commentary (3.2-3.4): (i) lemmata; (ii) quotations; (iii) Alexander’s
paraphrase of Aristotle’s argument; and finally (iv) Alexander’s critical discussion
of Aristotle’s thought.

After my critical assessment of Alexander’s commentary as a textual source for
the Metaphysics, I will undertake a systematic exploration of how w** relates to the
two directly transmitted versions, a and f, as well as to their common ancestor
w*. T will analyze separative errors in @* (4.1) and w*" (4.2) and the consequences
these have for the evaluation of Alexander’s commentary as textual witness to
the Metaphysics (4.3). Thereafter, I explore how Alexander’s commentary itself
relates to the versions w®, a, and P (5). Primavesi has pointed to traces of Alexan-
der’s commentary in the p-text of Metaphysics A,*® which prompts the following
questions: are traces of Alexander’s commentary also identifiable in the B-version
of books a-A (5.2)? Furthermore, are traces of the influence of Alexander’s com-
mentary identifiable (in the text of A-A and parts of A) in the other versions of the
Metaphysics text, that is, in the a- or even the w*f-version (5.1 and 5.3)?

I should remark briefly on the scope of the present study. The case studies from
which I draw my conclusions about the interrelations of w*:, @*, a, and B have
been selected from a wide array of possible cases. I do not discuss all possible cas-
es in which Alexander’s commentary might be relevant for the named texts and
the relationships they hold to one another. Some of the criteria by which I have
selected the cases that I discuss vary according to the purpose of the particular
analysis in question, but the following three apply in all cases. First, the textu-
al differences between the versions of the Metaphysics under discussion must be
substantive. In other words, I am not primarily interested in word order or other
minor divergences. This leads to the second criterion: the differences between the
Metaphysics versions must be such that it makes sense to ask which of the two (or
more) available readings is more likely to have been written by Aristotle. In other
words, it must be possible to assess the divergent readings on the basis of Aristo-
tle’s philosophy or diction. Third, the reading that I identify as the reading in w**
has to be reconstructed on the basis of at least two types of evidence in Alexander’s
commentary (see p. 60 for this rule). Any more specific selection criteria will be

%8Primavesi 2012b: 424-29 and 457-58.
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indicated and explained in the relevant sections of this study.

Since the cases examined below are highly specific in their features, this study
does not provide the reader with a discussion of all cases and passages for which
Alexander’s commentary offers evidence helpful to the reconstruction of the
Metaphysics text. On the contrary, the aim of this study is not to discuss exhaus-
tively all available evidence, but first of all to determine, guided by the rules of tex-
tual criticism, the relationship of Alexander’s Metaphysics text as well as his com-
mentary to the direct transmission of the Metaphysics. I base my analysis on those
cases that, as I found after having worked through the entire commentary,* offer
the most reliable evidence. The conclusions I draw from the extensive analysis of
these select cases provide the set of all possible textual relationships that might
hold between Alexander’s commentary and the direct transmission of the Meta-
physics. This will offer any future editor or reader of a critical edition of the Meta-
physics a schema whereby each and every piece of evidence found in Alexander’s
commentary can be efficiently ascertained and evaluated. The goal of the present
study is not to complete this task, but to lay the groundwork for its completion.

As a necessary means for drawing the above conclusions and for preparing the
way for the completion of the above task, this study develops methods for analyz-
ing Alexander’s commentary with a view to improving the textual evidence of the
text of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. These methods could in principle be applied to the
remaining indirect witnesses of the Metaphysics text, namely, the commentaries
by Syrianus, Asclepius of Tralles,” and Michael of Ephesus (and possibly also the
Arabic and Latin translations of the text).

THE TIME-FRAME

The time-frame of my analysis is defined, at its one extremity, by the first century
BC edition of the Metaphysics, often referred to as the Roman edition, which most
likely consisted of 14 books. At the other extremity, it reaches as far as the trans-
literation process of the ninth century AD.” There are divergent ancient reports
(particularly by Strabo’ and Plutarch”) about the disappearance of (parts of) Ar-
istotle’s esoteric writings after the death of his student Theophrastus (ca. 287 BC)
and their later reappearance in the first century BC. The reliability of these reports
and especially the role of Andronicus of Rhodes (first cent. BC), whom Plutarch
mentions as the editor of the hitherto inaccessible Aristotelian works, has been

%A concise and inevitably compressed overview of the evidence available in Alexander’s commen-
tary is offered in the appendices. Furthermore, I offer more specific lists throughout the study itself.

0Cf. Kotwick 2015.

'On the transliteration process see above pp. 3-4.

72Strabo, Geographica X111,1,54 = Radt 2004: 602-605.

73Plutarch, Sulla 26; 468B.




16 ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

judged quite differently among modern scholars.”

Beyond dispute, however, is the fact that in the only surviving catalogue of
Aristotelian works from Hellenistic times,” preserved in two different versions
by Diogenes Laertius® and Hesychius,”” several important works, among them
the Metaphysics, are missing.” The Arabic author Ptolemy al-Gharib preserves a
later catalogue, however, which lists almost all of the titles of our Corpus Aristo-
telicum.” The temporal divergence between the Hellenistic and the Arabic cata-
logues is confirmed by a fact to which Primavesi drew attention in 2007. In the
older catalogue, the books of Aristotle’s works are numbered according to the
Hellenistic system of labeling books, whereas in the catalogue given by Ptolemy,
the numbering is pre-Hellenistic, which is the way in which Aristotle’s works have
come down to us.*

Ptolemy names Andronicus of Rhodes as the author of a comprehensive cata-
logue (Pinakes) of Aristotle’s works.®! Furthermore, both Plutarch and Porphyry
describe Andronicus as editor of Aristotle’s writings.* Therefore it seems reason-
able to conclude that, in the first century BC, Andronicus compiled and edited
works of Aristotle that had been hitherto inaccessible.** Whether Andronicus’s
work included “text-critical initiatives” is a matter of debate.® It seems that An-
dronicus, while editing and organizing, that is, while labeling the books of Aris-
totle’s works, preserved the pre-Hellenistic numbering system present in the re-

74See Moraux 1973: 3-44; Gottschalk 1987: 1083-97; Barnes 1997: 2—31; Primavesi 2007; cf. also
Hatzimichali 2013: 11-27.

7Concerning the question whether the catalogue goes back to the library of Alexandria see Pri-
mavesi 2007: 58-59.

7*Diogenes Laertius (5.22-27; 11. 257-409 Dorandi); see also Moraux 1951: 15-193.

""Hesychius of Miletus (text: Diiring 1957: 83-89). See also Moraux 1951: 195-209.

78See Moraux 1951: 73 and Primavesi 2011c: 60-61.

7*See Moraux 1951: 287-309 and Hein 1985: 424-29, who presents the Arabic text with translation.
See also Primavesi 2011c: 62 and Gottschalk 1987: 1090.

89Primavesi 2007: 63-70 and Primavesi 2011c: 60-63. The pre-Hellenistic system consisted of 24
letters (A-Q2), whereas the Hellenistic system consisted of 27 letters (including ¢ = 6, ¢ = 90, and
=900). Note, however, that the differentiation between the two systems was not always sharp. For
example, the (pre-Hellenistic) numbering of Homer’s works in 24 books remained stable throughout.
See also the examples given in Lapini 1997.

8'Hein 1985: 417-19. Hatzimichali 2013: 15-20 works out the precise implications of the editorial
work credited to Andronicus by Plutarch and Porphyry.

82Plutarch, Sulla 26; 468B; Porphyry, De vita Plotini, 24,2-11.

81t is likely that Andronicus drew on editorial work done by Tyrannio. See Hatzimichali 2013: 16.
For Tyrannio see also Moraux 1973: 33-44 and Barnes 1997: 17-20; concerning editorial work done
after Andronicus’s death see Gottschalk 1990: 67.

84See most recently Hatzimichali 2013: 27: “A scrutiny of our sources has shown that it was the
[i.e. Andronicus’s] processes of cataloguing, canon-formation and corpus-organisation that had the
greatest impact on the texts we now read, and not the appearance of new ‘editions’ and text-critical ini-
tiatives.” Barnes is “cutting Andronicus down to size” (1997: 59); Fazzo 2012a: 54-55 endorses Barnes’s
general doubt on the impact of Andronicus on the Aristotelian writings.
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discovered writings and, what is more, even carried the pre-Hellenistic method of
book-labeling over to those writings of Aristotle that had already been accessible
during Hellenistic times and had consequently been adjusted to the Hellenistic
numbering system. It is this pre-Hellenistic system of book numbering that is
preserved in the present-day Corpus Aristotelicum. Andronicus’s edition, which
was a contributing factor to the renaissance of Aristotelianism of the first century
BC, therefore serves as the starting point of the textual history of the Metaphysics
that I am going to explore.®

The precise dating of Andronicus’s engagement with Aristotle’s work is no
easy matter. Barnes reasons that Cicero’s death in 43 BC can be taken as terminus
post quem for Andronicus’s activity, since Cicero knew neither of Andronicus nor
of his work on the Aristotelian corpus.® Gottschalk was able to date Andronicus’s
work to as early as the 60s of the first century BC because he claimed that Andron-
icus was active in Athens at that time.”

How much do we know about the Metaphysics version of Andronicus’s edi-
tion?*® Ptolemy’s catalogue, presenting the post-Andronican state of Aristotle’s
works, lists a ‘Metaphysics’ in 13 and not (as we would expect) in 14 books.* The
Hellenistic catalogue preserved through Diogenes Laertius and Hesychius in-
cludes only book A of the Metaphysics.”® (The entry of a Metaphysics in 10 books
in Hesychius’s catalogue is a later inauthentic addition.”’) Can we infer from the
fact that Ptolemy was acquainted with the Metaphysics in 13 books that it was
Andronicus who enlarged an earlier (10-book?) version and hence gave shape to
the Metaphysics as we know it today? Even Barnes seems partial to this explana-
tion.”” But why then does this Metaphysics not (yet) contain the 14 books we find
in our Metaphysics? Is the difference in the number of books merely due to the
fact that the ancients did not count the so-called second book of our Metaphysics,
a é\atTov, as an independent book, but saw it rather, as the letter a indicates, as
an appendix to book A?% If so, our 14-book Metaphysics and the ancient 13-book
Metaphysics would in fact be identical. In itself this line of reasoning is plausi-

85See Gottschalk 1987: 1095 and Hatzimichali 2013: 17.

86Barnes 1997: 21-24. Moraux 1973: 45-58, however, holds the view that Andronicus became head
of the Peripatos in Athens already around 80-78 BC.

8 Gottschalk 1987: 1093-96 and 1990: 79.

8See Gottschalk 1987: 1086-97; Barnes 1997: 28—66.

8Hein 1985: 429.

“Book A appears here under the title ITepi T@v nooay®s Aeyopévwv § katd npdobeotv (Diog.
Laert. 5, 23; l. 293 Dorandi; Hesychius, Nr. 37; Diiring 1957: 84).

*ISee Hesychius, Nr. 111; Diiring 1957: 86 with note in 9o: “must be a later addition” and Nr. 154 (in
the appendix Hesychiana); Diiring 1957: 87 and 91. See Jaeger 1912: 177-80, who asserts that the 10-book
Metaphysics lacked books A, K, A and a. See also Primavesi 2007: 70

2Barnes 1997: 62: “Perhaps, then, it was Andronicus who first produced the Metaphysics.” See also
Primavesi 2007: 70. Hatzimichali 2013: 25-26.

“Cf. Jaeger 1912: 178 and Primavesi 2007: 70. See also 3.5.2.3-4.
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ble. And as a matter of fact there is an ancient witness who knows and regards o
é\attov as Aristotelian and as part of the Metaphysics,” but does not count it as
an independent book: Alexander of Aphrodisias. Alexander explicitly calls book
B the second book of the treatise.”

Nicolaus of Damascus (born 64 BC) in his De philosophia Aristotelis*® provides
evidence for the fact that a ékattov was already part of the Metaphysics in the first
century BC.” This shows that the 14 book Metaphysics known to us existed in the
first century BC. If that is the case, then it is, for my purposes, an almost insignif-
icant detail whether it was Andronicus himself (who did not count a £\attov as
independent book) or someone else who added a E\attov to Andronicus’s Meta-
physics edition.” The next testimony that the Metaphysics contained our 14 books
comes from Alexander of Aphrodisias. We know that Alexander held a chair of
Aristotelian philosophy in Athens® in the years AD 189 to 209, and so we can
date his commentary to approximately AD 200. The commentary on the preserved
books A-A (and the fragments of book A in Arabic) bears witness to the fact that
Alexander’s Metaphysics exemplar, which has to be dated to the second century
AD, and the text transmitted to us, had the same number and order of books."

The present study analyzes the textual history of Aristotle’s Metaphysics from
the first century BC until the ninth century AD. In the first century BC, there existed
an edition of the Metaphysics containing our 14 books (). Among the copies that

**The very title a ¥Aattov suggests that the compiler (Andronicus?) regarded it as part of the Meta-
physics. He seems to have taken it as an introduction, yet seeing that the Metaphysics already had an
introduction (A major) he called it ‘little o’ (see also 3.5.2.3).

% Alex. In Metaph. 257.10-16; 264.31. Cf. also 137.2-9.

%Recently Silvia Fazzo (Fazzo 2008; Fazzo/Zonta 2008) raised doubts concerning the attribution
of the work in question to Nicolaus of Damascus and therefore also about the dating of the work to
the first century BC. She considers the real author of the work to be Nicolaus of Syria, who lived in the
fourth century AD.

"The fragments of the work, preserved only in Arabic (F 21; Drossaart Lulofs 1965: 76, 137-39),
contain a periphrastic excerpt of the passage in a 1, 993bg—-11.

%Cf. Jaeger 1912: 178, who takes the title a #\atTov to indicate that the book was a later addition to
the canonical Metaphysics in 13 books. Drossaart Lulofs 1965: 30 suggests that Nicolaus himself could
have added the book. Cf. also Gottschalk 1990: 67.

*That the chair was at Athens is confirmed by a 2001 discovery of an inscription in Aphrodisias.
See Chaniotis 2004 and Sharples 2005.

190 Alexander dedicates his treatise De fato to the emperors Septimius Severus and Antoninus Car-
acalla (De fato I, 164.3-6 Bruns), who appointed him professor of Aristotle’s philosophy. See Sharples
1987: 1177. For the precise dating of Alexander, see Sharples 2005.

01See Alexander’s remarks on book a in 137.5-138.23. See Di Giovanni/Primavesi 2016 on the status
and origin of the complete list of the books of the Metaphysics in 1395-1405 Bouyges (Genequand
1986: 60-65), in which the order of A and a is reversed and book K is declared missing. Alexander
also testifies to the title (petd T& QUOIKA): 137.2; 169.22; 171.6. For the age and origin of the title peta ta
Quotkd see Jaeger 1912: 179-80 (arguing for a pre-Andronican origin) and Fazzo 2012a: 56 (arguing for
an Andronican origin).
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were produced of this version and which then began to circulate from the first
century BC onwards, we know of, first, the version Alexander used when writing
his commentary in AD 200 and which I call w*; and second, the version, w®,
which became the ancestor of our direct transmission, represented by the two
ninth-century AD versions a and p. How these versions interrelate, to what era w*
can be dated, and whether or not we are able to recognize even further versions
of the Metaphysics—these topics will all be addressed in the course of this study.




CHAPTER 2

The Transmission of Alexander’s
Metaphysics Commentary

2.1 THE AUTHENTIC PART OF THE COMMENTARY
(BOOKS A-A)

The scope of this study is confined to books A-A, which are the parts of Alexan-
der’s commentary that are regarded as authentic.! The view that the commentary
on books E-N that had been transmitted under Alexander’s name was not in fact
written by Alexander of Aphrodisias was already widely accepted by the time of
Juan Ginés de Sepulveda (1490-1573), Spanish Humanist and translator of Al-
exander’s commentary.” In the preface to his translation of the commentary on
books E-N, Sepulveda describes this opinion as famam illam vulgo absque auctore
dissipatam.® Sepulveda wrote the preface to the later books of the commentary as
an epistle to his sponsor Pope Clement VII, to whom he dedicated his translation
of the commentary.* In this epistle, Septlveda attempts to justify the inclusion of
books E-N in his translation by refuting the assumption or “rumor” that the lat-
er books of the commentary are inauthentic. Septlveda undertakes to show that
this assumption is based on shaky evidence® and that the later books are in fact
authentic. To that end, he focuses on the following four criteria: inscriptionum
antiquitas, dicendi character, opinionum constantia, ratioque testimoniorum.*®
Regarding the first criterion, Sepulveda states that the inscriptions or captions
in all four of his commentary manuscripts name Alexander as the author.” Re-

'On the Arabic fragments of Alexander’s commentary to book A see 2.5.

2On Sepulveda as translator of works by Aristotle and Alexander see Coroleu 1995 and Coroleu
1996. On his translation of Alexander’s commentary see section 2.4 below.

3Sepulveda 1527: f. A.ir. (Ad Clementem. vii. Pont. Max. lo. Genesii Sepuluedae praefatio in alex.
aphr. enarrationem posteriorum librorum Arist. de prima philosophia).

*See also Sepulveda’s dedicatory epistle introducing the whole of the commentary.

*Sepulveda 1527: f. A.ir.

®Septlveda 1527: f. A.i.v.

’Sepulveda 1527: f. A.iv: illud tamen testari possum, quattuor antiquissima exemplaria, quorum
fidem sum in conversione secutus, alexandri nomine sine ulla distinctione inscripta esse atque notata.
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garding the second, he argues that the diction is largely homogeneous through
both parts of the commentary,® and as concerns the third, he points out that the
content of the second part is congruent with Alexander’s opinions attested else-
where.” Sepulveda gives particular attention to the fourth criterion, because he
sees in it the origin of doubts about the second part’s authenticity.”® The explic-
it mentions of “Alexander of Aphrodisias” that occur repeatedly in the second
part of the commentary" seem to rule out Alexander as the author. However, as
Sepulveda argues, these mentions can be explained by the peripatetic custom of
using the names of famous persons such as Socrates or Plato in examples. If Alex-
ander mentions Alexander, Sepulveda reasons, it is because Alexander preferred
to use his own name in his examples.”

Sepulveda’s arguments were apparently unable to lay to rest once and for all
doubts about the authenticity of the commentary on books E-N. These doubts
would resurface three hundred years later in the first modern edition of Alexan-
der’s commentary in Greek. Edited by Christian August Brandis (1836), the sec-
ond part of the commentary appeared only in the form of extracts. Brandis names
the Byzantine commentator Michael of Ephesus, who is given as the author of
book E in manuscript A (Parisinus 1876),° as a possible author, but he does not
commit to a solution."* A year later, Félix Ravaisson (1837) argues for the author-
ship of Michael on the basis of a remark that Michael made about his own com-
mentary on Metaphysics Z-N.®

This information furthermore provides us with a valuable criterion for identifying which commentary
manuscripts Septlveda used. Since manuscript A names Michael of Ephesus as the author of book E
we can rule out that this manuscript was among those used by Septlveda, unless one argues that the
ascription in A is an addition that came into the text after the 16" century.

8Sepulveda 1527: f. A.i.v: Nam dicendi character, seu mavis Latino vocabulo dictionem nuncupari,
tam est in utraque parte similis, ut, quod aiunt, lac non sit lacti similius.

Sepulveda 1527: f. A.i.v: Cum non solum, quae in hoc opere ab ipso disputantur, utrobique sint
consentientissima, sed etiam quaedam alexandri dogmata, quae ab averroi ceterisque peripateticis cele-
brantur, et in aliis ipsius operibus apparent, in his potissimum libris, de quibus quaeritur, habeantur.

Septilveda 1527: f. A.ii.r: cum ipse in libro sexto de alexandro aphrodisieo philosopho, id est, de se
ipso mentionem faciat, quod mihi opinari saepe in mentem venit, caput fuisse atque fontem, unde totus
error emanavit.

!See Ps.-Alex. (Michael Ephesius) In Metaph. 466.17; 524.6-11; 532.8-19; 663.2—4.

Sepulveda 1527: f. A.ii.r: Ut autem haec caeteris sunt familiaria in exemplis vocabula, sic alexandro,
ego et alexander.

BOn this manuscript see 2.2.

Regarding the scholia on book E-N Brandis says: Ad libros seqq. Metaphysicorum non integros
dedi Alexandri, qui feruntur, commentarios, sed scholia tantum ex iis excerpta, cum mihi dubium non
sit falso eos Aphrodisiensis nomen prae se ferre, sive Michaelis Ephesii sunt, quemadmodum cod. Reg.
Par. 1876 autumat (Mixan\ 100’ Egeciov oxoAia gig 10 £’ Tdv Metd 1 Quotkd 100 Aplototéhovg), sive
alius cuiusdam similis notae scholiastae. On this ascription to Michael see Hadot 1987: 242-45 (“Note
supplémentaire a la note 12”).

>Ravaisson 1837: 65 n. 1. Michael’s remark is found in his commentary on Parva Naturalia, in PN
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Bonitz (1847) also questions the authenticity of the second part of Alexander’s
commentary,’ yet at the same time he stresses the importance of an edition of the
commentary that includes the second part even if it proves to be spurious. Ac-
cording to Bonitz, the second part still contains valuable information on the text
of the Metaphysics. Acknowledging the positions held by Brandis and Septlve-
da,"” Bonitz investigates further into the matter of the second part’s authenticity.*
He observes that the commentaries by Syrianus and Asclepius do not offer any
reliable evidence for determining the identity of the author of the second part
of Alexander’s commentary. Pseudo-Philoponus’s commentary, however, names
Michael as the author of the commentary on book E.” Bonitz further probes the
second part of Alexander’s commentary with a view to references to other works,
internal congruity, interpretation, language, and diction, the last of which he finds
especially suspicious.”” Even after a thorough investigation and extensive exam-
ination of the evidence, Bonitz concludes that he cannot give a definite answer. So
he concludes tentatively: Alexander is the original author of the second part, but
it was later reworked by someone else, possibly Michael of Ephesus.”

When Jakob Freudenthal published his dissertation in 1885 he brought new
evidence to the discussion about the authorship of the second part of the com-
mentary. Freudenthal claims to prove, first, that Alexander is not the author of
the preserved second part and, second, that its real author did not even use Al-
exander’s original commentary on the later books. Freudenthal points to the fact
that the fragments of Alexander’s commentary on book A, which are preserved
in Averroes’ Metaphysics commentary (see 2.5), are incompatible with the directly
preserved commentary on book A.* Freudenthal does not hold that Michael of
Ephesus authored the inauthentic second part of the commentary. He dates the
inauthentic part to the fifth or sixth century AD.”

In his 1906 review of Hayduck’s edition of Michael’s commentaries in PA,*
Karl Praechter was the first to adduce other works of Michael as evidence to show

149.14-15 Wendland: yéypantat 8¢ pot kol eig T Metd T uoikd €€ avtod tod {fjta éwg Tod vD. See
also Rose 1854: 147-50. On the fact that Michael mentions only books Z-N (instead of E-N) and the
possible implications of this, see Golitsis 2014b: 220-23.

%Bonitz 1847: IV-V.

"Bonitz 1847: XIV-XVIIL Bonitz speaks remarkably positively (cf. Freudenthal 1885: 10) about the
acumen demonstrated by Septlveda, whose arguments he nonetheless refutes in detail.

8Bonitz 1847: XVIII-XXVII.

On the commentary of Ps.-Philoponus see Alexandru 1999. Alexandru ascribes the commentary
of Ps.-Philoponus to George Pachymeres (1242-1310).

2Bonitz 1847: XXII-XXVII, on diction esp. XXV-XXVI.

2 Bonitz 1847: XX VII.

2Freudenthal 1885: 3-64.

BFreudenthal 1885: 53-55. See also Praechter 1906: 882-83.

*This edition by Hayduck (1904) includes Michael’s commentaries on de Partibus Animalium, de
Animalium Motione and de Animalium Incessu.
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that Michael is the author of the commentary on books E-N of the Metaphysics.”
His evidence comes down to language and diction: the writing style of the inau-
thentic part agrees with the writing style in Michael’s commentaries on PA, MA,
and IA. Concetta Luna 2001 agrees with Praechter’s conclusion.” She adduces
further evidence by showing that Michael drew from the commentary of Syrianus
and not, as is sometimes suspected, the other way around.”

2.2 THE GREEK MANUSCRIPTS AND THE MODERN
EDITIONS OF THE COMMENTARY

The Greek text of Alexander’s Metaphysics commentary was not printed until the
19™ century.” In 1836 Christian August Brandis edited large extracts from Alex-
ander’s commentary in the fourth volume of the Berlin-academy edition of Aris-
totle’s work (1831-1870).” Brandis’s scholia in Aristotelem comprise extracts from
various commentaries on works of Aristotle.*® From Alexander’s Metaphysics
commentary® Brandis includes the first five books completely and the commen-
tary on books E-A only partially. For the first five books Brandis relies primarily
on manuscript A (Parisinus gr. 1876).** For the text of A, o, T 4-8, and A he draws
additionally on manuscript M (Monacensis gr. 81),” and for the text of B and T

*Praechter 1906: 863 n. 3 and 882-907. Cf. Rose 1854: 147-52. On Michael of Ephesus as a com-
mentator see Praechter 1909: 533-37 and Mercken 1990: 429-36.

%Golitsis 2014b recently questioned the attribution of the entire second part (E-N) to Michael.
He argues that the commentary on book E might actually belong to the anonymous so-called recensio
altera (6" century AD). On the recensio altera see 2.4.

“Luna 2001: 53-71. On the opposite view, according to which Ps.-Alexander (not Michael) influ-
enced Syrianus, see Luna 2001: 37-53.

%There was, however, a Latin translation of Alexander’s commentary by the Spanish Humanist
Juan Ginés de Sepulveda, published as early as 1527 (see 2.3).

#On the editorial history of the Aristotelian corpus see Primavesi 2011b: 57-59. On Brandis’s edi-
tion see Usener 1892: 1004-1005.

*0laf Gigon’s outline of Brandis’s edition, which Gigon placed at the beginning of the second
edition of the fourth volume of the Berlin edition of Aristotle (1961: X-LI), provides a useful overview
of the commentaries included by Brandis. On the extracts from commentaries on the Metaphysics see
XLII-LI and 518a14-942b27.

*Brandis includes the following material on the Metaphysics: extracts from the commentaries by
Syrianus (edited by Usener) and Asclepius as well as scholia (“cod. Reg.”) from manuscript E (Parisi-
nus gr. 1853). On the scholia see Jaeger 1957: vii, who dates most of the scholia to the 15" century, some
to the 10™ century, and Golitsis 2014a, who dates them all to the 12™ century.

2Bonitz (1847: VII) describes A as optimum et certissimum. A is to be dated to the 13" century.
Hayduck 1891: VII; Harlfinger 1975: 18; Golitsis 2014b: 219: “[A, O] qui datent a mon avis des années
1270-1290.” This codex contains the commentary in plena pagina. Mondrain 2000: 17-18 provides a
description of the manuscript. See also Hadot 1987: 242-43. For the identification of the scribe (‘Anon-
ymus Aristotelicus’) see Rashed 2001a: 230-32.

3 According to Bonitz (1847: VII-VIII), this 16"-century manuscript stems from the same exem-
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1-3 additionally on manuscript C (Parisinus Coisl. 161).** Moreover, Brandis occa-
sionally uses manuscript V (Vaticanus Bibl. Reginae 115), L (Laurentianus 87,12)%
and Asclepius’s commentary.*

The first edition of the whole commentary transmitted under Alexander’s name
was provided by Hermann Bonitz in 1847. Bonitz edited Alexander’s commentary
as he was preparing a new edition of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (edition 1848, com-
mentary 1849). Bonitz justifies his decision to include all of the commentary as-
cribed to Alexander with the following argument: the commentary, even if parts
of it were not written by Alexander himself, provides valuable information on
the text of the Metaphysics, and so it is in its entirety of vital importance for es-
tablishing the text of the Metaphysics. Even if Alexander is not the author of the
commentary on books E-N, this part of the commentary is still old enough to be
of relevance to the Metaphysics editor.”” Compared to Brandis’s edition, Bonitz’s
offers an occasionally corrected text of the first five books and an entirely new
edition of the later books E-N.* On the basis of new collations of manuscripts A
and M,* Bonitz thoroughly evaluates Sepulveda’s Latin translation (= S).** As far
as manuscripts C, L, and V are concerned, Bonitz adopts the testimony of their

plar as A, but was copied less carefully. In M the commentary is written in plena pagina.

34 According to Harlfinger, this 14™-century manuscript is a copy of A (Harlfinger 1975: 19; Mond-
rain 2000: 20: “une copie du Parisinus gr. 1876”). C offers the commentary in margine, surrounding a
text from the a-version of the Metaphysics (= I’), which is contaminated by the p-version (Harlfinger
1979: 27; see also Harlfinger 1971: 55-56 and Rashed 2001a: 229-30, who both argue that Paris. Coisl.
161 represents one of the most influential editions of Aristotle of the 14™ century. Cf. also Hadot 1987:
242-45).

$See 2.4.

*Brandis 1836: 518 n. Cf. also Brandis 1836: 734a. Brandis, just as the editors after him, occasionally
relies on the indirect evidence for Alexander’s commentary that is provided in Asclepius of Tralles’
commentary. Asclepius bases his commentary on the lectures of his teacher Ammonius Hermiae (see
Luna 2001: 99-106). Asclepius’s commentary is preserved for books A-Z; it contains excerpts from
Alexander’s commentary on books A-T (Luna 2001: 107-41).

¥Bonitz 1847: IV-V. From today’s perspective and on the supposition that Ps.-Alexander is to
be identified with Michael of Ephesus one might question the importance of the textual information
available in the commentary on E-N. First, Michael did not have access to the original commentary
by Alexander. Second, he wrote three centuries later than our earliest Metaphysics manuscripts, the
oldest of which is from the ninth century (J = Vindobonensis phil. gr. 100), were produced. Nonetheless
Marwan Rashed and Thomas Auffret in a recent paper (delivered at the workshop “The Text-History
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics” in Berlin, June 2014) accredit new importance to the role of Michael for
the constitution of the Metaphysics text; they argue that Michael is especially relevant for settling the
question about the stemmatic shift of A® from the p-branch to the a-branch from book A 7 (1073a1)
onwards (on this shift see 1; pp. 3-4 n. 7).

¥Bonitz 1847: V-VI; VIL

*Bonitz’s complete evaluation of M is confined to the second part of the commentary (Bonitz
1847: VIII).

*"Bonitz 1847: VIII-IX. Brandis consulted the Latin translation occasionally. On Sepulveda’s trans-
lation see 2.3.
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readings from Brandis’s apparatus.”

In 1874 Eduard Zeller initiated at the Prussian Academy in Berlin the major
editorial project of editing—in many cases for the first time—the ancient and
late-ancient Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (CAG). Between the years 1882
and 1909, 23 volumes were published under the editorship of Hermann Diels. The
first volume, published in 1891, contains Alexander’s commentary on the Meta-
physics, which was edited by Michael Hayduck.** In his praefatio Hayduck de-
clares that the work of Jakob Freudenthal (see 2.1) refuted Bonitz’s hypothesis that
the author of books E-N of the commentary had extended access to Alexander’s
authentic commentary on these books. Still, since Hayduck leaves open the case
about who wrote the second part of the commentary, he can hold on to Bonitz’s
view that also the inauthentic part provides valuable evidence to the Metaphysics
editor. Hayduck builds significantly on Bonitz’s work and his evaluation of the
manuscripts, but he consults two other manuscripts that Bonitz had not taken
into account: L and F (see 2.4). Hayduck further checks, though occasionally, the
reading in B (Ambrosianus D 115),* a manuscript that had not been considered
previously.*

In 1975 Dieter Harlfinger edited those sections of Alexander’s commentary on
book A in which Alexander cites from the otherwise lost Aristotelian treatise De
ideis.*> Harlfinger based his edition on the manuscripts A, C, L, and F and on the pre-
viously disregarded manuscript O (Laurentianus plut. 8s,1), also called ‘Oceanus.™

Harlfinger regards O as a most important witness to the text of Alexander’s com-
mentary, especially in view of the possibility that the important manuscript A is ac-
tually dependent on O.* This immense codex contains a collection of commentaries
on Aristotle’s works. Although it was evaluated for several editions of the CAG se-
ries,” Hayduck did not consult it for his edition of Alexander’s commentary.

#'Occasionally Bonitz relies on the indirect evidence in Asclepius’s or Syrianus’s commentaries (on
Syrianus’s usage of Alexander’s commentary see Luna 2001: 72-98).

#2Cf. 1. Alexander’s commentary is the first volume of the series, yet it was not the first volume
that was published. The first published volumes are Diels’s edition of the first part of Simplicius’s
commentary on the Physics (vol. IX, 1882) and Hayduck’s edition of Simplicius’s commentary on De
anima (vol. XI, 1882).

#On this manuscript and Hayduck’s confused denomination see below.

*Hayduck, just as his predecessors, occasionally relies on the indirect evidence in Asclepius’s or
Syrianus’s commentaries.

#See Leszl 1975: 22-54. On the identification of the fragments from De ideis see Wilpert 1940.

*TJust as A, the manuscript O is from the 13" century. Cacouros 2000 speaks of the second half
of the 13" century. Golitsis 2014b: 219: “1270-1290.” Cf. Moraux 1976: 275: “13.-14. Jh.” and Harlfinger
1975: 18. This codex contains the commentary in plena pagina (Moraux 1976: 275-76).

“Harlfinger 1975: 19. Harlfinger collated for his edition the six manuscripts that are dated to a time
before 1400. The manuscript Marcianus Z.255 (coll. 872) reveals itself to be an apographon of O and
can therefore be disregarded (Harlfinger 1975: 18-19).

*See e.g. the editions of Simplicius, In Physicorum libros quattuor priores commentaria, ed. H.
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The present study is based on my dissertation, in which I used the following
sources for the text of Alexander’s commentary: Hayduck’s edition, manuscript O
(Laurentianus plut. 85,1), and the Latin translation by Septlveda (S), which Hay-
duck did take into account, yet sometimes insufficiently. For the present study,
Pantelis Golitsis kindly checked all of the Alexander passages I analyze extensively
in all extant manuscripts. Golitsis is currently preparing a new edition of the au-
thentic part of Alexander’s commentary, and in his forthcoming article he argues
that three independent manuscripts of Alexander’s commentary are extant: A, O,
and P*.* According to Golitsis, A and O together represent one family and P* a
second one.” The codex P® (Parisinus gr. 1878)" has never been used for the con-
stitution of Alexander’s commentary before. P®, Golitsis argues, represents a new
family, which we previously knew only indirectly through the Latin translation S
and in extremely rare places where Hayduck followed the readings of B.”> Given
his conclusion that the three independent manuscripts are A, O, and PP, it is the
readings of these manuscripts that I include in my apparatus. Furthermore, I in-
clude the evidence I found in S and the recensio altera (L and F)* whenever they
provide information relevant to my investigation.

2.3 THE LATIN TRANSLATION BY SEPULVEDA

In 1847 Bonitz drew attention to the fact that the four manuscripts used by
Sepulveda (1527) for his Latin translation of Alexander’s commentary** occasion-
ally provide readings independent from the manuscripts available to Bonitz him-
self.® Whether or not Septlveda’s manuscripts are independent also from all the
other Greek manuscripts that are available to us today® and that exceed by far

Diels 1882 (= CAG IX) (see suppl. praefationis XII, where O is named B), Philoponus, In De genera-
tione et corruptione, ed. H. Vitelli 1897 (= CAG XIV.2) (see praefatio VIII, where O is named S), and
Olympiodorus, In Meteora, ed. G. Stiive 1900 (= CAG XII.2) (see suppl. praefationis XIII, where O is
named H).

Y Golitsis 2016.

There are, however, conjunctive errors (Bindefehler) between A and P’ in the passages from
Alexander’s commentary that are under consideration here (see In Metaph. 165.3-4; 299.6-8; 330.7-8,
354.28). In private correspondence, Golitsis ascribed these conjunctive errors to coincidence.

SGolitsis dates PP to about 1440.

?Hayduck gives the siglum B to the ‘Ambrosianus B 115,” which, as Golitsis pointed out to me, is
actually the Ambrosianus D 115, hence in Golitsis 2016 “D.”

3For the status of L and F see 2.4.

>*Sepulveda says in his preface: innumera librariorum errata, quae passim scatebant, quatuor ex-
emplaribus conferendis, per laboriosum examen mihi fuerunt castiganda.

>Bonitz 1847: IX. Septilveda’s translation does not have the large lacuna that A, O, and M have in
318.21-319.27. Hayduck could supplement the Greek text of the passage on the basis of L and F (see 2.4).

In 113.13, where A and M have a lacuna (and L and F read the text of the recensio altera), S offers a
text that can now be confirmed on the basis of O. In O (f. 7087 24-25), I read between the words dpx@v
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the number of Bonitz’s manuscripts, is a matter currently investigated by Pantelis
Golitsis (see my remarks in 2.2). Given the precision of Sepulveda’s Latin transla-
tion” it is often possible to determine which Greek text he is translating, especially
when it matches with the evidence in (one of) our Greek manuscripts.” The possi-
bility, however, remains that Septilveda’s translation is misleading simply because
he misunderstands what Alexander says.*

Independent of Bonitz’s and Hayduck’s® records of the evidence in S, I checked
the commentary passages relevant for my study in the 1527 edition of Sepulveda’s
translation. In those cases where the Latin text cannot be identified as a transla-
tion of the Greek text available to us, I note it in my apparatus or add a note in my
text. The faithfulness with which Sepulveda testifies to the four Greek commentary
manuscripts is limited when it comes to lemmata or quotations from the Meta-
physics. The limited reliability of Sepulveda’s reports of lemmata and quotations
is readily explainable from the specific layout of Septlveda’s edition. Septlveda’s
edition includes a complete Metaphysics text in Latin that is printed in sections,
each of which is followed by Alexander’s comments on it. This Latin version of
the Metaphysics is based on a Metaphysics text that was available to Sepulveda
in the 16™ century and which therefore can diverge widely from the Metaphys-
ics text presupposed in Alexander’s commentary. Given this editorial situation it
does not come as a surprise that Sepulveda in many places either adjusted the text
of Alexander’s lemmata (and quotations) to the Metaphysics text that precedes
the commentary in his edition or simply abbreviated lemmata and quotations to
avoid repetition.®' This procedure might result in blatant inconsistencies between
Alexander’s paraphrase and the Metaphysics text that appears in the lemma and

... ¢ (113.13) the following: & yap petakd TvdV Katd Kotvwviav Tivdg kai oikeldtnta petakd éotl
TabTa 88 ETépov Yévoug kal £Tépag Gvta gUoewd.

’See Coroleu 1995: 182 on Sepulveda’s method of translation: “According to him [Sepulveda],
this [clarity] can be obtained in two ways: by avoiding literalness and blind loyalty to word-by-word
method, and on the other hand, by not falling into an extreme liberty which turns the version into a
mere explanation of the text.”

*8Bonitz 1847: VIII-IX.

**For instance, Septlveda adds a sentence that betrays his misunderstanding of Aristotle’s words:
in 167.20 Alexander writes obtwg d§loomovdactdg éottv (“so much is it worthy of utmost devotion”),
referring to people who believe in mythical stories about their region and who therefore are ready to
fight for their land (167.15-20). Sepulveda, however, translates this expression as atque ad hunc quidem
modum Aristoteles dicto suo fidem facere conatur (f. i.iv.r).

®Hayduck occasionally records Bonitz’s information on S imprecisely, e.g. in 59.2.

fISee e.g. in Sepulveda f. m.vi.r (220.2-3 Hayduck, see also 4.1.3). In Sepulveda f. h.iii.r. the lem-
ma reads the B-version whereas Alexander’s commentary shows that he must have read the a-ver-
sion (144.15-16 Hayduck), see 5.2.4. Sepulveda does not repeat a quotation but just says idem: f. h.iii.r
(145.7-8 Hayduck and 5.2.4). Yet it does also happen that Septilveda writes out the lemma in its au-
thentic form without minding the repetition of Aristotle’s text: e.g. 11.3-5 Hayduck vs. Septlveda, f.
a.iii.r (see also 4.2.1).
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quotations.®* Therefore, the credibility of the evidence that Septlveda provides for
the lemmata and quotations in Alexander’s commentary is questionable and so
the text in these lemmata and quotations might not testify to the actual reading in
the four Greek manuscripts available to Sepulveda.*

2.4 THE SO-CALLED RECENSIO ALTERA

The manuscripts Hayduck used for his edition offer two different versions of the
commentary. The authentic commentary (on A-A) of Alexander of Aphrodisias,
represented by A, O, M, and C, differs from the version that is preserved in L** and
F.® Hayduck calls the version of L and F recensio altera and presents its text in a
separate apparatus. The differences between the authentic version and the recensio
altera become apparent especially in the first two books of the commentary.
According to Golitsis 2014, who offers the first extensive treatment of the text
preserved in L and F, the recensio altera is a commentary that heavily depends on
Alexander’s commentary. It also shows an influence of Asclepius’s commentary.
The latter fact gives us a terminus post quem in the sixth century AD.% This dating
squares well with my research into the Metaphysics version(s) used by the author
of the recensio altera and which suggests that the author was familiar with both
versions a and B.7 Golitsis furthermore suspects the anonymous author to have

2For example in Al. 273.20-25 (=f. q.ii.v), see also 4.2.3 below or in Al 228.29-229.1 (= f. n.iii.v),
see also 4.2.4.

Moreover, Sepulveda sometimes wishes to expand Alexander’s short remarks on variant read-
ings. The short notification duetvov yeypag0at (68.3), which hints at a conjecture, Septilveda translates
with the following sentence: quanquam nescio an rectius sit, quod in quibusdam exemplaribus legitur
ad hunc modum. On this see 5.3.4 below. Relatedly, Sepulveda translates Alexander’s description of
Aristotle’s wording (rtept 10D kakod fuiv mpooBelval katéAime 33.26) not verbatim, but as he interprets
its meaning (omisit mentionem de malo). See 5.3.3.

®Manuscript L (Laurentianus 87,12) contains the Metaphysics text (= A) and Alexander’s com-
mentary in the margins. The Metaphysics text until A 7, 1073a1 is from the 12% century (see Golitsis
2014b: 21920 on Cavallo’s proposed dating to the 11" century), the rest from the 14" century (Moraux
1976: 302-304). The marginal text consisting of the commentary was written in the 12 century
(Harlfinger 1979: 32).

®Manuscript F (Ambros. F 113 sup. [363]), a codex from the 14 century (Harlfinger 1979: 32-33;
Golitsis 2014b: 216-17), also contains the commentary written in margine, surrounding the Metaphys-
ics text of (the Metaphysics manuscript) M. Both L and F come with a Metaphysics text of the B-ver-
sion. According to Golitsis (2014: 217) the two manuscripts L and F are two independent witnesses to
the recensio altera.

%Golitsis 2014b: 214-16. Already Hayduck (1891: IX) supposes that the author of the recensio altera
used Asclepius’s commentary.

See rec alt. app. 10 (apart from the quoted Tifecbai [B] the author also knows the alternative
neiBeobat [a]); rec. alt. app. 67 (vs. Al. 68.3—4; see also 5.3.4). Cf. also rec. alt. app. 138 (vs. Al. 138.26-28)
and rec. alt. app. 132 (vs. Al. 132.16-133.4): here the distinction is not between a and f, but rather be-
tween Alexander’s text and w*f. Cf. also Golitsis 2014b: 208.
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been a professor with a Christian and a Platonic background.®®

The divergence between the authentic version and the recensio altera is ap-
parent only in certain passages in the commentary’s first two books (A, a) and
the beginning of the third book (B). Only in those passages does it make sense to
speak of a separate version that diverges from the authentic one.*®® By contrast, in
books B-A we encounter only minor differences between the authentic and the
alternative version.” So it seems as though the anonymous commentator restrict-
ed his re-composition of Alexander’s commentary mainly to the first two books.

Nevertheless, the textual evidence of the recensio altera preserved in L and F
can be of vital importance for restoring the text of Alexander’s authentic com-
mentary. Since the recensio altera often faithfully copies the text of Alexander’s
commentary, it can become a crucial witness to the original text of Alexander in
those passages where all manuscripts of the authentic version are corrupt.” For
instance, the beginning of the commentary (1.3-2.3) as presented in the editions
by Bonitz and Hayduck is based solely on the evidence of the recensio altera in
manuscript F. The present study focuses on the authentic commentary of Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias, and also occasionally references relevant information avail-
able in the recensio altera as preserved by the manuscripts L and F.

2.5 THE ARABIC FRAGMENTS OF THE COMMENTARY
ON BOOK A

Ibn Rushd (1126-1198) or, in Latin, Averroes, is the most important Arabic com-
mentator on Aristotle.”> He wrote three commentaries on the Metaphysics, which
the Latin tradition classed into a short, middle, and long commentary.”” My con-
sideration of Averroes is limited to the Long Commentary on the Metaphysics
(Tafsir Ma ba’ad at-Tabiat),” and specifically to the commentary on book A
(Lam).”> Averroes was destined to share with Alexander the title ‘the commenta-
tor’; he shared with him additionally the distinction of interpreting Aristotle not

8Golitsis 2014b: 214-16.

%Golitsis 2014b: 216-17 n. 20, however, insists on the autonomous character of the recensio altera
and calls it a ‘selective’ rather than a ‘partial’ re-composition of Alexander’s commentary.

7"With the exception of one passage in book A where the recensio altera diverges considerably
from the vulgate version: instead of Alexander’s comments in 431.10-437.2 the recensio altera reads an
extract from Asclepius’s commentary (In Metaph. 352.26-354.5 Hayduck).

ICf. Hayduck 1891: VIII.

72For an overview of the Arabic commentary tradition see Adamson 2012, and for the relationship
between Averroes and Alexander in particular see 648 and 653.

730On this standard classification see Gutas 1993: 41-42 and 55.

74On the name of Tafsir see Gutas 1993: 33.

7>The edition of the text is by Bouyges 1948. I cite Averroes by the page numbers of Bouyges’s
edition.
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through a Neoplatonic lens, but as faithfully as possible.”® It is no great surprise
then that Averroes in his Long Commentary refers to and quotes Alexander ex-
tensively. As Averroes makes clear at the beginning of his commentary (1393), he
had access only to Alexander’s commentary on book A, and even here only to
two thirds of it.”” Averroes says the following about his use of Alexander’s com-
mentary (1393): “It seemed to me best to summarize what Alexander says on each
section of it as clearly and briefly as possible.””® So Averroes’ excerpts of Alexander
do provide us access, however limited and abbreviated, to Alexander’s authentic
commentary on book A of the Metaphysics.”

Jakob Freudenthal was the first to complete a study (with German transla-
tion) on the A-fragments of Alexander’s commentary.*® Apart from Freudenthal’s
translation of the fragments into German, there is an English translation of book
A of Averroes’ commentary by Genequand (1986) and a French translation by
Martin (1984). For my study of the A-fragments I will rely not only on these mod-
ern translations but also take into account the Latin translation by Michael Scotus
(T about 1235).# The Latin translation® is especially important since the Arabic
text is transmitted by one manuscript only.* Additionally, there is a Hebrew ver-

76 Adamson 2012: 653: “Significantly, for Averroes the most important previous commentator on
Aristotle was the Peripatetic Alexander, whereas the Bagdad school was influenced primarily by the
late Alexandrian Neoplatonist school (though they too read and made use of Alexander). Averroes’
reading of Aristotle is, in short, a far cry from the Platonizing and harmonizing approach of al-Kindi.”

”7Genequand 1986: 59 translates: “No commentary by Alexander or by the commentators who
came after him has been found on the books of this science, nor any compendium, except on this
book; we have found a commentary by Alexander on about two thirds of the book and by Themistius
a complete compendium on it according to the sense.” The limited access to Alexander’s commentary
on book A is connected to the fact that the Arabic translation of the Metaphysics by Matta, which was
written in the same manuscript as Alexander’s commentary, was also unavailable from line 1072b16
onwards (up to 1073a13) (1613). The last Alexander-fragment (fr. 32 Freudenthal) is in 1623. That Alex-
ander’s commentary and Matta’s translation do not stop at exactly the same point could be due to the
material condition of the manuscript (Genequand 1986: 7).

8Genequand 1986: 59.

Recently Di Giovanni/Primavesi 2016 questioned the authenticity of the Alexander-fragments
preserved by Averroes, arguing that the commentary Averroes used was a revised version of Alexan-
der’s commentary.

8Freudenthal counts 36 fragments in total. On Freudenthal’s discovery that the fragments in Aver-
roes are incompatible with the inauthentic Metaphysics commentary on book A see 2.1.

#11 thank Dag N. Hasse and Stefan Georges (Wiirzburg) for providing me access to their forthcom-
ing edition of Scotus’s translation. On Scotus’s translation see also Primavesi 2012b: 401. On the Latin
tradition of Averroes’ commentary in general see Bouyges 1952: LXVI-LXXXIV.

82Freudenthal 1885: 121-23 speaks rather dismissively of the Latin rendering of the fragments of
Alexander.

$Bouyges 1952: LXVI. On Cod. Leid. or. 2074 (B) see Bouyges 1952: XXVII-XXXVIIL; on the erro-
neously inserted folia in Leid. or. 2075 (C) see Bouyges 1952: XXXVIII-XLIIL. A first description of the
manuscript was offered by Friankel 188s.
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sion of the Arabic text.®!

The form of Averroes’ commentary differs from Alexander’s in that the Tafsir
contains the complete text of the Metaphysics, which is placed as textus in front
of each commentary section. Averroes himself read the Metaphysics in Arabic
translation,® and in the case of book A Averroes used multiple translations.* He
read the translation by Aba Bisr Matta,”” which Averroes used for most of book
A (1069a18[beginning of A]-1072b16; 1073a14-1076a4[end of A]), in a manuscript
that also contained Alexander’s commentary. How were the Metaphysics text and
Alexander’s commentary arranged in this manuscript? Bertolacci (2005: 245 1. 9)
suspects that the manuscript contained Alexander’s commentary with lemmata
that, when combined, formed a complete text of the Metaphysics, but it is also
possible that Alexander’s commentary was written in margine around the Meta-
physics text. The evidence in the Fihrist (AD 988), the great index of Arabic litera-
ture, does not help to settle the matter. There we read: “Abu Bi§r Matta translated
treatise ‘L’—namely the eleventh letter—with Alexander’s commentary into Ara-
bic.”® In addition to Matta’s translation Averroes references other translations in

his commentary, as, in the case of book A, the translation by Ustath.*

Given that Averroes had access to the words of Aristotle and Alexander
through an Arabic translation (that had been translated from a Syriac interme-
diary) and I in the present study rely on modern and mediaeval translations of
Averroes commentary,” one might raise doubt whether it is at all possible to

draw from Averroes information about the Greek text of Alexander’s commen-
tary and Alexander’s Metaphysics text.” Yet, as I hope to show in the case studies
3.5.2.2 and 5.1.5, it remains true that, in some places, Averroes’ information about

8See Bouyges 1952: LXXXIV-XCIX. In fact, Freudenthal at first based his translation on the He-
brew text only. After the discovery of the Arabic text in the Leiden codex, S. Frinkel checked Freu-
denthal’s translation against the Arabic original and Freudenthal adjusted his translation accordingly
(Freudenthal 188s: 66).

%For extensive information on the Arabic translations of the Metaphysics see Bertolacci 2005.

8Bertolacci 2005: 253: “A is the book for which Averroes uses the highest number of translations.”

8 Matta most likely based his translation on a Syriac version. Bouyges 1952: CLXXVII-CLXXVIII
(also Walzer 1958: 221). Genequand 1986: 5 however has doubts about this. From Matta’s other transla-
tions one can infer that he usually worked with Syriac texts (cf. Bertolacci 2005: 245 n. 9).

8 Bertolacci 2005: 244. Averroes’ remark in his commentary (1537), “I found the section which I
transcribed first in the manuscript of Alexander blended with the text of Alexander,” refers most likely
not to his usual practice, but highlights an exception. When Averroes speaks of the Metaphysics text
that is “blended with” Alexander’s comments he probably refers to the quotations of the Aristotelian
text within Alexander’s commentary.

8Bertolacci 2005: 244, 251, and 253. The translation that appears for the other parts of book A
(1072b16-1073a13) in textus and citation is the one by Ustath.

% Andreas Lammer (Munich) kindly checked my statements about the Arabic text against the Ar-
abic original.

ICf. Ross 1924 IT: 347-48.




32 ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

Alexander’s commentary allows us to draw conclusions about the text Alexander
used and his comments on it.




CHAPTER 3

Alexander’s Commentary as a Witness
to the Metaphysics Text

There are many obstacles to the evaluation of Alexander’s commentary as a wit-
ness to the Metaphysics text. These result from the special conditions in which
the evidence of the Metaphysics text appears within Alexander’s commentary.
One might, for instance, raise doubt about the accuracy with which Alexander
quotes the Metaphysics text. Additionally, the commentary itself is a product of a
transmission process (cf. 2). Furthermore, given that the reception of a work and
the reception of its commentary are typically simultaneous, the question arises
whether the transmission of the commentary and the transmission of the Meta-
physics text were at some points intertwined' and hence subject to mutual influ-
ence. As it happens it seems that quotations from the Metaphysics in the commen-
tary were likely adjusted to the Metaphysics text in cases where they differed.? If
such contamination of Alexander’s commentary is to be expected we are in need
of a criterion that will help us to determine which passages in Alexander’s com-
mentary faithfully represent Alexander’s Metaphysics text.

The search for an adequate criterion has to start from the following questions,
which I am going to discuss in the subsequent sections: what kind of textual ev-
idence of the Metaphysics did Alexander have when he wrote his commentary?
Did he use more than one Metaphysics exemplar (see 3.1)? We must also ask:
how does Alexander’s commentary provide us access to his Metaphysics texts?
We can distinguish four different types of evidence in Alexander’s commentary:
(i) lemmata, that is, citations from the Metaphysics text that introduce a com-
mentary section (see 3.2); (ii) quotations within a commentary section (see 3.3);

'We encounter the phenomenon of a transmission community in the p-family. The commentary
of the recensio altera is written in the margins of L (= Metaph.-ms. A®) and F (= Metaph.-ms. M).
Furthermore, manuscript C (= Metaph.-ms. I) contains the authentic version of the commentary
in margine surrounding a Metaphysics text of the a-version, which is, however, contaminated by the
B-version.

*For contamination in the opposite direction (i.e. from the commentary to the Metaphysics text)
see s.

33
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(iii) Alexander’s paraphrase of Aristotle’s argument; and (iv) Alexander’s critical
discussion of it (see 3.4).

Alexander’s knowledge of the Metaphysics text is not restricted to the exemplar
he used when writing his commentary. Alexander reports variant readings that
differ from his own Metaphysics exemplar. From where does he have this infor-
mation (see 3.5)? One source Alexander explicitly names is the early second-cen-
tury commentator Aspasius (see 3.5.1).

3.1 PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS: HOW MANY
METAPHYSICS EXEMPLARS DID ALEXANDER USE?

Alexander wrote a detailed continuous commentary on the Metaphysics* and
through his commentary we gain access to the Metaphysics exemplar he used. This
access is, however, limited because the reconstruction of Alexander’s Metaphysics
text from the commentary depends on the way in which Alexander presents this
text. Before we look at how exactly Alexander’s comments allow us to reconstruct
the text he used the following question has to be discussed: did Alexander use
one or more Metaphysics exemplars? The answer to this question is not readily
apparent, because Alexander does not comment on the type® and condition of his
Metaphysics exemplar(s).® The fact that Alexander now and then refers to variant
readings by no means implies that he himself found these in another manuscript.

Where in his commentary could Alexander have provided a clue about his
text? His introduction is a likely candidate, but we do not have the introduction
to the first book of the Metaphysics commentary. Moraux has hypothesized that
there once existed an extensive introduction to the whole of the commentary.”
Should we expect Alexander to have commented on his Metaphysics exemplar
in this lost introduction? When we look at the preserved introductions to other
commentaries by Alexander we see that this question can be answered in the neg-
ative.® Looking at the introductions to the subsequent books of the Metaphysics

3Cf. Barnes’s (1999: 36) classification of the evidence in Aspasius’s commentary on EN: “lemmata,
... citations, ... paraphrases, ... the commentary itself, ... passages in the commentary where Aspa-
sius explicitly discusses textual points.” Diels 1882: 4 n. 1 classifies Simplicius’s Physics commentary in
terms of lemma, citation and paraphrase.

*For the continuous philosophical commentary see Hadot 2002; for Alexander’s use of it and its
later adaptations see Fazzo 2004: 8-9 and D’Ancona 2002: 206-26.

>Alexander read the text from a papyrus scroll, which was the usual medium of such texts in the
second century AD (see the chart in Billow-Jacobsen 2009: 25).

SCf. Busse 1900: 74 in respect to Ammonius’s commentary on Int. (fifth to sixth century AD): “Aber
von einer Mitteilung tiber seine Handschrift findet sich in dem Kommentare nicht eine Spur. Alle
in uns auftauchenden Fragen nach dem Ursprung, dem Alter, der Beschaffenheit derselben bleiben
unbeantwortet.”

“Moraux 2001: 431-32 with n. 26.
81n the following commentary introductions no comments are made on the type and condition of
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(a, I', and A), we see that these usually contain discussions on topics such as the
authenticity, composition, and position of the respective books,’” and so it is likely
that in the lost introduction to book A and the whole commentary Alexander had
raised the very same issues with respect to the whole of the Metaphysics.® Since
in the introductions to the subsequent books of the Metaphysics Alexander never
says a word about the number or, more generally, the material condition of his
Metaphysics copy, we may conclude that such questions were outside the scope of
Alexander’s interests.

Should we then infer from Alexander’s silence that he had but one Metaphysics
text in front of him when composing his commentary?" None of the available evi-
dence contravenes the assumption that he had only one, and three considerations
speak in favor of it. First, Alexander sporadically mentions variae lectiones (see
3.6) that he judges favorably and even prefers to the reading he finds in his own
text. He therefore distinguishes clearly between his own, standard text and the
variant but preferred reading of another source. If he generally had two or even
three different texts at his disposal it would not make sense for him to designate
the preferable reading as a variant. If he had worked with multiple texts, why
would he not have simply taken the (in his view) correct reading as the starting
point of his comments and proceed from there?"

Second, it seems unreasonable to suppose that Alexander himself actively
sought variant readings in other manuscripts. Moraux (2001: 429) points to Ga-
len as a clear counterexample. Galen, a commentator on Hippocrates and con-

temporary of Alexander,” explicitly discusses the acquisition of old manuscripts
that contain more accurate readings."* Had Alexander engaged in this kind of re-

the exemplars: commentary on De Sensu (CAG IIL1; 1.3-2.24 Wendland), commentary on the Topics
(CAG IL.2; 1.3-7.2 Wallies), commentary on Analytica Priora (CAG IL1; 1.3-9.2 Wallies); see also the
beginning of the commentary on the Meteorologica, which does not include an introduction in the
proper sense (CAG III.2; 1.3-4.11 Hayduck).

°In his introduction to book a, Alexander extensively discusses the question of the status and posi-
tion of the book (136.8-17; 137.1-138.4). See also 3.5.2.3 and 4.1.1. The authenticity of book B is discussed
in 196.20-24. In the introduction to book I (237.3-239.3), Alexander situates the book’s content within
its context in the Metaphysics: 237.8-238.3. In his introduction to book A (344.2-345.20), Alexander
addresses concerns about the book’s authenticity: 344.2-7; questions about the composition are dis-
cussed in 344.20-345.1; for the completeness of the book see 345.4-11.

YMoraux 2001: 431-32.

!'Cf. Busse 1900: 74-75 concerning Ammonius: “wir konnen [...] kaum den Argwohn unterdriick-
en, dass er in eine andere Handschrift iberhaupt keinen Blick geworfen hat. [...] Dass also Ammonius
irgend eine andere Handschrift zu Rate gezogen haben sollte, [...] ist hochst unwahrscheinlich.” See
also Ilberg 1890: 112 on the pre-Galen commentaries on the Hippocratic treatises.

“For this argument see Flannery 2003: 125 n. 25.

BFor mutual references in the writings of Galen and Alexander see Sharples 2005: 50-51, with
further literature.

!See, for example, the beginning of his treatise In Hippocr. libr. de officina med. comm. (XVIIL, 11,
pp. 630-31 Kithn). What is remarkable is that Galen speaks in the first person: he himself searched for
other manuscripts (domep & map’ HUiv &v Mepydpw ... 8mwg ék T@V MAeioTwy Te Kal d§lomoToTdTWY
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search, we could expect him to have mentioned it in his work. Alexander does re-
fer to variant readings in other manuscripts, but he never gives a clue about where
and how he found these variants.” In addition, Alexander consistently introduces
variae lectiones with the prosaic formula “some [manuscripts] read” (¢v tiou(v)
@épetat / ypagetat). The plural &v Tio1(v) is strikingly anonymous.” It is simply a
standard formula for reporting variant readings (see also 3.6). By no means does it
imply that Alexander independently collated different manuscripts.”

Another helpful counterexample is Simplicius, a sixth-century Neoplatonic
commentator who in many ways stands in the tradition of Alexander.” Simpli-
cius’s presentation of variant readings and his attitude towards them is very dif-
ferent from Alexander’s.” For example, he proclaims emphatically and repeatedly
that he himself found another reading in another manuscript:*® In Phys. 377.24-
26: 00X 0UTWG EXEL 1) Ypa@T) TV €U0l CLVEYVWOUEVWY AVTLYPAQWY TEAVTWYV, AN
oVtwg ... and In Phys. 1317.6-7 £y® pévtol €v Toy avtypdeots avti tod 1N eopd’
M MepLpopd’ yeypappévov ndpov.! Whether or not it is true that Simplicius per-
sonally compared different manuscripts is another question. The important thing
is that Simplicius thought it worth mentioning and that this activity was within
the realms of possibility for him as a commentator. There is no passage in Alex-
ander’s commentary where he claims to have found another reading in another
manuscript. There is no mention of his involvement in the discovery of a variant
version of the text.”? It seems that Alexander simply did not have a genuine inter-

ebpotpev tag yvnoiag ypagdc). Galen even mentions the different formats of the manuscripts: codi-
ces, papyrus scrolls, or single sheets (ta pév €xovteg év toig PipAiots, T 8¢ £v T0ig XdpToLg, Ta 8¢ év
Stagpdpoig pivparg)!

See Barnes 1999: 41 in respect to Aspasius’s (first to second century AD) commentary on the
Ethics.

1Cf. Busse 1900: 74-75 about Ammonius’s commentary on Int.: “und wir vermuten, dass das
gespreizte £€v Toig MAe{oTOIG AvTypdgolg nichts weiter als eine hohle Redensart ist.” See also Fazzo
2012a: 62 1. 35: “Please note that the expression v Tio1 <avttypdgolc>, is always in the plural, so that it
is not possible to judge whether one or more manuscripts are mentioned.”

"Moraux’s premature inference (2001: 429: “Dennoch lésst sich feststellen, dass er bemiiht ist, den
Text nicht nach einem beliebigen Manuskript zu erkldren, sondern verschiedene Lesarten zu ermit-
teln.”) is surprising given the fact that elsewhere he underlines the contrast between Alexander and
Galen. Hecquet-Devienne (2008: 11) also seems to be too quick in her assessment of the matter.

On the question how Simplicius worked with Alexander’s commentary see Baltussen 2008:
107-35.

®In In Phys. 395.20-21, Simplicius states as a general fact that many variants of the text of Aris-
totle’s Physics have been transmitted. In In Phys. 450.32-36, he also takes into consideration that a
corruption could have been caused by the insertion of a marginal gloss into the text. See Baltussen
2008: 33-42.

2See Golitsis 2008: 79. For the question how Simplicius worked with his sources see Golitsis 2008:
66-71 and Baltussen 2008: 31-53.

ASee also Simp. In Phys. 1093.5-6 Diels; Simp. In Cael. 291.24-25 and 521.25-26 Heiberg.
22 Alexander does show personal interest now and then in discussing how a passage might be im-
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est in the matter—he was a philosopher, not a philologist.”

Yet Alexander’s attitude is by no means unusual among the commentators. As
Barnes puts it concerning Aspasius’s Ethics commentary from the early second
century AD:**

Like all the extant commentaries on Aristotle. The later commentaries all indeed
contain philological notes, just as Aspasius’ commentary does; but such notes are
generally sparse, and they do not constitute the intellectual centre of the works.

Simplicius seems to be an exception here. It has been noted that due to its schol-
arly character, his commentary draws on an enormous number of sources in ad-
dition to the text on which he is primarily commenting.” The situation is different
with Alexander.

This leads to the third consideration. On the whole, Alexander’s references to
variae lectiones play a small role in his commentary work.” Many of the variae lec-
tiones that Alexander reports bear no relation to his interpretation of the relevant
passage. Also, Alexander often does not decide which of two possible readings he
prefers or regards as original.”” Like other ancient commentators he shows aston-
ishingly little interest in the search for the one and only original reading. He does
not raise questions as to what error might have occasioned a certain unsatisfactory
reading.® After all, collating different manuscripts in the form of papyrus scrolls

proved, but these conjectures are not connected to a variant reading. Rather these are interpretative
endeavors that are based on a discussion of the Aristotelian argument. In these contexts we sometimes
find formulations that point to Alexander himself: e.g. Sokel 8¢ pot abtn 1) A€ ... v &y Exewv
(267.14-17; see also 3.6). Alexander also shows dedication when discussing questions like the authen-
ticity and order of the books: e.g. 137.7: pot Sokel. These matters are of interest to Alexander, but the
collation of other manuscripts is not.

“Jaeger 1923: 32 calls Alexander in passing ‘philologically naive’ (“er [Alexander], der in philolo-
gisch-kritischer Hinsicht freilich naiver war, als man es zu seiner Zeit zu sein brauchte”).

*Barnes 1999: 24 n. 67.

% See Baltussen 2008: 21-53; 211-15 and Golitsis 2008: 65-79. This has been connected with histori-
cal circumstances that made Simplicius a teacher without a classroom. On this see Golitsis 2008: 18—22
and Baltussen 2008: 48-51.

*This is not contradicted by the fact that later commentators referred to Alexander as a witness
for other readings or textual matters (see Golitsis 2008: 66—70; Baltussen 2008: 127-29; Kupreeva 2012:
113). This is just a natural part of the commentary tradition. A commentary is a place where variant
readings are mentioned and thereby preserved. Early commentaries in a sense also served the role of
a modern apparatus.

%7 Alexander often contrasts several possible interpretations and sometimes even variant readings.
See e.g. 13.9-17; 21.14-31; 27.15-25; 37.6-12; 41.21-32; 42.20-21; 50.24-51.25; 63.25-27; 100.22-30; 169.9—
17; 186.25-187.6. See also Moraux 2001: 438 with n. 60.

2Diels 1882: 30 n. 3: “Am meisten fehlt den Interpreten die Einsicht, dass doch nur eine Lesart
richtig sein kann.” See also Wittwer 1999: 78 concerning Aspasius: “And, finally, note also that, sur-
prisingly, Aspasius does not share with us a quite fundamental principle according to which only one
reading can be the true one. [...] The reason, I think, is not that he did not know which reading to
prefer and therefore suspended judgment, it is rather that he was happy to have both readings at the
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requires immense effort, not at all comparable to the crosschecking of different
editions today. Were someone to make this effort, we would reasonably expect to
see a clearer sign of it than Alexander’s scant references to variant readings.

Still, since Alexander now and then mentions variant readings he must have
some sort of access to information on the text of the Metaphysics beyond what
his exemplar could supply. The most likely explanation is that he gained this in-
formation from earlier commentators (see 3.5) or from marginal notes in his own
exemplar.” Alexander seems simply to be reporting those variant readings that
he knows of. As there is no intrinsic connection between a variant reading he
introduces and his interpretative interest in the text, we may assume that he used
just one exemplar when composing his commentary. This does not, of course, ex-
clude the possibility that Alexander had available in his school other Metaphysics
exemplars. The evidence suggests that Alexander based his commentary mostly
on one text, his working exemplar, which most likely contained variant readings
in the margins. This text I call w*. I assume that Alexander used this text for
the lemmata (see 3.2), and that whenever he quotes directly from the Aristotelian
text without designating the text as coming from another version he takes it from
w3 Furthermore, I take it that his paraphrase, explanation, and critical discus-
sion are based on w*L, unless otherwise noted.

3.2 THE EVIDENCE IN THE LEMMATA

A lemma is a citation from the text being commented on that stands at the head
of a commentary section and indicates the passage under examination.” It is syn-
tactically independent of the preceding or subsequent comments and is marked
by textual layout and punctuation.® The length of the lemma in Alexander’s com-
mentary ranges from a few words® to multiple lines.** The investigation into the

same time.”
#It was a common practice among (late) ancient philologists and also booksellers to check one
edition against another and mark down corrections or variant readings (see Erbse 1979: 548-49, who
refers to Strabo, Geographica XVII 1,5/ 790 C.24-27 =1V, 420 Radt and XIII 1, 54 / 609 C.18-22 =1II,
602-604 Radt), so it is likely that Alexander’s exemplar of the Metaphysics contained variant readings.
¥Clearly this does not imply that what we find in the lemmata and citations of our commentary
manuscripts necessarily represents the readings in w*t.
*'An introduction to the lemma in ancient commentaries is provided by Wittwer 1999: 51-58.
*The typographical marking in modern editions has ancient roots. Wittwer 1999: 52: “We also
have evidence that lemmata of Aristotelian commentaries were indeed written in £kfeoig, that is, that
their lines projected into the left margin by one or two letters.” See McNamee 1977: 33-36: papyri (also
from the third century AD and especially relevant for my present purpose) show that lemmata were
marked either by £&k0eatc, or by a paragraphos (“a short horizontal stroke of the pen, written at the left
of a column usually under the line in which the new quotation begins,” 34-35).
3The lemmata in 29.5 (984a18) and 31.6 (984b3) each contain only three words.
Extensive lemmata (three to four lines of text) are given e.g. in: 19.21-23 (983224-26), 64.13-15
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origin and authenticity of the lemmata in Alexander’s Metaphysics commentary
could commence from either of two different starting points:* (i) the investigation
could begin with what was original to Alexander’s commentary and ask whether
Alexander used lemmata in his commentary at all, and if so, why; (ii) or the in-
vestigation could start at the opposite end in the history of the commentary and
raise the question of how reliably the lemmata, as printed in Hayduck’s edition,
bear witness to Alexander’s own Metaphysics exemplar, a question that scholars
tend to answer in the negative.”® In the following, I will follow both approaches
to investigating the lemmata, and I do this in order to get a firm grip on the status
and value of the lemmata in Alexander’s commentary.

The question of whether Alexander put lemmata into his commentary can be
answered in the affirmative. There is evidence in his commentary as well as exter-
nal testimony indicating that he equipped his commentary with lemmata.”” I will
first make some general remarks on the type of commentary to which Alexander’s
belongs, then look at some pieces of external evidence, and finally focus on the
characteristics of Alexander’s commentary and the internal evidence for the gen-
uineness of its lemmata.

Alexander’s commentary on the Metaphysics is a continuous or ‘running’ com-
mentary: Alexander stays close to the Aristotelian text and comments on almost
every sentence in Aristotle. Since the practice of setting the commentary in the
margins of the source text emerged only after the codex had replaced the roll,* it

is safe to assume that Alexander designed his commentary to be used alongside
Aristotle’s text, but nevertheless as a standalone piece of writing. The reception of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics took place within the context of philosophical teaching.
Alexander held a chair of philosophy in Athens,” and so it is most likely in this
academic setting that his commentary was composed’ and subsequently stud-

(988b22-24), 111.1-3 (991b22-25), 123.15-18 (992b9-13), 158.1-3 (994b6-9).

*For a full list of all extant lemmata in Alexander’s commentary see appendix B.

See e.g., Barnes 1999: 37 and Primavesi 2012b: 407-408.

¥Bloch 2003: 24 concerning Alexander’s commentary on De Sensu: “It can be established beyond
reasonable doubt that Alexander must have used some sort of lemmata.” This assertion is taken for
granted by D’Ancona 2002: 209-11. Wittwer 1999: 62-67 comes to the same conclusion concerning
Aspasius and his commentary. Cf. also Baltussen 2008: 114-16.

BPfeiffer 1968: 218. See also Hoffmann 2009: “A major phenomenon of the history of commen-
taries in antiquity was the transition from the practice of putting the text commented upon and the
commentary in separate books (rolls) to the practice of reuniting the commentary with text receiving
commentary in the same book and on the same page—parceling the commentary out in the margins
or encircling the text commented upon.” See also Schironi 2012: 410.

% As testified by the newly discovered inscription at Aphrodisias: see Chaniotis 2004 and Sharples
2005.

*Sluiter 1999: 173: “The existence of a commentary on any given text is evidence that that text was
used in teaching.” See also Hadot 2002: 183-85; Fazzo 2004: 5-7 and (regarding Neoplatonic com-
mentaries) Hoffmann 2009: 615-16. This, however, does not automatically mean that Alexander’s
commentary (in the form in which it came down to us) was a lecture script. The detailed discussion
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ied alongside Aristotle’s work for centuries to come. It therefore is reasonable
to assume that the typical recipient of Alexander’s commentary also had direct
access to the text of the Metaphysics. These considerations immediately reveal the
function of the lemma within the commentary: The lemma guides the student to
the passage in Aristotle to which the comments pertain. Additionally, the lemma
makes it easy for the student to find comments pertaining to a Metaphysics pas-
sage of interest to him.* Finally, lemmata divide the commentary into different
sections, thus providing a helpful structure. All told, the lemmata seem to be a
genuine part of this type of commentary.

These general thoughts are supported by specific evidence given, on the one
hand, by Alexander’s Metaphysics commentary itself, and on the other, by the
commentator Simplicius. Simplicius writes in his commentary on De caelo A 12,
282a25-26:*

Simplicius In Cael. 336.29-31 Heiberg

‘O pévrot ANéEavdpog, kaitot &v tfj Tig MéEewg ¢kBéaet ypdyag dpoiwg 8¢ ei kal
dgBaptov, 8v 8¢, év Tij €Enynoet wg obtwg Exovoav TV ypagnv égnyeitat dpoiwg
8¢ el xai &idtov, 6v 8¢.

However, although Alexander writes in his lemma*® “and similarly if it is indestruc-
tible and existent,” in his exegesis he expounds the passage as though it read “and

similarly if it is eternal and existent.”**

Simplicius’s remark indicates that his exemplar (from the fifth or sixth centu-
ry AD) of Alexander’s commentary on De caelo contained lemmata.* If this is
the case with Simplicius’s exemplar of Alexander’s De caelo commentary then it
might not be too far-fetched to assume that it also holds for Alexander’s Meta-
physics commentary. But this is not the only information we can extract from
this passage. Simplicius’s surprise over the discrepancy between the reading in
the lemma (&v T tiig Aé€ews ékBéoet) and the paraphrase (¢v Tf) é§nynoet) shows
not only that the lemmata in Alexander’s commentary had suffered occasional

of the Aristotelian text rather suggests that the commentary is either an elaborate version of teaching
notes or was designed as a work on which a teacher could draw for teaching purposes. Cf. Sharples
1990: 95-97.

“'Lemmata were already being used by Alexandrian scholars. See Lamberz 1987: 7 with n. 24;
Pfeiffer 1968: 218. Cf. Wittwer 1999: 69 with n. 63.

2Wittwer 1999: 52 n. 6 also draws attention to this important passage. See also Resigno 2004: 112
with n. 213 and 228; Golitsis 2008: 58-59, esp. n. 73.

BWittwer 1999: 52: “The truth is that there is no name for lemmata in Greek. ... Most of the few
[references to lemmata in ancient texts] [ have found refer to them ... as ‘what is said in £kBeo1g.”” See
also Wildberg 1993: 191.

**The English translation is by Hankinson 2006, but has been modified.

A collection of fragments from Alexander’s commentary on De caelo can be found in Resigno
2004. On the question of how precisely Simplicius references his sources see Baltussen 2008: 31-53.
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corruption prior to or in the sixth century AD, but also that Simplicius takes it for
granted that the lemmata display Alexander’s very own Metaphysics text.*s Simpli-
cius says ypayag (“he [sc. Alexander] has written [in the lemmal],” 336.29), which
plainly indicates that Simplicius thinks the lemmata came from Alexander.

Further evidence can be found in the anonymous commentary on Plato’s The-
aetetus preserved on papyrus from the second century AD.* The lemmata contain
partial or complete sentences from Plato’s text, and they are highlighted in the
mise en page.*® And just as in the transmitted text of Alexander’s commentary,
they do not contain the whole passage to which the comments refer. While the
anonymous commentary on the Theaetetus brings us closer to the time of Alex-
ander but not to an exemplar of Alexander’s commentary, Simplicius’s remark
brings us closer to an exemplar of Alexander’s commentary, though only to about
300 years after that commentary was written. Still, the testimony corroborates our
initial suspicion.

I turn now to the internal evidence in Alexander’s commentary that speaks for
the authenticity of the lemmata. The lemmata in Alexander’s commentary are not
just syntactically independent headlines. Rather, they are clearly anchored in the
structure of the commentary.* This can be seen by the fact that a lemma marks a
caesura in the text, which means that the commentary subsequent to the lemma
begins for the most part asyndetically.® Additionally, Alexander often starts oft
his comments with a short summary of what was said in the preceding part of
the commentary. He situates the new passage within the logic of the argument
by introducing his summary of what Aristotle had previously said with an aor-
ist participle (gin@v..., Aafdv ..., Seifag ..., Sieh@v).” The main verb (...(¢Efg)
deikvuorv..., gnot...) then directs attention to the given topic: “After having said
such and such ... Aristotle now shows that ...” (cf. 3.4).

Apart from this, there are many cases in which Alexander begins a commen-
tary section by immediately referring back to the words cited in the lemma. This
shows that the lemma is a genuine part of the commentary. Here are some ex-
amples: in 194.8-11, the lemma contains the text of B 2, 997a25-6. This is the fifth
of the aporiae treated in book B: £t1 6¢ nétepov mept TG ovoiag 1 Bewpia pdvov

46Cf. Wittwer 1999: 54 1. 9.

¥See Diels/Schubart 1905: VIII; XX-XXIV and the new edition of the papyrus by Bastianini and
Sedley with extensive introduction: Bastianini/Sedley 1995: 227-61.

*Bastianini/Sedley 1995: 240-41.

9Cf. Bloch 2003: 24.

SCf. Wittwer 1999: 67 concerning Aspasius’s commentary and Lamberz 1987: 9-10 concerning
the Neoplatonic commentaries. Lamberz considers whether the exceptional cases in which the first
sentence contains a particle are due to later ‘corrections.” In the case of Alexander’s commentary, there
are also other occasions when we encounter an asyndetical beginning: e.g. when introducing a varia
lectio (46.23; 58.31-59.1; 91.5; 194.3). In these cases the asyndeton marks a new thought: see Kiithner/
Gerth II: § 546e, p. 346.

S1See Moraux 2001: 437-38 and Luna 2003: 251.
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¢oTiv fj kal mepl™” Ta ovpPePnrota tavtag (“Further, does our investigation deal
with substances alone or also with their attributes?”). After the lemma Alexander
begins by saying: kai abtn 1§ dnopia ... (“This aporia too ...”). Here he directly
refers back to the aporia quoted in the lemma.”® This back reference would not
make sense if the aporia were not quoted in the lemma immediately preceding it.

We find a parallel case in 188.7-9. The lemma quotes B 2, 996b3s: eimep odv
opoiwg pev omotacodv otiv, anacdv 8¢ pn évdéxetar.® This is the protasis of a
statement made to address the second aporia (Does wisdom bear on substances
only, or does it also consider the principles of demonstration?). Alexander contin-
ues his commentary by asking: Awa ti pr| évééyetat anacdv;™® In this way Alex-
ander directly and immediately questions the assumption that is implicit in Ar-
istotle’s words in the lemma. Without the lemma Alexander’s question would be
incoherent, even unintelligible.

In 332.1-2, Alexander begins with a lemma quoting I' 7, 1012a9 (¢t év Go01g
yéveotv 1) Anoéaots 1o évavtiov émeépel, kal €v Tovtolg / “Again, in all classes
in which the negation of an attribute means the assertion of its contrary, even in
these...”), before continuing in the commentary section (332.3) with the words 6
Aéyel, TowodTov ¢oty (“What he means is as follows.”). This subsequent explana-
tion of Aristotle’s words (332.3—5) makes it clear that the relative pronoun & refers
to the content of the lemma,*® which is therefore indispensable to Alexander’s
comments.

Further examples can be found in Alexander’s comments on chapters I 6 and
7 (on the principle of non-contradiction), which often exhibit the following char-
acteristics: in the lemma, Alexander quotes the Aristotelian argument against the
denial of the principle of non-contradiction, and then begins the commentary
with the formula 1| émyeipnoig Tolavtn (“The argument is as follows.”).”” This is
comparable to the situation in book A 9, where Aristotle enumerates several argu-
ments against the Platonic theory of Forms. In 128.10-11, for example, Alexander
quotes one of the arguments in the lemma and prefaces his comments by simply
saying 6 Adyog Tolodtog (128.12).

There are not only back references to the preceding lemma, but also references

*2The word mepi (997a26) is missing in the lemma of Alexander’s commentary.

53Cf. also 203.1-3; 203.12-14; 204.23—24.

**The complete sentence reads (996b3s5-997a2): einep odv dpoiwg p&v dmolacodv éotiv, dnacdv 8¢
un évééxetal, domep 00dE TV EAAwY oUTwG 0VSE Tiig YvwpL{ovong Tag 0voiag SOV E0TL TO yryvdokely
nept avt@v. / “If then it belongs to every science alike, and cannot belong to all, it is not peculiar to
the science which investigates substances, any more than to any other science, to know about these
topics.” On the transmission of the word ei{nep in Alexander’s commentary see Hayduck’s app. ad loc.

>In Metaph. 188.9: “Why can it not belong to all sciences?”

*6Cf. the parallel case in 119.14 (8 8¢ MéyeL Tolo0TOV 20T1v) and 198.33 (8 &nopel TOLOTTOV 20TLY).

7In Metaph. 329.5-7; cf. 330.19 (cuvTIBévTL TOV TTévTa vodv 1 émiyeipnolg ToladT.); 331.9-10 (1)
émixeipnolg Bpaxéwg pgv eipntat kal abitn, €ott 8¢ 6 vovg avTiig To100TOG); 332.16-18 (1) émixelpnotg
abtn éotiv). See also the cases in 104.19-105.2; 294.22-23.
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at the end of a commentary section which point forward to the subsequent lem-
ma. In 200.31 Alexander writes Omiép yap tod Tadta Sei§au mapébeto (“In order
to prove this Aristotle goes on to say [lemma quoting Aristotle’s words]”). Here
Alexander segues from the end of a commentary section into the next lemma®®
by marking the quotation in the lemma explicitly as Aristotle’s words (mapéfeto
/ “he goes on to say”). Compare the case in 281.37: here Alexander concludes the
paragraph by saying 8eifog 8¢ tadta émgépet Toig dederypévolg (“Having shown
these things, he adds to what he has shown: [lemma]”) as a transition to the sub-
sequent lemma. In both cases the commentary after the lemma begins with an
asyndeton.”

If we take these examples as evidence that Alexander used lemmata in his com-
mentary, the next question is whether the precise format of the preserved lemma-
ta is authentic.* Many commentaries from different centuries show lemmata in
abbreviated form. In these cases the lemma contains the first and last word(s) of a
given passage connected by éwg (t00) (“up to,” “until”).®" Is this also the original

format of Alexander’s lemmata?®* Is the format in which the lemmata are trans-
mitted in our manuscripts the product of a later revision that expanded the text
of the lemmata? This is not likely. There is just one instance in Alexander’s com-
mentary where the lemma is abbreviated by éwg: in 37.4-5.° The lemma belongs
to the passage in A 5, 985b23-26 and reads: é&v 8¢ TovTOIG Kol TTPO TOVTWV EWG ETtel

*¥This lemma contains B 2, 998a7-9: ¢iol 8¢ Tveg of gaoty elvat pév 1a petakd tadta Aeydpeva
TOV Te €id®OV kal TOV aiodnT®v, od Ny xwpis ye T@v aiodnt@v (“Now there are some who say that
these so-called intermediates between the Forms and the perceptible things exist, not apart from the
perceptible things, however...”).

*One might object that what appears as a lemma in these cases was originally a quotation (cf. 3.3)
within the commentary that had later been marked as a lemma.

Bloch 2003: 25 in regard to Alexander’s commentary on De sensu: “We might ask if the lemmata
were originally full quotations or just a few words as a reference to Aristotle’s text.” Bloch then con-
cludes (27): “This being the case, the discrepancies [between the text in the lemma and the citation in
the commentary] are certainly better explained, if Alexander did not himself write the full lemmata.”

SICf. Wittwer 1999: 70-72. Such abbreviated lemmata are given, for instance, in Aspasius’s Eth-
ics commentary, and Simplicius’s commentary on Cael. Against this background Bonitz’s method
of abbreviating the lemma in his edition of Alexander’s Metaphysics commentary (1847) appears as a
modern construction that is not sustained by manuscript evidence. In his edition, Bonitz prints the
first and last word of the sentence(s) transmitted in the lemma.

2Cf. Wittwer 1999: 67-73 on the abbreviated lemmata in Aspasius’s commentary. Wittwer com-
pares the evidence in Aspasius with other commentaries. Regarding the commentaries contemporary
to Aspasius which are preserved on papyri the answer is clear (70): “In all of them the text of the
lemmata is fully written out.” After taking into consideration the manuscript tradition, Wittwer says
(71): “Later on, most of the commentaries abbreviate the text of the lemmata either by quoting only the
beginning of the text or by using lemmata of the éwg tod form.” For the transmission of the lemmata
in Proclus’s commentaries see Lamberz 1987: 6-13.

The other extant commentaries by Alexander do not show &wg tod-abbreviations in the lemmata
either.
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0¢ To0TWV ot dptBpol gvoet mp@ToL® Is this only an exception to the rule, or is it
rather the sole remnant of Alexander’s original format?®

Is there further evidence within the commentary that speaks in favor of the
assumption that Alexander himself wrote the lemmata in unabridged form? In
220.1 Alexander quotes the following text in the lemma (B 4, 1000a27-28): §6&ete
8’ &v 00dtv fATTOoV Kal TODTO yevvdv. (“But this [i.e. Strife]*® too would appear
to beget no less...”).” In the subsequent sentence, Alexander refers back to the
wording in the lemma by explicating the meaning of the verb yevvdv, which Ar-
istotle uses in Empedocles’ parlance to denote “begetting.” The commentary text
begins with tovtéott yevvntikov eivan kai momtkdv / “That is, generative and
productive” (220.2). This kind of direct back reference introduced by tovtéott
would be unintelligible if the lemma were written in the éwg-format, that is, if only
the first words of this sentence (without the verb yevvav) were quoted, followed
by €wg and the quotation of the last sentence of the relevant passage. The same
holds for 42.18-21. In the lemma we read (986b8-9) T@v pév odv mala®v Kai
melw Aeydvtwv 1a ototela Tig gvoewg (“Of the ancients who said the elements
of nature were more than one ... ”). The commentary section starts immediately
with an explanation of the words mAeiw and ta ototyeia, which likely would have
been skipped in an abridged lemma format.®® Again, the same is true of 114.20-22.
The lemma reads (992a2-3): &1t 8¢ mpoOg ToIG eipnuévolg, einep eiolv ai povadeg
Stdgopot. (“Again, besides what has been said, if the units are diverse...”). Alex-
ander immediately goes on to comment on the word Sidgopot: &v 1 adidgopot
yeypappévov, tolodtov v ein 10 Aeyduevov (“If the text were written, ‘not di-
verse’ what Aristotle would be saying is the following”). There are many such di-
rect back references to words quoted in the lemma. If the lemmata had original-
ly been abbreviated with the relevant words skipped over these back references
would have been unintelligible.®

Finally, we should consider the possibility that Alexander’s lemma quoted not

®This is the reading in A (checked in digital copy), O (checked in digital copy), and M (checked
in digital copy). For the reading in LF see app. in Hayduck. Even the Latin translation preserves this
feature in the lemma: Inter autem hos et ante hos usque ad illud: Sed quoniam horum numeri sunt primi
natura. Dooley 1989: 62 n. 120, however, grossly misinterprets the word éwg (followed by Lai 2007: 259
n. 334): “The first [of the two combined] text has heds after pro toutdn; heds is not found in Aristotle’s
text, and makes little sense in this combination. It may be a variant for pro.”

% Alexander abbreviates a quotation using £wg Tod once within a commentary section: 104.20-21.
Here Alexander draws attention to the fact that the passage was dropped from another version of the
text (cf. 3.5.2 and also 267.14-19). See also Wittwer 1999: 71 n. 72.

“Strife is one of Empedocles’ principles.

For my analysis of this passage see 4.1.3.

%In Metaph. 42.20-21: TOLTEOTL T& TOV PUOIKDG yLyvopévwy otolyela. Thelw 88 Aéyel fitol T
OAIKA, 1} mhelw T& oTotela avTi Tod Té afTia

“See also the examples in In Metaph. 8.19-20, 49.16-17, 90.3-5, 106.7—-9, 117.20-23, 286.25-26,
296.22-23.
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only the first sentence of the passage under examination, but also the remain-
der of the passage. This method was used in the Arabic commentary tradition as
evidenced by Averroes’ Tafsir. The textus of this commentary on the Metaphys-
ics contains the complete Metaphysics text (see 2.5).”° This, however, was not the
method Alexander employed, as concluded from the examples I gave above. Al-
exander’s back references to a single word within the lemma would be imprecise
if the lemma contained the complete text of the relevant Metaphysics section, and
it would have rendered the commentary impractical. It could take the reader quite
some time to search an entire section of the Metaphysics™ for the word to which
Alexander’s comments refer.

The arguments I have provided so far speak in favor of the view that Alexander
designed his commentary to include lemmata and that these lemmata consist-
ed of unabridged, roughly sentence-long quotations from the beginning of the
Metaphysics section to which his subsequent comments refer. This brings me to
the second part of my investigation into the lemmata, in which I ask how reliably
the lemmata in our manuscripts of the commentary preserve the readings of w*".

What happened to Alexander’s lemmata during the transmission process? Do
the lemmata presented in Hayduck’s edition and in the manuscripts he used con-
tain the exact words that Alexander wrote down?”? Is it possible that the lemmata
were removed at some point in the transmission, only to be restored later from
another Metaphysics text? Primavesi 2012b holds that the lemmata in Alexander’s

commentary do not bear witness to Alexander’s actual text. As justification Pri-
mavesi points to the fact that in the course of the transmission the commentary
was sometimes fitted around a complete Metaphysics text, thus rendering the
lemmata superfluous.” Furthermore, the lemmata might have been contaminat-

7Sepulveda inserted the complete text of the Metaphysics in his Latin translation (1527) of Alexan-
der’s commentary. This text regularly differs from the text Alexander used (w?").

"'The size of the text segments treated under one lemma varies considerably in Alexander’s com-
mentary. For example, in the commentary on A 4 and 5 the span between the lemmata regularly mea-
sures between 20 and 30 Bekker-lines (e.g. from 984b33 to 985a21; from 985a22 to 985b1g; from 985b27
to 986a13; from 986a13 to 986b8).

7?Barnes (1999: 37) is skeptical. His conclusions concerning the authenticity of the lemmata in
commentaries on Aristotle are based on his study of Aspasius’s commentary on EN: “But one thing is
plain: we may not assume that the lemmata which stand in our manuscripts of the commentaries—or
which stood in the archetypes of those manuscripts—represent the text of Aristotle which the com-
mentator had open before him.” Wittwer 1999: 53-55, however, offers a more nuanced view on the
matter and speaks against an overall dismissal of the readings in the lemmata.

Primavesi 2012b: 407-408: “But the relationship between the lemmata and the main body of
Alexander’s commentary is, unfortunately, a very loose one: in the course of its transmission, the com-
mentary underwent phases when lemmata were altogether superfluous since the text was fitted around
a complete text of the Metaphysics.” See also Barnes 1999: 37: “It follows that we cannot use the lemmata
as evidence for the state of Aristotle’s text at the date of the commentary.” Hadot 2002: 184-85 is also
skeptical. Although it is granted that lemmata in individual cases can preserve readings that are older
than our Metaphysics manuscripts, these scholars argue against the view that the wording in the lem-
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ed by the Metaphysics text, often transmitted side by side with the commentary.
Or, Alexander’s own comments, especially his paraphrases and reformulations of
Aristotle’s text, could have been misinterpreted as evidence for w*", resulting in
adjustments of the lemmata.

The possibility that lemmata could indeed be omitted during the transmission
process becomes a reality upon closer examination of Alexander’s commentary:
from 376.13 (commentary on A 9) to 439.13, where the authentic part of Alexan-
der’s commentary ends, the lemmata are, with one exception (407.16), absent.” In
62.1-2 (lemma containing 988a34-35) we find that a lemma had been put in the
wrong place in the commentary:” Here, the lemma comes eight lines too early.”

In what form are the lemmata transmitted in the manuscripts?”” Is Hayduck’s
way of presenting them justified? Bonitz’s edition abbreviates the lemmata by giv-
ing only the first and the last word of each lemma.”® The manuscripts that have
the commentary in plena pagina (A O M) as well as those that have the com-
mentary in margine (C L) preserve (apart from F)” the lemmata in unabridged
form.® This evidence speaks against the view that whenever the commentary was
written in margine around the full Metaphysics text the lemmata were regarded
as superfluous and omitted subsequently.® At least for the time period to which
the manuscripts give us access we can say with confidence that the lemmata were
understood as a genuine part of Alexander’s commentary. Furthermore, the fact
that in ms. L (= Metaphysics ms. A®) the wording in the lemmata by no means
always agrees with the Metaphysics text surrounded by the commentary® speaks
against the suspicion that the lemmata of the commentary have generally been
adjusted to the neighboring Metaphysics text. It therefore is plausible to conclude
that the manuscript testimony of the lemmata on the whole is not weaker than the
manuscript testimony of the commentary itself. Hayduck’s presentation of the
lemmata, we conclude, is more authentic than that of Bonitz.

mata and Alexander’s own exemplar are directly related.

7#It is an open question whether there is any connection between the lack of lemmata at the end of
book A and the loss of Alexander’s commentary altogether from book E onwards.

>See Dooley 1989: 94 n. 197.

7Bonitz (1847) prints the lemma as it is presented in the manuscripts (including O and S).

77That is, the manuscripts used by Bonitz and Hayduck and also O.

7For example, Bonitz 1847: 4.15: voel ... {da.

7*Manuscript F has blank spots instead of lemmata. In these spots is placed a siglum that refers to
the corresponding passage in the Metaphysics text.

89Markers on the margins of the commentary text can be found in both types of commentaries (in
plena pagina: A and O; in margine: L and C).

81Primavesi 2012b: 407-408.

82The following are a few examples: 982a6-7 100 co@od a AL' 9.18 (L =A® £.61) : ToLg cogovg B (AP
=L 1{.6r); 995224 émi{nrovpévny a Al 171.3 (L =A® £.63v) : {nrovpévny B (A® = L £.63v); 995b19 fj Bewpia
pévov a B (A® = L £.65v) : poévn 1j Bewpia Al 176.17 (L =A® £.65v); 1003221 ToVOTW a P (A® = L f100r)
avt® Al! 239.4 (L =A® faoor).
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One may, however, ask about the fate of the lemmata in the centuries before
our manuscript tradition began. Had the lemmata’s original form been preserved
throughout that period? Their syntactical independence from the rest of the com-
mentary proper would seem to facilitate textual corruption. Further, since the
lemmata are quotations from the Metaphysics text, they might well have been in-
fluenced by the transmission of the Metaphysics.®* As the remark by Simplicius
quoted above indicates, the lemmata in Alexander’s commentary could already
have been corrupted by the fifth or sixth century AD.*

On the basis of these considerations it seems easy to question the authenticity
of the lemmata in general. Yet, there are clear indications that a general condem-
nation of the lemmata as they have come down to us would be inappropriate.
There are several cases in which a lemma has a reading that disagrees with the
manuscript tradition of the Metaphysics but agrees with the subsequent commen-
tary, and so is confirmed as the reading of w*-.* In 228.29-30, the lemma quotes
lines 1001b26-28 from the twelfth aporia (tovtwv 8° €xopévn dnopia métepov
ot dptBpoi kai t& owpata kai Ta Enineda kai al otrypal ovoiat Twvég eioty fj 00).%
However, the words xai ta énineda, which are transmitted by all of our manu-
scripts, are missing from the lemma. These words very likely have been dropped
due to saut du méme au meme (kai ... kai). Furthermore, from Alexander’s com-
ments (228.31-229.1) it is plain to see that he did not read these words in his own
text. For he says that Aristotle’s words kal T& cwpata kai ai otiypai also include

the terms kal ém@davelan kai ypappai, which makes it clear that these words were
not present in Alexander’s text as the quotation in the lemma indicated. The lem-
ma, then, attests to the actual reading in w*". It was not subject to later correction

81t seems reasonable that a student or a teacher who reads Alexander’s commentary alongside
the Metaphysics would be inclined to ‘correct’ the reading of a lemma whenever it disagrees with his
Metaphysics text. Cf. Lamberz 1987: 7-10.

84Cf. Wittwer 1999: 54 n. 9.

%Lemmata containing peculiar readings (i.e., readings differing from w*f) that are explicitly con-
firmed by the evidence in the commentary are: AL' 8.6, AL? 8.7-8, text 981b27; — AL 11.3-4 (cf. 4.2.1),
AlP 11.5-8, text 982a21; — Al! 54.21, ALP 54.15; 18, text 987b31; — AL! 71.10-11, ALP 71.14, text 989b29-30;
- Al 95.4, ALP 96.2, text 990a9; — Al 106.7, ALP / Al 106.9, text 991b3—4; — Al 132.9, AL 132.12, text
993a2-3; — Al'196.29, ALP 196.31, text 997bs; — Al! 204.8, ALP 204.11, text 998b11-12; — Al.! 228.30, AL?
228.32-229.1, text 1001b26-28; — Al.! 239.5, ALP 239.7, text 1003a21-22; — Al 245.21, AL 245.25 and 251.5,
text 1003b22 — Al 252.2, ALP 252.18, text 1004a9; — Al 259.23, AL 259.26, text 1004b17; — Al 260.31 ALP
260.35, text 1004b28 — Al 264.28-30, ALP 264.34, 265.6-8, text 1005a19—21; — Al 273.20-21, Al.? 273.23-
24, text 1006a18-20; — Al 275.22 AlP 275.26, text 1006a29-30; — Al 320.35, ALP 321.4, text 1011a31; — Al
336.24, AL 336.30, text 1012a30; — AL' 362.11, ALP 362.12-13, text 1015b16. Lemmata containing peculiar
readings that are not disconfirmed by the evidence in the commentary are: 15.20-21, 26.19, 30.13, 35.5,
60.11, 68.5, 73.9, 85.13, 101.11-12, 102.1, 107.14, 123.18, 133.21, 145.27, 149.14, 153.1-2, 176.17, 180.17, 183.14,
184.29, 196.29, 197.29-30, 200.33, 203.12, 203.25, 204.23, 208.26-27, 213.24, 214.20, 215.31, 225.33, 249.1,
256.19-20, 257.17, 279.15, 282.2, 292.22-23, 293.33, 296.3, 296.22, 297.27, 301.28, 329.5, 340.19, 342.21,
342.35, 350.4, 376.13.

80See 4.2.4.
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and alignment to a Metaphysics text in which the error had not occurred.

A similar case is found in 264.28—30 (lemma citation of lines 1005a19-21).*” In-
stead of pavepov 81 6Tt pudg te kai Tig 100 erhoadgov Alexander reads gavepov
On 6t pudg kai avtig. This is confirmed as a reading of w*" by lines 264.34 and
265.6 of the commentary. In this case, too, the lemma was not affected by the
text of our transmission. The same holds for the lemma in 273.20-21 (citation of
1006a18-20): here the negation o0 is missing. The text of the direct transmission
reads the necessary and undoubtedly correct 00.*® Alexander’s paraphrase and
comments (273.23-26; 273.34-274.2) clearly show that he read the text without the
negation. Finally, the already famous® verb form Aéyopev (A 9, 991b3) is attested
toin alemma (106.7) as well as in Alexander’s comments (106.9). All of our manu-
scripts have the corrupted Aéyetau

There are, however, also lemmata containing readings that disagree with the
actual reading of w*" that have been reconstructed on the basis of Alexander’s
paraphrase.” For example, in 138.26-28, Alexander reports the textual oddity that
in his text, book a begins with a 1t that does not fit into the syntax of the sentence
(993a229-30).”" Alexander knows of a variant reading that does not contain the §tt.
Although Alexander’s formulation makes it perfectly clear that in his own text
6tuis the first word of book a (and it is likely that 81t actually represents the older
reading—see 3.5.2.3), the lemma does not include the tt. The lemma agrees with
our direct transmission. It probably was adjusted to a version of the Metaphysics
in which the seemingly odd 81t had been deleted.

In another case, 164.15, the lemma contains exactly the reading that Alexander
reports in the subsequent commentary section (164.24-25) as a conjecture that
earlier commentators suggested in order to emend a corrupt passage in the Meta-
physics (a 2, 994b25-26). As indicated by Alexander’s paraphrase (164.18-20), w*"
contained the correct reading.*” In this example as well, the incompatibility of the
evidence in the lemma and the commentary leads us to conclude that the lemma
has been changed in the course of the transmission.”

In 184.12-13 the lemma contains the text of B 2, 996b8-10, but from the per-
spective of the direct transmission the quotation seems to combine the readings
given in the a- and the B-versions. Alexander’s comments (184.14-15), howev-

87See also 4.1.2.

8 Metaph. T 4, 1006a18-19: apxh 8¢ TpdG dmavta T& ToladTa 00 TO &lodv.... For a detailed dis-
cussion see 4.2.3.

%0n this passage see Jaeger 1965 and Primavesi 2012b: 412-20.

%For a list see below, p. 49 n. 100.

IFor a detailed discussion of this case see 3.5.2.3. Cf. also 3.6.

22See 5.1.4.

93See also 179.26: in the lemma the word notepov is missing. From the subsequent paraphrase by
Alexander (179.28) we know that he must have read mdtepov in his text.
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er, show that he read the (correct) a-version in his text.** The a-version reads:
Kk pgv odv T@v mdhat Swwplopévwy Tiva Xpr KaAelv IOV Emotnudv copiov €xet
\oyov ékdoTny mpooayopedey.” The B-version, however, reads: ¢k pgv ovv T@v
néAat Slwplopévwy Tiva Xpi) KaAelv T@V émt coglav ovdapdg €xet Adyov kdotnv
npooayopevely.” The version given in Alexander’s lemma (184.12-13) can be char-
acterized as a composite of a and f, because it reads é¢motnuav like the a-ver-
sion and ovdapdc like the B-version: ¢k pev odv T@V méAat Stwplopévwy Tiva Xpi
KAAELY TOV Emotnudv [a] cogiav ovdaudg €xet [B] Adyov. Note that the reading
in the lemma is missing the last two words ékdotnv npooayopetetv. This changes
the meaning slightly, but does not make the sentence more intelligible than that
of the B-version.” Whether and how the shortening of the sentence in the lemma
results from contamination by the B-version (o0dapd¢ €xet instead of €xet) seems
impossible to determine. That Alexander himself read the pure a-reading in w**
(i.e. without ovdapdg but with the words ékdotnv mpocayopetetv) can be gath-
ered from his own words (184.14-15): einav tiva todTRV Qatéov v {nrovuévny,
6t maoag évdéyetat Aéyely Seikvuot... .* His words indicate that the quotation
in the lemma has been changed later on.”” Yet, of all 296 lemmata in Alexander’s
commentary only 28 (about 10%) display a reading that visibly disagrees with the
evidence (quotation or paraphrase) that can be found in the commentary sec-
tion.'”

4Cf. Crubellier 2009: 60 n. 17.

% Arist. Metaph. B 2, 996b8-10: “To judge from our previous discussion of the question which of
the sciences should be called wisdom, there is reason for applying the name to each of them.”

%The corruption of the B-version is probably due to the shortening of émotnu@v to émi. The p-text,
which states that it does not make sense to call every science wisdom, contradicts the logic of the sub-
sequent argument in the Metaphysics text.

Tt could be translated by “To judge from our previous discussion, the question as to which of
the sciences should be called wisdom does not make sense.” We might want to oppose this reading by
asking: why does it not make sense to even ask the question about wisdom?

*8“Having asked ‘which of these should be said to be the one that is the object of inquiry?” Aristo-
tle shows that it is possible to say that all of them are.” The wording is confirmed by O and S. In the
lemma, however, the Latin translation (S) follows the Latin version of the Metaphysics that Septilveda
used, which often disagrees with the reading in w*".

9Cf. the case in 46.5-47.1 discussed by Primavesi 2012b: 428-31. There, the a-version has contam-
inated the lemma.

1AL 20.4 (against AL 21.1); Al! 46.5-6 (against AL 46.23-24); AL! 64.13-14 (mss.) (against AL*
64.16-17); Al! 82.8 (against AL 83.18; 85.6), AL! 99.1-2 (against AL< 99.6; 100.23; 33), Al 111.3 (against
Alf112.7), Al 112.18 (against ALP 112.4), Al 119.13 (against ALP 119.14-15), Al!136.3 (against ALP 136.4),
Al!'138.24 (against AL? 138.26), Al! 143.4 (against ALP 143.11), Al! 148.20 (against AL 146.23), Al! 149.15
(against ALP 149.25-26 et passim), Al' 150.29 (against ALP 150.33 et passim), Al! 153.1-2 (against ALP
155.15-16), Al! 164.15 (against ALP 164.19), Al! 179.25-27 (against ALP 179.28; 31), AL! 184.13 (against
AlP184.14-15), Al 187.14 (against ALP 187.16-17), Al 194.9 (against AL? 195.4), AL 197.29 (against ALP
197.31), Al 245.20 (against AL< 251.5; ALP 245.24-25), Al 260.31 (against AL 261.15), AL 261.17 (against
Al£261.28, but Al 262.14), Al! 273.20-21 (against ALP 273.24), AL! 275.21 (against AL 275.31), Al 301.28
(against ALP 301.32-33), Al 315.27-28 (against AlL° 316.27-29). Cf. also appendix B.




50 ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

In light of the above evidence I draw the following conclusions about the lem-
mata in Alexander’s commentary. Alexander himself inserted lemmata in his
commentary and at no time during the transmission of the commentary were
all of the lemmata removed." The cases in which a peculiar reading in the lem-
ma agrees with the w*!-reading attested to in the commentary clearly point to
the conclusion that the lemmata originally reflected the text of w*'. This means
that many of the lemmata survived unscathed, while some were corrupted in the
course of the transmission. Certainly, the lemmata were exposed to various in-
fluences by the neighboring transmission of the Metaphysics, but such influence
turns out to be weaker than one might first suspect.'”> Accordingly, the lemmata
do play an important role in the reconstruction of a reading from w*" and it is
misguided to discount the lemma as evidence for w*". Since the probability that a
lemma contains the exact wording of Alexander’s text can be much increased by
additional evidence in the commentary section that confirms the wording, I will,
in the present study, not draw conclusions about the relationship of w** and the
manuscript tradition of the Metaphysics on the basis of a reading in w*" that is
attested to by a lemma alone.

3.3 THE EVIDENCE IN THE QUOTATIONS

The next type of evidence for w*" is given by quotations from the Metaphysics
that Alexander inserts into his commentary. For this, the following questions are
relevant: how do we recognize a quotation from the Metaphysics within the com-
mentary? How can we distinguish a quotation from a lemma on the one hand, and
from a paraphrase on the other? How reliably do Alexander’s quotations testify
to the wording in w*'? Were quotations exposed to secondary influence and con-
taminated by the transmission of the Metaphysics to the same degree as lemmata?

There are two different kinds of markers that indicate a quote from Alexander’s
Metaphysics copy. (i) The most important marker is the nominalization of the
quoted words by the article 16./ The article 16 marks Aristotelian phrases and

01For a different view see Primavesi 2012b: 408: “So when the lemmata of our transmission were
inserted, or, for that matter, re-inserted, they were taken from a text which simply happened to be
available at the time and this text need not have been particularly close to the text used centuries earlier
by Alexander himself.”

12The tradition of the Metaphysics text is of course by no means restricted to our directly trans-
mitted text. This means that even if a lemma does not preserve the reading of w*" it could nevertheless
preserve a reading from an otherwise lost line of the Metaphysics tradition.

193Bloch 2003: 27-31 seems to ignore this kind of linguistic designation in his analysis of the cita-
tions in Alexander’s commentary on De Sensu. Bloch generally holds a rather pessimistic view on the
usability of Alexander’s quotations as evidence for Aristotle’s text (29): “Therefore it cannot be estab-
lished exactly when he is quoting, and this gravely diminishes the value of using Alexander’s quoted
variant readings as the basis of the Aristotelian text.”
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expressions and even whole sentences as the object of study: 10 [quote]. Syntac-
tically speaking, such nominalized citations are mostly objects of third person
singular verbs of saying with Aristotle as the subject: 10 6¢ [quote] einev, 10 8¢
[quote] elpnkev, énfveyke O [quote], mpooédnke S Tod [quote], édAwoe St
oD mpooBeival tO [quote]. Further, explications of Aristotle’s expressions are of-
ten introduced by the formula 16 8¢ [quote] {oov 1®.**

(ii) There are citations within Alexander’s commentary that are not marked by
the article but are simply introduced by a verb of saying whose subject is Aristotle:
¢notv [quote], elnev [quote], émpépet [quote], émveykev [quote], émfjveykev &1t
+ [quote]. Sometimes the verb of saying is intensified by a (synonymous) parti-
ciple: Aéyet 6 Aéywv [quote] (e.g. 181.13), Sewcvig émrveyke [quote] (e.g. 247.33),
€deikev emeveykwv [quote] (e.g. 352.3), édNAwaoev Eneveykwv [quote] (e.g. 352.11),
edNAwoev einwv [quote] (e.g. 182.12-13), émpépel einwv [quote] (e.g. 176.4).

This second type of quotation labeling seems ambiguous, as it can also func-
tion as an introduction to a paraphrase, which cannot be taken as faithful to the
Aristotelian wording. This type of identification thus prompts the question as to
how we can distinguish a quotation from a paraphrase, given that the latter is
often introduced by a simple “he says.”* The following example illustrates this. In
385.35 Alexander renders the phrase (1018b21) dpxr) 6¢ kai attn Tig anAdg (“and
the prime mover also is a beginning absolutely”) into a paraphrase that is rather
close to the text: dpyr| yap kai adtn tig, noiv, AnAg, todteoTt ... % The particle
yap, which replaces Aristotle’s 8¢ (1018b21), suggests that this rendering is not a
quotation, as the signal word ¢noiv might lead one to think, but a paraphrase.
The subsequent lines then confirm that we are dealing here with a paraphrase
rather than a verbatim quotation. The ydp is not a variant reading in Alexander’s
text, but Alexander’s own reformulation of Aristotle’s wording; Alexander simply
conformed the sentence to the syntactical context of his commentary. Alexander
refers again to this passage, but this time by means of a verbatim quotation, which
he marks with the article 16 (385.38): St&t 6¢ ToD mpooBeivat 1O dpxn 8¢ kal abitn
TIG AnA@G €otke SnAodv 6Tl ... . As this citation shows, Alexander’s text read the
particle 8¢, just like ours, and the first rendering of the passage (385.35) is a para-
phrase (introduced by gnoiv), but not a citation.

In many other passages it is difficult to differentiate clearly between a para-
phrase and a citation (cf. 3.4). Often, a comparison with the Metaphysics text can
help to determine whether we are dealing with a citation or a paraphrase, yet this

14 Further formulas are: 10 8¢ ££fig [quote] cuvdmtel @ [quote] (189.4-5), ToDTO Y&p Aéyet Sidt ToD
[quote] (298.18-19), ToDTO Yap onpaivet To [quote] (207.15-16; 295.9), TO 8¢ [quote] oov &v onpaivol
(193.1-2).

1Sometimes the syntax shows a clear differentiation between citation and paraphrase. The para-
phrase is then construed as a clause subordinate to the verb of saying, whereas, in the case of the
citation, the syntax of the Aristotelian clause is preserved.

1%Hayduck even highlights these words as a citation.
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means of verification is unavailable precisely in those cases in which a citation
differs from our Metaphysics text because w*" reads a divergent text. In such cases
we cannot determine whether we are dealing with Alexander’s own reformulation
or a quotation of a divergent reading in w*’, unless the commentary provides
further evidence.

It can also be difficult to distinguish between a citation and a lemma. In some
commentary passages we face a kind of blending of a lemma and a citation. Here,
Alexander quotes a syntactically independent piece of text from the Metaphysics
without introducing or labeling it. In some of these cases one might suspect that
we are dealing with a lemma that at some point in the transmission ceased to be
marked as such. The asyndetic sequel speaks in favor of its having been a lemma
(cf. 3.2), e.g,'"” in 139.19; 140.19-20; 185.1-3; 272.4-5;'%® 299.28-30;'” 314.3-4."° In
other instances a syntactically independent citation is so tightly embedded in the
argument’s train of thought that one can by no means take it as a lemma. In these
cases the next sentence contains a particle: 183.20-22; 270.15-16; 325.20-21."

How conclusive, then, is the evidence for w*" that is available in the quota-
tions? What holds for lemmata holds for quotations, namely, that a quote from the
Metaphysics in Alexander’s commentary is more likely to have undergone a sec-
ondary adjustment to conform to a diverging Metaphysics text than a paraphrase
is. Having said this, the risk of contamination seems on the whole to be lower
in the case of citations than in the case of lemmata. Of about 580 quotations,"?
in only 39 cases (about 7%), as far as I can see, can a reading be shown to clearly
disagree with the reading in a lemma, the text presupposed by a paraphrase, or
another quotation.”™ It seems that quotations are on the whole better integrated

197 All of the following examples are regarded as citations and not as lemmata in Bonitz’s and Hay-
duck’s edition.

198Cf. Madigan 1993: 53 with n. 302. Madigan treats this text as a lemma, too, but without using the
subsequent asyndeton as evidence. Casu 2007: 823 n. 347 follows Madigan.

199Cf. Madigan 1993: 87 with n. 623 and Casu 2007: 834 n. 649.

"°Cf. Madigan 1993: 105 with n. 742 and Casu 2007: 840 n. 792.

T disagree with Madigan 1993: 119 n. 854, followed by Casu 2007: 843 n. 864, who takes this as a
lemma.

2Gee appendix C.

B982a13: Al.£10.7-8 vs. Al.°10.14-15; — 982a32-b1: Al.£13.21-23 vs. Al»13.20 (vs. ALP13.23); — 982b5—
6: Al.€14.7 vs. AL.°14.17-18; — 984a16: AL 31.4, 34.12-35.1 vs. Al.! 28.22; — 988b22-23: AL 64.16-17 vs. Al.!
64.13-14; — 989b19—20: AL 28.12-13 vs. AL.° 70.5-6; — 990b7: AL 96.6—7 vs. Al.€ 77.18, 27-28; — 990b34:
Al 91.13 vs. AL€ 91.17; — 991a1-2: ALS 91.17-18, 26 vs. AL 94.10-11; — 991a18-19: AL 98.23-24 vs. AL*
100.32-33; — 991a19—20: AL 99.6-7, 100.23-24, 33-34 vs. AL 99.1; — 991b25: AL 112.7 vs. Al! 111.3; -
993a25: AL 137.8 vs. AL 136.15; — 993b26-30: ALC 146.22-25 vs. AL 148.32-149.3, 11-12; — 994b6: ALS
157.33-34 vs. Al.°159.6-7, .10-11; — 997a24: Al 192.11, 193.1-2 vs. Al 194.3-4; — 997a25-26: Al. 195.3—4
vs. Al 194.9; — 998b2s: Al 205.20 vs. AlL€ 206.6-7; — 999b1s: AL 215.5-6 vs. AL 218.11-13; — 999b16:
AL 215.8-9 vs. AL 215.14; — 1001a27-28: AL 225.8 vs. AL® 225.23-24; — 1001b23: AL 228.24-25 vs. ALP
228.26; — 1002b24: AL 234.22 vs. AL€ 233.21-22; — 1003b20-22: Al 251.4-5 vs. ALP 245.24—25 and Al
245.20; — 1004a2-3: AL 251.1-2 vs. AL 251.6 vs. Al! 250.21; but confirmed by Al* 251.6; - 1004a18-19:
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in both the syntactical and the argumentative context of the commentary and are
therefore less prone to corruption.™

Apart from the threat of contamination and influence from the Metaphysics
tradition, the evaluation of Alexander’s quotations encounters another challenge.
Alexander himself is not always careful to draw a clear distinction between a quote
and a paraphrase of the Aristotelian text."> Some cases show that Alexander occa-
sionally does not refrain from shortening or slightly changing Aristotle’s wording
even when the passage is marked as a citation. This might be due to nonchalance"®
or to the desire to highlight a certain word or phrase."” Nonetheless, Alexander
generally seems to quote the Aristotelian text far more accurately than, for ex-
ample, Simplicius."® This can be seen in cases such as the one discussed above, in
which a clear distinction between the loose paraphrase and the accurate quotation
(introduced by 19) is possible. The following two examples illustrate some of the
challenges that Alexander’s quotation style entails for the textual scholar of the
Metaphysics.

In 250.21, the lemma reads I' 2, 1004a2 (kai Tooadta pépn @hocogiag oty
6oat mep ai ovolat) in exact agreement with the directly transmitted Metaphys-
ics text. In the subsequent commentary section Alexander quotes the same sen-
tence (251.1-2): TadT Yap dkoAovBel TO Kal Tocadta pépn @hocogiag boat tep at
ovoiat. Since Alexander’s purpose in quoting the sentence here is not to comment
on its content, but simply to mark a section of text, he understandably omits the
goTwv. Just a few lines later he quotes the sentence again. This time the sentence
contains the €otwv (251.6) and this time he quotes the sentence for its content’s
sake and not in order to mark the beginning of a paragraph. Did Alexander there-
fore refer back to his Metaphysics exemplar to make sure he got the sentence right?

In 349.3-4 we encounter a similar situation. Here Alexander quotes A 2,

Al 253.34-35 vs. ALS 254.7-8; — 1004b27-28: AL 261.14-15, 262.15 vs. Al! 260.31 and Al? 260.35; —
1004b29-30: AL€ 261.27-29 vs. AL 262.13-14 vs. Al! 261.17-18 and Al 262.14; — 1005b2-3: AL* 267.15
vs. AL€ 267.19-20 vs. Al! 266.29-31; — 1005b26-27: AL 270.15-16 vs. ALP 270.17; — 1006b19—20: Al*
280.35-36 vs. Al€ 281.36; — 1007a29: AL 287.4 vs. ALP 286.29; — 1010b30: Al.€ 316.27-28 vs. Al 315.27-28;
—1012b1 AL 337.33 vs. AL 337.30; — 1013b17-18: Al.° 351.5-6 vs. AL 351.22; — 1014a20-22: Al. ¢ 354.11-13
vs. AL€ 354.17; — 1018a12: AlL€ 379.4-5 vs. AL 378.30-31; — 1018b21: Al.€ 385.35, 38 vs. Al.P 385.35. For a full
list of all quotations see appendix C.

U4Cf. Barnes 1999: 37.

5Bloch 2003: 29: “Alexander may give all appearance of quoting literally from Aristotle, when, in
fact, he has no scruples adding words.”

6Busse 1900: 76 attributes inaccuracies in Ammonius’s citations (in his commentary on Int.) to
the habit of quoting from memory.

WFazz0 2012a: 62 claims that “it is a standard use for Alexander to put the relevant words at the
end of a quoted passage.” The examples (only four in number) that Fazzo adduces as proof of the
“standard” do not justify her conclusion.

"80n the accuracy of quotations in Simplicius see Baltussen 2008: 27. Cf. also 42-48. See also
Wildberg 1993: 193 with n. 20.
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1013a27-29" but omits the words kai & TovTOUL YéVN (0lov T0D Si1dt TAc@V T SV
TpoOG &v Kai SAwg O dpdudg). His subsequent paraphrase (349.20-23) ensures that
he has indeed read the omitted part of the sentence.” So we can assume either
that he intended to leave out the unnecessary specification given by the omitted
words or that the text of the commentary suffered a saut du méme au méme (a
jump from kai Ta [a27-28] to kai ta [a29]). It seems impossible to decide be-
tween these two options.

These examples warn us that a reconstruction of a reading in w*" that is solely
based on the evidence in a single quotation may stand on shaky grounds. The
following numbers might be helpful for estimating how trustworthy Alexander’s
quotations are on the whole. There are about 95 instances where a quotation from
the Metaphysics (with lengths ranging from one word to a full sentence) appears
more than once in Alexander’s commentary.””> Among these cases of repeated
quotations, there are 25 instances (about 24%) where a repeated quotation reads a
(slightly) different text.’

Despite these caveats for establishing the text of w*" on the basis of quota-
tions alone, quotations are an important factor whenever additional evidence is
available either in Alexander’s paraphrase or in his critical discussion of Aristot-
le’s argument or even in another quotation. The evidence provided by a citation
combined with additional pieces of evidence makes it possible to reconstruct w*".
As we have seen in the last two examples, Alexander’s comments can confirm or
correct the text presented in the quotations. Thus, the following guideline can be
established for the present study: coherence between a quotation and one other
type of evidence for w*" can be regarded as adequate proof of the quotation’s
authenticity.”

1013a27-29: T00T0 8’ £07Tiv 6 AGyog T0D Ti fjv elvat kad T& TovTOVL Yévn (0lov ToD S MA@V T&
Svo 1pog £v kal OAwg O dplOPOC) kai Ta pépn Ta év Td Aoyw. (“ie. the formula of the essence, and the
classes which include this (e.g. the ratio 2:1 and number in general are causes of the octave) and the
parts of the formula.”).

128ee Dooley 1993: 132 n. 28.

10 and S confirm Hayduck’s text.

122Cf. the list in appendix C.

Z7This list includes also minor differences, for example, between Got” and dote: 982a13: Al.€10.7-8,
14-15; — 982b5-6: Al.°14.7, 17-18; — 989b19—20: Al.€ 28.12-13, 70.5; — 990b34: AL 91.13, 17; — 991a1-2: AL*
91.17-18, 26, 94.10-11; — 990b7: AL 96.6, 77.18, 27-28; — 991a18-19: AL 98.23-24, 100.32-33; — 993a25:
Al£ 137.8, 136.15; — 993b26-30: Al 146.22-25, 148.32-149.3; 149.11-12; — 994b6: Al 157.33-34, 159.6-7,
159.10-11; — 997a24: AL 192.11, 193.1-2, 32, 194.4; — 998b25: Al 205.20, 206.6-7; — 999b1s: Al.€ 215.5-6,
11-13; — 999b16: AL 215.8-9, 14; — 1001a27-28: AL 225.8, 23-24; — 1002b24: AL 234.22, 233.21-22; —
1004a 3: AL 251.6, 251.2; — 1004a18-19: AL 253.34-35, 254.7-8; — 1004b29—30: Al.€ 261.27-29, 262.13-14;
- 1005b2-3: AL 267.15, 19-20; — 1006b19-20: AL 280.35-36, 281.36; — 1012b1: Al.€ 337.30, 33; — 1013b17—
18: AL€ 351.5-6, 22; — 1014220-22: AL 354.11-13, 17; — 1018a12: AL 378.30-31, 379.4-5.

24Busse 1900: 78 gives the following résumé for the situation in Ammonius’s commentary on Int.:
“Nur dann, wenn die Lesart durch ein Citat verbiirgt wird, diirfen wir glauben, auf festem Boden zu
stehen, wenngleich auch die Citate mit Vorsicht zu behandeln sind ... (80-81). Wir sehen, Schreib-
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3.4 THE EVIDENCE IN THE PARAPHRASE AND THE
CRITICAL DISCUSSION

One can distinguish at least four modes'” in which Alexander comments on the
Metaphysics text.*® First, Alexander sometimes speaks in summary mode. He of-
ten begins a commentary section with a brief review of the preceding section of
the commentary and its train of thought."” Second, there is the mode in which
Alexander reproduces the thought of a passage of the Metaphysics text, expand-
ing Aristotle’s concise thoughts into an extensive explanatory reformulation that
sometimes includes direct quotations from the Metaphysics. Third, Alexander
concentrates narrowly on a certain Aristotelian expression, which he quotes and
then analyzes in detail."*® In the fourth mode, Alexander subjects one of Aristotle’s
arguments or thoughts to critical discussion. In this mode, Alexander may refer to
the opinions of other interpreters or he considers multiple solutions to a problem,
sometimes without deciding in favor of any one in particular.

My definition of an Alexandrian ‘paraphrase’ is not restricted to one of the four
modes. It includes all of those sentences or parts of sentences in which Alexander
repeats a sentence or phrase from the Metaphysics in words that, although his
own, are in close proximity to Aristotle’s wording. Such paraphrases may occur
in any one of the four modes, and under certain conditions it is possible to re-
construct the reading in w** from one of these paraphrases. In addition to the

paraphrase, Alexander’s discussion of an Aristotelian argument or expression (see
the third and fourth mode) can offer indirect access to the reading on which Al-
exander’s analysis is based.

fehler, Versehen, Korrekturen finden sich hiiben und driiben. Das klingt fiir die Verwendung des
Kommentars zum Zwecke der Textkritik wenig trostreich. Doch hat dies Resultat auch eine erfreuli-
che Seite. Wenn der Text in den Citaten von den Lemmata so hdufig abweicht, so ist das doch wohl ein
Beweis dafiir, dass die beiden Ueberlieferungen sich nicht gegenseitig beeinflusst, sondern selbstindig
fortgepflanzt haben. Das ist fiir die Beurteilung derjenigen Stellen, die tibereinstimmend tiberliefert
oder in iiberzeugender Weise durch die Konjekturalkritik in Einklang gebracht sind, von grésstem
Wert. Denn wir diirfen annehmen, dass diese Bruchstiicke uns in der Form erhalten sind, wie sie Am-
monios in seiner Handschrift gelesen hat. Rechnen wir noch dazu, was er an Lesarten ausdriicklich im
Kommentar anfiihrt, so ist dies das ganze Material, das wir als zuverldssig ansehen konnen. Wir haben
zwar viel unsicheres Gut preisgeben miissen, aber wir diirfen nun auch das Vertrauen hegen, dass der
uns gebliebene Rest nur echtes Metall enthalt.”

2 These four modes are not exhaustive nor do they exclude overlapping.

26There is no set order in which the various modes must appear in the commentary. Alexander’s
commentaries are generally known to have more formal and structural flexibility than the later, Neo-
platonic commentaries. See Sharples 1990: 95, Luna 2003: 251, Fazzo 2004: 8-9 n. 26 and Kupreeva
2012: 112.

“These summaries are often introduced by an aorist participle, e.g. Seifag or eindv. See also
Moraux 2001: 437-38.

12We sometimes encounter this mode at the beginning of a commentary passage.
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The evidence available in Alexander’s paraphrases seems to testify to w*" more
reliably than lemmata or citations. It seems quite unlikely that someone would
change the wording of Alexander’s own paraphrase; but in those cases where Al-
exander quotes the works of Aristotle, as in a lemma or direct citation, changes
may likely have occurred, especially if a scribe or scholar thought that Alexan-
der quoted incorrectly. By contrast, paraphrases are Alexander’s ipsissima vox;
they are more deeply embedded in the commentary than citations and especially
lemmata.”” Why would someone want to adjust Alexander’s paraphrases of the
Metaphysics text when the very purpose of a paraphrase is to represent an author’s
words in slightly different terms and expressions?

Although it seems justified to regard Alexander’s paraphrases as in themselves
more reliable than the other types of evidence, extrapolating information on the
Metaphysics from the paraphrases entails considerable difficulties.”® They cer-
tainly cannot be used to reconstruct every sentence in w*" on which Alexander
comments. Further, it is often unclear whether a divergence between Alexander’s
commentary and w* is due to Alexander’s peculiar diction or to a genuine dif-
ference in the reading of w*™. A comparison of Alexander’s paraphrases with our
Metaphysics text would promptly bring to light a large number of seeming textual
differences, many of which may not be due to an actual textual difference between
wAL and wa[S'lf)l

Y However, there are cases in which the text of the paraphrase has been changed: e.g. in 46.16.
The word pahakwtepov as it occurs in Alexander’s paraphrase of A 5, 987a10 is certainly not what he
himself wrote. As Brandis (1836: 546 app. crit.) has already pointed out (see also Hayduck 1891 app.
crit. and Primavesi 2012b: 428-31), the context shows that this cannot be the original reading of Alex-
ander’s paraphrase. The word as it stands (also attested to by O and S [mollius]) has to be corrected
to povaxwtepov. This case shows that a paraphrase, too, can be contaminated by the corresponding
Metaphysics passage. However, in this case the corrupted word of the paraphrase has an exposed posi-
tion because it renders precisely the term on which Alexander is commenting (cf. the direct transmis-
sion PETPLOTEPOV &, HaAaKDOTEPOV B).

Another type of corruption in Alexander’s paraphrase occurred in 229.3—4. Alexander writes ot
8¢ ok ovaia olov af e motdTNTES (TavTag yap eine mabntikag kvioeig). The words mabntikdg kivijoelg
render Aristotle’s phrase md0n kal ai kivijoeig in 1001b29. Did Alexander find in his text the expression
nadntikag kivjoelg (which is nowhere attested to in Aristotle’s corpus and certainly corrupt)? Alex-
ander does not seem puzzled over the text and its meaning. As can be seen by the following lines of
his commentary (229.14; cf. also 230.30) Alexander read the correct text (mdfn kai ai kivioelg) in wr.
The words maBntikag kivijoelg must go back to a corruption that occured in the transmission of the
commentary (O too reads mafnTikdg KwviioeLg, S writes motus passivos).

B9Barnes 1999: 39 writes concerning the textual evidence available in the paraphrase of Aspasius’s
commentary on EN: “A paraphrase is not a citation, nor is a comment. But if paraphrases and com-
ments never display the text of the Ethics which lay in front of Aspasius, they will often enough imply
or suggest or insinuate a certain reading. And, paradoxically enough, such insinuations are more reli-
able than explicit citations; for they are not liable to ‘correction.” Nonetheless, it is rarely an easy matter
to divine the text from the comment.”

BThis is the reason why the list of Alexander’s paraphrases in appendix D does not display the
numerous cases where Alexander’s paraphrase ‘differs’ from the reading in w®.
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How can we then identify paraphrases that are likely to contain valuable evi-
dence of w*™? In the case of the Metaphysics text, the following rule of thumb is
useful: in cases where the direct transmission has brought down to us two diver-
gent, yet viable, readings (a and B), the two possible readings can be compared
with Alexander’s paraphrase, and the agreement between Alexander’s paraphrase
and one of the readings points toward the reading of Alexander’s Metaphysics
text.”? Nevertheless, a degree of uncertainty remains when determining the read-
ing of w*" by this criterion, since, as we will see in section 5.1-5.3, Alexander’s
comments (including his paraphrases) influenced the Metaphysics text of the di-
rect transmission. Thus, agreement between a given paraphrase and a or p could
possibly be due to contamination. And so the agreement between an Alexandrian
paraphrase with either the a- or the B-reading is more conclusive when the na-
ture of the textual divergence makes it unlikely that someone ‘corrected’ the text
accordingly. It is, however, considerably less conclusive in cases where the agree-
ment could be coincidental.”**

The following example can illustrate these theoretical considerations. Aristotle
introduces the ‘coming to be’ of a man from a boy as an example of ‘coming to be
from something’ (a 2, 994a22).

Aristotle, Metaphysics a 2, 994a27-30

(Get yap ¢oti petakd, domep tod elvan kol pi elvar yéveols, [28] obtw kai o
yLyvopevov tod 8vtog kal pf) dvtog €ott 8¢ O [29] pavBavwy yryvépevog Emotipwy,
Kai To0T” éotiv & Aéyetay, [30] &1t ylyvetat €k pavBdvovtog émothipuwy)

(for as becoming is between being and not being, so that which is becoming is always
between that which is and that which is not; and the learner is a man of science in the
making, and this is what is meant when we say that from a learner a man of science
is being made)

28 8¢ a Ascl<125.18 (8" v Bonitz) Bekker Christ : yap B ALP 156.16 Ross Jaeger || 29-30 kal ...
$moTNUOY a ALP 156.16-18 (Asclc 125.18-20) edd. : om. B : { in mrg.

The first difference between the a- and the B-version concerns the connective par-
ticle in line a28. The a-text reads 8¢, while the B-text reads yap, and therewith
expresses a causal connection. Alexander does not quote this sentence in either
the lemma or his commentary, but he does paraphrase it.

Alexander, In Metaph. 156.14-18 Hayduck

@G 8¢ & oUTwG [15] K TVOG Yryvopeva €k ToD yryvopévou émiteheital, Enedniwaoe
napabépevog [16] TOV pavBavovta. 6 yap pavBavwy £0Tiv 6 yryvoevog EmoThpwy,
86 €x [17] 10D pavBdvovtog obtwg yiyvetat, 8Tt 6 pavBavwy yiyvetat kai dopévwy

B2Gee list in appendix D.
B3This is especially the case when the difference consists in a particle or a spelling variant.
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[18] mpdetlowy €mi 10 émiotacOay, fiTig EoTiv Teeldtng Tod pavBdvovTtog

To show how things that come to be from something in this way come to their com-
plete state ‘from what is coming to be,” Aristotle adds the example of the learner.
For the learner is a man of science in the making, who comes to be from the learner
in this way because the learner is coming to be and, while remaining, progresses
towards scientific knowledge, which is perfection of the learner;

Alexander’s paraphrase in 156.16 stays close to the Aristotelian text: he renders
Aristotle’s words €01t 8¢ (a0) / yap (B) 6 pavBavwv yryvépevog émotipwy into 0
Yap pavBdvwv éotiv O yryvopevog émotripwy. Should we infer on the basis of this
evidence that Alexander read yap (p) and not 8¢ (a) in w*'? We should not. That
Alexander uses the particle ydp in his paraphrase does not prove by any means
that this is what he found in his text. There are several cases in which Alexander
clearly reads 6¢ in his text, but interprets and paraphrases it as yap.”** In the pres-
ent case we simply cannot determine whether w*" read a 8¢ or a yap. When we
take into account the possibility that, for example, the B-text might have been
contaminated by Alexander’s commentary™ then one might even ask whether
the yap in the B-version is due to an adjustment of this passage according to Al-
exander’s comments. But this question, too, cannot be answered on the basis of
the available evidence.

Let us then have a look at the second divergence between a and f in the Meta-
physics passage. Here the situation is different; the divergence between a and
is much more significant. In the B-version, a whole sentence, i.e. the text from
Kal to émotuwy (a29-30), is missing. The loss has likely been caused by saut du
méme au méme: YLyvOpeVog EMOTHUWY, Kal ToDT 0Ty 8 Aéyetal, 6Tt yiyvetal
¢k pavBdvovrtog émotuwy. The sentence as it is preserved by the a-version is
indispensable, because only when we read the phrase yiyvetat éx pavBavovtog
¢motipwy does the extensive parenthesis (det ydp ... pavBavovrog émotiuwy,
994a27-30) at all provide an explanation of the process €k tivog. As to the ques-
tion which of the two is more likely the reading of w*", Alexander’s commentary
gives a clear answer: Alexander must have found the a-reading in his text because
he paraphrases thus: 0 yyvouevog émotiuwy, 6G ék 100 pavBdvovrog obtwg
yiyvetat (156.16-17). In this case, then, we can safely infer simply on the basis
of Alexander’s paraphrase that w*" agrees with a and that the p-version suffered
from corruption.

There is a more secure criterion available by which we can reconstruct readings
of w*" on the basis of Alexander’s paraphrase and which further does not presup-
pose a divergence between a and P. According to this, Alexander’s paraphrase
attests to a reading in w*" whenever this reading is confirmed by another type

B4Gee the cases in 37.20-21; 54.11-13; 172.13-15. Cf. also 3.6.
133See Primavesi 2012b: 424-39 and 5.2.
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of evidence in Alexander’s commentary, i.e. a lemma, a citation, or Alexander’s
discussion of the argument. This criterion applies independently of the evidence
in a and B. The following example illustrates the point:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 4, 1015a17-19

Kai 1 apxn tig k- [18]oewg T@V voel Svtwv adtn éotiv, Evundpyovod wg fj dv-
[19]véper fj évrehexeia.

And nature in this sense is the source of the movement of natural objects, being
present in them somehow, either potentially or actually.

18 abtn a AL€ 360.10 edd. : fj a0t B || 19 évredexeiq @™ Asclc 312.19-20 Ascl? 312.20 edd. :
évepyeiq 0*t AL< 360.11 ALP 360.12

Aristotle’s term évteleyeia (“actually”) in line 1015a19 stands for the synonymous™*
but more frequently used™ term évepyeia. Alexander uses the term évepyeia
(360.12) in his explanatory paraphrase of this passage. On the basis of this alone
we cannot conclusively infer that w*" read évepyeiq instead of évteleyeiq. Howev-
er, the reading évepyeia is confirmed by a quotation, which itself is clearly marked
as such by the article (10, 360.11). Taken together, these two pieces of evidence
lead to the conclusion that Alexander found évepyeiq in w*".

Alexander, In Metaph. 360.9-12

npootiOnot 8¢ 8Tt kal 1 dpxh ThHG Kivi-[10]oewg TOV @voel dvTwy adtn
¢otiv, ¢vumdpxovod mwg. éEnyoduevog [11] 8¢ 1O TdG, TPooEdnKe TO Suvapel
| évepyeia, Suvapel pév, wg &v 1 [12] oméppatt @ kataPAnOévt i yoxn, évepyeia
8¢, 6te {0n {@ov Eot.*®

He adds, “and nature in this sense is the source of the movement of natural objects,
being present in them somehow.” To explain the “somehow,” he adds, “either po-
tentially or actually”—potentially, as the soul is in the ejected semen; actually, [as the
soul is present] whenever there is already a living thing.

12 §te A O Bonitz : §tav LF Hayduck || éott A O Bonitz : fj LF Hayduck

This shows that Alexander’s paraphrase can provide information about the read-
ing in wA" even if there is no divergence between a and p. At the same time, this
example points to the crucial role Alexander’s paraphrase plays in confirming a
reading that is preserved in a lemma or citation.”” Whenever a reading in a lem-

B8See Bonitz 1870 s.v. vteléxela, p. 253.46-50. The terms évepyeia and évrekexeiq have the same
meaning when used in the formulaic dative form (“actually”). For a comparison of the two terms see
Beere 2009: 218-19.

7In the Metaphysics the term évtelexeiq occurs 21 times, the term &vepyeia 48 times. For the
whole corpus the TLG-search indicates 80 instances of ¢évteexeiq compared to 171 of €vepyeiq.

B8For the indicative with 61e meaning “whenever,” see Kithner/Gehrt II: §567.5; p. 451.

BICE. Schwegler 1847a: ix: “Stimmen nun beide, die Lemmata und die Paraphrase in der Art {iber-
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ma or a citation disagrees with one or both branches of the direct transmission,
Alexander’s paraphrase can confirm or disconfirm the readings as faithfully rep-
resenting @At

Therefore, my guiding rule for the present study is that we can safely recon-
struct a reading in w*" whenever there is agreement between at least two of the
four possible types of evidence in Alexander’s commentary (i.e., lemmata, quota-
tions, paraphrase and critical discussion), one of which is a paraphrase or critical
discussion. The reading of w*" reconstructed in this way does not need to be con-
firmed by a, B, or w*F.

3.5 ALEXANDER’S SOURCES FOR THE METAPHYSICS
TEXT

Alexander writes his commentary as a philosopher who occasionally broadens his
scope and includes philological aspects of Aristotle’s text. Since Alexander sub-
jects almost every sentence of the Metaphysics to scrupulous analysis, it comes as
no surprise that he also comments on Aristotle’s diction." This sometimes leads
him to question the validity of a given passage, or even to suggest a correction or
refer to a variant reading found in another manuscript."*? This, however, does not
mean that Alexander took it upon himself to search for better readings in other
manuscripts whenever he was unsatisfied with the text in front of him. Although
Alexander was not indifferent to the quality of the text before him, the attitude he
exhibits was nevertheless not one of a collector and collator of manuscripts (cf.
3.1). The available evidence suggests that Alexander incorporated into his com-
mentary simply those variant readings that were noted in the margins of his own
exemplar or reported in the commentaries he had read. This, however, prompts
the question as to what commentaries were available to Alexander. Does Alexan-
der give us any clues to his exegetical sources?

3.5.1 Aspasius? Others?

Nowhere in the preserved part of his commentary does Alexander mention con-
sulting different manuscripts of the Metaphysics text. Although he most likely
used a single exemplar (@), he was familiar with variant readings and even with
other commentator’s conjectures on how to philologically improve difficult pas-

ein, dass sie sich direct auf einander beziehen und sich gegenseitig bestitigen, so kann tiber den Text,
den der Ausleger vor sich gehabt hat, kein Zweifel seyn.”

M0Cf 3.2and 3.3.

“IThis is especially the case when Alexander finds Aristotle unclear: e.g. in 21.30-31: doagf TV
AéEwv €moinoe. 153.13-155 159.6; 240.30: 1) 88 AéE1G doag@c &xet Sua v ouvtopiav. Cf. Moraux 2001: 438
with n. 59. See my table B in 3.6.
42Cf. Moraux 2001: 429.
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sages (cf. 3.6). Alexander does not indicate the sources from which he draws this
information, but nearly without exception refers to them in the anonymous plu-
ral form (some say...). In only one instance does Alexander give the name of his
source for his knowledge about a conjecture (59.6): that source is Aspasius, who
preceded him by about two generations.!* Alexander refers to this commentator
in two other passages in his commentary on the Metaphysics, but in these in-
stances not as a source for a varia lectio or conjecture. In addition to these three
references to Aspasius, Alexander refers also, and just one time (166.20), to his
teacher Aristotle of Mytilene. This reference does not concern the text itself, but
rather the interpretation of the content. In all other instances where Alexander
refers to the opinions of other scholars, he uses the anonymous pronoun Ttvég.
The number of passages in which Alexander refers to the opinions of others is few.
A great many of the few passages, however, concern the quality of the transmitted
text. Are we justified in surmising that Alexander draws from other scholars es-
pecially or even primarily when philological issues are concerned? To answer this
question, a closer look at the passages is needed.

I will begin by looking at those passages in which Alexander refers to his sources
by name. The name of the peripatetic commentator Aspasius appears three times
in the extant part of the commentary.*** If we follow Moraux in assuming that As-
pasius wrote (if even quite brief)'** a commentary on the Metaphysics,"*® it is rea-

sonable to conclude that Alexander used this commentary. One of the three com-

ments that Alexander reports from Aspasius concerns a conjecture and therefore
directly addresses the text of the Metaphysics. The other two involve interpretative
issues, one of which, however, is closely related to a textual issue.

The first mention of Aspasius in Alexander’s commentary occurs in a passage
on the Pythagorean principles.” In 41.26-27, Alexander reports Aspasius’s com-
ments on Aristotle’s statement (A 5, 986a15-18) that the Pythagoreans take num-
bers to be principles of things in terms of matter (wg VAn) and in terms of forming
modification and states (g d0n e kal £Eeig).*® In his commentary, Alexander
offers three interpretations of the phrase wg nd0n te kai £€eig (“modification and
states”),"* the second being Aspasius’s understanding of the phrase. According to

143 Aspasius wrote his commentary on the Ethics in AD 131 or slightly later (Barnes 1999: 3). Two
generations separate Alexander from Aspasius, if we assume that Herminus (Moraux 1984: 361-98)
was Alexander’s teacher and Aspasius’s student (see Simp. In Cael. 430.32—-431.11 Heiberg). See also
Moraux 1984: 361 with n. s.

iFor Aspasius see Moraux 1984: 226-39; Goulet 1994; Barnes 1999. For Aspasius’s commentary on
the Ethics see Alberti/Sharples 1999.

">Moraux 1984: 246: “einen wahrscheinlich nicht sehr umfangreichen Kommentar.”

146 Moraux 1984: 246—49. See also Luna 2003: 250.

47See Moraux 1984: 246-47.

148See Ross 1924: 14748 and Schofield 2012: 143-46 with n. 10.

199 Alex. In Metaph. 41.21-28.
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Aspasius, number is matter, the even is modification, and the odd is state.”® After
this short report Alexander provides no further explication of Aspasius’s position
but continues forward to the third interpretation of the phrase.™

The second mention of Aspasius in Alexander’s commentary occurs in a
much-discussed passage (58.31-59.8)"* in which Alexander reports a variant read-
ing of the text in A 6, 988ag9-11. According to Aspasius, Alexander tells us, the
variant reading under discussion is a conjecture from the Middle Platonist Eu-
dorus.”® The passage in which Alexander refers to Eudorus’s conjecture appears
corrupt in the Greek manuscripts of the commentary. I follow Oliver Primavesi’s
reconstruction of the text, which is based on Septlveda’s Latin translation of the
commentary (58.31-59.8)."* According to the evidence, Eudorus replaced Aris-
totle’s wording in A 6, 988a9-11 T& yap €idn Tod T €0ty aitia TOiG dANOLG, TOTG
&’ €ideal 1O €v'™ with the formulation & yap €idn tod Ti éotiv aitia To1g &ANoL,
101G 0¢ €iddot TO €v Kkai 1) ToD €idovg VAN After presenting Eudorus’s alternative
reading, Alexander explicates its meaning (59.2—4)."”” He then adds that he prefers
the reading of his own text (which is also the one transmitted in our text)."”s Alex-
ander further reports that Aspasius considered the first reading, i.e., the text as it
appears in w*" and w®, to be the older one, and the second™ a skillful conjecture

OAlex. In Metaph. 41.25-27: fj dg Aontéolog, 6 p&v &piBpodg BAn, nébog 8¢ 1o dptiov, &g 8¢ 10
neptttov. / “Or, as Aspasius [explains], number is matter, the even is modification, and the odd is
state.”

BMoraux 1984: 247 understands the third interpretation as a correction of Aspasius’s interpreta-
tion.

152Gee Moraux 1969, Fazzo 2012a and most recently Rashed/Auffret 2014: 65-74, with further lit-
erature.

53For Eudorus see Moraux 1984: 509-27 and Dillon 2000: 290-293.

*Primavesi presented his reconstruction of this passage in two talks in Athens and Munich de-
livered in 2013. For other suggested reconstructions see Moraux 1969 and Rashed/Auffret 2014: 65-74.
Cf. also Fazzo 2012a.

155« for the Forms are the causes of the essence of all other things, and the One [is the cause of
the essence] of the Forms.”

156« .. for the Forms are the causes of the essence for the other (i.e. ordinary) people, and the One

and the matter of the Form [are the causes of the essence] for those who know.”

7T follow Primavesi’s reconstruction of Alex. In Metaph. 59.2-4 and read: kai &in &v 10 ‘6A\oig’
Aey6pevov émi Toig ovk eiddot v IINdtwvog §6&av {Tiv mepl T@v dpx@v} Tt T v Kai 1) drokelpévn
AN dpxai kai OTL 10 &v kal T} i0éq aiTiov Tod Ti éoTiv. / “And ‘the other (people)’ should refer to those
who do not know Plato’s doctrine according to which the One and the underlying matter are princi-
ples, and that the One is cause of the essence for the Idea, too.”

58 Alex. In Metaph. 59.4-6: dpeivwv pévrot i TpdTn ypagr i) Snhodoa 8Tt Ta pev €idn Toig dAloig
100 Ti €0TLY adTIoV, TOIG O¢ £ideat 10 €v./ “The preferable reading, however, is the first one, which makes
it clear that the Forms are the cause of the essence for the other things, and the One for the Forms.”

9T disagree with Moraux (1969: 500-501), who believes that Alexander’s pronoun ékeivng (59.6)
refers back to the (what I take to be a) conjecture that, he believes, is the older yet corrupt version of
the text, while Eudorus (referred to by tadtng in 59.7) restored the correct reading which is also given
in our manuscripts.
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160

by Eudorus.

We may reasonably assume that Alexander drew this information from As-
pasius’s commentary on the Metaphysics, in which the origin and the value of the
alternative reading were discussed.” However exactly Alexander might have had
access to this information, it is striking that he mentions by name the reporter
(Aspasius) of this information. He does not do this elsewhere in the extant part
of his commentary on the Metaphysics, but he does it in his commentary on De
Sensu (10.1-2 Wendland). There, Alexander once again references Aspasius, and
again does so in an attempt to determine the correct understanding of a variant
reading.'” The reason why Alexander names Aspasius as the source of a varia lec-
tio at this particular passage in the Metaphysics commentary might simply be that
Alexander discusses the significance of the readings in question in greater detail.
Perhaps Aspasius (in his commentary on the passage?) had already devoted some
space to the evaluation of Eudorus’s conjecture. We do not know. In any case, the

10 Alex. In Metaph. 59.6-8: iotopei 8¢ Aomdolog (g Eketvng pév dpxatotépag odong Tfg ypagfic,
petaypageiong 8¢ Tavtng dotepov Ko Evdwpov kai evapuootod. / “Aspasius relates that the former
is a more ancient reading, but that it was later changed by Eudorus, and not badly so.” Moraux 1969:
493-94 argued that the word <ev>appéortov (cf. Brandis’s conjecture <Ev>apudotov : dppootod A)
does not refer to an otherwise unknown person named Euharmostus but is to be understood as an
adjective. The new evidence in O confirms the reading. (Hayduck’s apparatus is insufficient here.)

1e1Cf. Moraux: 1984: 246. Fazzo 2012a: 65, however, doubts that Aspasius wrote a commentary on
the Metaphysics. Fazzo speculates that the work in question could be a treatise on the Pythagoreans,
because one of Alexander’s three references to Aspasius is made within the context of Pythagorean
doctrines. I object to this reasoning because all of Alexander’s three references concern the Meta-
physics, and it is for this reason that I presume that Alexander is drawing here from a commentary on
the Metaphysics. It is extremely implausible to argue, as Fazzo does (2012a: 66), that since Aspasius’s
commentary on the Ethics extensively discusses those issues that one would expect to appear in a
commentary on the Metaphysics, it is unlikely that such a Metaphysics commentary ever existed. Fazzo
2012a: 66: “At p. 4, for instance, he talks about the place of the One in the Pythagorean system. One
would rather expect such a discussion in the context of a commentary on Metaphysics or in a treatise
on metaphysical topics. Indeed one might wonder: if, in addition to the extant [Ethics] commentary,
Aspasius undertook a commentary on Metaphysics, why not reserve this discussion for that other,
more appropriate context?” I think the opposite conclusion is right: if there is a commentary on the
Ethics in which Aspasius reveals himself as an expert on issues and topics related to the Metaphysics,
we can safely assume that Aspasius worked intensively on the Metaphysics. What, anyway, could be
more natural for a second-century AD philosopher, who works on and teaches Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
than to write a commentary on it? And Aspasius would not be the only (ancient) scholar to re-use his
own work in his commentaries.

12 Alex. In Sens. 9.24-25 Wendland: ypdgetat kai vt Tod ‘yevoTikod popiov’ ‘Tod Bpentikod
popiov maBog’ [436b17-18] ... 9.29-10.3: 81O duewvov, e obtwg €l €xovoa 1y ypaer, uf émt v
Sovapy Tig Youxic dvagépery 1 Bpemtikdy, b ot Setv dkovewy Tig MéEewg Aomdotog, &AN émti 1O
péprov 8t 0b Tpe@opeda (tovtov yap 6 Xvpdg), .... / “It is also written, instead of the ‘part capable
of taste,” ‘an affection of the nutritive part’... . For this reason it would be better, if the text did say
this, not to refer the nutritive to the <nutritive> power of the soul, as Aspasius says the text should be
interpreted, but to the part by means of which we are nourished (for flavour <is an affection> of this
<part>),...” [transl. by A. Towey]. For Aspasius’s commentary on Sens. see Moraux 1984: 244—46.
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fact that such a passage occurs only once in Alexander’s Metaphysics commentary
by no means excludes the possibility that he also relied on Aspasius in other in-
stances where he refers to a variant reading without naming his source.

The third mention of Aspasius by name occurs in the commentary on A 9
(1018a12-13). Aristotle gives the following account of what differing (Stdgpopov)
is: Stgopa 8¢ Aéyetan 60 ETepd 0Tl TO aOTO Tt GvTa, UN'® pévov dpBud GAN’
fj €let 1} yévet fj avadoyiq. Alexander understands this rule in the following way:
‘We call different those things which though other are in some respect the same,
only not in number (the same) but either in species or in genus or by analogy
(the same).s* Alexander’s explanation of uf) pévov as pévov uf remains popular
to this day.'® Besides this, Alexander refers to the following alternative solution
suggested by Aspasius:'*® ‘We call different those things which though other are
the same in some respect, not only in number (different) but either in species or in
genus or by analogy (the same).”” Although the meaning of the sentence accord-
ing to this interpretation does not differ much from Alexander’s understanding of
it, Aspasius’s suggestion is a bold move. Alexander does not evaluate Aspasius’s
interpretation.

All three passages in which Alexander refers to Aspasius focus on the wording
of the Metaphysics or even the constitution of its text. That Aspasius’s commen-
taries included text-related issues becomes evident from several passages in Sim-

'1n the a-text a kai precedes pfy. This changes the meaning slightly, but does not make the mean-
ing any more intelligible. Alexander’s testimony about this aspect of the sentence is contradictory: at
one point he quotes the text with kai (378.30), and at another point without kai (379.4). The kai, how-
ever, does not feature in his discussion of the sentence and its possible meanings.

1%4See Alex. In Metaph. 378.28-379.3. Alex. In Metaph. 378.29-32: Tadta doa i pévov érepd 0ty
ARV, AAN doa katd Tt &v Svta TavTd T Tpog AN étepodtnTa £xet. TO 6¢ kai pn poévov
AptOU® TPootbnke T® TAOTO TL SvTa OG iCOV TG HOVOV T} dpBud dvta TadTd Td yap obtw Tavtd
ovkéTt Stagépety Suvatat. / “Those that are not only other, but that have their otherness while being
in some respect the same. To the words, ‘while being the same,” he adds ‘and not only in number.’
This latter is equivalent to, ‘while being the same, only not in number,” for things that are the same in
number can no longer differ.”

' Bonitz 1849: 245 and Ross 1924: 313 defend this understanding by drawing attention to parallel
passages where pf) povov is used in the desired sense. See also Kirwan 1971: 151 (“Aristotle’s account ...
is obscure”) and Moraux 1984: 247-49.

16 Alex. In Metaph. 379.3-5: Aomdotog 8¢ fkovoe Tod [quotation of 1018a12-13] g elpnpévov 8t...
These words make it clear that we are dealing with an interpretation by Aspasius and not with a con-
jecture.

17 Alex. In Metaph. 379.3-8: Aomdotog 8¢ fikovoe Tod [quotation of 1018a12-13] @ eipnuévov 8t
Ol ta Sdgpopa pi povov Etepa elvar apBp®, dAAA kai katd Tt T avtd dAARAOLG elval, &l péAdot pi)
pévov Etepa elva aANG kai Stapopa T yap apBpd Etepa ov Tavtwg Stagopa, &v pi Kal Katd Tt TdV
elpnuéveov & adta 1. / “Aspasius, however, understood the statement, [quotation of 1018a12-13] to
mean that different things must not only be other in number, but must also be the same as one another
in some respect if they are to be not only other but different; for [he held] that things numerically other
are not in every case different unless they are also the same in one of the ways mentioned.”
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plicius’s Physics commentary.® In more than one of these passages Simplicius
also mentions Alexander and his view on the reading reported by Aspasius (In
Phys. 422.19-26 and 423.12-23; 436.13-19; 950.3-6). Might Alexander have been
Simplicius’s source for readings discussed by Aspasius?'® Whatever the case may
be, it is evident that Alexander consulted Aspasius now and then on issues of
the exact meaning of Aristotle’s words. Alexander does the same in the De Sen-
su-commentary.”

Can we infer from this that before Alexander’s day there existed a commen-
tary tradition, in which textual problems took on a more important role? The
available evidence is not strong enough to support the claim that the commentary
tradition before Alexander took textual matters on the whole more seriously than
Alexander did. Nevertheless, we can be sure that there was commentary literature
preceding Alexander that also included discussions of textual issues. This is clear
from Aspasius’s commentary on the Ethics and from indirect evidence preserved
by other commentators.” For example, in his commentary on the Categories Sim-
plicius refers several times to Boethus of Sidon,"”? the late first-century AD peri-
patetic commentator and student of Andronicus of Rhodes, who received much
praise for his outstanding commentaries.”* Simplicius highlights the depth”* of

168Relevant passages in Simplicius’s commentary are: Simp. In Phys. 422.19-26; 436.13-18; 714.31—
715.7; 727.35—728.10; 818.27-819.3; 845.19-846.2 and 950.3-6. See Barnes 1999: 10 with n. 33 and 34.
Moraux 1984: 235 states at the beginning of his treatment of Aspasius’s Physics commentary: “Ob-
wohl die meisten Fragmente dieses Kommentars sich auf textkritische Probleme beziehen, sind einige
Spuren von Aspasios’ Interpretation der Physik erwahnenswert.” This does not necessarily imply that
Aspasius’s commentary was full of textual discussions. Rather it says that Aspasius also discussed
textual issues and that those passages were transmitted in the subsequent commentary tradition. See
also Moraux 1984: 238-39.

19Cf. Barnes 1999: 11-12 with n. 39.

"OThis is the only extant passage where Alexander refers to his predecessor Aspasius outside of
his Metaphysics commentary. Other Aristotelian works on which both commentators, Aspasius and
Alexander, commented, and which could lead us to further references by Alexander to Aspasius are
Cael. and Cat. Unfortunately, Alexander’s commentaries on these are either wholly lost or fragmen-
tarily preserved.

"'Moraux 1984: 238 writes about Aspasius’s commentary on the Physics: “Die Exemplare, die etwa
in der frithen Kaiserzeit umliefen, wiesen bisweilen einen viel schlechteren Text auf als unsere mit-
telalterlichen, auf eine sehr sorgfiltig durchgefiihrte Translitteration zurtickgehenden Manuskripte.
Die durch Aspasios bezeugten Varianten lassen sich aber nicht alle durch die Nachlassigkeit der Ko-
pisten jener Zeit erkldren. Einige sind sicher keine bloflen Fehler; sie verraten den gewaltsamen und
meistens nicht gliicklichen Eingriff eines oder mehrerer Korrektoren. Man sieht also wie kithn und
skrupellos einige Aristoteliker in den ersten zwei Jahrhunderten nach der Andronikos-Ausgabe, wenn
nicht schon vorher, mit dem tradierten Text umgegangen sind.”

172Gee Schneider 1994. Cf. also Brandis 1833: 276 and Gercke 1897: 603—-604. A more detailed discus-
sion is offered by Moraux 1973: 143-79.

3 Moraux 1973: 147.

74Simp. In Cat. 1.17-18 Kalbfleisch: Tivé¢ puévrot kai abutépoug mepl adtd Stavoiag katexprioavto,
®omep 0 Bavpdolog Bonbog. / “Some commentators, however, also applied deeper thoughts to the
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175 and his critical reflection on

Boethus’s discussions, his word-by-word exegesis,
the words of Aristotle."”®

Returning to the evidence in Alexander’s Metaphysics commentary, we see
that Alexander mentions one other predecessor, who, as it happened, was also his
teacher: Aristotle of Mytilene.”” Alexander calls on his teacher not in respect to a
textual issue, but instead reports his teacher’s argument for the sake of showing
that causes cannot be infinite in their kinds—a view held by the Stagirite (166.19-
167.1). Alexander writes (166.18-20): avTOg pév obtwg épodedoag Edet&ev &L pn
olov te dmelpa elvan & aftiar 6 6¢ HuéTepog AploToTéANG Kl avTOG EMLXEPDV
¢0elkvuev.”

We can therefore conclude that when composing his commentary Alexander
drew on at least two earlier philosophers or commentators.” Of course, there may
be more sources than just the two he explicitly mentions. Alexander repeatedly
speaks of “some” (t1vég) who favored a certain interpretation or version of the
text. It is quite possible that the anonymous plural tivég refers to thinkers whose

work, as did the admirable Boethus” (transl. by Chase).

3Simp. In Cat. 29.28-30.3: TpdG yap TadTV THY dnopiav mavt@v O Iopeuplog TpdTOV Hév
enotv unde €v naot todto yeypdpBat Toig dvtiypagolg uijte yap Bonbov eidévar, 8¢ gnot Setkvivae
OV AplotoTéAn Tiva £0Tiv T& Opwvipa Aéyovta Op@vopa Aéyetat @v §vopa Hévov Kovov, o
8¢ katd tobvopa Adyog Etepog’ kai é§nyodpevog 8¢ 6 BonBog ka’ ékdotnv A&y 10 TG ovaiag
napakéloimey wg 008E yeypappévov. / “For it is in reply to this puzzle that Porphyry says, in the first
place, that this [‘tfjg ovoiag,” in Cat. 1a2] is not written in all the manuscripts. Boethus, he says, did not
know of it, who says that Aristotle points out what homonyms are by saying: “Those things are called
homonyms of which only the name is common, but the definition in accordance with the name is
different.” Although Boethus was carrying out a word-by-word exegesis, he omitted ‘of the substance’
as though it was not written” (transl. by Chase, slightly changed).

76Simp. In Cat. 58.27-28: dAN’ 6 pév Bojfog &vSovg Tfj dmopiq petaypdgety AEiov Thv MéEy obtwg
... | “Now Boethus gave in to this problem, and suggested emending the text as follows: ...” (transl.
by Chase). Gercke 1897: 603 even goes so far as to say that Boethus commented “mehr philologisch als
philosophisch.” The indirect evidence at our disposal, however, does not seem to warrant this conclu-
sion. Cf. also Gottschalk 1990: 74-75.

770n the evidence for the teacher Aristotle of Mytilene see Moraux 1967. On his teaching see
Moraux 1984: 399-425; since our passage from the Metaphysics commentary is not taken into ac-
count there, see also Moraux 1985. Alexander does not mention his other teachers in the Metaphysics
commentary. That Herminus was his teacher we know from a fragment in Simplicius (Simp. In Cael.
430.32—431.11 Heiberg); about Sosigenes we learn from Alexander in his commentary on the Meteoro-
logica (Alex. In Meteor. 143.12—14 Hayduck). For Herminus see 1984: 361-98; for Sosigenes see Moraux
1984: 335-60.

78<He [Aristotle, the Stagirite] himself proved, as he proceeded in this way, that the causes cannot
be infinite; but our Aristotle [Aristotle of Mytilene] used to give a dialectical proof.” Sepulveda’s Latin
translation of this passage reads the additional sentence: Caeterum potest idem alia via demonstrari ad
hunc modum. On this see Moraux 1985: 268-69.

7We do not know whether Aristotle of Mytilene wrote a commentary on the Metaphysics. Alexan-
der may have drawn from private discussions. On the evidence for Aristotle of Mytilene in Syrianus,
In Metaph. 100.3-13 Kroll (6 vedtepog AptototéAng 6 €Enyntig 100 gthocdpov Aplototéloug) see
Moraux 1984: 403-406 and Luna 2003: 250.



COMMENTARY AS WITNESS TO THE METAPHYSICS TEXT 67

identity had been lost by the time of Alexander.'®

The following list contains all of the passages in which Alexander refers to oth-
er scholars by way of an anonymous plural (expressed either by tivég, “some,”
or by a third person plural verb form, e.g. paci(v)). I distinguish between those
references that are text-critical in purpose (= T) and those that are interpretative
in purpose (= I). Issues concerning the text of the Metaphysics are not restricted
to the mention of variae lectiones or conjectures, but also embrace discussions
about the composition of the Metaphysics as well as the correct understanding of
particular words or phrases.” The other category covers those passages that deal
with the philosophical content of the text.

Passages in Alexander’s commentary

46.23-24: &Enyovpevol of pgv ... of 68"

75.26-28: paow...'?

100.25-27: G TIveg fkovoav'$*
104.19-22: Orepvnpatioavto ...

141.11-12: TIVEG ... paol'™

162.10-16: TIvEG fikovoav'®’

163.6-7: TIVEG ... fjkovoav'®

164.22-25: TIVEG ... ypdgpovot kal EEnyodvrar®®

172.20-22: TIoLV £80&e!*°

PP KR K X ) X

174.25-27: TIVEG ... T(POOYpagovol’™!

177.10: TIowv €80&e™?

80Cf. McNamee 1977: 92-93.

BISome will also fall into the category of interpretation.

182Gee below and 3.6.

183 Alex. In Metaph. 75.26-28: ypagetat 8 &v Tiov dvtiypdgolg &vti Tod adikiav ,avikiav® dvixiav
8¢ gaotv vo T@v ITvBayopeiwy Aéyeobat v mevtdda: / “Certain transcriptions of the text have the
reading ‘non-victory’ (&vikiav) instead of ‘injustice’ (adwkiov). Some say that the Pythagoreans called
the number 5 ‘non-victory’ (avikiav).” We could speculate that Alexander found the opinion of the
“some” on the meaning of the variant reading in the same source where he found the variant reading.
See also 3.6.

182 Alexander reports that some took Aristotle’s phrase (991a20) kat’ 008¢éva TpéTOV TOV ElWHITWVY
/ “in any of the usual senses” to mean ‘in any of the senses used by those who postulate the Forms.’

¥Gee below.

186See also 3.6.

187 Alexander reports on how some understood the phrase mheova{ovta T@ A\oyw (994b18).

18 Alexander reports on how some understood the phrase dtopa (994b21).

189Gee 3.6 and 5.1.4.

10 Alexander refers to certain others who regarded book B as the first book of the Metaphysics.

PiSee 3.6 and 4.1.1.

2 Alexander speaks of some who call the Metaphysics generally Aoyikéc. In Alexander’s diction,
the word Aoyikdg tends to mean “abstract, dialectical, (merely) verbal” (as it occasionally does in Aris-
totle, see Bonitz 1870, 432bg—11 and Metaph. Z 4, 1030a25; EN A 1, 1217b21: AéyeTat AoyIK®G Kol KEVAG).
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345.4-6: O olovTai Tiveg ...1% X
Fr. 10a Freudenthal 81.17-19:"* Some people X X
understood the words ... in the following way /
Einige haben den Ausdruck ...
in folgender Weise verstanden...
| Et quidam intelligebant ... ita (Scotus)

The majority of mentions of Tivég refer either primarily or partly to issues con-
cerning Aristotle’s text. In only one case (177.10) does the opinion of Tivég concern
the content of the Metaphysics in general, without regard to particular words or
phrases. Given that Alexander’s focus is mainly on the philosophical interpre-
tation of the Metaphysics, it is striking that references to other scholars appear
mostly when the accurate interpretation of one of Aristotle’s words or phrases
is at issue. This not only indicates that Alexander references his predecessors
primarily on matters of textual criticism, but also that such criticism of Aristotle’s
wording was an area traditionally covered and transmitted in the commentaries.
It seems probable, then, that Alexander’s knowledge of textual peculiarities, con-
jectures, and variant readings is primarily based on this tradition.

That this is so is further suggested by cases in which Alexander notes the ab-
sence of a certain passage in other manuscripts (¢v tiotv o0 @épetal) and then
reports how other commentators responded. Alexander thus hints at his source.
In his commentary on A 9 he says:

Alexander In Metaph. 104.19-22 Hayduck

gg1az27 "Eotat te mAeiw mapadeiypata tod avtod dote kal (8.

[20] AbTn 1 Aé€ig Ewg ToD €Tt §GEetev &v ddVvatov elvat év Tiow [21] o @épeTar
810 0088 vmepvnuatioavto adtyy. Seikvoot 8¢ U [22] adTA¢ kai TodTo TO &TOMOV
énopevov Tfj Ttept T@V ide@v 86&n°

And there will be more than one model of the same thing, hence more
than one Form as well.

This text, up to, “again one would think it impossible,” is not contained in certain
manuscripts, and for this reason they (i.e. some commentators) did not comment
on it. By it Aristotle shows this further absurd consequence of the theory about the
Ideas.

20 &v A O : om. P || 20-21 év Tiowv A O P® Bonitz : £v tiowv dvtiypdgoig L S Hayduck

Alexander begins with a back reference to the passage whose beginning he quot-
ed in the lemma. In this passage, Aristotle argues against the supposition that
the Forms are paradigms. He argues that the supposition of Forms as paradigms

Cf. Madigan 1992: 96 n. 34.
1%3Some hold that book A is incomplete; Alexander argues against this opinion.
14On the interpretation of the expression ¢k cuvwvipoL (1070a5), put forward by some.
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entails the supposition of multiple paradigms for the same thing.”® Alexander
tells his readers that this objection and the subsequent one, according to which
the postulation of Forms requires that Forms be postulated for more than just
the things of the sensible world®® (i.e., the text up to the words &t1 d6&eiev &v
advvatov eivat in 991b1), are absent from some manuscripts.”” Alexander then
informs his readers that this is the reason why some commentators—who alone
can be the subject of the verb dmopvnuatifesOar—did not interpret this section
of the text.

These two pieces of information and their close, even causal (810) connection
in Alexander’s commentary shed some light on Alexander’s source. The way in
which the reference to the missing passage and the reference to the commenta-
tor’s neglect of the passage are linked in Alexander’s presentation suggests that
for him these are two interrelated issues. It thus may be plausible to suppose that
the source of the information on the missing text is not the collation of multiple
manuscripts, but the bare fact that some commentaries offer no comment on a
particular text or only a short remark about the absence of the passage in the
commentator’s text.!

Itis true that much less is preserved of the commentary tradition preceding Al-
exander than of the tradition following him. Nonetheless, the available evidence
suggests that Alexander relied on earlier commentators, who themselves relied on
the work of earlier scholars.””” Alexander gives us the name of one commentator

whose work he was familiar with: Aspasius. It is quite probable that Aspasius’s
work on the Metaphysics was not the only source Alexander used, but it is the only

9 Metaph. A 9, 991a27-29: EoTau Te TAelw Tapadetypata Tod avtod, Gdote kai €dn, olov Tod
avBpdmov To {@ov Kkal T dimovy, dpa 8¢ kai 1O adTodvBpwrog. / “And there will be several patterns
of the same thing, and therefore several Forms, e.g. animal and two-footed and also man himself will
be Forms of man.”

Y Metaph. A 9, 991a29-b1: £11 00 pévOV T@V aloBNTOV Mapadeiypata Té €186 A& kot a0 T@V, olov
T0 Y€V0G, G Yévog eid@v- HoTe TO avTo éoTat mapddetypa kai eikwv. / “Again, the Forms are patterns
not only of sensible things, but of themselves too, e.g. the Form of genus will be a genus of Forms;
therefore the same thing will be pattern and copy.” See Frede 2012: 289-92.

¥’Since the missing section of text is independent syntactically and semantically it is plausible
to assume that someone deleted Aristotle’s objections deliberately—we might not be dealing with a
mechanical dropout here.

8There are other commentary passages in which Alexander connects his report of a varia lectio
with the report of the opinion of other commentators: See 46.23-24 (on A 5, 987a9-10) and 341.30 (on
T' 8, 1012b22-31). Cf. also 58.31-59.8 (see above) and 75.26-28 (where the gaotv could, however, simply
mean “it is said”).

’Moraux 2001: 428: “Selbst wenn wir iiber diese Vorginger wenig erfahren, diirfen wir anneh-
men, dass Alexander einer bereits alten Tradition der Metaphysikexegese verpflichtet war.” Cf. Fazzo
2004: 6: “On the one hand, Alexander is the first Aristotelian commentator from whom we possess
entire commentaries on complete works. Indeed, because of the above-mentioned tendency for works
of this type to supersede one another, his commentaries almost entirely replaced the previous legacy
of literature handed down by the Peripatetic school.”
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one we know by name. We do not know who else is meant by the anonymous plu-
ral Tvég (“some”). The fact that Alexander refers to earlier scholars anonymously
suggests that he, like us, did not know their names. Most likely he found the infor-
mation about their criticism, textual corrections, and variant readings in the form
of short notes in the margins of his manuscript or in other commentaries.

3.5.2 Did Alexander know readings from w<?

Some of the variae lectiones that Alexander mentions in his commentary are iden-
tical with the readings present in w®. What does this indicate? Did Alexander
know readings from our Metaphysics text, ¥, or an ancestor of it? Helpful for
answering this question are the following analyses of four commentary passages
where Alexander refers to a variant reading that agrees with the reading in w®. It
is clear from the outset that proof of Alexander’s knowledge of w* or an ancestor
of w*¥ can be reached only by showing that the reading that Alexander knows, and
that is identical to the reading in w®, is corrupt.

3.5.2.1 Alex. In Metaph. 354.28-355.5 on Arist. Metaph. A 3,
1014a26-31

What we know as the fifth book of the Metaphysics (A) can be described as an
encyclopedia in which Aristotle examines terms that are relevant to his inquiry
in the Metaphysics. Chapter 3 is devoted to the term ‘element’ (ototxeiov). The
beginning of the chapter reads as follows:*®

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 3, 1014a26-31

ototxelov Aéyetal ¢ ob ovykettal mpwTOL £vumdp-[27]xovTog ddtatpétov T@
£ide1 gig Erepov £idog, olov gwviig [28] otoryeia ¢§ OV ohykettal 1) Qwvn Kal &g &
Sraupeitat [29] Eoxata, Exelva 08 unkét’ €ig dAaG puvag ETépag T [30] £ldet adTdV,
A& k&v Staupijtat, T popLa dopoedi, olov [31] Hdatog T pdpLov H8wp, AN 0V Tig
oLAaPiG.

We call an element that which is the primary component immanent in a thing,
and indivisible in kind into another kind, e.g. the elements of speech are the parts
of which speech consists and into which it is ultimately divided, while they are no
longer divided into other forms of speech different in kind from them. If they are
divided, their parts are of the same kind, as a part of water is water, (while a part of
the syllable is not [a syllable]).

27 ddiapétov 1@ €ldet eig Etepov €ldog @™ ALY Ar* (Scotus) edd. : &diapétov 1@ €idet WAl :
&Statpétov ig T adTod €ldog ALY || 30 AAAG K&V a : GAN &v kai B

An element is the primary constituent of a thing. This constituent is primary

200n this passage see Diels 1899: 23-24; for the Greek term ototxeiov see Burkert 1959.
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because it is not further divisible in kind. Aristotle adduces the examples of the
elements of human speech (¢wvr}),” which, according to his account in the Poet-
ics,® are the letters. Were the element divided nevertheless, then it would not be
divided into parts that are different in kind, but only into parts that are the same in
kind (uopia 6poeldiy): for instance, water is divided only into water. Aristotle adds
in brief fashion that this is not the same in the case of the syllable (&AX’ 00 Tfig
ovAMafiig). This indicates that the syllable cannot qualify as the otoweiov of hu-
man speech (pwvi}).?”* The syllable ba, for instance, is divisible into the elements
b and a,* for the actual elements of speech are letters.”” These two examples,
water and letters, point to two different types of elements: on the one hand there
is water, which is divisible into homogeneous water-parts, and on the other there
are letters, which are simply indivisible.?

In his commentary on this passage, Alexander seems to read a slightly different
text, in which line 1014a27 did not contain the words eig étepov €idog. This is sug-
gested, first, by a quotation in which the three words are absent:

Alexander, In Metaph. 354.28-31 Hayduck

‘Ot 10 oToLeiov moAax@g Aéyetal, Edee, TOD pev kupiwg Aeyopévou [29] otoixeiov
Aoyov amodidovg, ¢€ 00 ovykelTal TPpdOTOL EVUTTApXOVTOG, [30] ddtatpétov
1@ elder ob yap katd 10 TocOV ddtaipetov TO oToLKElOV, [31] AANG KaTd TO 1866
£0TLV.

Aristotle shows that ‘element’ is expressed in various ways by giving the formula
of element properly so called: “the primary component immanent in a thing, and
indivisible in kind”; for an element is not indivisible in respect to quantity, but only
in respect to kind.

28 u&v O LF: uij A P? || 30 10 A O : om. P || 30-31 &Siaipetov... éotiv A O P*: dSiaipetov Sel
... givat LF

PMn Metaph. B 2, 998a23-25 Aristotle also refers to the elements of speech as example of
évundpyovTa: olov gwvig atotyeia kai dpxai Sokovowy elvar tabt’ €€ dv ovykevtal ai pwvai ndoat
TPWOTWYV, AAN” 00 TO KOLVOV 1] P V.

22Dy, 20, 1456b20-24: Tfg 8¢ Mé€ewg amdong 148 20Tt T& pépn, oTolyeiov cLANaP ovvdeopog
Svopa pipa dpBpov TT@oig AGyos. oTolXeiov pEv odv ¢0Ty @wvi) ddwipeTog, ov mdoa 8¢ AN €§
1§ mépuke ovvBetn yiyveobat pwvi) kal yap t@v Onpiwv elotv adiaipetot pwvai, dv odepiov Aéyw
otouxelov. / “The diction viewed as a whole is made up of the following parts: the letter, the syllable,

the conjunction, the article, the noun, the verb, the case, and the sentence. The letter is an indivisible
sound of a particular kind, one that may become a factor in a compound sound. Indivisible sounds are
uttered by the brutes also, but no one of these is a letter in our sense of the term” (transl. by Bywater,
but modified).

*%This corresponds to what is said in the Poetics passage (see preceding note).

1CE. Metaph. Z 17, 1041b11-19.

58ee Alex. In Metaph. 354.35-36; Bonitz 1849: 226-27.

2Diels 1899: 23-24 n. 3: “Daher hitte die Definition korrekt gelautet, wenn sie beide Gattungen

»

umfassen sollte: aSapétov, fj €l dpa, €ig Etepov eldog (namlich dSaupétov)
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Alexander introduces his quotation from the Metaphysics as the definition of ele-
ment in the proper sense (kvpiwg). The quotation reads lines 1014a26—27, but with-
out the words eig étepov €id0g (354.29-30). Did Alexander leave out the three last
words of the sentence or were they not contained in w**? The following three facts
speak in favor of the latter possibility. First, Alexander does not mention the ad-
ditional specification €ig €tepov el8og when he goes on to explain what Aristotle’s
phrase ddtaipétov 1@ €idet means (354.30-31). Second, Alexander, in discussing a
later section of A 3, comes back to the definition of ototeiov given in our passage
at the beginning of A 3 and quotes the passage, again without the words eig €trepov
€1806.2” Third, Alexander refers to two variae lectiones in the commentary passage
subsequent to 354.28-31. The first of the two variant readings is identical with the
reading we find in the direct transmission and contains the additional words eig
gtepov €ido¢. Had that been the reading of Alexander’s Metaphysics exemplar he
could not call it a variant reading. Alexander says:

Alexander, In Metaph. 354.31-355.5 Hayduck

ypagetar 8¢ kai dStatpétov T eidel i [32] ETepov eldog kal

adtatpétov eig 10 adTO €id0g. &v pev odv ) [33] N Ypagn 1) TPWOTN, yVdPLHLOV
10 Aeydpevov' ddaipetov yap t0 otolxeiov [34] eig Etepa kol Stapépovta €i0n.
obte yap 10 ndp elg dvopoetdii Saupeitat [35] obte Tt TOV AANWV TOV MA@V 1) 8¢
ovAapr) o0 atotxelov ToD Adyov, [36] €mel Sapeitar €ig T ypdupata dvopoeldn
Svta, T@ 8¢ ddiaipeta elvau [355.1] 008 gic Etepa T@ €idet Staupeital. kai xwpic 8¢ Tod
npookeiobat eig [2] Etepov €ldog TadTOV €onpaiveto kai OO ToD &dtatpétov
T eidet" 10 [3] yap adaipetov kat’ €idog ovy olov Te &ig ETepov idog Staupedijvat.
av [4] 8¢ eig 1O adTO €ldog, Méyol &v eig otoryeia. Sel yap 1o orotyeiov adiai-[5]
peToV eivau i oToLelar ov ydp dv €Tt ototyeiov ein Statpodpevoy.

There are two variant readings of this text: (i) “indivisible in kind into another kind,”
and (i) “indivisible into the same kind.” (ad i) If the first reading is accepted, its
meaning is easily understood; for the element cannot be divided into other and dif-
ferent kinds. For neither fire nor any of the other simple bodies is divided into parts
of different kinds, but the syllable is not an element of speech because it is divided
into letters that are of different kinds, whereas the result of being indivisible is that
there is no division into things other in kind. Apart then from the addition of the
phrase, “into another kind,” [the first reading] would have the same meaning as that
conveyed by “indivisible in kind,” for what is indivisible in respect to kind cannot

27 Alex. In Metaph. 356.11-14: TO p&v yap &g vmokelpevov Tt kal pépog 1t (Tt Hayduck : tod A
O P*) mpdypatog yyvpevov, 6 dnhodtat St tod Optopod tod Aéyovtog atotxeiov (oTotxeiov
AP<O S : ototxela P*) Aéyetat €€ 00 ovykeltal mpdTov EvundpxovTog (évumdpxovtog O PP S:
gvomdpyxovta A) adtatpétov @ €idet, dv avtdg (adtog A O S : kai avtdg PP) anédwkev dg Svta
10D Kupiwg oTotxeiov' / “For in one way it is understood as that which is a subject and a part of the
thing, and this is the meaning that Aristotle expressed by defining element saying ‘we call an element
that which is the primary constituent immanent in a thing, and indivisible in kind,” a meaning that he
himself gave as that of element in the primary sense.”
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be divided into other kinds. (ad ii) But if the text is read “indivisible into the same
kind,” it would mean, ‘indivisible into elements,” for the element must be indivisible
into [other] elements, for if it were to be divided it would no longer be an element.

32 &Statpétov AP S : Staupétov A0 P? || eig A O PP : 1@ €{de eic LF S || 35 otorxeiov O LF :
otolyeia AP S || 36 68 A O : om. P || 4 €ig 0 adtd LF S : 10 avto A* O PP : ddiaipetov eig 1
adtd AP<|| 5 €ln AP O PP S : elvat A

On the basis of Alexander’s commentary we can reconstruct three different read-
ings of lines 1014a26-27.2%

WAL ... IPWOTOL EVUTAPXOVTOG AdtalpéTov T €ideL.
varia lectio' (= @®): ... TpoTOL EvuTdp)OVTOG Adlatpétov T ldel £ig Etepov eldog.

varia lectio™ ... TIPAOTOL EVuTapxoVvTOog ddtatpéTov eig TO avTd €idog.

The reading in @ (= varia lectio)*® contains three words more than the reading
in w?t (eig étepov idog / “into another kind”). These words do not contribute any
thought that is not already contained in the w*"-version. Rather, they simply re-
peat, in slightly different terms, what is already expressed by the phrase adtaupétov
1@ €i8e1 (“indivisible in kind”). What is indivisible in kind is not divisible into an-
other kind. Alexander describes this reading as “easily understood” (354.32-355.1;
YV@Pov, 354.33), but he remarks that the three additional words do not alter the
meaning of the shorter version present in his own text (355.1-3).°

Aristotle’s idiom in the Metaphysics is highly economical. The repetitive na-
ture of the w*f-reading is therefore suspicious, and the reading in w*" seems pref-
erable. The emergence of the additional words &ig &tepov €ldog in w*® might
have been occasioned by the subsequent lines in the Metaphysics text, for lines
1014a29-30 stress that an element cannot be divided into another kind but only
into the same kind. Concerning the indivisibility of letters Aristotle says: eig dA\ag
Qwvag £tépag T €idet avtdv / “into other forms of speech different in kind from
them” (a29-30). Concerning water he says: AAA& kv Stapijtal, T popLa Opoetdi
/ “If they are divided, their parts are of the same kind” (a30).”* It appears that

2% Diels 1899: 23-24 n. 3 incorrectly assumes that Alexander knows of (only) two different readings:
eic Erepov €ldog and eig 10 avTo €ldog. He seems to have overlooked the fact that Alexander’s own text
read the shorter version adiapétov 1@ €idet. The Metaphysics editors provide different information:
Bekker ascribes the lack of eic &€tepov €idog to F*. Bonitz, Christ, and Jaeger provide the correct in-
formation and refer to all three readings. Ross gives insufficient information: he refers only to varia
lectio. All editors put the reading of w* (= varia lectio') in the text.

2This reading became part of the Arabic transmission also (see my apparatus).

20Alexander does not espouse the w*-reading (= varia lectio'). It therefore is unlikely that the
reading in @ is the result of an adoption of one of Alexander’s variae lectiones.

2Gee the cases discussed in 4.1.

2Diels (1899: 23 n. 3), who does not recognize that Alexander’s text did not contain the words
£l tepov €idog, reports Alexander’s statement that the omission of these words leaves the meaning
unharmed, but holds on to the directly transmitted reading precisely because he sees the words con-
firmed by the lines a29-30.
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the words eig étepov €ldog were added (in w*) to the definition of the element in
order to adjust this definition to the subsequent exemplification. It would thereby
have been overlooked that the formula &dwaipetog Td €idet (1014a27) already ex-
presses the very same idea. The explanation that i¢ étepov €idog is a misguided
later addition to the text squares well with the fact that there is no parallel pas-
sage in the Aristotelian corpus where the formula &diaipetog t@ €idet is combined
with the words eig étepov €idoc.?" It therefore seems reasonable to conclude that
the reading in wA" attests to the original and correct reading and that the words
elc €repov €idog, known to Alexander as variant reading and transmitted by w*,
should be athetized.

It is less clear how the other varia lectio Alexander reports in his commentary
and which I called varia lectio" emerged. Was the addition €ig 10 adT0 €id0¢ meant
to be an alternative to the already present addition eig £tepov €idog (varia lectio’)?
Varia lectio™ does not make sense, and we can only speculate whether it is an
erroneously abbreviated version of a formula like Siatpetov ovk €ig Etepov €idog,
AAN& LovoV glg TO avTo eidog.

In any case, Alexander tries his best to extract a feasible understanding of
varia lectio" (355.3-5). He suggests that in this case €ido¢ means the kind ‘element,’
which had just been defined by Aristotle. On this understanding, the definition
according to the varia lectio® would state that an element is indivisible in other
elements. The element is the last constituent into which something can be divided.
This interpretation, although ingenious, results in a contradiction between the
definition and the water example, which cannot be resolved unless one denies that
the water parts into which the element water is divisible are themselves elements.

In sum, Alexander knows three different readings of the passage in A 3, 1014a27.
The reading in w*" is preferable to both variants; Alexander does not question this

3See Metaph. B 3, 999a1-4; A 3,1014a31-34; A 6,1016b23-24; 1 1,1052a30-34; de An. T 6, 430b14-15.
See also Bonitz 1870: s.v. 4StaipeTog, p. 8b42-46. An only apparent parallel is given in Cael. T 3, 302a15-
18: "Eotw &1 oTotxelov TV owpdtwy, €ig & TdAAa oopata Statpeital, Evomdpxov Suvduel fj évepyeia
(todT0 yap moTépws, ETL dpgioPnTiotov), avtod & €otiv ddwaipeTov eig Etepa T £ideL. / “An element,
we take it, is a body into which other bodies may be analyzed, present in them potentially or in actual-
ity (which of these, is still disputable), and not itself divisible into bodies different in form” (transl. by
Stocks, emphasis added). This cannot be taken as a parallel passage to ours because here the words ig
étepa refer to owpata and are therefore not equivalent to our eic étepov €l8og. Rather, this Cael. pas-
sage is parallel to the first example in Metaph. 1014a29-30: ddwaipetov &ig Etepa (sc. cwpata) T eidet
(Cael. T 3,302218) corresponds to (aStaipetov) eic GANag pwvag Etépag @ €idet (Metaph. 1014a29-30).

24 Alexander’s explanation in lines 355.4-5 (8¢l yap 10 otoieiov adwaipetov elvar eig otouyeia),
whose wording is transmitted unanimously, makes it clear that the second variant of Alexander read
adtoupétou &ig 10 avTo €idog (cf. 354.32 and my apparatus). That the commentary manuscripts (A*O
P®) read in line 355.4 Stapétov instead of adiatpétov shows that there occurred an early mistake in
the transmission of the text, which was then corrected in A (AP~ adtoupétov). That S has the correct
reading points either to a later correction or to a Greek manuscript that is independent from our direct
transmission (cf. 2.3).
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preference, and his report of the two alternative readings appears to be nothing
more than a report of other readings he happens to know, either from the margins
of his own exemplar or from another commentary. One of the variant readings
Alexander knows (varia lectio’) is identical with the reading that came down to us
via direct transmission (w*f). Did Alexander by way of this reading have access to
the tradition of w**? The fact that this w**-reading is certainly corrupt shows that
Alexander did indeed have access, if only by way of this reading, to the w*-ver-
sion.””

3.5.2.2 Alex. Fr. 12 Freudenthal (Averroes, Lam 1481) on Arist.
Metaph. A 3,1070a18-19

The issues Aristotle addresses in A 3, although divergent, are in some sense unified
by the idea of the priority of form over substance and other principles. In 1070a13
Aristotle raises the question of whether the forms of composite substances exist
separately from the composite substances (apda tiv ovvBeti|v ovoiav, 1070a14).2”
Aristotle’s answer for natural substances differs from that for artificial substanc-
es: a separate ‘this’ (168¢ T1), i.e. the form,”® can, if at all, only exist in the case of
natural substances (1070a13-19). This much established, Aristotle then makes the
following statement about the theory of Forms:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 3,1070a18-19

810 81 00 kax®¢ IMMAdTwv En 811 €(6n EoTwv d6Mdoa [19] pvoel, elnep oty i6n ... .27

And so Plato was not far wrong when he said that there are as many Forms as there
are kinds of natural things (if there are Forms at all), ...

IM\&twv &en (a Michael? 677.12-13) Ross Jaeger Fazzo vel 6 IT\atwv £¢n (A® €) Bekker Bonitz
Christ, Ar.*, AL" Fr. 12 F : of 1 €(0n 110évteg épacav w*t (Fr. 12 F) Themistius (8.13-14) Ar™
(Walzer 1958: 223)

Aristotle’s remark is puzzling. How should we interpret his reference to Plato? Ar-

istotle compliments Plato for positing as many Forms as there are natural things.
Does this imply that Plato denies Forms for artificial substances? In Plato’s dia-
logues, at least, Forms of artifacts are mentioned more than once (Rep. 596b, 597¢;
Crat. 389b-c; Grg. 503¢e),”° and Aristotle himself speaks about Plato’s theory to

Z50ne could speculate that the variant reading Alexander knows comes from a version that only
influenced w* in the course of the transmission. Since I do not have further evidence that could speak
to this speculation, it can be dropped.

Z6Tudson 2000: 110-11; 125; 131-33.

27Tudson 2000: 131. 1070a13—20 constitutes “section 4” in Judson 2000.

Z8For this meaning of 168¢ 11 see Metaph. Z 12, 1037b26-27. See also 5.1.5.

2°0On the origin of lines 1070a18-19 in Alexander’s conjecture see 5.5.

220Gee also a passage from the Seventh Letter: 342a-d. For the evaluation of this evidence see Bluck 1947: 76.
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that effect in Metaph. A 6, 988a2—4: 10 & €ldog dmag yevvad povov, gaivetar § €x
(ag BAnG pia tpdmela, 6 8¢ 10 €id0g émpépwy €l OV TOANAG TToLel. !

The explicit exclusion of Forms of artifacts seems to be ascribed only to the ear-
ly members of the Academy after Plato, especially to Xenocrates.””> In Metaph. A
9, 991b6-7 Aristotle says: kal TOA& yiyvetal Etepa, olov oikia kai SakTOAOG, OV
ol gapev €idn eivar.? In his commentary on A 9, Alexander refers to Aristotle’s
(now lost) work On Ideas, and in his report of the Argument (for Forms) from the
Sciences he writes that “they” (i.e. the advocates of the theory of Forms) are forced
to also accept Forms of artifacts, something they do not want to do.?*

The passage of my present concern, A 3 (1070a18-19), and Plato’s seemingly
implied rejection of Forms of artifacts disturbed modern commentators of Pla-
to’s theory of Forms and Aristotle’s representation of it.”> Richard Stanley Bluck
considers two different interpretations of our passage. His first interpretation
amounts to understanding the pronoun 6méca (1070a18) such that it does not
deny that Plato believed in Forms of artifacts:

And the remark, ‘so that Plato was not wrong in saying there are xwplota €idn of all
natural objects, if there are such Forms at all’ may well imply ‘but of course he was
wrong in saying there are Forms of artificial products.”

Bluck’s other interpretation leads us to Alexander’s comments on the passage and
the reading that was in Alexander’s text. The reading of w*" can be gathered from
a comment made by Alexander and preserved by Averroes’ commentary. Alexan-
der’s comment squares well with the Metaphysics text presented in Averroes’ lem-
ma (Lam 1481). The text of the lemma goes back to the Greek Vorlage upon which
the Arabic version was ultimately based.”” In the Metaphysics text preserved in
Averroes’ lemma there is no mentioning of Plato, but rather of the ‘adherents
of the theory of Forms.” Genequand translates: “Therefore, those who postulated
the Forms were not wrong.””® From this we can hypothesize the following Greek

2 Metaph. A 6, 988a2-4: “and the form generates only once, but what we observe is that one table
is made from one matter, while the man who applies the form, though he is one, makes many tables.”

22Procl. In Plat. Parm. 1V, 888.13-15; p. 67 Steel; See Broadie 2007: 233-34 and Krimer 2004: 107.

5 Metaph. A 9, 991b6-7: “And many other things come into being (e.g. a house or a ring), of which
we say there are no Forms.” The “we” refers to the members of the Academy among which Aristotle
counts himself. On this usage of “we” in Metaphysics A see Primavesi 2012b: 412—20.

24 Alex. In Metaph. 79.19-80.6. 79.23-24: kal @v o0 Bovlovrat idéag elval kataokevdletv i8éag
86&et. On this passage see Fine 1993: 81-88; concerning my question see also Broadie 2007: 233.

225See the discussion in Fine 1993: 82-83; Broadie 2007: 232-35; Frede 2012: 293-94.

226Bluck 1947: 75. See also Broadie 2007: 234: “However, the Platonic dictum which Aristotle re-
ports here is logically compatible with admitting artefact-Ideas.”

*In this section of book A Averroes used the translation by Abu Bisr Matta for his lemmata. See
Bertolacci 2005: 251 and 2.5 above.

*$Genequand 1986: 100. Freudenthal 1885: 86.18-19: “Und aus diesem Grunde haben nicht iibel
gethan die, welche die Ideen annehmen.” Scotus: Et ideo non fecerunt male illi qui posuerunt formas.
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text: 810 81 oV kak®g o Ta €181 TBévTeg EQaoav 61t ... .»*° Also Themistius, whose
paraphrase of Metaphysics A (fourth century AD) is preserved in Hebrew (which
was translated into Latin by Moses Finzius) seems to have read “those who postu-
late the Forms” rather than “Plato.”**

This reading is not only in Themistius’s text and the Vorlage of Matta’s Arabic
translation, but indeed is also found in w*': Averroes remarks the following.

Genequand 1986: 100-101 Alexander says: these words refer to Plato, as is
found in some manuscripts.

Fr. 12 Freudenthal (86.25-26) Es sagt Alexander, dass er hier auf Platon hin-[26]
weist, wie es sich auch in einigen Handschriften
findet.

Scotus Dixit Alexander: Innuit in hoc Platonem.*

According to this testimony, Alexander in his commentary explains that Aristo-
tle’s remark refers to Plato. At the same time, Alexander informs his reader that
there is a variant reading, which says just “Plato.”*? These two pieces of evidence
allow us to draw the following two conclusions: first, Alexander’s own copy of
the Metaphysics did not read the word “Plato.” What was then the reading in
w*? The answer that immediately suggests itself is: the reading that we can re-
construct from the lemma in Averroes’ commentary and that is read also by, as

his paraphrase suggests, Themistius. In all likelihood, w** read the formula oi Ta
€ldn 119évteg (or an equivalent) in place of IINdtwv.?* Second, Alexander knew a

2Gee also Walzer 1958: 223. Freudenthal 1885: 86 n. 3 suggests: 810 81 o0 kak® Epacav oi Tihépevol
Ta €i0n 871... . In the Aristotelian corpus there is no other instance of the construction &idn + middle
participle T6éuevoc. There are, however, many parallel passages in which the formula oi Ti8¢pevol
(tag) idéag appears (e.g. Top. B 7, 113a28; H 4, 154a19; Metaph. N 3, 1090a16). Since our passage is con-
cerned with €{dn (Andreas Lammer confirmed to me that the Arabic version implies €{dn as the origi-
nal), the middle as used with (tag) id¢ag seems a dubious restoration. My proposed reconstruction ot
& €10n T10évTeg (€18n + participle of TiOnut) Epacav is parallel to a passage in A 7: pdhiota 8 of & €idn
Tbévteg Néyovorv (Metaph. A 7, 988a3s-b1). Cf. also Metaph. B 2, 1002b13-14 and, not far from the
passage of our concern, Metaph. A 1,1069a35: oi 8¢ i piav Vot T0évteg Ta €(dn kal T padnuatikd.
There is only a small difference between the active and the middle form of tiOnu (see, however, LSJ
s.v. TiOnwt B.II: “in reference to mental action, when Med. is more freq. than Act.”). Also possible is the
formula oi Aéyovteg ta €idn (cf. Metaph. B 2, 997b1-2; Z 16, 1040b27-28).

#0Themistius, In Metaph. A 8.13-14 Landauer: idcirco ponentes formas [abstractas] esse, formas
istas rebus naturalibus tribuebant, artificialibus vero nequaquam.

ZIThe Latin version of Averroes’ commentary lacks the reference to the other manuscript reading.
This should not disturb us, however. As Dag N. Hasse explained at a workshop at the Musaph in
Munich (May 2012), Scotus often leaves out seemingly unnecessary comments. Cf. Freudenthal 188s:
121-23 on the Latin version of Averroes’ commentary.

»2Martin 1984: 116 n. 1 considers the possibility that the comment “as is found in some manu-
scripts” might be Averroes’ own.

23Ross alone makes clear in his apparatus that Alexander’s text had this reading (or Freudenthal’s
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variant reading that is identical with the reading preserved in all our manuscripts.

The comparison of the reading in w*" (oi t& €idn T19évteg) with the reading
in w* (IT\atwv) brings us back to Bluck’s second interpretation about how to
understand the somewhat puzzling remark in A 3, 1070a18-19.** The reading of
w*! is advantageous in that the “adherents of the theory of Forms” could very well
refer to the members of the Academy after and excluding Plato. Unlike Plato,
these members did reject Forms of artifacts.**

Accepting the expression oi ta €idn T10évteq as the original reading, we re-
gard it as natural designation for the members of the Academy. At some point of
the tradition of the Metaphysics, this expression was replaced unmindfully by the
simple word “Plato.” This explanation receives support by the fact that Aristotle
hardly mentions Plato’s name in the context of the theory of Forms (&{8n).>* Since
Alexander already knows that the reading ITAdtwv exists in another version of the
Metaphysics, the substitution for oi ta €{dn T10¢évteq must have taken place before
AD 200. While w?*, the Metaphysics text used by Themistius, and Matta’s Vorlage
were not affected by this corruption, * or one of its ancestors, was.?

3.5.2.3 Alex. In Metaph. 137.2-5; 138.24-28 on Arist. Metaph. a 1,
993a29-b2
The questions about the authenticity of book a &latrtov?® and its status within
the context of the Metaphysics as a whole” have been the subject of some mod-

version oi T €idn Ti0épevor). Jaeger’s remark in the apparatus seems to suggest that Alexander himself
proposed the reading oi td €idn T10épevor as substitute for “Plato.” Bekker, Bonitz, and Christ do not
comment on this reading. Bekker and Bonitz precede Freudenthal’s work and Christ’s edition (1886)
was published one year after Freudenthal. The edition of Metaphysics book A by Silvia Fazzo (2012)
is completely silent on this point. The most recent edition of book A by Alexandru (2014) offers help-
ful information on Alexander’s testimony to this passage, yet Alexandru does not state clearly that
Alexander found oi ta €i8n T10évteg or an equivalent in his text. See also Fine 1993: 289-90 n. 11 and
Broadie 2007: 234 1. 11.

Z4Bluck 1947: 75.

#5For a different interpretation see Fine 1993: 290 n. 11.

#6There are only two passages in the corpus where Plato’s name is mentioned in connection to
o €idn: Metaph. Z 2, 1028b19—20: oi 8¢ mheiw kai pdAov dvta didia, domep IMAGTwY Té Te €i8n Kal
Ta padnuatika dvo ovoiag... and Ph. A 2, 209b33-35: ITAGtwvt pévtol AekTéov, &i Sel mapekPavrag
eimetv, Sud i ovk v TOMW Tat €(8n Kai oi dptBpoi... . For Plato’s name in connection with idéat see Top.
710, 148a14-17 and Ph. T 4, 203a8.

*7Two out of three variant readings that are preserved in the fragments of Alexander’s commen-
tary on book A are identical with the reading in @* (Fr. 12 F on A 3, 1070a18; Fr. 13b F on A 3, 1070a20;
see also 3.6).

28Berti 1983: 260-65 offers an overview of the question concerning a #\attov’s authenticity. Jaeger
1912: 114-18 regards o ¥Aattov as notes taken by Pasicles (who in a scholium in E is seemingly called the
author of the book) from a lecture of Aristotle’s. These notes then accidentally found their way into the
Metaphysics although their content belongs to natural philosophy.

29 Concerning the position of a ¥attov within the Metaphysics Szlezak 1983: 259 concludes: “Man
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ern scholarship.?® These issues were discussed already in antiquity, as Alexander’s
introduction to his commentary on the second book testifies (137.2-138.9). In his
introduction Alexander addresses first the question of authorship (137.2-3) and
then whether a é\attov can be regarded as complete book at all (137.3-5). As
Alexander informs us, the completeness of a #Aattov can indeed be questioned
due to the book’s beginning as well as its brevity. Shortly afterwards (138.26-28) it
becomes clear that Alexander’s mention of the beginning of the book alludes to
a grammatical peculiarity in the first sentence of book a as it is presented in w*".

Let us first look at the beginning of a éAattov as it is preserved by the direct
manuscript transmission ().

Aristotle, Metaphysics o 1, 993a29-993b2

‘H mept ¢ dAnBeiag Oewpio Tfj pév xakem) tf 8¢ [30] padia. onueiov 8¢ to unt’
a€iwg pndéva SvvacBar Tuxelv [993b1] avtiig pfte mdvtag amotvyxdverv, GAN’
£kaotov Aéyetv Tt [2] mepl TG PUOEWS, ...

The investigation of the truth is in one way hard, in another easy. An indication of
this is found in the fact that no one is able to attain the truth adequately, while, on
the other hand, no one fails entirely, but every one says something true about the
nature of things, ...

29 1 @ ALY Al'138.24 Ascl! 113.3; 114.21 Ar.! (Scotus) Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross : 61t 1} @t
Jaeger || 30 Tuxetv a { Ascl.! 114.22 Bekker Bonitz Christ Jaeger : Oiyewv [sic] f Ross (Bryeiv)

The first sentence as it appears in our manuscripts shows no unusual features. The
general tone that Aristotle strikes here is common to the introductory sentences
of other chapters or works.? So it seems that Alexander’s uneasiness about the
beginning of a é\attov is grounded in a feature of the text that is peculiar to his
version of it.

Looking at Alexander’s comments on the passage brings to light that in w?" the
introductory words ‘H mepi tiig dAnOeiag Oewpia... were in fact preceded by the
conjunction 61t and hence had the appearance of a subordinate clause.

Alexander, In Metaph. 138.24-28 Hayduck

‘H nepl 1A dAnbOeiag Oewpia tf) pév xakenn tf 8¢ [25] padia. onpeiov 4.

wird Alpha elatton am besten dort belassen, wo es {iberliefert ist, aber nicht als Zeugnis der tiefen
didaktischen Weisheit des Meisters, sondern als Begleitmaterial aus dem Nachlaf}, das vermutlich
unverdndert zu unbekannter Zeit an das Ende der Rolle von A angefiigt wurde, wozu aufler dem
editorischen Interesse sicher auch die Uberschneidung mit (nicht Erginzung zu) A 1-2 in a 1 und die
Wichtigkeit des Argumentes von a 2 [...] Anlafl gegeben haben.” See also Jaeger 1912: 114-18.

20Cf. also 1; pp. 17-18.

*ICompare the first sentence in Metaph. A 1 (980a21): ITavteg dvBpwmot Tod eidévar dpéyovtat
@boet or in EN A 1, 1094a1-2: ITaoa téxvn kal ndoa péBodog, opoiwg 8¢ mpakis te kal mpoaipeats,
ayaBod Tvog épieabat Sokel.
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[26] Tpdgetat kai xwpig Tod 811, 1} Tept TG dAnBeioag Bewpia- [27] kol pdAAov Sokel
¢Keivo apxn eival, TO 8¢ petd ToD BT’ 0K Apxh GAN [28] émbpevov mpoetpnuévey
T,

The investigation of the truth is in one way hard, in another easy. An
indication of this...

This text is also written without 61, thus: “The investigation of the truth.” And this
reading seems more clearly to be a beginning [of the book], whereas the one intro-
duced by 61t is not a beginning, but a sequel to something said before it.

25 Tfj ... T} A O Metaph. : ifj ... nfj P

Although the lemma in Alexander’s commentary does not read the dtt and hence
agrees with w*®, Alexander’s subsequent remarks (lines 26-27) make it undeniably
clear that in his text, %, the first words of a E\attov are &1t 1) mept TG dAnOeiag
Bewpla.... This is further supported by the fact that Alexander introduces a varia
lectio from another Metaphysics version (ypagetat kai...)** that differs from his
text in not reading the 8t1.>* The fact that 6tu is absent in the variant reading
proves that it was present in w*". And we see again that Alexander refers to a varia
lectio that agrees with w®.

The lemma in Alexander’s commentary is in tension with his own words. It
is a fair assumption that the 811, which originally had been written in the lemma
as well, was at a later time deleted. Comparing the two versions of the beginning
of book a, one must say that the sentence without the 61t makes more sense and
thus is obviously to be preferred. It seems natural that someone got rid of the use-
less 81t in the lemma-quotation without paying attention to Alexander’s indirect
statement that the 611 was the reading of w".

As indicated above, the fact that Alexander found the conjunction 6t in his
text squares well with his earlier remark about the conspicuous beginning of a
é\attov.?** In his introduction to o éAattov Alexander says:

Alexander In Metaph. 137.2-5 Hayduck

To6 &hattov dA@a @V Metd T Duowkda EoTt pév Aplototéloug doa [3] kai Tij Méget
kai Tf) Oewpia texpripacdat, ov pnv oAdKAnpov Eowkev eival, AN €0ty [4] G péPOG
BiPAiov, Texpatpopévolg T T dpyij Kai Tf] Tod PiPAiov pukpd-[5]TnTL.

Book a é\attov of the Metaphysics is the work of Aristotle so far as can be judged

#28epulveda translates the reference to the varia lectio as a request to change the text (cf. also Hay-
duck’s apparatus): (sic scribendum est, non ad hunc modum: Quoniam contemplatio veritatis) hoc enim
magis videtur esse principium, quam si illud quoniam praeponas.

23Bonitz 1848 notes in the apparatus incorrectly (adopted also by v. Christ 1886a): “6tu 1| yp. AL”
The varia lectio to which Alexander refers is identical with the @w**-reading 1}. The annotations in Ross
(1924: ad loc. “fy yp. AL.”) and Jaeger (1957: ad loc. “yp. xal xwpig tod 61t AL”) are correct. Bekker (1831)
and Bonitz furthermore remark that H* (= Parisinus 1901) contains éti, H® being a manuscript of
Asclepius’s commentary. On the evidence in Asclepius see below.
248ee Dooley 1992: 9 n. 3 and 11 n. 11.
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from the diction and the investigation [it pursues]; but if one is to base his opinion
on the evidence of its beginning and brevity, it seems to be a part of a book rather
than a complete book.

3 i MéEet kal Tf) Oewpia A O P S(ex dicendi charactere ipsaque disputandi ratione) LF : Tfj
Oewpia Bonitz Hayduck

The question of a é\attov’s authenticity is settled promptly: both the language
(\éE1g) and the investigation (Bewpia) suggest Aristotle’s authorship (137.2-3). Al-
exander’s answer concerning the question whether a ékattov is a complete book
(6M\O6KAnpov) is less assertive (137.4-5). The book’s beginning (&pxr}) and its brev-
ity (pkpdTng) speak in favor of it being part of another book (uépog PipAiov).
While the point about o’s brevity becomes clear immediately, the point about
its beginning makes sense only when we know that in Alexander’s text the book
started with the conjunction 671, which usually introduces a subordinate clause.”
At the same time, Alexander’s remark about the beginning confirms that w*" in-
deed exhibits this peculiarity.

What about the peculiar 61t in w*"? How are we supposed to make sense of a
611, which does not introduce a subordinate clause? Alexander himself does not
have a clue about what the 611 could indicate. He is sure however that this is not
how a book should begin (138.27-28). By contrast, Jaeger in his edition of the
Metaphysics even prints the 6Tt in the text.* His annotation in the apparatus says:
vel excerpta vel notas indicat.**” As Jaeger’s short diagnosis indicates, the conjunc-

#5The author of the recensio altera interpreted Alexander’s remark differently. Although he also
speaks about a variant reading that reads 61t at the beginning of book o (£v tiot ypdgetat petda tiig
o0 ‘810’ mpoodikng. Cf. Golitsis 2013a), he does not connect this information with Alexander’s re-
mark about the beginning of the book. Rather, the author of the recensio altera connects Alexander’s
concern with the beginning with what Alexander later says (137.5-7) about how well the treatment of
principles in book a complements book A. So according to the recensio altera the reason for why book
a does not seem to be a complete book is its thematic closeness to book A: €ott 8¢ uépog PipAiov dAN
ov BiPriov OASKANpov. dnAot 8¢ TodTo 1| dpxT) ToOSE ToD PipAiov, dTL Kai év TOVTW TEP dpx@V TOLETTAL
TOV A6yoV, kol 00K Anddet Ta v TOUTW Aeydpeva T@v v 1@ peilovt A. Cf. also Asclepius (113.8-12),
whence the author of the recensio altera might have drawn inspiration.

#6Taeger’s note according to which a citation in Asclepius confirms the &1t (“Ascl.”) is not con-
firmed by the evidence in Asclepius’s commentary. Asclepius paraphrases (114.1-2): & 8¢ Néyet év
TPOOLYIOLG TOLODTOV 0TIy, &TL 1) Tiepi TiG dAnBeiag Bewpia.... Here, the &1t functions as a conjunction
and introduces a dependent statement.

*7Jaeger further states: quod cum scholio de Pasicle huius libelli auctore consentit. With this re-
mark, Jaeger links the excerpt-like character of the book to the so-called Pasicles-scholium, preserved
in the Metaphysics manuscript E. According to Jaeger (1912: 114-18), this scholium together with As-
clepius’s report that some doubt the authenticity of book a (Ascl. 113.5-9) evince that the book is in
fact a transcript (Omopvnua) by a student of Aristotle. Yet, as Vuillemin-Diem 1983 has shown, the
scholium, which does not even refer to a but rather to A, is only based on a remark by Asclepius
(Ascl. 4.17-24). For a reason why the authenticity of book A could have been regarded as doubtful see
Primavesi 2012b: 418-19. For my present inquiry, it matters only that the &1t in Alexander’s text has
nothing to do with the Pasicles-scholium.
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tion Ot in the initial position of a section of text signals that the text is an excerpt
taken from another context and inserted into the given place.?*® There are various
examples of this use of 61t in Greek works.** Two examples will suffice: (i) The
Platonist Albinus (2" century AD) begins his Introduction to Plato’s dialogues
with Ot @ péMovtt évrevEesbat toig ITAdTwvog Staldyolg TtpoonkeL TpdTEPOV
¢niotacBar avtd TovTO, Ti MOTE 0TIV O Stathoyos.* (ii) Proclus (5™ century AD)
presents his commentary on Plato’s Cratylus as sequence of excerpts from his
teacher: e.g., ‘Ot ta¢ dpxag @V dvtwy kol TAG StakekTikiig vOv mapadidovat
BovAetau 6 TTIAdtwv... !

According to w*!, then, book a é\attov is marked as an excerpt.”*? Following
the principle utrum in alterum it seems by far more likely that someone deleted
the seemingly useless and grammatically disturbing 67t than that someone arbi-

48 Apart from this usage of 671, there are the following uses of 8Tt when it does not function as a
conjunction: 6Tt as quotation marks in introducing direct speech: Kithner/Gerth II: § 551,4; pp. 366-67
and LSJ s.v. 61t II; for examples, see Hdt. 11, 115 and Plato, Prt. 318a; and 6t as the marking of a head-
ing for excerpts in Stobaeus’s anthology (5" century AD): for example, in Stob. I, 20, 8 (179.19-180.16
Wachsmuth); Stob. II, 11 (184.22 Wachsmuth); Stob. II, 19 (197.12 Wachsmuth).

29 Apart from the two mentioned above, there are, for example, the Constantinian excerpts of
Polybius that start with 611, for instance, at PIb XX, 3 (Vol. IV, 1,10 Biittner-Wobst). For a helpful
overview of the different usages of 1t at the beginning of a text passage see Reis 1999: 49-50. Cf. also
Dickey 2007: 122.

Z0For the text see Reis 1999: 310. On the function of &t1 see Reis 1999: 50-52.

B1Procl. In Cra. VIII (3.4-5 Pasquali). On the meaning of this 1t see Reis 1999: 49-50 and Dickey
2007: 122.

#20r is there any other way of making sense of the §t1? The 8ti-clause in 993a29 can certainly not
be taken as causal conjunction (993a29-30), which depends on the subsequent clause introduced by
onueiov 8¢ ... (“an indication is...”) in 993a31. For, although in Aristotle dti-clauses can depend on
the phrase onpeiov (¢otiv) (in the sense of “it is an indication that...,” e.g. Cael. A 3, 310b33; EE H 1,
1235a36; GA A 18, 725a16) and can even precede it in the sentence (GA T 5, 755b1; HA E 22, 553b32-
554a1), such an understanding is ruled out in the present case because of onpeiov 8¢, which clearly
indicates a new clause (see Cael. A 4, 311bg; HA A 16, 497a9; GA E 2, 782b29; EE B 23, 1220a34; ENE 4,
1130a16. Cf. Denniston 1954: s.v. §¢ IL.1. Apodotic; pp. 177-81).

Another possibility might be to take the &tt as connecting the first sentence of book a with the last
sentence of book A. Perhaps someone wanted to secure book a as genuine part of Aristotle’s Meta-
physics by tying it to the preceding book. (On other attempts to secure o’s position between books A
and B see 4.1.1.) The last sentence of book A reads (A 10, 993a25-27): ca 8¢ Tept TOV AVTOV TOVTWV
amopnoetey &v TG, émavélBwuev My Téya yap &v €€ avT®v edmoprioatpéy TL Tpog Tag Hotepov
amopiag / “But let us return to enumerate the difficulties that might be raised on these same points;
for perhaps we may get some help towards our later difficulties.” In this conclusion of A 10, Aristotle
points towards the aporiae of book B. See Cooper 2012: 352. Connecting the first sentence of book a re-
sults in the following construction: Téxa yap &v ¢§ adt@v edmoprioatpév TL tpdg Tag Hotepov dmopiag,
6t mepl TRG dAnBeiag Oewpia T pev xakem) tfj 8¢ padia. / “For perhaps we may get some help
towards our later difficulties, since the investigation of the truth is in one way hard, in another easy.”
This is highly problematic. Here, the dti-clause gives the reason why we are to hope for help towards
the later difficulties. It is very implausible that someone intended to achieve this by the addition of 61t
to the beginning of book a.
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trarily added it there. Thus, w*" seems in fact to represent the older reading. Yet
it also stands to reason that at some point in the text-history of the Metaphysics
someone (namely, the person who inserted the piece we know as book a into what
we know as Metaphysics) must have added the word 1t at its beginning in order
to signal that this is not a complete treatise but an excerpt. This person was most
likely not Aristotle.”

In any case, Alexander, without recognizing it, finds the older reading in his
own text, but is furthermore (by way of a varia lectio) familiar with a slightly
modified, younger version of the text. This younger version of the text is what
we read in w*. Thus we ask: does Alexander here have once more access to the
version of @**? One should be careful with answering in the affirmative too rashly,
since the elimination of &tiis a temptation that could have been executed in more
than one manuscript independently of each other. Thus it may well be that (the
tradition of) w*® was not the only version of the Metaphysics in which 811 was ab-
sent. Still, it remains a strong possibility that Alexander refers to w® as the version
in which the 61t is absent.

3.5.2.4 Alex. In Metaph. 169.4-11 on Arist. Metaph. a 3, 995a12-19

In a 3 Aristotle presents observations on methods of teaching and their relation to
the relevant subject matter. The acquisition of knowledge of some subject through

study or instruction is a distinct enterprise from the investigation into the correct
method of the study or instruction. Further, different methods of acquisition are

254 255

appropriate to different sciences:** mathematical accuracy™® is inappropriate to
the study of nature, because nature involves matter and matter introduces impre-
cision.

Aristotle, Metaphysics a 3, 995a12-19

810 8¢t memardedobau [13] @G Ekaota dmodektéov, MG dtomov dua {ntelv émotiunv
[14] kai tpémov émotiung €ott 8¢ ovde Bdtepov padiov Aafeiv. v [15] &
axptporoyiav v padnuatiknyv odk év dnaotv amartn-[16]téov, AN’ €v Toig pr
£xovay DAny. 816mep 0b guotkodg 6 [17] Tpdmog: dmaca yap lowg 1) gvoig €xet VAnv.
S10 okentéov [18] Mp@TOV T £0TIV 1} PO OVTW Ydp Kal Tept TIVwV 1} LOKY [19]
Sfhov éota.

231t seems absurd to assume that Aristotle compiled his own work and included as part of it an
excerpt by himself. On the question of the composition of the Metaphysics see Menn 1995, Barnes 1997:
59-66, Hatzimichali 2013: 24-27; cf. 1; pp. 15-19.

»4On the ‘domain-specificity’ of Aristotle’s methods see Lennox 2011.

5 Aristotle speaks about mathematical accuracy and its appropriate application also in EN A 1,
1094b12-27. Cf. Alex. 169.1-4; Schwegler 1847¢: 112; Gigon 1983: 216-18; Szlezdk 1983: 242-43. Cf. also
Lennox 2011: 35-39.
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Therefore one must be already trained to know how to take each subject matter,
since it is absurd to seek at the same time knowledge and the method of acquiring
knowledge; and neither is easy to get. The accuracy of mathematics is not to be de-
manded in all cases, but only in the case of things that have no matter. Therefore its
method is not that of natural science; for presumably all nature has matter. Hence
we must inquire first what nature is: for thus we shall also see what natural science
treats of.

14 o0t Bdatepov B (ALP 168.25 00dE yap 10 £tepov) Ross Jaeger : ovdétepov a Bekker Bonitz
Christ || 15 v 8" axptpoloyiav] v akpiBoroyiav yap AL 169.4-5 || 17 TpéTOG W™ ALY Ar!
edd. : \oyog w*t (Al€169.9) Ar®

My analysis of this section will pay close attention to the word that Aristotle uses
for “method” in 995a16-17.2° A comparison of Aristotle’s word choice as we find
it in our manuscripts with the quotation in Alexander’s commentary shows that
w? read in 995a16-17 the word 6 Adyog in place of 6 Tpdmoc.>” Alexander’s com-
ments confirm the words of his quotation, but also indicate that he knew of the
alternative reading tpémoc.

Alexander, In Metaph. 169.4-11 Hayduck

mv akptfo-[s]hoyiav ydap, ¢noi, v pabnupatikiv ovk év dmactv
anattntéov, [6] AN €v Toig dvAolg, Omold €0t TA €E Agapéoews Te Kal
padnpatikd, [7] iowg évSetcvopevog v 61t TotadTng dkpipoloyiag xpeia kol TPOG
Ta [8] mapdvtar mept yap A wv 6 mept TOV TPWTWV ApX®V AOYOG Kai 00 cuvii-[9]
Bwv. 10 88 816ep 00 PUOLKOG O AGYy0og o™ Aéyel 8Tt dxpiPric Tpoei-[10]pnke
yap todto (ypdgetat 8¢ kai 6 TpdMOG, Kal € &v 6 Adyog w¢ ov [11] puoikod):

For “the minute accuracy,” he says, “of mathematics is not to be demanded in all
cases,” but only in the case of immaterial things such as the objects of mathematics,
[which are derived] from abstraction. Perhaps he is pointing out to us that precision
of this sort is needed for the present inquiry too, for the treatise [Adyog] on the first
principles deals with immaterial objects, not with things to which we are accus-
tomed. He says, “Therefore the treatise is not that of natural science,” because it is
precise, for he said this previously. (Also the reading ‘method’ [tp6mog] is transmit-
ted, and the sense of this would be that [such precision] is not characteristic of the
natural philosopher.)*’

PSCf. also 4.1.1 and 4.2.2, where I examine other aspects of this Metaphysics section. On the term
uébodog in Aristotle see Lennox 2011: 28-29.

»"The reading in w** (A6yoc) agrees with the Arabic translation by Ustath; the translation by Ishag,
however, confirms the directly transmitted reading tpémog. See my apparatus and Walzer 1958: 223.

»8This fjtot marks the first of two interpretations (see 169.11, , for the second). Since I am only
covering the first, I do not translate fjtot.

»9Sepulveda apparently wanted to make clearer what Alexander says and added clarifying re-
petitions (in quibusdam exemplaribus ... pro ratione ... modum). These do not necessarily indicate
that his Greek manuscripts differed from ours. However, we certainly miss the negation of modum esse
physici in Sepulveda’s text. Perhaps it dropped out in the Latin.
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8 mepl yap avlwv O (mepi dvAwv yap e S Brandis, Bonitz, Hayduck) : mept dOAwv A : €meldn) mepi
VAwv P? || 8-9 0b cuviiBwv A O : dovviiwv PP || 9 dxpiPrig A O : 6 dxpiPrig PP || 10 kai 6 LF :
0 A OPP|| 6 \oyog g o0 A O : Aéywy @G 6 Adyog ob PP || 10-11 ypdgetan 8¢ kai 6 tpomog, €in
&v 6 Aoyog wg ov guaikod] sed in quibusdam exemplaribus modus scribitur pro ratione, et tunc
sensus esset modum esse physici S

Alexander quotes from his Metaphysics text the statement that mathematical ac-
curacy is not to be demanded in all areas of inquiry (995a14-16), but is appro-
priate only for the study of immaterial things. He then suggests understanding
Aristotle’s statement to mean that mathematical precision is appropriate to the
inquiry undertaken in the present study, i.e., the Metaphysics, which he describes
as O mepl TOV MPpWTWV dpXd@V Adyoc. In the subsequent lines (169.9-10), Alexan-
der explicates Aristotle’s next sentence: S16mep 0V PuOLKOG 6 Adyog [w*: Tpdmog)
(995a16-17). He offers two interpretations of it.

Alexander’s first interpretation builds on the idea that Aristotle demands
mathematical accuracy also for the present inquiry into the first principles, since
it deals with immaterial objects, too. We can infer from this that Alexander un-
derstands the word A6yog, found in his text in place of Tpdmog (995a17), as “trea-
tise” or “theory” of the first principles: ‘“Therefore the present treatise (A6yoq) is
not that of natural science.” This puts metaphysics on the same level as mathe-
matics as far as methodology is concerned. For, as Alexander says, this Adyog is
axptPne (169.9). Alexander supports this understanding with a reference to what
Aristotle had earlier expressed (mpoeipnke yap 10070, 169.9-10). Alexander prob-
ably has in mind Metaphysics A 2, 982a25-28 (cf. 982a13): “And the most exact
(axpipéotatar) of the sciences are those which deal most with first principles; for
those which involve fewer principles are more exact than those which involve
additional principles, e.g. arithmetic than geometry.”

In this first interpretation of the clause 816mep o0 @uotkog 6 Adyog, Alexander
understands Aristotle’s word Adyog in just the way in which he himself used the
word A6yog in the preceding sentence of his commentary, that is, as ‘treatise on
the first principles’ (mepl 1@V mpd TV dpx@V AdYOG, 169.8). It does not seem to
bother Alexander that he projects his own understanding of Adyog onto Aristot-
le’s sentence.*? Alexander does not reconsider his interpretation even when en-

20 Metaph. A 2, 982a25-28: akpiBéotatal 82 TV Emotnudv ai pdhiota T@V TpdTwV elotv (ai yap
€ ehattovwy dxpiéatepal T@V ék Tpocbéoews Aeyopévwy, olov &plOunTikn yewpetpiag.

! ust prior to our passage, at a 3, 995a8-12, Aristotle also talks about the methodological import
of accuracy for teaching and investigation, but in this case there is no connection to the Metaphysics.
For this reason it is more likely that Alexander has in mind the passage in A 2.

62 At this point of the commentary Alexander states his understanding only briefly (169.9-10). Af-
ter having introduced the second interpretation (169.11-15), he returns to the first interpretation once
more saying (169.15-17): SOvatat 8¢ kai mept TOV TPOKeLEVWY AOYwV Aéyety, 6Tt oDk eiot puatkoi dvla
yap mept @v Aéyety Nuiv mpokettar, kal dkpipeotépwv Aoywv fj katd guotkd dedpeva. / “But Aristotle
might also be saying this about the arguments that concern us now—that sc. they are not [the kind
used in] natural [philosophy]; for it is immaterial objects about which we propose to speak, and they
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countering the varia lectio that reads tpomog instead of Adyog: 816mep 0V puotkodg
0 Tpémog. Even when faced with an alternative reading, Alexander stands firm in
his understanding of the sentence, and so to him tpdmog, just as Aoyog, refers not
to mathematics, but to the present treatise, the Metaphysics.*® Thus, Alexander
does not give much thought to the variant reading and the alternative it opens up,
but simply transfers his understanding of A6yog (169.8) to tpdmog without further
ado. He probably found the variant in the margin of his text, and for the sake of
thoroughness included it in his commentary, without having any further interest
in it.

Only thereafter, and hence without factoring in the variant reading, Alexander
turns to his second interpretation (fj 10 Aeydpevov Tolo0TOV €0TLV, 169.11-15) of
the sentence in 995a16-17.%* With this interpretation Alexander abandons his un-
derstanding of A6yog as ‘present treatise’ or ‘metaphysics’ and takes the sentence
just as we do (although we do it on the basis of the reading tpémog). According
to this understanding, Adyog (or, for us, Tpdmog) refers back to the mathematical
method of dealing with mathematical objects. The objects of mathematics, being
immaterial, admit of accuracy (dkptpoloyia) in their treatment. The mathemati-
cal Adyog is not the same as the Adyog of natural science.

Regardless of how one rates Alexander’s interpretations of the sentence in a16-
17, his comments make it clear that he read Adyog in w**, where w® read tp6moc.
Alexander is aware of the variant reading tp6mog, but mentions it in passing and
pursues none of its implications. He does not link the variant tpémnog to the ex-
pression tpémog émotApng in line 995a14,>° where Aristotle seems to have intro-
duced the word tpdmog as a relevant term for the present context.

How are the two readings tpémog (w®) and \6yog (w*!) to be evaluated? The
meaning of the word tpémog (“method,” “manner”)*® fits perfectly into the sen-
tence and its context.”” Furthermore, a few lines earlier, the term is introduced

require more accurate arguments than do natural objects.”

*9In line 169.10, the word A6yog means “sense,” “meaning” (see Septlveda’s sensus). Alexander
apparently uses the word Adyog in different senses within the same passage (see Dooley 1992: 59 1. 157).

264 Alex. In Metaph. 169.11-15: f} TO A\eyOpeVOV TOLODTGV 20TLY. T QUOIKA Sokel Tévta obv BN elva,
dula 8¢ T& pabnuatikd, 810 kai dkptBoloyiav emdéxetal, Ta 8¢ PuOLKA OVY OpOiWG. oi 81} TEepl TOV
pabnpatik@v Adyot epi T@v &AWV GvTeg obk eiot Quatkol” oV yap Tooavtnv dkptpoloyiov T& euotka
Svta ye odv DA xwpel. / “Or the statement means the following. All natural objects seem to exist with
matter, but the objects of mathematics are immaterial; hence the latter also admit of precise treatment,
but natural objects do not do so in the same way. Certainly the arguments about mathematical objects,
since they deal with immaterial things, are not [the kind used in] natural science; for natural objects
do not permit the same degree of precise statement, at least [inasmuch as] they exist with matter.”

*That Alexander read the expression Tpénog émotiung (995a14) in his Metaphysics text is con-
firmed by his paraphrase in 168.24-25.

28Cf. Bonitz 1870: s.v. TpOTIOG, p. 772b38-45. See, e.g. Arist. de An. A 1, 402a11-22.

*"There are, however, no parallel passages in which Aristotle speaks of Tpémog guowkdg in the
sense of “method of natural science.” Cf. IA 2, 704b13: mpog Ti|v uébodov v @uowknyv and Metaph.
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» «

in the phrase tpomog émotrung / “the method of science,” “the way of attaining
knowledge” (a14), and thus is established in the passage of our concern. Never-
theless the term Adyog seems to be a viable alternative. It could, together with the
reference back to the ‘accuracy of mathematics’ (dxptBoroyia),”® be understood
as mathematical teaching or discipline.”’ It is also possible to take the term A6yog
in the sense of ‘argument’ or ‘argumentative method.” Aristotle uses A6yog in this
sense, for instance, in EE A 6 (1216b35-1217a10), where he, in a way quite similar to
the passage in a 3, speaks of appropriate methods of investigation. Those who lack
training (amaudevoia, 1217a8; cf. memadedobat in a 3, 995a12) are unable to iden-
tify the appropriate Adyot for each subject.”® Assuming that Aristotle originally
had written the word Adyog in 995a17, one could explain the alternative reading
TpoOTOG as a later post-Aristotelian ‘correction’ that had been prompted by the
occurrence of T1pémog in line 995a14. And so even if the parallel passage in EE does
not provide conclusive evidence that A6yog is the original reading in a 3, it makes
it possible to see Adyoq as lectio difficilior. In that case Alexander’s text would once
more bear witness to the original reading that had been corrupted in w*.

All in all, however, the available evidence does not seem to allow for a con-
clusive decision in favor of Adyog as the original reading. What can be said with
certainty is that here we find another instance of Alexander knowing of a vari-
ant reading (tpdmog) that is identical to the reading in our manuscript tradition.
Should this reading be the correct reading of the original text (), it does not
necessarily follow that Alexander’s knowledge of it stems from w* or one of its
ancestors, for it is likely that the correct reading is found in many or even all oth-
er versions apart from w*". Alexander declares the reading tpémog to be a varia
lectio, as indicated by the standard formula ypagetat 6¢ kai (169.10), but he does
not tell us anything about the variant’s possible origin. By all appearances, he has
told us everything he knows about it. Nevertheless if w*"s reading (A6yog) is the
correct original (Q) and the variant reading tpémog, which is also in w®, is cor-
rupt, then we have further support for the conclusion that Alexander had sporadic
access to @ or one of its direct relatives via other commentaries or notes in his

M 1, 1076a9: év pév 1] nebddw tf) T@V Puokdv mept TG VANG. Nor are there parallel passages where
he speaks of a tpdmog pabnpatikog, in the sense of “method of mathematics,” which is the intended
meaning of tpomog (a1y) according to our understanding of the passage.

*8Focusing on the etymology of the term akpifo-Aoyia in line a15, one could suppose that Aristo-
tle refers back to it with Adyog in line a17.

**There is a parallel passage in which Aristotle speaks of pafnuatikol Aéyol (in contrast to
Swkpatikol sc. Adoyot) in Rh. T 16, 1416a19. A parallel case of the expression guoikoi Aoyot we find in:
GC A 2, 316a13.

770 Arist. EE A 6, 1217a8-10: dmaudevoia ydp 0Tt mept EkacTov Tpdypa T pi Suvachat kpivety Tovg
T oikeiovg Adyovg Tob mpdypatog kai Tovg dAAotpiove. / “for inability in regard to each subject to
distinguish arguments approporiate to the subject from those foreign to it is lack of training” (transl.
by Solomon, but modified).
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Metaphysics copy.

The four cases analyzed in 3.5.2.1-4 share the common feature that Alexander
cites in his commentary a varia lectio identical to that which a and f testify to be
the reading of w®. In those cases where the variant reading could also be the orig-
inal one (see 3.5.2.4), we do not need to assume that Alexander knows w*® through
this reading. But in those cases where the variant reading known to Alexander
and preserved in w* is a corrupt or certainly secondary version of the text (as we
saw in the three cases 3.5.2.1-3),72 it is reasonable to assume that Alexander refers
indeed to @* or one of its ancestors.””” The only caveat is that the corrupt reading
given in both w* and in Alexander’s variant is due to an error or change in the
text, which, given the nature of the error or change, could have easily occurred
more than once and so in different traditions of the text (cf. 3.5.2.3).2*

In light of 3.5, it can be concluded that Alexander occasionally is acquainted
with readings that differ from his own text (w*") and stem from other versions of
the Metaphysics. As shown in 3.5.1, Alexander knows about these variant readings
from earlier scholars and commentators such as Aspasius or from notes in the
margins or between the lines of w*". Among the variant readings known to Alex-
ander are corrupt readings that are identical with the reading we find in @*. On
the basis of those, we are allowed to conclude that Alexander via variae lectiones
had sporadic access to the version of w* (3.5.2). Since Aspasius is the only com-
mentator that Alexander refers to by name (3.5.1), it is, given the present knowl-
edge of the issue, most economical to suppose that Alexander knew of readings
from w® precisely via Aspasius’s commentary. We may assume, then, that an ear-
lier version of w*® was among the Metaphysics versions used by Aspasius; let us
refer to it as w*$"". We may then further subsume under the siglum w*$**™ those
texts from which Alexander’s variant readings stem that are not identical with the
reading in @*.”* Perhaps Aspasius drew from more than one Metaphysics text or
knew also of variant readings. The naming of w*$*" and w***™ does not suggest,
however, that Alexander necessarily knew all variant readings solely through As-
pasius. Alexander may very well have known further commentators, whom he
does not explicitly name in his commentary and whom I, for the sake of simplic-
ity, do not include in the chart given as appendix A. Additionally, some variant

“!Nothing suggests that the reading Tpémog found its way from Alexander’s commentary into w®,
although it is theoretically possible (cf. 5.1).

Y2The commentary passage in 174.25-27, commenting on 995a19-20, belongs also to this group
(see 4.1.1).

#3The theoretical possibility that the reading in w*® is only the result of a later implementation of
the reading from Alexander’s report of a varia lectio into w* does not need to be further considered in
those cases in which we do not have supplementary evidence that points to this explanation.

774Yet, on the other hand, in light of the case discussed in 3.5.2.3 one might want to argue about
how likely it actually is that 61t (993a29) was deleted in more than one instance.
75See the list of variant readings known to Alexander in 3.6.



COMMENTARY AS WITNESS TO THE METAPHYSICS TEXT 89

readings that Alexander reports might simply have been taken from anonymous
glosses in @A".#

The account I present in this chapter allows for the fact that Alexander was
not familiar with all peculiarities of the w*-version. Primavesi assumed that since
Alexander did not know that the phrase “we say in the Phaedo” (A 9, 991b3) had
been changed to “it is said in the Phaedo” in w®, Alexander did not know the
“common text” (which I call w*#).””” This assumption is compatible with my results

in that I claim that Alexander’s access to w* was limited and confined to occasion-

al variant readings. This assumption nonetheless needs to be modified: given my
findings it is incorrect to hold that Alexander did not know w* at all.

3.6 ALEXANDER’S DISTINCTION BETWEEN VARIANTS
AND CONJECTURES

A closer look at Alexander’s records of variant readings and conjectures not only
sheds light on Alexander’s handling of philological matters; it also gives us a clear-
er picture of the other Metaphysics versions circulating at his time as well as the
scholarly debate about Aristotle’s work. The present study investigates how Al-
exander’s Metaphysics text as well as his commentary itself relates to the text of
our directly transmitted manuscript tradition, and so it is vitally important to
distinguish between Alexander’s references to variae lectiones preserved in other
manuscripts or commentaries, and his own views on how Aristotle’s text could
be improved. Determining whether a suspicious phrase in our text stems from a
correction Alexander himself suggested depends on the evidence available in the
commentary. The question is then whether Alexander himself coins the phrase or
reports a variant reading.

In this section I will focus particularly on finding a criterion that allows us to
clearly distinguish between a varia lectio on the one hand and a conjecture put
forward by Alexander (or a colleague) on the other. Since this criterion will be
based on the information in Alexander’s commentary, the distinction it allows us
to make will always be limited to Alexander’s own view on the matter. In other
words, the criterion will tell us when Alexander takes something to be a varia lec-
tio of another manuscript and when he makes a suggestion of his own. Such a cri-
terion, as I will show in the following, can be gathered from the terminology that
Alexander applies in his reports of variant readings and conjectures. On the basis
of Alexander’s diction we can distinguish between two groups (list A and B):*®

76The version(s) from which these glosses stem may be referred to as ¢.
?77See Primavesi 2012b: 414 and 423: “So it seems that he knew neither the common text ... .>
8Moraux 2001: 429-31 also assumes two groups.
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A) variae lectiones”’

Alexander
36.12-13
46.23-24
58.31-59.2
59.23-27
75.26-27
91.5-6
104.20-21
138.26
145.21-25
169.10-11
194.3-4
251.21
273.34-274.1

339.18-20

@épetat 8¢ €v TIOL ypagr) TolavTr. ..
ypdoetat €v TIowW AVTL...

@épetal €V TIOL Ypa@rt) TOLWTH...
ypdoetat kai o0TwS. ..

s 2

ypagetar 8¢ £v TIoW AVTLYpA@QoLG AVTL. ..

ypdoetat €v TIoW. ..

... &V TIo1v 00 @épeTal.

ypdoetal kai xwpLg. ..

ypagetan 8¢ £v TIoW AVTLYpaQoLG. ..
ypagpetat 8¢ Kai...

ypdoetat €v Tiow ...

ypdoetat kai. ..

g Kai @épeTart &v TIoW. /

@épetal TIG Kal TolavTn ypar...
@épetan 8¢ kol obTwg 1y AéELG. ..

Metaphysics

A 4, 985b12-13%°
A 5, 987a10%%

A 6, 988a10-11°%
A 6, 988a12-13%%
A 8, 990a24%%

A 9, 990b30-31"%
A 9, 991227-b1%¢
a1, 993a30°Y
a1,993b22-24%%
a3, 995a16-17°%
B 2, 9972247

T 2, 1004a5>"!

T 4, 1006a18-21>"

T 8, 1012b8-102%

79Cf. Moraux 2001: 429-30 with n. 24. Moraux does not mention the passage in 251.21-23, but
includes in his list cases that I do not recognize as variae lectiones but rather as conjectures.

20Alex. refers to another version of the Metaphysics, in which the words xai domep T@Vv
pabnpatik@v follow after mabnudtwy (98s5b12).

#Alex. himself reading povaywrtepov, knows also the variant popuyxdtepov (46.23), which,
as Alex. notes, scholars interpreted in two divergent ways, one of which agrees with the p-reading

podakdtepov. The a-text reads petpidtepov. See Primavesi 2012b: 428-31.
828ee 3.5.1; pp. 62-63.

3 Alex. reports a variant reading, which is in fact the correct version of the (erroneous) reading
of his text (to €i8n T pev ... ta 8¢ émi). The correct reading is also found in p (té €idn pév ... 10 & &v
¢v), and with a slight variance in a (& €{dn ta pév ... 0 & €v év). Cf. Rashed/Auffret 2014: 61-65, who
in addition draw on the Arabic evidence, which agrees with the variant reading of Alexander (and ).

284 Alex. knows for the word adikia (w*t, @**) the variant dvikia.

5 Alex. cites a text in which pr (@A, @*) is absent in line 99ob31.

6 Alex. states that lines 991a27-b1 are missing in some manuscripts. Cf. 3.5.1; pp. 68-69.

*7See 3.5.2.3. Alex. presents a varia lectio that agrees with @® in not reading 67t in 993a30.

28Gee 5.4.2. Alex. knows for ovk &iStov (w*L, ) the variant o0 T aitiov ka®’ avTod, which is iden-

tical to the a-reading.

#9See 3.5.2.4. Alex. reads A\6yog but also knows the variant tpémog, the reading of the direct trans-

mission.

20 Alex. records the variant £(6” ai avtai as alternative to i adtar (B-reading). In his quotations,
however (192.11 and 193.1-2), we find also &ite avtai, which is identical to the a-reading.

#1Alex. knows the variant yévn &xov, the reading we find in B. His quotation in 251.10 shows yévn
£xovta to be the reading in w*", which is identical to a.

22Gee 4.2.3. Alex. knows several variants to the text in 1006a19—20. He knows that some manu-
scripts read o0 (a : o0xi B), which is absent from w*%; he also knows of the variant that does not read
ov (just as w**) and omits the particle yap (a20).

%3 Alex. quotes the variant 16 &\n6& § @dval f dmo@dvar kal 10 wedddg 2otiv. The B-text reads To
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341.30 ... o0 @épetat &v TIow.... T 8, 1012b22-28%
348.7-8 810 &v TwoL ypdgetat. .. A 1,1013221-23%"
354.31-32 ypdpetat 8¢ kal... A 3,1014226-27%°

356.34-35 @épeTar 8¢ Ev TIoL AVTLYPAQOLG ... A 3,1014b2-3%7

417.2-3 ypdgetat kai. .. A 18,1022a35-36°%

439.3-5 ypagpetar 8¢ kai €v TIot. .. A 30,1025232-33%

Fr. 4b Freuden-  Instead of that, another manuscript has/ A 1, 1069232
thal (72.18-20)  An Stelle dieser Worte aber findet sich
in einer anderen Handschrift folgendes /
Et in alia scriptura invenitur sic...

Fr. 12 Freuden- as is found in some manuscripts / A 3,1070218°"

thal (86.25-26) ... wie es sich auch in einigen
Handschriften findet

Fr.13b Freuden-  The meaning of this passage is more A 3,1070a20%"
thal (88.15-22)  clearly expressed in another manuscript /
Der Sinn dieses Abschnittes liegt noch
Klarer in einer anderen Abschrift vor /
Et hoc invenitur manifestius in alia
scriptura sic...

In Greek manuscripts and also in papyri (e.g., from the second century AD) we

dAnBeg gdvar fj amogavat yeddog oty and a f 0 dAnBeg pavat fj dropdvat yeddog EoTiv.

4 According to Alex. the passage 1012b22-28 is not transmitted in some manuscripts.

#Gee 5.4.1. Alex. knows for kah6v (%, B) the variant kak6v, which is the reading in a.

#6See 3.5.2.1. Whereas ! reads &Staupétov 1 idet, Alex. knows also the variants aSiapétov 1@
€idel el Etepov €ldog () and &diatpéTov eig TO adTod eldog.

7 Alex. reports the variant T@v TpLdv pécwv, whereas in his text he reads T@v Tp1@v (356.21). The
a-text reads ék TOV TPLOV, the B-text ék TOV TPLOV péowV.

2% Alex. knows for the word kexwpiopévov the variant kexpwopévov. Cf. 1022a30-31. See also Dool-
€y 1993: 101 1. 442.

%9 Alex. reports the words kai Tadta {Sia aftia as a variant. It is not entirely clear, however, which
part of the transmitted text (kai Tabta pev évdéxetat didia eivar ...) should be replaced by these words.

30 Alex. quotes as a variant reading the words 1} & &i8tog (1069a32), which are transmitted in w*
but usually athetized in our editions, and which are absent in the text that Alexander prefers (as well
as in the Arabic tradition in Ar™ and in Themistius’s text). The text without these words is probably
original. Cf. Freudenthal 1885: 44 and Walzer 1958: 224.

e 3.5.2.2. Alexander’s text (w*!) most likely read the words oi t& &8n T18évteg paoav for
which Alexander records the variant IIAdtwv €¢n that is found in our text (1070a18: II\dtwv épn a: 6
IM\atwv &pn A® &). Cf. Freudenthal 1885: 86 with n. 3.

392 Alexander refers to another manuscript in which (among other differences that are difficult to
determine due to the desparate state of the Arabic text) the words kai &topog (1070a20) are absent.
They are present in Alexander’s text (Freudenthal 1885: 86 n. 3), but are absent in our text (Freun-
denthal 1885: 88: 17-23). Cf. Freudenthal 1885: 88 n. 2 (“der Text ist hier in Ar. und Hebr. unheilbar
zerriittet”) and Martin 1984: 119 with n. 16.
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encounter in the margins or between the lines cues whose purpose is to alert the
reader to variae lectiones.>” These cues are often standard formulas such as év
d\\w / &v tot / yp(apetar). In Alexander’s commentary we find such formulas
serving exactly that purpose: épetat or ypagpetal (+ kai / €v tiowv).*** When Alex-
ander mentions divergent manuscripts he speaks of them in the plural: £v Tio(v)
(avtiypdgotg) / “some (manuscripts).”® This plural masks an indeterminate
number of manuscripts; the exact number is most likely unknown to even Alex-
ander himself. It can safely be ruled out that Alexander uses the plural to indicate
that he himself encountered the variant reading in several manuscripts.**

By contrast, the second group of remarks on textual issues includes all those
commentary passages in which an emendation is suggested.”” Here, the termi-
nology comes in a greater variety,*® yet the expressions Alexander uses are often
similar to standard expressions that are regularly found in commentary literature
and scholia.*”

B) Conjectures and suggested emendations

Alexander Metaphysics
11.4-5 EN\elmer. .. A 2, 982221
37.20-21 €in & &v kataAAn\dtepov Exovoa ) Aéks, A 5, 985b26™"

el...

33See West 1973: 12. On papyri see McNamee 1977: 55-56 and esp. 90-96; Dover 1997: 47.

3%40Other commentators also use these or similar formulas: Simplicius repeatedly uses the formula
ypdpetar 8¢ kai (obtwg) (see In Cael. 460.10; 483.13-14 Heiberg; CAG VII; In Phys. 129.24-25; 239.28
Diels; CAG IX). See also Michael of Ephesus (for instance, In Metaph. 446.29; 537.15; 541.26 Hayduck).
The formula ypdgetat + €v Ti0, which Alexander uses several times, can be found in commentators
and grammarians such as Aristonicus of Alexandria, De signis Iliadis, Z 240, p. 121 Friedlander; H s, p.
126 Friedldnder; © 213, p. 143 Friedldnder; Anonymous, In EN 195,1 Heylbut; and Michael of Ephesus,
In SE 18.22; 110.7 Wallies.

305Cf. Fazzo 2012a: 62 n. 35.

3%6See 3.1 and McNamee 1977: 92-93 on &v Tiot and Tvéq in papyri.

*7There are some passages (not included in the list) in which Alexander seems to propose an al-
ternative formulation of Aristotle’s words simply for the purpose of commenting on it. See, e.g., that
Alexander’s oft-used formula “[ Metaphysics text] ... icov 1@ [Alexander’s reformulation]” introduces,
we can say confidently, an explanation of the text rather than an emendation. Cf. 21.21-25, 44.9-10,
59.16-19, 93.10, 109.30-110.2, 141.29-30, 206.9-11 (see 5.1.1), 316.27-29, 321.1-3; on the formula Svvatat
x (kai) avti oD y eipnrévat see 5.1.2.

3%In Moraux’s (2001: 430 n. 25) list of Alexander’s conjectures the following are absent: 11.3-5,
70.7-9, 164.22-25, 172.13-15, 174.25-27, 185.21-25, 244.31-32, 264.17-18, 270.12—17, 330.1-3. Moraux in-
cludes in his list 54.11-13, where Alexander points out that 8¢ should be taken as ydp (10 8¢ dnetpov
elmev avti 10D 10 yap dmelpov, 54.11-12). This is not about changing the text; it is about understanding
what Aristotle means to say.
399See the overview given by Dickey 2007: 150-66.
30Gee 4.2.1. Alex. wants to add t& mévta to the text.

3 Alex. suggests reading ydp instead of 8¢.
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46.20-23 ... \eimot aw... A 5, 987a11-13°2
68.3-4 duewvov yeypagbal... A 8, 9892261
70.7-8 E\\elmet. .. A 8, 989b2o—21%"
114.22; &V 1 ... yeypappévov... Sokel 8¢ pot A 9, 992a2-3""
116.25-27 1) AéE1G pn) obtwg Exery...
141.11-13 & pevyovTég Tveg EvnANayBat gaci TV a1, 993bg—7""
g kad eivat 1O kKatéAAnhov avTi...
141.19-21 Kai €in &v dmepPatov év T AéEet TolodToV...
141.24-26 Suvatat kai Aeimety i Méget 10...
164.22-25 10 avtd 88 onpaivor dv kai €l €in a 2, 994b25-26%7
YEYPAUUEVOV. .. TIVEG 82 ... Ypagouat,
Kai ggnyodvrat v Aé&w ...
167.11-12 €l 8¢ €ln yeypappévov... Aeimot &v... a3, 995a1"®
172.13-15 €ln 8¢ &v xataAAn\dtepov, &t ... B 1, 995a27°"
£in yeypaupévov
174.25-27 TIVEG ... TIPOOYpdgovot... a 3, 995a19—20°%
185.22-24 TO KAaT@ANASV 20Tt TiG AéEewg: . .. B 2, 996b18-20°%
186.31-33 duewvov yeypdagbal ... B 2, 996b24-25"*
193.32-33 \einel yap todto i Aékel ... evBel yap ... B2, 997224’

312 Alexander’s cautious formulation makes it difficult to decide whether he really wants to have
v 8§ avt@v added to the text. Such an addition would narrow down the number of philosophers
Aristotle refers to. Cf. Dooley 1989: 73 n. 152.

BSee 5.3.4. Alex. proposes to read dAdywg instead of eDAOyws.

34 Alex. indicates that the word dx6\ovBa is missing from the text (70.8). Jaeger, inspired by Alex-
ander’s suggestion, adds dkoAovBet to line 989b13 of the Metaphysics.

3 Moraux (2001: 430 n. 24) is unsure about how to classify this passage, but opts for a varia lectio.
Alexander extensively discusses the two readings aStagopot and Sidgopot (w*" and w*), in the end
(116.25-27) supporting Stdgopot (cf. the lemma in 114.20). Al does not indicate that the alternative
reading adidgopot is a varia lectio (pace Primavesi 2012¢). Rather, it looks as though Alex. engages an
emendation proposed by a predecessor. The rejected reading was incorporated into the Arabic version
of the text (see Crubellier 2012: 315).

318Moraux 2001: 430 n. 24 only mentions the last of a total of three suggestions. Alex. discusses in
detail the sentence in 993b4-7 and declares it contradictory. First, he refers to a conjecture made by
others (ttveg ... gaot), then he offers two suggestions that are probably his own: first he suggests a
transposition (141.19-21), second the addition of médvtag dua (141.24-29). See also below.

7See 5.1.4. Alex. conjectures &v ktvovpéve () for kivovpéve.

38Gee 4.1.1. Alex. wants to delete £tt (wAL).

319 Alex. conjectures yap for 8&. Cf. Laks 2009: 39.

320Gee 3.5.2.4 and 4.1.1. Alex. reports that “some” added a sentence at the end of book a.

321 Alex. suggests transposing an epexegetic relative clause. It is questionable whether he proposes
an emendation to the text here or rather just explicates it.

322 After having gone through several interpretations of the transmitted text (186.9-31), Alex. sug-
gests adding to the sentence the negation ovk (see also pp. 257-58 n. 282).

32 Alex. states that one should add (in thought only?) the words waég #ota Oewpelv te kai Setkvivat
from the previous sentence. It is questionable whether this is meant to be an emendation to the text (as in
Moraux). It seems more likely that Alexander wants to draw attention to Aristotle’s elliptical expression.
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224.18-19 10 avTd 8¢ onpaiver, k&v { B 4, 1001a19-20°*
YEYPAUUEVOV ...
233.26 duewvov 8¢ yeypagBau. .. B 6, 1002b24**
244.31-32 1O pv katdAAn\ov Tig Aé€edg 2otv-... T 2,1003b19°%
251.2-5 nv &v cagéotepa T& Aeyopeva, i Qv N I 2,1003b22-
NéEig abtn keypévn mpo ... 1004a4°%
264.17-18 \eimel 8¢ tf) AéEer ... T 2, 1005a14-15°%
267.14-21 Soxel 8¢ pot attn 1 Aéq. .. T Té&w Exewv T 3, 1005b2-11%
270.15-17 ... £ Teploood Sokel Tpookeiohal. .. T 3,1005b26-27°%
273.34-36 kataAAnAGTepov 88 1) AéEig ExoL &v, el ... T 4,1006a20%"
£ln yeypappévov
285.34-36 \eimeL yap... T 4,1007220-23>%
288.9-11 Stvatar yeypdgbau. .. T 4,1007a33-34"%
3211 &v8el 8¢ T Aéker ... T 6,1011228-31*
330.1-3 \eimovtog Tfj MéEet ... T 7, 1011b23-
1012a1°%
349.5-6 E\\eimot 8 &v... A 2, 1013227-93%

324 Alex. reformulates the sentence to make its meaning clearer. Moraux speaks of a varia lectio, but
it might rather be the case that Alex.’s Aéyet in 224.19 is paraphrasing Aristotle’s Ofoetat (cf. Madigan
1992: 176 n. 393).

32 Alex. suggests reading &\’ €{8et in place of kal idet in 1002b24. Ross follows this suggestion (cf.
Ross 1924: 250). Jaeger athetizes kol €iSet.

26In this case, too, it is not clear whether Alex. reorganizes Aristotle’s sentence in his own para-
phrase or whether he proposes an actual emendation to the text.

327 Alex. suggests transposing the passage 1003b22(&i 81)) ~1004a2(¢vavtiwv) after 1004a9(pabnpacty)
so that the sentence kai ... odotat (1004a2-3) follows directly upon the sentence 810 ... €id®v (1003b21-
22). Jaeger puts the text in 1003b22-1004a2 into double-brackets, marking it as a later addition by Aris-
totle. Madigan (1993: 149 n. 115) seems to interpret Alex. as suggesting connecting (at least in thought)
just the sentence kai ... ovoiat (1004a2-3) so that is follows after 610 ... ei6@v (1003b21-22).

3281t is unclear whether Alex. merely wants to draw attention to an elliptical expression or proposes
an emendation (cf. 193.30-33).

329 Alex. suggests (Sokel 8¢ pot) transposing 1005b2-5 behind 1005bs-8.

330 According to Alex., 8¢ in 1005b26 is to be discarded. It seems that Alex. wants to have the sen-
tence follow asyndetically, perhaps to mark it as the reason for the aforesaid. The text of the commen-
tary is problematic. Madigan (1993: 50 with n. 287) thinks that Alexander wants to replace 8¢ with
yap. Sepulveda’s translation of this commentary passage (dictio enim plena est...) suggests rather that
Alexander proposes deleting 8¢ without substitution.

BlGee 4.2.3.

332Gee 5.2.2. Alex. proposes adding kad.

333 Alex. conjectures to read in 1007a34 kaf’ ob instead of the transmitted kaB6\ov. The editors
Bonitz (see 1842: 116), Christ, Ross, and Jaeger adopted Alexander’s suggestion. Cassin/Narcy and Hec-
quet-Devienne do not follow his suggestion.

34 Alex. wants to heal a lacuna in Aristotle’s text (1011a28-31) by adding padia 1| &ndvtnois. For
other suggestions on the text see Jaeger 1917: 513-16; Ross 1924: 281-82; Cassin/Narcy 1989: 249-51.
335See 4.3.3. Alex. suggests supplementing #xeL.

336 Alex. misses the word Sn\wtikég, which would clarify the connection between 6 Aéyog and i fijv
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€N & &v 10 eipnuévov oagés, &i €ln A 4,1014b18-19%7
TPOOKEIIEVOV. ..
Soxel 8 1) &g abtn ENmdg elpfjobat. A 6, 1016b11°%
... €N & &v oagng N AEEL. .. el gln
YEYPAUUEVOV. ..
433.15-16 gveoTt kal...avayvaval ..., tva fj O A 29,1024b26-28%
Aeyopevov
Fr. 12 Freuden- Es ist moglich, den Sinn dieser Stelle A 3,1070a218-19>%
thal (87.10-11) einfacher zu gewinnen, wenn wir die
Worte umkehren... /
it would be easier to understand what
he means if the word ... was transposed
from its place ... /
Et erit manifestior iste sermo si
mutaverint hanc particulam ...

The passages of list B share the feature that Alexander either reports a conjec-
ture made by others or discusses an emendation proposed by himself. Alexan-
der’s diction in discussing these alternative manners of expression varies greatly
depending to the kind of problem and the suggested solution—there is no fixed
set of formulae such as ypdgetat or pépetat. When Alexander regards a word or
expression as missing he indicates this by (éA\)Aeinet or similar expressions (11.5,
70.8, 264.17, 285.35; cf. éAAeimot &v in 349.5; Aelmovtog in 330.2; EAMTOG eipfioBal
in 368.7).*" There are various possibilities of expressing criticism of a transmitted
phrase or sentences: e.g., Sokel 8¢ pot adtn ) AEiG... TNV Té&Lv Exewv (267.14-21) or
gvnANGxBar aot v A&y kai efvan TO katdAnlov avTic... (141.11-12).

We see that the verb ypdgetv is not confined to the description of variae lec-
tiones but appears also among passages discussing conjectures or emendations.
The mode in which the verb appears nevertheless differs. When Alexander con-
siders or suggests an emendation for the text he uses phrases such as: duervov
yeypdOat... (68.3; 186.31; 233.26); ei (8¢) (...) €N yeypappévov... (164.22-23;
167.11; 172.13-14; 368.14); &V 1] ... yeypappévov... (114.22; 224.19). We often find
here conditional clauses and a tone considerably more cautious than that found

elvat: the AGyog is the Opiopdg of the essence. Whether Alexander here really wants to change the text
is unclear. Cf. Dooley 1993: 17 with n. 29.

337 Alex. suggests adding f{7ig in order to make the meaning clearer (ca@£q).

338 Alex. suggests changing ¢nel 8 ot into #11 £ot1. He (correctly) misses a main clause. This con-
jecture has been incorporated into the y-branch of the Metaphysics text, and the editors Bonitz, Christ,
Ross and Jaeger follow Alexander’s suggestion.

39 Alex. discusses the possibility of reading 7 yev8i¢ for f yevdig.

*0Gee 5.1.5. Alex. suggests transposing a part of the sentence and reading 67t €idn &otv om600
oozl elnep EoTwy €0 (w*F) instead of §11 elnep EoTiv €1dn, EoTiv OMOOA QUOEL

10n the use of (é\)\efmet in scholia and commentaries see Dickey 2007: 119.
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in his reports of a variant reading.**? This cautiousness is programmatic and leads
to the reason why Alexander’s tone differs between the description of a varia lectio
and that of a conjecture: many of the supposed suggestions for a reformulation of
the Aristotelian text are not so much meant as a call for textual intervention but
rather intended as clarification and explication of what Aristotle actually meant.**®

The distinction between group A (varia lectio) and B (conjecture) has so far
been drawn on the basis of Alexander’s diction. That Alexander’s terminology
indeed provides a trustworthy criterion is confirmed by the following passage,
which is indeed the exception that proves the rule. In this single case, Alexander
treats the very same alternative reading first as a conjecture and then as a varia
lectio.

Alexander, In Metaph. 273.34-36 Hayduck (ad 1006a18-21)

kataAAnhdtepov 8¢ 1) NéEig Exot &v, &i [35] dvTi ToD ToDTO pEv yap taya &v Tig
vmoldPor 1o ¢§ dpxii¢ aitelv [36] €in yeypappévov to TodTO PV TAXA &V TIG,
WG Kal pEpeTal €V TIOLV.

The sentence would be more consistent if, instead of “for this one might perhaps
take to be begging the question,” it read “this one might perhaps ...,
in some witnesses.

> as it is found

In this passage Alexander wants to eliminate an inconsistency he encounters in
a passage of his Metaphysics text (w*"). We know on the basis of the evidence in
@ that this inconsistency had been caused in w*" by a dropout of the negation
oV (see 4.2.3). Alexander discusses possible ways of removing the incongruity in
the Metaphysics text. His first suggestion is to delete the particle yap so that the
sentence no longer appears to be an explanation of what was said before.

Given Alexander’s presentation of this solution, one expects it to be his own
conjecture. In the sentence introducing his suggestion, the verb in the apodo-
sis stands in the potential optative, followed by an optative + &i in the protasis
(katadAnAdTtepov 6¢ 1) A€l €xot dv, el ... €l yeypappévov):*** “the sentence
would be more consistent if it read... .” Yet, this diagnosis hits only half of the
truth. For Alexander continues saying that the reading without ydp is actually
found in some manuscripts: kol gépetat £v Tiowv. Here Alexander uses one of his
characteristic formulas and thus marks the deletion of yap as a varia lectio.

In this exceptional passage Alexander first presents a solution as his own emen-
dation and then refers to the evidence in another manuscript, where the proposed

32Moraux 2001: 430: “In solchen Fillen schligt er Anderungen, Streichungen, Ergéinzungen oder
Transpositionen vor. Er tut es aber meistens mit vorsichtigen Formeln wie etwa: ‘Mir scheint, es wére
besser, passender, sinnvoller, so und so zu schreiben.”

3 Again, this is in line with the terminological evidence in scholia and other commentaries.

*4The optative in the protasis expresses an imaginary state of affairs (“blofe Vorstellung”) or arbi-
trary assumption (“etwas willkiirlich Angenommenes”): Kithner/Gerth IL, § 576; p. 477.
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emendation already occurs as part of the text (g kai @épetar). Why does Alex-
ander discuss the deletion of the yap in such a curious way? In other words, why
does he present it as both a conjecture and a varia lectio? Two related motivations
come to mind. On the one hand, presenting the deletion of yap as his own idea
allows him to show off that he came up with a textual solution that is actually
found in other manuscripts. On the other hand, letting his reader know that his
suggestion is in fact a varia lectio lends credence to the validity of his suggestion.
Alexander would not want to miss the opportunity to use the evidence that fa-
vors his case. These two entangled motivations entail an important consequence:
whenever Alexander speaks in favor of an alternative reading without adducing
evidence from another manuscript, we may safely assume that such evidence was
not available to him.

Thus, this case of a twofold characterization as a conjecture and alternative
reading does not falsify my thesis that Alexander’s diction allows us to draw a
clear line between what he takes to be a varia lectio and what he poses as a conjec-
ture. Quite to the contrary, this passage confirms the validity of the rule. For, this
passage shows precisely that a phrase like ‘it would be better if the text read x” does
not introduce or even include the possibility of a varia lectio. Moreover, Alexan-
der distinguishes clearly between two types of sources, which in this case, are in
agreement: there is, first, his own creativity and, second, the evidence of another
version of the Metaphysics. As this commentary passage shows, the two sources
are markedly distinct and Alexander does not merge them together in order to
make his statement shorter. Rather, he can easily combine them precisely because
they are clearly differentiated in his thoughts and in his words.

The differentiation between a varia lectio and a conjecture pertains only as
far as Alexander’s knowledge about the status of the alternative reading extends.
What Alexander describes as a varia lectio most likely was marked as such already
in his source, i.e., in other commentaries or marginal notes in his Metaphysics
copy. At the same time, such a variant reading can still have emerged from a prior
scholar’s conjecture. Yet, those readings that Alexander ascribes to conjecture are
surely either attributable to his own interpretation of the transmitted text or to
someone else’s.

While Alexander’s diction allows for a clear distinction between varia lectio
and conjecture,* there is no such clear differentiation between Alexander’s own
emendations and those proposed by others. Alexander rarely mentions other
commentators or exegetes by name (see 3.5.1). It is only on those rare occasions
when he is discussing a textual problem in some detail that he distinguishes be-
tween his own proposed solution and that of his predecessors. See, for instance,

1t is not always clear whether Alexander’s suggestion for improving a formulation in the Meta-
Pphysics is actually meant as a call for textual intervention or is rather to be taken as a commentator’s
clarifying explication of Aristotle’s words. For examples, see above n. 307.
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the passage in 141.6-8 (commenting on o 1, 993b4-7). Alexander observes that
Aristotle’s statement appears inconsistent (éxet 8¢ Tt 1 Aé€1g akatdAAnlov...) with
what was said before. Alexander then reports a solution that has been proposed by
others (t1vég): “In an attempt to avoid [this seeming inconsistency], certain [inter-
preters] say that the text has been reversed, and that the appropriate reading is...”
(0 pevyovtég Tiveg v axBat gaot Thv AEEv kai elvan O kKatdAAnAov avTig. ..,
141.11-12). Subsequent to this Alexander presents further proposals for solving the
problem; evidently these are his own. The caution with which he proposes this
interpretation indicates so much: “Perhaps, however, it is better to understand
the text ...” (umote 8¢ duewvov TG MéEewg dkovewv ..., 141.14). Further on he
refers back to this explanation, his own: “in the way we have just explained” (@¢
TIPOELPTKALLEY, 141.14-15). He continues with suggestions for transposition (kai &in
&v OmepPatov év i Aé€et TolodTov, 141.19-20) or addition (SOvatan kai Aeimewv T
\éEeL 10, 141.24-25) of words or phrases. These also seem to be Alexander’s own,
as he does not mention “some” others anymore.**

In many cases, however, it is difficult to determine whether Alexander presents
his own conjecture or just reports an emendation he found in the literature.*’
One might ask whether we are allowed to assume that whenever Alexander does
not mention Ttvég we are dealing with his own suggestion on the text. This ques-
tion will be addressed in those cases where we want to find out whether Alexan-
der’s comments influenced the transmission of the Metaphysics.

346See also the comparison between earlier conjectures and Alexander’s own in 164.15-165.5 (see
5.1.4).

**Since Aristotle’s usage of the particle 8¢ is one of Alexander’s pet issues, we may assume that
most of the proposed textual changes that involve the particle 8¢ go back to Alexander himself. At
several places, he wants to either delete 8¢ or substitute it by ydp. In 172.14-15 (comments on 995a27),
Alexander wants to interpret 8¢ in the sense of a yap (cf. Denniston 1954, s.v. 8¢ .C.1(i), pp. 169-70) or
even replace it: €in 8¢ &v kataAAnAdtepov, el avti Tod EoTL 8¢ €in yeypappévov €0t ydp. / “It would be
more consistent with this if, instead of ‘but it is,” he had written “for it is.”” Further passages in which
Alexander critically engages with Aristotle’s usage of 8¢ are: 54.11-12, 270.12-17, and 295.29-32 (see
5.2.4). See also Laks 2009: 39 n. 43.



CHAPTER 4

Alexander’s Text (w*) and the Direct
Transmission (w+)

Alexander used one copy of the Metaphysics (w*") when composing his commen-
tary. Now and then he shows knowledge of variant readings, obtained either from
marginal notes in his own copy or from other, earlier commentaries (see 3.5). His
commentary can be dated to about AD 200; this date thus gives us the terminus
ante quem for w*™. In order to determine how Alexander’s copy of the Metaphys-
ics relates to the text of the direct transmission (w*) I will examine both versions
for “indicative errors” (errores significativi). In doing so, I will follow the rules of
textual criticism that were most succinctly set out by Paul Maas.' The rules for es-
tablishing relationships between textual witnesses by means of “separative errors”
and “conjunctive errors” (Trenn- and Bindefehler) hold also for reconstructed
witnesses.” In the following, I will deal solely with reconstructed versions of the
text: a and B are reconstructed from our manuscripts, w* from the agreement of
aand . These versions can be reconstructed in their entirety, that is, for the com-
plete text of the Metaphysics. By contrast, only parts of the versions w*" and (to
a lower degree) w*S*! and w***™ (see 3.5) can be reconstructed from Alexander’s
commentary.

4.1 SEPARATIVE ERRORS IN @w® AGAINST o’

I will first examine separative errors in @* that are not shared by w*". The possibil-
ity that the text in all our manuscripts is corrupt while Alexander’s commentary
alone bears witness to the correct reading (or a reading prior to the corruption)
has already been considered, however fleetingly and hesitantly, by Brandis in
1823.° Since then, and especially since Bonitz’s Metaphysics edition in 1848, the

'See 1; pp. 12-14.
2Maas 1958: 3—4.
3See for example Brandis 1823 app. crit. ad a1, 993b1 (= 35.21 Brandis): fort leg. pfite mavtwg cf. Alex.
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number of readings of Aristotle’s text that are based on Alexander’s testimony
has increased steadily.* Among these readings, however, are corrections whose
basis in Alexander is doubtful.® The following three examples are cases in which
Alexander clearly and justifiably reads the correct text while our Metaphysics text
has suffered corruption:®

(i) A 9, 991b3—4: In the context of his critique of the Platonic theory of Forms
in A 9, Aristotle speaks on several occasions in the first person plural (“we”...). In
doing this, he regards himself as a member of the Academy.” Whereas the a-ver-
sion (agreeing with Alexander’s testimony) preserves these verb forms in several
cases in A 9, the B-version’s verbs have been “corrected” to third person plural
forms (“they...”). In one passage of the text, both versions, a and B, and hence w*,
have the third person form “it is said,” whereas Alexander’s commentary alone
bears witness to what is the correct reading “we say,” which was read in w*": A 9,

Bonitz 1848 takes up Brandis’s suggestion and puts ndvtwg in his text.

*Bonitz follows Alexander’s authority (64.27 Hayduck), for example, in A 8, 988b26 and deletes
the words kai ¢Bopas.

*For example, it is problematic to replace éktonwtépws (989b3o w®) by éktonwtépolg on the ba-
sis of Alexander’s paraphrase (71.14), as done by Bonitz (followed by Christ, Ross, and Jaeger), or to
add kai AiBog to the text (1008a25-26) on the basis of Alexander’s amplifying paraphrasis (290.29-31;
295.25-26), as done by Jaeger.

®The same holds for the cases analyzed in 3.5.2.1-3. Further passages to be considered are: A
3, 983b32: T@OV MONTOV W : non reddit ALP 25.18; — A 8, 989b20-21: VOV @atvopévolg paAlov w*f:
pavopévolg pdov Al 28.12-13 AL 70.7; - B 2, 996a24: adT0d 0 : abTod AL<182.6,13 ALP182.5; - A
27, 1024227: éxn 0 : Exet AL 428.1; - A 5, 987a10: HaAaKOTEPOV B, LETPLOTEPOV @ : pOVAXWTEPOV Al
46.23-24; — I’ 4, 100726: 0Tl 0 : #oTau AlLP 283.29; — A 2, 1013b6: elvar w* : eivar kad” adToO kai ALP
350.22 Al 350.25; — A 6, 1016a34: T{ v €lvat : non reddit Al. 366.11-13, 15-16; — A 7, 1017235: ACOUHETPOG
@ : oOupeTpog ALP 372.6-9; — A 30, 1025a15: 88 B : om. a1 G ALP 437.21; - T 2, 1003b28-29: 10 EoTIV O
&dvBpwmog kal &vBpwmog kai elg dvBpwmog a : 0 €l oty &vBpwmog kai EoTv dvBpwmog B : TO EoTv 6
&dvBpwmog GvBpwmog kai £otiy &vBpwmog Al (I am grateful to Stephen Menn for this example); - A 1,
1069a32: /| § &idtog w*® ALY¥: om. Al Fr. 4b Freudenthal (72.18-25) (see also 3.6).

There is further a group of passages given in @, about which Alexander is completely silent in
his commentary and which therefore are likely to have been absent from w*": A 3, 984a22-25 (Aéyw
& olov obte 10 EOMovV ... TAG petaBoliic aitiov) : non reddit Al. 29.5-8; — A 4, 985a13-17 (&A\ olov év
Talg paxas oi dydpvaotot ... Aéyovowv) : non reddit Al. 34.3-6; — B 1, 995b29-31 (olov ndtepov {@ov
... kaf’ Exaotov) : non reddit Al 177.26-178.2; - T 2, 1004b28-29 (olov 0Tdo1G TOD £VOG Kiviolg 8¢ TOD
mARBovg) : non reddit Al. 260.30-261.16; - T 4, 1008a19—20 (olov &t AevkOV Kai ALY Tt 00 AevkdV)
: non reddit Al 294.34-295.9; — A 2, 1013b26-27 (kal TéAog TOV &M wv ¢0é\et elvan) : non reddit Al©
352.4; — A 6, 1016a27: (olov inmog &vBpwrog kVwv év Tt Tt Tévta {@a) : non reddit Al. 364.40-365.7;
- A 6,1016b28-31 (kai dvtiotpéyavte 8f) 1 pév Sixf Stapetov ... otrypr.) : non reddit Al. 368.34-37;
- A 27, 10242a15-16 (el KOME kOAoPdg, &1t efvan kOAKka) : non reddit Al. 426.33-427.7 (cf. 1024a 24 and
Al. 427.32-36). All these passages share characteristic features of later additions: they offer examples
or slightly repetitive explications of something already said. And so it is tempting to regard them as
later additions in w*, of which wA" was free. Yet, it is always risky to make an argument e silentio and
in this case one could counterargue that Alexander has disregarded them in his commentary precisely
because these passages contain examples and the like.

’See Jaeger 1965 and Primavesi 2012b: 412—20.
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991b3—4: Aéyopev Al'106.7 Al.£106.9 Ascl! 90.19 : AéyeTat w* Ar™.

(i) A 9, 993a5: Alexander (together with the Arabic transmission) reads in his
text the correct example: the syllable {a and its components g, §, and a. The read-
ing in w* has been corrupted in a way that is etymologically plausible:® {a ALP
132.14-133.4 C (ex £a) Ar® (Walzer 1958: 224) : £€a {: opa @ || § ALP 132.17 { Ar®
(Walzer 1958: 224) : pt ™.

(iii) T 4, 1008b11-12: While our manuscripts all read megukdtwv (@*), Alexan-
der’s paraphrase reveals that he read gut@v or ye puT@V:® TEQUKITWY W™ Bekker
Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : ex ALP 298.31, 299.2, 7 ye uT@V Ross, gutdv
Bonitz Christ Jaeger.

In the following I will analyze in detail four cases in which we can determine
separative errors in w* that wA' does not share. In these cases Alexander’s testi-
mony can correct @®. In two (4.1.2 and 4.1.3) of the following four cases the evi-
dence in Alexander’s commentary has not yet been recognized as leading to the
more authentic reading of the Metaphysics text. In the other two cases (4.1.1 and
4.1.4) Bonitz has already taken the reading presented in Alexander’s commentary
as the correct one. Nevertheless, it is worth looking at these two passages more
closely, as they contain crucial evidence for our present purpose. The first passage
to be discussed (4.1.1) shows once more (cf. 3.5.2) that Alexander had sporadic
access to a predecessor of w* and that the error we find in @* can thus be dated to
a time before AD 200—a fact especially relevant for the present section.

4.1.1 Alex. In Metaph. 174.5-6; 25-27 on Arist. Metaph.
a 3,995a12-20

In the third, and last, chapter of book a é\attov, Aristotle observes that differ-
ent sciences apply different methods of investigation to their respective subject
matters. In some cases mathematical accuracy is to be employed, while in others
the authority of a poet is demanded (995a6-8). According to both the a- and the
B-version, the last lines of book a €éAattov read the following text.

Aristotle, Metaphysics, a 3, 995a12-20

810 Sel memardedobau [13] ndg Ekaota anodektéov, W dtomov dua (ntelv émotiunv
[14] kol tpomov émotung €ott 8¢ ovd¢ OBdtepov padiov Aafeiv. v [15] &’
axptporoyiav v poabnuatikiv odk év dmaotv dmoutn-[16]téov, GAN’ &v TOlG
un €xovoy HAnv. diémep ov Puotkodg 6 [17] Tpdmog dnaca yap lowg 1 @voig Exet
VANV. 810 okentéov [18] mpwToV Ti £0TIv 1) PUOIG 0OVTW Yap Kai TEPL TIVWV 1) PUOIKN
[19] 6fAov éotan [kai &i pdg émothpng fj TAeOVwV Td aitia Kai [20] Tag dpxag
Ozwpijoai éoTiv].

8See Ross 1924: 210-11 and Crubellier 2012: 331 n. 83.
°See Bonitz 1847: 88-89.
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Therefore one must be already trained to know how to take each subject matter,
since it is absurd to seek at the same time knowledge and the method of acquiring
knowledge; and neither is easy to get. The minute accuracy of mathematics is not to
be demanded in all cases, but only in the case of things that have no matter. There-
fore its method is not that of natural science; for presumably all nature has matter.
Hence we must inquire first what nature is: for thus we shall also see what natural
science treats of [and whether it belongs to one science or to more to investigate the
causes and the principles of things.]

14 008¢ Bdtepov B, cf. AL 168.25 005¢ yap 10 ETepov, Ross Jaeger : o0détepov a Bekker Bonitz
Christ || 15 Tiv 8’ dxpipoloyiav] Thv akpiBoloyiav yap AL<169.4-5 || 17 TpdTOC @0 ALY edd.
1 A6yog Al169.9 || dmaca yap fowg] (owg dnaca yap ? AL<169.17-18 || 18 1) Voig B Al 169.20
et 13715 edd. : gUoIG a || Tivwv B Al<169.21 et 137.16 Bonitz Ross Jaeger : tivog a Bekker Christ
|| 19-20 kai ... goTv @ Ar" (Scotus) Bekker Schwegler : om. w*" del. Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger

Different subject matters require different methods. One ought to know these
methods before one starts to treat a subject, because it is impossible to learn about
a subject while at the same time learning about the proper method of dealing with
the subject. In order to know the proper method, however, one has to have some
familiarity with the subject matter to be dealt with. One has to know what kind
of subject matter nature is, in order to see what method of study would be appro-
priate to it. Knowing that nature includes matter, which excludes presicion, one
knows also that mathematics, which is precise, is inappropriate to it.

In all of our manuscripts (w*?), these thoughts are followed by a sentence seem-
ingly unfitting with them."® This sentence states that the natural scientist also has
to determine whether it belongs to one science or to more than one to investigate
the causes and the principles of things (kal el g émotiung fj Medvwv ta aitia
Kal tag apxag Bewpfioal €ottv, a19—20). This last sentence of book a éhattov is
excised in the Metaphysics editions from Bonitz’s 1848 edition onwards."

The information we find in Alexander’s commentary strongly speaks in favor
of this deletion. There are two passages in Alexander’s commentary that indicate
that the additional sentence at the end of book a éAattov was not found in w*".
The first passage is part of Alexander’s introduction to book a éAattov. There he
discusses the correct position of book a within the treatise of the Metaphysics and
even whether it belongs to the Metaphysics at all (137.1-138.9). He compares the
endings of book A and q, in order to find out which of the two offers a proper
transition to book B.” After quoting and discussing the last sentence of book A

!"Here I concentrate on the wording in lines 995a19-20. For a consideration of the textual situation
of lines a16-17 see 3.5.2.4.

'Schwegler 1847, who sporadically corrects Bekker’s text according to the evidence in Alexander,
does not mark lines a19-20 as an interpolation.

“Book A, Alexander concludes, offers the better transition to book B. See In Metaph. 138.2-6: 810
S0&el T@ peiove A 10 B palov dxohovBelv: ouvwdog yap 1) todtov dpxr) T@ ékeivov Téhel. kel Te
Yap poBeto Tept v Amoprioetev &v TIG Tiepl TV elg TAG ApxAG Kol TV ebpeaty adT@V oLVTEVOVTWY
einelv, £€v 1e 1@ B @aivetal Tovto mowdv. / “Hence it would seem that B rather than a élattov follows
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(137.8-9),” Alexander quotes the concluding sentence (¢navoaro, 137.15) of book
a. He says: 010 okentéov npdtov Tl ¢0Ttv 1} @OOIG olTw yap kai mepl Tivwv 1
@uotkn OfAov Eotar We see that this sentence is not the last sentence of book a
that our direct transmission testifies to. This proves that the interpolation at the
end of book a was not contained in w*".”

The second passage in Alexander’s commentary that indicates that the last ad-
ditional sentence of book a was not part of the w*" we find in his comments on
the final words of book a. There, Alexander does not mention the content of the
suspicious last sentence of w* (169.19-170.11). Since Alexander’s commentary of-
fers a thorough analysis of the Metaphysics text and comments, as far as possible,
on every sentence, his total silence about this additional sentence suggests that w?*
did not contain the sentence at the end of book a.

Alexander’s commentary does more than just provide evidence that the ad-
ditional sentence of book a was not contained in w*". Alexander himself speaks
quite explicitly about the origin of the interpolation. In his commentary on the
first announcement of the first aporia in B 1, Alexander comes back to the closing
clause of book a. In B 1, 995b4-6, we read again, though in slightly different words,
the question whether the investigation of the causes belongs to one or more sci-
ences (noTepov Wdg fj TOAADV émotnudv Bewpiioat Tag aitiag).'® Aristotle intro-

A, since the beginning of B is consistent with the conclusion of A; for in the latter Aristotle promises
to deal with the difficulties that should be raised about matters relevant to the discovery of the causes,
and this is obviously what he does in B.”

BMetaph. A 10, 993a24-27: 8oa 88 Tiept TOV ADTOV TOVTWV dtoprioeley &V TiG, émavéAOwpey TdALy-
Téyxa yap &v ¢§ avt®v edmopricaipéy TLmpog Tag botepov amopiag. / “But let us return to enumerate the
difficulties that might be raised on these same points; for perhaps we may get some help towards our
later difficulties.” For an analysis of the concluding sentence of A 10 see Laks 2009: 27-34 and Cooper
2012: 351-54. Cf. also Jaeger 1912: 17-19.

Alexander commented on the last sentence of book A already in his commentary on book A
(136.8-17). There, Alexander by no means draws the conclusion that book B is the direct sequel to
book A. Rather, he regards the announced aporiae as treated in both a and B. Cf. Dooley 1992: 10-11
n. 7 and Cooper 2012: 352 . 34.

4“Hence we must inquire first what nature is: for thus we shall also see what natural science treats
of.” It is reasonable to take the actual last sentence of book a (995a17-19) as an introduction to an
investigation into natural science (or the Physics). This is how Jaeger 1912: 114-18 takes it. Cf. also Ross
1924: 213 and 221; Gigon 1983: 218-19; Szlezak 1983: 241-45. Also Alexander asks critically whether this
sentence fits the Metaphysics at all. He offers two possible interpretations of the sentence (169.19-
170.4): Either (i) the sentence introduces the study of nature; book a therefore does not belong to the
Metaphysics, but is an introduction to theoretical philosophy in general. Or (ii) the sentence fits just
right and it simply describes the task of another discipline, which is to be distinguished from the task
of the Metaphysics.

One could speculate about a possible motivation for the addition of the sentence in . Someone
might have intended to make book a €\attov end in such a way that it offers a better transition to book
B than the actual last sentence does.

'Cf. the description and discussion of the first aporia in B 2, 996a18-20: téTepOV WAG fj TAelGVWVY
£0Tlv ¢moTnUAOV Bewpfioat Tavta T yévn TOV aitiov.
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duces this aporia in the following way (995b4-5): €011 6 amopia mpwtn pev mepl
OV &v 1oig Te@pouacpévolg dnmopricapev. / “The first problem concerns the
subject which we discussed in our prefatory remarks.”” Alexander comments that
a misunderstanding of this introductory sentence led to the addition of a sentence
at the end of book a.

Alexander, In Metaph. 174.5-6; 25-27 Hayduck

995b4 "EotL 8 dmopia mpdTn uév mept @v €v Toic me@pot-[6]ptacpévorg
dinmopnoapev.

... TLVEG HéVTOL 81 TO VOV elpnuévov DT adToD i Téhet TOD T@V [26] A éNdTTOVOG
av TNV TAv TNV TV amopiav Tpooypdeovat, kat ovdéva Adyov ékel [27] ketuévny.

The first problem concerns the subject which we discussed in our pref-
atory remarks.
... [After a discussion about the different interpretations of this clause Alexander adds
the following:] Some, however, on account of the statement Aristotle has just made,
insert this very aporia at the end of a é\attov, although it is positioned there with-
out good reason.

26 adTHY TadTny TV dmopiav A O P* S(hanc ipsam dubitationem) : oty TadTny dmopiav L :
tadtnv TV anopiav Hayduck Bonitz

Alexander says that “some” misinterpreted Aristotle’s reference back to his “pre-
fatory remarks” (B 1, 995b4-5). These interpreters related Aristotle’s reference not
to the subject of the aporia, namely the causes, which indeed were treated in book
A"® Instead, they understood the reference to bear on an earlier treatment of this
very aporia.”” Alexander thus explains the additional sentence at the end of book
a as an interpolation that some interpreters intended as a correction of the Aris-
totelian text (174.25-26: TIvEG ... Tpooypdgovat, cf. 3.6). The intention was simply
to create a referent to which Aristotle’s back-reference in B 1 (understood as a
reference to a treatment of the aporia) could relate.

Alexander does not explicitly quote the text of the interpolation. Nevertheless,
we are allowed to assume that Alexander speaks about the interpolation we find in
our text w*, because Alexander precisely describes its content as well as its place
in the text (25-26: ¢l Té\el TOD TOV A AATTOVOC). As a result, we can conclude
that the false addition at the end of book a was part of a textual tradition before
AD 200.% It is reasonable to assume that our text w*f, the terminus ante quem

See also Laks 2009: 28-29, who argues that we find in book A not only the subject matter, that is,
the causes, but also the question regarding to which science these belong. He points to A 2, 982by-10:
€ andvtwv odv T@V eipnuévey Em Ty adThv motiuny mintel 10 {ntodpevov Svopa- et yap tadtnv
TOV TPOTWY ApXDV Kai alTidV eivar BewpnTikiv.
8See Alex. In Metaph. 174.7-25.

See Ross 1924: 224.
2 Asclepius’s exemplar (early sixth century AD) also read the addition. Commenting on the in-
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of which is the end of the fourth century and which shares this mistake, derives
from (or was influenced by) this tradition.” By contrast, w*" (a text from around
AD 200) does not share this mistake. Since we are dealing here with a separative
error in w* that did not occur in w*', we can infer that w*" is independent of the
tradition of w®.

4.1.2 Alex. In Metaph. 264.28-35; 265.6-9 on Arist. Metaph. T 3,
1005a19-23

At the beginning of the third chapter of book I', Aristotle repeats the question he
raised as second aporia in book B (B 1, 995b6-10 and B 2, 996b26-997a15) and
then answers it. Do the principles of demonstration belong to the same science as
the principles of substance? Before we look at how Aristotle answers this question,
we should have a look at how he formulates it. In B 1, Aristotle gives the following
statement of aporia 2:

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 1, 995b6-8

Kai o-[7]tepov Tag TG ovoiag dpxag Tas TpwTag ¢0Ti TAG émoTApng [8] idelv pdvov
fj kai ept TOV Apx@V ¢§ OV Setkvdovaot dmavTeg ...

... and, whether this science should survey only the first principles of substance, or
also the principles on which all men base their proofs ...

The formulation given in B 2 (where the proper discussion of the aporia occurs),
is by comparison somewhat extended. Aristotle says:

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 2, 996b26-27; 31-33

MG NV kal Tept TOV AmodelkTIK@V dpX@V, TOTEpOV [27] HIdG E0Tiv EmOTAUNG §
TAELOVWY, APPLOPNTACLUOV €0TLY ... TTOTEPOV Hiat TOVTWV EMOTAUN Kai TG ovoiag
fj [32] £tépa, K&V €l pn pia, ToTépav xpr| pocayopevety TV {n-[33]Tovpévny vov.

But, regarding the starting-points of demonstration also, it is a disputable question
whether they are the object of one science or of more. ... the question is whether the
same science deals with them as with substance, or a different science, and if it is
not one science, which of the two must be identified with that which we now seek.

troduction of the first aporia in B 1 (995b4) Asclepius writes (Ascl. In Metaph. 140.22-27): €oTtv 0DV,
enotv, amopia mpdTn pev mepl @v év Toic me@potplacpévolg dinmoproapey: Rmoépnoe yap
TpOG T® TéNeL TOD EAATTOVOG A, fvika Eheyev “el widc émotiung [¢oTiv] fj mMedvwv Ta aitia kai Tag
apxag Bewpiioai ¢otl.” ToBTO 0OV Kol vtadBa Aéyel, STLTOTEPOV WLAG EMIOTAUNG T} TOAN@V €0TL
10 Bewpioatl Tag aitiag. / “The first problem concerns,’ as he says, ‘the subject which we discussed
in our prefatory remarks.” For, he posed this aporia at the end of o é\attov when he said ‘whether
it belongs to one science or to more to investigate the causes.” Scotus’s translation suggests that the
Arabic text contained the additional sentence as well.

ZConcerning Alexander’s acquaintance with the version of w*® see 3.5.2.
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Here Aristotle introduces the aporia by way of the more general question whether
the axioms are the object of one or more sciences,” and from there focuses on the
question whether the axioms belong to the same science as substance.

Let us then look at the beginning of T' 3. According to our manuscript tradition
(w*?) the text reads as follows:

Aristotle, Metaphysics I' 3, 1005a19-23

Aektéov 8¢ mOTepov WG T £Tépag EmoTtnung mepl Te [20] T@OV év ToiG padrpact
kahovpévwvy dflwpdtwy kal epi [21] Thg ovoiag. pavepdv O GTt Ldg Te Kai TG ToD
@A ocd@ov [22] Kal ) iepl TOOTWY €0TL OKEYIG dmact yap OTdpxet Toig [23] ovotv
AN 00 yével Tivi Xwpig idia T@V A wV.

We must state whether it belongs to one or to different sciences to inquire into those
things which are called in mathematics axioms, and into substance. It is evident,
then, that also the inquiry into these belongs to one science, and that science is the
philosopher’s; for these axioms hold good for everything that is, and not for some
special genus apart from others.

21 T€ kal TG T00 pthocdpov w*® Ar* (Scotus) edd. : kai Tfg avtic w*" (AL' 264.30, ALP 264.34-
35, 265.6-9) || 22 07l okéyig a edd. : emiokeyig B

Axioms belong to the same science as substance, and that science is philosophy.
Aristotle’s reasoning is as follows: in I' 2 he made clear that the science of ovoia
is philosophy,” and here in I' 3 he points out that the axioms concern all that
is, and the science of the axioms belongs to the science of substance. When we
turn to the closing paragraph of aporia 2 in B 2, 997a12-15, we see Aristotle hint
at this affirmative answer still to be given in I 3. In B 2 he says: “The axioms are
most universal and are principles of all things. And if it is not the business of the
philosopher, to whom else will it belong to inquire into what is true and what is
untrue about them?”*

ZFor the status of this question see Madigan 1999: 40 and Crubellier 2009: 63-64.

3 Aristotle stated it one time indirectly (T 2, 1003b16-19): 8iAov 0Ov 8Tt kai T& dvTa pdg Bewpfoat
1 6vta. mavtaxod 8¢ kupiwg Tod TPMOTOL 1 EMETAWN, kol ¢€ 00 T& dMa fpTnTal, kai 8t & AMéyovtal
el o0V T00T’ £oTiv 1) 00ola, TV 0DV &v déot TaG dpxag Kal Tag aitiag Exey TOV pdoogov (“Tt is
clear then that it is the work of one science also to study all things that are, qua being. But everywhere
science deals chiefly with that which is primary, and on which the other things depend, and in virtue
of which they get their names. If, then, this is substance, it is of substances that the philosopher must
grasp the principles and the causes”) and one time directly (T 2, 1004a31-1004b1): @avepov odv [dmep
v TdiG amopiaig EAéxON] 8T dg mepi TovTWV Kal TG ovoiag oTi Adyov Exewv (TodTo &’ v Ev T@V &v
701G dmopripacty), kai £€0TL 10D QLAocdPov mept Tavtwy Svvacbat Bewpeiv (“It is evident then that it
belongs to one science to be able to give an account of these concepts as well as of substance. This was
one of the questions in our book of problems. And it is the function of the philosopher to be able to
investigate all things”).

#B 2, 997a12-15: KaBOAoL yap pdAioTa kai mévTev dpxal T& dElopatd éotwy, & T 0Tl piy Tod
@hocdgov, Tivog Eotal ept adT@Y dAAov TO Bewpiioat TO dAndeg kai yeddog; Cf. Crubellier 2009:
69-70.
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The text of I' 3, 1005a21-22 in our manuscript tradition is different from that
in Alexander’s exemplar. According to Alexander’s text, Aristotle does not say
that the axioms and the substance are studied by one science, namely the philoso-
pher’s, but just that they are studied by one and the same science:

Alexander, In Metaph. 264.28-35; 265.6-9 Hayduck

Aextéov 8¢ moOTEpOV LG f} £Tépag émoThung mepl Te [29] T@OV €V TOlG
pabnipaoct kahovpévov dflwpdtwy kal ept TG [30] odoiag. pavepov o1
8711 widg kal TAg adTig.”®

[31] TV év 1@ Sevtép? kewpévay dmoptdv pépuvntat viv: Eoti 8¢ abitn, [32] métepov
Tag ThG ovoiag dpxdg Tag mpwTag 0Tl TG ¢moTAUNg TAg Tpokel-[33]pévng ideiv
povov, fj kol mept TOV dpx@v ¢§ @v Setkvdovot Tavteg, & [34] dfiopatd oy ept
@V {nTel vov el Tig avThg émotiung éoti Tepi Te [35] TiG ovoiag Bewpelv kai mept
ékeivwv. ... [264.35-265.6] Aéyet 8¢ pIdG kal TG avThg elval EmoTung THv Te Tept
[7] ovoiag Te kai ToD Svrog Bewpiav kai Ty tept T@V dflwpdtwv: abtn 6¢ [8] éotv N
PO TN QA ocogia kai §Tt TG avTig ¢0Tt Seikvuot St Tod Taowy [9] avtd Toig ovoty
OIapXetv, AAN 00K dQWPLoUEVE TIVE TOD GVTOG YéVvel.

We must state whether it belongs to one or to different sciences to
inquire into those things which are called in mathematics axioms, and
into substance. It is evident, then, that it belongs to one and the same
science.

He now mentions the aporiae posited in the second book. This aporia is, whether it
belongs to the proposed science to take in only the primary principles of substance,
or to take in the principles which all use to prove things, i.e. the axioms, as well.
Concerning these he now inquires whether it belongs to the same science to consid-
er both substance and the axioms. ... [Explanation about what is meant by axioms]
He says that the consideration of substance and being and the consideration of the
axioms belong to one and the same science. This science is first philosophy. That
they belong to the same science he shows by way of the fact that the axioms belong
to all beings, not to some determinate genus of being.

28 fj €tépag émotipng O P* F (cf. Metaph.) : émotiung A : émotiung fi étépag L Hayduck || 29
¢v A O:om.P® || 30 kai tfg avtiig A O S : Te kal Tfg pthoadpov PP || 31 Sevtépw Hayduck: B’

»Sepulveda’s Latin translation (§ 21, f. p.iv.v) of the lemma agrees with A and O in reading a text
that differs from our Metaphysics text, but which will turn out to be the reading that Alexander found
in @, By contrast, the commentary manuscript P® reads the lemma-text in agreement with our direct
Metaphysics tradition. The reading attested to by A, O, and S is the lectio difficilior and, as will be seen
below, is confirmed by Alexander’s paraphrase (unanimously attested to by A, O, and PP). It is likely
that the lemma in P® was later adjusted to the Metaphysics text.

¢ Alexander counts B as the second book, since he regards a as something like an appendix to
book A. See his introduction to his commentary on book a: 137.2-9: &g uépog PipAiov ... §6&et kai odk
anddetv To0To TOD peillovog A, AAN EnecBou éxeivy and 138.2-6: 10 86&et T@ peillovi A 10 B udMov
dxolovBeiv. Further, Alexander’s back reference in 184.14-16 suggests that, according to his under-
standing, book B directly follows upon book A. At the end of book A, however, Alexander does speak
of a é\attov as if it were the next book (136.12-17). See also Dooley 1992: 10-11 1. 7.
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A O:Bita P || 32 ¢otiadd. A: om. O P* S|| 33 pévov add. A (cf. Metaph. 995b8) : om. O P* S
|| 7 t¢e LF: om. AOP® || 8 To0 O LF: 10 A P®

The text in the lemma? indicates that Alexander’s reading differs from that which
we find in @*: In the lemma we read (264.30) (ég kai tfg adTig / “one and the
same [science]”* instead of the words uiég te kat tiig T00 @thocdpov / “one [sci-
ence], and [the science] of the philosopher.”® That this reading is in fact the read-
ing of w*" is confirmed by two passages in Alexander’s paraphrase (264.34 and
265.6).

In lines 265.6-8, Alexander paraphrases Aristotle’s words in 1005a21-22, as in-
dicated by the word Aéyet / “he [Aristotle] says”™: Aéyel 8¢ wdg kai Tig avTig elvat
¢motiung. / “He says that [the considerations ...] belong to one and the same
science.” Alexander then explains what is meant by “one and the same science.”
In lines 265.7-8 he says: abtn 6¢ éotiv 1) Tpd TN @LAocopia. / “This science is first
philosophy.” There is nothing to suggest that this short remark is a paraphrase
of Aristotle’s text. The expression 1) mpwtn @hocogia is quite different from kat
T T00 @hoodgov, which we find in w*.3° The words abtn 8¢ éottv i) mpdTn
@locogia are rather one of Alexander’s typical explanatory additions,” wherein
Alexander spells out what is only implicit in Aristotle.

After this paraphrase and clarification, Alexander goes on to analyze Aristotle’s
argument (1005a22-23) as to why it belongs to one and the same science to inquire
into substance and the axioms: 265.8-9: 611 Tf|¢ aOTAG €0Tt Seikvvot... / “That they
belong to the same science he shows.” This time the deikvvot makes clear that Al-
exander reports Aristotle’s thought. Although we do not find the phrase g kot
TG avTiig in its entirety, Alexander says tfjg avtiig, which works to confirm the
reconstruction of the reading of w*" once more. From these statements we can
infer that the reading of Alexander’s copy is identical with the reading given in the
lemma and that this reading differs from w* accordingly.

This difference between w*" and our text has not been noted by any of the edi-
tors of the Metaphysics.” Let us, then, compare the two versions with each other:

7This holds for the text in the commentary manuscripts A, O, and S (see p. 108 n. 25).

*That Alexander’s lemma does not read the last part of the sentence in 1005222 should not disturb
us too much. The omitted words (kai 1} Tept TovTWYV £0Ti OKEYIG) are not necessary to understand the
sentence. Alexander’s paraphrase in 265.6-7 indicates that he read them in his text.

*The Greek Vorlage on which Ustath’s Arabic translation is based also contained the w*-read-
ing. Scotus writes: Manifestum est igitur quod consideratio de istis est unius scientie, scilicet scientie
philosophi.

30 As for the expression 1) pdtn @hoco@ia, Alexander might have drawn inspiration from lines
1005a33-b2, where Aristotle mentions npwtn cogia.

3! Alexander regularly puts such explications in his report of Aristotle’s word. He introduces them
by the formula demonstrative pronoun + 8¢/ yap £€otiv: e.g. 63.3-5: Aéyet pgv mepi TG katd T TEA0G
aitiag (abtn ydp ot tayaBov te kai 10 Mg TéNog aitiov Toig 0vat), Seikvual 8¢ Tt 0vdelg oikeiwg TOV
PO avTOD TEPL TAVTNG TAG aitiag émomjoato tov Adyov. See also 143.14-15; 181.36-37; 389.1-3.

*2Even the newest editions of Metaphysics I' (Cassin/Narcy 1989 and Hecquet-Devienne 2008) do



ALEXANDER’S TEXT AND THE DIRECT TRANSMISSION 109

0% @avepov 81 6T EG Te Kal TiG TOD PIAOGOPOV Kai 1) Tepl TOVTWV 20TL OKEWIG

AL

w @avepdv O 8Tt paG kai Tig adTig kal 1} Tepl TOOTWY €0Ti OKéWIC

It seems as though either version could be right. As for the expression given in w?",
Aristotle uses the expression “one and the same” (gi¢/pia/gv + form of 6 avtdg)
often and in various contexts.® As for the version given in w*, we observe that al-
though there is no exact parallel in other parts of Aristotle’s works, the connection
of wag and tA¢ Tod @Aood@ov by the words te kai fulfills the idiomatic require-
ment according to which the use of te ka{ demands that the two connected terms
are closely related.* That a numeric adjective (uég) and an attributive genitive
(tfig ToD @LAoodov) are connected by e kai is no objection against the phrase,
as there are some other cases in Aristotle where words from different classes are
connected by te kai.*®

Both the reading of w*" and the reading of w* can claim authenticity, and due
to the context they mean more or less the same thing. The one science which in-
quires into substance and into the axioms is philosophy. In order to settle between
these readings it is necessary to address the question whether Aristotle explicitly
used the term “philosopher” here (as given in the w*); or whether he restrict-
ed his answer solely to the question he posed in line a19 (nétepov Wwag fj £Tépag
¢motung) and stated simply that the same science studies substance and the ax-
ioms. When we examine the immediate context of lines 1005a21-22, we see that

the subsequent ydp-clause fits both viable readings. The fact that the axioms hold
good for everything connects them with the ovoia named in line a21 just as well as
it connects them, if we follow the w*-reading, with the philosopher, for philoso-
phy was said in T 2% to be the science of being qua being.

Let us then look at the broader context of our passage. In the opening of T
3, Aristotle states and then answers the second aporia: both substance and ax-
ioms belong to one science (which w® declares immediately to be philosophy)

not mention it. This is especially surprising in the case of Hecquet-Devienne 2008, who says that she
intensively examined Alexander’s commentary (39-53). Madigan 1993: 153 n. 228 alone notes it in his
translation of Alexander’s commentary.

3The following passages are from the Metaphysics: A 9, 991as; B 1, 995b9; B 4, 999228; I 4, 1007a5;
A 6, 1016a31; Z 4, 1029b22; Z 6, 1031b19; Z 14, 1039a28; H 6, 1045b18-19. In Metaphysics B (and K) we
find the phrase “one and the same science” (cf. B 2, 997a22-25; see K 3, 1061a18-20: T& évavtia ntdvta
TG avTig Kal [dg emoTipng Bewpioay; 1061b1-3: piav Mévtwy kai Ty adTv Tiepev émotiuny v
yewpetpikiv). Cf. also Bonitz 1870: s.v. €lg, pia, &v; p. 223.

3Kithner/Gerth II: § 522, p. 249: “T¢ ... kai (...) driicken aus, dass das erstere und das durch kai
hinzugefiigte Glied in einer innigen oder notwendigen Verbindung mit einander stehen.”

%A comparison with other uses of T¢ kai in the Metaphysics shows that the two connected terms
are of the same word class: £tépag te kal évavrtiag 985a31; yij Te kai dépt 985b2; oxApa Te kal TaEv
985b14. However there are also a few uses where the two terms are of different word classes: dpxaiov
Te Kal TAVTEG OPOAdYNoay 984a33; dpyn Te Kai udAAov 995b3i.

3Cf. T 15T 2,1003b16-19; T 2, 1004a31-1004b2.
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(1005a19-22). Aristotle gives the following explanation for this. Axioms hold for
everything that is (1005a22-23), and all scientists use them for their proofs with-
in their respective fields (1005a23-27). Nevertheless, the investigation of the ax-
ioms falls under the science that investigates being qua being (tod mepi 10 6v f
Ov yvwpilovtog kai ept TovTwV €0Tiv 1) Bewpia, 1005a28-29). The axioms do not
fall under a special science, despite the claim of some natural philosophers that
they inquired into the whole of nature (1005a29-33). Since first sophia precedes
physics, the axioms belong to this sophia (1005b4-5). Aristotle then concludes
and transitions over to the next paragraph by stating that it is the philosopher who
inquires into the axioms:*”

Aristotle, Metaphysics T' 3, 1005b5-8

&t pgv [6] odv tod @thoadgov, kai Tod mept aoNg TG ovoiag Bewpodvtog [7] 1
TEQUKeV, Kal TTepl TV GLANOYLOTIKDV dpx@V €0TLY €mi-[8]oréyacBal, Sfjlov.

Evidently then the philosopher, who is studying the nature of all substance, must
inquire also into the principles of deduction.

Having considered the whole of the first paragraph of I' 3, what can we infer about
the reading at its beginning? Did Aristotle state already at the beginning that the
one science of both substance and the axioms is philosophy? Aristotle presents
his thought in such a way as to suggest that the identification of the philosopher
as the one responsible for the study of both, substance and the axioms, comes as
a conclusion to the argument. For that reason it is unlikely that he declared the
philosopher as such already in lines 1005a21-22. These considerations point to the
authenticity of the reading in wA".*

Is a means of settling this difficulty conclusively available to us? Does a com-
parison of Aristotle’s answers to other aporiae in the first chapters of book I' offer
further support for the w*'-reading? In I' 2, 1004a31-b1, we read the following
answer to the fourth aporia, which concerns the question whether it belongs to
one science to investigate the substance and the per se attributes:*

Aristotle, Metaphysics ' 2, 1004a31-1004b1 (on aporia 4)

@avepodv [32] obv [Omep &v Taig dmopiatg ENEXON] Gt g mept ToV-[33]TwV Kol TG
ovoiag ¢oTi Adyov Exerv (TovTo 8 v &v [34] T@V €v TOIG dmopripacty), kai 0Tt ToD

¥Cf. Crubellier 2009: 70-72.

1t is, however, not outright impossible to understand the given distinction between the philos-
opher and the physicist to be a supplementary elucidation of an answer that was already given at the
beginning of the paragraph. This consideration would then speak in favor of the reading of w®. The
formula 6t pgv odv ... Sijlov does not unambiguously stipulate whether the conclusion results in a
new thought (e.g. de An. B 3, 415a12-13) or a summary of something that has been said before (e.g. EE
B 10, 1226a17-18; Pol. © 1, 1337a22-34).
¥Cf. 4.3.1.3.
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@\ ocd@ov Tept av-[1004b1]TwV §OvacOat Bewpeiv.

It is evident then that it belongs to one science to be able to give an account of these
[the attributes] as well as of substance. This was one of the questions in our book
of problems. And it is the function of the philosopher to be able to investigate all
things.

Does this passage, with its mention of the philosopher, speak in favor of the
w*-reading in T 3, 1005a21-22? On the basis of the formulation of the fourth apo-
ria in B 1 we are inclined to answer in the negative. In the summary of the fourth
aporia in B 1 we see that Aristotle not only asked whether the per se attributes and
“the same” and “the other” and such belong to the science of substance; he also
asked explicitly what science investigates these attributes: tivog éoti Bewpfjoal
nepl Tavtwv; / “whose business is it to inquire into all these?” (995b24-25).° This
question is answered in I 2, 1004a31-1004b1: it is the philosopher’s task to inves-
tigate all these attributes.

By contrast, in B1and B 2, among the questions introducing the second aporia,
we do not find a question to which the w*f-reading in T 3 would be the appropriate
answer. Therefore, the comparison of our passage in I' 3 (1005a21) to the answer
given to aporia 4 in T 2 (1004a31-1004b1) does not at all confirm the reading in w®.
Rather, it is possible that the answer to aporia 4 given in I' 2 was taken as a model,
according to which the original reading of our I' 3 passage (preserved in w*") was
expanded in w* through the interpolation of the words “and the philosopher’s.”

So what remains to be done is to ascertain, according to the principle of utrum
in alterum, which of the two readings can be more easily explained as emerging
from the other. An accidental scribal error can safely be ruled out. We deal here
with a deliberate intervention in which one of the two readings was changed into
the other. Which of the following two is more likely, that someone changed (udg
Te Kal TG ToD hocd@ov to (udg kal Tig avThg, or changed the latter to the for-
mer? The expression (udg kai tijg adTti¢ (w*') is idiomatic in Aristotle, but in this
particular usage the words kai tiig adTijg do not supply any additional meaning
to the word udg, which alone suffices to express that the science of substance
and the science of the axioms is one. By contrast, in w*, in place of the words kat
Tiig avtii we find the words e kai Tfig ToD @hoodpov, which indeed supply the
phrase with additional content. This additional content is found again at the end
of the passage (see discussion above). The phrase te kai tfi¢ T0D @tAocd@ov there-
fore would not have been excised for being incorrect, and it is strange to suppose
that the phrase was cut in anticipation of a redundancy of content and meaning.
It is even more peculiar to suppose that this phrase would be cut and replaced
with kai tfig avtiig, which provides no new information at all, which is indeed
more rhetorical than anything. What is more probable, then, is that someone was

*0Cf. the discussion in B 2, 997a32-33: Tig oTau 1| Bewpodoa mepl ThHY odoiav & cvpPePnrdTa;
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dissatisfied with the information provided by the expression pdg kal Tfjg avTiig
and accordingly deleted avtfig and added the words te and tod @iAocdgov, thus
making clear at the outset that this science is philosophy.*

Might the corrector have been inspired by Alexander’s explanatory remark
that the one science that investigates both substance and the axioms is “first phi-
losophy” (atn 6¢ éotwv 1) TpwTN QAocoPia, 265.7-8)? We do not have evidence
to answer in the affirmative. What speaks in favor of answering in the negative is,
first, that the formulation in Alexander’s paraphrase differs from the reading in
o, and, second, that the insight expressed in Alexander’s remark could be gained
by any alert reader of the Aristotelian text, as its content is confirmed by the lines
1005b5-8 of this text.

These arguments considered, I conclude that Alexander’s commentary pro-
vides evidence that questions the authenticity of the w*-reading in line 1005a19.
From Alexander’s lemma and his paraphrase we can extract the reading of w*".
This reading seems to be older than the w*-reading, which appears to be a later
correction. If this is the case, we have another example of a separative error in w*
of which w?" is free, and therewith yet another Metaphysics passage that can be
corrected through Alexander’s testimony.

4.1.3 Alex. In Metaph. 220.1-4 on Arist. Metaph. B 4, 1000a26-32

In B 4, 1000a5-1001a3 Aristotle discusses as the tenth aporia (cf. B 2, 996a2-4) the
question whether the principles of perishable things are the same as the principles
of imperishable things.** If they are the same, Aristotle asks, how is it possible that
some things are perishable and others imperishable (1000a7-8)? For Aristotle,
the explanation given by Hesiod or other theologians of the difference between
eternal divinities and mortal humans is not satisfying. According to myth, the
consumption of nectar and ambrosia is decisive for divine status, and so imper-
ishability (1000a9-24). Even the answer given by Empedocles, whom one would
readily expect to speak in a more self-consistent way (OpoAoyovpévwg adT®,
1000a25), is unconvincing (1000a24-b20).

Empedocles says that Strife is the cause of destruction, but Aristotle points out
that it must also be a cause of generation (for all things are generated through the
destruction of the One). At the same time, Empedocles says that Love is the cause
of generation, but Aristotle points out that it must also be a cause of destruction
(for all things are destroyed in order to generate the One). Finally, Empedocles
makes all things perishable, and so his principles cannot explain the existence of
imperishable things.*

! Alternatively, the words kai tfig T0D gpthocdgov could have their origin in a marginal note.

#2Cf. Madigan 1999: 97-107; Wildberg 2009: 159-74.

“Whether or not Aristotle’s reproach is justified is another question. Empedocles might have
agreed with what Aristotle says, for, according to Empedocles’ theory, everything but the principles
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In explicating Empedocles’ mistake, Aristotle concentrates in 1000a26-1000b11
on the principle of Strife (veikog). He criticizes the notion that Strife not only is
the cause of destruction but also of genesis (1000a26-29). Aristotle illustrates his
point of critique by quoting four verses from Empedocles’ Physics (lines 269-72a
Primavesi,* quoted in 1000a29-32). My following remarks concern the words
in 1000a28-29, which immediately precede Aristotle’s quotation of Empedo-
cles. These words are transmitted differently in w® and w*". In order to deter-
mine which of the two versions constitutes the better or more authentic text we
first have to acquaint ourselves with the transmission of the verse quotation in
1000a29-32. Only after we have found firm ground regarding the wording and
context of Empedocles’ verse in the Metaphysics will we be able to judge between
Alexander’s testimony and our transmission.

The Metaphysics passage according to the direct transmission runs as follows:

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 4, 1000a26-32

Tibnot pev yap apxnv tva aitiav [27] tfig 9Bopdg tO veikog, 86Eete & &v ovBEv
ftTov kol To0To [28] yevvav 5w Tob £vég dmavta yap ¢k TovTov TAANG €0t [29]
TAV O Bedc. Aéyer yodv “¢E @v mavd’ Soa T’ fjv Soa T’ [30] €00’ doa T EoTon
omioow, 6¢vOped T’ ¢BAGoTnOE Kal &vé-[31]peg 7OE yuvaikeg, Ofpég T’ olwvol Te kai
voatoBpéppoveg [32] ix00¢, kai e Beol SoAiyaiwveg.”

for he maintains that strife is a principle that causes perishing, but none the less,
this [Strife], too, would seem to produce except the One; for from this [Strife?]
come all other things excepting God. At least he says: “From which comes all that
was and that is and that will be hereafter: Trees sprang forth, and men and women,
and beasts and birds and fish abiding in water, and gods who live for many ages ...”

27 86e1e 8” a Al!220.1edd. : g 86&etev B || 0v6&v a Bekker Bonitz Ross Jaeger (008¢v Al 220.1
Christ) : 008&v 8¢ B || 2829 yevvav &€w 10D évog dmavta yap w* Ar® (Scotus) edd. : yevvav.
K yap oD £vog dmavta kal @A (AL 220.1 Al€ 220.2-3 ALP 219.29-34) || 29 6 Bed¢ (ALP 219.33)]
0e0g Al 220.2-3 || 29 avO’ edd. : mavta a B || boa t” #08’ I° Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross : doa
T’ ¢0Tiv B AL 220,5 (6oa T EoTiv Jaeger) : om. a || 30 6ntioow a Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross : om.
B Jaeger || 3170¢ aedd. : T 8¢ P

I will first look at the verse quotation. Following Martin/Primavesi 1999, the vers-
es that Aristotle quotes in 1000a29-32 can be identified as lines 269-272a from
the first book of Empedocles’ Physics. The Strasbourg Papyrus enables us to verify
Aristotle and to understand the quotation in its original context. I will briefly
comment on these two aspects.*

Before the discovery of the Strasbourg Papyrus the quotation in Aristotle had
been compared with an almost identical quotation preserved by the Neoplatonic

(i.e. the four elements and Love and Strive) is perishable (cf. 1000b17-20).
*My quotations from Empedocles’ Physica follow Mansfeld/Primavesi 2012.
“For a detailed elucidation see Primavesi 1998.
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commentator Simplicius (B 21.9-12 DK) and accordingly judged faulty or inac-
curate.” The context of the Metaphysics passage clearly suggests that the quot-
ed verse illustrates the effect of Strife (1000a26-28). But the parallel citation in
Simplicius makes it clear that the verses describe Love’s agency. The accuracy of
Aristotle’s quotation was vindicated when Primavesi 1998 demonstrated that the
newly discovered verses reveal that Aristotle is not in fact quoting the same lines
as Simplicius. It is true that lines 270-72 Primavesi (= Metaph. B 4, 1000a29-32)
and lines 318-20 Primavesi (= Simp. In Phys. 159.22-24 = B 21.10-12 DK) are iden-
tical. However, the preceding lines (317 in Simplicius and 269 in Aristotle) differ
in the following way:

Simp. In Phys. 159.21 = B 21.9 DK
£k TOOTOV Yap 1avl’ doa T’ fv oa T’ EoTt Kai EoTan Physics 1, 317

Arist. Metaph. B 4, 1000a29-30*
¢€ @V tavl’ doa T’ v doa T £00” Boa T’ éoTan OTticow Physics 1, 269

P.Strasb. a(i) 8
[¢§ @v avO’ Soa T Av Soa T’ ¢08° bloa T’ éooet’ dmicow Physics 1, 269

The papyrus clearly shows that the verse in Aristotle is not the verse we find in
Simplicius. What is more, Aristotle’s quotation can help to restore the first half of
the verse, which is missing from the papyrus. The papyrus verse ends with énicow,
and so we know for metrical reasons that it has to begin with ¢ @v (as it does in
Aristotle) and not with ék ToOTwV yap (as it is in Simplicius).** As pointed out
above, the preceding verse in Simplicius deals with Love’s agency (Simp. In Phys.
159.20a = 316a Primavesi: oOv §’ £Pn év O\t TL), yet the context of Aristotle’s
verse treats the effect of Strife. Since the papyrus gives us the endings of the line
(268) that precedes those quoted by Aristotle, it verifies that Aristotle quotes from
a passage that deals with Strife.*

Empedocles, Physics I, 265-72

265 (AN abT €0ty TadTa, Ot dAARAwY, ye BéovTa
266 yiyvetat GAhote dAha kol fvekE ¢ aigv opoia.
267 [ — v —wu — v ovvepxd]ued’ eig éva kéopov,

“6Primavesi 1998: 29-30.

A few words on the transmission of this verse within the Metaphysics text (see my apparatus): In
a the verse is lacking the words 6oa t° ¢08°. This makes the verse metrically impossible and was most
probably caused by saut du méme au méme (6ca T’ fjv 8oa T’ ¢08’ doa T £éotal 6micow). The B-text
preserves the right reading (as does Alexander in 220.5), but lacks the ending 6micow.

*8See Primavesi 1998: 34-35. As Primavesi points out, the only (metrically relevant) difference be-
tween the verse in Aristotle and the papyrus, namely the difference between £otat and éooet’, should
be taken as “sekundire Normalisierung” in the Aristotelian text.

*The papyrus also shows clearly that Simplicius quotes from a passage of Empedocles’ poem quite
removed from the passage Aristotle quotes.
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268 [ —wv —wu —Siégu mAéJov’ €€ £vog elvau,

269 (£E v mavt’ doa T’ v Soa T €00’ 6,0a T ocet’ dmicow:
270 8évdped T ¢PAdoTnoE Kai dvépeg, NdE yuvaikeg,

271 0,fjpég T’ oiwvol  Te kai, VdatoBp, éuploveg ixBg,

272 Kk,ai te Oeol Sohtya, {wv,eg Tiufoft péplotoL.]

265  Rather, just these things are: as they run through each other

266  they become different things at different times, yet these are throughout
always similar.

267 ... [under love] we [the elements] come together to a single ordered world ...

268  [under strife] we grow apart from each other to become many out of one,

269 —out of which come all beings that were and that are and that will be
hereafter

270  trees sprang forth and men and women

271 and beasts and birds and fish abiding in water,

272 and gods who live for many ages and are preeminent in their honors.

Now I turn to Aristotle’s train of thought in our Metaphysics passage. I will first
look at the directly transmitted text (w®) and then at the evidence in Alexander
(w™t). Aristotle says that Strife, although it is the principle of destruction, none the

less brings about all things (10 veikog, 86&eie 6 &v ovB&V ATTOV KAl TODTO YEVVAV

..., a27-28). The One alone is not a product of Strife (... #w T0D £€vdg). Strife
brings about everything except the god (Sphairos), that is, the world as a state of

complete unity (&mavta yap ¢k To0ToL TAAAG é0TL ANV 6 Bedg, a28-29).

The fragments of Empedocles’ Physics tell us about a cosmic cycle.>® The reign
of Strife lasts for 6000 years.™ It begins with a cosmic state of complete unity in
the spherical god Sphairos and it ends with a state of complete separation of the
four elements. During this reign, mortal beings and the world as we know it come
into existence.” The state of complete separation of the four homogeneous masses
lasts for 4000 years. After 2000 years of complete separation Love starts to gain
strength, and her reign begins 2000 years thereafter. During her rule, which also
lasts for 6000 years, the elements gradually unite and heterogeneous combina-
tions come about. Again a zoogony of mortal beings takes place. Love’s reign ends
with the Sphairos, the complete unification of everything, which lasts for 4000
years.”

A passage in De caelo T 2, 301a14-20 (= DK 31 A 42)** shows Aristotle believed

*For Empedocles’ theory see Primavesi 2013: 694-721.

*'For a reconstruction of the cycle’s timetable see Rashed 2001b and Primavesi 2006.

>2Primavesi 2013: 704—707 and 709-13.

3See Primavesi 2013: 705.

*Cael. T 2, 301a14-20: &k SleoTdTOV 88 Kal Kivovpévwy ovk edhoyov Tolelv THv yéveotv. S1d
kail Epnedor\iig mapaleinet Thv émi g @IN6TNTOG 00 Yap &v RdHvato cvotioat TOV ovpavoy &k
KEXWPLOUEVWV gV kaTaokevdlwy, cOykploty 8¢ motdv S thv PAdTnTa €k Stakekptuévwv yap
ovvéoTnKeY O KOOUOG TV GTOLXElwY: HoT dvaykaiov yiveobar ¢§ £vog kai cuykekpipévov. / “But it
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that Empedocles’ cosmic cycle implies that the world as we know it can come
about only during the rule of Strife. This understanding forms the background of
our Metaphysics passage. Aristotle says here that Strife, by dividing up Sphairos,
brings about all things (i.e. the world), with the exception of Sphairos, which is the
end product of Love’s rule (1000a27-29).

In Alexander’s commentary on this passage (220.1-10 and 219.29-34) we find
evidence of w*" in a lemma (220.1), a citation (220.2-3) and a paraphrase (already
in 219.29-34). The paraphrase confirms the w*'-reading that we can reconstruct
from the lemma and citation. Hayduck did not recognize that Alexander here
quotes verbatim from w*-** His view might have been distorted by the fact that
Alexander’s quote differs from our text in wording and punctuation. Hayduck did
not print the words spaced out, as is his practice when indicating quotations in
Alexander’s commentary, but instead placed it in single quotation marks.*® That
we indeed are dealing with a verbatim quotation from Alexander’s Metaphysics
text is indicated by his use of the definite article 1¢, by means of which he nomi-
nalizes the Aristotelian phrase.” In the following excerpt of the commentary text
the words that I take as verbatim evidence of w*" (220.2-3) appear spaced out.

Alexander, In Metaph. 220.1-4 Hayduck

Adkete 8 &v 008&v {TTOV KAl TODTO YEVVAV.

[2] TovTéoTt yevvnTikOV elvat kol TomTikOV. TG 8¢ €k ydp Tod £vog [3] dmavrta
Kal €k ToOToL Td dANa 0Tl MATV Bedg el mpooTiBéval ‘o yryvo-[4]peva HTO
10D veikovg.

But none the less this [strife], too, would seem to produce.
That is, [it would appear to be] generative and productive.”® To ‘For from the One

is unreasonable to start generation from an original state in which bodies are separated and in move-
ment. Hence Empedocles begins after the process ruled by Love; for he could not have constructed the
heaven by building it up out of bodies in separation, making them to combine by the power of Love,
since our world has its constituent elements in separation, and therefore presupposes a previous state
of unity and combination” (transl. by J. L. Stocks)

%> Metaphysics editors since Bonitz recognize the divergence of Alexander’s report from our text,
but apart from Jaeger they have not spoken of a citation in Alexander. That this citation might even
lead us to another version of the Metaphysics text has not yet been considered. Bonitz and Christ in
app. crit.: Al fort. &x yap tod évog dmavrta kal ... . Ross writes “¢x ydp tod évog dravta kai Al,” the
abbreviation “Al.” standing for Alexander’s paraphrase or own formulation. Jaeger alone cites the
words as “Al” but adds varias lectiones miscet. Does Jaeger believe that Alexander himself blends
different readings?

%It is not entirely clear what Hayduck wants to illustrate with these single quotation marks. Madi-
gan 1992: 168 n. 357 suggests that Hayduck took the words to be a quote from Empedocles. Bonitz 1847
does not mark the words in question at all.

See 3.3.

**In later authors 10 momtikév denotes the efficient cause. LS] s.v. momntiké, cf. Plotinus V1, 7, 20,8.
In Alexander 1) otk aitia means efficient cause, e.g. 22.7-8. Cf. 32.1-9. See 5.2.5.
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come all things, and from this the other things, except God’ we must add the words
‘the things that come to be under the influence of Strife.’

186Eete & PP : 80&etev AO || 2 1@ O P LF: 10 A || 2-3 ék yap T0D €vOg dmavta Kai €k TovTou
& &M 2ol A 0ed¢] cuncta nanque caetera ex hac ipsa sunt 8 || 2 yap A O : om. P* || 3
npootBéval A O : mpootedijvar P

In the lemma the Aristotelian text appears abbreviated. Instead of the sentence
86&ete 6 &v ovBEV 1TTOV Kal TODTO yevvav £Ew Tob évdg, as given in w* (a27-28),
Alexander’s lemma reads 86&ete & &v 008&v fTTOV Kal ToOTO yevvav. The subse-
quent (220.2-3) quotation of lines a28-29 contains words that we do not find in
the directly transmitted version of the text, but which are a perfect sequel to the
seemingly abbreviated text of the lemma. When we connect the words of the lem-

ma with those in the quotation the difference between w*" and w* is plain to see.®
1000a27-29 according to w*

S6kete §” &v ovBév fNTToV KAl TOOTO yevvavy EEw ToD £vog dmavta ydp ék TovTOL
TAANG éoTL ATV O Bedg.

1000a27-29 according to w**

S6Eete 8 &v 0vBEV NTTOV KAl TODTO YEVVAY. €K Yap TOD £vog dmavTa Kai ¢k ToVTov
& &\ €oTi ARy Bedg.

In wAr the first sentence ends with the word yevvav. Instead of #§w (“except”)® we

read ¢k (“out of”). Since the second sentence starts already with £x, yap follows as
particle. In @* the second sentence begins with dnavta followed by yap. At the
same spot in w*" we read kai. Furthermore, in @*" the noun 0¢d¢ is not preceded
by the article. The following translation illustrates the differences between the two
versions:

1000a27-29 according to w*

But none the less, this (Strife), too, would seem to produce except the One. For from
this (Strife) come all other things excepting God.

*In Sepulveda’s Latin translation of Alexander’s commentary, the quotation from the Metaphysics
(in 220.2-3) agrees with Sepulveda’s Latin version of the Metaphysics, but differs from the reading that
we find in the Greek manuscripts of the commentary. On the reliability of lemmata and quotations in
Sepulveda see 2.3.

This reconstruction of wA" gains support from Alexander’s proposed addition of T& yyvépeva
7O 10D veikoug (220.3—4). Alexander’s proposal indicates that in his text ék ToOTov in a28 refers back
to “the One” (tod £€vog) and that Strife was mentioned only in the previous sentence.

®"The adverb &w here means “except” (LSJ s.v. #w IIL); it is parallel to the expression TA\fv 6 Bedg
in the subsequent sentence. The adverb & w can indeed mean with verbs of motion “out of” (LS]J s.v.
£ w L.1.), as in “to go out of the house.” The verb yevvav “to generate” does not describe this kind of
motion. It is not the case that generation takes place “out of the elements” in a local sense. Aristotle
does use the combination yevvav éw in HA A 1, 487a21, but the context clearly shows that this &w
means &w 10D Vypod / “outside of water.” Cf. Bonitz 1870: s.v. ££w; p. 262bg9-263a29.
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1000a27-29 according to wAr

But none the less, this (Strife), too, would seem to produce. For from the One come
all things and from this (the One) come all other things excepting God.

This reconstruction of the wording in w*" is confirmed by Alexander’s paraphrase
in 219.29-34. There, Alexander writes: [} 8¢ AéyeL kal TO VEIKoGg adTO TODTO YEVVAV
... (£x yap oD €vdg, Ov Bedv Exeivog kai opaipov Aéyet ...).%

Both the w*- and w*"-versions are grammatically possible.®® According to the
reading in w*, Aristotle understands Strife as a generating principle (1000a26-29)
by pointing out that Strife, despite being the principle of destruction, generates
nonetheless. Only the One has to be excluded (86w t0D £vdg) from the list of
things generated by Strife. Aristotle further argues that everything other than God
(mATv 6 Be6¢) comes from this (ék TovToV), i.e., Strife. This version’s first sentence
is striking in that it is somewhat unconnected to the expression &w tob £voq.
Also striking is this very expression, for Aristotle in the next sentence repeats the
very same idea, but this time with the expression mAnv 6 0e6¢.** When we further
remind ourselves that the verse quotation functions to characterize Strife, it seems
odd that Strife does not appear in Empedocles’ own words, but only in the words
with which Aristotle introduces the quote.®® Why would Aristotle adduce a quota-
tion that does not provide clear, explicit evidence for his contention?

According to the reading in w*" lines 1000a26-32 read as follows:

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 4, 1000a26-32 according to wA*

TiBnot pév yap apxiv tva aitiav [27] tig 9Bopdg TO veikog, do&ete 8 &v ovbiv
HTTOV Kai TOUTO [28] yeVVav. £k yap ToD £vOg dmavta kai ék ToVTOL TAAG €0t [29]
TATV Bed¢. Aéyet yobv ...

For he maintains that strife is a principle that causes perishing, but none the less, this
[Strife], too, would seem to produce. For from the One come all things and from this
[the One] come all other things excepting God. At least he says: ...

The statement made in this version of the text differs slightly from the statement

©2In Metaph. 219.29-34: “But insofar as he says that this very Strife also begets ... for it is out of the
One (which he calls God and Sphairos)... .”

%For the following I am much indebted to Oliver Primavesi. I further thank Peter Adamson and
Christof Rapp for discussing this passage with me.

%Such a repetition makes sense only when taken as parallelism, in which Aristotle first speaks in
the language of (Empedoclean) Physics (8w 1o £v6g), then uses a compatible expression from the
(Empedoclean) mythical story (mAnv 6 6e6g). On the interaction of physics and myth in Empedocles’
philosophy see Primavesi 2013: 713-21.

®The words ¢§ dv with which the citation begins (1000a29) refer to the four elements out of which
everything comes to be. See the context in the papyrus (verse 265-69) and Primavesi 2008: 47-57. In
the Arabic transmission we find the words ¢§ @v / “out of which” replaced by ex lite (Scotus) / “out of
Strife.” This discrepancy can be explained as an attempt to bring in the missing Strife.
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in @®. It seems advantageous that the sentence 86&ete 8 &v 0v0év ftTov Kai
ToUTO ... (1000a27) ends with yevvav: there is no appended ££w to0 évdg. The fact
that Sphairos does not result from the rule of Strife is made sufficiently clear in
the subsequent sentence (t&t A\a ... ATV 0edg). Yet this text too has striking fea-
tures: Aristotle mentions the One unexpectedly, and Aristotle does not mention
Strife, even though Strife is the pivotal element.®® Having read €k ydap tod £€vog
it is impossible to take what follows, ék TovToV, to mean “out of Strife,” as was
naturally done in the w*-version. In the w**-version the kai introduces an expli-
cation of the dmavrta. It means: “For from the One come all things, that is to say
(kai),” from this come all other things excepting God.” Still, why does Aristotle
explain the generative power of Strife by pointing out that everything comes out
of the One, but never again mentions Strife?®® An answer to this question can be
found in Empedocles as well as in Aristotle. I will first look at the answer given by
Empedocles.

The Strasbourg Papyrus preserves, albeit fragmentarily, the verse in Emped-
ocles’ poem that preceded the verses quoted by Aristotle (see above). This verse
reads: [— vv — ov — Siégu mAé]ov’ &€ £vog elvau (P.Strasb. a(i) 7 = 268).% Whereas
verse 267 describes the unification that takes place under the influence of Love
(ovvepxoped’ eig éva koopov, P.Strasb. a(i) 6 = 267),”° verse 268 describes the
influence of Strife.” Under Strife, Many (i.e., the four elements), come out of the
One.”> When the words ¢ évog efvau precede the verse ¢€ v ndv0’ oa t° fv Soa
T’ €00’ 6oa T €otal dOmioow, quoted by Aristotle, then the reading alone attested
in A" becomes quite plausible. In this context, Aristotle’s words ¢k ydp Tod £vog
dnavta (1000a28) reveal themselves to be a close paraphrase of the Empedoclean
verse, which precedes the verse Aristotle quotes and which describes the genera-
tive power of Strife and its effect of separating all things out of the One. By means
of this close paraphrase (¢x ... £v0g) Aristotle brings in Strife, whose presence
we had expected to see in the verse quoted, indirectly and at that in the words of
Empedocles himself.

Let us now look at how Aristotle provides an answer to our question. As evi-
dent in the De caelo passage (I 2, 301a14-20 = DK 31 A 42) quoted above (pp. 115

In the sentence that follows after the verse quotation (1000a33-b1) Strife is the implicit subject
of the verb ¢vijv (1000b1).

See LS] s.v. kai A.L2. “to add a limiting or defining expression.” Bonitz 1870: s.v. kai, 357b13-20.

% As we saw above in the w**-version Strife is preserved, if nevertheless in Aristotle’s own peculiar
words, by the expression ¢k TovTov.

%See Martin/Primavesi 1999: 179-83. Martin/Primavesi suggest, on the evidence of a fragment in
Lysias, the following reconstruction (182): [¢v §""ExBpnt ye méAwv Siépu mAéJov’ €€ évog elvar.

"®Concerning the “we” in cuvepyoued’ see Primavesi 2008: 47-57.

"Empedocles Physics, 267-68: “[under love] we [the elements] come together to a single ordered
world ... [under strife] we grow apart from each other to become many out of one.”

7?Primavesi 2008: 12: “die Herrschaft der Mehreren (d.h. der vier chemisch rein voneinander ge-
trennten, zu homogenen Massen verbundenen Elemente).”
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n. 54), Aristotle holds that Empedocles is forced to contend that our world comes
about only under the rule of Strife, since (for Aristotle) our world could not have
come about by the unification of separate elements.”> Thus Aristotle says: ®ot’
avaykaiov yiveoBau ¢€ £vog kai cuykekpiévou (“[our world] therefore necessar-
ily comes out of a state of unity and combination”). We see that from Aristotle’s
point of view generation under the rule of Strife is equivalent to generation “out
of the One.” Thus the expression “out of the One” implies that we are under the
rule of Strife, under which everything, the whole world, is generated. It is there-
fore quite plausible for Aristotle to characterize the work of Strife without explicit
mention of Strife but simply with the formula “generation out of the One.””*

What then about the redundancy of the two phrases €k ... ToD £€vog and €k
ToVToV given in line 1000a28 of w*'? It could be understood in the following way:
Aristotle first speaks in the words of Empedocles, verse 268, (¢k yap 10D £€vog...)
and then states the matter in his own words (... ¢k ToOTOUL TAAAG é0TL TIAT|V B€dC).
Everything coming out of the One means (kai as limiting) everything apart from
God. However, this twofold statement does not just express the same thought
in two idiosyncratic ways. Rather, Aristotle ascribes to Empedocles a thought
(namely, that all things come out of the One) that Aristotle needs to clarify, espe-
cially because it serves the purpose of his argument. Aristotle intends to show that
Strife “generates no less than Love” (10 veikog ... o0B&v fjTToVv Kai TovTo yevvav
a27-28). When Aristotle therefore starts with the notion that everything comes
to be out of the One (¢k yap tod £€vog drmavta), which is to say that everything is
generated by Strife, he seems already to presuppose his own understanding of the
cosmic cycle, according to which the world can only be generated during the rule
of Strife (De caelo I 2, 301a14-20 = DK 31 A 42). But since Sphairos evidently is
not generated by Strife, Aristotle has to exempt the god from his rule and rephrase
his “everything comes out of the One (i.e. from Strife)” to “everything apart from
Sphairos comes out of the One (i.e. from Strife)” (¢x TovToL TAANG é0TL ATV BedG,
a28-29).

To conclude: the reading preserved only in w*! is confirmed by the newly dis-
covered Strasbourg Papyrus. The papyrus thus shows that the w*"-reading is pre-
ferable to the reading of our direct transmission (w*¥), whose oddities are in fact
eliminated when we follow the w**-text. The question then is, how did it happen
that the reading preserved in w*" deteriorated into the reading preserved in w*?
We can only speculate. A reader who was unfamiliar with the Empedoclean con-
text and who did not understand Aristotle’s words ék yap tod €vog as a quasi-ci-
tation of Empedocles’ verse could have wondered why Aristotle so suddenly and

73See Primavesi 2013: 698-99.

74 Alexander wants to secure this meaning of the passage by proposing the addition (8¢t tpootiféva,
220.3) t& yryvopeva vmo tod veikovg. Those things that come out of the One are the products of the
work of Strife.
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seemingly inexplicably spoke of the One out of which everything comes about. In
order to understand the subsequent ék Tovtov (a28) as a reference to Strife, which
is supposed to generate things, the preceding éx ydp 10D £€vog had to be removed
and then integrated into the preceding sentence as £{w t0D £€v4¢. Line a29, where
TIATV 6 0edg expresses the same idea in different words, probably served as the
model for this integration.

4.1.4 Alex. In Metaph. 204.23-31 on Arist. Metaph. B 3, 998b14-19

In B 3, 998b17-18 the a- and the B-version offer different, but equally unsatisfac-
tory readings. As Bonitz has pointed out, it seems that Alexander’s paraphrase
alone offers the correct reading.” Let us take a closer look. We are in the third
book of the Metaphysics at the beginning of the seventh aporia (B 1, 995b29-31; B
3, 998b14-999a23).”® The following passage contains the conditional clause in line
998b1y (ei pgv ... dpxai) as restored on the basis of Alexander’s commentary and
read by all editors since Bonitz.

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 3, 998b14-19

npOG 8¢ TovTOLG €l Kai 8Tl pdhoTa dpyad T& yévn eiot, [15] mOTepa Sel vopilerv T
TpOTA TOV yevdv dpxag fi T& [16] €oxata katnyopodpeva Emt TOV ATOHWY; Kal
yap todTo Exet [17] dppioPritnowy. el pev yap det ta kabBdlov udllov apxai, [18]
@AVEPOV GTL TA AVWTATW TOV YEVOV' TadTa Yap Aéyetat [19] katd mavtwy.

Besides this, even if the genera are in the highest degree principles, should one re-
gard the first of the genera as principles, or those which are predicated directly of
the individuals? This also admits of dispute. For if the universal is always more of
a principle, evidently the uppermost of the genera are the principles; for these are
predicated of all things.

15 tétepa a Al 204.24 : téTepov B ALP 204.26 edd. || 17 del w?t (ALP 204.29) Bonitz Christ Ross
Jaeger : 8¢i B : 8t a Ascl! 177.10 Ascl.? 177.11 Bekker || dpxai a ALP 204.29 edd. : apxds B

In the seventh aporia” Aristotle asks: if the genera are the principles (a presup-
position taken from the sixth aporia), is it the first and most remote genera or the
lowest and most proximate genera that are the principles of things (998b14-16)? If
it is true that the more universal is always (det) more of a principle (&dpyai), then
the uppermost and most universal of the genera are principles (b17-18). Accord-
ing to Alexander’s paraphrase, he must have read the above text. Before looking in
more detail at Alexander’s paraphrase, I will evaluate the text as it is transmitted
through our manuscripts.

7>Bonitz 1848 ad loc.: &l scripsi cum Alex.

7SFor the seventh aporia see Madigan 1999: 68-80 and Berti 2009. See also 5.1.1.

77 According to Berti 2009: 11920 the seventh aporia is to be identified as a special case of the sixth
aporia. Schwegler 1847c¢: 131 already treats this passage as part of the sixth aporia.
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The conditional clause as transmitted by a and P entails the following difficul-
ties from a syntactical point of view. According to the a-version, it reads:"®

a-text: Aristotle, Metaphysics B 3, 998b17-18
el puév yap dti ta kaborov padlov apxai, [18] @avepdv 8Tt Td AVWTATW TOV YEVDV*

For if it is the case that the universal is more of a principle, evidently the uppermost
of the genera are the principles;

In line b1y the a-text reads dttinstead of del. The predicative nominal dpyai stands
in the nominative case as it does in Alexander’s paraphrase. Even if the a-read-
ing seems syntactically less problematic than the B-reading (which we turn to be-
low),” the 81t and the construction subsequent to it are difficult to integrate into
the rest of the sentence. The protasis (ei pév yap ...) contains a dependent clause
which is introduced by 8t1. The protasis itself, however, is either highly elliptical
or not a clause at all. It just says: &l uév yép, (6tt... ) / “For if, (that).” We do not
find anywhere else in Aristotle a phrasing such as this. In Plotinus, however, we
can find this sort of phrase, where it has the sense of “if it is the case that....”® So
we are dealing here in the a-text with an un-Aristotelian, but nevertheless gram-
matically possible idiom.
In the B-version, we find the following text:

B-text: Aristotle, Metaphysics B 3, 998b17-18
el puév yap 8t ta kabolov paihov apxdac, [18] @avepov 8Tt T& AV TATW TOV yEVDV*

For if it is necessary that the universal ... more of a principle, evidently the upper-
most of the genera are the principles;

The B-text deviates in two respects from the text attested to by Alexander’s para-
phrase. Instead of dei there is 6¢i and instead of dpyai in the nominative case there
is apydg in the accusative case. These deviations are connected to each other: since
el takes an accusative with infinitive construction, the subject T& kaBdAov and
the complementary predicative (dpydg) are in the accusative case. The accusative
form dpxdg seems to be a later correction that aims at making sense of the 8¢l. Yet,
adjusting dpyai to dpydg does not solve the problem that the new construction
(subsequent to J¢i) lacks an infinitive.* In light of this, the nominative case of

78Scotus’s Latin translation of the Arabic version of the Metaphysics does not reveal what the Greek
Vorlage read. Scotus writes: Quoniam si universalia sunt magis prima quam alia, manifestum est quod
principia sunt genera altissima. This seems to be closer to the a-version than to the p-version or Al-
exander’s text.

7*Bekker and Schwegler read a. Asclepius also had the a-reading in his text (177.10-12).

8For the expression &i pév yap, &1u... in Plotinus see e.g. 11 9.9,66 and VI 3.21,30.

8The copula ¢oti / ¢ioi can be naturally left out in an independent nominal sentence. In our case,
however, we are dealing with an accusative with infinitive construction.
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apxai given in a and in Alexander’s paraphrase appears to be the older reading.
Alexander’s paraphrase of the passage reads as follows:

Alexander, In Metaph. 204.23-24; 29-31 Hayduck

998b14 ITpog 8¢ TovTOLG €l Kal Tt udAtoTa apyai ta yévn [24] eioi, tdtepa
Sel vopifev & Mp@TA TOV YEVDV ApXEG.

... [29] €l p&v yap det & kaBohov T@V pi) Opoiwg kaBdlov paAov apxai, dia [30]
10 TV apxNV keioBar 10 kabBohov eivar dpyxfv, T& dvwtdtw &v yévn kai [31] T&
Kovotata elev apxal

Besides this, even if the genera are in the highest degree principles,
should one regard the first of the genera as principles...?

. [summary of aporia in Alexander’s words] For if the universal is always more of
a principle than things which are not in a like manner universal—on account of its
being laid down at the outset that the universal is a principle—then the highest and
most common genera would be principles.

23 kel STLP? S:étikal A O || yévn A O S: yévn t@v 8vtwv PP || 24 nétepa A P* S : ipdtepa O
[|30 10 AOS: 1@ P || dvwtdtw P° : dvotata O : dvw™ A

Alexander formulates his paraphrase of line 998b17 such that it stays close to Ar-
istotle’s words. He merely adds an object of comparison and says t@v ur| opoiwg
kaBoAov (“than things which are not in a like manner universal”). Apart from

these words, he seems simply to copy the words of line 998b1y, as far as we can
judge on the basis of a and . Note that Alexander’s paraphrase is identical with
the a-text except for one word: del (204.29: &i puév yap dei ta kaborov [...] pdAov
apxadi).

As discussed in 3.4 (pp. 57-60), we can reconstruct a reading in w*" on the basis
of Alexander’s paraphrase alone (i.e., without the need of further evidence in a
lemma or quotation) when a and f differ significantly and one of the two agrees
with the reading attested to by Alexander’s paraphrase. In the present case, the
confirmation Alexander’s paraphrase receives from either a or p is only indirect.
The reading in a (6t1) and P (8¢i) both differ from what Alexander’s paraphrase
suggests. Nevertheless, the genesis of these two incorrect readings can best be
explained as having originated in the reading that we find in Alexander’s para-
phrase.®

Taking dei ... apxai (w*") as the correct reading, the p-version (8&i) can be
seen as the result of a rather common mistake in majuscule script.® The visual
difference between A€l and A €l is slight.* This scribal error seems to already
have occurred in the w*-text, as can be inferred from the fact that both versions

82Cf. the case in 4.3.3.
8Cf. e.g. MA 1, 698216: el B : Sel a.
84Cf. v. Christ 1886a: VI-VII and 1 above.
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a and P exhibit different strategies for dealing with the problematic 6¢1.** In the
B-text, dpxai became dpxag in order to adapt the predicative nominal to the new
(incomplete) infinitive construction. In the a-text, &pyai remained unchanged,
but the St (w*) was changed to 811, which rendered the sentence grammatically
acceptable to the time at which the correction was likely made (cf. Plotinus’s use
of the idiom ei p&v ydp, 6tL..., mentioned above), but unidiomatic to Aristotle’s
time. w*t, however, preserved the original reading unscathed.

On the basis of the four cases analyzed here (4.1.1-4.1.4) it can be concluded
that @*® contains signs of corruption and errors that are not shared by w*". These
separative errors in w* rule out the possibility that w*" is a copy of w®.

4.2 SEPARATIVE ERRORS IN wAl AGAINST w*

I have analyzed separative errors in @* that are not shared by w*". I now turn to
the investigation of separative errors in w”" against w®. Such errors show @* to
be independent of w*! in the sense that w* is not a descendent of wA".

4.2.1 Alex. In Metaph. 11.3-6 on Arist. Metaph. A 2, 982a19-25

After having introduced cogia as science (¢motiun) concerned with causes and
principles (A 1, 982a1-3), Aristotle continues his characterization of this science
at the beginning of A 2 by reviewing generally accepted views or presupposed
assumptions about the wise person (c0@dg) (982a4-8).%¢ Aristotle introduces the
first view as follows:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 2, 982a8-10

vroapBdvopev 8 mpdToV pEv émiotacBat mdvta TOV [9] coQOV MG EvEExeTal, pn
ka®’ ékaotov éxovta émothunV [10] adT@V-

We suppose first, then, that the wise person knows all things, as far as possible, al-
though he has not knowledge of each of them individually;

8 mavta P ALP 9.29-32 10.1-2, cf. Ascl.P 15.30 Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger : pdAtota névta
a Primavesi®”

%1t is not impossible but very unlikely that an error occurred in both versions @ and § inde-
pendently of each other at precisely the same point in the text.

8For an analysis of chapter A 2 of the Metaphysics see Broadie 2012: 43-67. For Aristotle’s proce-
dure of beginning with an analysis of widely held assumptions see Broadie 2012: 55.

%1 follow the B-text in 982a8 (pace Primavesi 2012) and read ndvta instead of péhota névta for
the following reasons: first, to say that the wise person is supposed to know all things (object of knowl-
edge) to the highest degree, pdhiota, (degree of knowledge) does not square well with the immediately
following restriction “as far as possible” (w¢ évdéxetau). This seems to rule the superlative out. Second,
the specification pdAiota becomes relevant only at the later passage, in which Aristotle spells out the
first assumption more precisely (982a21, see below). There, the pédAiota is part of his account of the
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In 982a10-19 Aristotle enumerates other opinions about the wise, and at 982a19-
21 Aristotle declares his list complete. Thereafter he examines closely these views
and their implications.® To the first opinion Aristotle says:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 2, 982a19-23

TG pEv ovv [20] vmoAyelg TotadTag Kai Tooavtag Exopev mept TG coiag [21]
Kal TOV 00@®V- ToOTwV 8¢ TO pgv mavta émniotacBot 1@ pa-[22]Aota €xovtt v
kaBohov émotiuny avaykaiov Omdpyewv [23] (obtog yap oidé mwg dmavra T&
vrokeipeva)

Such and so many are the assumptions, then, which we hold about wisdom and the
wise. Now of these characteristics, that of knowing all things must belong to the
person who has in the highest degree universal knowledge; for this person knows in
a sense all the subordinate objects;

20 Kal Tooavtag a § Ascl.? 16.19 edd. : om. B || Tfig a Ascl.? 16.20 edd. : om. P || 21 évta a Ascl<
16.21 edd. : dmavta B : om. @At (Al!11.3), T& mavTa ci. Al 115 || 22 THY KaBOAov @ ALP 11.6-7
Ascl16.21-22 edd. : T katd tdvtev AL 11.3-4 || 23 Twg a §: 1dG £xet B : om. Ascl.c16.25

The word mdvta in line 982a21, which both versions attest to (the difference of
nédvta [a] and &ravra [B] being irrelevant for the present purpose), is in two ways
anchored in the context. First, Aristotle has already at the beginning of this chap-
ter (982a8-9) introduced knowledge of all things as the first generally accepted

view we have about the wise. Second, the sentence taken by itself and without its
context would not make good sense without mdvrta. It is not at all a satisfactory
characterization of the wise person, who has universal knowledge to the highest
degree, simply to say that he knows. Knows what? Some particular thing, knows
generally? The mere ability to know (énioctacOat) is too general a characteristic
to describe a person who knows in a special way, namely, who has the ability to
know the universal.¥

The version of wAL, however, did not contain the word tdvta (a21), as Alexan-
der’s lemma and his comments on the passage indicate.

Alexander, In Metaph. 11.3-6 Hayduck

982a21 Tovtwv 8¢ 10 pév éniotacBal 1@ pdliota €xovrtt THV [4] kata
MAVIWV EMOTHUNV.

[5]"EXAeinet @ €mioTacat 10 ‘T mavta™ 10 yap mdvta éniotacBat 1@ [6] udhiota
ExovTL TV kaBOAov EmoTHUNY DIEPXEL TODTO Yap MV TO Keifevov.

wise person’s dvta éniotacOat: the person who knows all things has universal knowledge to the high-
est degree. The word pdhiota in 982a8 of the a-text seems to be an overcorrection aimed at aligning the
text to the only seeming parallel phrase in 982a21.

%Broadie 2012: 54: “Aristotle’s responses to the assumptions.”

8Furthermore, the parenthetical explication given in 982a23 (00tog yap 0ldé mwg &mavta Ta
onokeipeva) takes up the word mévta and thereby presupposes it.
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Now of these characteristics, that of knowing must belong to the person
who has in the highest degree knowledge concerning everything;

[In this text] the words ‘all things’ are omitted before ‘knowing,” for to know all
things belongs to the man who possesses universal knowledge in the highest degree;
for this was the assumption.

510 yap AP® : 1@ yap O

In the Metaphysics text presented in the lemma nédvta is absent.”® Alexander be-
gins his comments by diagnosing the absence of the words t& mévta from his
text as a mistake, and so suggests supplementing them. Alexander demonstrates
that the absence of ta mavta is a mistake by recalling Aristotle’s earlier exposi-
tion of the first view: Todto yap nv 10 keipevov (11.6). There, Aristotle made clear
that knowing all things belongs to the wise. Since nothing in Alexander’s words
suggests that he knew the reading ta mévta from another manuscript,” we can
ascribe Alexander’s recognition of its absence to his thorough reading of Aristo-
tle’s text.”

Alexander’s supplement is warranted, but it does not exactly coincide with the
wording in w*.” There we read ndvta without article. The reading in w* more
closely agrees with the parallel passage at the beginning of A 2 (¢niotacBat névta,
982a8),* and so it should be preferred. Given that the reading suggested by Alex-
ander does not exactly match the reading transmitted in w®, there is no need to
speculate that at an earlier stage mdvta had been missing also in w®, but was later
added to the text at Alexander’s suggestion. Therefore we conclude that we are
dealing here with a separative error in w** of which w® is free. This demonstrates
that w* does not derive directly from w?".

4.2.2 Alex. In Metaph. 167.7-14 on Arist. Metaph. a 3, 994b32-995a3

In a 3 Aristotle comments on how teaching methods relate to the subject matter
being taught. He starts off with the following considerations on pedagogy.

“Interestingly, the lemma diverges in yet another way from our text. It reads v katd Tévtwv
¢motunyv instead of v kaBoAov émotruny (982a22). That this is not what Alexander read in w*", but
alater corruption of the lemma, is made clear by Alexander’s paraphrase: his words at 11.6 show clearly
that he read ti|v kaB6Aov ¢motiuny.

“'Dooley 1989: 29 n. 52 seems to understand Alexander in that way.

92The recensio altera (L) reads dnavta (11 app.) in the lemma but adopts Alexander’s remark that
nédvta should be supplemented. Asclepius (16.21-22) cites the sentence in the a-version (névta),
but does not further comment on it. A scholium in the Metaphysics manuscript E (see Brandis 1836)
mentions two different versions of the text: £v Tiot T@v dvtrypdgwv Aeimet 16 mdvta, wG Ao Kotvod
Aappavopevov, 527a12-13. This might go back to Alexander’s comment on the passage. That the ab-
sence of mdvta should be understood as an &nd kowvod construction is an attempt to make sense of the
reading without the mévta.

“*Ross 1924: clxii is imprecise when he says: “om. Al., who desiderates mévta.”
414 mdvta means “the whole” (LS] s.v. nég B.IT), whereas névta means “all things, everything.”
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Aristotle, Metaphysics a 3, 994b32-995a3

AL S’ dkpodoeig katd T £0n cvpPaivovoy wg yap [995a1] eidBapey obtwg d§rodpev
AéyeoBar, kai & mapd tadta ovX [2] Spota @aivetar A& S v dovviBetay
ayvwototepa Kai [3] EevikdTtepar T yap o0vnbeg yvwpiudtepov.

The effect which lectures produce on a hearer depends on the hearer’s habits; for
we expect the lecturing style we are accustomed to, and that which is different from
this seems not in keeping but somewhat unintelligible and foreign because it is not
customary. For the customary is more intelligible.

1 Méyeobat w® AsclP 134.32-33 Ar' (Scotus) edd. : #1110 AMéyeobat wAt (Al 167.11 AL 167.10; 12) ||
3 yvwpipwtepov a Bekker Bonitz Christ : yvapipov B Ross Jaeger

Aristotle’s remark that learning is easier when we are accustomed to the man-
ner of teaching is transmitted in our text (w*) without any grammatical oddities.
Alexander’s text (w), however, differs from w* in that &t1 10 appears in front
of MéyeaBat (995a1). According to Alexander’s comments on the text, the &t is
superfluous.

Alexander, In Metaph. 167.7-14 Hayduck

ai yap dxpodoelg yiyvovtatr katd v idiav t@v €0@v oikeld-[8]ttar ol yap
ovvelBiopeba, TovTolg dlodpev kol Td Aeyopeva cupPwvelv, [9] T 8¢ mapd T&
ovviOn NIV TOV Aeyopévwy ayvwoTtétepa gaivetar T [10] Eevikd eivar. 6 elne S
00 #1110 MéyeobBat kal ta mapd tadta ovy [11] Spota @aivetar. Sokel 8¢
70 éTt mepLTTOV elva. el 8¢ €in yeypappévov, [12] Aeimot &v t@ €t 1O Aéyeobat 10
‘MG’ 1O yap M we AéyeoBai Tiva kai wg [13] pny eifiopeda kol dAa, dAN pn) OV
elbiopeba dxovewy, & elne S tod kal mapd TadTa,” dyvwotdtepa Totel [14] T&
Aeyopeva.

For the effect produced by lectures is determined by the habits of the individual
[auditors], for we demand that the [lecturer’s] words agree with the things to which
we have become accustomed, and if [he] says anything beyond what is familiar to
us we think it somewhat unintelligible because it is foreign to us. This he [Aristotle]
expresses by the words “Moreover, the lecturing that is different from this seems not
in keeping.” The word “moreover” [£11] seems superfluous, but if it is to be written
it would require [the addition of] “in a different manner” [&A\\wg] to “moreover,
the lecturing”; for lecturing in a different manner and not as we are accustomed
to and about other things than we are accustomed to hear—this last he expresses
by the words ‘and beyond what [is familiar to us]’—makes what is said somewhat
unintelligible.

8 ouvelbiopeba A O : ovvebiopeba P* || 9 ouviOn A O : ouviifws P || fipiv O P : fjudv A ||
TOP: Sl TOLF: 10 A || 10-14 & ... & Aeydpeva] om. LF || 10 Eevika Hayduck : Eeva codd.
[| 12 @ Tt O P® : 1@ ot A || MéyeoBat 10 dMws PP : AéyecBau dAwg A O || 1o yap A PP : 1@
yap O || 13 eibiopeBa kai A, dAN piy OV eibiopeba O A PP (cf. aliter dici quem consuevimus,

*Hayduck did not mark these words as a quotation from Aristotle’s text.
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et diversa ab iis, qu(a)e audire solemus videntur S) : €ibiopeba Bonitz Hayduck || oD kai A O :
10D kal T& P || otel PP : oteiv A O

In lines 167.7-10, Alexander paraphrases lines 994b32-995a3 of the Metaphysics.
In the line that follows, 167.10-11, Alexander quotes lines 994a1-2 as they appear
in his copy of the Metaphysics. In this quotation we see that w* read in line 9g95a1
€11 10 AéyeoBat instead of simply AéyeaBat. At first glance, it looks as though Al-
exander quoted only the middle part of the sentence in 994b32-995a2, leaving out
the beginning as well as the end. That Alexander indeed found the words €t to
in his exemplar is confirmed by his subsequent remark about their superfluity.
By contrast, in @, the infinitive AéyeoBat is preceded by and syntactically con-
nected to the word sequence g yap eiwBapev obtwg d&lodpev / “for we expect it
(i.e. the lecturing) to be as we are accustomed to” (994b32-995a1).” The infinitive
AéyeoBou is the (accusative) object of the verb a§iodpev.” Yet, when the infinitive
AéyeoBou is preceded by &tt 10, as it is in w*k, the syntax of the sentence, and
hence its punctuation, changes. Thus, it makes sense that Alexander quotes €1t
10 AéyeoBat ... (167.10-11), taking it as an independent sentence; it is a term in a
dependent clause only from the perspective of w*.

On the basis of Alexander’s quotation and subsequent remark we can recon-
struct the following wording for lines 994b32-995a2 in w*".

Reconstruction of lines 994b32-995a2 according to w*

¢ yap [995a1] eidOapev obtwg afrodpev. £Ti To AMéyeobat kal Td mapd tadTa ovy [2]
Spota gaivetat G ...

For we expect it [the lectures] to be as we are accustomed to. Moreover, the lec-
turing and that which is different from the customary seems not in keeping but ...

The phrase that Alexander quotes (¢étt 0 AéyeoBat...) indicates clearly that ac-
cording to w*" the words &t 16 introduce a new sentence. That the words €11 10
function as the beginning of the sentence is consistent with Aristotle’s typical use
of éti. In most cases (“usitatissimum,” Bonitz 1870: s.v. &ti; p. 291a13), &1t (8¢)
stands at the beginning of a clause.”® Accordingly, when a new sentence begins in

*Both Asclepius (Ascl. In Metaph. 134.32-33) and the Arabic tradition (Scotus: Dicimus enim illud
quod assueti sumus audire et...) testify to this syntactical connection between “to expect” and “lectur-
ing” in the Aristotelian sentence.

%7 Aristotle usually uses the verb &€i6w in the sense of “to expect” with the infinitive (LSJ s.v. &€16w
IIL; Bonitz 1870: s.v. &§10dv, p. 70.20-29; Goodwin 1867: $92; p. 189). A few lines later we find another
instance of the same construction: &§lodotv éndyeobat (995a8). Cf. the parallel construction in SE 6,
168b32 (afrodpev eivar tavtd) and Top. H 3, 153237 (aflodpev katnyopeiodar).

%8 At the beginning of a clause, the adverb #tt can stand without a particle, as, for example, in the
context of our passage in Metaph. a 2, 994b20, but also in Metaph. A 5, 1015a33; A 7, 1017a31; 1017a35;
Ph. T 8, 208a11; A 4, 2112105 Pol. 1252b34; EN 1132b30; 1147a10; Cael. 275b25; 301a4. Cf. Bonitz 1870: s.v.
€115 p. 291a13-15.



ALEXANDER’S TEXT AND THE DIRECT TRANSMISSION 129

995a1 (£11), the preceding aiodpev (“we expect”) has to be taken in an absolute
sense. In the new subsequent sentence, then, t0 AéyeaBat must be the subject®”
and syntactically equal to Ta mapa tadta.

Yet, even in this position, the infinitive AéyeoBai, “lecturing,” does not make
much sense. Why should an unspecified lecturing “not be in keeping” (o0 6pota)?
In addition, the function that £t usually has at the beginning of a sentence, namely
as a means of introducing an additional argument,' is not present in our passage.
Here, £t1 adds not an additional point, but an example that illustrates the point
just made. Yet, if one wants to read the £tt not as beginning a new sentence, as
Alexander does, but rather as introducing a climatic apposition'”—a function that
€t rarely serves in Aristotle—then the difficulty arises that there is no preceding
enumeration in this passage to which the thought “on top of that the lecturing”
could be added as a culmination.

Alexander, too, recognizes the syntactical difficulties presented by the sentence
in w*" and thus declares the &1t to be superfluous (167.11)."? The deletion of the &t
has the effect of merging the two sentences into one, thereby making to AéyeoBat
the object of &&iodpev. Besides the deletion of 11, Alexander proposes another
solution (167.11-12): According to his second suggestion, the sentence could be
corrected by leaving the &1t in the text and adding the adverb &\\wg to the infini-
tive AéyeoBat. The addition of &GAAw¢ would lend the sentence a sufficiently coher-
ent meaning: “Moreover, lecturing in a foreign manner and that which is different
from what we are accustomed to seems not in keeping but....”*

Since the reading in w® (i.e. without the #t1 10) does not cause any problems,
it is preferable to the reading in w*" even when implementing Alexander’s emen-
dations (deletion of £t or addition of GAAwcg). How could the reading in w*" have
emerged? Perhaps someone erroneously took the sequence wg yap eiwBapev
obtwg alodpev (“for we expect it to be as we are accustomed to”) as a complete
sentence, and then rendered the subsequent text as a new sentence and intro-
duced it with the word &ti. As AéyeoBau is the subject of the new sentence, the
article t6 needs to be supplied as well. In any case, the words £t1 10, which are
preserved only in w", appear to be an erroneous addition to the text.

%In 167.7-10, Alexander’s paraphrase already hints at the fact that in his copy of the Metaphysics
the verb MéyeaBat was separated from the preceding (oUtwg d§todpev) and pulled into the subsequent
sentence. Alexander paraphrases: T& 8¢ mapd t& ovviiOn fUiv T@OV Aeyopévwv dyvwoTtdTepa paivetal.

1Bonitz 1870: s.v. £T4; p. 291a13-15.

"Bonitz 1870: s.v. £T1; p. 291a6-11.

122The author of the recensio altera does not adopt Alexander’s textual remarks (see apparatus
above). Most likely his text, just as @*, did not contain the &1 10 either. Nor does Asclepius (134.30-35)
comment on textual issues here; his paraphrase confirms our transmission of the text.

193 At this point in the commentary (167.13), I was able to expand, on the basis of the evidence in O
(which is confirmed by S), the text edited by Bonitz and Hayduck and include an additional dependent
clause. The new collations of Golitsis have shown that this actually is the reading of A, O and P". It
seems that Hayduck adopted this error from Bonitz.
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The absence of the two disruptive words in @ likely points to a tradition in-
dependent from w*" (or even its ancestor) in which the erroneous addition of
€11 16 never occurred. In the given case, however, we might still ask whether the
tradition of text w® might have contained the words £11 10, too, but then was cor-
rected in line with Alexander’s comments on the passage. That the words &tt 10
were present in an ancestor of w*® and then deleted cannot entirely be ruled out.
It is extremely unlikely, however, that this hypothesized deletion of &1t 10 in w*
occurred at the prompt of Alexander’s commentary, for Alexander suggests dis-
carding only the &1, not the t0. Consequently, although Alexander’s emendation
comes close to the reading given in w*, it still differs in respect to the article t0
in front of AéyecOar.'™ Therefore, it is justified to regard £tt 10 as a peculiar error
in w*! that never occurred in w* and hence as a further separative error in wAt
against w®.

4.2.3 Alex. In Metaph. 273.20-26; 34-274.2 on Arist. Metaph. T 4,
1006a18-24

At the beginning of I' 4, Aristotle engages with the deniers of the principle of
non-contradiction. Although the principle’s validity cannot be positively proved,
the absurdity of its denial can be demonstrated negatively.'® The first step in Ar-
istotle’s strategy for engaging with the opponents is not to assert that they have to
admit that something is or is not (eivai Tt ... §j pn eivar)—for this would already
imply acceptance of the principle—but rather to get them to admit that there is
something (onuatvewv ... Tt) that is of any significance at all to them and to oth-
ers.'%

Aristotle, Metaphysics ' 4, 1006a18-24

apyn [19] 8¢ mpog dmavra & TotadTa 00 TO d&LoDV § elvai Tt Aéyety [20] §j ur) elvan
(TobTo pev yap tay’ &v Tig bmohdPot To &€ [21] dpxfig aitelv), AANG onpaivery v Tt
Kal adT@ Kai G- [22] ToDTO yap dvaykn, einep Aéyol Tu. i yap un, ook &v [23] €in
O ToLOVTW AGYy0g, 008’ abT® TPOG abTOV 0UTE TPOG [24] EANOV.

The starting-point for all such arguments'”” is not the demand that our opponent

1%4Ross 1924: clxii points to this passage and states: “But if the manuscript reading were due to
Alexander’s note the MSS. would have to read 10 AéyeoBal.”

1% Metaph. T 4,1006a11-18.

1% According to Rapp 1993: 531-41 onpaivety should be taken in the sense it has in De Int. and Po-
etics. Therefore, the opponent’s utterance has to contain at least one dvopa (i.e. a noun, cf. Po. 1457a10;
Int. 16a19) that signifies something. See Int. 2, 16a16-18: onpeiov 8 éoti TODSE" Kal yap O Tpayéhapog
onpaivet pév 1, odmw 8¢ dAn0Eg i yeddog, £av ur T elvat i p) elvat Tpoatedf) fj AmA®G §j katd xpovov.
/ “A sign of this is that even ‘goat-stag’ signifies something but not, as yet, anything true or false—un-
less ‘is’ or ‘is not’ is added (either simply or with reference to time)” (transl. by Ackrill). Cf. also Kirwan
1971: 91-92; Flannery 2003: 117-18.

17 Aristotle calls the kind of demonstration that shows it to be impossible to deny this axiom
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shall say that something either is or is not (for this one might perhaps take to be
begging the question), but that he shall signify something which is significant both
for himself and for another; for this is necessary, if he really is to say anything. For,
if he does not signify anything, such a man will not make any statement, neither he
himself to himself nor to another person.

19 o0 a ALY (273.37-274.1) Bekker Bonitz Ross Jaeger Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : ovxi
B Christ : om. @At (AL' 273.20-21 ALP 273.23-24) Ar" (Scotus) || fj elvai Tt Aéyew] elvai Tt Méyery
Al'273.20-21: Myew tLelvat ALY 274.1 || yap] om. ALY || 21 Ttaedd. : om. B || adt® E*I* Bekker
Bonitz Ross Jaeger : éavt® B ALP 274.3 Christ : avt® a

Applying this strategy to the example Aristotle uses in the passage quoted below
(1006a31-b11), the section says that when the opponent expresses “human being”
and signifies something determinate by it (e.g. a rational animal) the opponent
cannot at the same time signify “non human being.” This condition, however,
does not imply that a human being is or is not.

Comparing lines 1006a18-20 with the text used by Alexander (w*") shows that
the negation o0 was absent from w*"'*® This much is clear from the lemma:

Alexander, In Metaph. 273.20-21 Hayduck

Apxty 8¢ mpog dnavta T totadTa T0 d&odv elvai Tt [21] Aéyewv fj pi elvat.

The starting-point for all such arguments is the demand that our oppo-
nent shall say that something either is or is not.

According to the lemma, lines 1006a18-20 of w*" read “The starting-point for all

>

such arguments is the demand that...” instead of “The starting-point for all such
arguments is not the demand that....”"” Without the negation o0 Aristotle’s state-
ment is turned on its head. Yet, this was the reading in Alexander’s copy of the
Metaphysics, as is confirmed by his paraphrase:

Alexander, In Metaph. 273.22-26 Hayduck

Tob éeyktikod ovANoYLopHOD Kai ToD TpOG dAAoV yvopévov mept Tig [23] ToD
npoketpuévov dfopatog Seifews apxiv enotv eivaw 1o &flodv TOV Tpoo-[24]

(1006a11-18) EAeyyog (a18), “negative proof” or “refutation,” and not &nddeifig (proof), which is only
given when one begins with positive assumptions—and such is not the case when we are dealing with
a first axiom. Cf. Rapp 1993: 521-24.

1%]n addition to the negation 09, the fj before elvau is also missing in w*". The omission of i, how-
ever, which seems to have occurred only in the lemma quotation (cf. the paraphrase in 273.24; 25; 31),
does not change the meaning of the sentence.

19Tn Septlveda’s Latin translation the lemma agrees, as it usually does, with the Latin Metaphysics
version that precedes the commentary sections and therefore reads a non (f. q.ii.v.). Yet, Sepulveda’s
translation of Alexander’s paraphrase agrees with the evidence in the Greek manuscripts of the com-
mentary (principium esse ait, petere ab adversario, ut dicat esse quidpiam...), and thus confirms that
Alexander himself did not find the o0 in his text.
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Stakeydpevov fj elvai Tt Aéyerv { pry eival, Tovtéoty €pwtntéov avtov el [25] pi
Sokel avt® mav fj elvar Todto & Aéyetan { pi elva, olov &vBpwmov [26] A elvan
dvBpwmov i pi) elvat, Opoiwg trmov, kuva, Td EAAa.

In the syllogism of refutation, carried on in reply to someone else about the pro-
posed axiom, he says that the starting-point of proof is to insist that the respondent
say that something is the case or that it is not the case. That is, one should ask him
whether it seems to him that everything either is that which it is said to be or not.
For example, a human: whether it seems that it either is human or not; and likewise
a horse, a dog, and the rest.

22 Tiepi g O LF : mept A : Tiig iepi PP || 23 apxijv A O : dpxni P || 24 épwtntéov A O S : épwtav

P® || 257 eivar A O : elvat P* S
Since there is no o¥ in the text in front of him, Alexander interprets Aristotle
as saying that the opponent must be made to affirm or deny that something is
a human being (fj eivar &vBpwmov fj pun eivan). According to this interpretation,
Aristotle demands a much greater concession from his opponent than the verb
onuaivety Tt (1006a21) indicates. And yet this is not what troubles Alexander
about the reading in w*’. What troubles Alexander is the logical inconsistency
between the sentence (without o0) in 1006a18-20 and Aristotle’s subsequent ex-
planation of it (yap, a20).

In lines a20-21 (w*), Aristotle explains why the starting-point cannot consist
in the opponent’s assertion that something is or is not: for this (todto pev yap...,
a20) could be regarded as begging the question. Aristotle could not have used this
reasoning to justify (yap) his strategy had he said, as it is preserved in w*", that the
starting point is to demand that the opponent affirm or deny an assertion. Rather
than simply declare the text of w*" to be inconsistent, Alexander tries to main-
tain the logic of Aristotle’s argument by means of the following interpretation
(273.26-32): Aristotle’s explanation (a20-21) that the demand (a18-20) would beg
the question is meant to show that the strategy (as given in w*") is inappropriate.
Therefore, according to Alexander (273.33-34), Aristotle abandons this strategy
and, in lines 1006a21-22, presents a more appropriate one.

Since Alexander recognizes that this interpretation does not eliminate the
dissonance that the particle yap creates between the two sentences, he suggests
emending the text by discarding the yap. For, without the particle ydp the state-
ment that the demand would beg the question could more easily be taken as Aris-
totle’s own correction of his previous sentence."’

Alexander, In Metaph. 273.34-36 Hayduck

kataAkn\otepov 8¢ 1) Aé€ig Exou dv, i [35] avti ToD TodTO PV Yap Tdxa dv Tig
vroldfot 1o €€ dpxig aitelv [36] €l yeypappévov O TODTO PV Téya &V TIG, MG Kol
@épetal €V TIOLV.

""Madigan 1993: 157 n. 327 remains too vague in his analysis of Alexander’s intention. He seems to
be unaware that Alexander’s emendation was prompted by the missing o0 in w*".
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The sentence would be more consistent if, instead of “for this one might perhaps
take to be begging the question,” it read “this one might perhaps ...,” as it is found
in some witnesses.

36 TG A O S : T1g vmoAdPor o €€ dpyig aiteiv PP

Alexander informs us that the correction he suggests is actually found in other
manuscripts." This other textual tradition apparently agrees with w*" in not read-
ing the o0."? The deletion of yap may well have been a reaction to the absence
of the 0. (By contrast, in the ancestor of our tradition, w*, the o0 seems not to
have dropped out in the first place.) The conjunctive error shared by w*" and the
exemplar(s) Alexander refers to must have occurred only after their common an-
cestor split from the ancestor of w®. This split of w*" and w* must therefore have
occurred sometime before AD 200, since Alexander already knows of a version
that shares with his own text the loss of the ov, but differs from it through the
deletion of the yap.

Is there any evidence that suggests that the ancestor of w* first shared the error
of not reading the ov, but had the o0 inserted into it at some later time? In order
best to answer this question, let us clarify the picture with the following piece of
information: Alexander knows of yet another Metaphysics version, one in which
there is no logical inconsistency between the two Aristotelian sentences."

Alexander, In Metaph. 273.37-274.2 Hayduck

eépetal TIG kal TolOTN Ypagn dpxn 6¢ mMpog dmavrta Ta TotadTa oV [274.1]
10 a§lodv Aéyev Tt elvat f| pi elvat. kai 0Tt yvwpudtepov 10 Ae-[2]ydpevov
oVTWG.

A reading is also found as follows: “the starting-point for all such arguments, is not
the demand that our opponent shall say that something either is or is not.” And this
way the meaning makes more sense.

1Aéyew TLelvat A : Méyew T el O : elvai Tt Méyewv PP S (Metaph.)

The other variant reading which Alexander knows and judges favorably of agrees
with the text preserved in w®. It contains the negation ov in line a19, thus allowing
the yap-sentence to follow consistently. Since this version shows that in Alexan-
der’s time there existed a tradition that preserved the original o0, the same very
well may have held for the tradition of w®, too.

To sum up: w*, the text containing Alexander’s first cited variant reading

HCH. 3.6, p. 90.

"This indicates that the dropout of the 00 was not confined to text w*'. The negation is also absent
from the Arabic translation by Ustath (as Scotus’s translation shows). Since the succeeding sentence
in the Latin version of the Arabic text is far removed from the Greek original it is impossible to say
whether or not the Greek Vorlage contained the yap.

80n this commentary passage see also Flannery 2003: 124-25.
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(273.34-36), and the Greek Vorlage of the Arabic tradition (see apparatus) all
share the error of the missing 00. w* (or rather an ancestor of it), however, was
free of this error, and none of the evidence I have encountered suggests that the
ov in w* is the result of a later correction. Thus, @* is independent of w*", and,
additionally, it is quite possible that the version Alexander knows as having read
the ov is just w®, as in the cases discussed in 3.5.2.

4.2.4 Alex. In Metaph. 228.29-229.1 on Arist. Metaph.
B 5,1001b26-28

Aristotle introduces his treatment of the twelfth aporia (B 5) with the following
words:!

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 5, 1001b26-28
Tovtwv 8’ éxouévn dmopia moTEPOV Of AptBuol kai [27] T cwpata kai Td énineda
Kai ai oTrypal ovolat Tvég [28] eioty fj 0.

A question connected with these is whether numbers and bodies and planes and
points are substances or not.

27 kod & €mineda w* Ascl! 208.24 edd. : om. A (Al 228.30 ALP 228.32-229.1) : ef superficies et
linee Ar." (Scotus) ex AlP 229.1?

The listed items, whose status as substance is under dispute, consist of numbers,"

bodies, planes, and points, that is, of mathematical terms and geometrical figures.
Both Alexander’s lemma and his paraphrase indicate that in w*" the list does not
include the planes (kai ta énineda).

Alexander, In Metaph. 228.29-229.1 Hayduck

\

Tobvtwv & éxouévn dmopia, métepov ol aptBuol kai [30] T4 cdpata kai

ai otiypal obolat Tivég elov ff od."

"In the summary of the aporiae in B 1, the twelfth aporia is described thus (996a12-15): Tpdg 8¢
TovT0IG TdTEPOV Ol dptBpol Kal T& priKkn Kai T oxpata kai ai oteypod odoiat Tivég eloty i ob, kdv el
ovoiat ToTePOV Kexwplopéval TOV aioBnt@v fj év tovtols. / “Further, whether numbers and lines and
figures and points are a kind of substance or not, and if they are substances whether they are separate
from sensible things or present in them.” Mueller 2009: 191 points to the differences between the two
versions of the aporia. On the twelfth aporia as a whole see Mueller 2009: 189-209.

15 Aristotle neither mentions numbers in the first description of this aporia in B 1 nor do they play
any role in the further treatment of the aporia (cf. 1002a12).

"6 Again the testimony in the lemma in S (n.iii..) is questionable (cf. 2.3). The reading in the lemma
is based on the Latin Metaphysics version that precedes the commentary section in Septlveda’s com-
mentary and which agrees with the directly transmitted version of the text (i.e. it includes the words
kal T& €nineda or plana). By contrast, Alexander’s paraphrase in the Latin version agrees with the
commentary text transmitted in the Greek manuscripts and does not include “planes” (et superficies
videlicet et linea).
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[31] Aeifag 8¢ @v nnépnoev, &t ot dpiBuot ovk ovaicn Eoovrtal, épegng [32] dmopel
TOIG TIpoElpnHéVOLG, TTOTEPOV ol AplBpol kal Td cwpata kai ai otty-[229.1]pai,
dnAovaTt kai €miedvetat kal ypappai, ovotat giotv fj obr

A question connected with these is whether numbers and bodies and
points are substances or not.

Having shown, through the aporiae he raised, that numbers will not be substanc-
es, Aristotle next raises—in addition to the aporiae already discussed—the aporia,
whether numbers and bodies and points, that is, surfaces and lines as well, are sub-
stance or not.

30 kad al oTtypat A O : kol ai ypoppai kai to énineda kal ai otypod PP || 32 toig mpoetpnuévolg
A O P* S(praeterea) Bonitz : Toig tponmopnuévolg LF Ascl. Hayduck'”

The lemma quotes lines 1001b26-28 without the words xal ta énineda.™® Looking
at the subsequent commentary text, we find confirmation that this is in fact the
reading of w*". For in his paraphrase, Alexander repeats the same list, saying ot
apBpol kai ta oopata kai ai otrypai (228.32—229.1), which confirms the word-
ing of the lemma (oi dptBpol kai t& odpata kai ai otrypai). Thus the words kai
ta énineda (“and planes”) were missing from his text. Following the paraphrase,
Alexander expands on the list by naming those terms that are clearly implied, but
not explicitly stated in the list: kol émedavetat kol ypappai (“surfaces and lines”).
His expansion, introduced by dnlovoti, “that is to say,” would not make sense
had xai & énineda (“and planes”) preceeded ai otrypai in his Metaphysics text.
The absence of the words kai t& énineda from w*" could be explained by a
scribe’s jumping from the second kai directly to the third, leaving out ta énineda
in the process. Or is it instead possible that Alexander’s text preserves Aristotle’s
original wording, which spoke only of the two extremes bodies and points, rather
than of the tripartite hierarchy of bodies, planes and points? Should that prove to
be the case, the words kol T €nineda in w* are to be taken as a later addition."
Before examining the lists of mathematical terms in the remainder of the apo-
ria one could ask whether it is possible that an ancestor of w* shared Alexander’s
reading (i.e., kai t& émineda was absent), but was later at the provocation of Al-
exander’s comments supplemented and expanded to result in what we see in a
and B. This seems unlikely, however, for the readings in a and p do not exactly
coincide with what Alexander suggests is implied in Aristotle’s words. Alexander
asserts that ém@davetat kai ypappai (“surfaces and lines”) are implied," but in our

"Hayduck’s information on the reading in A (rpoeipnuévoig) is incorrect.

8] follow the reading of A and O. In P® something interesting happened: apparently someone
added ta énineda (most likely following the Metaphysics text) and xai ai ypappai (which is not even
found in the Metaphysics text). Alexander’s commentary remarks clearly indicate, however, that these
additions were not part of his original lemma (see my comments below).

"Bonitz 1848 app. crit.: omissa esse testatur Alex, fort. recte.

12Tt is most interesting to see that the Arabic tradition apparently adopted Alexander’s comments
into the text. Scotus writes: Et istam questionem consequitur alia difficilis, et est utrum numeri et corpo-
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text, we find only kai ta énineda (“surfaces”).”!

In order, then, to decide whether the reading in w*" is original and correct, it
seems best to look for other passages in the twelfth aporia in which Aristotle lists
mathematical entities. In all of the following five parallel passages (i-v) Aristotle
never mentions only the two extremes of the hierarchy of geometrical terms, i.e.
bodies and points. In other words, the text of w*" diverges from Aristotle’s idiom.

Aristotle, Metaphysics (twelfth aporia)

i [10022a4] &AA& piy T6 ye odpa ATTOoV 0boia TG émgaveiag, [5] kat abtn Tig
Ypappis, kai abtn T povddog kai Tig [6] otiypfg But, on the other hand,
a body is surely less of a substance than a surface, and a surface less than a
line, and a line less than a unit and a point.

ii [1002a15] &ANG pRy &l TODTO pév Opoloyeital, Ot udAAov ovoia Ta [16] prikn
TOV owpdTWYV Kai ai oTypai ... But if this is admitted, that lines and points
are substance more than bodies ...

iii [1002223] 00Kk dpa 008’ m@dveta(...), 6 8’ [25] adTOG AdYOG Kai €Ml ypappig
Kal &M oTLyuAG Kl povadog. .. therefore the surface is not in it either; ...
And the same account applies to the line and to the point and the unit. ...

iv [1002a32] Tag O¢ oTiypds Kai TAG ypappdg kol oG [33] émgaveiag ovk
¢vdéxetal obte yiyveoba oUte pOeipeobar... but points and lines and surfaces
cannot be in process of becoming nor of perishing ...

v [1002b8] Opoiwg d¢ SfiAov 6Tt éxet kal mepl [9] TAG OTIYHAG Kal TAG YPALLUAG
Kkai T énineda And evidently the same is true of points and lines and planes;

These parallel passages show that, while the way in which the mathematical terms
are enumerated may vary, in none of these cases does the list include only the
two extremes, bodies and points.”” Perhaps it was on account of this idiom that
Alexander felt the need to extend the short list given in w*" by the terms ypappn
and ém@davela.

These parallel passages also show that Aristotle more frequently used the
term émgdavela (“surface”) than the equivalent émineda (“surface, plane”). Yet,
the phrase xai td énineda, which is transmitted by @w* and which most likely
dropped out of w*", is by no means unusual. In the concluding sentence of the

ra et superficies et linee et puncta sunt substantie aut non.

This is what Ross 1924: clxii briefly notes. My emphasis on the divergence between the terms
used relates to a difference in language not in content. As we will see, Aristotle himself uses the terms
¢mineda and ém@dvelar interchangeably. Cf. Mueller 2009: 189.

2This conclusion receives further support from parallel passages in the rest of the Metaphysics.
See e.g. Metaph. Z 2,1028b16-18: Sokel 64 TIoL T TOD 0dpATOG TTépata, olov EmipdveLla Kal ypapn ko
OTLYHR Kai HoVAg, elvat ovoial, kai pdAov fj o odpa kai 10 otepedv. Cf. also K 2, 1060b12-16; M 2,
1076bs5-7; 1077a34-35 and Ph. B 2, 193b23-25.
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aporia (1002by, see v above), we see that énineda is used in a sense equivalent to
gm@aveia.” Thus, the w*-reading of the introductory sentence (oi &p1Bpoi kai &
owpata kai ta énineda kal ai otrypai odoial, 1001b26-27) should not arouse any
suspicion, but should rather be understood as the lectio difficilior and as preferable
to Alexander’s own proposed augmentation of the sentence (kai émpdvetat kat
ypagpad).

In sum, the most plausible conclusion is that in this case, as in the case before,
we are dealing with an omission in w*" that did not occur in the tradition leading
to w*.

In the four cases I have analyzed (4.2.1-4.2.4), w*" is found to contain errors
that do not appear in w*.">* On the basis of these discovered errors it is possible
to conclude that w* is not a copy of wAl. This is a new result. With this, the as-
sumption held by Primavesi 2012b that the text of the Metaphysics presupposed by
Alexander’s commentary and the “original text” (which Primavesi takes to be the
text established by Andronicus'®) are identical is shown to be incorrect. Since w**
contains separative errors against w*® we have to assume that the versions Q and
@l are not identical, and that w*? is independent of w2

Following the basic rules of Maas’s Textual Criticism, the fact that both ver-
sions w*" and w* contain separative errors against each other allows us to con-
clude that the two versions are independent witnesses to the Metaphysics text.
Neither is the direct source of the other.”” Alexander’s commentary can be used

to date the text w* to roughly AD 200, but the present knowledge of ®w* permits
us to say only that it was produced before AD 400 (see 1; pp. 4-5)."%®

One could raise the following objection to the claim that w* is independent
from w*. If we assume that w® is younger than w?!, there is the theoretical pos-
sibility that the correct reading given in w® is only the result of a correction of a
reading that had been previously shared with @w*"."® In those cases where it was

12 Alexander also confirms this use of én{neda. In his commentary on the description of the twelfth
aporia in B 1 (996a12-15), Alexander, whose text here agrees with ours, explains Aristotle’s term ta
oxfuata in the following way (180.26-27): Ta oxijpata (Aéyot & &v 1 émineda, Tpiywvov, TeTpdywvov,
KOKAOV, T ToladTar). .. / “shapes (he would mean plane figures: triangle, square, circle, and the like).”

124Cf. also the following erroneous reading in w*!: A 6, 988a11-12: T& €i8n T& piv ... T& 82 &ml WAL
 TAEION pev ... TO & Ev év B : T €ldn T pév ... T0 § Ev év a (B preserves the correct reading, which
most likely was given in w*, and was slightly mutilated in a) (cf. 3.6).

12Primavesi 2012b: 457: “the ‘original text’ as edited in the first century BC and used by Alexander
c. AD 200.”

This does not mean that w*' and w* could not have a conjunctive error. Such an error could
be given in A 6, 987b22: t& €(dn eivat Tovg dpBpovs WP WAt (ALC 53.5-6, ALP 53.9-11), where ToUG
aptBpovg seems to be a gloss that had found its way into the text. This possible error can either be
attributed to Q itself or to a copy of , from which w*! and w* both descend.

127Gee Maas 1958: 42—43. Cf. Erbse 1979: 549-52.

128 A secure terminus post quem will be determined in section s.1.

12%Maas 1958: 42: “We can prove that a witness (B) is independent of another witness (A) by finding
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appropriate to raise this question (see above pp. 133-34 and 135-36) I concluded
that there were no indications that could lend credence to this objection; accord-
ingly I did not pursue this possibility.”° Given that it is highly unlikely that in the
two centuries between AD 200 and 400 all of the errors preserved in w*" had been
corrected in w*, we can conclude that the two versions w*! and w* are indepen-
dent from one another.

What we may assume, then, is that in the roughly 250 years that lie between the
edition produced in the first century BC and the date of w*", several different ver-
sions of the Metaphysics were circulating. At some point between the first century
BC and the second century AD the text of w*" emerged, which contained errors
that were not part of the first-century-BC edition. At some point before the end of
the fourth century AD, @ was produced as a copy of a version that was not iden-
tical with w". This version may be referred to as w*S", since, as was shown by the
four case studies in 3.5.2 and is now further corroborated by the cases in 4.1.1 and
4.2.3, Alexander had indirect access (presumably via other commentators such as
Aspasius) to @* or one of its ancestors. This version (w*%'") contained errors that
were neither present in the first-century-BC edition nor in w**. Our direct trans-
mission descends from this copy.™

4.3 wA" AS CRITERION FOR PRIORITY IN CASES OF
DIVERGENCE BETWEEN a AND

The fact that @*® and w”" (second century AD) are two independent witnesses to
the Metaphysics text lends considerable strength to the evidence available in Al-
exander’s commentary. The transmission of the Metaphysics text brought down
to us two divergent versions, whose readings often compete. The divergences be-
tween the two versions are either due to mistakes or to intentional changes that
occurred in one (or perhaps both) of the two versions."*? Since versions a and f
often offer different, yet viable readings, a third witness that is independent from
the two and even from their ancestor ®* is most welcome. Such a third witness
could assist us in identifying the older reading in those instances where a and
B differ from one another. Alexander’s commentary, despite providing only re-

in A as against B an error so constituted that our knowledge of the state of conjectural criticism in the
period between A and B enables us to feel confident that it cannot have been removed by conjecture
during that period.” Cf. also Erbse 1979: 550 and Péhlmann 2003b: 140. Cf. also 1, p. 14.

139 Apart from this specific kind of contamination (Cf. Maas 1960: 8-9; P6hlmann 2003b: 143-49)
there is, of course, the general uncertainty that unavoidably attends the determination of manuscripts,
which is due to no other fact than that in most cases we do not know all participants in the transmis-
sion process of a given text.

B'From this perspective, it would be an astonishing coincidence if w* had been a direct copy of
AL

w

B2Cf. 1. On the character of the two versions see Frede/Patzig 1988: 13-17 and Primavesi 2012b.
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stricted access to w*", functions as just such a witness.”® Therefore, the agreement
of A" with one of the two readings in a or B is a crucial criterion for identifying
the older reading that had been given in w®.

This fact can be illustrated with the following seven exemplary cases (4.3.1-
4.3.3). In analyzing these cases, I intend to show that, given that w*" and @ are
two independent versions of the Metaphysics (4.1-4.2), the agreement of w*" with
a or the agreement of w*" with p can and should be regarded as weighty evidence
in favor of the agreed upon reading. Nevertheless for each of the seven cases (and
for various reasons) the reading that is shared between w*" and a or  could have
been or indeed has been questioned as being the correct or preferable reading. My
analysis therefore aims to accomplish two things: (i) to find out which of the two
divergent readings in a and B is confirmed by the evidence in Alexander’s com-
mentary to be the reading in w* and (ii) to show that this is the preferable and
most likely correct reading.

Regarding the second aim, the following should be noted. Readings that are
shown to be those of w* through the agreement of w”" and either a or B are not
necessarily the correct and preferable reading of Aristotle’s text. It remains pos-
sible that a reading shared between w*" and either a or p (and therewith w®) is
wrong, while the diverging reading in a or  alone is the correct reading. Such a
scenario can be explained in the following ways: an error in w*" that is shared with
either a or P against the other could point to an old error shared by w** and w*
that survived in a or B and was later corrected in the divergent version.”* Alter-
natively, a corruption shared by w*" with a or B respectively could theoretically
be due to contaminations by an otherwise unknown version that occurred in w**
and a or f independently.” We do not expect this to happen very often, however.
A considerable number of such conjunctive errors (w*" + a or w** + B) against the

3Gee Ross 1924: clxi and especially Primavesi 2012b: 409-10. Cf. also 1.

B4The possibility of later corrections in a or B has further implications for the assessment of the
agreement of w*" with either a or . The agreement does not necessarily bring us to the original read-
ing of the first century BC edition. It only brings us to w®, which, of course, could have been corrupt.
Therefore, the editor of the Metaphysics is not in all cases necessitated to prefer the w*-reading.

5Rashed/Auffret 2014 recently drew attention to seven passages in Metaphysics A in which it
seems as if Alexander’s text shares readings with a against B that could, according to the argument
proposed by Rashed/Auffret, be seen as the result of an editorial redaction (executed by the middle
Platonist Eudorus of Alexandria) and so could (according to my parameters) be regarded as “conjunc-
tive errors” of a and w*" against B. Yet in two of the seven passages (981a10-12 and 986a15-21) I think
it is questionable whether Alexander’s text actually had the a-reading. In three of the remaining five
passages, it is quite possibly that a and w*" share the correct readings, while a scribal error occurred
in B (in 985b23-26 due to saut du méme au méme, 988b24-26, 989b6-9). If there are still sporadic
additions (of possible Eudorian origin) found in a, only some of which are known to Alexander (cf.
Rashed/Auffret 2014: 60; 82-3), but the split of w* into a and P happened at a time after AD 200 (see
5.1), then these additions are likely to be attributed to contaminations by a Metaphysics version of pos-
sibly Eudorian origin that occurred in a and w*" independently, at different times, and to a different
extent (cf. also the passages discussed in 5.4).
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correct reading in the divergent version (a or ) would suggest dependencies be-
tween two of them against the other and thus could undermine the view that w**
and a and B (w*?) are independent witnesses. Therefore, it will not be sufficient in
the following case studies to only work out that w*" agrees with either a or B, but
also that the agreed reading is preferable.

4.3.1 Separative errors in a against f + w*"

4.3.1.1 Alex. In Metaph. 299.5-9 on Arist. Metaph. T 4, 1008b12-19

In the fourth chapter of book I' Aristotle demonstrates the validity of the principle
of non-contradiction by pointing to the difficulties that result from its denial. In
1008b7-8 he says that when every statement is simultaneously true and false it
is impossible to make any statement at all. Even if the statement in question is
just an opinion rather than an assertion (un6¢v vmohappdvei, b1o), it nevertheless
would result in opining something and at the same time not opining it (6poiwg
ofetat kai ovk ofetal, bio-11). In a world such as this, where the principle does not
obtain, a human is effectively a plant (t{ &v Stapepovtwg €xoL TOV ye QuTdV).*
Aristotle continues the argument in the following way:

Aristotle, Metaphysics ' 4, 1008b12-19

60ev kal pdhota @avepdv oty &t 00delq obTw Sta-[13]kertat olite TV GAAWY
olte T@V Aeyovtwy TOv Adyov TodTov. [14] Siax ti yap Padiler Méyapade GAN” ovy
fovxddel, oidue-[15]vog Padiferv deiv; 008’ c00éwg Ewbev mopedetar €ig ppéap §
eig [16] @apayya, €av TOXN, GAAG @aivetar edAaPodpevog, wg ovy [17] Opoiwg
oidpevog pry dyabov eivar 1o umeceiv kai dyabov; [18] Sfjlov dpa 8TL T pev PéAtiov
omolapPdver 10 8 od PéA-[19]TIOV.

Thus, then, it is in the highest degree evident that neither any one of those who
maintain this view nor any one else is really in this position. For why does a man
walk to Megara rather than stay at home when he thinks he ought to walk? Why
does he not walk in the morning straight into a well or over a precipice, if one hap-
pens to be in his way, but evidently guards himself against this, not thinking that
falling in is alike good and not good? Evidently he judges the one thing to be better
and the other worse.

15 PadiCetv Setv B ™t (ALP 299.7-9) Ar* (Scotus) Ross Jaeger : Padiletv a Bekker Bonitz Christ
Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne || fj eig p AL 299.10 edd. : fj a

At this point in the argument against the denial of the principle of non-contra-
diction Aristotle’s focus is on human actions. Although it may appear possible to

BSFor a reconstruction of the text in 1008b11-12 made on the basis of Alexander’s commentary
(regukdTv 0 Bekker : ex ALP 298.31;299.2, 7 ye @UT@V Ross, guT@v Bonitz Christ Jaeger) see Bonitz
1847: 88-89.
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deny the principle, it is not possible in practice. The denial flies in the face of the
fundamentals of human behavior (1008b12-14). Aristotle illustrates this with two
examples. These show human beings do certain things and avoid others, because
they assert that it is better to do so and they do not simultaneously believe that
it is not better to do so. As explained in De anima, T 9-10 and even more so in
De motu animalium (6, 700b15-b29), motion in human beings is caused by two
capacities, desire (8pekic) and reason (vodg).”” Movement is preceded by choice
(npoaipeois), which consists in recognizing the object of desire as the goal of the
action.” In such a decision-making process it is impossible that the desired object
be thought to be good and not good at the same time. If that were the case, no
choice would be made and no movement would follow.

The second of the two examples (1008b15-17) that Aristotle adduces in this pas-
sage is highly intuitive and, what is more, a and f do not display a decisive differ-
ence in the transmission of the text. This example is visceral: we take care not to
fall into a well or precipice because we think doing so would be damaging and bad
for us. By contrast, the first example (1008b14-15) appears to be less obvious, and
on top of that is transmitted differently in the a- and the p-versions. According
to the a-version, Aristotle states in the first example that the opponents of the
principle, who say that it is possible to opine something and simultaneously not
opine it, cannot explain why someone would walk to Megara (BadiCet Méyapade)
rather than just stay at home and think that one is walking (oidpevog BadiCetv).
According to the p-version, whose reading is confirmed here by the Arabic trans-
mission of the text,” Aristotle challenges the opponents by asking why someone
would walk to Megara rather than just stay at home when one thinks he ought to
walk (oidpevog Padiletv S€iv). The P-version thus poses a pressing question for
the deniers of the principle that the a-version does not. According to the p-ver-
sion, it makes no difference to the deniers of the principle whether one thinks one
ought to go or not.

Bekker, Bonitz, and Christ followed the a-reading (oidpevog PadiCerv). It must
be noted, however, that these editors do not even mention the p-reading (oi6pevog
Badiletv Oeiv) in their apparatus. This absence strongly suggests that they did
not know that this reading exists."’ Cassin/Narcy also follow the a-reading, but
they clearly knew of and consciously rejected the alternative B-reading.”! Hec-
quet-Devienne 2008 follows their decision and reads the a-text, too. By contrast,

B MA 6, 700b17-b19: 6pdpev 88 Té KivodvTa TO {@iov Sidvolav kai gavtaciav kai tpoaipeoty kal
BovAnotv kai émbupiav. Tadta 8¢ mdvta dvayetat eig vodv kai dpe€tv. Cf. de An. I 10, 433a13-14: duew
dpa tadTa KvnTIKA Katd oV, voug Kai 8pekig, vodg 8¢ 6 évekd Tov Aoyl{opevos kai O TPAKTIKOG.

B8MA 6, 700b25-b28: 810 TO T0100TEV 20TLY T@V &yaddv TO KIvoDdV, AAN 00 Tév TO KaAdV" fjt yap
£veka ToUTOL AANO Kai it TENOG 0TIV T@V AANOL TIVOG Eveka GVTWY, TADTNL KLVEL

B9Scotus: quia opinatur quia ambulandum est.

140See Ross 1924: 272: “I have restored the reading of A" ...” (emphasis added).

"1See their commentary in Cassin/Narcy 1989: 227-29.
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Ross and Jaeger opted for the B-reading.'”? From a paleographical point of view it

seems entirely justified to take the p-reading as the original from which the a-ver-
sion emerged due to homoioteleuton. The corruption from RAAJZEINA EIN to
RAAJZEIN seems a much more plausible explanation than that the word Jdeiv
was added in the course of the transmission.

Alexander’s paraphrase of the Metaphysics passage as well as his explication of
it indicates that his text contained the reading oiduevog padiewv deiv (B).'**

Alexander, In Metaph. 299.5-9 Hayduck

imeto yap 101G oV Tw Stakelpévols kai Tad-[6]Tny TV UTOANYLY TPt TOV TTpaypdtwy
&yovol 10 pndt mpdooewv T, AN [7] ©¢ QuTOiG (ijv. Tl yap udAlov mepumatntéov
T® olopévw Selv mepimateiv [8] Tod un mepimatntéov, ei (oot eiotv ai mept ékdoTov

v

vmoAyeLs, kai ioov [9] 10 oleaBat Seiv 1j pry oleaBan Setv fj oiecOat pry Seiv;

For people in such a condition, i.e. having this supposition concerning things, it
would follow that they would not even do anything but rather would live like plants.
For why should the person who thinks he must go for a walk go for a walk rather
than the person who thinks that he does not need to go for a walk, if the suppositions
concerning each thing are equivalent, i.e. if thinking that one must go for a walk is
equivalent to not thinking that one must go for a walk, or to thinking that it is not
necessary to go for a walk?

6meptOLFS:om. AP® || un8¢ AP® : un O || 7-8 1@ ... mepimatntéov O SLF: om A P* || 9
pr.AO: 1@ P || pf) ... Seiv AP : om. O

According to Alexander’s explication of Aristotle’s argument, the first exam-
ple illustrates that the walking would not happen if the thought that one ought
to go and the thought that one does not need to go were identical. Alexander’s
testimony confirms the reading we find in p (Badilewv S¢iv), and so it is more
likely that the B-text here preserves the reading that was in w*. The a-reading
(Badilewv), then, as we already suspected, is the result of a corruption in which the
d¢eiv dropped out.

Nevertheless, Cassin/Narcy (1989: 227-29) defend the a-reading resolutely."**

"2Ross 1924: 272: “I have restored the reading of A® and Alexander, pad{etv 8¢iv. The point is, as
the corresponding instance of the precipice shows, not that a man cannot think both that he is walking
to Megara and that he is not, but that he cannot think both that he ought to walk to Megara and that
he ought not.” Kirwan 1971 translates Ross’s text.

143 Asclepius seems to have found the a-reading in his Metaphysics text (Ascl? 272.24-25). Syri-
anus’s paraphrase suggests that he read p (Syr. 73.10-12 Kroll), although he seems not to have under-
stood what is meant by the walk to Megara (see below).

“*Hecquet-Devienne 2008 follows them. Cassin/Narcy 1989: 111 note that they generally prefer
the agreement of E and J (i.e. a) against A® (one main source for the B-version). It appears to me that
Cassin/Narcy overdo this preference. In so doing, they seem to ignore the most basic fact that even
if the a-version on the whole offers a more reliable text, it must also contain mistakes, however few,
which is a natural and unavoidable result of the transmission process. For a general characterization



ALEXANDER’S TEXT AND THE DIRECT TRANSMISSION 143

According to Cassin/Narcy, Aristotle introduces with the example of the walk
to Megara a new argument, but Alexander’s explanation of the passage and the
reading that is given in the B-text both amount to an unacceptable attempt to
make continuous a train of thought that is, according to Cassin/Narcy, in fact
not."* The purpose of the example of the walk to Megara was not to illustrate the
“apraxie™® that results for the deniers of the principle. Rather, Aristotle wants to
point out the absurdity that confront the deniers of the principle: they think that
walking and not walking are indistinguishable and yet they conduct themselves in
daily tasks (as, for example, in walking to Megara) as if walking and not walking
were distinct."’

Cassin and Narcy’s argument for keeping the a-reading, however, does not
hold water, because in the Metaphysics passage there is no mention of someone
who thinks simultaneously of walking and not walking. Rather, Aristotle asks why
(81 t) someone would walk to Megara, when one thinks that one is walking (a)
or ought to walk (p). The weakness of the a-version is that Aristotle’s question
loses its rhetorical force, since it poses an unanswerable question. There could
be many reasons why someone would walk to Megara when he thinks that he is
walking. A pressing connection between thinking and walking is given only when
the thinking consists in a call to action. This is only the case in the f-reading."*®

The preference shown by some editors for the a-reading seems to rest on a mis-
interpretation of the overall meaning of the walk to Megara. Whereas the avoid-
ance of a well or precipice is easily comprehensible one could ask why in the world
one should think that one ought to go to Megara. A passage from the beginning of
Plato’s Phaedrus offers help. In this passage Socrates reaffirms his desire to listen
to Lysias’s speech, which Phaedrus carries with him, thus:

Plato, Phaedrus 227d2-5

¢ywy obv obtwg émteBopnka dxodoal, GoT éav Padilwv molf OV mepinatov
Méyapdade kai kata Hpodukov pooPag td teixel méAty dming, ov prj cov dmoletgdd.

of the two families a and B see 1.

*3Cassin/Narcy 1989: 228: “Alexandre masque la rupture qui s’opére a cet endroit dans 'argumen-
tation d’Aristote.”

146 Cassin/Narcy 1989: 228.

" Cassin/Narcy 1989: 228-29: “Le nouveauté de cet argument peut étre résumée de la fagon suiv-
ante: jusque-la, Aristote a montré que, si 'on s’en tient au discours de 'adversaire, on doit conclure
qu’il ne dit rien et ne différe pas d’une plante. Si, a I'inverse, argumente-t-il maintenant, on s’en tient
a lordinaire de ses actions, on constate qu’il ne differe pas des autres hommes. Mais cela, & soi seul,
implique qu’il n’agit pas conformément a son discours, qu’il ne le soutient pas.”

“8Further, the phrase oi6pevog ... 8¢iv, which we read in the B-text, is a common Greek idiom that
means “to believe that something is right to do,” “to decide to do.” Cf. the cases in EE B 10, 1226a5-6,
EE O 15, 1249a14-15, EN A 6, 1126b13-14, EN H 10, 1152a5-6 and Plato Smp. 173a2 (see Dover 1980: 78,

who translates “thinking it to be necessary,” i.e. ‘choosing,” ‘preferring.””), Phd. 83bs.
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However, I'm so eager to hear it [the speech] that I vow I won’t leave you even if you
extend your walk as far as Megara, up to the walls and back again as recommended
by Herodicus."*

Socrates here recalls Herodicus of Megara, a famous doctor and physical therapist
(mawdotpifng) from the fifth century BC, who hailed from Megara and later lived
in Selymbria.”® To him is attributed a strict regimen of exercises, which appar-
ently mostly consisted in extensive walks.”® When Socrates here imagines a walk
from Athens to the walls of Megara and back again he seems to be exaggerating
his point—the distance between Athens and Megara is about 40 kilometers. Her-
mias of Alexandria, the Neoplatonic commentator on the Phaedrus, assumes that
Herodicus’s recommended exercise was to start a moderate distance from the city
walls and then walk there and back repeatedly.”

The example of a “walk to Megara” is an instance of Aristotle’s practice of cit-
ing walking as a paradigmatic example of the means by which we reach the goal
of health. In the canonical chapter on the four-cause theory, Physics II 3, health
functions as the final cause of walking.**

Aristotle, Physics B 3, 194b32-35 (= Metaphysics A 2, 1013a32-35)

€11 ¢ TO Téhog ToDTO & €oTiv [33] TO 0V Eveka, olov ToD mepimatelv 1 Vyietor S
Tl yap mept-[34]matel; apév tva Oytaivy, kai eindvreg obtwg oidpeda amo-[35]
Sedwkévatl 1O aftiov.

Again, in the sense of end. This is that for the sake of which a thing is done, e.g.
health is the cause of walking about. (‘Why is he walking about?” We say: ‘to be
healthy,” and, having said that, we think we have assigned the cause.)

Even more generally, walking functions as a standard example of illustrating how
actions are performed for the sake of attaining some good. In a passage in Plato’s
Gorgias walking and standing still are introduced as means to attain a good. In his

"Translation by Hackforth, slightly changed.

9T ouwaide 1998: 468. Plato mentions Herodicus also in Prot. 316e1 and Rep. 111 406a7-bS.

B'Heitsch 1997: 72 says in his commentary on the Phaedrus: “auf Grund eigener Erfahrungen tiber-
zeugt, dass Krankheiten ihre Ursachen in falscher Lebensfithrung haben, entwickelte er Anweisungen,
die allerdings so aufwendig waren, dass dem, der sie befolgen wollte, fiir andere Titigkeiten keine Zeit
mehr blieb.”

?Hermias, In Platonis Phaedrum scholia 24.25-30 Couvreur: ‘O 8¢ ‘Hpddikog 6 Enhvpppravog
latpog fv kai T yopvdota €Ew teixovg €MoLelTo, ApXOUEVOS AT TIvOG SLAOTAATOG 00 HakpoDd dANL
OUUHETPOL AXPL TOD Telyovg, Kal dvaoTpépwy, Kai ToDTo MOANAKIG oV Eyvpvdleto. “Omep oV 6
‘Hpddikog émoiel EEw 10D Teiyovg, £av ol ToDTO dYpt Meydpwv TOANAKLG TIOLfG, 0D prj 00V Amtolelpdd®.”
/ “Herodicus of Selymbria was a physician and he did his exercises outside of the city walls by starting
from a certain distance which was not too far but reasonably close to the walls and then going back and
forth. His exercise consisted in doing this repeatedly. ‘So, even if you do repeatedly and up to Megara
what Herodicus did outside of the walls I won’t leave you’ (227d5).”
3Cf. also Metaph. a 2, 994a9.
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conversation with the young Polus, Socrates distinguishes between the means and
the end of an action and determines that the end of our actions is always the good.

Plato, Gorgias 468b1-4

To dyafov dpa Suvkovreg [2] kai fadifopev Stav Padifwiev, oidpevol BéATiov elva,
Kai [3] 10 évavtiov Eotapev ftav éoTdpev, ToD avtod Eveka, ToD [4] dyabod fj od;

Then it is in pursuit of the good that we both walk when we walk, thinking it is bet-
ter, and on the other hand stand still when we stand still, for the sake of the same
thing, the good. Isn’t that so?"™*

Returning to our Metaphysics passage and the walk to Megara we find two aspects
combined: the general aspect of walking as goal-oriented, and the more specif-
ic aspect of walking to Megara as health-oriented. Aristotle’s question amounts,
then, to this: why would one walk to Megara rather than stay at home when one
thinks one ought to walk? And one ought to walk to Megara because, so say the
physicians of Aristotle’s time, it is good for one’s health. But in order to actually
walk one has both to believe in the effects of walking therapy and think that one
ought to go, for otherwise, one would not walk at all. In any case, it is impossible
to believe at the same time that one should and should not go.

Further, Aristotle’s talk about the human being who walks to Megara and does
not stay at home presupposes Aristotle’s theory of human motion, which he de-
velops in De anima I 9—10 and especially De motu animalium.

Aristotle, De motu animalium 7, 701a13-15

olov &tav vorjon 61t avti Padiotéov &vBpdnw, avtog [14] 8¢ dvBpwrog, Padifet
e0Béwg, av § 81t ovdevi Padiotéov Vv [15] AvBpdnw, avtog § &vBpwmog, evbig
npepel

For example, whenever someone thinks that every man should take walks, and that

he is a man, at once he takes a walk. Or if he thinks that no man should take a walk
now, and that he is a man, at once he remains at rest.'”

According to Aristotle an action is the conclusion of a practical syllogism (701a22-
23: 1L pgv ooV 1) mpakig 1o cvpmépacpia).® Its two premises concern the good and
the possible:*” A man thinks that it is good to walk and he is able to walk, therefore
he walks.

This structure is presupposed in our Metaphysics passage and shows the ab-

B4Translation by T. Irwin.

B5The text of this passage of MA follows the edition currently prepared by Oliver Primavesi. The
translation is by Nussbaum. (There are no editorial changes in this passage that affect the translation.)

8See MA, 7, 701a10-20. On the practical syllogism see Rapp/Briillmann 2008.

YMA, 7, 701a23-25: ai 8¢ npotdoeig ai TomTtikal S Vo elddv yivovral, did e Tod dyabod kal
Sua Tod Suvatod.
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surdity of denying the principle of non-contradiction. Prerequisite to an act, for
example, of walking is the belief that one ought to walk (for walking is for the sake
of health, for example). The possibility of thinking simultaneously that one ought
to walk and does not need to walk (for the sake of health) is thereby excluded. For
if this were possible, the syllogism could not be completed and so no action would
take place. Or, were it possible, it could result in dangerous and life-threatening
actions, as Aristotle illustrates in his second example (1008b15-17). The example
of the walk to Megara and the example of the avoidance of the well and the prec-
ipice do differ, but not in the way Cassin/Narcy suppose. In the former, Aristotle
shows that it is necessary to firmly believe that something is good in order to act
in a certain way, and in the latter, Aristotle shows, that it is necessary to firmly
believe that something is good in order to avoid a certain hindrance.

4.3.1.2 Alex. In Metaph. 419.25-420.3 on Arist. Metaph. A 22,
1022b32-36

The 22™ chapter of book A treats of privation (otépnotg). First, Aristotle distin-
guishes between four types of privation: we speak of privation (i) when a given
thing does not possess what can be naturally possessed by some other thing, e.g.,
plants lack eyes (1022b22-24); (ii) when a given thing lacks what it or its genus
naturally possess, a blind man or mole lacks vision (b24-27); (iii) when a given
thing lacks an attribute at a time at which it would naturally possess it, e.g., blind-
ness at an age at which one would naturally have sight (b27-31); (iv) when a given
thing has lost an attribute by violence (b31-32).

In the lines below Aristotle determines that the spectrum of the term privation
coincides with that of the alpha privative (b32-33). The following three cases aim
at this result.”®

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 22, 1022b32-36

Kai 60ax®g 8¢ ai amd Tod a dno@dacelg Aéyov-[33]tat, TocavTay®s kai ai oTeprioelg
Aéyovtar (i) dvioov pev [34] yap t@ pn €xetv iodtnTa megukog Aéyeta, (ii) adpatov
8¢ [35] kal T® 6hwg pn Exetv xpdpa [kai @ @avAwg], (iii) kai dmovv [36] kal T® uf
£xetv SAwg mddag kai @ @avAovg.

There are just as many kinds of privations as there are of words with negative pre-
fixes; (i) for a thing is called unequal [an-ison] because it has not equality though it
would naturally have it, (ii) but invisible [a-horaton] also'™ when it has no color at

58For the present I confine myself to these three cases. These three share a common feature: under
discussion is natural possession or natural lack of possession. Later on Aristotle discusses other ap-
plications of the alpha privative, which are introduced by &1t (b36); the €1t marks these others as their
own distinct group. I will come back to this group below.

The xai (“also”) indicates that the criterion of invisibility given here holds in addition or alter-
natively to the criterion given in type (i): not having something although one would naturally have it.
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all,'®® (iii) and footless [a-poun] either because it has no feet at all or because it has
imperfect feet.

32 ai &m0 100 a dmo@doeig] ai dnogdoelg ai &nd Tod dh@a Al 419.23 || 34 1@ EViedd.: 10y B |
lo6tTa a AlP 419.29 edd. : om. B || 35 T® a AL< 419.32 edd. : 70 B || SAwe pi) a AL< 419.32 edd. : iy
SAwe B || kad 7@ pavdwg a Ascl? 348.9-10 Bekker Christ Ross Jaeger, secl. Bonitz : om. p w?! (AL
419.30-420.3) Ar" (Scotus) || 36 1@ bis a edd. : 10 bis B || pavlovg a ALP 420.2 edd. : paviwe B

In the following I will focus on lines b34-35 in particular. The a-text reads
adpatov 8¢ kai T® GAwg pny €xetv xpdpa kai T® @avdwg (“something is called
invisible either because it has no color at all or because it has a poor color”). From
a syntactical perspective, the words kai 1@ @avAwg seem to fit perfectly into the
immediate context, as they seem to be anticipated by the preceding kai (in kai T@®
6A\wg, 1022b35). As for the content, the last three words kai @ @adAwg (b3s) are
suspicious if we assume that in Greek, just as in English or German, something
that is, however poorly, visible cannot be called invisible.*!

The words kai T¢ @avAwg are missing from the p-version. Might they have
fallen out due to saut du méme au méme? Since another kai (in xai dmovv, b3s)
immediately follows kal T® @adAwg a scribe might have jumped accidentally from
Kol T@ @adAwg to kai &movv. From this perspective the p-reading appears inferior.
The Arabic version (translation by Ustath), however, confirms the B-text.'> Most
of the modern commentators settle for the a-version: Bekker, Christ,'® Jaeger
and Ross read the a-text;'* Bonitz alone followed the B-version and athetized the

words kal T® PavAws.

The picture of the a-reading as the superior reading, however, is blurred by two
stains and Alexander’s commentary calls attention to both of them. The first stain
is a weakness in the logical consistency of Aristotle’s trifurcation of the alpha priv-
ative. The second shows up when we compare it with the reading in w*. We have
access to w*- through Alexander’s citation as well as paraphrase (419.22-420.3):

I come back to this kai below.

1For the phrase 6Awg pi Exetv see Metaph. 1 5,1055b4-5: 1y 82 oTépnoig dvtipaois tis dotiv f yap
70 4dVvatov SAwg £xeLy, fj & dv meukog Exetv i €xn , Eotépntal fj OAwG fj TG dpoplodév (“Privation
is a kind of contradiction; for what suffers privation, either in general or in some determinate way, is
either that which is quite incapable of having some attribute or that which, being of such a nature as to
have it, has it not.”). Cf. also ® 11046a31-33: 1} 8¢ 0Tépnoig Aéyetal TOANAX@DG- Kol yap TO pr) Exov kai
TO MeQUKOG v pny £xn, §j OAwG fj Gte TéQUKEV.

!"The LSJ does not offer any instances of dépatov where the meaning is “poorly visible.” But as
I will discuss below, Aristotle seems to use dépatov in the sense of “poorly visible” in de An. B 10,
422228.

'2This can be inferred from Scotus’s translation: et dicitur “non visibile” quod non habet colorem
omnino, et dicitur “non habens pedem”... .

163Gee, however, Christ 1853: 21.

1%4Kirwan 1971: 57 follows this reading in his translation.
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Alexander, In Metaph. 419.25-420.3 Hayduck

ooaxd¢ O, enotv, ai S Tod a dvaipéoelg Te [26] Kkai dmopdoelg vV yivovrtad,
TooavTax®g Aéyeobat kal Tag oTeprioels [27] oteproews yap 1 S Tod a dndgactg
SnAwTtikn. kai mapatiBetal kol S [28] T@V mapadetypdtwy Seikvuoty adTtdV THV
Stagopdv. dvicov v yap 1o [29] meukdg iodtnTa éxewy kal pi Exov Aéyetat, dote
1 6Tépnot kol To0TO [30] onuaiver dépatov 8¢ Méyetat v Kai TO TepUKOG 6pacbat
Kol pfy Opd-[31]pevov,'® & ¢dhhwoe Sid ToD T@ Tpoelpnuévy T@ mi Tod dvicov
npoofeivat [32] kai 1@ SAwg un Exetv xpdua AMéyetar yap kai 1o Vv dpxnv
urite [33] meguiog Opdabat ute Exov Xpdua, Mg Gtav Aéywpey THV wviv dépatov
[34] elvar doTe kal KaTd TOVTOL 1) OTEPNOLG TOD ONHALVOpEVOU, 6 £0TL TO &dV-[420.1]
vatov. Aty dmovv Aéyetat 16 Te undé SAwg me@ukog todag €xely, wg [2] T épmeTd,
Kal 10 avAovg €xov, doTe Kal Katd @avAwg Tt £xovTog 1} 0Té-[3]pnoig Aéyeta

He is saying, then, that there are as many privations as there are denials through
the letter alpha, i.e. negations, of certain attributes, for the negation expressed by
the letter alpha indicates a privation; and he adds examples to show the difference
among them. [i] For a thing is called ‘unequal’ if it could naturally have equality and
does not have it, so that privation also signifies this fact; [ii] but a thing is ‘invisible’
also if it could naturally be seen but is unseen. He makes this point by adding, to his
previous statement about unequal, the words, “also when it has no color at all,” for
a thing is called ‘invisible’ also if it is by its nature simply incapable of being seen
and has no color, as when we say that sound is invisible; so that there is privation in
this sense too, that namely of the impossible. [iii] Again a thing is called ‘footless’
either if it is by nature completely incapable of having feet, as are reptiles, or if it has
defective feet, so that the term ‘privation’ is also used in reference to what has some
attribute in an imperfect way.

27 oteprioews P S : otépnowv A : otépnoig O || 30-31 post kal pf) Opwpevov addendum kod T
SAwg ui) TeQukdG Opacbat censet Bonitz || 31 1@ mpoetpnpéve @ e S ci. Bonitz (quod significav-
it post ea quae de inaequali dixerat, adijciens) : ¢ Tpoelpnuévov 00 A O P S : poetpnpévov
LF || 3210 AP® S: 1) O || 420.1 168ag S : 16da A O P* || 2 9avhovg LF Hayduck : pavdwg A
OP"S

Alexander goes through Aristotle’s representative examples of the three types of
privations expressed by the alpha privative, paying especial attention to the sec-
ond case, which is also our concern. Alexander emphasizes that the three exam-
ples represent three different (a0td®v TV Stagopdv) types (419.27-28). We will
see that the second example as it is transmitted by the a-version breaks this rule:
reading the words kai @ @avAwg in line b3s annihilates the difference between

1%t is not necessary to follow Bonitz (1847: 385, 19 app. crit.), followed by Dooley (1993: 105 and 173
n. 472) and Borgia (2007: 1118 n. 798), and supplement the commentary text here with the words kai 10
OAwg pny egukog opdobat. Alexander adopts Aristotle’s kai (1022b3s) in the sense of “also” and defines
the term invisible in the same way as the previous term unequal. That “invisible” can be applied also
to those things which are in general incapable of being seen, Alexander shows only in the subsequent
lines (31 et seqq.) of his commentary.
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the second and the third example.

Alexander’s treatment of the first example (&vicov / “unequal”) is brief; most
of his attention is devoted to the second (d6patov / “invisible”). The example un-
equal and the invisible share a characteristic: unequal is that which can be equal,
but is not (419.28-30), and invisible is that which can be seen but is not (419.30-
31). Distinctive to the second example is that “invisible” are also those things that
have no color at all (419.31-32). Alexander illustrates this through the example of
the voice, which is invisible inasmuch as it cannot be seen (419.32-34).6

Does Alexander’s Metaphysics text coincide here with the a- or the p-ver-
sion? According to the a-version (adpatov 8¢ kal @ 6w ur Exev xpdpa kol
@ Qavwg, 1022b34-35), things called invisible either have no color at all or have
a poor color. The B-version, on the other hand, reads ddpatov 8¢ kai @ 6Awg
un Exewv xpdpa and says—however tersely—what Alexander says in more de-
tail, namely that invisible means also (i.e., in addition to the characteristic that it
shares with unequal) that something is naturally invisible. By means of the word
Kai (b3s), which in the B-version does not mean “either” (which it would if fol-
lowed by another kai) but “also,” Aristotle expresses the thought that something
is invisible when it is naturally visible but not in the given case (this feature is
shared by the example of inequality), and when it is naturally invisible.!” Alexan-
der therefore read the B-version.

What about the internal consistency of the Metaphysics passage, which, as I
announced above, is warranted only by the reading in w*" and p? Looking at the
third example (&movv, b35-36; Alex. 420.1-3), we see that Aristotle calls “footless”
what does not have feet at all (1@ ur) €xev 6Awg) as well as what has poor feet (1@
@avAovg). When we follow the a-reading of the second example and read the
addition kai T1® @avAwg, the problem results that the third example illustrates ex-
actly the same type of privation as the second example, for on the a-reading both
cases are about something that either altogether lacks the attribute or has it in a
poor way. Such repetition does violence to the economy of Aristotle’s examples.
Following the B-reading, Aristotle’s examples are economical in that each of the
three represents a type of privation that differs from the other two types, though
they may overlap in one aspect or another:

1%Perhaps Alexander was thinking of the parallel passage in MA 4, 699b17-b21, which I cite below.
Aristotle also points to the voice as an example of something that is impossible to be seen in Metaph. K
1066a35-b1 and Ph.T 4, 204a4. Cf. also Ph. E 2, 226b11 and Metaph. A 15, 1021a25-26.

'"Bonitz, who alone athetized the words kai 1@ @avAwg as a later addition, seems not to have been
bothered by the kai that precedes in line b3s. He neither mentions it in his commentary (1848) nor
renders it in his translation (revised by Seidl, 1989: ... dem Unsichtbaren, weil es Farbe {iberhaupt
nicht besitzt ...”).
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Types of privation | characteristic natural- | characteristic natural- | characteristic pos-
ly possessed but not in | ly not possessed sessed but poorly
given case

dvicov
adpatov
dmovv X X

Even if one follows my explication of the passage and accepts that the economy of
the examples is an important criterion for interpretation, one could still challenge
my interpretation by taking the a-reading to express that the invisible differs from
the other two examples in that it showcases all three characteristics. This challenge
would require an understanding of the a-reading that diverges from the accepted
understanding. The kal T® ... kail T® (1022b35) could then not be taken in the
sense of “both ... and” (or “either ... or”), but in such a way that the first kai (b35)
means “also” and the second kai (b3s according to a) means “and.” Yet, it is highly
questionable whether this interpretation is grammatically reasonable given the
clear parallel structure of the two kai (kai T@. .. kai T@)."*® Therefore, I am inclined
to recognize kai T® gavAwg (b3s) as a later addition to the a-text, which was, as is
shown by w*"and B, not present in w*. Since this addition, when taken according
to the common understanding of the phrase kai ... kai, evokes an uneconomic
equation between two different examples,' it is reasonable to conclude that we
are dealing here with a later addition to the text.

There are two parallel passages in De motu animalium and De anima, in which
Aristotle speaks about the invisible (d6patov). The De motu passage confirms the
correctness of the reading in w** and B, and most likely w®, in our passage. The
De anima passage seems, at first glance, to speak in favor of the a-reading. On
closer inspection, however, this assertion reveals itself to be unwarranted. Indeed
it is not unthinkable to ask whether the addition in the a-text was modeled after
the passage in De anima.

First to the passage in De motu: Aristotle argues that those things that are
adpatog or advvatov dpabijvau can be invisible in two different ways. The natu-
rally invisible voice is different from the men in the moon who, though natural-
ly visible, are invisible to us. This difference covers exactly the two meanings of

18K {thner/Gerth 11, §522, p. 249 and §523, pp. 252-56 do not discuss this case of kai ... kal. Bonitz
1870: s.v. Kai; p. 357b31-34 does not mention it either. Denniston 1954 is silent about it in the section
“corresponsive Kai ... kai“: s. v. kai IIL, pp. 323-25,” but he mentions the rare case that both kai in kai
... Kal are to be taken adverbially in the sense of “also” (p. 324). In section IL, p. 293, however, Dennis-
ton refers to one case in which kai is repeated while only the first kai means “also” and the second kai
(“and”) has another reference. In this case (X. HG 4.8.5,10-11), the two references differ from each other
also in terms of their cases. In our passage of the Metaphysics the two references that are connected by
Kai ... kai are clearly parallel to each other.

199 Also the further examples that Aristotle adduces for the meaning of the alpha privative in A 22
(1022b36-1023a7) represent a different case each.
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adpatog that are given in our Metaphysics passage according to the reading in
and w*t.

Aristotle, De motu animalium 4, 699b17-b217°

émel ¢ 10 [18] addvatov Méyetar mheovax®s (ov ydp woavtwg TV Te gw-[19]viv
advvatov eivai gapev Opabivat kai Todg €mt Tfg oeA v [20] DY’ NUAOV. TO HEV Yap
€ avayxng, 1o 8¢ megukog 0pd-[21]abat ovk 6@ONTETAL),

Now ‘impossible’ has several senses: for when we say it is impossible to see a sound
and for us to see the men in the moon, we use two different senses of the word. The
former is invisible of necessity; the later, though of such a nature as to be visible, will
not actually be seen.

Whereas this passage from De motu speaks clearly in favor of the reconstructed
w*-reading in the Metaphysics passage, the De anima passage appears at first sight
to support the a-reading understood according to the special interpretation of kat

.. Kal.”!

Aristotle, De anima B 10, 422a20-31

domep ¢ kai 1 Syig 0Tl ToD Te Opatod kal Tod dopdtov (To [21] yap oKdTOG
abdpatov, kpivel 8¢ kai To0TO 1 HYI15), £Tt TE TOD [22] Aoy Aapmpod (kai yap TodTo
abépatov, &AAov 8¢ tpoémov Tod [23] okOTOVG), Opoiwg ¢ kal 1 dKor YoOPoL Te

Kai oyfig, @V [24] 1O pév dkovotov 1O § ovk dkovaTdv, kal peydhov yogov [25]
kaBdmep 1} 6Y1g o0 Aapmpod (domep yap O KOS YoOPog [26] dviikovoTog, TpdTOV
Tva Kal O péyoag te kad 0 Pilatog), ddpa-[27]tov 8¢ 10 pev SAwg Aéyetat, domep kol €

MV 10 [28] &dvvatov, 10 § ¢av eeukog un €xn i eavdwg, domep [29] TO dmovv
Kai t0 amvpnvov—obtw O kai 1] yedolg Tod yevotod [30] Te kal dygboTtov, TodTo 8¢
TO HkpOV 1 @adAov Exov xupov [31] fj @BapTikoV Tig Yevoewd.

Just as sight apprehends both what is visible and what is invisible (for darkness is
invisible and yet is discriminated by sight); and also what is over-brilliant (for this
is also invisible, but in another way than darkness), and as hearing apprehends both
sound and silence, of which the one is audible and the other inaudible, and also loud
sound as sight does what is bright (for as a faint sound is inaudible, so in a sense is

a loud or violent sound); and as one thing is called invisible absolutely (as in other

cases of impossibility), another if it is adapted by nature to have the property but
does not have it or has it only in a very low degree, as when we say that something
is footless or pitless—so too taste has as its object both what can be tasted and the
tasteless—the latter in the sense of what has little flavor or a bad flavor or one de-
structive of taste.

"The text of this passage of MA follows the edition currently prepared by Oliver Primavesi. The
translation is by Nussbaum. (The editorial changes for this passage do not affect the translation.)

'The text of this passage of the De anima follows the edition by Forster 1912; the translation is that
of Smith, with modification.
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The similarity between the formulation in lines 422a26-29 and in the a-version
of our Metaphysics passage might incline us to accept the a-reading (and nolens
volens the unusual meaning of kai ... kai) as correct. In this passage of De an-
ima (422a26-29), the invisible is described as either that which naturally lacks
the characteristic of being seen or that which has the characteristic but is either
invisible at the given moment or barely visible (fj pavAwg).

However, this understanding of d6patov corresponds only seemingly to our
Metaphysics passage in the a-version. In De anima B 10 Aristotle compares and
contrasts the different sense organs. In doing this, Aristotle is not interested in a
nuanced analysis of the word d6patov and its various meaning. When Aristotle
discusses the sense of sight here in De anima, he regards as equal (donep, 422a28)
three terms that he neatly distinguishes in the Metaphysics passage. These three
terms are ddpatov, dmovv and dnvpnvov. While these three terms are treated in
the De anima passage as equal representatives of the group characterized by nature
having the property, but not in the given case, Aristotle in our Metaphysics passage
introduces them as three clearly distinct cases of the alpha privative. There—ac-
cording to the B-reading—dao6patov (1022b34-35) refers to what is either naturally
or in the given case invisible, dmovv (1022b35-36) (in contrast to de An. 422a28-
29!) to what is naturally footless or poorly footed, ambpnvov (1022b36-1023a2) (in
contrast to de An. 422a28-29!) to what has a small or bad stone.

The three terms have quite a different purpose in the Metaphysics passage than
they do in the De anima passage, and accordingly they have different meanings in
both passages. The meanings of &novv and dmvpnvov in the De anima passage are
incompatible with the nuanced distinctions made between them in the Metaphys-
ics passage.”> Therefore it is unreasonable to expect that the precise meanings of
the third term, ddpatov, in both passages conform, and thereby also unreason-
able to prefer the a-reading in the Metaphysics passage in order to maintain that
conformity. And so it is more natural to follow the pB-reading in the Metaphysics
passage.

All in all the evidence speaks to the fact that line 1022b35 of the a-text is a later
addition,” which was not part of w*®.”* The addition might have resulted from

2By contrast, the term d6patov in the Metaphysics passage conforms not only to the meaning of
aopatov in the De motu passage, but also to its function so far as it illustrates an advvatov. In the De
anima passage, by contrast, this aspect of &dpatov is of marginal importance.

3In case one wants to nevertheless defend the a-reading in our Metaphysics passage, disregard-
ing the evidence in De anima and De motu, and accepting without qualm the special usage of kai ...
Kkai, then one has to assume that the a-version was secondarily corrected, whereas the p-text and w*"
preserve the reading of w®f. (It is extremely unlikely that p had deleted the words kol @ gadAws in ac-
cordance with the evidence in w*"). Such later correction of a is theoretically possible. Yet, in the given
case the evidence strongly suggests that the words kai @ gadAwg in a are a later addition.

74The addition must have emerged before Asclepius (early sixth century AD) wrote his commen-
tary, for his paraphrase (348.9-10) suggests that he had the a-addition in his text.
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a scribal error caused by an anticipation of what follows in line 1022b36 (kai t®
@avAwg). Such a visual error could have been prompted by the words pn €xetv
occurring in b3s and again in b36. Given that the passages in the Metaphysics and
the De anima appear to be quite close in content, one might also wonder whether
a reader or scribe of the Metaphysics passage, who also knew the De anima pas-
sage but failed to recognize the fine yet substantive difference between the two
passages, expected the two passages to express the same thought, and so added
to the a-text of the Metaphysics the words kai 7@ ¢avAwg in accordance with the
De anima passage. Such an explanation, however, might demand too much from
our hypothetical reader. Whatever the case may be, it can be conluded that Al-
exander’s testimony and its agreement with B allow for the reconstruction of the
reading in w*, which is also the preferable reading.

4.3.1.3 Alex. In Metaph. 257.7-16 on Arist. Metaph. T 2, 1004a31-b3

The fourth aporia, as raised in book B (B 1, 995b18-27 and B 2, 997a25-34), asks
whether the science that Aristotle seeks to delineate in B studies only substances,
or also their per se attributes and predicates, for instance, those such as “same,”
“other,” “like,” and “unlike.” InT 2 Aristotle argues that what is said mpog €v, that
is, with reference to one common term,” belongs to one science.”® Therefore,
although “being” is said in many ways, everything that is belongs to one science,
because “being” is said ultimately in reference to one term,"”” substance. This one
science, philosophy, also studies the attributes of substances. This further speci-
fication of philosophy seems to be a reply to the fourth aporia.”® Aristotle says:

Aristotle, Metaphysics I 2, 1004a31-1004b3

@avepdv [32] odv [Omep év taig dmopioug ENEXON] STL pdg mepi T00-[33]TwV Kai TG
ovoiag ¢oTi Adyov Exewv (TovTo 8 v &v [34] T@V €v TOIG dmopripacty), kai 0Tt ToD
@A006@poV Tept Tav-[1004b1]TwV SHvacOat Bewpelv. el yap pry 100 @Lhocdov, Tig
£otat [2] 0 émokeyOpevog el TaAOTO ZwKpATng Kal Zwkpdtng kadn-[3]uevog, ...

It is evident then that it belongs to one science to be able to give an account of these
concepts as well as of substance. This was one of the questions in our book of prob-
lems. And it is the function of the philosopher to be able to investigate all things.
For if it is not the function of the philosopher, who is it who will inquire whether
Socrates and Socrates seated are the same thing, ...

32 Omep ... éAéxOn a Bekker Bonitz Christ Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne, secl. Ross Jaeger :
om. w* Ar® B VE<E>yp || 33-34 0070 ... dmoprjpacty secl. Hecquet-Devienne || 1004b1 &otou]
¢otwv Al 25717

175 Aristotle’s example is health (domep kai TO Vylewvdv dnav Tpog vyielay, a34-35): 1003a34-b4.

76 Metaph. T 2,1003a33-b16. See my analysis of I 2, 1005a2-8 in 5.2.3.

77 Metaph. T 2, 1003a33-34: To 88 6v Méyetau pév molax@e, aA\& pdg &v kai piav Tivd gooty.
78Madigan 1999: 50 raises doubt as to whether this passage in I 2 really gives an answer to aporia 4.
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Lines 1004a32-33 are so formulated as to present the answer to the aporia raised
in book B concerning the appropriate subject matter and the unity of the sought-
for science. Aristotle’s specification reads: {dg [sc. émotriung] mept To0TWV Kol
Tiig ovoiag éoti Aoyov Exetv / “it belongs to one science to give an account of these
concepts as well as of substance” (cf. B 2, 995b18-20; 997a25-26). That this state-
ment indeed refers back to the aporia in book B is made explicit by the following
remark (a33-34): To0t0 8’ v &v T@V &v TOi¢ dmopripacty. / “this was one of the
questions in our book of problems.” This reference to book B is transmitted in a
and P unanimously and therefore attests the reading of w*. The a-version is dis-
tinctive in that it contains an additional back reference to book B. This additional
reference, which expresses the exact same idea (a32), appears as a relative clause
one line before the unanimously transmitted one. It reads: 6mep év taig amopiaig
gNéxOn / “what was said in the books of problems.”

Bekker and Christ were not bothered by the double reference to book B and
so follow the a-reading.”” Bonitz, too, reads the a-text, though hesitantly. He re-
marks that a twice-occurring back reference in the same sentence to the same
passage goes against Aristotle’s habit."** Jaeger makes the case that it is impossible
to keep both references in the text.'®!

Given that the reference in line a32 is attested only by the a-version, it is rather
implausible to assume that this is the original reference of w*®, which was deleted
in the B-version, and that the reference in line a33-34, which is attested by a and
B (and hence w®), is a secondary addition. Although this explanation of the given
textual situation is not impossible, it is much more plausible to assume that the
a-version alone obtained a later addition.”® The Arabic tradition supports the as-
sumption of a later addition restricted to the a-version: Ustath does not translate
the a-reference.”® Might someone have added the hint to book B at the beginning
of the argument, before recognizing that there was already a reference in the text?

179 Cassin/Narcy 1989 faithfully follow the a-text.

80Bonitz 1849: 181: Ceterum quum praeter consuetudinem Aristotelis esse videatur, quod bis in eo-
dem enunciato superioris disputationis lectores commonefacit, 6mep—éAéxOn et TodTo—AamOpHHACLY,
non negligendum est quod A" et mg E priora illa verba omittunt.

Baeger 1971: 491. In his edition (1957), Jaeger deletes the additional reference in a. According to
Jaeger 1917: 491 both references, taken individually, are viable. Jaeger mentions this case also in his
praefatio (1957: Xiv): patet etiam hoc loco II varias lectiones in fonte suo invenisse et contaminasse, A®
aut unam tantum legisse aut alteram reiecisse, quod minus probabile est. Hecquet-Devienne does not
like the duplication either, but she decides for the a-reference (1004a32) and deletes the reference that
is unanimously transmitted by a and f in 1004a33. See Hecquet-Devienne 2008: 114-15 n. 10.

1%2The important a-manuscript E contains a marginal gloss pointing to the absence of the a-refer-
ence in other manuscripts: £v tiot eimet 0 dmep év taic dmopiaig EAéxOn. Bekker 1831 already reports
this marginal gloss in his apparatus. See also Walzer 1958: 224.

B Walzer 1958: 224. This is confirmed by Scotus’s translation: Manifestum est igitur quod oportet
scire ista et declarare definitionem eorum et definitionem substantie. Et ista questio est una earum de
quibus perscrutati fuimus in capitulo questionum.
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It is also possible that a gloss in the margin, referencing a parallel passage, was lat-
er incorporated into the text. In any case, the direct textual evidence suggests that
the a-reference is a later addition to the text and should be deleted.

Is there indirect textual evidence that supports this claim? In addressing this
question, I turn to Alexander’s commentary on the passage.

Alexander, In Metaph. 257.7-16 Hayduck

Seifag 8¢ TG &g’ £vog ot kal TPOG Ev TadTa AeyOpeva, Empépel TO TAG [8] adTig
elvat mepi te ToOTWY & Ao TiG ovoiag TO elvar Exel kal mept TAG [9] ovoiag Exetv
gruotipuny. v 8¢ mept TV ovoiav 1) mpaypateia 1@ gho-[10]oégw, kal mept TOVTWV
dpa tod phocd@ov StakapPdvery. einwv 6¢ tadta [11] kai deifag Tt Tod pLAocdpov
T0 TEPL TEAVTWY TOV SVTWY yvdotv Exetv, [12] Emonpaivetar &t Sia t@v dederypévwv
AMetat T@V dmopl@v pia T@v &mo-[13]pndelo@v &v 1@ devtépw,™ mepl fig ANOpeL,
néTepoV (dG 1 mMhetdvwy €Ty [14] émoTnudv 10 Bewpfioat mepl Te T ovoiag Kai
@V T} ovoiq cvpPePn-[15]KdTwWY, KAl TOV OG €lne xpfioBat TV StakekTiknV KT
10 &vdokov, & v [16] évavtia, TadToV ETepov kal T& EANa ¢ PB&vopev elpnkdTeg.

Having shown how these things are said by derivation from one thing and with
reference to one thing, he adds that it belongs to the same science to have scientific
knowledge both of substance and of these things which possess their being from
substance. But the study concerning substance belongs to the philosopher, and so
it belongs to the philosopher to deal with these things as well. Having said these
things, and having shown that it belongs to the philosopher to have knowledge of
all beings, he indicates in addition that one of the aporiae raised in the second book
is solved by way of what has been shown: the aporia which he raised, whether it
belongs to one science or to several sciences to consider substance and the accidents
of substance and also the items which he said dialectic uses, on the basis of accepted
opinion, namely, the contraries, sameness, otherness, and the other which we have
mentioned earlier.

8 mepi e AP O LF S Ascl. : mapd te A*<|| &xet O AP< P® L Ascl. : Exetv A* || 9 Tijv ovoiav A O
L Ascl. : ovoiav P® : tfg odoiag Bonitz Hayduck || 12 51t A O S : ék P* || 13 Sevtépw A O : ijta
P® || 14 Tiic A P® : T O || 16 oG A O P® L S(ut): & Bonitz Hayduck

Alexander mentions one reference to the book of aporiae (257.12-15). In light of
Alexander’s commenting practice, we can assume that Alexander would have said
something about the curious doubling of the reference to book B had he read both
in his text. Given Alexander’s silence we can infer that Alexander’s exemplar con-
tained only one reference. So far, however, it is not immediately clear which of the
two possible references Alexander found in w?".

Alexander’s paraphrase gives us the following picture of his text: Aristotle first
declares that it belongs to one science to investigate being, substances and their

18 Alexander calls book B “second book” also in 264.31: T@v &v 1@ Sevtépyw Kelévov dmopldv
pépvntat vov. This squares with his assertion in 137.2-9 that a é\attov is a sort of appendix to book
A. See also 3.5.2.3.
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attributes, and that this science is philosophy, and then refers to book B. Accord-
ingly, Alexander’s text appears not to have contained the a-reference, for this ref-
erence occurs in the Metaphysics text before the answer to the aporia is given. It is
true, Alexander’s comments do not exactly reproduce the unanimously attested
reference and its place in Aristotle’s thought, but his comments are more in line
with this reference than with the a-reference.”®

In addition to this, there is a very clear sign that Alexander read the reference
given in w* and not the one given in a alone. Alexander’s paraphrase corresponds
in one crucial detail with the formulation of the reference in w®. Alexander writes
(257.12-13): ¢monpaivetar 6t St TOV Sedetypévwy Aetat T@OV Amoptov pia Tdv
amopnOelo®v v @ devtépw... (“he indicates in addition that one of the aporiae
raised in the second book is solved by way of what has been shown”). Precise-
ly speaking, Alexander’s comments concern not the book of problems but one
(pia) of the aporiae discussed there. The a-reference speaks of the book of prob-
lems, but the reference in w® focuses on one (i) of the problems discussed there:
To0T0 &’ fv &v TV év Toi¢ dmoprjpacty (“this was one of the questions in our
book of problems”). The correspondence in respect to this small detail strongly
suggests that Alexander found in w** exactly the reference of **."*® This evidence
in Alexander contributes a great deal to the argument that the reference in a33-34
is the original one.

What remains to be done is to consider the wording of each of the references
as well as their distinctive features. Of special importance is the name of the book
of aporiae: év T0ig dnoprjpaoty (a34, in w*) and év taiq dnopiaig (a32, in a). When
Aristotle speaks about aporiae in a technical sense, that is, as the set of problems
treated in book B of the Metaphysics, he says év toig (8t)dmopnpacv. We find
this phrase also in the reference attested by w* (¢v toig dnopripactv). In stark
contrast, there is not one other passage in the corpus where Aristotle refers to
book B by the phrase ¢v taig dnopiaic.'®® This fact makes the additional a-refer-
ence (£v Taig dmoplalg, 1004a32) suspicious yet again.®

% The reference transmitted by a and B precedes the specification of the philosopher as the ap-
propriate scientist, whereas in Alexander’s paraphrase the reference comes only after it. See the aorist
participles: einwv 8¢ tadta kad Seifag 8tL T0D @N0TOPOUL ... émonuaivetal In any case, we should not
be too strict about demanding an exact reproduction of Aristotle’s argumentative steps in Alexander’s
commentary, and Alexander does occasionally alter the position of an argument’s steps (cf. e.g. the
case analyzed in 5.3.3).

18 Bonitz remains hesitant about the evidence in Alexander. In his apparatus he writes of the refer-
ence in 1004a32: om. fort. Alex. Ross adopts this in his apparatus.

187 APr. 93b20 (v Toig Stamoprpacty), Metaph. 1 2,1053b10 (v Toig Stamoprpacty); M 2, 1076b1 (&v
101G Stamoprjpacty), M 2, 1077a1 (£v toig dmoprpacty), M 9, 1086b16 (¢v T0i¢ Stamopripacty).

%8 The exact words v (taic) dmopiaig appear in an Aristotelian fragment (209.9-10 Rose = A. Gell-
ius N.A. XX, 4.3-4), but they do not refer to the third book of the Metaphysics, but to precarious living
conditions.
18This makes it extremely unlikely that the a-reference is authentic and was deleted in " and in p.
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The internal evidence in the Metaphysics passage as transmitted through the
direct transmission taken together with the evidence in Alexander’s commentary
thus compels the conclusion that the reference in a32, transmitted solely by the
a-version, is an inauthentic interpolation into the text that is to be excised from
our text.

In the three cases analyzed in 4.3.1 we encountered, first (4.3.1.1), the loss of a
word in the a-text, which did not occur in f and w*"; second and third (4.3.1.2-3),
the addition of a phrase in the a-text, which did not occur in f and w*".*° In each
case, the agreement of w*" with the B-version leads us to the correct reading that
was given in @®.

4.3.2 Separative errors in  against a + @A

4.3.2.1 Alex. In Metaph. 292.13-16 on Arist. Metaph. T 4, 1007b29-
1008a2

In his discussion of the principle of non-contradiction in I' 4 Aristotle examines
the absurdities that result from denying the principle. From 1007b18 onwards, Ar-
istotle shows the absurdity that follows from Protagoras’s relativism, which states
that anything can be affirmed or denied of anything because all assertions are only
opinions.”" The upshot of Protagoras’s position is that everything must blur into
one:*? trireme is a human being is a wall (§otat yap 16 a0t Kal Tppng kol TOX0G
Kat &vBpwmog, 1007b20-21).

In order to illustrate the consequences of this position Aristotle adduces the
following example: if someone opines (Sokel, b23) that a certain human being is
not a trireme, then the human being is not a trireme (according to Protagoras:
opinion = assertion), but since everything can equally well be affirmed or denied,
the human being is a trireme after all (1007b23-25)."® Therefore nothing can be
true and the adherents of Protagoras’s position deal with the indeterminate and
with non-being rather than being.”* Aristotle then goes on to flesh out this refu-
tation with some logical rigor:

OCf. the “a-supplements” Primavesi 2012b: 43956 collected from the first book of the Metaphys-
ics.

¥ Aristotle discusses Protagoras’s phenomenalistic position extensively in I 5 and 6.

21007b18-20: 11 €l A\nBELg ai avTipdoelg dpa katd Tod adTod ndoat, Silov dg dnavta Eotat &v.
For an analysis of this argument see Kirwan 1971: 102-103.

931007b23-25: &l ydp T Sokel i) elvat Tpujpng 6 &vOpwmog, Silov 8Tt 00k EoTt TpUiPNG HOTE Kal
£oTwy, elmep 1) dvtigaots aAndr.

P4Kirwan 1971: 103 takes this statement of Aristotle to be the starting point of an argument of its
own: since the opponents take “being” in the sense of “potential being,” Aristotle can disprove their
position.
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Aristotle, Metaphysics I 4, 1007b29-1008a2

A& pny Aextéov Y adToig katd [30] mavtog <mavtog>® thv katdgaoty § v

andégaoy: &romov yap [31] i EkdoTw 1) pév avtod dndgaots dmdpéet, 1 8 ETépov &
un [32] dmdpyet adT® ov) mdpEer AMéyw 8 olov el dAnBEg eimelv Tov [33] &vOpwmov
St odk &vBpwmog, Sfhov &Tt kai ov [34] TPUiPNG. €L HEV 0DV 1} KATAPATLS, AVAYKN
Kai v dnégactv' [35] €l 8¢ uf vmdpyet 1) kaTdPaots, i ye andgaots vdpet [1008a1]
pdAAov fj 1 adTod. ei 00V kakeivn Ddpyet, OdpEet kai 1y [2] Thg Tpipovs €l §” abtn,
Kai 1) katdeaotg.

But they must predicate of every subject every attribute and the negation of it indif-
ferently. For it is absurd if of every subject its own negation is to be predicable, while
the negation of something else which cannot be predicated of it is not predicable of
it; for instance, if it is true to say of a man that he is not a man, evidently it is also true
to say that he is not a trireme. If, then, the affirmative can be predicated, the negative
must be predicable too; and if the affirmative is not predicable, the negative, at least,
will be more predicable than the negative of the subject itself. If, then, even the latter
negative is predicable, the negative of ‘trireme’ will also be predicable; and if this is
predicable, the affirmative will be so too.

30 TAVTOG <mavtOG> ci. ex AlP 292.5-6 (sed Al! 292.1-2) Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger Hec-
quet-Devienne || 32-33 tOv &vOpwnov a edd. : 1 &vbpwmnog B || 33 o0 Tpujpns a wrl (ALP
292.15-16) Ascl.? 268.9-10 Ar" (Scotus) Bekker Bonitz Christ Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne :
fj Tptipns fj o0 Tpifipng B Ross Jaeger || 1008a1 i 1) a ALP 292.13 Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger Cassin/
Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : fj V¢ (1) Bekker) : om.

According to the relativistic position, one may predicate of every subject every
predicable and at the same time every negation (b29-30). If it is possible to pre-
dicate the negation of what a thing is then it is all the more possible to predicate
the negation of what the thing is not (b30-32)."¢ Aristotle illustrates this with an
example (olov &i..., b32): If a human being is also not a human being, then it is all
the more correct that a human being is not a trireme (b33-34 according to a and
Ar" [Scotus]).

In lines 1007b34-1008a2 Aristotle presents his argument showing the absurdity

%Since Bonitz (see Bonitz 1849: 194-95) and based on Alexander’s paraphrase (292.3-6) editors
(except for Cassin/Narcy: 1989: 215-16) have conjectured an additional mavtog: Aeifag éndpevov @
v dvtigaoty cuvaknBedetv Méyovti 0 00 1) dndpaotig éni tivog dAAndi, £ €keivov kal ThHv Katdpacty
avtod ékeivov dAnO7 yiyveobar, vov Seikvooty 6t dvdykn avtoig Aéyery £mi mavtdg Taoay dvtigasty
katnyopeiobat. / “Having shown that for one who says that contradictories are both true, it follows
that, where the negation is true in the case of a certain thing, the affirmation of that [predicate] also
turns out to be true in that case, he now shows that it is necessary for them to say that in every case
every pair of contradictories is predicated.” Because the text of the lemma (292.1-2) matches that of
our transmission (that is, there is no second mavtog) we have to assume that this lemma was corrupted
in the course of the tradition. Or is it possible that Alexander, having found only one mavtog in w*%,
expanded the text on his own in his reformulation (¢nti tavtog ndoav avtigaotv)? Cf. also Jaeger 1923:
258 and Hecquet-Devienne 2008: 137 n. 23.

96 Cf, Kirwan 1971: 103.
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of the opponent’s position.”” If the affirmative (xatd¢aotg, b34) is predicable (“a

human being is a human being”), then, the negation is also predicable (&ndégacty,
b34; “a human being is not a human being”). But if the affirmative is not predi-
cable—for a human being is in fact not a trireme—then the negation (“a human
being is not a trireme”), as shown in b3o-32, is more predicable than the negation
of what it in fact is (“a human being is not a human being”). Therefore (1008a1),
if the negation of what something is (a human being) is predicable, then a fortiori
the negative of what something is not (a trireme) is predicable. If this negation (“a
human being is not a trireme”) can be predicated (1008a2), then the affirmation
(“a human being is a trireme”) can also be predicated.

Understanding the argument in this way, the passage quoted above is self-con-
sistent. This construal, however, passes over a textual difficulty presented by
lines b33-34 of the B-version. Unlike in the a-version we do not find there the
words “if a man is not a man, evidently he is also not a trireme” (8fjAov 81t kai
oV Tpiipng), but instead “if a man is not a man, evidently he is either a trireme
or not a trireme” (8fAov 8Tt kal { Tpupng 1j ov Tpipng). In terms of content,
what speaks against the B-version is that the alternative “either a trireme or not
a trireme” appears out of place at this stage of the argument. In other words, the
alternative appears too early. The proper place of the alternative is rather the con-
clusion; for only at the end of the argument does it become clear that according
to the opponent’s view a human being is a trireme. That the alternative “either a
trireme or not a trireme” comes too early is also made clear by the context in lines
b3o-34: The alternative does not fit into Aristotle’s a fortiori argument, stating
that, for example, the negation non-trireme is more predicable of a human being
than non-human. That a human being is therefore also a trireme does not matter
at this point of the argument. Furthermore, the formulation of an alternative as in
| Tpupng 1 o0 tpuypng (“either a trireme or not a trireme”) does not match with
the result that is achieved in the subsequent lines. There it says that a human being
is both a trireme and not a trireme. The fj ... §j is therefore misleading.”’

The testimony in Alexander’s commentary shows that w*! agrees with the
a-reading.

Alexander, In Metaph. 292.13-16 Hayduck

péAhov yap 1) &Aov dndégaotg aAndig katd Tivog fj 1) avtod: € yap dAn-[14]0&¢
Katd Tod dvBpwmov O &t ovK €0ty dvBpwmog, TOAD eDAoyDTEPOV [15] € AvTOD

Y7Cf. Cassin/Narcy 1989: 216-17 and Hecquet-Devienne 2008: 137 n. 23

8This reading is further confirmed by the text Asclepius used for his commentary and the Arabic
tradition of the Metaphysics.

9To the objection that the f ... fj should be taken as inclusive, I answer that had the author of
Tpiipne i) wanted to express an inclusive meaning (fj ... fj / “either ... or” in the sense of “both ... and”)
he certainly would have used a single .
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aAnBeg Aéyey 16 te odk £oTiy immog kal TO ovk £o0Tt ToiXog [16] kai TO ovk £oTt
TpMPNG, kal T& GAAa 6oa pr} £0TLv.

For the negation of something else is more true of a thing than the negation of the
thing itself. For example, if it is true of a human that he is not human, it is much
more reasonable to say, in the case of the human, ‘he is not a horse’ and ‘he is not a
wall’ and ‘he is not a trireme’ and not the other things which he is not.

Like Aristotle, Alexander first introduces the a fortiori argument as a general rule
(292.13) and then illustrates it with an example. The scope of Alexander’s argu-
ment exceeds that of Aristotle only in the terms used to signify the negatives that
may be predicated of a human being (not a horse, nor a wall, nor a trireme).?® The
agreement of a and w** confirms the suspicion that this is the older reading and

was also in w®, while the B-version suffered a later interpolation of the words f
2 201

TPMPNG .

Consequently, it is all the more surprising that Ross, followed by Jaeger,” puts
the B-reading in the text. Ross does not justify his decision.?”® His diagnosis that
the a-version contains a corrupted text, which lost some words due to homoio-
teleuton,®* is mistaken and betrays his hasty judgment on this issue. If a scribe had
jumped from one similar word to the next (kai fj Tpupng fj 00 Tpipng) he would
have written out one of the similar words (f}), which we would then find in the
a-version. This, however, is not the case.

A possible explanation of how the -reading came about and why some editors
preferred it could be that a misunderstanding arose about which affirmation is
meant by 1 katdgaotg in line b4 of Aristotle’s text.”® Whether katdgaoig (b34)
means the affirmation of being a human being or of being a trireme is only made
clear by the following sentence in b3s-1008a1. Since there, in line b3s, katdpaotg
and dndgaotg must refer to being a trireme the katdgaotg (and andégacig) of the
previous sentence (b34) must, in order to avoid an exact reiteration, refer to being
a human being.?* Yet if one assumes wrongly that katdgaoig and dné¢aoctg in line
b34 refer to being a trireme, then it is natural to wish for such an affirmation in
the preceding line. The addition of §j Tpu)png fj may well be the result of this wish.

202

20Cf. the Aristotelian examples in 1007b20-21.

*'This does not violate my rule, which states that a reading of w*! is to be reconstructed on the
basis of two different types of evidence in Alexander’s commentary (one of which is a paraphrase or
discussion) (see 3.4). The two types of evidence in this section are (i) Alexander’s paraphrase in 292.16
(kai 0 o0k 0Tt Tpuypng) and (ii) his discussion of the argument as a whole in 292.13-16. Alexander’s
presentation of the argument makes it clear that he did not read # tpujpng fj in his text.

22Kirwan 1971 bases his translation on Jaeger’s text. Cf. his comments in Kirwan 1971: 103 (“(h)”).

2 Ross 1924: 271: “The logic of the passage requires A”’s reading fj Tptipng fi 00 Tpujpne.” It seems
that Ross, as Jaeger puts it in his app. crit., had in view the subsequent sentence in b34.
204Ross 1924: 271.
25Cf. Cassin/Narcy 1989: 216.
2065ee Cassin/Narcy 1989: 217.
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4.3.2.2 Alex. In Metaph. 182.32-38 on Arist. Metaph. B 2, 996a29-
996b1

As his first aporia Aristotle poses the question whether one, single science in-
vestigates all the kinds of causes (B 1, 995b4-6; B 2, 996a18-996b26). The second
objection against the thesis that all causes are studied by one science is that not
all things are subject to all the kinds of causes. A final cause, for example, is not
operative among unchanging objects (996a21-29).2”” Aristotle continues in the
following way:

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 2, 996a29-996b1

810 kal €v Toig pabnpacty ovbév Seikvutal S [30] TadTng TG aitiag, ovd’ oty
an6deifig ovdepia S16tL féNTIOV [31] ) XETpOV, AAN’ 0VSE TO Tapdma pépvnTat ovbelg
000evog T@V [32] TolOVTWY, MOTE Sid TADTA TOV COPLOTAOV TIVEG 0loV ApIOTINIOG
[33] mpoemnAdiilev adTdg €v pgv yap taig dAAaig Téxvas, [34] kai taig favavoorg,
olov &v TeKTOVIK]] Kal oKVTIK{}, S10Tt [35] PéATIOV fj Xelpov AéyeaBat TavTa, Tag 8¢
pabnpatikag [996b1] ovBéva moteioBat Adyov mepi dyabdv kal Kak@®v.

This is why in mathematics nothing is proved by means of this kind of cause, nor is
there any demonstration of this kind—‘because it is better, or worse’; indeed no one
even mentions anything of the kind. And so for this reason some of the Sophists,
e.g. Aristippus, ridiculed mathematics; for in the arts, even in handicrafts, e.g. in
carpentry and cobbling, the reason always given is ‘because it is better, or worse,” but
the mathematical sciences take no account of goods and evils.

34 Bavavooig a edd. : Bavadooig adtaig B || b1 kakdv a § ALP 182.38 AsclF 153.3-5 Ar." (Scotus)
edd. : kaA@v B

The final cause has no place in mathematics, for in mathematics there is no good
for the sake of which something is done. This is why some of the Sophists (Aristo-
tle mentions Aristippus as representative) disdained mathematics. Even the lowly
handicrafts aim at the better and avoid the worse, but in mathematics criteria
like good or bad are no issue at all. This, according to the a-text, is what Aristotle
reports as Aristippus’s disdain of mathematics. By contrast, the p-version reads
in line 996b1 not Aoyov mept dyabdv kai kakdv (“account of goods and evils”)
but mepi ayabdv kai kaA@v (“account of goods and beauty”). According to the
B-text the Sophists disdain mathematics because it does not aim towards goods
and beauty.

From a grammatical point of view both versions are viable. The a-reading, pre-
ferred by all editors, receives confirmation from lines 996a30-31, where it is stated
that mathematics does not care about the better or worse. On the other hand, de-
fenders of the B-reading could point to the fact that what is at issue in the broader
context is the final cause, which is the good and the beautiful and not the good and

27Cf. Madigan 1999: 34-36; Crubellier 2009: 53
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the bad. What did Alexander read in w”?

Alexander, In Metaph. 182.32-38 Hayduck

Kai Aplotinmov pvnpovevel, 8¢ [33] kai adTdg Opoiwg dANOLG TIOL TOV COPLOTOV
é\eye TaG pabnuatikdg émi-[34]otApag, ¢ kai T@V e0TeENeOTATOV?® TEXVOV
katadeeotépag kelvwy uev yap [35] Ekdotng elvai Tt TéAog kai dyabov mpookeipevov
Kai pepvijoBat avtag év [36] Toig yryvopévolg O avtd@v Tod 8Tt BéNTIoV Yyap obTws,
Ta6 8¢ padnuati-[37]kag undev éxewv aitiov totovtov unde moteioBai tiva Adyov mept
ayabav [38] kai Kakdv.

And he (Aristotle) mentions Aristippus who, like some other sophists, spoke of the
mathematical sciences as deficient even relative to the simplest crafts; for each of
these crafts has an end and a good proposed to it, and in what takes place under their
influence they attend to the argument ‘because it is better that way,” while the mathe-
matical sciences have no such cause, nor do they take any account of goods and evils.

32 kol O LF : kal 811 A : kal 1t P® || 33 é\eye A O : mpoenn\dxile P® || 34 evteleotatwy O :
evTeleoTépwy A P || 35 éxdotng A O : éxdotn P® || 35-36 kai &yabov ... Toig ytyvopévolg LF
S :in lac. om. kai &yaBov ... 10T ytyvo) A O : drotibetan yap P* || 36 To0 A O : 10 P* || yap
AO:om.P*S

Alexander’s paraphrase reveals that in his copy of the Metaphysics the reading
was identical to that of the a-text. This paraphrase is the only type of evidence
available in Alexander’s commentary for these lines of the Metaphysics and so we
should be cautious when inferring what Alexander read in his text. Nevertheless
the claim that w*" read the a-reading may be justified when we compare Alexan-
der’s paraphrase with the two divergent readings in a and B (cf. 3.4, pp. 57-59).
On the assumption that the agreement between the paraphrase and the a-text
point to a textual agreement between a and w*!, the B-reading appears as a later
modification of the Metaphysics text.**

Did the B-reading emerge from a simple scribal error? A misreading of
KAKQON as KAAQN is entirely plausible.”’ Or did someone not understand that
the a-reading is not a confused description of the final cause, but rather a de-
scription of the criteria according to which actions (the final cause of which is the

2%The form evteleotéTwv is the superlative (or, when following A and P?, the form edteAeotépwv
is the comparative) of the adjective evteAng, which means “cheap,” “easy,” “mean.” It does not mean
what Madigan 1992, followed by Lai 2007, suggests it means when he translates “most complete and
perfect” (Lai: “piti perfette”). This mistranslation breaks the logic of the argument: that mathematics is
deficient in comparison to “the most perfect art” is obvious, simply because all other arts are deficient
in comparison to the most perfect art.

2The a-reading was also in the copy of Asclepius (153.3-5) as well as in the Greek Vorlage of the
Arabic tradition. Scotus translates: et artifices istius artis non perscrutantur omnino de bonis et malis.

#9Such misreading could have happened in either direction. If we take the a-reading as original,
then one could suppose that a scribe wrote the common hendiadys dya8@v kai kaA@v (kakodg kai
ayaBdc, or with crasis kahokayaBdc) instead of the polar expression dyab@v kai kak®dv.
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good) are performed? These are both viable options, but in this case there is an
even better explanation to hand. Metaph. M 3, 1078a31-34 offers a seemingly par-
allel passage, which at first glance gives the impression that the p-reading in our
passages is preferable. At second glance, however, the passage reveals itself to be a
candidate for the model used in modifying the B-version in our passage in book B.

In the following passage from book M Aristotle refers once again to the dis-
dainful attitude that some have towards mathematics.*"

Aristotle, Metaphysics M 3, 1078a31-34

émel 8¢ 10 Ayabov kai TO kaAov Etepov (10 [32] pév yap dei v mpaket, 10 8¢ kakov
Kai év 101G dktviiToLg), [33] of pdokovteg 00deV Aéyety TAG HABNUATIKAG EMOTANAG
nept [34] kahoD fj dyaBod yevdovral.

Now since the good and the beautiful are different (for the former always implies
conduct as its subject, while the beautiful is found also in motionless things), those
who assert that the mathematical sciences say nothing of the beautiful or the good
are in error.

Here in M 3, just as before in the B-version of B 2, we hear about the view that the
good and beautiful does not play any role in mathematics. Aristippus is nowhere
mentioned, but we may assume that Aristotle is alluding here to the group that he
explicitly referred to as Sophists in B 2 (t®v co@Lot@v TIvEg).

Does this parallel passage authenticate the B-reading? Hardly. For while the
words in M 3 seem at first glance to echo those of B 2, the contexts of these two
passages clearly differ widely. This divergence in context prohibits the equation
of the mention of the good and the beautiful in M 3 and the statement in B 2. In
the context of M 3 Aristotle discusses the good and beautiful in terms of their
status in mathematics, granting a place in mathematics to the beautiful (order and
symmetry are forms of the beautiful, 1078a36-1078b1),”* but not to the good. The
opponents to this view, discussed in the text cited above, say that mathematics has
nothing to do with either the good or the beautiful. The topic of the passage in B 2,
by contrast, is the lack of a final cause in mathematics and especially the resulting
irrelevance of questions of good or bad.

Moreover, the immediate context of B 22" confirms the very phrase “the good
and bad” in line 996b1: In the preceding lines we read both in Aristotle’s own
words and in his report of the Sophists’ opinion that mathematics does not in-
clude demonstrations involving the criterion of better or worse (4ndédei§ig ...816tt

213

AICE. Crubellier 2009: 53. On the passage in M 3 see Annas 1976: 151-52.

22M 3, 1078236-b1: ToD 8¢ kahoD péylota €idn TdELS Kal ovppeTpia kal TO dplopévov, & pdliota
Sewkvoovoty ai pabnpatikad émotipat / “The main forms of the beautiful are order, symmetry, and
definiteness, which are what the mathematical branches of knowledge demonstrate to the highest de-
gree” (transl. by Annas).

2B Metaph. B 2, 996a29-35.
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BéATiov fj xelpov, 996a30-31 and 1611 BéXTIOV 1) Xelpov AéyeoDal, 996a34-35). The
concluding remark in 996b1, stating that this science takes no account of goods
and evils, accords perfectly. Therefore, the a-reading (nepi dyafdv kai kak®v),
which is supported by the evidence in Alexander’s paraphrase, is preferable to the
B-reading (mepi dyabdv kai kKaA@v).

The following can be said about the possible origin of the B-reading. As Pri-
mavesi showed concerning A 9 and the more or less identical passages in M 4-5,
the B-version in A 9 contains traces of contamination with the text in M 4-5.2*
The most peculiar signs of the alignment of the -text in A 9 to the wording in M
4-5 is the correction of the original first person plural forms, which Aristotle uses
to include himself among the members of the Academy, to verbal forms in the
third person, which Aristotle employs in M 4-5 to speak more objectively about
the Academy’s teachings. Our case in book B can be compared to this. The com-
parison of the passage in M 3 could have prompted the B-version’s adjustment
of line B 2, 996b1 (kax®@v to kaA@v). As in the case of the “we”-corrections in
the B-version of A 9, the evidence in Alexander’s commentary, providing a third
witness to a and f, can help us to declare justifiably the a-reading the original
reading of w®.

4.3.2.3 Alex. In Metaph. 303.23-29 on Arist. Metaph.T 5,
1009a22-28

In T 5, 1009226, the B-version contains an explanatory addition that is lacking
in the a-version. In the fifth chapter of book I' Aristotle critically engages those
who deny the principle of non-contradiction on the basis of the relativistic phe-
nomenalism of Protagoras. Aristotle diagnoses those whose denial depends on a
flimsy, easily unveiled misconception as easily curable (ediatog, 1009a19). Those
who deny the principle of non-contradiction for the sake of argument are more
difficult to treat (1009a17-18). The former group has to be persuaded (ot p&v yap
nelfodg déovtan ...), while the latter defeated (... ot 6¢ Plag). Aristotle describes
the misguided, sensualistic presupposition of the former group in the following
WaY:ZIS

Aristotle, Metaphysics ' 5, 1009a22-28

EMAv0e 8¢ Toic Sta-[23]mopodaty abtn 1) §6&a ék T@V aicbnT@V, 1| pév Tod dpa [24]
TAG AVTIPATELG Kal TdvavTio DtdpEety Op@oLy éx ToD adTod [25] yryvoueva tavavria
el obv ) évdéyetau yiyveoBar 10 pny [26] 6v, mpobmijpxev opoiwg TO Tpdypa dupw
6v, domep kai [27] AvaEaydpag pepixBon mév v mavti gnot kai Anpdxpt-[28]tog

Those who really feel the difficulties have been led to this opinion by observation of
the sensible world. They think that contradictions or contraries are true at the same

24Primavesi 2012b: 412-14.
Z5Cf. Bonitz 1849: 200; Kirwan 1971: 107; Cassin/Narcy 1989: 231.
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time, because they see contraries coming into existence out of the same thing. If,
then, that which is not cannot come to be, the thing must have existed before as both
contraries alike, as Anaxagoras says all is mixed in all, and Democritus too;

24 vépEerv a Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : vnidpyetv p Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger
|| 25 yiveoBar B Christ Ross Jaeger, cf. AL? 303.28 : yevéoBal a Bekker Bonitz Cassin/Narcy
Hecquet-Devienne || 26 dugw 8v a ALP 303.27-28 Ar." (Scotus) edd. : dugw v, TovTeoTIV OV Kal
ur) 8v B (fort. Ascl. 275.17)

Those who deny the principle because they are confused are led into this position
by the following mistake: they take the supposedly valid rule that no being comes
out of non-being and combine it with their observation of the sensible world,
where contraries appear to come out of the same thing. From this they infer that
both contraries were already present in the thing. Aristotle steps out of this con-
fusion (1009a30-36) by holding to the position that the rule stating that nothing
comes out of non-being calls for a crucial differentiation of what is meant by being
and non-being. Aristotle is hereby led to distinguish between what is potential
and what is actual.

In line 1009226 of the B-text, the words dupw v (“as both”) are followed by
TovTeoTV OV kol ur) v (“i.e. being and non-being”). This specification articu-
lates what Aristotle means by the word “both” (dp¢w): The opponents’ opinion is
based on the assumption that the thing (npdypa) already contains both being and
non-being, when in fact it only has the capacity to be and not to be. The p-words
TovTeoTLY OV Kai pry v, which present no problems in terms of content or gram-
mar, look like a later addition that was put into the text (perhaps by first having
been put into its margins) in order to explicate what Aristotle means to say.”¢ Or,
are the words To0TeoTIv OV Kai pr| dv original and did they drop in the a-text due
to a saut du méme au méme (dpew v ToOTECTIV OV Kai py 8v)?

We should have a look at Alexander’s commentary and determine what
his comments reveal about the text in his copy. Did w*" contain the additional
B-words?

Alexander, In Metaph. 303.23-29 Hayduck

Kai TpdTa PEV Aéyel [24] OO tivog mapekpovobnoay ot &t mavtog THv dvtigaoty
ovvaAnBevelv Aé-[25]yovteg Op@dvTeG yap €k ToD avtod ywopeva td évavtia,
npoelAn@oTeg 8¢ [26] kai Tt ddVvatov yiveoBai Tt GAwg €k ToD pi vtog (kowvi) yap
abtn i 868a [27] TV ept Qvoeds éoti Tt amognvapévov), Déhafov apedtepa T&
[28] ¢vavtia O Tpaypa gival 00 yap &v dAws ¢§ avtod SvvacBar avtd yive-[29]
ofal, el pi) tpoimdpyovra év adTd €in.

And first he tells under what influence those who say that in every case contradicto-
ries are both true have been misled: seeing that contraries come to be from the same
thing, and having assumed in advance that it is impossible for something to come

A8Gee Jaeger app. ad loc.




166 ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

to be altogether from non-being (this view is common to those who made any state-
ment concerning nature), they supposed that the object was both the contraries; for
they thought there was no other way in which the contraries could come to be from
the object, than if they were preexistent within it.

23 p@ta A O : mp@tov P® || 26 yiveaBai S Bonitz Hayduck : yevéoOow A O P : 1o iy 6v
yevéobar LF || 27 éoti ti dmognvapévaov A O : Tt anognvapévwy ¢otv P || 28 1o mpaypa A
O S : mpaypata PP || 28-29 yiveoOat S Bonitz Hayduck : yevéoBat A O P* || 29 adt® CM° R :
avt~ A : adti O S : avtoig P°

Although Alexander’s comments provide us here with only one type of evidence
about the reading in w*', namely, an explanatory paraphrase, we may conclude
from two formulations within his paraphrase that he did not read the words
ToUTEOTLY OV kai uf Ov in his text. Alexander presents Aristotle’s argument in a
slightly expanded way, using two sentences to render one of Aristotle’s. In lines
303.26-28 Alexander amplifies the content of 1009a25-26 with an account of the
origin of this common opinion (kotvr} yap attn 1 86&a... 303.26). For 10 mpaypa
duew 6v Alexander writes audtepa & évavtia O mpaypa eivar (27-28). Al-
though one might call this an amplified and hence altered version of the Aristote-
lian original, it is evident that Alexander does not include anything that suggests
he read toOteoTIv OV Kai pur| 8v in his text.?”” Furthermore, in the sentence thereaf-
ter, 303.28-29, Alexander is still covering the same Aristotelian line (1009a25-26),
saying that they could not understand how a thing could be and then not be unless
both contraries were preexistent in it. Also in this sentence, Alexander does not
explicitly state that the contraries that are preexistent in the thing are being and
non-being (i pn mpovmdpyovra év avT® €in, 303.29). And so also this sentence
points to the conclusion that he did not find the B-addition in w*".

Therefore, we may conclude on the basis of both direct and indirect evidence
in Alexander that the words TovteoTv 6v kai puny 8v, transmitted by the p-version
only, are a secondary addition to the B-text that was not contained in w®f.'$

*"The Greek Vorlage of the Arabic translations, as Scotus’s translation confirms, also did not con-
tain the additional words.

28 Asclepius’s commentary on this passage (275.14-17) invites a far-reaching suspicion: i odv pf
evdéyetat yevéoBat to pn) 6v, mpoimipxev Opoiwg TO Tpdypa dpuew 8v, Kai Aevkov Kai ov Aevkov:
®ote dpa T évavtia, kai Ov kot ovk v/ “If, then, that which is not cannot come to be, the thing must
have existed before as both contraries alike, both white and non-white, so that both contraries exist
simultaneously, both being and non-being.” In 15-16 (ei ... duew 6v), Asclepius stays very close to the
Aristotelian text. Then (16, kai Aevkov kai 00 Aevkdv) he illustrates the thought in terms of the color
“white” (“both white and non-white”); Asclepius uses this example multiple times in the context of
this passage. The explication that follows (16, dote dpa & évavtia) then seems to derive, as is often the
case, from Alexander’s commentary on the passage (du@otepa ta évavtia, see above). What thereafter
follows, seems to be Asclepius’s own contribution to the thought. With this he makes clear what is
meant by Alexander’s t& évavtia. These contraries are kai &v kai ovk 6v (16) / “being and non-being.”
If this assessment of Asclepius’s commentary is correct then one has to admit that the formulation
in Asclepius comes very close to the wording of the B-addition (tobteotiv 6v kai ufy 6v). Does the
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In all three cases we could reconstruct the reading in @ on the basis of the
reading in a and its confirmation by the evidence available in Alexander’s com-
mentary. In the first (4.3.2.1) and the third case (4.3.2.3), p contains a later supple-
ment. In the second case (4.3.2.2), the B-text suffered a slight change of one letter,
which might have been caused by a comparison with an only seemingly parallel
passage in book M of the Metaphysics.

4.3.3 Reconstruction of an w*-reading from w*" and two differently
corrupted readings in a and B: Alex. In Metaph. 329.33-330.8 on
Arist. Metaph. T 7,1011b35-1012al

In the cases discussed so far in 4.3 the reading in w*" coincided either with a or
with B. The reading in w® was then reconstructed on the basis of the agreement of
w*" with one of our two versions. In the following case the situation is a bit more
complex: here, the reconstruction of the reading in w® is built on a comparison of
the two differently corrupted readings in a and P with the testimony in Alexander’s
commentary.

In T 4-6 Aristotle defends the validity of the principle of non-contradiction by
examining and disputing possible arguments against the principle. InI' 7 Aristotle
turns to the principle of excluded middle. According to this principle there can be
no intermediate between contradictory terms (008¢ peta&d dvtipdoews evéyetat
elvar o0Bév, 1011b23-24).2 Aristotle argues for the validity of this principle by
first defining truth and falsehood (1011b25-27): “To say of what is that it is not,
or of what is not that it is, is false; while to say of what is that it is, and of what is
not that it is not, is true.” So, to say that something is (or that something is not) is
either true or false.”” Truth and falsity defined (1011b29-1012a1), Aristotle reduces
to absurdity the supposition of an intermediate (petald ...) between being F and
not being F (... Tiig dvtipdoewc) by a two-part argument.?” The two parts corre-
spond to the two types of intermediates, both ruled out as possible intermediates
between being F and not being F. The text of the argument reads as follows:

Aristotle, Metaphysics I' 7, 1011b29-1012al

€11 [30] fiTot petakd Eotat TAG AvTipdoews domep TO atdv [31] pédavog kai AevkoD,
| ¢ 1O pndétepov avBpwmov kai {nmov. [32] ei pév odv obitwg, odk &v petafdilot
(& pry &yaBod yap [33] €ig dyabov petaBdrdet fj £k ToOTOL €ig iy Ayabov), vov [34]

B-addition go back to Asclepius’s commentary? Or is it rather that Asclepius worked with a B-copy—
despite the ample evidence that his Metaphysics text shows strong affinities with the a-version? (On
Asclepius’s relationship to the a-version see Kotwick 2015.)

29Cf. also Metaph. 1 5,1056a22-b2; 1 7, 1057218-b34.

*For an analysis of this argument see Kirwan 1971: 117-18. See also Ross 1924: 285: “The argument
thus has value only ad hominem.”

21Gee Kirwan 1971: 118-19.
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& del gaivetat (00 yap ot petaPoln AN § eig T avti-[35]Kkelpeva kol petalp)- el
&’ Eott petakd, kal obtwg €in dv [1012a1] T16 €ig AevkOV OVK €k [N AevkoD Yéveais,
vdv §’ oby Opdtadt.

Again, either the intermediate between the contradictories will be so in the way in
which grey is between black and white, or as that which is neither man nor horse is
between man and horse. If it were thus [i.e. of the latter kind], it could not change,
for change is from not-good to good, or from that to not-good; but in fact it evidently
always does, for there is no change except to opposites and to their intermediate. But
if there is an intermediate, in this way too there would be some sort of [process of]

coming to be white which was not from not-white; but as it is, this is never seen.’?

30 petafd a Al! 329.5[0] Ascl! 294.8 Ross Jaeger Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : 10 petad f
Al 329.5[Hayduck] Bekker Bonitz Christ || éotat tfig a edd. : ot Tiig  : €0ty Al! 3295 || 34 8
del a ALP 329.18 Al 329.26 edd. : 8¢ B || 35 petad] Ta petady Jaeger coni. ex ALP 329.21 et Ascl.
294.20 || 35-1012a1 €l &v Tig @ Ascl.c 294.23-24 Ar* (Scotus) edd. : fi 1y avtigaots B : 1 dvtigaots,
€ln v 11 ' (AL< 330.1-2 AP 330.7-8) : ) dvtigaotc &xet, €ln &v Tig ci. Alex 330.2 || 1 00K &k i)
@ : &k 00 uny Asclc 294.24

Aristotle’s train of thought seems to be the following: the goal of the argument is
to show the absurdity of an intermediate between the contradictories being F and
not being F. Did such an intermediate exist, then it would have to be either (i) as
grey is between the two contraries black and white?” (1011b30-31) or (ii) as (e.g.)
a stone** is between a horse and a human being (1011b31).?* The second option is
easily ruled out, since change from horse into human is impossible.”® But, as Ar-
istotle adds, it is obvious that there is change between intermediates and opposites
(1011b32-34), and so the fate of intermediates between contradictories hangs on
the first option. Aristotle rules this option out with the following consideration. If
there was an intermediate between contradictories (being F and not being F) such
as grey is between black and white, then there would have to exist a not non-F (as
this intermediate can neither be F nor not be F). This, however, amounts to saying
that white could come from not non-white, which is absurd (1011b35-1012a1). For
it is clear that white comes solely from non-white, that is, black or every shade of
grey‘227

The sentence in lines 1011b35-1012a1 as it is transmitted by the a-version is

*The process of coming to be white out of white is invisible. The assumption of such a process
is absurd.

23For grey as intermediate between black and white see Cat. 10, 12a2-11; 12a17-20 and Metaph. A
10, 1018220-25.

22 take over the example of the stone from Asclepius’s commentary: In Metaph. 294.14 Hayduck.

I5Cf. Cat. 5,3b24-27 and also Metaph. 1 5, 1056a30-b2, where Aristotle points out that in contrast
to good and bad there is no intermediate between a shoe and a hand.

26Cf. Metaph. A 1,1069a36-b7.

*Ross 1924: 285: “There is of course transition to white from grey, which is not simpliciter not-
white. But the transition is from grey qua not-white; it is the specks of black in the grey that change
to white.”
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comprehensible and grammatically correct. The situation is different in the B-ver-
sion. Here, we read instead of the words kai oUtwg €in &v 116 €ig AevkOV 0VK €k )|
Aevkod yéveolg (“in this way too there would be some sort of [process of] coming
to be white which was not from not-white”) the words kai obtwg fj iy dvrigaocg eig
Aevkov ovk €k pn) Aevkod yéveolg (“in this way too [is?] indeed the contradiction
a coming to be white which was not from not-white”). Two things are odd about
the B-reading. The first problematic point is the particle fj. Affirmative 7 stands
usually at the beginning of a sentence and is in prose almost always confined to
dialogue.” Aristotle does not at all use the affirmative f| by itself,”” and only rare-
ly in the combination 1} mov and 7 pfjv.*° Second, the apodosis (introduced by kai
oUTwC) does not have a verb. This results in the nominal construction, “the con-
tradiction (&vtigaoic) is a coming to be (yéveoig) white which was not from not-
white.” For these reasons, the a-reading is preferable, and indeed the editors of
the Metaphysics always have followed it. > I note in passing that all editors place
a comma after petad so that the apodosis begins with the words kai o0twg.*

It is striking that despite the difference in meaning the two readings in a and
B are typographically quite similar, visually and aurally. Does the word dvtigaotg
go back to a misreading, fostered by the context, of &v ti¢? Was &in misspelled as
1 1] due to an iotacism? When did the corruption occur? The tendency to iotacism
(t-sound for n, €1) begins already in Hellenistic times.?* Alexander can help us in
this matter.

Alexander, In Metaph. 329.33-330.8 Hayduck

\eimetan dpa @ Avtikepévoy elvat adt@v [34] petald 11, el Eotv, d¢ T0D Aevkod
Kai péhavog 1o eatdv, 6 kal kupiwg [35] 0Tl petadp. 10 kal obtwg elnev ei 8¢ €oTt

28Denniston 1954, s.v. fj; pp. 279-80. Cf. Denniston 1954: 280: “[f}] Affirmative, mostly with adjec-
tives and adverbs. This is mainly a verse idiom, and is hardly found at all in oratory, except for i prv,
and the common use of ) ov in a fortiori argument.”

My statement is based on a TLG-search.

#0There is no lemma for 7 in Bonitz’s index. Interestingly though, Denniston 1954: 281 points to
some exceptional cases in which 1} does not stand at the beginning of the sentence. One of the excep-
tions is A “at the opening of an apodosis.” It therefore seems possible that the 7 in our passage does
not, as one might suppose, go back to an erroneous dittography of the article 1}, but to a later attempt
to mark 1 avtigaotg as the beginning of the apodosis. I will come back to the question of where exactly
in this sentence the apodosis starts.

“IThe a-version is attested also by Asclepius, In Metaph. 294.23-25: 816 gnow ei 8¢ €0t petalv,
kol obtwg eln &v Tig (Tt mss.) eig Aevkov €€ o0 pf Aevkod yéveoig and the Arabic tradition
(Scotus): Et si medium fuert secundum hanc dispositionem, tunc erit aliquid quod transmutatur in
album non ex albo. In Scotus’s version, kal obtwg / secundum hanc dispositionem is still part of the
protasis. See previous note and below.

»2This avoids a reading like “but if there is an intermediate also in this way, there would be....” For
this question cf. Cassin/Narcy 1989: 262 and below.

23 Adrados 2002: 187.
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peta&v, rovtéotiv el 8¢ [36] €0t kupiwg adTOV peTakd, kai obTwg £xet 1) dvtigaotg
¢ avtikeioBai e kai [330.1] petagd Tt Exerv adTAG (ToDTO YaAp onuaiver TO kai
oltwg N avtigaaotg, [2] Aeimovrtog Tf Aéget ToD Exel,’ i kal obTwg 1) dvtigaotg,
ToutéoTt [3] kol obTwg €0l TO elvau Tf} AvTipdcel), oupuprioetal, enaoti, THv yéveotv [4]
Kai v petaBoliv Ty €ig Aevkov yiyveaBat ¢§ ovxi o0 Aevkod, AN odk [5] €k ToD
ov Aevkod TodTo 0%, Emel St TOV petald yivetar eig Ta dkpa 1 [6] petaBolry. To Of
¢k ToD petald Tod te Aevkod kai ToD 00 Aevkod peta-[7]B&ANov gig Aevkov €€ ovyi
oV Aevkod petaPailot &v eig Aevkov, kal yivorto [8] &v T Aevkov €€ ovyi o0 AevkoD.

So it remains®** that there is an intermediate between the contradictories, if at all,
as grey, which is intermediate in the proper sense, is [intermediate] between white
and black. This is why he spoke thus: “but if there is an intermediate,” that is, but if
there is something intermediate between them in the proper sense, and the contra-
diction is such that [the contradictories] are opposed and have some intermediate
between them (this is what the expression “and the contradiction thus”—the “it is”
[€xel] is lacking to the phrase—signifies; or “and the contradiction thus” [signifies
as follows], that is, “such is the being of the contradiction”) [if there is an interme-
diate] then it will occur, he says, that coming-to-be, i.e. change, into white will take
place from not-non-white, not from non-white; this, because change proceeds to
extremes by way of intermediates. That, then, which changes from the intermediate
between white and non-white into white, would change from not-non-white into
white, and something would come to be white from not-non-white.

33-34 elvat adt@v petafd 1O L S : elval adtdv petadd tig A : fvtwv adtdv eivai Tt petad P
|| 34 et éotiv OLF : é0ttv A : om. P AP< || kal AO:om. P* S || 36 @O P* LFS:kai A || 2-3
1 avtigaols ... obtwg A P* §:om. O || 4-5 o0k P* LF S: om. A O || o0 Aevkod] Aevkod (albo)
legit S || 7-8 petapailot ... Aevkod O LF S : om. A : #otau P*

The evidence for w?" that is available in this commentary passage has to be extract-
ed from Alexander’s words. At first glance, lines 329.35-330.3 suggest that Alex-
ander had the B-reading (xai obtwg 1} 1) dvtigaoig) in his text or a slightly altered
version of it, namely, without the un-Aristotelian 7: kai oVtwg 1| &vtigaoig.”® For
this is the wording which Alexander quotes two times (330.1-2), and at which he
targets his suggested corrections (cf. Aeimovrtog tfj Aé€et ToD £xel, 330.2).
However, a closer look at Alexander’s conjecture prompts the question wheth-
er Alexander could have thought to improve his text through the addition of the
word &xet if his text was (apart from the 1}) identical to the B-version. After exam-
ining Alexander’s explanation it becomes clear that adding €xet in the sense of “it

24 After having ruled out the second of the two named types of intermediates.

#5Schwegler, Ross, Jaeger, Cassin/Narcy, Hecquet-Devienne and (the translators) Madigan 1993:
177 n. 891 (with hint to the other reading) and Casu 2007: 844 n. 903 supposed that such was the
reading Alexander found in his text. Ross 1924: 285 thinks that in the subsequent part of the sentence
Alexander read yéveoig with an article: ei¢ Aevkov ovk €k pr) Aevkod 1) yéveois. Such an article would
certainly improve this hypothetical reading. However, the evidence that Alexander read this article is
thin. In line 329.4 (Ross’s evidence) the article preceding yéveoig (ti|v yéveotv...) could be the result of
Alexander’s syntactical restructuring. For Bonitz’s and Christ’s view on the matter see below.
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is (in a certain state)”*¢ (as Alexander’s paraphrase in 329.36 indicates) does not at
all improve the intelligibility of the p-reading. Quite to the contrary, Alexander’s
suggestion would make the B-reading worse. It would result either in the sentence
el 87 Eott petaly, kat obTwg i avtigaotg €xet T... T €ig Aevkdv ovK €k pi) Aevkod
yéveoig (“But if there is an intermediate, in this way too the contradiction is (in a
certain state) ... a coming to be white which was not from not-white”);*” or, when
the apodosis starts only after &xet, in the sentence €i §° €01t petafd kai obtwg
1 avtigaotg €xet, T... T €ig Aevkov ovk €k pny Aevkod yéveoig (“But if there is an
intermediate and the contradiction is such, (then) ... a coming to be white which
was not from not-white”). Could Alexander have seriously suggested something
with such unhappy consequences?

The situation is similarly unsatisfactory when we take into consideration Al-
exander’s second suggested solution (330.2-3). This time Alexander leaves the
phrase kol obtwg 1 dvtigaotg as it is. Alexander’s alternative understanding is
captured in the following paraphrase: kai obtw¢ £0Ti TO givat Tf) &vTipdoet (330.3).
According to this understanding the sequence kal oUtwg 1| &vtigaotg is to be tak-
en as “such is the being of the contradiction.” This reformulation seems to sug-
gest that Alexander wants to transport in thought the ¢oti from the protasis into
the apodosis. However, it is more reasonable to assume that Alexander wants to
relocate the comma such that the phrase kai oUtwg 1} dvtigaocig becomes part of
the protasis. The purpose of the added ¢ori is then to signal that the phrase obtwg
0Tl 10 elval Tf) dvTipdoel is equal in status to the &i §° Eott petagv-clause. Yet, if
we suppose that Alexander had the p-reading, then not even this suggested un-
derstanding solves the problem of the -reading: €i 8 0Tt petafd kai obtwg éotl
TO gival T AvTipdoey, T... T €ig Aevkov ok ék i Aevkod yéveoig (“But if there is
an intermediate and the being of the contradiction is such, (then) ... a coming to
be white which was not from not-white”). Can we seriously claim that this was
Alexander’s solution?

It is too unlikely that Alexander presents two solutions that each quite clearly
fail to solve the problem of the B-reading, and so we must reconsider the question
whether Alexander had at all the B-reading, and once more confront the question
of what Alexander actually found in his own text. When we turn to the commen-
tary lines that follow the passage we have addressed so far we learn that Alexander
has, in fact, treated up to this point (330.3) only the first part of Aristotle’s sen-
tence (ei §” ott ... dvtipaotg, 1011b35). Only beginning at 330.3 does Alexander
comment on the second part of the sentence (1011b35-1012a1). In these lines of his

#6The English translation of &xet as “it is” is slightly misleading since the verb &ew (intransitive)
means “to be” in the sense of a full verb (“to be in a certain state,” often combined with an adverb de-
noting the state), but does not function like eivou as an auxiliary verb (‘X is Y”).

7 Also the alternative translation (no comma after peta&d, the apodosis beginnig after €xet) can-
not solve the problem: “But if there is an intermediate and the contradiction is in this way too, (...) a
coming to be white which was not from not-white.”
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commentary Alexander does not quote the Metaphysics text, but his paraphrase
and his formulations—ovpuproetat ... ThHv yéveowv ... gig Aevkov yiyveoBau €€ odxi
oV AevkoD (330.3) and kal yivotto &v Tt Aevkov £€ ovyl ov Aevkod (330.7-8)—clear-
ly speak in favor of Bonitz’s speculation®® that Alexander did read the words €in
&v 11g, which we know as the a-reading. Alexander’s comments also show that he
read in his text the a-words in addition to the p-expression 1| dvtigaoic. Therefore
we can reconstruct the following reading of lines 1011b35-1012a1 in w*": i §” &0t
petadd kol oltwg 1) dvrigaots, €in &v Tig gig AevkdV 0VK €k Ui Aevkod yéveog.>
This reading, which combines the a- and the p-reading, clarifies the function of
the words kai oUtwg in line 1011b35: the words kai oUTwg, now supplemented by 1
avtigaotg, belong to the protasis (“But if there is an intermediate and such is the
contradiction, then there would be...”). They do not, as suggested by the a-read-
ing and believed by the editors, belong to the apodosis, which rather begins only
at €in av TiG.

When we accept this reconstructed reading as the reading in w*", Alexander’s
approach (330.2), which previously puzzled us, makes perfect sense. He wanted
to add éyet (or supplement an éoti in thought) in a phrase which we now recog-
nize as part of the protasis: €l 6 o1t petafd kai obtwg 1) dvtigaoig <gxet>, €in dv
T(S .... (“But if there is an intermediate and the contradiction is such, then there
would be...”). Alexander’s proposal to add €yet in the second part (kai...) of the
protasis is now quite unproblematic, but it can safely be regarded as a cosmetic
and unnecessary correction. After all, it did not bother Aristotle in b32 to formu-
late the protasis without yeu: &i uév odv oltwg ... .2

Bonitz considers the question whether or not Alexander’s reading is preferable,
and decides against it.** Bonitz follows the a-reading in his Metaphysics edition,
and so do the editors after him.?** This is perplexing given the fact that it is easier
to explain the emergence of the a- and the p-readings from a misreading of the
w*'-reading, than to explain the genesis of a by a misreading of p or to explain the
genesis of B by a misreading of a.*** When we take the letter sequence 1| avtigaotg,
€ln &v 116 eic (HANTIPACICEIHANTICEIC) as original to w*® we can arrive
at both readings a and p by way of two slightly different scribal errors, likely trig-

*8Bonitz 1849: 213. Christ 1886a: in app. crit. follows Bonitz’s assumption about what Alexander
read in his text.

It is surprising that Cassin/Narcy 1989: 262 do not even mention this reading of Alexander,
especially since they intensively discuss Bonitz’s commentary on the passage.

#0The proposed correction shows how well Alexander knows Aristotle’s diction, since phrases like
ei (...) obTwg £xeL,... are rather common in Aristotle: see e.g. EN 1103b12; 1106a21; 1113a19.

*Bonitz 1849: 213 and app. crit. ad loc. The formulation in his apparatus does not make it clear
whether Bonitz thinks we are dealing with a conjecture of Alexander or a testimony about his exem-
plar: post oUtwg add. 1y avtigaowg Alex., fort. recte.

#2Christ, Ross, Jaeger, Cassin/Narcy and Hecquet-Devienne.
2$3Bonitz 1849: 213.
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gered by the repetition of a sequence of letters:

HANTIPACICEIHANTICEIC > EIHANTICEIC = a-reading (either jump
from HANTI to EIHANTI or jump from HANTI to HANTI and later adjust-
ment of H to €IH, possibly invited by the following ¢v)

HANTIPACICEIHANTICEIC > HHANTIPACICEIC = B-reading (jump
from IG€I to ICEI and later duplication of H to HH).

The similarity among these letters makes it likely that the same type of error oc-
curred twice at almost the same passage in the text.

Speaking now in terms of content, how does the reconstructed reading of
w*t differ from the a-reading? Bonitz’s first criticism of the a-version (ei §” €ott
petay, kai oltwg €l dv 1i6...) is that the apodosis (beginning with xai oBtwg)
states an unjustified inference.”** Bonitz’s other point of critique is that the peta&d
(b3s) is not sufficiently specified. From Bonitz’s point of view, this charge holds
also for the text he suspects Alexander to have read.*” Bonitz’s remarks on the
passage conclude with the claim that Aristotle’s argument is in general unper-
suasive.*® Following Bonitz’s criticism, but not accepting his conclusion, I want
to look closely at the a-reading and the reading of w?™. Special attention should
be given to the possibility that the w*'-reading, which I claim to be the original
reading, actually makes good sense.

Line b3s in the a-version (ei §* 0Tt petaly, kai obtwg ...) appears question-
able because it does not sufficiently determine the type of intermediate that is at
the center of attention at this point of the argument (the type grey between black
and white). The protasis simply consists of the words &i §* 0Tt peta§v—there is
no specification given about what kind of peta&b we are dealing with.*” It must
however be conceded that the context and the train of thought suggest that Aris-
totle is now treating the second type of intermediate introduced at the beginning
of the section (fjtot ... fj, 1011b30-31). By contrast, the first type of peta&d, which
was treated in line b32 (ei p&¢v odv obtwg ...), is marked more clearly by the word
oVtwg (b32). This oVtwg in b32 points back to the aforementioned type of inter-

*Bonitz 1849: 213: Accedit quod in vulgata scriptura, ubi xai obtwg ad apodosin trahendum est,
parum apte dictum videtur «sic etiam fiat album non ex non albo»; neque enim, quod ex his verbis iure
colligas, ex altero dilemmatis membro idem concluserat Aristoteles. See also Ross 1924: 285. Bonitz
probably argues from the usage of the formula €i ..., kai obtwg in syllogisms, as e.g. in APr. 49b27-31:
¢v 81 T0ig TpLoiv Gpoig Sihov 6t 1O kad’ 00 1O B mavtog o A AéyeoBat todT €oti, kab’ dowv 1O B
Aéyetat, katd mavtwy Aéyeoat kal 10 A. kai &i pugv katd mavtog 1o B, kai 10 A obtwg (“If then we take
three terms it is clear that the expression ‘A is said of all of which B is said’ means this, ‘A is said of all
the things of which B is said.” And if B is said of all of a third term, so also is A” [transl. by Jenkinson]).

2 Bonitz 1849: 213: etiamsi Alexandri lectionem receperimus, alterum peta&d genus ita describi, ut
divinari magis quam cognosci possit.

246Bonitz 1849: 213: Universa autem argumentatio admodum est artiﬁciosa.

*7That the bare peta€d is unsatisfying was already seen by Schwegler (1847c: 183), who suggests
adding ékeivwe.
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mediates and, more specifically, to the type of intermediate between a human be-
ing and a horse (10 pundétepov avBpdmov kai inmov, b31). Once this type has been
excluded (1011b32-35),%** it seems a matter of basic logic that the next intermediate
to be treated is the only one remaining. Still, the specification of the peta0 in b3s
is weak. As I briefly mentioned above, one way of specifying the peta&p is to shift
the comma to the position after kai o0twg so that these words become part of the
protasis (el 8" €ott petafd kai obtwg, .../ “But if there is an intermediate also of
such a kind, ...”).*** However, this proposal is not persuasive, as the late position
makes kai obTwg appear syntactically unconnected.

This shortcoming of the a-reading shows up the superiority of the w*"-read-
ing. Thanks to the addition of 1} &vtigaoig the phrase kai oUtwg 1 avtigaot as a
whole is easily understood as part of the protasis. Moreover, this phrase offers a
sufficient determination of the type of peta&b we are dealing with. As a result the
protasis now reads: i 8" ot petadd kal obtwg N dvtigaot, ... (“But if there is
an intermediate and such is the contradiction, then ...”). Only now does the pro-
tasis label the petakd as the one mentioned in the preceding line (ta dvtikeipeva
Kai petagy, bz4-35), that is, a petalp that allows for change on the scale between
two opposites (dvtikeipeva). The phrase kai obtwg 1 dvtigaotg not only makes
this fact clear; it even specifies the peta&? in a way that is exactly parallel to the
way in which Aristotle specified the other type of peta? in line b32: ... &g 10
undétepov avBpwmnov kai inmov. i pev odv obtwg, ... (b31-32). These indications
make the reconstructed reading in w** preferable to the a-reading and, of course,
the B-reading. The w*'-reading brings us to the reading in @* and is most likely
the original reading.

When the reading of @ is restored, our passage reads thus:

Aristotle, Metaphysics T' 7, 1011b35-1012al

el 8 Eott petabd kol obtwg ) dvrigaocts, €in dv [1012a1] Tig €ig AevkOV OVK €K )
Aevkod yéveolg, vOv §° oy opatat

But if there is an intermediate and such is the contradiction, then there would be
a [process of] coming to be white which was not from not-white; but as it is, this is
never seen.

This case is then another example of the reconstruction of w* out of a and B with
the help of w?k. It is special in that both versions a and p have been corrupted
differently. Neither of the two readings in a and f is simply confirmed by the
reconstructed reading in w*". Since, however, each of the two versions preserves
a different piece of the complete reading in w®, which is preserved uncorrupted in
™, we are allowed to conclude that w*® was identical to the reading in w*". The

28This type of intermediate can hardly be called an intermediate: Alex. In Metaph. 329.12-14.
M9Cf. Cassin/Narcy 1989: 262.



ALEXANDER’S TEXT AND THE DIRECT TRANSMISSION 175

respective errors in a and  must then have occurred after * has split into a and

[3.250

The seven passages analyzed in 4.3.1-4.3.3 have shown that the agreement of w*"
with either a or B leads us to the reading in w*, and that this is the preferable
reading. In none of the cases discussed is the reading that Alexander shares with
a or f respectively inferior to the reading in the other version; there has been no
conjunctive error in w*" and a or w*" and B.*! Apart from these seven, there are of
course many more cases in which the agreement of (what seems to be the reading
in) w*" with either a or B is decisive for determining the reading in w®" (at the
end of this chapter is a highly selective two-part list of cases where the difference
between a and B is especially apparent, and Alexander’s testimony for w*" shows
which of the two was most likely in @*f). In many cases, the evidence in Alexan-
der’s commentary, confirming one or the other of the two versions, has not been
taken seriously enough by the Metaphysics editors.

All in all, chapter 4’s analysis of the relation between Alexander’s text (w*")
and the directly transmitted versions of the Metaphysics shows that w*" and w*®
are two independent textual witnesses and that the evidence available in Alexan-
der’s commentary is therefore of utmost importance for the reconstruction of the

»0perhaps there have been certain material conditions in the manuscript of w* that facilitated the
errors in a and . Was the passage difficult to read? Even on the assumption that the readability was
affected it remains an open question why the corruption in a and p occurred in the same passage yet
affected different letters.

»I'The seven cases discussed here can be taken as representative of the entire evidence, in so far as
conjunctive errors between w*" and a or w*" and P are extremely rare, if they exist at all. In all the cases
where a and f differ in the first five books of the Metaphysics, I could only find four instances (i-iv),
where it seems at least possible that w*" shares an erroneous reading with a or p. (i) In A 6, 1016bg-11,
aincludes the phrase §j @v 6 Adyog uf €lg, which is absent in p and in w*" (Al. 367.36-37). However, one
can argue here that the seemingly shortened version in w** and p is what Aristotle actually wrote and
the amplification we find in a was prompted by Alexander’s comment in 367.36-37. This scenario then
would be parallel to the case analyzed in 5.3.3. (ii) The situation is similar in T 5, 1010b32. The amplified
phrase prite T aioBnta elvou prite ta alobrpata given in a, which reads pnd¢ to aioOnta elvar in @t
(ALP 315.35-316.2, 19—21) and f, seems to be preferable, yet it is not necessarily the original reading.
Aristotle’s own comment in the following line 1010b33 and Alexander’s remarks in 315.35-316.1 seem to
speak in favor of the a-reading, but they could also be the reason for the a-text having been amplified.
(iii) In case of A 5, 987a16, the agreement of w*" (ALP 47.11) and B (&netpov kai t0 €v) clearly attests to
an erroneous interpolation preserved in w*! and w*, which would have been prompted by the read-
ing in 987a18. In a this addition has been deleted, perhaps prompted by Alexander’s comments. (iv)
Finally, in A 9, 991b29, w*" (Al 113.8-9) seems to share an error with a (&mA®g), whereas p (& mdg)
seems to give the correct reading. Yet, Alexander’s testimony in 113.7-15 is far from straightforward.
In his edition of the commentary, Bonitz conjectured that the transmitted amA@g gnot, Aéywv mepi
@V padnpatikdv (also in O) was in fact & n@g, enot, ..., following the B-text of the Metaphysics. This
conjecture, however, seems unjustified. What seems possible to me is that the original in w* and w*"
(see g in Al 113.11 and 13!) read both anA@g and & n@g, and that anh@g was dropped in § and & ndg
in a (cf. the case just discussed in 4.3.3).
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ancient version of the Metaphysics. This importance can be summed up in the
following rule: wherever the reading of w** can be securely reconstructed (see
3.2-3.4) and it agrees with the reading in either a or f, this reading is most likely
the reading of w*, which in turn is likely, but not necessarily, the correct reading.

Selective List of Agreements of w** and

981a4-5: OpOWG Aéywv a: om. B w*t (ALP 5.11-13)

981a11-12: 0loV ... Kabow a : om. B w* (Alr 4.13-5.13)

981b2-5: TOVG ... £€00G a : om. P w*t (Alr 5.16-6.12)

983a17: TOV oVK haxioTwv a : T® éhayxioTw B wrt (Alr18.22 Al.£18.20)

984a32-33: TOUTO ... @WHoAdynoav a: om. f w* (ALr 30.9-10)

985a19—20: Ot ... ToTE @ : om. P WAt (ALP 35.1-4)

985b7: Te Kal pavov a : om. P wAt (Alr 36.1)

985b27: 101G dpLOpOiG a : TovTolg B Wt (AL 37.22 38.5-6)

986a9: elvat ... VOV a : om. B wAt (Al» 40.28)

987b6: Aoyov a : Gpov P wAt (Alr 50.12)

987b10: TOAAA TOV CLVWVOHWVY OHWVVHA & : TOAAG TOV CUVWVOHWY B WAt (Al 50.17
Alc50.22)

989a26-30: SAWG ... o a: om. B w ' (Al 68.4)

992b3-4: Tiig VANG a : Tiig VANG 1) VANV B wAt (AL* 122.16)

993b22: 00 10 aiTiov KB’ adTO a: ovk &idtov P WAt (Al 145.19)

997a23: TO 8Tt a: 6 P W' (Al£192.6-7; 193.21; 194.12)

998b2: ¢0Ti a: ouvéoTnke P Wt (Alr 202.28)

10002a29: v a: v §oa T €0Tiv B wt (Al 220.5)

1002b31: AplOp® a : &v aplOu® P wt (ALr 235.2)

1005a8: Kai 81 TovTo a : om. P wA (Alr 263.9-17)

1008b15: Padifetv a : fadiCerv Seiv P wt ALr 299.7-9)

1010b32: prjte T& aioBntd eival pte Ta aiobripata a : pndé td aichntd eivan P wAt
(Al® 315.35-316.2 et 316.19-21)

1011b19: And@aoic a : 1 8¢ aTépnolg andeacic f wr (A< 327.10-11)

1013a23: KakOV a : kKaAov B wA (AL 347.21)

1013b12: ¢vioTte TOV a : TOV P W' (Alr 350.31-32)

1015b16: €v, 008&v yap Stagépet 1 Kopiokw 1O povokov ovpPefrnrévar a: €v f wrr
(AL» 362.33-363.3)

1016b24: TOCOV Kai [} TOGOV @ : To0OV P Wt (ALP 368.34)

1019b16: apxiig dpoig TiG a : dpxfig P w*t (AL’ 392.38)

1022a26-7: KaAiog a : Kaliog ka8’ adtov kaAAiag B @t (Alr 416.3)

1022b35: Kal T® Qaviwg a: om. f wt (Al 419.32-420.1)

1023229-31: TG TPWTNG Kvnodong dpxiis (olov ék tivog 1) paxn; £k Aotdopiag a : 10D
TPWTOL KIVGAVTOG, olov &k TG Aotdopiag i pdyn P wAt (Al 421.36-422.1).



ALEXANDER’S TEXT AND THE DIRECT TRANSMISSION

Selective List of Agreements of w** and a

986a20: Kai ... MePITTOV a wt (AlP 41.30-31) : om.

986b24: TOV 0edv a wA (ALP 44.9) : om. B

988a13-14: OTL ... pikpOV a @t (Alr 59.20-23) : om. B
988b25-26: Gvtwv Kol dowHATWV a Wt (ALP 64.23) : om. B
990b6: €m’ €kelva a wAt (Alr 77.11) : kel B

990b9: Seikvupev a At (Ale 77.35 Al 78.1-4) : Seikvutal f
992b7: kai ENewyig a WAt (Al 122.22 Al» 122.19) : om. B
994a29-30: Kal ... £MOTNUOVY a @t (ALP 156.16-18) : om. B
995b33: kB’ adTO fj oY a wA' (AL 178.4 Al» 178.14-16) : om.
996a11: Suvdypel fj évepyeia a w' (Alr 180.13-15) : om. P

996b1: kak@®V a WAt (ALP 182.38) : kaA®V B

996b4: T0D {nTovpévov a w* (Alr183.20 Al<184.9) : om. B
1000bs: T oTolKEla TavTa o wAt (ALr 220.23) : dmavta B
1003a31: 810 ... OV a @t (Al 240.28) : om.

1004b15-16: 0UTw ... 01t a At (AlP 259.4; 20) : om.

1005a5: €v a wAt (AlP 263.1-2) : éva B

1007a21: elvat a w*t (AL' 285.2 Al© 285.11-12) : elvat pr) eivat p
1007b33: kal a w** (ALP 292.15-16) : kai fj TpuypnG fj B

1009a26: dpew 8V a w*t (ALP 303.27-28) : dpew 8v, TOVTECTLY OV Kol iy 6v B
1009b31: €l a w** (AL 307.12) : om.

1012a12-13: T& §vta a At (Al! 332.16-17 Al» 332.19) : TadTa
1012b31: a0TO a WAt (ALP 343.8-10) : aOTO dpxh) Aéyetal B
1014b21: ovpme@ukévat fj a wAt (ALP 358.17 Al.€ 358.18; 27) : om. 8
1015b16-17: 10 8¢ ... puév a w' (Al!362.12-13) : om.
1015b18-19: TAOTO ... Kal & A (ALP 362.15-16) : om.
1015b22-23: 10 ... oVpPEPnKey a wrt (ALP 362.22-23) : om.
1017b17: £VOTIAPXOVTA €0TLV €V TOTG TOLOVTOLG & WAk (ALP 373.26 Al 374.1-2) : éoTiv
1020b34: WPLopEVog a wAt (Al 403.18) : WpLOUEVOG TTPOG €V
1022b9-10: €ig ... v a ' (AlP 417.34-35 AL 417.37-418.1) : om. B
1022b21: oVUPOPDY a WAt (ALP 418.31) : SéwV B

1024b10: @V Te a0 WA (ALP 429.38) : OV B.

Cf. also the lists in the appendices B-D.




CHAPTER 5

Contamination of the Direct Transmis-
sion by Alexander’s Commentary

The analysis of separative errors in w* against w*" led to the conclusion that w**
is independent of w*® (see 4.1). This means that in the case of a textual divergence
between a and ( the agreement of one of the two with w** leads most likely to
the reading in w*. Apart from this valuable use of reconstructed w*'-readings,
Alexander’s commentary stores other types of information. This information can
be gathered through an investigation into the relationship between Alexander’s
commentary and the text of the direct transmission. Here, the first question is:
how does Alexander’s commentary relate to w*? In section 5.1,  want to show that
Alexander’s commentary influenced, that is, contaminated, w* at a point before
its split into the traditions a and B. Such contamination would not only rule out
Jaeger’s assumption that Alexander already had at his disposal both versions a
and B,' but it would also allow for a more precise dating of w*®s split into a and 8
and hence w* itself. In sections 5.2 and 5.3, I will ask how Alexander’s commen-
tary relates to the B-version and the a-version respectively. In 5.4, I will analyze
two passages, where Alexander appears to know both readings in a and .

5.1 CONTAMINATION OF w*¥ BY ALEXANDER’S
COMMENTS

5.1.1 Alex. In Metaph. 206.9-12 on Arist. Metaph. B 3, 998b22-28

The seventh aporia of book B is closely connected to the sixth. In the sixth aporia,
Aristotle raises the question whether the genera or the primary constituents of a
thing should be taken as its elements and principles (B 1, 995b27-29; B 3, 998a20-
bi4). The seventh aporia proceeds as though the sixth had been answered in favor

'Taeger 1957: x. See also 1 above.
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of genera and asks:” Is it the first and most remote genera or the lowest and most
proximate genera that are the principles of things?’

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 3, 998b14-17

[998b14] Tpdg 8¢ TovTOL €l Kal GTt pdhioTa dpxai T& yévn eloi, [15] méTepa Oel
vopiCetv T& mpdTA TOV yev@dv apxds fj T& [16] éoxata katnyopodpeva émt T@V
atopwv; kol yap todto €xet [17] dugiopritnoty.

Besides this, even if the genera are in the highest degree principles, should one re-

gard the first of the genera as principles, or those which are predicated directly of the
individuals? This also admits of dispute.

998b15 métepa a Al 204.24 : toTEPOV B ALP 204.26 edd.

Aristotle will present five arguments against the first option that the first genera
are in the highest degree principles. Aristotle’s arguments target in particular the
position that Being and One are among the first genera, a claim that seems to be
Platonic in origin: Being and One (16 &v kai 10 £v) are among the first genera
because the first genera are most universally predicated and Being and One are
most universally predicated (998b17-21).* The first genera are taken to be princi-
ples because what is most universal is in the highest degree a principle. In lines
998b22-28, Aristotle presents an argument against the view that Being and One
are first genera and consequently principles.®

Aristotle, Metaphysics B 3, 998b22-28

ovy 0lov e 8¢ TV Gvtwy v elval Yévog olte O v obTe TO 8v' [23] dvdykn pév yap
TaG Slagopdg EkAoTov yévoug Kai elvar kai [24] piav elvat ékdotny, advvatov 8¢
katnyopeioBat fj T €i0n T0D [25] yévoug émi T@V oikeiwv Stapopdv fj TO Yévog dvev
TOV adTod [26] eiddv, dotT’ elnep 1O v yévog 1} TO bV, ovdepia Stapopd obte [27]
6v obte &v Eotat. AANA pny el pny yévn, o0d” apxai éoovtal, [28] elmep dpyoal T yévn.
But it is not possible that either One or Being should be a genus of things; for the
differentiae of any genus must each of them both have being and be one, but it is not
possible either for the species of the genus to be predicated of the proper differentiae
or for the genus to be predicated [sc. of the differentiae] taken apart from the species;
so that if One or Being is a genus, no differentia will either be one or have being. But

*Berti 2009: 119-20 understands aporia 7 as a particular case or sub-aporia of aporia 6. Already
Schwegler 1847c¢: 131 treated the seventh aporia as part of the sixth.

3For aporia 7 and especially for its background in Academic discussions lead by Xenocrates see
Berti 2009. See also Madigan 1999: 68-8o.

*On the wording of lines 998b14-19 see 4.1.4.

® Aristotle, in accordance with his method in the third book of the Metaphysics, does not resolve the
aporia. It is further questionable whether he even answers this aporia in Metaph. Z 12, 1038a19, as some
modern commentators assume (cf. Jaeger 1912: 105). Madigan 1999: 80 offers a short discussion. On the
present passage see Ross 1924: 235, Madigan 1999: 72-75, Barnes 2003: 329-36, and Berti 2009: 121-26.
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if One and Being are not genera, neither will they be principles, if the genera are the
principles.

998b17 del ALP 204.29 Bonitz Ross Jaeger : 8¢l  : 6Tt a Bekker || dpyai a ALP 204.29 edd. : dpydg
B || 21 kata MavTwy pédhiota Méyetat TOV dvtwv] pdhiota Aéyetan katd mévtwy ALC 204.34 ||
22 T@V dvtwv a ALP 205.5 edd. : om. || &v elvar yévog obte 10 &v obte 10 8v a Ross Jaeger :
olite 10 &v obte TO OV elvan yévog P Bekker Bonitz, cf. ALP 205.5 || 24 T00 y  AL< 206.7 edd. :
&vev 100 EI || 25 émtl t@v B AL 206.7 edd. : kol @V E : 1@V y { Al< 205.20 || yévog dvev 1OV a
{ Al<206.9 edd. : yévog dvev TodTwy T@V AP : yévog TovTwv dvev T@v M || avtod Al sua sponte
proponit 206.10 @* edd. : om. w*! (AL£206.9) || 27 6v obte &v B edd. (cf. AL? 206.4 &v ofite dv)
: 10 £v ote TO OV a: v olte OV §

Aristotle’s argument that Being and One cannot be genera has three premises.
First, the differentiae each have being and are one (998b23-24). Second, the spe-
cies cannot be predicated of the differentiae (998b24-25). Third, the genus cannot
be predicated of the differentiae when taken apart from its species (998b25-26).
The conclusion follows directly: Being and One cannot be genera.

The two rules of predication that Aristotle brings forward as premises bear the
weight of the argument. Aristotle justifies these rules in the Topics (Z 6, 144a31-
b11) with five arguments in total. For the first rule that species cannot be predi-
cated of the differentiae Aristotle gives three reasons: according to the first, the
differentiae have a wider scope than the species.” According to the second, it is
impossible to predicate the species of the differentiae because then the differentiae
would belong to the species,® that is, the differentia “rational” would be a human
being. As a third reason Aristotle points out that the species would be prior to the
differentiae if they were predicated of the differentiae. But, differentiae are prior
to the species (as in: the species is defined by the differentia).” So much can be said
to the argumentative background of the first rule of predication (fj..., b24-25).1

®The connection of katnyopeioBou with the preposition éni (as in the B-version and the citation
in Alex.) is “less frequent” (LS] s.v. katnyopeioBat IIL.). But, see, for example, the occurrences in lines
998b16 and 999a15 (both instance are in this aporia). More frequently used is katnyopeioBat + genitive
or + katd. I follow the B-reading as lectio difficilior (instead of the reading in y ¢).

"Top. Z 6, 144b5-6: &80vatov yép, énedn &ml mhéov 1 Slagopd T@V id@v Aéyetar. / “for this is
impossible, because the difference is a term with a wider range than the species.” Cf. Alex. In Metaph.
205.17-19.

8Top. Z 6, 144b6-9; 6-8: ¥T1 cuuPrioeTar THv Stapopdv eldog elval, inep katnyopeitai Tt adThg
1@V eid@v. / “the result will be that the difference is a species, if any of the species is predicated of the
difference.” Cf. Alex. In Metaph. 205.21-27, where he makes the argument that the whole cannot be
predicated of its parts.

9Top. Z 6, 144b9-11: éAwv €l pi) TpdTepov 1) Stagopd tod eidovs” / “Again, [it is wrong,] if the dif-
ference fails to be prior to the species.”

°One might ask why Aristotle mentions at all the rule that the species cannot be predicated of the
differentiae. It seems that all Aristotle needs to complete his argument, is to show that Being and One
cannot be genera, and the rule that the genus cannot be predicated of the differentiae is sufficient for
that. Ross (1924: 235) attributes the inclusion of the rule concerning species to argumentative thor-
oughness, and Berti (2009: 123 n. 48) hypothesizes that “there was someone who maintained that the
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As for the second rule of predication (f..., b25-26) Aristotle seems to say that it
is impossible to predicate the genus (10 yévog) of the differentiae, if these are tak-
en as separate from the species (&vev T@v avtod €iddv, b25-26). The reason why
the genus cannot be predicated of its differentiae is stated in Topics Z 6, 144a31-b3.
He gives two reasons. First, if the genus (e.g., animal) is predicated of its differ-
entiae the absurdity follows that as many animals are predicated of each species
as the differentiae are predicated of the species." Second, and parallel to what was
said against predicating the species of the differentiae, if the genus is predicated of
the differentiae, it follows that the difference, e.g. rational, is an animal.’?

Two issues arise in Metaphysics B 3, 998b23-28 as it has been transmitted down
to us. First, Aristotle expresses the rule that forbids predicating the genus of the
differentiae by simply saying it is impossible to predicate T0 yévog dvev T@V avTod
eld@v (998b25-26). Aristotle does not explicitly mention the (logical) subject of
predication, i.e., a complement for the verb katnyopeioOat, as he does in the case
of the other rule by stating T@v oikeiwv dtapopdv as the subject of predication.”
According to the standard interpretation the subject of predication must be sup-
plied from the preceding part of the sentence.” The only available candidate is
@OV oikelwv Stagop®v.” The translation of the Metaphysics passage quoted above

Being and the One are species.” Thomas Johansen suggested at the annual meeting of the ESAP in 2012
that Aristotle might have mentioned the rule concerning the species because a genus can be a species.
Concerning the interchangeability of the terms yévog and €i8og see also Alexander 204.28: yévn yap
Kai té €idn vov Aéyel. Cf. also Bonitz 1870: s. v. €180¢ 2., p. 218a7-8 and s. v. yévog 2., p. 151b34-35. I will
briefly come back to this issue below: see p. 187 n. 37.

"Top. Z 6, 144a31-144b1; 36-37: €l yap kab’ éxdotng T@V Stagopdv 10 {Pov katnyopndioetal,
noA\& {@a Tod €idovg &v katnyopoito’ / “For if animal is to be predicated of each of its differentiae,
then many animals will be predicated of the species.” For a discussion about the correct understanding
of the absurdity of “many animals” see Berti 2009: 124-25. He argues from an understanding of it that
differs from Alexander’s suggestion (Alex. In Top. 452.2-11 Wallies).

2Top. Z 6, 144b1-3: 11 al Sagopai Ta@oar 7 €idn | dtopa Ecovtal, elnep (Da- Ekactov yap T@V
{dwv 1j €l86¢ ¢oTwy fj dTopov. / “Moreover, the differentiae will be all either species or individuals, if
they are animals; for every animal is either a species or an individual.”

BThe B-reading (see apparatus on 998b23) probably goes back to the attempt to make explicit
(tovtwv) the implied subject of predication (t@v oikeiwv Stapop@v).

“This understanding of the passage is found in Bonitz 1849: 151-52 (In verbis: 0 yévog dvev T@V
avTtod eid@V b2s repetendum est ex antecedentibus: émi 1@V oikeiwv Slagopdv, genus non praedicatur
de suis differentiis, si hae differentiae per se spectentur, seiunctae ab iis, quae inde efficiuntur, speciebus),
in Ross’s translation in Barnes 1984 (see Barnes 1984: 1577: “it is not possible for the genus to be pre-
dicated of the differentiae taken apart from the species”; but cf. Ross 1924: 235 and Ross 1908 ad loc.),
and in Berti 2009: 123 (“Rather Aristotle is saying that the genus cannot be predicated of its differentiae
when they are considered as being separate from the species to which they belong, that is, considered
as being other species of the same genus”). See also Barnes 2003: 330: “(P2) A genus is not predicated
of its divisive differences taken apart from its species.”

BThis term included, lines 25 and 26 read: a8tvatov 82 katnyopeioBat ... 10 yévog (sc. T@V oikeiwv
Stapop@®v) dvev TV adTtod eid@v. / “it is impossible for the genus to be predicated of the proper differ-
entiae taken apart from its own [i.e., the genus’s] species.”
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follows this understanding. As for the phrase &vev T@v avtod eiddv (b25-26), it
could be taken as follows: One cannot predicate a genus of a differentia when the
differentia is separate from the species that it generates.” For example, “animal”
cannot be predicated of “rational” if “rational” is considered to be something sep-
arate from the species “human being.””

The second issue is the word avtod in the phrase dvev t@v avtod eidwv (b2s-
26). Its function is to mark the species as the genus’s own species.” But it seems to
state the obvious, namely, that Aristotle’s rule of predication applies only to a ge-
nus’s own species.” However, since Aristotle here does not speak of the relation of
a genus to the species of other genera, the stress that comes with the adtod might
appear strange. One could add that the normal function of the article in Greek
often has by itself the force of an English possessive adjective.” So when Aristotle
says TO yévog katnyopeitat Tdv id@v, he means “the genus can be predicated
of its species.” When Aristotle speaks about the relation of genus and species,
he typically does not underline the relation by means of a possessive pronoun.?
Still, this evidence does not seem to be strong enough to cast serious doubt on the
authenticity of the innocent avtod. Alexander’s comments on this passage store
important information on this very word.

Alexander’s paraphrase suggests that he read a slightly different text, but also
that he understands it in similar fashion to the understanding given above:

Alexander, In Metaph. 205.28-33 Hayduck

AN 0088 T yévn katnyopeital T@v [29] oikeiwv Stagopdv, Stav ai Stagopal Ywpig
1OV eid@V Aapfdvwvtar kai pf [30] év adtaic Té €idn mepéxwvTar T yap {ov dtav
\oywod katnyopfitat, [31] To0 {dov Noykod (todto yap eEakovetat TdTe ék TOD
Noytkod) katnyopeital, [32] &mel adTig ye kab adThv TA¢ Stagopdg dvev Tob eidovg
Aappavopévng ov [33] katnyopeitat, olov Tiig AoykéTnTOS

!“The alternative interpretation of the line pairs the phrase &vev T@v adTod £id@v with T0 yévog
rather than with the supplemented t@v oikeiwv Stagpop@v: one cannot predicate a genus of a differen-
tia when it (i.e., the genus) is separate from the species. For this understanding see Ross 1924: 235; de
Haas 1997: 239 with n. 232; Madigan 1999: 73-74.

VCf. Alex. In Metaph. 205.28-33, Bonitz 1849: 151-52, and Berti 2009: 123.

18Ross’s revised translation in Barnes 1984 silently slides over the adtod: “but it is not possible for
the genus to be predicated of the differentiae taken apart from the species” (my italics). In his original
translation (Ross 1908), however, Ross wrote: “taken apart from ifs species” (my italics).

PThe situation is different in the case of T@v oikeiwv Stapopdv / “the proper differentiae” in b2s. Here
it makes sense to underline the fact that we are talking about those differentiae that define the species.

P Ase.g., in X. An. L1,1: Ondnreve Tehevtiv Tod Piov / “he was expecting the end of his life.” For the
possessive function of the definite article see Kithner/Gerth I: 461.2; p. 539.

“See esp. 999a10-11: O] T@V ye EAAwv EoTou T& Yévn Tapd T& €161 But also e.g. Cat. 5, 2b17-21:
¢ 8¢ ye ai tpdTar ovoiat TpdG Ta AN Exovoty, obTw Kkal TO €id0g TIPS TO Yévog Exel’ OKeLTaL Yap
10 €100G T® yéver Ta pEv yap yévn katd Tov eid@v katnyopeital, T 8¢ €idn katd TOV yevdv odk
avtiotpéger and 13, 15a4-5: T 8¢ yévn TV eid@v del mpotepa. Top. A 3, 123a34-35: AV ydp yévog
Kupiwg Katd TV eid®V katnyopeitaL.
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But neither are genera predicated of their proper differentiae, when the differentiae
are considered apart from the species and the species are not included in them. For
example, when animal is predicated of rational, it is predicated of a rational animal
(on this occasion this is what is meant by rational), whereas it is not predicated of the
differentia taken by itself without the species, for example of rationality.

29 Aappéavovtor A P* : AapBdavovtat O || 30 mepiéxwvtat P* : mepiéyovtat A O || katnyopfiton
P* : katnyopeitat A O || 31 tovto A P* : 100 O || katnyopeitar addidit A™* : om. A O : post {Hov
Moywkod habet P* || 32 ye P : 1e A O || ka®’ adti|v Ascl. Hayduck : ka6’ avtiig A O P* LF || tfig
Stapopdc P> A™*: 1@v Stapopdv A O || o0 PP: T A O

Alexander twice paraphrases lines b25-26. The genus cannot be predicated of the
differentiae when the differentiae are understood without the species they gener-
ate.”? Notice that in lines 205.29 (xwpig T@v €id®v) and 205.32 (&vev ToD €idovg)
Alexander formulates Aristotle’s expression without either the avtod or an equiv-
alent term that would fit Alexander’s syntax. This raises the question whether Al-
exander read at all the word avdtod.

After summarizing Aristotle’s argument that concludes that being and One are
neither genera nor principles, Alexander takes a closer look at Aristotle’s expres-
sions (206.6) and gives special attention to the phrase of our concern (998b2s5-
26). Alexander quotes the phrase and entertains two possible interpretations of it.
Here we find evidence that Alexander most likely has read a different text, but also
that he now no longer agrees with the standard understanding.

Alexander, In Metaph. 206.9-12 Hayduck

s

0 8¢ f) TO Yévog dvev T@V eid@V fjtol [10] ooV €0l T® 1} TO Yévog dANov Tivog
XWPI§ TV adToD eiddV katnyopei-[11]oal, fj TO Yévog T@V Stapopdv katnyopeiodat,
un AapBavopéveoy T@v dta-[12]popdv w¢ eiddV fjdn Kai cuvapPoTépwy.

The statement “or [it is not possible] for the genus [to be predicated] apart from the
species” is either equivalent to ‘or [it is not possible] for the genus to be predicated of
anything else except for its own species’ or equivalent to ‘or [it is not possible] for the
genus to be predicated of the differentiae, unless the differentiae are taken as already
being species and complex entities.’

In line 206.9, Alexander quotes the Aristotelian text, as the article 16 indicates.
This quotation confirms what his paraphrase (in 205.29 and 205.32) suggested:
Alexander read &vev v €id@v instead of dvev @V avTod €id®v.? As it happens,
Alexander was not alone in reading &vev t@v €id@v;* it appears that the text of the
Neoplatonic commentator Syrianus did not contain the avtod either.”

22Cf. Berti 2009: 123.

BCt. Madigan 1992: 144 n. 245 and Lai 2007: 543 n. 381.

*The Arabic version of the Metaphysics, however, seems to have included the adtod. Scotus writes:
Neque genus predicatur nisi de formis que sunt ei.

»Syrianus died in AD 437. Given that he wrote his Metaphysics commentary at the beginning of
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Syrianus, In Metaph. 32.34-36 Kroll

... 10D [35] AptoToTéAovg £v TOUTOIG AEYOVTOG, OTL TO YEVOG OV KaTNYOopEiTaL TV
Sta-[36]pop@v xwpig Tod €idovg ...

... Aristotle says here that the genus is not predicated of the differentiae without the
species...

This raises the suspicion that the word avtob is a later addition that occurred in
w*. From where could this addition have come? Alexander’s two interpretations
(ot ... 1}) of the rule stating that the genera cannot be predicated taken apart
from the species (&vev v €i8dv) offer a clue. One of Alexander’s interpretations
diverges considerably from the standard interpretation, while the other is rather
close to it.

According to the first interpretation (206.9-11), the genus cannot be predicat-
ed of anything else (6A\ov Ttvog), other than its own species (T@v avtod €id@v).
Unlike modern scholars, Alexander does not draw the subject of predication, T@v
oikeiwv dtapop®v, from the previous part of Aristotle’s sentence. Instead, he sup-
plies his own, which was evidently chosen in order to contrast what the genus can-
not be predicated of with what it surely can be predicated of: As subject of predi-
cation, he supplies &AAov Tivog, which he contrasts with T@v avtod €id@v. Clearly,
the genus can be predicated of its own species, whereas it cannot be predicated of
anything else. Here in Alexander’s interpretation, we find unexpectedly the avtob.

In his second interpretation (206.11-12), Alexander comes back to the under-
standing that is implicit in his paraphrase at 205.30-34 and is also similar to the
standard interpretation we already encountered. Here Alexander (206.11-12)
brings in as the subject of the predication “the differentiae” (t@v dtagop@v) from
the previous part of Aristotle’s sentence. Under these circumstances the phrase
dvev 1@V €id@v indicates that the differentiae are treated as separate from the spe-
cies. We remember the example that Alexander suggested in 205.30-33: within the
genus “animal” the difference “rational” should not be taken as meaning “rational
animal” (i.e. human). In formulating this second interpretation, Alexander does
not supply the word adtod in order to specify the genus’s own species.

We have two interpretations. In one (206.11-12), the missing subject of predi-
cation is clearly drawn from within Aristotle’s text itself. In the other (206.9-11),
the missing subject is supplied from without. It is in this other interpretation that
we find an avtod. We know that Alexander’s text did not read the unidiomatic
avtod, and we suspect that it is a later addition. Thus the question arises whether
there is some connection between the avtod of the first of Alexander’s interpreta-

the fifth century AD his Metaphysics copy can be dated to the end of the fourth or the beginning of the
fifth century AD. Further study is needed to determine the relation of Syrianus’s Metaphysics exemplar
and his commentary to the text of our transmission. For an analysis of Syrianus’s comments on our
passage see de Haas 1997: 246-49.
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tions and the avtod of our manuscript tradition. If so, did someone want to foster
Alexander’s interpretation by bringing in the avtod into the Metaphysics text or
its margins? If so, why would someone want to follow Alexander on this issue?

To answer this last question, it might help to ask why Alexander would have
at all proposed the interpretation that requires bringing into Aristotle’s sentence
the complementary parts &A\ov tivog and adtod. There does seem to be a rea-
son why Alexander proposes this interpretation and why he highlights the fact
that the genus cannot be predicated of anything else except its very own species.
When we have a look into Alexander’s treatise De differentiis specificis, preserved
only in the Arabic,” we see that Alexander holds, contrary to Aristotle, that the
differentiae are not mere determinants, but are in fact species, and what is more,
species that are classed under the same genus under which the species, which the
differentiae generate, are classed.” Alexander holds, contrary to Aristotle, that the
genus can be predicated of the differentiae. When Alexander in his Metaphysics
commentary suggests taking dvev T@v €id@v to mean that the genus cannot be
predicated of anything except its very own species, he implicitly undermines Aris-
totle’s prohibition on predicating genera of differentiae, and he does this in order
to accommodate his own understanding of differentiae.

In his subsequent comments on this section (206.12-33), Alexander attacks Ar-
istotle’s arguments calling them “dialectical,” which is to say verbal or empty of
value.”® He then states in summary fashion the motivation for his disagreement.
Before we look at the reasons stated in the commentary, let us take our bearings
by the reasons Alexander provided in his treatise De differentiis specificis, for they
are here stated more fully.”” Here Alexander systematically examined not merely
the logical status of the differentia, but also their categorial status.” The differenti-
ae each have being and are one, and therefore, Alexander argues, must be classed
under some genus or another. The question was: do the differentiae belong to the

*There is a German translation by Dietrich 1964 and a French translation by Rashed 2007: 56-65.
(The English translation given in some of the subsequent notes is my own, based on the German and
the English translations. However, it has been checked by Andreas Lammer against the Arabic origi-
nal.) For an examination of Alexander’s argument concerning the status of the differentiae see de Haas
1997: 211-19 and Rashed 2007: 66-81. See also Kupreeva 2010: 219-25.

YSee de Haas 1997: 212-17.

B Alex. In Metaph. 206.12-13: Sokel 8¢ pot 1) émiyeipnoig Aoywtépa elval, @omep odv kai ai
mAgloTal TOV Aeyopévwy O avtod. / “The argument appears to me to be rather verbal, as indeed do
most of the arguments that Aristotle mentions.” See Madigan 1992: 96 n. 34. Madigan 1992: 144 n. 248
points to other commentary passages (210.20-21 and the closing words on book B in 236.26-29), in
which Alexander criticizes Aristotle’s argumentation in the book on the aporiae. See also Berti 2009:
122 and (concerning Aristotle) Bonitz 1870: 432bg-11 (e.g. EN A 1, 1217b21: Aéyetat Aoyik@d¢ kai kevdg).

Pt is an open question whether Alexander in his Metaphysics commentary draws from the treatise
or whether the commentary states an earlier version of the matter, which was later further developed
in the treatise. Cf. de Haas 1997: 241.

0 de Haas 1997: 188-89; 213-19 and 214—45.
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same genus they divide, or do they belong to another genus?*' Alexander answers:
the differentiae belong to the very same genus they divide. Accordingly, the genus
must be predicable of the differentiae.

In his commentary on our Metaphysics passage Alexander gives the following
reasons:*? Suppose that the differentiae are all qualities. It seems obvious that
the differentiae of the genus “quality” are themselves under the genus “quality.”*
Alexander says that it would be absurd to say that all differentiae except those un-
der the genus quality were qualities, and from this he infers that the genus can be
predicated of the proper differentiae. (One might want to object to this reasoning
that in the case of the genus “quality” the differentiae are not taken as differentiae
but as species.**)

Alexander, however, is aware of Aristotle’s rules of predication given in the
Topics (see above). He knows Aristotle’s argument, stating that the genus “ani-
mal” cannot be predicated of the differentia “rational,” because that would render
“rational” an animal, which is absurd. Alexander answers that this problem first
applies only to substances, and second, that it admits of a solution.*® For Alexan-
der, the reason that “animal” cannot be predicated of “rational” is because “ani-
mal” is a composite substance whereas “rational” is a simple substance, and it is
absurd to class simples under composites. However there is a higher genus that
embraces both composite substances like “animal” as well as simple substances
like “rational”: namely, the genus substance.* This genus can indeed be predicat-
ed of its proper differentiae.

31 Alex. De diff. 136a = § 1 Dietrich; p. 123 (cf. Rashed 2007: 56): “We want to examine the differentiae and
inquire into them exhaustively: So we ask: Under what genus should we subsume the differentia? Should
we subsume it under the genus that it divides, or under another genus?” See also de Haas 1997: 214-17.

32 Alex. In Metaph. 206.13-19 Hayduck: tag yap Stapopag 0¢” 8 &v tdEwpev yévog (8¢l yap #k Tivog
yévoug avtdg elva, €l ye T@V vtwv kal avtai), T@V €keivov 0D yévoug Stagop®dv TO oikeiov yévog
katnyopeioBar avaykn. fj yap ovy &Eet yévog 6v Stagopdg, fij Ecovtat OD1td 1O yévog & Stapodotv. e
yap elev ai Stagopai V1O THY TOGTNTA TGO, ai TAG ToWTNTOG avThg Stagopai Siov &Tt OO TV
noldTnTa &v elev. obtwg Te &v Katnyopoito 1O YEvog TV oikeiwv Stagopdv'. / “For under whatever
genus we range the differentiae—for they must be from some genus, given that they too are among
beings—it is necessary for the proper genus of those differentiae to be predicated of the differentiae of
that genus. For either it will be a genus but will not have differentiae, or the differentiae will be under
the genus they divide. For if all differentiae were under quality, it would be clear that the differentiae of
quality itself would be under quality. And thus the kind would be predicated of its proper differentiae.”
See also de Haas 1997: 241-45.

3Cf. Alex. De diff. 136a-b = § 4 Dietrich (cf. Rashed 2007: 57): “I say: they (sc. differentiae of qual-
ity) are simultaneously differentiae and species.”

3Berti 2009: 123. Cf. also de Haas 1997: 192-94.

% Alex. In Metaph. 206.23-33 Hayduck.

8Cf. Alex. De diff. 137a = § 10 Dietrich (cf. Rashed 2007: 63): “The differentiae of the highest genera
belong to their (i.e. the highest genera’s) genera and species. Therefore we find that the differentiae of
the highest genera are none other than the species, for their differentiae and species are one and the
same.
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This background information helps to explain in some measure the origin of
Alexander’s new interpretation of our Metaphysics passage. It appears that for
Alexander the differentiae are species of the genus they divide; thus we are able
to predicate the genus of them. This reasoning seems to be behind Alexander’s
seemingly harmless but in fact revolutionary alternative interpretation. The word
avtod, which Alexander adds in his reformulation (206.10),” encapsulates exactly
this.

To sum up: the word avtod given in the w*® of the Metaphysics is unidiomatic
in Aristotle. It does not appear in w*". It does not seem to appear in Syrianus’s
text. It can be shown to be very idiomatic in Alexander. It appears in Alexan-
der’s idiosyncratic interpretation of the very phrase in which it appears in our
manuscript tradition. As we saw, it is rooted in Alexander’s own understanding
of the categorical status of the differentiae and even encapsulates the very point
of disagreement between Alexander and Aristotle. I therefore find it likely that
the avTod was a later addition to our text of the Metaphysics, w*f. The most likely
story is that some scholar or scribe, who wanted to endorse Alexander’s own in-
terpretation of the passage and perhaps also his understanding of the status of the
differentiae, inserted avtod either into the margin or the very body of Aristotle’s
text.”®

5.1.2 Alex. In Metaph. 438.14-17 on Arist. Metaph. A 30,
1025a21-25

In the 30th chapter of book A, Aristotle examines the term accident (ovpfepnrog).
An accident is what is said of something but neither of necessity nor for the most
part. This is illustrated by two examples. First, if someone digs a hole in the ground
to plant a tree and finds a treasure then this discovery is accidental to the digger
since it happens neither necessarily nor for the most part (1025a15-19). Second, it

%7 Alexander’s reformulation and syntactical understanding of our passage (apart from Alexander’s
idiosyncratic view on the differentia) has the potential to solve the problem of the unnecessary premise
that the species cannot be predicated of the differentia. We could take up Alexander’s formulation and
take lines 998b24-26 (without changing anything in the Greek text) as “It is not possible to predicate
the species of the differentiae or to predicate the genus except of the species” (cf. the translation, but not
the commentary, ad loc., in Madigan 1999). When we do not supply t@v oikeiwv Stagopdv as the sub-
ject of predication to the phrase 10 yévog &vev T@v €id@v, but take the verb katnyopeiobat absolutely,
that is, without limiting its application through a stated subject of predication, then Aristotle rules out
the predication of the genus of the differentiae in two steps: first, Aristotle prohibits the predication of
the species of the differentiae and then states that the genus can be predicated only of the species. To
say it again: the genus can be predicated only of the species and these cannot be predicated of the differ-
entiae. Thus the rule regarding predication of species, which the accepted interpretation had rendered
superfluous, can now serve a purpose.

*¥What we find in our text is, so to speak, a curious mixture of Aristotle and anti-Aristotle—a
product of ancient scholarly work on the Metaphysics that had gone unnoticed by modern scholars.
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is possible for a musically educated (povoikdg) human being to be pale, while it
is by no means necessary or for the most part the case that musical education is
accompanied by paleness (1025a19-21). As the following passage indicates, some-
thing is called an accident when it is present in something else without its pres-
ence being due to a determinate cause.”

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 30, 1025a21-25

Mot émel [22] €oTrv Umapxov Tt kail Twvi, kal Evia ToVTwY kal oY Kal oTéE, [23] 6
Tt &v Omdpyn pév, A& pn 816t Todt v 1} VOV 1} év-[24]Tadba, cvpPePnrog Eotat
008t 81 aitiov wplopévov ovdev [25] Tod ovpPePnrdtog dANG TO TVXOV TODTO &
adplotov.

Therefore since there are attributes and they attach to a subject, and some of them
attach in a particular place and at a particular time, whatever attaches to a subject,
but not because it is this subject, at this time or in this place, will be an accident.
Therefore there is no definite cause for an accident, but a chance cause, i.e. an in-
definite one.

22 Tt a ALP 43733 edd. : om. B || 24 0088V @, Al 0082 81 [a24] pro 002V interpretans 438.16,
edd : om. wA (Al 438.14) || §” aedd.: 8¢ B AL 438.15

My focus will be on lines az4-25: o0d¢ &N aitiov wplopévov oddev TOD
ovpPePnrotog. The negations in this sentence are remarkable in three respects.
First, the negation o08¢ is followed by the particle 81). This particle*® connects the
thought with the preceding sentence and emphasizes the word ovd¢. Generally,
an emphatic 81 seldom occurs after o0d¢.* Second, strictly speaking, 008¢ presup-
poses a negative preceding clause.*? The word o0d¢ thus signals a connection to an
additional negation. Yet in this case the preceding sentence (a21-24) as a whole is
not negated (“Therefore ... whatever attaches to a subject will be an accident”). It
does, however, contain a causal dependent clause (introduced by &AAd& ur| Stott)
which contains a negation: “there is an accident, but not because it is this sub-
ject....” The o0t therefore seems to refer back to this negation.

The third feature of the sentence that calls for comment is the fact that after
aitiov wptopévov is negated by ovde Ot another negation follows, o08¢v, which
itself also bears upon aitiov ®ptopévov. In Greek, the accumulation of negatives is
nothing unusual in itself. Multiple negatives can follow one upon the other and be

¥Cf. the discussion of the accidental in Metaph. E 2, 1026b27-1027a20, Top. A 5, 102b4-7, and in
the discussion of chance (toxn) in Ph. B 4-6, 195b31-198a13, and especially 196b27-28. Cf. also Kirwan
1971: 180-82.

10See Denniston 1954: s.v. O L, pp. 204-27 and IV, pp. 236-40.

“'Denniston 1954: s.v. 81 L10, p. 222: “81] is not very often used to strengthen negatives.”

“Kiithner/Gerth II: § 535, 4b); p. 293: “In der attischen Prosa jedoch nur nach vorangegangenem
negativem Gliede.” The adversative meaning is confined to poetry: Kithner/Gerth II: § 535.4a); p. 293.



CONTAMINATION BY ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY 189

combined, especially when they are compound.* This leads to typical phrases like
ovd¢ v o0dé, often found at the beginning of a sentence (Plato, Alc. I 107a7), and
to combinations such as T@\Aa T@V pn dvtwv 00devi 0dSapf] 0vSapwg 0vdepiav
kowvwviav éxel (Plato, Prm. 166a1-2).** In the latter example every aspect in which
there could be a kowvwvia is individually negated.

In the Metaphysics passage under discussion the situation is somewhat dif-
ferent. The negations o0vd¢ 81 and ovdév both negate the existence of aitiov
wptopévov. This is made clear by the facts that aitiov does not have an article and,
relatedly, that ®piopévov cannot function as a predicative nominal (in the sense of
“the cause is not something definite...”). The additional o08¢v can then be justified
only as a negated indefinite pronoun (t1) whose function it is to supply strong
emphasis: “Therefore there is not any definite cause for an accident....”

There is no parallel passage in the Aristotelian corpus in which 00d¢ 81 and
a form of ovdeig both negate one and the same sentential element in the same
respect. In all cases in which o08¢ 81| and a form of 00deig occur together in one
sentence they negate either different phrases or different aspects of the same
phrase.*® We can therefore conclude that the word ovdév in line a25, although
not impossible, is at least uncharacteristic of Aristotle’s diction, and on the whole
superfluous.*®

Having considered the negation in terms of its three suspicious features we
should now turn to Alexander’s commentary, which contains important informa-
tion on this passage.

Alexander, In Metaph. 438.14-17 Hayduck

ovd¢ 81, ¢noiv, aitiov wpiopévov éoti [15] Tod ovpuPePnrdtog, A&
T0 TLXOV  ToDTO 8¢ ddproTov. dbvatat [16] TO o08¢ 87 Kal dvti ToD 0VSEV

#Cf. Kithner/Gerth II: §514, 1; pp. 203-205.
*“The other things have no communion in any way whatsoever with anything which is non-ex-
istent.”

“In Metaph. Z 104028, 008t 81 i8éav ovdepiav Eotiv Opicacbal the negation ovdepiav bears upon
i8éav in the infinitive clause, whereas o08¢ 87| negates £ottv. In EN 1142b6-7 (008% 81 86€a 1§ evPovhia
ovdepia), the negation ovdepia belongs to the predicative nominal. In HA A 8, 534bg-10, Aristotle
writes about fishes, O08¢ 81y Tfig do@prioews aicOnTrplov 0VdEV éxel pavepdy, dogpaivetan § d&éwg
(“and although it neither has a visible organ for smell, its sense of smell is remarkably keen”). The word
008t here negates Tijc 00¢@prioewg so that ovd&v alone negates aioBntiplov pavepdv. That o0SE negates
the sense of smell (tfig 00@prioews) is made clear by the preceding sentence, in which a visible sense
of hearing was negated (o0tot yap Tfig dkof|g aioBnTiplov pev ovdev €xovat gavepov ..., 534b7-8). A
further parallel passage in HA A 8, 535b11-12 reveals itself to be obsolete from a text-critical point of
view (see Balme/Gotthelf 2002).

*Perhaps Metaph. E 2, 1027a5-7 offers a helpful parallel. In discussing the accidental, Aristotle
states that there is no techne and no determinate capacity in accidental results. Aristotle says T@v pév
yap &M wv éviote Suvdpelg eiotv ai momtikai, TOV 8 0dSepio Téxvn ovSE SHvapg wpiopévn (and not
...000¢ Svvapg wplopévn <ovdepio>).
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eipniévar {§8n yap einev &t pf €otv [17] aitiov tod ovpPePfnrdtos St Tod dAAG
un dt6tL Todi Nv.

“Therefore,” he says, “there is no definite cause of an accident, but a chance cause,
i.e. an indefinite one.” The words “therefore there is no” could also be taken to mean
“there is no,” for Aristotle has already stated that an accident does not have a cause
by saying “but not because it is this subject” [a23].

177vA O S:om. P®

Alexander’s explanation of the Aristotelian sentence is motivated by his aston-
ishment over the negation o0d¢ 81). Three parts of Alexander’s comments are
important for my purposes: (i) Alexander’s quotation of Aristotle’s text; (ii) his
alternative formulation of o0d¢ &1; (iii) his justification for the use of 008¢ &1).

First let us look at the citation in lines 438.14-15: This quotation of Aristotle’s
sentence from w* departs from the directly transmitted text in a way that seems
insignificant but is nevertheless highly important for my investigation. For, in line
1025221 w** does not contain the somewhat superfluous negation ovd¢v, which we
find in w*® (aitiov dpropévov ovdEv 10D cvpPefnrdtog). Instead of the 005V wAL
reads the word éoti (aitiov wplopévov €oti T ovuPePnrdtog).”” I will return to
this significant fact shortly.

Let us now turn to the second part of the comment, lines 438.15-16, where
Alexander offers an alternative formulation of Aristotle’s expression. He presents
it using the typical formula “6vvatat X (kai) dvti Tod Y eipnkévar.” With this
formula Alexander usually replaces (at least in thought) an unclear expression
in the Metaphysics with a more or less equivalent alternative whose meaning is
clearer. In doing this Alexander’s intention is not to emend the transmitted text
but to bring out what Aristotle meant to say.*® The expression avti tod in this
sense always introduces Alexander’s alternative formulation and should therefore
be understood as “instead of” or “in the sense of.”** In the present passage, Alex-
ander interprets the phrase o08¢ 61, which entails a connection to the negation of
the preceding sentence, as equivalent to simply negating aitiov wplopévov with
ovdév. Accordingly, the strongly inferential “therefore there is no” is to be taken

*See Dooley 1993: 184 n. 603.

*8Alexander uses the word dVvatau to introduce viable interpretations of a given sentence or
phrase. His explication of an Aristotelian phrase then often comes in the form of a reformulation.
See for example In Metaph. 141.29 (SOvatat {cov eivat 1o eipnuévov 1@ X); 157.35-36 (Svvatat kai O
X eiprikevat g ioov 1@ Y); See also In APr. 237.37; 313.18; 342.25. His interpretation of an Aristotelian
phrase is often introduced by Svvatai Ti¢ dxodoat (or a similar formula): In Metaph. 171.14; 180.23;
217.18; (for the usage of the verb dkoverv in Simplicius’s commentaries see Baltussen 2008: 45-46);
Alexander also combines these formulas: e.g. In Metaph. 255.19; 368.11.

*See e.g., In Metaph. 192.16-17: SOvatat 8¢ T kal £ GV Wag elpnrévat dvti Tod kai ¢€ Ov ai mepl
¢ke{vov Tod Uoketpévou amodeielg yryvopevar. 256.27: Shvatar 1o Exetv kai avti tod Execdart eipioBar.
380.30-31: Svvatan 1O fj adta fj €€ v ¢oTLy eipnrévat dvti ToD kai avtd kod 8§ OV €oTiv. See also 286.2—
6, analyzed in 5.2.2. See further examples in Alex. In APr 144.20-21; 323.32-33; 325.25-26; 362.11-14.
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as the simple phrase “there is no.” For Alexander, all Aristotle meant to say is that
“there is no (sc. definite cause).”

We turn now to the third part of this commentary passage, lines 438.16-17.
There we find Alexander’s explanation (yap) for Aristotle’s use of o8¢ 61). In Al-
exander’s view, Aristotle wrote “therefore there is no” (o0d¢ 81) instead of simply
“there is no” (o08¢v) because the preceding sentence, although positive, contains
a negative dependent clause. In this dependent clause the formulation “but not
because it is this subject” already indicates that an accident has no (definite) cause.
This is why, according to Alexander’s understanding, Aristotle chose a negative
particle that signals a connection to a preceding negation.

To sum up the evidence available in Alexander’s commentary: Alexander did
not read the suspicious o06¢v in his copy of the Metaphysics (w*"). The reading in
w*! is very likely the original reading of the Metaphysics. Alexander is surprised,
just as we are, by the expression o0d¢ 61, which he takes from a lexical point of
view to mean o0dév, but from a grammatical point of view to function as a con-
nection to the preceding dependent clause. The facts about Alexander’s text and
his interpretation support each other: for, if Alexander, contrary to the evidence
of his citation in 438.14-15, had actually read the word ovdév rather than €oti, then
he could not have suggested taking ovd¢ 81 in the sense of 00&év.

This evidence forces me to conclude that the doubling of the negations ovd¢ 61
and ovdév in w* is a later corruption, which probably emerged from a marginal
note in w* (or an ancestor of it). I suspect this note to have reported that o082
o1 should be taken as 008¢v, as Alexander recommended in his commentary. At
some point in the transmission this note was incorporated into the Metaphysics
text, where it replaced the syntactically superfluous éoti.*® If this conclusion is
correct, then our Metaphysics text contains a distorted picture of an explanatory
interpretation that Alexander offered in order to clarify the inferential character
of one of Aristotle’s opening phrases.

5.1.3 Alex. In Metaph. 372.10-17 on Arist. Metaph. A 7,1017a35-b6

In A 7, Aristotle discusses the different meanings of “that which is” (16 8v), and
thereby also the meanings of “to be” (10 elvau).” The chapter can be divided into

*The Latin translation by Scotus does not allow for certainty regarding whether the Vorlage of
the Arabic version read the w**-reading or the w*'-reading: Et accidens non habet causam terminatam
omnino nisi casu. Nor does Asclepius’s commentary offer conclusive evidence about his own text. In
his paraphrase 357.20-21 (erroneously marked as a citation by Hayduck) he writes: A\ wg te 61 008¢v
£0TLY aiTloV WPLopEVOY TOD LUPEPNKOTOG, BANA TO TVUXOV,... . It is tempting to jump to the conclusion
that 008év 2oty shows that Asclepius’s exemplar, just as @, contained the 008év, but that the &oti
had not dropped out. However, it is also possible that Asclepius followed Alexander’s suggestion and
wrote 81 ovdév instead of 00d¢ 81 in his paraphrase.

S1See Kirwan 1971: 140-47.
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two parts: the discussion of things that are in an accidental sense (10 6v Aéyetat 10
Hév katd ovpfePnkog. .., 1017a7-19) and the discussion of things that are in their
own right (... 10 8¢ xa®’ av16, 1017a19-bg). Aristotle discusses things that are
in their own right with regard to the categories (1017a19-30), to truth and falsity
(1017a31-35), and to the distinction between being potentially and being actually
(1017a35-bg). The discussion of being potentially and being actually begins thus:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 7,1017a35-b6

€11 10 eivan on-[1017b1]paiver kai T0 v TO pév Suvaper [pnTov] 10 & évrelexeia [2]
TOV eipnpéveoy ToOTwV OpOV Te Yap eivai gapev kol O Sv-[3]vapel [pnTdg] Opdv
Kai TO évredexeiq, kai [10] émiotacBa [4] doadTwg Kal TO Suvapevov xpiioBat T
grotipn Kai to [5] xpwpevov, kai Rpepody kot @ fdn dmdapxet Npepia kai [6] O
Suvdpevov fpepeiv.

Again, ‘being’ and ‘that which is,” in these cases we have mentioned, sometimes
mean being potentially, and sometimes being actually. For we say>* both of that
which sees potentially and of that which sees actually, that it is seeing, and both of
that which can use knowledge and of that which is using it, that it knows, and both
of that to which rest is already present and of that which can rest, that it rests.

Suvapet pntov a Bekker Ross (pntov secl. Bonitz Christ Jaeger) : pntov Suvdpet f : Suvdpet wt
(ALP 372.10-12) Ar" (Scotus), sed Al. proponit prrov explicandi causa 372.12-13 || 3 pnT@g a secl.
Bekker Bonitz Christ Jaeger : om. P Ross || 10 secl. Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger

Lines 1017a35-b2 cause some difficulties. First, it is peculiar that the two-part sub-
ject TO glvat ... kai T0 Ov is separated by the verb onuaiver. Nevertheless this
construction does prove helpful in that it places 10 6v next to the object, which
consists of a TO pgv ... 10 6 -construction, both parts of which require 10 v as a
complement. Just a few lines earlier, Aristotle positioned the subject of a sentence,
which similarly consisted of two coordinated parts, in a similar way (1017a31): &1t
10 elvau onpaivet kai 10 foTv §TL dAnBég. .. .

Second, the expression t@v eipnuévwv tovtwv, which stands at the end of
the sentence, might cause some concern, since it seems difficult to integrate the
phrase into the rest of the sentence. Alexander, as we will see presently, seems
to have been especially concerned with the correct understanding of these three
words, going so far as even to adjust his comments on this passage to his un-
derstanding of t@v eipnuévwv tovtwv. What does this genitive depend on? The

*2In book A, Aristotle looks at the different senses that the terms he investigates have in common
parlance. Cf. the phrases used in the context of our passages in A 7: 1017a7 10 Ov Aéyetay, a7 elvai
Qapev, a1o AEyovTe, a14 Méywuev, a20 elvat Aeyopeva obtw Aéyetat. As Kirwan 1971: 122 puts it, “ask-
ing e.g. ‘how many senses has the word “falsehood”?’ rather than e.g. ‘how is falsehood possible?”” has
raised doubt whether book A should be taken as genuine part of the Metaphysics at all. See also Ross
1924: 308. Cf. Rosemann 1989: 96-98, who cites Averroes’ view on Aristotle’s method in book A and his
reference to the pog &v-structure (“focal meaning”) of the terms under discussion.
3Cf. Schwegler 1847c: 213-14.
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answer seems to be that it depends on 16 pév Svvdypel 16 8° évreAexelq, signifying
that the sense of “to be” introduced by &1t (1017a35) is not a new sense—that is,
not a sense different from the ones already discussed in A 7: the differentiation of
being potentially and being actually refers to “those cases we have already men-
tioned” in this chapter.*

But the main textual problem of the present passage is that in line b1 of both
families a and B there appears the (verbal-)adjective pntov next to the term
Suvdpet. What is more, in line b3 of the a-version, we find the suspicious adverb
pnt@¢ placed behind the word Suvduer® Aristotle nowhere else uses the adverb
pntdc, and so editors unanimously athetize it. In the following, I will concentrate
on the word pntov in line b1, since the additional pnt@g in line b3 occurs only in
the a-version and is explicable as a reaction to the pntov in b1. The two families
differ slightly in regard to the position of pntov (b1): the a-text reads Svvdypet
pntov, and the B-text pntov SuvdpeL

The word pntév characterizes “that which is potentially” (Suvépet) as some-
thing that can be said (pntov) to be, but is not actually.® However, the expres-
sion pntov itself is quite suspicious.” The expression does not occur elsewhere in
Aristotle in the sense that is required here, and its deletion would not cause any
problems for the passage.” Furthermore, it oddly disrupts the unity of the phrase
1O pév Suvdpet 10 8 évtehexeia. Both Bonitz and Ross see in Alexander’s com-
mentary proof of the old age of pntov.” I will argue, on the other hand, that Alex-

Schwegler 1847c: 214. Bonitz 1849: 242: Quarta significatio Tod dvtog, quod vel Td Suvéuet 8v vel to
évteheyeia significat, superiores omnes complectitur. Ross 1924: 309: “While the first three senses seem
to answer to three types of judgment, [...] the fourth answers not to a type of statement co-ordinate
with these, but to two senses in which each of the them may be taken.” See also Kirwan 1971: 146. One
might here refer to De anima B 2, 413b11-13 as a parallel passage of this usage of the genitive, wherein
@V eipnuévwv todTwy refers back to what was said before: vov &’ éni tooodtov eipriobw pévov, 61t
£0TIv 1} Yoxh) TOV elpnuévwy TodTwy dpxn Kai TovTtolg dplotat, Opentik®d, aichnTikd, StavonTik®,
kuwrjoet (“At present we must confine ourselves to saying that soul is the source of these phenomena
and is characterized by them, viz. by the powers of self-nutrition, sensation, thinking and movement”).

SCf. LSJ s.v. pntég adv. “expressly, distinctly,” occurs first in Polybios. Ross 1924: 309: “pntag
before 6p@v in 1. 3 seems to be spurious; it is not found, as pntév L1 s, in A®, Al, Asc.”

*The adjective pntov (b1) can be integrated more easily into the given context than the adverb
pnta@g (in b3 of the a-text). The expression Suvapet pntov could simply be taken as “said to be poten-
tially.” Cf. Ross 1924: 309: “can be said by virtue of a potentiality....”

’Bonitz 1849: 242: Sententia Aristotelis nihil habet obscuri, sed de ipsis verbis plus una oritur du-
bitatio. Primum pntov et pntg antiquitus iam in textum irrepsisse testis est Alexander p. 332,22 [=
372,12 Hayduck], non genuinum illud esse facile sibi persuadebit, qui omnes Aristotelis de potentia locos
contulerit; sed qui potuerit inferri in textum non video. See also Schwegler 1847c¢: 213-14. Ross 1924: 309:
“pntov has caused much difficulty to the editors. Elsewhere in Aristotle the word occurs only in its
ordinary meaning of ‘stated, fixed,” which cannot be the meaning here.”

¥ Pace Ross 1924: 309: “It seems quite possible to retain it [pnT6v], and it even makes the construc-
tion more natural.”

Bonitz 1849: 242; Ross 1924: 309: “...it occurs in all the manuscripts and as a variant in Alexander....”
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ander’s words in fact do not indicate that he knew the reading pntov as a variant.
Rather, there is good reason to assume that Alexander only introduced the term
pntov as part of a thought experiment. So we should have a look at Alexander’s
comments on the passage.

Alexander, In Metaph. 372.10-17 Hayduck

Néyet 8¢ 10 [11] elvai Te kai TO dv onpaively TpOG ToiG eipnpévolg kai TO Suvdpel Te
kol [12] vredexela. &v 68 fj yeypappévov dvti tod duvdpel o pnTdv,” Aéyol &v
[13] pnTov 10 Suvapel, 6Tt pndfvat uev dAnbég éotey, ov uny oty {dn. [14] To O¢
é¢vtedexeia TOV elpnuévov TOOTWY, TOVTESTL TOV PNTOV Te [15] Kai Suvdpet
Op@V yap elvat Méyetal kai o {0 Opdv kol TO Suvdpevov, [16] ¢ TO KoludeVoV,
oD elvat kai ¢ xkeivov kal émt ToOTOL KaTnyopoL-[17]uévov:

Aristotle says, furthermore, that ‘to be’ and ‘being’ also signify that which is poten-
tially and that which is in actuality. If instead of “potentially” the expression ‘can be
said’ is written [in Aristotle’s text], he should mean that what is potentially is sayable,
because it is correct that it be said although it does not already exist. [The following
words] “and sometimes being actually of those cases that are said [to be],”*' that is,
of those that are sayable and potentially. For he who is actually seeing and he who is
capable of seeing (in the way what is asleep [is capable of seeing]) are alike said to be
‘seeing,” ‘to be’ being predicated both of the former and of the latter.

13 #oTiv A P® S : kai ottv O LF || 14-15 pntdv e kai Suvdpet A O S : kab’ adtd kal Katd
ovuPefnrog dvtwv PP || 16 1 ékeivov kal £l TovTov A O : émi TovTOU Kai ém’ €keivov PP

Alexander’s comments on Metaphysics A 7, 1017a35-b6 begin with a paraphrase
of lines a35-b2. Since this paraphrase (372.11-12) renders Aristotle’s words rather
faithfully, we can infer from it that Alexander was confronted with lines a35-b2
in @* without the word pnt6v, which in the direct transmission stands either in
front of Suvapet (B) or behind it (a).®* It can further be noted that Alexander does
not render the words t@v eipnpévewv tovtwy in his paraphrase. His quotation at
372.14-15, however, makes it clear that he did read these words in his text. Alex-
ander’s expression mpog toig eipnuévols (“furthermore”) in line 372.11 should not
be taken as paraphrase of the words t@v eipnuévwv tovtwv (b2), but rather as
paraphrase of the word £t1 (1017a35).%

My presentation of Alexander’s text differs from Hayduck’s typographical marking of these
words.

1 translate the Aristotelian words that Alexander quotes according to Alexander’s understanding
of them, which differs from the understanding expressed in the translation of Aristotle given above.
According to Alexander’s interpretation, the genitive T@v eipnuévwy Todtwv means that it holds for
both ways of being (potential and actual) that they are said to be and that they are potential.

2The Arabic translation is also based on an exemplar that did not contain pntév. Scotus writes: Et
etiam quedam entia sunt potentia et quedam actu.

Sepulveda also understands Alexander’s Tpog Toig elpnuévolg in this way and translates praeterea

(f. z.iv.).
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In the lines following his paraphrase (372.12-15), Alexander takes a closer look
at the text he just paraphrased. He focuses on the words to pév Svvdper 16 &’
gvrehexelq TV eipnuévov Tovtwv (b1-2), which he quotes and intersperses with
his own remarks: duvdpet (372.12) ... 0 & évtehexeia TOV elpnuévov TodTWV
(372.14). In order to understand Alexander’s comments we have to identify what
it is in Aristotle’s text that disturbs him: it is the late-positioned genitive tT@v
elpnuévov tovtwv (in b2). Apparently, Alexander does not understand the gen-
itive to function as a back-reference to the previously discussed meanings of “to
be,” but rather as an additional determinant of the terms Suvdpet and évrelexeia.
As he explains (tovtéott) in lines 372.14-15, he takes the phrase T@v eipnuévwv
Tovtwyv to indicate that both ways of being (duvdypel and évrtekexeia) are said (...
elpnuévowv ...), and that they are potential. This understanding is manifested in his
paraphrase of the genitive: as T@v pnT@v te kai Suvapet (14-15).5

What Alexander intends to express with this explication is already clear from
lines 372.12-13. There, Alexander considered whether the word Suvdapet could be
replaced with the word pntév (&v 8¢ 1j yeypappévov &vti ... Aéyot &v). According
to Alexander’s hypothesis that both ways of being, the actual and the potential,
can be subsumed under the inclusive notion “that which is sayable and potential”
(tdv pntdv te kai duvdpet), something that is potential is also pntév (372.12),
that is, it can be said to be (pnOfvar puév dAnbég éotwy, 372.13) without needing to
be actually (ov pnv €otwv 100, 372.13).% According to this interpretation then, the
two terms Suvdapet and évrehexeia, which both refer to a being that is sayable and
potential, differ from each other in that what is Suvdpet is sayable (pntév) and
potential only, whereas what is évtelexeiq is actual in addition. Since Alexander’s
suggestion to take Suvduet to mean pntév matches exactly with his own idio-
syncratic interpretation of the phrase T@v eipnuévwv tovtwv, and since nothing
in the text indicates that Alexander knew pntév as a variant reading from an-
other manuscript, it seems reasonable to conclude that the proposal to substitute
Suvdpet with pntév goes back to Alexander himself.%

The reading in P? (ka6 adto kai katd ovpPepnrog dvtwv in place of pnrdv Te kal Suvdpel) can
be understood as an attempt to do away with the admittedly daring interpretation suggested here by
Alexander. The reading in P* makes Alexander explain Aristotle’s words t@v eipnuéveov tovtwv in a
way that is more in tune with our understanding. The weakness of the P*-reading is that it squares con-
siderably less well with the preceding explanatory argument than the reading attested to by A and O.

The words eipnuévwv and pntév have the same root: (F)pn-. The relation between these two
terms might have been self-evident to Alexander. In other contexts, Alexander uses the term pntév in
the sense of “what was said,” e.g. in Aristotle’s text: 311.27.

®How could Alexander have arrived at the term pntév? I did not find any other passage in Alex-
ander where he uses the term pntév to denote a potential being. One is perhaps reminded of the Stoic
usage of the term Aektév (on the Stoic influence on Alexander see Sharples 1987: 1178 with further
literature). Are the two terms connected? On the basis of the Stoic fragments, I cannot see a direct
connection of Aextdv to the potential being in the sense in which Alexander uses pnt6v here. On the
meaning of the Stoic term see Frede 1994.
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By contrast, Ross holds that Alexander, like Asclepius, refers to pntov as a
variant reading:* it is “a variant in Alexander and Asclepius.” Asclepius, in con-
trast to Alexander, does speak explicitly of two different versions of the text in
his commentary. He reports that instead of duvdapet some other manuscripts
read pntoVv: €ml TovTOLG ONuaivel TO 6V TO pev Suvapel T6 ¢ évrehexeiq- Evia yap
TOV AvTypdwv o duvdypetl Exovoty, GAa 8¢ o pnTdv, domep kai ta évradda.
TO avTo 8¢ dnoi- PnTov yép €ott 10 Suvapevov AéyecBat (In Metaph. 318.32-34
Hayduck).*® The words @omep kai & évtadBa suggest that Asclepius’s own man-
uscript(s) read the word pntév, but this seems to contradict the words Asclepius
had just quoted (10 p&v Suvdypel 0 8¢ évreleyeia). On the assumption, therefore,
that the (transmitted) wording of the quotation is authentic, we are forced to as-
sume that not all of the manuscripts to which Asclepius refers by ta évratfa
contained the pntov.®

In any case, it is clear that Asclepius speaks about two different traditions, the
one reading Suvdyel, the other reading pntov. The same testimony is given in a
scholium (dependent on Asclepius or Alexander?) in the Metaphysics manuscript
E (Parisinus gr. 1853).”° Yet Alexander’s remarks are quite different from Asclepi-
us’s and the scholium’s testimonies. Alexander does not speak about another
copy of the text that read the pntév. He does not use signal words like v tiowv
avtypdgotc. Nor does Asclepius’s mention of a variant reading in the sixth cen-
tury AD by any means imply that Alexander, writing around AD 200, also knew
of this variant. Consequently, I do not follow Ross’s view on the matter, but rath-
er think it likely that Alexander himself, in commenting on Aristotle’s phrase
TV elpnuévwv Tovtwy, coined the term Pntév as an explanatory paraphrase of
Suvaper”

’Ross 1924: 309. Bonitz 1849: 242 does not state clearly whether he thinks Alexander found pntov
in his own Metaphysics copy or as a variant reading in another manuscript: Primum pntov et pntog
antiquitus iam in textum irrepsisse testis est Alexander p. 332,22 [= 372.12 Hayduck]....” Schwegler
1847c: 213-14 treats it as self-evident that Alexander found pntov in his text. Hayduck, by putting the
words Suvdyet and PprTév into spaced letters, creates the impression that these words are quoted from
Alexander’s Metaphysics text.

8 Ascl. In Metaph. 318.32-34: “In these cases the ‘that which is’ means ‘sometimes that which is
potentially and sometimes that which is actually.” For, some manuscripts read ‘potential,” but others
‘sayable,” as do those here. However, both mean the same: for, ‘sayable’ means to say that something
is potential.”

“The idea that Asclepius here builds on Alexander’s commentary conflicts with the fact that, as
Luna 2001: 108 shows, Asclepius does not draw on Alexander’s commentary in book A. On the possi-
bility of Asclepius using a different Metaphysics text than his teacher Ammonius, on whose lectures his
commentary is based, see Kotwick 2015.

7Brandis 1836 prints the scholium next to the excerpt from Asclepius’s commentary: 701b6-7: yp.
“TO p&v PnTov, 10 8 Evtelexeia,” kal obtw, “T0 pév Suvdpel, TO 8¢ évtelexeia.” On the scholia in E see
Golitsis 2014a with further literature.

'"That said, we cannot exclude the possibility that Alexander here marks a varia lectio more laxly,
or that he adopts the idea of substituting Suvduet by pntév from another commentary. The termi-
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The question that matters most for my purposes is the following: is there a
causal connection between Alexander’s comments on the passage and the Meta-
physics text transmitted in our manuscripts? The directly transmitted text does
not square well with the story Asclepius tells about the alternative reading pntov,
because in that story pntov replaces Suvdyet. In our text, on the other hand, pntév
comes in addition to Suvapet: in the a-text, pntdv stands after Suvdet, in the
B-text, we find it in front of Suvdyet.

That both families share the same error, but in slightly different form, suggests
that the errors was present already in their ancestor. The following explanation
seems plausible: the word pntév was written either in the margin or between the
lines of w*, but in such a way that it did not precisely signal to the scribe(s) copy-
ing the text whether it is meant as addition or correction and where exactly it is
supposed to be put into the text. The gloss in @* was very likely intended to offer
a varia lectio for duvdyel, but was then mistakenly understood as a correction for
an omission. Since the gloss furthermore lacked sufficient clarity as to where the
word should be inserted, the placement of pntov differs slightly in a and B. In
a, pnTov was inserted after Suvdyel, in B in front of it. Given that we find pntov
added in both versions (instead of being used as substitution for Svvduer’), it
is unlikely that this happened in both versions independently of each other and
without having been suggested by w®f.

In this scenario, Alexander’s commentary does not play any role. The fact,
however, that in Alexander’s commentary on this passage the word pntév ap-
pears next to the word duvapet rather than instead of it could be seen as causally
related to the way in which a and P are corrupted. In other words, the presence
of the addition of pntév in w* leads us back to Alexander’s comments on the
passage. And so we might answer the question of why someone would add the
word pntov to duvdapel rather than replace Suvdpet by saying that this is how it
appears in Alexander’s commentary. We twice (372.12-13) find the words duvdet
and pntov standing so close to each other (Suvdypet to pnTdv ... pnToOVv 1O Suvdpet)
that the erroneous addition of pntév to Suvdpet in w* is easily explained by a

nology used, however, speaks in favor of the view that Alexander brings forward his own suggestion.
Alexander often uses the preposition dvti to introduce his substitution of an Aristotelian term by
an equivalent that, from Alexander’s perspective, expresses the thought just more clearly. So, e.g., in
286.2-6: Alexander proposes to interpret Aristotle’s wording in the sense of (4vti Tod) his own slightly
modified version of it. Cf. also the passages enumerated in section 5.1.2, on p. 190 n. 49 above. It is
certainly impossible to understand &vti in the sense of p (in a local sense) “before” as Dooley 1993:
45 takes it in our passage (A 7, 1017b1). According to this untenable view, Alexander was just concerned
with changing the position of the word pntév to standing before the word Suvdper. Dooley (1993: 45)
translates: “If ‘can be spoken of” were written before ‘potentially’ in Aristotle’s text...” (my emphasis).
Borgia (2007: 915) follows Dooley in this (“Se prima di «in potenza» ci fosse scritto «che puo dirsi»...
.” my emphasis).
72As it is the case with the reading reported by Asclepius (see above).
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rushed adoption from the commentary.” And so the odd mistake that occurred in
a and B and that was provoked by an ambiguous gloss in w* appears to have had
its origin after all in Alexander’s commentary.

If the suspicious combination of the terms pntév and Svvdpel in @* actual-
ly emerged from an adoption from Alexander’s commentary, then the question
whether Alexander himself developed the term pntév or borrowed it from an on-
going discussion on the Metaphysics passage loses its relevance. The key factor in
Alexander’s influence on w® is simply the way in which the alternative expression
pntév visually appears in the text of the commentary. It is just this peculiarity that
connects the error in a and p with Alexander’s wording.

5.1.4 Alex. In Metaph. 164.15-165.5 on Arist. Metaph. a 2,
994b21-27

In a 2, 994b21-27, Aristotle states that it is impossible for an infinite series of
causes either to exist or to be thought of or grasped mentally. He illustrates the
impossibility of an infinite series of causes with the infinite divisibility of a line: it
is impossible to count the line’s infinite sections, and so it is impossible to think
or mentally grasp the line as one is counting the sections. Yet there is a crucial
difference between an infinite series of causes and the line’s infinite divisions: one
can think the line when one ceases to count the sections (vofjoat §° ovk €oTt |
otoavta, 994b24), “but further, the matter in a changeable thing must be cog-
nized”—dAM\& kai v VANV €v Kivovuéve voely dvaykn.’* Aristotle’s specifica-
tion beginning with &\\da xai... (“but further...”) as we find it in w* is puzzling
and has troubled readers and commentators since antiquity.” Corrections and
conjectures have been proposed: ancient commentators known to Alexander (In
Metaph. 164.24-165.5) wanted to read A& kai TV VANV Ktvoupévny voelv avéykn
(“but further it is necessary to recognize the matter in motion”). More recently,
Ross changed the text to dA\a kai Ty SAnv ov kivovpévw voelv avdykn (“but the

7That this adoption is likely to happen can be seen in Dooley’s mistranslation: 1993: 45: “If ‘can
be spoken of were written before ‘potentially’ in Aristotle’s text....” Dooley notes (1993: 145 n. 169):
“Alexander evidently read to men dunamei rhéton.”

74 Arist. Metaph. a 2, 994b21-27: kai TO Yryv@oKeLy ovk £0TLy, T& yap obTwg dnepa mdg evdéxeTat
VOETY; 00 ydp GHOLOV €T TG Ypappis, | katd Tag Staupéoelg pev ovy lotatal, vofoal §° odk £€0TL u)
otoavta (Stomep ovk dpBunoeL Tag Topds 6 Ty dnepov Siefidv), A kat Ty TANy [@*: SAnv ci.
Ross] év ktvovpéve [0 ci. Al 164.23 : kivovpéve @Al : kivovuévny Al'164.15 Al 164.24] voeiv dvaykr).
Kal aneipw ovSevi £oTiv elvar el 0& pry, 00k dmelpdv y’ €0Ti 10 ameipw elval. / “And knowledge becomes
impossible; for how can one think things that are infinite in this way? For this is not like the case of
the line, to whose divisibility there is no stop, but which we cannot think of if we do not make a stop;
so that one who is tracing the infinitely divisible line cannot be counting the sections. But further,
the matter must be recognized in something that changes. Again, nothing infinite can exist; and if it
could, at least being infinite is not infinite.”
7> Alex. In Metaph. 164.15-165.5; Bonitz 1849: 134; Ross 1924: 219-20.



CONTAMINATION BY ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY 199

whole line also must be apprehended by something in us which does not move (in
thought) from part to part”).”

Alexander’s commentary offers the solution to this textual puzzle. Alexan-
der’s paraphrase (see 164.18-20 and an earlier reference in his commentary in
148.12-13) testifies that the original reading is kivovpévw. This reading had been
preserved in w*" but had been corrupted into ¢v kivovpéve in w*®. Furthermore,
Alexander’s comments reveal themselves to be the source for the corruption in
. The reading év kivovpéve in w* stems from Alexander’s proposal for express-
ing more clearly what, according to Alexander’s understanding, Aristotle’s means
to say. According to Alexander’s understanding, Aristotle compares the unknow-
ability of the infinite (10 dmneipov) to the unknowability of matter (mapatiBetal
onueiov thv VANV, 164.16-18), since matter, as it is without shape and so is in a
way infinite, is also unknowable—at least in the scientific sense of knowledge
(164.18-19). Accordingly matter can only be recognized through something that
changes (ktvoupévw), or as Alexander expresses it, in something that changes (év
KIVOUUEVW, 164.18-20; 22-23). This alternative formulation of Alexander was ad-
opted into w* at some point before its split into a and .

Marwan Rashed (2007: 315-16 n. 861) first suspected that what we find in our
manuscripts of this Metaphysics passage might actually be Alexander’s interpre-
tation of it. Christian Pfeiffer and I (in an article in progress) analyze extensively
the Metaphysics passage in respect to both the evidence in Alexander’s commen-
tary and Aristotle’s account of the infinite as given in the Physics and show that
Rashed’s suspicion is indeed correct. We demonstrate not only that the reading in
@ has been corrupted by Alexander’s commentary; we also demonstrate that the
reading in w*", which is to be reconstructed from Alexander’s comments, is cer-
tainly the original reading authored by Aristotle. Reading kivovuéve (w*") instead
of Alexander’s conjecture ¢v kivovpévw (@*) decisively changes the meaning of
the sentence. What Aristotle in fact says is: dA\& kai v DAnv Kivovuéve voeiv
avayxn / “but it is also necessary that the one who moves thinks the matter.” This
statement coheres well not only with the preceding part of the sentence in a 2,
994b24-25, but also and especially with what Aristotle says about both the infinite
and the infinitely devisible line in Physics T 6 (207a21-26) and © 8 (263a23-by).

From Physics T 6 (207a21-26) we learn that Aristotle calls the property of the
line by which it is infinitely divisible its matter (0An). Thus it makes sense for him
to say (in a 2, 994b25-26) that in order to think the infinite divisibility of the line,
one has to think the matter of the line (tjv VAnv ... voeiv avdykn). Furthermore,
as we learn from Physics © 8 (263a23-bg) and Aristotle’s answer to Zeno’s para-
dox as to how it is possible to move along a continuous line, a line is not actually
but rather potentially (00K évteleyeia dAAd Suvapel, 263a28-29) infinitely divisi-
ble. And so in moving along a continuous line (6 ydp ovvex®g ktvobpevog, 263b7)

7°Ross 1924: 219-20.




ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

one only potentially stops at infinitely many points. Against this background,
it makes good sense for Aristotle to compare thinking the infinite to moving in
thought along a continuous line, which on account of its matter, could potentially
be divided at infinitely many points. This is what Aristotle means, according to the
reading in w*" and freed from Alexander’s influential misinterpretation, when he
says in a 2, 994b25-26 i)y UAnv kivovuéve voeiv dvdykn / “the one who moves
has to think the matter.”

5.1.5 Alex. Fr. 12 Freudenthal (Averroes Lam 1481-82) on Arist.
Metaph. A 3,1070a13-19

The third chapter of book A seems to combine several thematically disparate
parts. Judson suggests seeing the chapter’s unifying thought in the priority of
form (eidog) over composite substances and other principles.”” In the Metaphysics
passage quoted below (1070a13-19), Aristotle discusses the question of whether a
form (160¢e T1)”® exists separately from composite substances (mapd v ovvBetnv
ovoiav).” In addressing this question, Aristotle distinguishes between natural and
artificial substances. First (1070a13-14), he denies the existence of a separate form
of artificial substances (for example, a house), although he adds parenthetically
that one could speak of a form (10 €{do¢) that exists separately in the craftsman’s
mind (a15-17).% Then, he states that a separate this (t160¢e T), i.e. a separate form,
if it can exist at all, can exist only for natural substances (a17-18). He continues
with a reference to Plato, or, according to what is most likely the correct reading
(namely, that of w*'—see 3.5.2.2), to “those who postulate the Forms.”® This latter
group is correct in that Forms—if they exist at all—exist only of natural things.

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 3,1070al3-19%

¢l puév odv Tvdy 1o T68¢ TU [14] 0vk £0TL apd TV cvvOeTv ovaiav, olov oikiag
10 €100, €i [15] pn 1) Téxvn (008" €ott yéveolg kai Bopd TovTwY, GAN" &X-[16]Aov

"7Judson 2000: 125.

78The “this” (168¢ 11) here means “form.” For this meaning of 168¢ 1 see Metaph. Z 12,1037b26-27.
On the more general meaning of the term t6d¢e Tt see Weidemann 1996: 91-93.

7Tudson 2000: 131-33.

8Judson 2000: 133: “The artefact-form can exist in a way which makes it both causally prior to and
independent of the composite; but, although it cannot undergo a process of coming to be, it only exists
from time to time (i.e. either whenever there is someone who is master of the art of building, or, more
probably, whenever the form of the house is thought of); and this sort of transient and dependent
existence disqualifies the form from being separate.”

810n the text in line 1070a18 and its reconstruction see 3.5.2.2.

82The section that I treat here ends before lines 1070a19-20, the transmission of which is also prob-
lematic (discussions of the text can be found in Ross 1924, II: 356-57, Judson 2000: 133 n. 61 and Fazzo
2012b: 251-53), but irrelevant to my argument. Alexander, followed by Averroes, also addresses lines
1070a19—20 separately from the lines in question here.
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TpoMOV eiot kol 0VK eiotv oikia Te 1) dvev VANG kai [17] Oyleta kal mav TO Katd TEXVN V),
AN’ glmep, emi T@V @U-[18]oer 810 O 0V kKak®g ITAatwv £pn 6Tt €idn 0TIy OMdoQ
[19] @voer, einep €oTiv €idny ...

Now in some cases the ‘this’ does not exist apart from the composite substance,
e.g. the form of house does not so exist, unless the art of building exists apart (nor
is there generation and destruction of these forms, but it is in another way that the
house apart from its matter, and health, and all things of art, exist and do not exist);
but if it does it is only in the case of natural objects. And so Plato was not far wrong
when he said that there are as many Forms as there are kinds of natural things, if
there are Forms atall ...

13 Tt A® Christ Ross Jaeger : om. a € || 14 cuvBetiv Ross : ouvBétnv a A* C: cOvBetov M p || 16
e A’ Christ Ross Jaeger : om. a & || 18 81y a & : om. A® || IIAdtwv n (a Michael? 677.12-13) Ross
Jaeger Fazzo vel 6 ITAdtwv é¢n (A® €) Bekker Bonitz Christ, Ar* ALY Fr. 12 F : oi té €idn t16évteg
Epaocav @l (Fr. 12 F), Ar™ || 18-19 611 €idn EoT1v 0mé0a uoel, einep Eotv €1dn ci. Al (Fr. 12 F)
@ ; T elnep oty €l8n, éoTy OG0A QOoEL WAL Ar™

In the following analysis I will focus on lines 1070a18-19 and in particular on the
phrase 611 £idn €0ty OnMdoa QUOEL, einep oty €181 / “that there are as many Forms
as there are kinds of natural things, if there are Forms at all.” Averroes—our only
source of Alexander’s commentary on book A (see 2.5)—reports some important
information about the wording of these lines. This information suggests that Al-
exander had discussed them extensively in his commentary.

In the first place, we want to know what Alexander read in w*". To find that
out, we need to look into the fextus that introduces Averroes’ commentary and
his report of Alexander’s comments.® We read (Lam 1481): “Therefore, those
who postulated the Forms were not wrong in saying that these, if they exist at all,
are all things existing by nature.”® As pointed out earlier (see 3.5.2.2), Averroes’
text differs from ours in that instead of “Plato” it reads “those who postulate the
Forms.” More importantly for our present concerns, though, is the fact that the
text also differs from ours in regard to the position of the conditional clause “if the
Forms exist at all.”® In the Arabic text, the conditional clause precedes the men-
tion of Plato’s statement about the ideas: “if there are Forms at all, then they are
all things existing by nature.” Freudenthal reconstructs the following Greek text
as the model for the Arabic version:

$For this part of his commentary Averroes uses the Arabic translation by Aba Bisr Matta, the
edition of which included Alexander’s commentary. We do not know how this edition combined
Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Alexander’s commentary. See Bertolacci 2005: 253-57.

84 Genequand 1986: 100. Freudenthal 1885: 86.18-21: “Und aus diesem Grunde haben nicht {ibel
gethan die, welche die Ideen annehmen; denn wenn diese auf irgendeine Weise vorhanden sind, so
sind sie Alles, was von Natur ist.” Scotus: Et ideo non fecerunt male illi qui posuerunt formas. Quia ista
si fuerunt aliquo modo, sunt omnia que existunt secundum naturam.

% Andreas Lammer has personally assured me that the position of the clause in the English trans-
lation corresponds to the position of the clause in the Arabic original.
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Freudenthal 1885: 86 n. 3: “Alexander las also wahrscheinlich”:
810 81 00 kakdg Epacav ol TOéuevol® T& £dn bt einep Eotiv €dn doTiv dMdoA
QUOEL. ...

Freudenthal seems to assume that the text in Averroes’ lemma corresponds to the
text Alexander read. As it happens, this assumption proves true when one looks at
Averroes’ excerpts from Alexander’s commentary. These reveal that Alexander’s
text agrees with the reading in Averroes’ lemma.

As Averroes reports, Alexander made two suggestions for emending the sen-
tence in question. His first suggestion is to rephrase the sentence slightly, in order
to flesh out what Aristotle expresses rather tersely.

Genequand 1986: 101

It would be easier to understand if it was put in this way: ‘therefore, those who pos-
tulated the Forms were right, if they exist at all, in assuming all that comes from
them to be by nature.’

Fr. 12 Freudenthal (87.3-6)

Er sagt: Dieser Satz wiirde folgendermaflen deutlicher sein: ,Und aus [4] diesem
Grunde haben nicht iibel gethan die, welche die Ideen annehmen [5] (wenn diese auf
irgend eine Weise eine Existenz haben), indem sie Alles, [6] was aus ihnen entsteht,
der Natur zuerkannten®.

Scotus
Et iste sermo erit manifestior si legatur ita: Et ideo non male fecerunt ponentes formas
si habent esse aliquo modo affirmando omne quod ex eis fit per naturam.

Alexander does not change the order of the clauses (see lines 87.3-6 Freudenthal).
What he does is merely rephrase the end of the sentence and in place of “then
they are all things existing by nature” propose “in assuming all that comes from
them to be by nature.”” According to this formulation, Aristotle praises those
who postulate the Forms for holding that all things that come from Forms are
natural. Alexander’s concern is to change slightly the ending of the sentence, but
not to alter the sequence of the sentence’s parts. Since the sentence confirms the
order of the clauses as they are found in Averroes’ lemma, we may safely assume
that Alexander encountered them in this order in w?".

Freudenthal suggests the following Greek formulation as an execution of Alex-
ander’s first suggestion:

Freudenthal 1885: 87 n. 1: “Alexander will lesen™:
S10 81 ov kak®g Epacav ol TIOéuevol Ta €idn, einep EoTv TadTa, OTL PVOEL E0TLY
oméoa ¢€ adT@V yiyvetat ....

8Freudenthal 1885 reconstructs oi Ti0épevol Ta £i8n. Since Aristotle nowhere uses exactly this for-
mula, I propose to reconstruct oi t& €idn T10évteq instead (see section 3.5.2.2; p. 77 n. 229).

87Cf. Freudenthal 1885: 87.5-6: “indem sie Alles, was aus ihnen entsteht, der Natur zuerkannten”
and Michael Scotus: affirmando omne quod ex eis fit per naturam.
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Here we find Alexander making a slight change in the focus of the sentence. Ac-
cording to our text, the words €(dn £€oTtv 660 @UOEL (1070a18-19) express the
idea that Forms can only be postulated of natural things. According to Alexan-
der’s slight reformulation, the postulation of Forms offers a criterion for deciding
which things count as natural and which do not. Although the domain of things
remains the same, Alexander’s rephrasing emphasizes that natural things origi-
nate from forms.*

Alexander seems unsatisfied with his first suggestion. As a way of preparing the
reader for his second suggestion, he offers a paraphrase of the sentence that points
in the direction he wants to go.

Genequand 1986: 101

He (Alexander) says: it is also possible to understand his statement in this way:
therefore, he who postulated a Form for all these things which exist by nature, if this
form exists at all, was not wrong.

Fr. 12 Freudenthal (87.6-9)

Er sagt: Es ist mog-[7]lich, diese seine Worte so zu verstehen: Aus diesem Grunde
haben nicht [8] tibel gethan die, welche Ideen fiir alle Dinge annahmen, die von Na-
tur [9] sind — wenn anders die Idee in irgend einer Weise Existenz hat.

Scotus
Dixit: Et potest intelligi sic: Et ideo non male fecerunt ponentes formas istorum omnia
que sunt secundum naturam si forma habeat esse aliquo modo.

As far as the position of the phrase ¢otlv 0ndoa @ioet is concerned, Alexander
stays close to what he (most likely) found in w*t. He paraphrases: “... a Form for
all these things which exist by nature....” The innovation of this reformulation is
that Alexander postpones the clause that contains the condition that Forms exist
at all (eimep €oTiv €0, 1070a19) until the end of the sentence, which closes with
“if this form exists at all.”®

Consonant with the changes implemented in this paraphrase, Alexander pro-
poses his second suggestion for emending the text. This emendation involves
transposing the conditional clause “if the Forms exists at all.”

Genequand 1986: 101
He says: it would be easier to understand what he means if the word ‘existing’ was

%That this is the point Alexander wants to make here becomes clear in the paraphrase that pre-
cedes his reformulation: “he (Aristotle) does not say that they are right in an absolute way, but merely
that it was right to suppose them to be the natural things” (Genequand 1986: 101).

8There is a change from the plural “those who postulate the Forms” to the singular “he who pos-
tulates a Form” in Genequand’s English translation. Freudenthal’s German translation still gives the
plural: “die, welche Ideen ... annahmen”; as does Scotus’s Latin version: ponentes formas. The Arabic
text in Bougyes edition reads the singular form (as was confirmed to me by Andreas Lammer). The
context makes it clear that this change to the singular is irrelevant to Alexander’s actual point.
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transposed from its place near ‘the forms’ and taken together with ‘they’ (fa-hiya), so
that the sentence would be ‘therefore, he who postulated the Forms to be all things
that exist by nature was not wrong, if the Forms exist at all.”

Fr. 12 Freudenthal (87.10-14)

Er sagt, es ist moglich, den Sinn dieser Stelle einfacher zu ge-[11]winnen, wenn wir
die Worte umkehren, so dass sie lauten wiirden:*° ,Und [12] darum haben nicht
unrecht gethan die, welche die Ideen annehmen; denn [13] sie sind Alles, was von
Natur ist, wenn es {iberhaupt eine Existenz fiir [14] die Ideen giebt".

Scotus

Dixit: Et erit manifestior iste sermo si mutaverint hanc particulam ‘ens,” ab hac partic-
ula forme,” et fuerit posita cum hac particula ‘sunt,” ita quod sic legatur: Et ideo non
male fecerunt ponentes formas quod ista sunt omnia que sunt secundum naturam si
forme habent esse.

Freudenthal’s Greek version of Alexander’s transposition of the conditional
clause reads thus:”

Freudenthal 1885: 87 n. 2: “Es sollte gelesen werden”:
810 81 00 kakdg Epacav ol TiOéuevol Ta €i8n, 6Tt €ln €oTiv OMOOQ QVOEL, elnep EoTiv
€idn ...

The conditional clause, stating that Aristotle’s approval for the theory of Forms is
conditional on the existence of the Forms, is moved to the end of the sentence (“if
the word ‘existing’” was transposed from its place near ‘the forms™). This disentan-
gles the somewhat tortuous sentence in w*", in which the conditional clause (einep
gotwv €idn) follows directly upon the first mention of the Forms.

As Freudenthal suggests in a footnote,” Alexander’s proposal to transpose the
conditional clause results in precisely the construction we find in our text, w®.
This strongly suggests that Alexander’s proposed reading found its way into w*
or one of its ancestors. It is possible that this happened accidentally; Alexander’s
conjecture could have been placed in the margins of an earlier version of w,
from where it was later inserted into the text of w*®. Or it is possible that someone
consciously followed Alexander’s lead in this regard and incorporated the reading
into the text. The second possibility is endorsed by the fact that the interpola-
tion was carried out cleanly—there is no collateral damage in the adjacent lines
of text. Yet, what speaks against this and in favor of the first possibility is that, if
the interpolation was a conscious editorial decision, one might wonder why the
corrector did not also accept Alexander’s reading in the previous part of the sen-

% Andreas Lammer confirmed to me that Freudenthal’s translation here is less accurate than the
translation by Genequand.

ISee also Martin 1984: 117 n. 2.

2Freudenthal 1885: 87 n. 2: “Die Conjectur Alexanders ist also in der letzten Hilfte des Satzes zur
Vulgata geworden.” See also Freudenthal 1885: 46.
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tence (1070a18), where he has oi t& {6 110évteg Epaoav instead of w*F’s TI\dtwv
€on (see 3.5.2.3).

In any case, Alexander’s emendation makes perfect sense and improves the
structure of the sentence,” yet by no means suggests itself as the only correct
reading of the passage. We can therefore confidently rule out the possibility that
Alexander’s own suggested version of the text and the reading of the direct trans-
mission conform with each other simply because w* preserved the original read-
ing and Alexander happened to hit upon it.** Alexander’s conjectured reading is
idiosyncratic enough to be identified for what it is when we encounter it in the
text of our manuscripts. This leads me to conclude that we are dealing here with
yet another example of Alexander’s commentary influencing the Metaphysics text:
his emendation, recommending that the conditional clause einep €otiv €idn be
transposed, was adopted into w® or one of its ancestors.”®

The five case studies discussed in 5.1 show that Alexander’s commentary, written
around AD 200, influenced the w* text either directly or indirectly through one
of w*®s ancestors. In all five cases, Alexander’s Metaphysics text (wA) offers a sat-
isfactory reading that differs from the reading of our manuscript tradition in w*,
while his own suggested emendations and/or interpretative proposals coincide
with the wording in w®.*

Since Alexander’s commentary is not preserved in the original Greek we can only speculate as to
whether the additional mention of €{dn in our Metaphysics text (1070a19) was prompted by Alexan-
der’s transposition alone. It appears as if the second €idn might have been left out in the (presumably)
original version found in w*". The position of the einep-sentence would then make it possible for €idn
to function as the subject for both the verb in the einep-sentence (einep £€otv) and the verb in the
Sti-sentence (6Tt ... £0Tiv): 1L elmep 0Ty €idn €o0Tiv OMOoA PUOEL. Perhaps Aristotle even moved the
einep-sentence forward in order to avoid repeating €idn. Alexander would then have slightly expanded
this dense formulation in order to make it clearer; this change would have later become popular and
then even been adopted into our Metaphysics text.

*Freudenthal does not even mention this as a possibility.

Fr. 13b F (88.17-22) contains Alexander’s report of a variant reading of lines 1070a18-20. The text
Alexander quotes here as a variant seems to contradict Freudenthal’s and my interpretation of Fr. 12 F,
because Alexander’s quotation contains the transposition of the conditional clause that Alexander, we
hold, himself conjectured. Freudenthal (1885: 88 n. 2) points to a corruption of the Arabic and the He-
brew version of Averroes’ commentary in just this passage (cf. Genequand 1986: 102). But, according
to Bouyges’ apparatus, the corruption by no means affects the whole sentence, and so we are not per-
mitted to call into question the authenticity of the whole sentence. Still, Fr. 13b should not undermine
our interpretation of Fr. 12. After all, it is quite conceivable that the Metaphysics quotation in the later
passage in Averroes was corrupted such that it adopted Alexander’s suggestion (cf. Martin 1984: 119 n.
12). What clearly speaks in favor of questioning the reliability of the quote of our line (1070a18-19) in
Fr.13b is that the line is irrelevant in this part of the commentary, which is instead concerned with lines
1070a19-20. In Fr. 12, by contrast, Alexander clearly marks his emendation as his own suggestion for
improving the text. Furthermore, Alexander usually says quite directly when he knows of a preferable
reading from another manuscript (see Fr. 4b and 12; and section 3.6, p. 91).

% Apart from the five passages analyzed here, the following three seem possible or likely candidates
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These traces of contamination of w* by Alexander’s commentary make it pos-
sible to date w*® more precisely than ever before. Thus far we have been able to
determine AD 400 as the terminus ante quem of @*¥’s spilt into the two branches
a and B and hence the ferminus ante quem for w*.”” Now we can even provide a
terminus post quem for w*. This terminus is set by Alexander’s commentary on
the Metaphysics or, more precisely, its rise to fame.” Taking AD 225 as the starting
point of the circulation of Alexander’s commentary and dating the emergence of
the B-version to no later than the second half of the fourth century AD, we can now
date w*® to the period between AD 225 and 400.

How can we explain the contamination of w* by Alexander’s comments? We
can assume that Alexander’s commentary, because of its comprehensive (and
from the perspective of later generations rather orthodox)® account of Aristot-
le’s text, quickly became the standard commentary for teaching and studying the
Metaphysics. On this basis it seems reasonable to assume that w* goes back to an
exemplar in which a teacher or student marked down some of Alexander’s re-
marks and suggestions. From there they found their way into the text itself.

Most of the aforementioned changes to @* on the basis of Alexander’s com-
mentary (5.1.1-4) can be attributed to mechanical or accidental incorporations of
marginal notes into the body of the Metaphysics text. In the case of the last case
study (5.1.5), however, one might suppose that someone had deliberately adopted
Alexander’s emendation into the text because he thought it would make the sen-
tence clearer.

The conclusion to be drawn from the analysis in 5.1.1-5 is that, contrary to what
the current state of research suggests, the influence of Alexander’s commentary
on the text of Aristotle’s Metaphysics is not confined to the B-version of book A,
but rather extends further back in time to w* and indeed covers all parts of the
Metaphysics text to which Alexander’s extant commentary refers.

for further examples of contamination of w*® by Alexander’s comments: A 5, 986a3: elvat dplOpOV WAt
(AL©39.23-24), Al 39.24 81071 €€ ApOU®VY Kai kot dpBUOV Kal dppoviay : dppoviav elvat kai apBpdy
(cf. also ALP 40.23-24) 0. — A 8, 988b26: Tepl yevéoews wr (Al 64.26-27: 10 88 kal mepl yevéoewg
avti 10D Kai yevéoews kol ¢Bopdg, ...), cf. Ph. B 7, 198a31-35 : mepl yevéoews kol ¢Bopag w®. - T 2,
1004a12: | <yap> anmA@¢ Aéyopev wAt (AL 253.1-2), ALP 253.3-7 1) ... ydp amAdg Aéyovoa ... AmAdg
Aeyopévn ... : 1} amh@g Aeyopévn B : fj 1 amhdg Aeyopévn a.

97Cf. 1. Primavesi 2012b: 457-58 confirms this date by drawing from observations made by v. Christ
(1886a: VII), Jaeger (1912: 181) and Alexandru (2000) on the catchwords preserved by the f-manuscripts.

*Primavesi 2012b: 457-58 also speaks of Alexander’s commentary as terminus post quem for the
split into a and B. This rests on the assumption that the revision process undergone by the B-version
coincides with @*F’s spilt into a and p. This assumption is not warranted; it is by no means necessary for
the B-revision to have occurred historically at the same time as the (perhaps completely mechanical)
copying of @ into further manuscripts, two of which became what we reconstruct as a and p. (cf.
sections 1 and 5.2 above).
9Cf. Fazzo 2004: 6-7.
100primavesi 2012b: 457-58.
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5.2 CONTAMINATION OF f BY ALEXANDER’S
COMMENTS

Frede/Patzig 1988 suggest that the majority of the divergences between the a- and
the B-version in book Z can be attributed to a revision of the B-text; Primave-
si 2012 argues that the same goes for book A.” In the course of this revision,
the wording in the B-text was regularly modified in order to make it clearer, for
instance, by filling out dense phrases.””” While Frede/Patzig arrived at this view
by comparing the a- and the p-readings, Primavesi corroborates this claim by
evaluating two witnesses that go beyond a and . These witnesses are the doublet
in M 4-5 for the section of A 9,'” and Alexander’s commentary for the whole of

book A."* Concerning Alexander’s commentary, Primavesi demonstrates that the
B-text of book A contains traces of Alexander’s comments on the text.'”” Primavesi
connects this observation with the revision thesis and concludes that the -reviser
used Alexander’s commentary as a source of inspiration for his changes in the
Metaphysics text.'®

1"'Erede/Patzig 1988: 14-17 and Primavesi 2012b: 409; 457-58.

12Frede/Patzig 1988: 14: “Wir haben bei der Uberpriifung vieler Stellen den Eindruck gewonnen,
daf3 A® in vielen Fillen einen glatteren Text als EJ bietet. Dieser Befund scheint jedoch in charakter-
istischen Fillen auf regulierende Eingriffe in den aristotelischen Text zuriickzugehen. Diese Eingriffe
sind nur verstandlich, wenn man voraussetzt, dafy die Urheber der Tradition , moglicherweise die
Editoren jener vermuteten antiken Textausgabe, in manchen Fallen eine fiir Aristoteles charakteris-
tische, aber etwas ungewohnliche Ausdrucksweise nicht verstanden haben und daher meinten, der
Text miisse entsprechend verdndert werden.” Primavesi 2012b: 439: “So far, the hypothesis by Frede &
Patzig, our starting point, has been corroborated to a remarkable degree. Book A has supplied ample
evidence for the following rules of thumb: whenever the wording of a passage transmitted by both a
and P diverges between a and f in a way which is obviously due to conscious intervention, the change
is most likely to have been produced by the p-reviser....”

103 A's Primavesi 2012b: 41220 shows, the first person plural forms in the context of the critique of
Forms in A 9 have been exchanged in p with third person (plural or singular) forms, with the result
that book A was brought into conformity with book M.

1"Frede/Patzig could not have used these witnesses, since Alexander’s commentary on book Z is
not extant, nor is there a doublet of book Z in any other part of Aristotle’s works.

1% Primavesi 2012b: 424-39. Text 7 (pp. 424-28) is a clear example of a p-reading that incorporates
Alexander’s comments into the Metaphysics text. Texts 10-12 (pp. 434-36) are possible, but less secure
adoptions of f from Alexander’s commentary, since the reading of w** cannot be reconstructed apart
from the paraphrase on which p is supposed to have based its revision. In other words, it cannot be
ruled out that the paraphrase in Alexander simply represents what he read in w*" and its agreement
with B points to the older reading, which was given in w*. Regarding text 12 (990a33-990b2), Alexan-
der’s lemma (76.6) suggests that he found the p-reading in his text. In the case of text 14 (pp. 437-39),
it seems more reasonable to understand the a-reading as a later interpolation, both p and w*" then
preserving the correct reading (cf. 4.3.1), than to assume that the B-reviser deleted the (quite fitting and
innocuous) addition on the basis of the evidence in Alexander’s commentary.

1%Primavesi 2012b: 457: “The B-reviser’s main source of inspiration for his dealings with the com-
mon text was Alexander’s commentary.”
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In the following, I will analyze six new cases that indicate that Alexander’s
commentary influenced the B-text. In five of the six cases the passages in question
come from a book other than book A."” This points to the conclusion that the con-
tamination of the p-text by Alexander, which Primavesi discovered for book A%
is in fact not restricted to this book. Whether these cases of contamination should
all be attributed to one specific revision process that the p-version underwent,
or whether they should rather be seen as traces of an influence that Alexander’s
commentary exerted over a longer period of time, are questions that I will only
touch upon.'”

5.2.1 Alex. In Metaph. 421.7-15 on Arist. Metaph. A 23,1023al7-21

In the 23™ chapter of book A, a book that can be described as an encyclopedia of
philosophically relevant terms, Aristotle examines the term &xetv, meaning “to
have,” “to hold.” Having discussed €yetv in respect to the meanings “to treat a
thing according to one’s own nature or impulse” (1023a8-11), “to be a recipient of
something” (1023a11-13), and “to contain” (1023a13-17), Aristotle considers as a
fourth option “to prevent something from moving or acting according to its own
impulse.”

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 23,1023al7-21

£T1 TO KWADOV Katd THV adtod [18] Opuriv Tt kiveioBat fj mpdttey Exetv Aéyetau
0010 AvTH, [19] olov Kkai oi kioveg T& Emikeipeva Papn, kai @G oi montai [20] TOV
ATAavTa TOLODOL TOV 00pavOV EXELV WG CLUTECOVT Av [21] &ml TV iV, domep Kkal
TOV PUOLOAGYWV TIVEG pACLY’

That which hinders a thing from moving or acting according to its own impulse is
said to hold it, as pillars hold the incumbent weights, and as the poets make Atlas

7The case from book A that I discuss is not mentioned by Primavesi 2012b as a case that displays
Alexander’s influence on B. Apart from my six cases and the cases in Primavesi 2012b: 424-35, there
are more passages in  where contamination by Alexander is possible or likely (see, for instance, a
2, 994bs: AL 159.10 and ALP 157.33; T 2, 1003b21: Al 245.20-21, ALP 245.24-25 and AL® 251.5). I chose
the six cases because they offer secure evidence for the readings in «, B, and w*" and Alexander’s in-
terpretation. That is to say, (i) the difference between a and P is substantive enough, (ii) the reading
of w*" can be reconstructed according to my rule of thumb stated on p. 57, and (iii) Alexander’s own
contribution to the passage is idiosyncratic enough (cf. 1). Apart from the cases discussed in Primavesi
2012b or mentioned in the present study, one may think that there are more passages in the B-version
of the Metaphysics where the agreement between p and Alexander’s comments may be due to the con-
tamination of B by Alexander, but which I have either overlooked or which cannot be identified simply
because we cannot reconstruct the reading in w*" as a touchstone and thus cannot determine the
causal relation of the agreement between the B-reading and the evidence in Alexander’s commentary.

8Cf. Primavesi 2012b: 457 n. 165.

1Whether or not the p-text of the rest of the Metaphysics, that is apart from book A and Z, shows
clear traces of a revision process can only be determined through a study of the complete B-text itself,
something that clearly lies beyond the scope my the present study.
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hold the heavens, implying that otherwise they would collapse on the earth, as some
of the natural philosophers also say.

18 avt6 a edd. : tadta B || 20 TOV drhavta Tolovot a edd. : olovow dthavta B || 21 kai B
edd. : om. a || paciv a Ascl? 348.32-34 Ar" (Scotus) edd. : gaciv. &thag §” odpavov evpbv Exe
KpatepiG U1 avaykng P ex Al 421.11-12

Here Aristotle discusses the fourth meaning of €xelv, which is “to hold back and
keep something from moving according to its own impulse.” He illustrates this
sense of &xetv with two examples: firstly, columns hold the weight of the part of
the building that is resting upon them and thereby hinder its downward motion.
Secondly, poets use the verb €yetv to describe the task of the mythical figure Atlas,
who holds up the heavens with his hands and thereby prevents them from falling
down onto the earth."” Aristotle adds that the idea of an active power, which hin-
ders the heavens from collapsing, is not restricted to the realm of poetry. Some
natural philosophers, whom he does not name, share this idea. Such, in any case,
is the text according to the a-version."

In the B-version, the word @aoiv (a21) is directly followed by a verse from Hes-
iod’s Theogony about Atlas: AtAag 8’ ovpavov evpdv Exel kpatepiiq U’ dvaykng
(Theogony 517). This verse fits remarkably well with Aristotle’s description of At-
las, so well in fact that we may even assume that Aristotle had exactly this verse
in mind when he described Atlas in our passage: ol moutai T0ov AtAavta notodot
TOV 00pavov Exewv (a19-20).2 Thus the crucial question is: did Aristotle actually
quote here the verse he had in mind? That he wrote down the verse verbatim is
an unlikely scenario given that he had already paraphrased the verse’s content in
lines a19-21. This makes a quotation of the verse superfluous.

Additionally, the verse following the verb gaoiv in the B-text (a21) appears
ill-fitting, for the subject of the form gaoiv (“they say”) is no longer the poets (oi
nowmntai) but the natural philosophers (T@v gualoAdywv TIvég), a group that does

10 Aristotle refers in two other works to Atlas and the cosmological idea connected with this figure.
In these passages, too, Aristotle does not support his reference to Atlas with a verse quotation from a
mythical story. He seems to take for granted that his readers are familiar with the verses he is alluding
to. In MA 3, 699a27-bii, he criticizes the idea of an Atlas who moves the universe without an external
unmoved point. See Nussbaum 1978: 300-304. In Cael. B 1, 284a18-26, Aristotle criticizes, as he does
in our passage, the assumption implied in the figure of Atlas, namely, that there is a force which acts
upon the universe and on which the universe ultimately depends (Cael. B 1, 284a18-20: olte katd TOV
T@OV taha@v uobov doAnmréov Exety, of aoty ATAavtog Tivog adtd mpoodeichat Thv cwtnpiav.../
“we must not believe the old tale which says that the world needs some Atlas to keep it safe... ”). In the
Cael. passage, as here in A 23, the critique of the idea of Atlas is combined with criticism of a presocra-
tic thinker, whom Aristotle this time even calls by name: Empedocles (see also below).

M Asclepius’s paraphrase (348.30-34) agrees with the a-text. As far as the sentence in 1023a20-21 is
concerned, the Arabic tradition, too, agrees with the a-reading.

2Cf. the description of Atlas in the first book of the Odyssey: a 53b—54: £xet 8¢ Te kiovag adTog /
pakpdg, ai yaidv te kai ovpavov augig éxovot. Other differences aside, Homer agrees with Hesiod in
using the verb €xewv to describe what Atlas is doing.
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not include Hesiod." Even if we consider the possibility that Aristotle had insert-
ed the verse into the text at a position other than the one it occupies in the p-text,
we still run into problems. It is equally impossible from a syntactic standpoint to
connect the verse with the verb motodot (sc. tovAthavta ... €xewv) in line a20, the
subject of which are the poets. Therefore, the verse addition, which is transmitted
by the B-version only, should be deleted as a later interpolation into the text."

If the verse is an interpolation, how might it have come into the B-text? Alex-
ander’s commentary gives us a clue. He writes:

Alexander, In Metaph. 421.7-15 Hayduck

£xev Aéyetal kol T& kw-[8]AVOVTA TIval KaTd TNV adT®V OpunV fj @UOLV TTPATTELY
T fj KiveioBar obTwg [9] oi kioveg Exelv Aéyovtan Ta émikeipeva avTols, AvEXOVTEG
avTd Kol Kw-[10]A0ovTeg katd TNV adT@V QUOLY Pépecbat KaTw. oVTwG Kol TOV
‘Athavta [11] oi o Tal TOV 00pavov Exety Aéyovoty “Athag § odpavov edpLv Exel
[12] kpaTepiig O &VAYKNG™* WG Yip CLUTEGOVHEVOL ML TNV YRV KaTd TNV [13] adToDd
@UOLY, £l pn) €xorto kal dvéxolto T adTOD. OVTW Kal TOV PUOL-[14]k®V Goot Sid THV
Sivnv pévery 1OV KOGHOV AEYouot Kal | ovuminTeLy, [15] Aéyotev &v adTOV VIO Tiig
Sivng Exeobar

Things are also said ‘to hold’ if they prevent a thing from doing something or from
moving according to its own impulse or nature; thus pillars are said to hold the
parts resting on top of them, since they hold these parts up and prevent them from
tumbling down according to their own nature. So too the poets say that Atlas holds
the heavens: But Atlas, under strong compulsion, holds up the wide heavens, as if
the [whole] heaven would, according to its own nature, collapse onto the earth if it
were not held, i.e. held up, by him. And those natural philosophers who assert that
because of its whirling motion the earth remains [in position] and does not collapse
would also say that it is ‘held,” in this sense, by the vortex.

8 fj vowv] 1} gvotg A*<|| 11 €dpdv A P® : om. O || 12-13 kpatepfG ... uij A O : @oavel P || 12 éni
AP<S : 0110 O || 15 Méyotev P® LF S: Aéyot A O

Alexander paraphrases Aristotle’s words, following them closely. However, his
paraphrase includes the verse from Hesiod’s Theogony, which Aristotle, we are led
to believe, must have had in mind and which, we find, is a later interpolation into
the B-text. In Alexander’s commentary the verse quotation squares well with the
rest of Alexander’s paraphrase. Alexander does not use Aristotle’s expression (ot
nomTal ... motodol, a19—20) to describe what the poets are doing. He rather uses
a saying verb to introduce the verse as the contents of what is said (ot momntai ...

BIn Metaph. B 4, 1000a9-10 Aristotle explicitly includes Hesiod among the group of theologoi.
Further, Aristotle’s treatment of Hesiod in A 4, 984b23 and A 8, 989a10 does not at all imply that he
classes him with the natural philosophers. Finally, Alexander (see below) indicates clearly that accord-
ing to the ancient understanding Hesiod belongs on the side of the poets.

"The words are already classified as a later addition in Christ 1853: 22. Since Bekker, editors have
been treating the verse as an interpolation.
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Aéyovorv: [verse quotation]). The fact that the verse blends in naturally with Al-
exander’s comments, while it fits clumsily at best in the p-text of the Metaphysics,
strongly suggests that the verse was not taken from Aristotle’s text by Alexander,
but rather found its way from Alexander’s commentary into the p-text.

Notice that in this commentary passage Alexander supplements Aristotle’s
sparse information with additional data. This holds for both the Hesiod quota-
tion and the extra information Alexander provides about the presocratic teaching.
When Aristotle refers to some guololdyot who also believe in the existence of a
force that prevents the earth from collapsing, Alexander infers, probably on the
basis of De caelo B 1 (284a18-26)," that Aristotle here has in mind Empedocles,
whose whirl (8ivn) holds the earth in the middle position by centripetal force."s In
De caelo B 1, Aristotle in the same breath speaks about the mythical conception of
an Atlas holding the heavens and explicitly mentions Empedocles’ theory of the
whirl (8tvn)."” We see that Alexander here supplements Aristotle’s Metaphysics
text with explications, examples, and further material from other sources. This
type of commentatory initiative on Alexander’s part fits with my suspicion that he
did not find the Hesiodic verse in w*!, but added it himself to illustrate Aristotle’s
argument."®

Jaeger writes in his apparatus criticus regarding the verse in question: affert AP
unde sumpsit A®. He, too, believes that the p-reading goes back to an adaptation
based on Alexander’s commentary. But for Jaeger the influence of Alexander’s

commentary on the Metaphysics text is restricted to manuscript A®. New colla-

tions of the Metaphysics manuscripts'® now show that the verse appears in the

B-manuscript M (Ambros. F 113 sup.) as well, which is independent of A®, thus
making the verse a feature of the hyparchetype p. Although Jaeger recognized A®

5Cael. B 1, 284a18-26: Aémep obte Katd TOV TOV Tahaud@v pbbov doknmréov Exetv, of gacty
AThavtdg TIvog avtd mpoadeiobat Ty cwtnpiav- ... obte 81y TodTOV TOV TPOTOV DIOANTITEOV, OVTE
S v divnowy BdtTovog Tuyxdvovta @opdc Tig oikeiag pomiig €Tt owlecBar TocodTOV XpOVOV,
kabdmep EumedorkAig enotv. / “Hence we must not believe the old tale which says that the world
needs some Atlas to keep it safe ... . We must no more believe that than follow Empedocles when he
says that the world, by being whirled round, received a movement quick enough to overpower its own
downward tendency, and thus has been kept from destruction all this time” (transl. by Stocks). See
also Perilli 1996: 56-58.

16See Empedocles, DK 31 A 67; Arist. Cael. B 13,295a16-21: “Others [say], with Empedocles, that
the motion of the heavens, moving about it at a higher speed, prevents movement of the earth, as the
water in a cup, when the cup is given a circular motion, though it is often underneath the bronze, is
for the same reason prevented from moving with the downward movement which is natural to it (my
emphasis).” See also DK 31 B 35.4.

Cf. Nussbaum 1978: 300-301. Also Simplicius (374.25-31 Heiberg), drawing from Alexander’s
now lost commentary on De caelo, quotes Hesiod’s verse about Atlas together with a verse on Atlas
from the Odyssey (both verses are ascribed to Homer).

"8 Additionally one might expect that Alexander, had he found the verse in the Aristotelian text as
we find it in the B-version, would have commented on the suspicious position of the verse.

YConducted by Pantelis Golitsis and Ingo Steinl (Aristoteles-Archiv, Berlin).
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as a representative of an independent family,”™ he did not realize that this ver-
sion of the Metaphysics has been influenced by Alexander’s commentary and that
therefore Alexander could not have used this family, as he wants to claim."

The fact that the verse in the p-text does not fit well suggests that it was first
written for illustrative purposes in the margin of the text and only later and per-
haps accidentally incorporated into the body of the text. If one wants to ascribe
the presence of the verse to a p-reviser, then one has to assume that something
went wrong during the revision process,'” resulting in the clumsy positioning of
the verse in the text.

5.2.2 Alex. In Metaph. 285.32-36; 286.2-6 on Arist. Metaph. T 4,
1007a20-23

InT 3,1005b17-23, Aristotle introduces the principle of non-contradiction, which
prohibits a thing from being both F and not F at the same time, as the most secure
of all principles. Aristotle engages with the deniers of this principle (I' 4,1005b35-
1006as5) by pointing out that the principle of non-contradiction neither requires
proof nor can, in fact, be proved (1006as5-11). However, its validity can be demon-
strated negatively by refuting its denial (dmodeifou é\eykTikdg) (1006a11-15).%
Later in chapter 4, Aristotle shows that several absurdities follow from the denial
of the principle. In T 4, 1007a20-23, he shows that those who say that something
is simultaneously both a man and not a man do away with substance (ovoia) and
essence (10 Ti nv eivaw)** (I 4, 1007a20-23). The ovoia determines the essence of
a thing, i.e. what it is. To be essentially a man means to be what it is for a man to
be; to be essentially a man precludes the possibility of not being a man or of being
a non-man.'”” This entails that it is impossible to say of a thing that it both is and
is not a man.””® When the opponents of the principle of non-contradiction claim
that this is nevertheless possible, they turn all things into accidents. To say that

27aeger builds on the discovery made by Christ 1886 that A® contain reclamantes at the end of
certain books and therefore go back to an ancient papyrus-edition (Jaeger 1912: 181). See 1.

aeger 1957: x-xii.

122 As we learn from Primavesi’s first example (2012b: 424-28), a passage that underwent revision is
likely to show signs of unintended collateral damage.

1B8ee Kirwan 1971: 90-92 and Rapp 1993.

1241 translate the Aristotelian formula 10 Ti fjv elvat as “essence.” The more literal rendering, “what
it is to be” (as translated by Kirwan), points to the original gist of the expression, but is impractical for
my purpose. On the equation of the i fjv elvat with the essence and definition of a thing see Metaph. A
18, 1022a24-27: ®0TE Kol TO KB’ adTO TOAaX@G &vaykn Aéyeabat. Ev pév yap kab’ adtod o Ti fv elvau
£kdoTw, olov 6 KaAhiag kaf’ adtov Kaiiag kai to i fjv eivaw Kalhiq; Metaph. Z 4, 1029b14: 611 éoTi
70 Ti fjv elvat ékdoTtov 6 Aéyetat kal avtod; 1030a3: Gmep ydp Ti 0Tt TO Ti v elvat.

1See Weidemann 1980 and Kirwan 1971: 100-101, who refer to Aristotle’s theory of predication
in APo A 22, 83a24-32.
126Cf. the following lines T 4, 1007a23-31.
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something is essentially a man and not a man is to argue that being a man is a
mere accident and so does not constitute the essential being of the thing of which
it is predicated.””

In the following I focus on the opening lines of the argument, 1007a20-23, and
compare the three (directly and indirectly transmitted) versions w*%, a, and f with
respect to those lines. The readings in a and  are represented in the manuscripts,
but the reading of w*" has to be reconstructed from Alexander’s comments on the

passage.””®

Aristotle, Metaphysics T 4,1007a20-23

[w*]

6hwg & avatpodoly oi TodTo Aé-[21]yovTeg odoiav kai TO Ti RV elvar. Tavta yap
avaykn ovp-[22]Befnrévarl @aoketv adToic, kai 1O dmep avBpdnw elvar fj [23] {Dw
elvae Ti fv elvan pi eivae.

And in general those who say this do away with substance and essence. For they
must say that all things are accidents, and that to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-
man or an animal is not an essence.

[a-text]

6Awg & avatpodoy oi TodTo Aé-[21]yovTeg ovoiav kai TO Ti |V elvar mdvta yap
avaykn ovp-[22]BePnréval @dokety adToic, kol TO dmep dvBpdnw elvar fj [23] {Dw
elval pi eivau.

And in general those who say this do away with substance and essence. For they
must say that all things are accidents, and that there is no such thing as to-be-pre-
cisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man or an animal.

[B-text]

B\wg 8’ dvatpodoty oi TodTo Aé-[21]yovteg odoiav kai TO Ti fjv eivau pi eivar. Tévta
yap &vaykn ovp-[22]Bepnrévat dokety avtoig, kai O dmep dvBpdmw elvar fj [23]
{dw elvae piy elvar Ti R eivai Tivo.

And in general those who say this do away with substance and the not-to-be-an-es-
sence. For they must say that all things are accidents, and that to-be-precisely-what-
it-is-to-be-a-man or an animal is not the essence of anything.

21 elval @Al (ALl 285.2 Al 285.11-12) a Ar" (Scotus) edd. : eivau pfy elvat B || 22-23 § ... elvaw
(tert.) om. E || 23 ti fv elvar pn elvan @At (AL€ 286.3) Bonitz : pn elvat a Ar* (Scotus) Bekker
Schwegler Christ Ross Jaeger Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : ufj eivat ti fjv elvai tivog f (ex
AlP286.33-34) || u7 ... elvau] om. V¢

7 Weidemann 1980: 78-79. Cf. also Kirwan 1971: 100-101 with a different view on the argument.

2This was already done by Bonitz, who even follows the reading of w*" in his edition of the Meta-
Pphysics. Since the reconstruction is fairly complex, and Bonitz does not mention it in his commentary
on the passage (1849: 193-94), and since I will draw important consequences from it, extensive com-
ments on the reconstruction of w*" will be necessary.
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Before comparing the three versions with regard to their origin and value, I will
justify the reconstruction of the reading in w*" which is given above.”” The first
sentence (6Awg ... TO Ti Nv elvat. a20-21) is quoted in the lemma (285.1-2) and
agrees with the a-reading (see above). In the course of his comments Alexan-
der returns to this sentence and cites its concluding phrase (285.11-12): einav
yap dvatpodarv ovoiav, moiav odoiav édlwoe mpoabeig kal T i Av elval
(“Having said ‘they do away with substance,” he makes clear what kind of sub-
stance he means by adding ‘that is, essence’”). Lemma and citation thus testify that
the reading of the first sentence in w*" is identical with the reading in a.

The reconstruction of the reading in the second sentence (mdvta ... pn eivat.
[a] / évta ... pny etvon Ti Ay elvai Tivog [P, a21-23) in w*t is more complicated.”*
In 285.21-31 Alexander recapitulates Aristotle’s argument that the deniers of the
principle of non-contradiction do away with substance and essence:

Alexander, In Metaph. 285.32-36 Hayduck

einwv S¢ kai 10 Omep avOpdnw elvat fij {dw ovkéTt mpooédnke 10 [33] dvaupodotv
AV yap mpoetpnuévov kol keiplevov' mpoeine ydp SAwg 8¢ [34] avatpodoiy ol
To0TO MéyovTeg. T0 8¢ Ti fv elvar un elvat évde-[35]éotepov éxerv So&er Aeimel
yap adT@® 6 ‘kai’ ouvdeopog, tva fj ‘kai T Ti [36] Av elvan pn elvar,” TovtéoTt Kai TOV
OpLopdV Wi elva.

Having said “and to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man or an animal” he does not
add ‘they do away with [it],” for this has already been said and posited; for he has
already said “in general those who say this do away with.” The phrase [a23] “that ...
essence is not” will seem to be incomplete; for it is missing the conjunction “and,”
so as to read “and that the essence does not exist,” that is, and that the definition
does not exist.

328¢ P* S:om. A O || 33 xai keipevov AP* S:om. O || 35 a0t® A P* S: o160 O

Alexander is dissatisfied with the second sentence he finds in his text (a21-23). As
his quotation of the phrase i fjv elvau pn) eivat (285.34) shows,” w*- had: ndvta
yap &véykn ovpfepnrévar paokely avtoig, kai 1o dmep avOpwmnw eival fj (Yw eivat
Ti v elvae pr) eivan (“For they must say that all things are accidents, and that to-
be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man or an animal is not an essence”). The cause

2Madigan’s reconstruction (Madigan 1993: 162 n. 478) of Alexander’s reading as well as Alex-
ander’s remarks on how to understand it are confused. First, Alexander (286.3) does read elvau after
{@dw (a23). Second, Alexander’s first proposal for how to tackle this passage does not aim at making
the second sentence grammatically dependent on the first (see below). Third, Alexander does propose
his second interpretation as a reformulation of the Aristotelian sentence; he certainly had not already
encountered this interpretation as a variant reading (see below; for Alexander’s labeling of variant
readings see 3.6).

9Bonitz 1848 app. crit. ad loc.

BThis divergence from the text of the direct transmission is confirmed by another quotation in
286.3.
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of Alexander’s dissatisfaction seems to be the phrase “that to-be-precisely-what-
it-is-to-be-a-man or an animal is not an essence.” Perhaps this appeared odd to
him because in the previous sentence Aristotle had just said that the opponents do
away with essence, a concept which would seem to encompass what-it-is-to-be-
a-man. In other words, as far as Alexander was concerned, the second sentence
failed to observe the rule stated in the first sentence.”* This is probably why Alex-
ander’s first attempt to fix the problem includes a reminder of the first sentence
and a repetition of the fact that Aristotle had already said that they do away with
essence (mpoeine yap 6Awg 6¢ avatpodotv, 285.33-34). Alexander holds that
this result is also implied in the second sentence, even though Aristotle does not
state it explicitly (ovkétt mpooédnke 16 avaipodoty, 285.32-33).

Alexander’s second attempt to cope with the seemingly unsatisfactory predica-
tive Ti v elvau entails adding the conjunction kai. Alexander suggests that by add-
ing xai the phrase ti v eivai becomes a subject in its own right, standing beside
the other subjects 10 8mep avBpwnw elvan and [10] {@Ww elvan (285.35-36). The ne-
gation i) elvat then applies to all three subjects:* “and that to-be-precisely-what-
it-is-to-be-a-man or to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-an-animal and essence do
not exist.” This solution would remedy Alexander’s dissatisfaction regarding the
missing negation of being a man and being an animal. Yet it does not completely
satisfy him. He therefore makes a third proposal (SVvatat ... 286.2), this time
reformulating Aristotle’s sentence in order to express the intended meaning more
clearly.

Alexander, In Metaph. 286.2-6 Hayduck

Suvatat [3] kal 10 dmep dvBpwmw fj (Do elval ti Av elval pi elvar eipioba
[4] &vTiTOD 10 Smep avBpdnw elvar fj {dw elvar pn elvar ti fv elvai Tivog, [5] TovtéoTt
un év tj ovoiq undt év 1@ ti ¢oTt katnyopeiobat, g eipfobat [6] TO Ti AV elvar avti
Tod Tl éoTiv.

The phrase “and that to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man or an animal is not an
essence” may be said in place of ‘and that to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man or
an animal is not the essence of anything,’ that is, is not predicated in the category of
substance or what it is essentially, ‘essence’ being used in place of what a thing is.

47100 10 A O : ToD P®

Alexander’s third solution for dealing with the sentence is not so much a con-
jecture imposed on the Aristotelian text as it is a new formulation, suggested by
a commentator and designed to facilitate the understanding of what Aristotle

B21f this is what Alexander’s dissatisfaction amounts to, then one can object to Alexander’s view
that the abolition of essence consists simply in turning all essences into accidents. Aristotle’s two
thoughts need not contradict each other.

33 This yields the following text in lines a22-23: “...xal 10 8mep &vOpwmw elvau §j {dw efvar kai Tt
AV elvat pn elvae.”
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means to say. Alexander quotes from w** (confirming our reconstruction) and
then replaces the sentence (&vti, 286.4) with an explicit reformulation.”* He in-
verts the order of the phrases ti v elvaw and i) eivau and adds the word tvég. By
placing the predicate (ur eivat) between the subject and predicative (ti fv efvau)
Alexander presents the latter in a new light. And by adding the indefinite tvog,
Alexander highlights his new understanding of the t{ fjv eivai: the opponents do
not do away with any features that the animals have, for example, being a man or
being an animal; rather, all they do is deny that these features constitute the es-
sence of these beings. The opponents cannot put the to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-
be-a-man under the category of essence or definition (286.5-6), but, as Aristotle
said in the first part of the second sentence, only in the category of accidents.”

Having reconstructed the reading of w** and reproduced the way in which Al-
exander understands and tries to clarify it, I now will turn to a comparison of the
three versions. Here, I deal separately with the section’s first sentence (1007a20-
21: SAwG ... €lvat,) and with the section’s second sentence (1007a21-23: mévta yap
... ). With respect to the first sentence, the w*'-text and the a-text agree. In these
two versions, the sentence ends in 1007a21 with 10 T fjv eivau (“essence”). The
B-version, by contrast, has the sentence end with 10 t{ v elvat pr) elvay, that is,
augmented by the words pi) eivat. This augmentation does not fit with the rest of
the sentence. In order to make sense of the words pr) eivat in the given syntax, one
has to understand them as part of an articular infinitive; but then the phrase 10
Ti v elvae pn etvad has to be taken as “the not-to-be-an-essence,” which results in
the implausible assertion that the deniers do away with substance as well as “to be
not-an-essence.” The ending of the first sentence as transmitted by the a-version
and confirmed by w*" is clearly preferable.

The second sentence concludes differently in all three versions. The w*"-text
and the a-text disagree in the following way: according to the a-version, the de-
niers of the principle of non-contradiction must say that all things are accidents
(a21-22) and that essences (ur| eivat, a23), such as to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-
be-a-man (10 8mep avBpwmw elvar)® and to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-an-an-
imal ([t0] {dw eivan), do not exist. By contrast, in the version of the w*'-text,
Aristotle asserts that the deniers must say that all things are accidents, and that
things like to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man or to-be-precisely-what-it-is-
to-be-an-animal are not essences (i f|v elvat un) elvat, a23).

Two arguments speak in favor of the authenticity of the w*'-version against

B4The formula “Svvata X eipfiocbat avti 108 Y” is used by Alexander in many other places in his
commentary. He applies it in order to introduce his own explanatory reformulation of Aristotle’s
thought. See also 5.1.2 and esp. p. 190.

B5For Alexander’s explication of Aristotle’s argument see also In Metaph. 285.2-31.

B6For the expression infinitive + dativus aristotelicus (cf. Bonitz 1870 s. v. “Dativus,” p. 166b38-39;
etvay, p. 221a341F;) and its relation to 10 i v eivau (cf. Bonitz 1870: 10 i Av ivay, p. 763b49ff) see Bas-
senge 1960 and also Weidemann 1980: 78-80.
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the a-version.”” From the perspective of the sentence as a whole, the a-reading
is unsatisfying: in the first part of the sentence (a21-22), Aristotle says that all
things (mavta, a21) are turned into accidents, while in the second part, he excludes
essences from the group of “all things.” That is to say, essences are not even acci-
dents but are not (anything) at all (ur| eivan). By contrast, the w*'-reading is much
to be preferred. For Aristotle would then be saying that the opponents turn all
things into accidents, thus making to-be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-a-man, or to-
be-precisely-what-it-is-to-be-an-animal, no longer essences (ti qv elvat pf) eivat)
but, as stated in the sentence’s first part, accidents. The second argument is paleo-
graphical. The genesis of the a-reading can be easily explained as originating from
the w*'-reading. Given the accumulation of the eivat infinitives in the present
passage, a saut du méme au méme could have easily happened in line a23 (etvau ti

What can be said about the second sentence as transmitted by the p-version?
Since the B-text shares the phrase ti qv eivau with the w*'-version (although they
are positioned differently in their respective texts,) one might be inclined to ad-
duce the B-reading as evidence for the authenticity of the w*!-reading against the
a-reading. However, this would leave f’s additional Tivdg unexplained. Having
explored Alexander’s commentary on the passage, we can explain the ending of
the sentence in P as an adoption of Alexander’s proposal for making the sentence
clearer. As we saw, Alexander proposed rephrasing the second sentence to t0 6mep

avBpwmnw eivat fj (o elvan pr) elvar i v elvai Tivog (286.4), thereby transposing
the words pny elvat and ti fjv eivar and adding tivdg (see above). This is precisely
what we find in the p-version. Since Alexander’s own suggested reformulation
matches the pB-version exactly, we can safely assume that someone revised the
phrase in the B-text according to Alexander’s words. Alexander’s clarification of
Aristotle’s expression became an emendation of the Metaphysics text.”*

71f the preference for the w*'-version rather than the a-version is justified, then this is another
example of w*" preserving the correct reading while our tradition had been corrupted (cf. 4.1). Among
the editors of the Metaphysics, Bonitz 1848 alone prefers the reading of w*". In Bonitz 1842: 166, fol-
lowing Bekker, he assumed the a-version to be correct. Yet, having edited Alexander’s commentary
in 1847, Bonitz then changed his mind about this passage. Unfortunately, in his commentary (1849:
193-94) he is silent about Alexander’s testimony and his treatment of it.

B8The risk of an error due to saut du méme au méme is obviously increased in this passage: in V¢
this error occurred in line a23: Instead of (the p-reading) {@w elvau pny eivae i fv elvai Tivog, V4 has
{dw elvat Tvog (see apparatus). E also seems to have suffered an error due to saut du méme au méme:
a22-23 elval §j {dw elvar Ti v elvan p) elvat (see apparatus).

We can only speculate about the text in § prior to this Alexander-based revision. Was the prior
version identical to the wording of w*" or of a? Put differently, what represents the older version,
w*" or a? For the first sentence, both read the same text. For the second sentence, the wording in w*"
appears to be the older one; we can explain the reading in a as the result of a saut du méme au meme,
and its content does not fit within the context as well as the reading in w*". But since we do not know
if the B-reading prior to the revision coincided with w*" or a, we cannot determine the reading of w®.
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What about the first sentence? According to the B-version, the first sentence
reads (a20-21): 6Awg §° dvapodoty oi TodTo Aéyovteg ovoiav kal TO Ti Av givat
un evai. As argued above, the meaning of this reading is unsatisfactory. But, once
again, an examination of Alexander’s commentary may allow us to explain how
this version came about. In 285.34 (see above), Alexander quotes in isolation the
phrase i Qv elvau ur| eivay, taking it from line a23 (!) in his copy of the Metaphys-
ics.0 Tt is exactly this phrase that we find as the ending of the first sentence, line
a21 (!), in the p-text. Thus one might wonder whether Alexander’s citation of line
a23 was misunderstood as a reference to line a21 of Aristotle’s text. This misun-
derstanding could have occasioned the wrong reading in the B-version. Someone
could have expanded the original reading in B, line a21, 16 Ti fjv elvat (preserved in
a and w*"), with the words ) elvat, mechanically following Alexander’s allegedly
alternative reading. This could explain why at the end of the first sentence (a21) in
the p-version, we find exactly the ending of the second sentence as given in w*"
(a23). Such confusion was made possible because w*" (in contrast to the a-ver-
sion) contains the words ti v elvat in line a23. Alexander’s isolated quotation of
these words + uf) elvau almost invites this error of association. What lends plausi-
bility to this explanation is the fact that we have already found a clear indication
that Alexander’s commentary influenced the wording in the B-text in respect to
the second sentence (a23). It happened once; it easily could have happened twice.

Still, one could raise an objection to the claim that the first sentence in p de-
rives from a misunderstood quotation of Alexander: it seems possible that the
wording of the second sentence (a22-23) in the B-version prior to its corruption
(possibly through Alexander’s commentary) was identical to w?*" (... xai 10 6mep
avBpam etvan i {dw elvar ti v etvou pr| elvar). The w*-reading would then have
been just this, and the error that occurred in the a-text (the dropping of i fjv elvat
due to saut du méme au méme) would have happened after the split. If that was
the case, then B’s corruption in the first sentence might have been caused not by a
(misguided) assimilation of Alexander’s commentary, but by a mechanical error
in which the ending of the second sentence ( ... Ti fjv elvat pr) elvay, a23, hypothet-
ically written in w**) was written incorrectly as the ending of the first sentence ( ...
10 Ti v elvau pn) elvay, a21, according to B). In this case, the corruption of the first
sentence in  would not be due to Alexander’s commentary but to the context of
the Metaphysics itself. But although the explanation of the corruption of the first
sentence in P that this objection presupposes is attractive in so far as it does not
depend on an external source (such as Alexander’s commentary), it is unattractive
in that it entails speculative assumptions about the date of the corruption of the
a-reading (the dropping of ti fjv eivat in a23) and the original reading in w*® (line

140That this is his point of reference is made clear in the second instance in which Alexander quotes
the phrase ti fjv elvau pn) elvat (285.34-35). There, Alexander’s remarks indicate the original context of
the phrase (285.35-36).
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a23). In the end, it seems reasonable to stick with the first explanation of the cor-
ruption in the first sentence and ascribe it, too, to Alexander’s influence on this
passage.

We can now state the following conclusion about the genesis of the three trans-
mitted versions of this Metaphysics passage: in w*" we find the original text. The
a-version agrees in the first sentence with the correct reading in w*%; in the second
sentence the words ti fv elvat have dropped out. This loss might have already
happened in the w*-version. The B-version shows traces of an adoption of words
from Alexander’s commentary. To begin with, we find at the end of the second
sentence the exact words of Alexander’s own suggested reformulation of the Meta-
physics text. Further, at the end of the first sentence, we can spot an error that is
explicable either as a misplaced quotation of the Metaphysics text stemming from
Alexander’s commentary or as a misplaced phrase stemming from what could
be supposed to have been the wording in the adjacent lines of the Metaphysics.
The first instance of contamination in B by Alexander does not tamper with the
meaning of the Metaphysics text, but merely follows Alexander’s clarification of
it. This alteration could be attributed to a reviser who consciously adopted Alex-
ander’s correction. In the second instance of contamination in , the mechanical
adjustment causes an error in the Metaphysics text. Although this instance allows
for aless certain reconstruction of its origin, we can say that it derives from an un-
intended adoption either from the commentary or the Metaphysics text. However,
since we can assume that someone reworked the B-version in this very passage'"
based on Alexander’s comments, it is quite reasonable to further assume that, in
the process of copying a phrase out of the commentary into the Metaphysics text,
a mistake occurred.'?

5.2.3 Alex. In Metaph. 262.37-263.5 on Arist. Metaph. T 2,1005a2-8

There is another passage in book I' (I 2, 1005a2-13) where the difference between
the p-reading and the a-reading suggests that the p-text has been influenced by
Alexander’s comments. In I 2, Aristotle defines “that which is” as something that
can be said in many ways (10 6¢ 6v Aéyetat pgv moAax@s..., 1003a33), but with
reference to one nature (... dA& 7POG &v kal piav TV @VGLY, 1003a33-34) or
one principle (ntpog piav apxnv, 1003b6). Accordingly, “that which is” is homon-
ymous not in a general, but in a specific sense: all things that are bear some mpog
gév-relation to ovola (kal ovY OpWVOHWG GAN" doTep Kal TO DYLEVOV dmav TTpog
Oylelav, 1003a34-35).

Aristotle’s standard example of such a mpog €v-relation is health: we use
the term “healthy” to refer to many different things that are related to health.

"For further traces of the B-revision making use of Alexander’s commentary in T 4 see 5.2.4.
42Cf. the case in Primavesi 2012b: 424—28.
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“Healthy” can be said of a certain way of living, a certain human being or a certain
complexion. The same is true of being and the things that are said to exist (oUtw
O¢ Kal 10 6V AMéyetat moAax®g pev AN’ dmav mpog piav dpyiv, 1003bs-6). Sub-
stances, as well as affections of substances and even things that are not, can all be
said to stand in relation to odoia (1003bs-10). In T 2, Aristotle uses this under-
standing of “that which is” to solve the first aporia of book B.

Before embarking on an analysis of the passage at the end of T 2, the passage
on which I will focus in the remainder of this chapter, it would be helpful to have
a closer look at the Aristotelian npog €v schema and its implications, specifically
with respect to the two concepts of homonymy and synonymy. At the beginning
of the Categories (Cat. 1, 1a1-4), Aristotle seems to understand “homonymous”
as applying to things that have the same name (8vopa kotvov), but different defi-
nitions (Adyog Tiig ovoiag €tepog).” This is to be distinguished from “synony-
mous,” he says, which applies to things whose name and definition are the same.
For instance, a human being and an ox are synonyms in so far as they are both
animals (Cat. 1, 126-10)."* Since synonymous things constitute a genus or species,
they are predicated with reference to one kind of thing: in Aristotle’s diction, they
are said ka@’ €v (according to one). The €v according to which synonymous things
are said is, then, a yévog or an €id0¢."* Accordingly, Alexander writes, regarding
the Aristotelian term ka8’ &v in his commentary on T 2, 1003b12-16 (243.31-32):
ka®’ &v pév Aeyopeva Aéyet Td ovvdvupa Kai V¢’ v Tt KOVOV TETAYHEVA YEVOG
(“By ‘things said in accordance with one thing’ he means the synonyms, things
ranged under some one common genus”).

By contrast, the definitions of those things that are related mpog €v are not
the same. A healthy diet and a healthy human being do not belong to one genus.
Things that are said npog €v (with reference to one) are not said ka0’ év (according
to one genus)."® Rather, the mpog év-relation determines a kind of homonymy."*

43 According to Shields (1999: 11), homonyms can generally be grouped in two classes: in the case
of “discrete homonymy” the definitions do not correspond at all, while in the case of “comprehensive
homonymy” the definitions do not overlap completely.

4The special group of paronymous things (Cat. 1, 1a12-15) can be left aside here. See, however,
note 14y.

">This does not exclude the possibility that Aristotle may speak of something “in reference to one”
or “according to one” in the abstract, that is without presupposing a specific yévog or idog.

YOCE. Metaph. Z 4,1030b2-3: 0082 yap latpikdv odpa kai Epyov kai okedog Aéyetat obTe Opwvipwg
olte ka®’ &v A& TTpog év.

“Ross 1924: 256 equates the Tpdg év-relation with the third class mentioned in the Categories:
napdvopa (Cat. 1, 1a12-15). Bonitz 1870: 514b is more cautious (incerta) about equating mpog €v and
napdvopa. Shields 1999: 103-27 offers a detailed analysis of this type of homonymy. See also Rapp
1992: 534-38 and Lewis 2004. Shields 1999 calls this type of homonymy “core-dependent homonymy.”
He says (106): “CDH2: x and y are homonymously in a core-dependent way F iff: (i) they have their
name in common, (ii) their definitions do not completely overlap, and (iii) there is a single source to
which they are related.” Cf. also 124-25.
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The definitions of the things are not the same, but the things receive their names
in relation to one common reference point.

Aristotle uses the concept of mpog €v to answer the question whether “that
which is” belongs to one science. As all things that are called “healthy” belong to
one science, all things related mpog €v (1003b11-12) belong to one science. This is
by reason of the fact that “even these [things related mpog €v] in a sense are said
ka® &v” (kal yap tadta tpomov Tiva AMéyetan kab’ €v, 1003b14-15). Of course,
although we have seen that things that are ka8’ €v differ from things that are mpog
€v, both concepts equally bring those things related to one another through those
concepts under one science (1004a24-25).1

In the final part of I 2, Aristotle adduces a further argument'® to show that
“that which is” belongs, insofar as it is, to one science. This argument is based in
part on arguments that Aristotle developed in the course of chapter I' 2. There
is general consensus that “that which is” and substance consist of contraries.™
The principles of contraries are unity and plurality. Since contraries belong to
one science, their principles belong to one science as well.” Immediately after this
argument, Aristotle employs the ka0’ &v- / mpog €v-distinction in an additional
argument: even if what is said to be one is not said ka@” v, it is said mpog €v, and
therefore all that is said to be one belongs to one science anyway.

Aristotle, Metaphysics I 2,1005a2-8

@avepdV ovV Kal €k [3] ToOTwY &TL [dg EmoThung T0 dv 1) Ov Bewpioat. mavta yap
[4] §| évavtia 1} €€ évavtiov, dpxal 8¢ T@V évavtiov T &v [5] kai MAfiBog. Tadta 8¢
Hag €motnung, eite kad’ &v Néye-[6]tal eite pn, domep lowg €xel TANOEG. Spwg
el [7] kol moMax@¢ Aéyetat T €v, Tpdg 1O MpdTOV TN [8] AexOroetan kol T&
évavtia dpoiwg.

It is obvious then from these considerations too that it belongs to one science to
examine being qua being. For all things are either contraries or composed of con-
traries, and unity and plurality are the starting-points of all contraries. And these
belong to one science, regardless of whether they are or are not said according to
one common notion, as is probably true. Yet even if ‘one’ has several meanings, the
other meanings will be related to the primary"? meaning—and similarly in the case
of the contraries.

5 8¢ aedd. : 88 kol B || ka® &v a WAl (ALP 263.1-2) Ascl? 248,2 edd. : ka®’ &va B ex Al 263.2

8 Metaph. 1004a24-25: 00 yap el TOAax®G, £Tépag, AAN’ &l pfjte ka®’ &v urte mpog &v ol Adyot
avagépovral.

Cf. Kirwan 1971: 85: “apparently ad hominem.”

5 Metaph. 1004b29-31: T & Svta kai TV odoiav dpoloyodowv £ évavtiwy oxedov dmavreg
ovykeloBar mavteg yodv tag dpyxag évavtiag Aéyovotv. / “And nearly all thinkers agree that being
and substance are composed of contraries; at least, they all name contraries as their first principles.”

BICE. Metaph. 100429-26; 1004231-1004b4.

152That Aristotle does not use the usual term mpdg &v here is most likely due to the fact that in this
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ToUTEoTIV Eva AGyov Exovta || 6 £xet a Bonitz Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : kai £xet B : £xet
kod Bekker Christ Ross Jaeger || 7 Méyetat 10 &v a AL<263.9 edd. : 10 &v Méyetou p

My efforts here focus on the assessment of the phrase ka®” €v (1005a5) in the
a-text in comparison to ka®’ €va in the B-text. As I said above, the €év according
to which (ka®’) things are synonymous is the neuter yévog or €idog (cf. Alex.
243.31-32)." By contrast, the term mpog €v seems to be used more flexibly. We
should recall that at the beginning of I 2 Aristotle spoke of the mpog év-relation as
referring to one nature (mpog piav @Votv) or one principle (pog piav apxnv). It is
true that in the present chapter Aristotle is speaking of ka8’ €v, that is, of a €v that
refers to a neuter only. Yet there is a passage in the Eudemian Ethics in which Aris-
totle labels synonymous things with the term ka8’ éva Adyov. As the context in EE
shows, he uses the expression kaf” €va Adyov synonymously with the expression
ka’ &v eidoc.** Therefore, it would be wrong to decide against ka8’ €va here in the
Metaphysics solely because &va is not neuter.” The actual problem with the ka®’
éva reading is that the expressions ka0’ €v and npog év are abbreviations of kad’ &v
yévog Aéyetat and mpog €v yévog Aéyetal, and that whenever the concept of ka6’
év and mpog €v is expressed by the abbreviated formula they appear exclusively in
the neuter form. Thus, the phrase ka® éva without Aoyog or™® tpomog does not
occur in any other passage in the whole Aristotelian corpus in the sense of “(said)
according to one thing.”*” For this reason, the p-text, which in our passage reads
not ka®’ €v but kaf’ éva without a Aéyov, must be corrupt.

Is what we find in the B-text the result of a slip of the pen or does it derive from a
scholarly decision to emphazise that the &v, according to which unity and plurality are

said, is the A\6yoc?™® With this question in mind, let us turn to Alexander’s commentary:

case we are dealing with the mpog €v-relation of the One (£v). The £v, in reference to which all things
that are one are said is just the first €v, which Aristotle here calls o mp@Tov.

153 Aristotle only rarely states these nouns explicitly: e.g., Top. Z 10, 148233 &G cuvwVOpOL Kai kKad’
£v eldog; cf. also Top. A 7, 103217 101G ka®’ €V €ld0g OTWOODV (sc. TAOTOV) Aeyopévolg.

B4EE 1236b21-26: 10 pév odv gkelvwg povov Méyey tov gidov Pralecdar ta gouvépeva éoti, kal
napadofa Aéyewv dvaykaiov' kaf’ éva 8¢ Aéyov mdoag advvatov. Aeinetat Toivov obtwe, &t EoTt pév
WG povn <f> mpdtn @ihia, 0Tt 8¢ G Ao, 0VTE MG OUMVVHOL Kal MG ETuXOV EXovaat TIPOG EAVTAG,
obte kaB’ &v eidog, aANa pdAAov Ttpog év. / “To speak, then, of friendship in the primary sense only is to
do violence to the phenomena, and makes one assert paradoxes; but it is impossible for all friendships
to come under one definition. The only alternative left is that in a sense there is only one friendship, the
primary; but in a sense all kinds are friendship, not as possessing a common name accidentally without
being specifically related to one another, nor yet as falling under one species, but rather as in relation
to one and the same thing” (transl. by Solomon).

3In fact, it is the A6yog in the sense of definition, by way of which things are synonymous (Cat. 1, 1a7).

BSCf. Metaph. K 3,1060b33.

7In those passages where ka6’ va occurs without specification it means “one at a time, individu-
ally” (e.g. Mete. A 8, 346a6-7) or “firstly” (e.g. Top. E 2, 130a35-36).

¥That kaB’ &va in the B-text means “individually” (LS] s.v. katé B.IL3 of Numbers) can safely be
ruled out since the context of the whole chapter makes it clear that the expression ka8’ &v(a) refers
to synonyms.
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Alexander, In Metaph. 262.37-263.5 Hayduck

g 8¢ enotv [1] grothipung eivan v mept vog kai mABovg Bewpiav, dvte 1 TadTa
ka®’ [2] v Aeyopeva ékatepov avTdV, TOLTEOTLY Eva Adyov ExovTa Kal piav guoty
[3] kai w¢ yévn TV M@V T@V DT adTA KaTnyopovueva, dvte Kal pry o0twe [4] €xn
AN 1§} T@V TOA @G Aeyopévwv, domep mpoeipntal kai dAn0ég [5] éoTiv.

He says that the consideration of unity and plurality belongs to one science, regard-
less of whether each of these is said “according to one common notion,” i.e., they
have one definition and one nature, and they are predicated, as genera, of the other
things, the things that fall under them, or whether, on the contrary, they are among
things said in many ways, as has been said earlier and is true.

262.37-263.1 gnotv émotiung A O : émotipng enotv P || 1 tabta P> FS: ta0t¢ AOL || 2
Aeydpeva PP : heyopevov A O S || 4 kai A O P® S : e kai LF Ascl.

Alexander’s paraphrase follows Aristotle closely: the consideration of unity and
plurality falls under one science. This holds regardless of whether or not (in Aris-
totle eite ... elte pn, in Alexander dvte ) ... &vte kai ur)) everything that is one is
synonymous and said according to one (ka@’ €v). Because Alexander sticks close-
ly to Aristotle’s formulation (263.1-2), we can assume that Alexander’s text con-
tained the formula ka0’ €v, which is the a-reading, and not the formula ka0’ &va,
which is the B-reading.”® This assumption based on the paraphrase is confirmed
indirectly by an explanatory addition that Alexander makes to the Aristotelian
text in his commentary. Alexander explicates the meaning of Aristotle’s formu-
la ka®’ €v as follows (263.2-3): TovTéoTiv Eva AOyov €xovTa Kkai piov @uotv kai
O yévn T@V A wv T@V DU avtd katnyopovpeva. With this, Alexander specifies
what is meant by €v: a common definition (§va Adyov), one nature (piav guotv)
or a common genus (yévn).

In light of Alexander’s explanatory reformulation it seems plausible to hypo-
thesize that Alexander’s explanation of the word €v and the corrupt reading in
are related.” It looks as though the neuter €v in the B-text was changed to éva in
order to adjust it to the masculine Adéyog. But why would someone change &v to
éva without adding Adyov? Was the editorial intervention to be kept as slight as
possible? Or was it taken as self-evident that €va referred to Adyog? Assuming that
someone intended to note Alexander’s explanation down in the margins of the

%9The same can be said about the text that Asclepius used when writing his commentary. See his
paraphrase in In Metaph. 248.2. Concerning the Vorlage of the Arabic tradition, it seems more difficult
to make a secure judgment. Scotus writes: Et unius scientie est consideratio de istis, si dicuntur de uno
et si non dicuntur.

160 A5 an explanation of the B-reading which does not suppose influence by Alexander’s commen-
tary one could entertain the following hypothesis: in the original sequence ENAEI'ETAI the A was cor-
rupted into A due to the similarity between the two letters in majuscule script. In order to restore the
reading of AETETALI an additional A was added later on (resulting in the sequence ENAAETETAI).
(This hypothesis was brought to my attention by one of the anonymous referees).
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B-text and added (tovtéoTiv) Eva Adyov as a gloss, it is possible that éva was taken
as a variant to €v later on in the course of the transmission and so adopted into the
text. Another possibility is that someone indeed added &va Adyov to the B-text,
but that Adyov was omitted later on because of its similarity to Aéyetat. Indeed,
since the specifics of the adoption prove to remain obscure, the conclusion that
g€va in the B-text goes back to contamination by Alexander’s commentary should
be drawn less confidently than in the two previously discussed cases.

5.2.4 Alex. In Metaph. 144.15-145.8 on Arist. Metaph. a 1, 993b19-23

The first chapter of book a éAattov begins with general considerations regarding
the “investigation of the truth” (1) mept tfjg dAnOeiag Bewpia, 993a2930)."* Aristotle
also touches upon the question regarding the proper name for this philosophical
undertaking.

Aristotle, Metaphysics a 1, 993b19-23'

0pBg 8¢ kal TO Ka-[20]AeloBar TNV @locogiav EmoTAunv Tijg dAndeiag.
BewpnTikig [21] pev yap télog dAnBeta mpakTikiis §° €pyov: kal yap &v [22] T mdg
£xel OKOTIWOLY, OVK AiStov AAAA Tipd§ Tt Kal VOV [23] Bewpodoty of TpakTikol.

It is right also that philosophy should be called knowledge of the truth. For the end
of theoretical knowledge is truth, while that of practical knowledge is action (for
even if they consider how things are, practical men do not study what is eternal but
what is relative and in the present).

19 8¢ B AL' 144.15 Ascl! 118.17 edd. : 81 a | kod B AL 144.15 : Exel kai a Ascl! 118.17 edd. ||
19-20 kaleloBat B Al! 144.15 edd. : kahéoar a Ascl! 118.17 || 20 v @hocogiav ¢mothuny
¢ dAnBeiag a w*l (AL' 144.15-16 ALP 144.17-19) edd. : TV katd @hocogiav émoTApunV Tig
aAnOeiag Bewpnrikiy B Ar" fort. ex ALP 144.17-18 : TNV @thocogiav émotiuny tiig dAnbeiag
Bewpnrikiy <V J¢

My analysis will focus on the formulation v thocogiav émotipny tijg dAnBeiag
in line b2o. The B-version of this line differs in the following way from the a-ver-
sion printed above: v katd @hocogiav motiuny Tig dAndeiag BewpnTikiv.'
Before looking at how the P-reading is to be explained, some other textual dif-
ferences between a and f in lines big—20 call for attention. The first difference
concerns the beginning of the sentence. The a-text reads 6pBig 81 €xel kal 10
kaAéoal... (“It is then right to call...”), while the B-text reads 0pOd¢ 6¢ kai 10
kaAgioBat... (“Itis right that ... should be called”). Which of the two versions pre-
serves the original wording? The editors Bekker, Bonitz, Christ, Ross, and Jaeger

1ICE. Szlezak 1983: 233-36.

'2The information in the apparatus covers only lines 19-20, i.e. the lines that concern me at pres-
ent. On the reconstruction of lines 993b20-22 see 5.4.2.

' The Vorlage of the Arabic tradition apparently also read the B-text. Scotus translates: Et rectum
est vocare scientiam veritatis philosophie philosophiam speculativam.
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read a blending of a and B, taking 8¢ ... kaAeioOou from P and el from a: 6pBdG
8¢ £xet kal 10 kaheioOat. There are parallel passages in Aristotle’s writings for the
a-formulation 6pO@g ... et kal + infinitive'* as well as for the p-formulation
0p0@G ... kai + infinitive." I follow the B-reading in lines big—20 because, as we
will see further below, Alexander confirms the middle-passive infinitive present
of the B-text'® (kakeioBar) in his lemma'®” as well as in his paraphrase (kaleita,
144.18; kaheioBal, 145.7).1%8

In order to decide which reading in line b2o should be preferred, it is use-
ful first to get acquainted with Aristotle’s classification of the sciences. This will
help to determine the meaning of the terms émotrun, Oewpntikn (sc. Emotiun),
npakTiki (sc. émotAun) and @thocogia, and how they relate to each other. In do-
ing this, I orient myself by the classification Aristotle offers in the first chapter of
book E (cf. 1025b18-28 and 1026a10-23).'%°

¢motnun/ddvola

nipakTikn (> €pyov) TOUTIKN Bewpntikn (> &AnOea)

|
| l |
pabnuatikn euowkny  Beohoyikn

Placing the term philosophy (¢t\ocogia) in this scheme is not unproblematic. On
the one hand, the term @tAoco@ia can have a broad meaning in Aristotle, being
equivalent to the term é¢motiun.”® On the other, it can specifically denote the

theoretical branch of the sciences.”

Such an analysis of the term @\oco@ia is compatible with the passage in Meta-
physics E 1 (1026a18-19): doTe Tpeic dv elev ghoocopiat Bewpntikai, pabnpotiki,
uotkr}, Beohoywkn. Here, the noun @ulocogia is combined with the adjective
Oewpnrtiki}, and so stands in place of the term émotAun. Yet this combination of
@hocogia + Bewpnrikn is rare and appears in only one other passage in the Aris-

1$1Cf. GA E 4, 784b32-33: 0pBdg & £xet kal Aéyewv and Ph. © 1, 251b33-34.

1Cf. PAT 2, 663234: 0p0®G 8¢ kal T 1l TG KeQafiG ToLfjoaL

1%The a-text reads the active infinitive aorist ka\éoad.

1671 44.15-16: 0pB@G 8¢ Kal TO Kakeiohad.. ..

180r should we suspect that B took over the infinitive form from Alexander?

1The chart is based on Ross 1924: 353, but is slightly expanded for the present purpose. See
also Metaph. K 7, 1064b1-3: SjAov Toivuv 8Tt tpia yévn T@V BewpnTik@v ¢motnudv £oTt, euok,
padnuotiy, Beoloywkr and Top. Z 6, 145a15-16: kabdmep kol Tig Emotiung. BewpnTikh yop Kol
TPAKTIKT Kol o Tk Aéyetat.

OCf. Metaph. T 2, 1004a2-3: xal Tooadta pépn @locogiag £oty Soat mep ai ovoiat. A 8, 1074b11:
£k4oTnG Kai TéEVNG Kal phocogiag.

'Bonitz 1870 s.v. ¢t\ocopia.
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totelian corpus (EE A 1, 1214a13).”* The scarcity of the expression is due, perhaps,
to the fact that the combination @ilocogia + Oewpntiki) comes close to being tau-
tological, as the term @ilocopio mainly functions as an equivalent of the expres-
sion ¢motiun Bewpntik” (or Bewpia).”* Philosophy is the theoretical science
that branches out into the three areas of mathematics, physics and theology, also
called first philosophy or metaphysics.

Let us return to our passage in a é\attov 1. In line b2o, the a-reading v
@ ooogiav émothuny tiig dAnBeiag (“[it is right to call] philosophy knowledge
of the truth”) stands in contrast to the B-reading v katd @tAoco@iav EmoTipunv
Tiig aAnBeiag Bewpnuiknv (“[it is right that] the philosophical knowledge of the
truth [is called] theoretical”). The a-reading is favorable, because this reading rais-
es no suspicions regarding grammar and content. By calling philosophy “knowl-
edge of the truth” Aristotle links the present passage to the very beginning of book
a, where he speaks about “the investigation of the truth” (| mepi ¢ dAnBeiag
Oewpia, 993a29-30). Additionally, the a-reading offers an ideal transition to the
subsequent sentence, in which theoretical knowledge is introduced as geared to-
wards the truth and is placed in contrast to practical knowledge, which aims at
action: BewpnTikiig pev yap téhog dAfBeta mpaktikii 8° €pyov (993b20-21).

By contrast, the p-reading reveals the following two problems: first, it con-
tains an awkward heap of nouns for expressing the subject (tfjv kata gthocogiav
gmotiuny Tig dAnBeiog / “the philosophical knowledge of the truth”). Primarily
responsible for the awkwardness is the addition of Bewpntiki|v as a new predica-
tive adjective.”” The second and more severe problem is that the statement made
by the sentence is unsatisfactory. This holds regardless of how one understands
the word philosophy here. For, if the word philosophy is taken broadly to mean
“knowledge” or “science” (¢motriun) the B-sentence does not make sense at all. For
the expression v katad @thocogiav émotipunv would then mean something like
“the scientific science.” If, on the other hand, pi\ocogia is taken more narrowly
to mean “theoretical knowledge” (as in the a-version) then the following problem
arises: when mention is made of “the philosophical knowledge of the truth” (tnv
Katd ghocogiav ¢motiunv) that happens to be theoretical, one is confronted
with the perplexing questions as to what other non-philosophical types of knowl-
edge exist that concentrate on the truth or what philosophical knowledge is not
concentrated on the truth. These questions only become more perplexing when

we find the subsequent sentence state that theoretical knowledge'® is intrinsically

72See Mueller-Goldingen 1991: 2 n. 4.

7 There is no passage in the corpus where Aristotle speaks, for instance, of a pthoco@ia TpaxTixs.

74See Bonitz 1870: s.v. @\ocogia; p. 821a8-32, “philosophia.”

"Placing a katd + noun combination instead of an adverb between the article and the noun (see
the B-reading tiv kata gthocogiav Emotiuny) is not alarming in itself (cf. LSJ s.v. katéd B.VIII). There
is one parallel expression in Top. A 2, 101a34: TTpOG 8¢ TAG KATA PINOTOPIAV ETUTTAHAG.

76 Grammatically speaking, the adjectives Bewpntikiic and mpaktixfg in 993b20-21 could refer to
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connected to the truth, whereas practical knowledge is linked to action. Since,
then, theoretical knowledge, which here means philosophy, is equivalent to the
investigation of the truth, it is not possible that there be philosophical knowledge
that is not concentrated on the truth: the f-formulation in b2o (“the philosophical
knowledge of the truth”) reveals itself to be redundant.””

What is responsible for the changes in the -version? They have very likely been
occasioned by the addition of the adjective Bewpntiki|. Did this adjective emerge
from a dittography? This seems possible indeed, given that the next sentence starts
with the words Bewpntikiig pév ... (993b20-21). Or are we dealing with a corrup-
tion occasioned by the intrusion of a marginal gloss, which contained Bewpntikiiv
as an explication of the words émotiuny Tig dAndeiag?

Alexander’s commentary may help us to find an answer.

Alexander, In Metaph. 144.15-145.8 Hayduck

0pBdg 8¢ kal 10 kakeioBat v @Llocogiav émothpuny [16] Tii¢ dAnBeiag.
[17] xpnodpevog @ tig dAnBeiag dvopatt €mt ¢ BewpnTikig @hooo-[18]giag, vOv
611 eDAdyws oVTwg kaeitat ovviotnor @locopiav yap idiwg v [19] Bewpnrikiv
Néye, @G 8¢ Ov em@éper dnAol, AMéywv BewpnTikAg Wév [145.1] yap Téhog
alfiBeta, kai Tavtng £t pdAhov TV mepl TOV TPWTwWV apx®V [2] Te kal aitiwv
TOV TavTanaoly aicnoews kexwplopévwy kal T avt@v [3] evoet dvtwy, fiv kal
copiav Kakel. ouviotnot 8¢ TO mpoelpnuévov ovTws. [4] £mel Téhog TG BewpnTikiig
@Aocopiag ¢otiv ) dANOeta, 4o 8¢ ToD Té-[5]Aovg kai ToD okomod £kdotn pHéBodog
xapaktnpifetai te kai 10 eivar &xel, [6] eikoTwg Mapd Tig dAnbeiag abtn kodeitar
10070 yap avTiig TéAoG. kai [7] T T@V mpakTik®V émotnudv 8¢ napabéoet €deike 1O
e0AOYwg kaheioBal [8] mapd TG dAnBeiag i)y BewpnTikiv:

It is right also that philosophy should be called knowledge of the truth.
Aristotle has previously applied the term ‘truth’ to theoretical philosophy,”® and
now confirms that this designation is correct; for he says that theoretical knowledge
is properly speaking ‘philosophy,” as he makes clear by his next statement, saying:
“for the end of theoretical knowledge is truth.” And this is especially the case with
that knowledge that has for its object the first principles and causes, which [exist]
in complete separation from sense perception and in virtue of their own nature,
the knowledge that Aristotle also calls ‘wisdom.” He confirms his statement in this

either émotpn or thocogia, both of which occur in the preceding sentence. Yet taking into consid-
eration the cohesion of the two sentences, it becomes clear that Aristotle is not speaking about the-
oretical and practical philosophy (Bonitz’s translation), but about theoretical and practical knowledge
(Ross’s translation). It does not suffice to say that philosophy (in general) is called “knowledge of the
truth” because theoretical philosophy (which then would be a sort of subgroup of general philosophy)
is geared towards the truth. The two terms philosophy and theoretical knowledge are equivalent from
Aristotle’s point of view (see above). Furthermore, as pointed out already, Aristotle never speaks about
a “practical philosophy” (cf. Mueller-Goldingen 1991: 2 n. 4).

7Understandably, no editor has opted for the B-reading.

78 Metaph. a 1, 993229-30.
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way. Since the end of theoretical philosophy is truth, and every scientific discipline
derives its specific character and existence from its end and goal, it is fitting that
theoretical philosophy should receive its name from truth, for truth is its end. He
also shows that it is fitting that theoretical philosophy should receive its name from
truth by his reference to the practical sciences.

15 8¢ A O Metaph.P : 8¢ &xet P* S Metaph.® || 15-16 émotiunv Tig dAnbelag A O Metaph.© :
grmotiunv i dAnBeiag Bewpnrikiv P* S(scientiam inquam philosophie, veritatis appellare con-
templationem) Metaph.P | 145.1 tijv Hayduck ex Ascl. : 1 A O : f§{ P* | t1@v A O : om. P* || 6 mapd
AP®S:meptO || 8 mapa AP® S: mepi O

The text quoted in the lemma (144.15-16) reveals that Alexander read the cor-
rect reading in line b2o, that is, the reading preserved by the a-tradition: tnv
@ ooopiav émotiuny tiig dAnbeiag.”” Alexander’s subsequent paraphrase and
his comments on Aristotle’s text confirm this as the reading of his text.

In his comments Alexander points out that Aristotle has previously used the
term “truth” for “theoretical philosophy.” Alexander thereby links this passage
to the beginning of o 1 (993a29-30), where Aristotle describes his investigation
into metaphysics as 1} mept g dAnOeiag Oewpia. It is worth noting that Alexan-
der renders Aristotle’s Oewpia (993a29) with the expression Bewpntik| pthocopia
(144.17-18). Already in his comments on the beginning of a 1 (In Metaph. 138.28-
29) Alexander used the term Bewpntiki @thocogio.’® On several other occasions
in his commentary he uses Bewpntiki| @Llocopia to refer to what Aristotle himself
calls Bewpia.’® Thus, the expression Bewpnriki] hocogia is an established ele-
ment of Alexander’s diction. By contrast, Aristotle himself uses it only twice and
does not employ it in the larger context of the present passage.'s*

7The new collations by Pantelis Golitsis indicate that the lemma in manuscript P reads the sen-
tence in question (993b15-16) as 10 kaAeiobat v @locogiav émothuny tig dAnbeiag Bewpntikiv
and hence shares with the B-version the addition of the adjective Bewpnrikiiv. (Cf. also the reading in
the lemma in Sepulveda’s translation; on divergent readings in Sepulveda’s lemmata see also 2.3). The
reading in P® thus does not completely coincide with B, where we find the preposition katd preceding
@hocogiav, but seems to be contaminated by it. I will argue in the following that the commentary by
Alexander shows that he himself found the a-reading in his Metaphysics text (w*"), as preserved in the
lemma by the commentary manuscripts A and O.

180 Also in his proem to the commentary on book a (138.8-9) Alexander refers to the Aristotelian
Bewpia as BewpnTikn ghocopia.

BlAlex. In Metaph. 139.5, 139.22-140.2, 141.37, 142.8-9, 143.5. Cf. also the later passages in 145.4,
146.6, 147.5, 149.16-18. See further 169.21-26.

21n his use of this expression, Alexander might be drawing on the terminology of Metaph. E
1, 1026a18-19: BOTe TPELG &v elev @rhocogion Bewpntikai, pabnpatikr, euowkr, Beoloywkr. Aristot-
le uses the expression Bewpntikiy pthocogio only here and in EE A 1, 1214a13. Rather than connect-
ing the adjective Oewpnriki| to the noun glocogia, Aristotle connects it usually with émotiun. See
Metaph. E 1,1026b22-23: ai pév 0dv Bewpntikal T@v M wv émotnudv aipetwtatat, abtn (sc. 1) mpdtn
@hooogia) 8¢ TV Bewpntik®v. EE A 5, 1216b10-11; B 3, 1221b5-6; 1227a9-10; Top. Z 6, 145a15-16 and
Z 11, 149a9-10. See also Metaph. K 7, 1064b1-3 and 1064a16-18 for a comparison to the already quoted
passage in Metaph. E 1, 1026a18-19. For Aristotle, theoretical knowledge or Bewpia is equivalent to
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After his reference to the beginning of a 1 and the expression 1 mept tijg dAnOeiog
Oewpia, Alexander comes back to the passage in question (vdv, 144.18), more spe-
cifically, to the sentence in lines 993b19-20, where Aristotle connects the term
“truth” with the term “theoretical philosophy” (144.17-18). In his summary of the
sentence, Alexander uses the expression Bewpntiki| phocogpia. At first sight, one
might take this as an indication that Alexander had found the latter term in his
Metaphysics text (w*") and hence that his Metaphysics text is closer to the B-ver-
sion' than to the a-version. Upon closer inspection, however, it becomes quite
clear that Alexander’s comments square much better with the a-reading than with
the B-reading.”™ For what Alexander in fact says is that it is legitimate (e0Adywg
oVtwg kakeital, 144.18) to give to philosophy the term “truth” (cf. pthocogiav yap,
144.18), and this is what is expressed in the a-version.”® Mere word choice distin-
guishes Aristotle and Alexander: gtlocogia in Aristotle, Oewpntiki) gihocopia in
Alexander.

That the presence of the adjective Bewpntiki] next to gthocogia in his com-
mentary is due to his own idiom and not to the reading of his Metaphysics text is
made clear by the subsequent sentence of his commentary (144.18-19). In this sen-
tence Alexander gives the reason (yap) why he spoke of Bewpntikr| pthocogia. He
justifies his words by claiming that Aristotle understands theoretical knowledge to
be equivalent to philosophy (144.18-19), and he justifies this claim by quoting the
subsequent sentence of the Metaphysics (993b20-1), in which truth is described as
the é\og of Bewpntikn (sc. knowledge). This argumentation shows that Alexan-
der inferred the identification of Bewpntukr solely from this sentence of the Meta-
physics (993a20-1) and not from the preceding sentence in 993a19-20. Therefore,
it is reasonable to conclude that w*"’s reading of 993a19—20, which is the sentence
that concerns us, did not include the adjective Bewpntukn.

Alexander’s commentary reveals yet more. Based on the evidence in the com-
mentary, it seems quite possible that Alexander’s explication of the passage oc-
casioned the addition of Bewpntiki|v and the features associated with it to the
B-version. When paraphrasing the Aristotelian text in his own words, Alexander
uses somewhat idiosyncratic terminology: according to his exposition, Aristotle

philosophy, and so there is no need to combine the two terms. Alexander also knows that Aristotle
uses the expression Bewpntiki) @hocogia only rarely and prefers instead cogia (Alex. In Metaph.
146.5-6: 1) tpoketpévn mpaypateia mept Tig dAndeiag Bewpia... 1} cogia kai 1} OewpnTikhy gthocopio;
see also 145.3 and the quotation above).

BYet, Alexander’s comments (including the expression fewpnrikiy @\ocogia) do not exactly
match with the B-version, where the adjective Oewpntikr| refers to émotipun.

184 The author of the recensio altera, however, most likely found the B-reading in his Metaphysics
copy. His comments on the passage make it clear that he regarded the addition of Bewpntikn to the
term @\ocogia as superfluous (see app. in 144 Hayduck).

18 Asclepius adopts lines 144.17-145.6 from Alexander almost verbatim (Ascl. In Metaph. 118.19~
28). He adds a quotation of the relevant sentence from the Metaphysics text as it reads in the (correct)
a-version (118.20-21).
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claims that “theoretical philosophy” can rightly be called knowledge of truth. A
few lines later, Alexander paraphrases the relevant sentence (0pOdg 6¢ kai 10
KaAgioBat v @locogiav émotuny tig dAndeiag, 993b19-20) in the following
way: 10 eDAdywg KaAeioBat mapd tiig dAnbeiag v Bewpntikiv (145.7-8). These
words of Alexander may well have motivated the addition of the word Bewpntikn
into the margin of lines 993b19-20 of the B-text. Such an addition would have in-
dicated how Alexander had explained the term philosophy (¢tAocogiav, 993b20).
From there, the marginal gloss Bewpnriki| could have found its way into the body
of the B-text, but then in order to render the addition grammatically acceptable,
someone might then have added the preposition katd.

To conclude, Alexander’s commentary does not in the present case constitute
a model that was directly copied into the B-text. And yet, despite the fact that we
cannot rule out the possibility of a dittography that happened independently of
any influence by Alexander, it seems quite plausible to assume that his explica-
tion of the passage occasioned a gloss in the margins of an ancestor of our p-text.
From here it was incorporated into the B-version, and further adjustments to the
sentence followed in turn.

5.2.5 Alex. In Metaph. 31.27-32.9 on Arist. Metaph. A 3, 984b8-13

In the third and fourth chapters® of Metaphysics A, Aristotle determines which
of the four causes (given in his Physics) his Presocratic predecessors had already
recognized and how they interpreted them. He begins with the material cause,
which was the first to be recognized. Some natural philosophers proposed one,
others more than one material cause (983b6-984a16)."” Since a material cause
alone cannot account for generation and destruction or change in material things,
the search for a further cause was inevitable (984a18—22). Matter itself cannot be
the cause of its own change: 00 yap 81 16 ye Omokeipevov avto motel petafdierv
£avTto (984a21-22). Wood does not transform itself into a bed nor does bronze
into a statue (984a22-25). The cause to seek after the material cause is, therefore,
the efficient cause: 1) dpyn Tig kivijoewg (984a27).

In 984bs5-8 Aristotle points to those thinkers who proposed several material
causes and assigned to one of them an efficient role. He speaks of fire causing
the other elements to move, showing that he has Empedocles in mind."®® He then
continues thus:

18 Chapters 3 and 4 of book A are closely related: Ross 1924: 124-41; Betegh 2012: 105-106 with n. 2.

'8Cf. Barney 2012: 76-95.

18See DK 31 B 62. On the position of fire as compared with the other elements see also GC B 3,
330b19-21 (= DK 31 A 36): €viot & £000¢ téttapa Aéyovaotv olov Epmedorhig. cuvdyet 8¢ kai 00T0g €ig
& 800 1@ yap Tupl TéA\a évta dvTitibnouw.
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Aristotle, Metaphysics A 3, 984b8-13

HeTd 8¢ TovTOVG Kal TAG ToladTag ApXAG, [9] wg oY ikavdv odo@V yevvijoal TV
TOV SvTwVY QUOLY, éAy U1 [10] adTiG Thg dAnBeiag, domep elmopev, dvaykalopevol
v [11] éxopévny €ltnoav apxiv. Tod yap €d kol KaA®G T pev [12] €xety T& 8¢
yiyveabat t@v Svtwv iowg obte mop obte yiv oUT [13] &ANo T@V TolovTwV 0VOEV
oUT €ikog attiov elvat ...

When these men and the principles of this kind had had their day, as the latter were
found inadequate to generate the nature of things, men were again forced by the
truth itself, as we said, to inquire into the next kind of cause. For surely it is not likely
either that fire or earth or any such element should be the reason why things mani-
fest goodness and beauty both in their being and in their coming to be ...

11 &pxnv a edd. : &pxiv TOLTEOTL TAV TOWTIKAY ToUTWV €D Exetv kal kah@g B cf. Al 32.8-9 || 13
GANo a: GAo T B

At first glance the reader might be inclined to think that since Aristotle just treated
the material cause and mentioned the need for an efficient cause (peta 8¢ TovTOUG
Kal TG TotadTag dpxag, 984b8), he is now proceeding with the treatment of “the
next principle” (éxopévnyv ... apxnv, 984b11). The search for this “next principle,”
Aristotle tells us, is motivated by the evident order and beauty in the world (€0 xai
KaA@G Ta pev Exely Ta 68 yiyveoOat 984b11-12). It seems, therefore, that Aristotle
is hinting at the final cause.

Ross has presented two arguments that show this understanding of the pas-
sage to be problematic.®® First, it is simply not true that the thinkers Aristotle will
mention in the following lines and the principles ascribed to them—Anaxago-
ras’s Nous (984b15-22), Hesiod’s Eros (984b23-32), and Empedocles’ Love and
Strife (984b32-985a10)—can be taken as advocates of a final cause. Second, in his
interim résumé in 985a10-18, Aristotle goes on to state explicitly that the afore-
mentioned predecessors had only a rudimentary grasp of two causes: in Aristotle’s
terminology, the material and the efficient cause. In this summary, Aristotle does
not even mention the (third) final cause. Therefore, it is clear that in the relevant
passage in 984b11 “the next principle” (tr|v éxouévnyv ... dpxiv) refers not to the
final but rather to the efficient cause.”® The earlier philosophers were led to the
notion of an efficient cause because truth itself drove them to ask why nature ex-
hibits order—the question that led Aristotle (and only Aristotle) to discover the
final cause.”

18R oss: 1924: 135-36. Cf. also Barney 2012: 96.

This conclusion is further corroborated by the fact that the earlier thoughts on the efficient cause
were not actually discussed in the preceding sentences. What we find there is just a passing mention of
those thinkers who also saw a principle of movement in their material causes (984b3-8).

PIRoss 1924: 136: “Thus, while the inquiry ‘what set things changing?’ did not lead to the notion of
a distinct efficient cause, which is the proper answer to that inquiry, the question ‘why are things well
ordered?” did lead to that notion.” See also Barney 2012: 96.
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Looking at the passage as transmitted by the p-version, we read in line 984b11
after the words thv éxopévnv ... apxnv the following addition: tovtéott ThV
TOMTIKNV TOVTwWV €D £xety Kai kaAdg. These words express exactly the interpre-
tation we have worked out so far: dpyijv does not, as might initially be suspect-
ed, refer to the final cause, but instead to the efficient cause. Approaching the
B-reading with the above interpretation in mind, it appears reasonable and even
justified. Yet, upon closer inspection the p-reading reveals peculiarities that make
it doubtful in itself and that clash with the words following in Aristotle’s text.
Therefore, we do well to follow Bonitz, who understands this p-reading as a later
addition to the text."

The B-addition TovTtéoTt TV TOMNTIKAY TOOTWV €V Exey Kai kKaA@®G consists of
two parts: first, the words Tovtéott TNV Mo Tiki|v TovTwYV, which relate directly
to the previously mentioned dpyr and specify it as the efficient cause of existing
things (tovtwv relates to T@v §vtwv in line bg); second, the infinitive e éxewv kai
KaA®¢, which is grammatically to be taken as the effected object or genitive attri-
bute of the efficient cause (tf|v momtikiv). The infinitive, however, is suspicious
because it lacks the article that would normally precede an infinitive that functions
as a genitive attribute, and that would be grammatically preferable when taken as
an effected object. Consequently, Hayduck and Jaeger have suggested reading tod
instead of ToOTwv."” Even if one understands the infinitive 0 £xetv kai KaA@®g as
a result that depends on the verbal adjective momntikég (“capable of making X to
do...”), which then functions like the verb motetv, we still face the difficulty that
the subject within the infinitive clause (to0twv) is in the wrong case (genitive
instead of accusative). In addition to the difficulty of connecting the infinitive €0
gxev kol kaA@g to the preceding part of the sentence eb €xetv kai kah@d¢ occasions
an odd repetition of the phrase €0 kai kaA®g ... €xetv, which occurs once more
in the subsequent sentence. The p-text reads in 984b11-12 ToVTéOTL TNV O TIKTV
ToVTWV €V £xetv Kai KAADG. ToD yap €0 kai KaAdG T& pév Exev... .

Apart from these syntactical oddities, the usage of the word mountikog as a ter-
minus technicus for the efficient cause arouses suspicion. The form mouTikog is
not too unusual, one might argue, given that Aristotle introduces our passage by
describing the efficient cause as producing change (984a21-22): motel petafdietv
(sc. 10 Vmokeipevov). In this way, he connects the sought-for second principle
with the image of a craftsman-like productive power conveyed by the verb noteiv.
The fact that in 984a27 Aristotle calls the efficient cause 1 dpyn Tiig KIvioews,
which unlike mointikdg is a typical expression of his, contravenes this argument.
Although Aristotle does use the adjective mointikdg to describe the efficient cause

2Bonitz 1848: XVI followed by Primavesi 2012¢: 478 (app. crit. ad loc.). See also Christ 1853: 22.

1 Hayduck proposed this reading for the text of the commentary by Asclepius, who quotes a Meta-
Pphysics text that includes the B-addition (Ascl. In Metaph. 27.31-32). Jaeger 1957 (app. crit.): vetus inter-
pretamentum marginale fuisse vid. sed To0 pro toOTwv legi debebat.



CONTAMINATION BY ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY 233

194

in several passages in his writings,"* the word in these instances denotes the effi-

cient cause in a general rather than in a classificatory sense, that is to say, not in
respect to the four-cause theory, which is at issue in our passage.

Once more, Alexander’s commentary provides helpful information about the
origin of the B-addition.

Alexander, In Metaph. 31.27-32.9 Hayduck

Meta 8¢ TovTOUG Kai TAg TotavTag dpxAag.

[28] TovTOVG TOVG TTAVL TAAALOVG, TAG O ToLadTAG ApXAg TAG DAIKAG. [32.1] Aéyot
& &v kal petd Tovg €v Taig DAKaig apxai kai Ty momntikny [2] aitiav Oepévoug, wg
0VK 000DV TOVTWV IKAVOV TOV ApX®V TTPOG TO TNV [3] TV OVTWV yevvijoa ¢UoLy’ Ta
ey yap tdlewg petéxet kal katd tva [4] dxolovBiav Opatat ywvopeva, ekeivov 8¢
o0&V Tolad TG TdEews oidv Te [5] aitiav mapéyetv. AAN 008¢ 1O adTépATOV EVAOYOV
ToVTwv aittdoacBar [6] St TovTo E{ATNOAV THV TAG TolTNG Yyevéoews aitiav,
Momep O AOTOV [7] TOV TpaypHdTwy Kal TAG v TovTolg dAndeiag 66nynbévreg kai
émax0évteg [8] kal avaykacBévtes. éxopévn 8¢ dpyn yevéoews petd TV DKV 1)
mom-[g] ik,

When these men and the principles of this kind had had their day.

“These men” are the very ancient philosophers, and “the principles of this kind” are
the material ones. Aristotle might also mean, ‘when those who counted the efficient
cause too among the material principles had had their day,” because they realized
that these latter principles are inadequate to generate the nature of the things that
are; for these things participate in order and are seen to come into being according
to a certain sequence, but none of those [material principles] could provide an ex-
planation of such order. Nor was it reasonable to make spontaneity responsible for

this order," and therefore they were seeking the cause of this sort of generation, as
if things themselves and the truth in them were showing them the way and forcibly
leading them on. Now the principle of generation that follows the material cause is
the efficient cause;

27 4pxdg A O S: om. PP || 28 tag 82 totavtag Hayduck S?[et] : tag totavtag A O : todg T0évtag
Pb

Alexander, too, understands Aristotle’s Tovtovg (984b8) as referring both to those
thinkers who postulated a material cause only (31.28) as well as to those who also
integrated an efficient cause into the material cause (32.1-3). Therefore, the “next
kind of cause” refers to the efficient cause (32.5-9). Alexander’s term for the ef-
ficient cause differs from Aristotle’s. Alexander calls it i} montir| aitia. The ad-
jective monTikoG in the sense of “efficient (cause)” is quite common among later

P4See Metaph. A 10, 1075b31; GC A 7, 324b13-14: "Eott 82 10 Mo Tikov aftiov dg 80ev 1) &pxi Tig
KWVAOEWS, ...; de An. T 5, 430a10-13.

“Here Alexander refers to Aristotle’s words in 984b14, which are not part of the passage quoted
above.




234 ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

authors, including those writing commentaries on Aristotle.”® Among them is
Alexander, who seems to use the term in order to underline the productive func-
tion of this type of cause, a function that Aristotle captures in his picture of a
craftsman.'” In stark contrast to Aristotle’s diction, in Alexander’s commentary
the phrase 1) mountwkn aitia is a standard term for the efficient cause, a fact that
becomes particularly obvious in the context of our passage.”

After summarizing Aristotle’s train of thought (32.3-8) Alexander explains
what Aristotle means by v éxopévnv ... &pxfiv (‘the next kind of cause’) in
984b1o-11. Alexander says: éxopévn 8¢ dpyr| yevéoews HeTd THY DAKNV 1) TOUTIKA
(32.8-9). According to Alexander, the phrase tfv éxouévnv ... apxfiv can only
refer to 1} mowmtwkr}, the efficient cause. This explanation coincides in function,
content and not least in certain peculiar features of its expression with the addi-
tion we find in the p-version, which supplements ti|v éxopévnv ... dpxnv with the
explication TovTéoTt THV TOWTIKTV TOOTWV €D EXeLv kol KaAdG (984b10-11).

Given that the expression dpyn mowntikr is firmly rooted in Alexander’s com-
mentary but appears in the B-text within an odd, syntactically challenging, expli-
catory addition, we are compelled to believe that the B-version contains a later
interpolation that draws from Alexander’s comments on the passage. It must be
conceded, however, that Alexander’s words alone are not sufficient to explain ev-
ery feature of the p-reading. The p-addition contains the infinitive £0 €xetv kai
KaA@¢, which specifies both the effect the cause produces and the motive for the
discovery of the efficient cause. This infinitive does not have an equivalent in Al-
exander’s commentary. It is true that a few lines later Alexander speaks once more
about the momntkn aitia as a principle of 100 kaA®g kai TeTayuévwg yiveoOal
(32.16-17), but it remains more plausible to regard the B-words €0 £xetv kai KaA®dg
as drawn from or inspired by the subsequent lines of the Metaphysics: Tod yap
€0 Kkal KoAdG Td pev Exetv Ta 8¢ ylyveobat T@v Svtwv... (984b11-12). Thus, the
following scenario is a viable reconstruction of what happened: first, a reader or
scribe working on the B-text added (perhaps only in the margins) the explanatory
gloss Tovtéot TNV Mo Tk v TovTWV next to the word &py1v, an addition which
very likely draws from Alexander’s commentary. Later, someone tried to integrate
this gloss into the Metaphysics text by somehow connecting it with Aristotle’s
train of thought. The result of these attempts at clarification is the syntactically
peculiar infinitive: €0 £xetv kai KAA®G.

ELS] s.v. monTikdg, cf. Plot. V1, 7, 20,8. See also Simp. In Phys. 317.8-9.

7In our passage the term dpyn yevéoew is used as a name for the efficient cause (32.6 and 8; cf.
TPOG TO TNV TOV SVTWY yevvijoat evotv in 32.2-3 where Alexander paraphrases Aristotle’s wording
in 984bg).

198Gee, for example: 29.1, 3, 6-7, 13; 30.14; 31.18, 19, 23; 32.16; 33.9, 13-16; 34.2. See also 181.33: Klvﬁoswc
8¢ apynv Aéyel (sc. ApiotoTtéAng) To monTikdv aitiov and 220.1 (on this passage see 4.1.3).
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5.2.6 Alex. In Metaph. 295.29-32 on Arist. Metaph. I 4,1008a18-27

In T 4, Aristotle endeavors to establish the validity of the principle of non-con-
tradiction by listing the absurd consequences that follow from its denial. In the
course of the chapter Aristotle develops several arguments, one of which tries to
derive the consequence that everything is one out of the denial of the principle of
non-contradition (1007b19-20)."*” The passage that concerns us at present is part
of the fourth argument,*® which demonstrates that the principle’s deniers cannot
assert anything (1008a7-34). In the text preceding our passage, Aristotle made the
following steps: whenever an opponent holds that something is and at the same
time is not, this either implies that everything asserted may also be denied and,
similarly, that everything that is denied may also be asserted (1008a11-13), or it
implies that everything that is asserted may also be denied but not that everything
that is denied is also asserted (1008a14-15). If the latter option is the case then
there is something that certainly is not the case; and if something is known with
certainty not to be the case, then the opposite affirmation is knowable all the more
(1008a15-18).

The following passage, from line 1008a18 onwards, continues this train of
thought in the following way: if everything can be equally denied and asserted,
then it is either true or untrue to state at one time that a thing is white and then at
a later time that it is not white.

Aristotle, Metaphysics I 4,1008a18-27

&l 8¢ Opoiwg kal boa drogfoat ea-[19]var,* avaykn ftot dAndig Statpodvra Méyely,
olov 8ti[20] NevkOV kai TaALy §TL 0D Aevkdv, fj ob. kai i pév [21] pn) dAnBic Stapodvta
Aéyewv, o0 Méyel te Tadta kal [22] odk EoTtv 0008V (Td 88 pny dvra g &v eOEyEatto §
[23] Badioetev;), kai mavta 8’ &v €in €v, domep kai Tpdtepov [24] elpnTal, kai TavTOV
£otat kai &vOpwmog kat Beog kai Tpii-[25]pn¢ kai ai dvtipdoelg adtdv (i §” dpoiwg
ka®’ éxdotov, [26] 008V Sioioel Etepov ETépou el yap Sioioel, ToOT Eotal dAndeég
[27] kai (8tov)* Opoiwg 8¢ kai ei Statpodvta évoéxetal dAnOeveLy. ..

But if what is denied is equally asserted, necessarily it is either correct to state sep-
arately, for instance, that a thing is white, and again that it is not-white, or not. [i]
And if it is not correct to state separately, our opponent is not really stating them,
and nothing at all exists (but how could non-existent things speak or walk?). Also

19Ross 1924 counts this as the second argument, Kirwan 1971 as the third. See also 4.3.2.1.

200Cf. Ross 1924: 267; Kirwan 1971: 103-104; Cassin/Narcy 1989: 218-21.

210n the placement of the comma before dvdykn see Ross 1924: 271 and his original translation
in Ross 1908. In the revised Oxford Translation, known as the Complete Works of Aristotle (Barnes
1984; see 1591) the translation has been changed according to the position of the comma after avdykn.
The translation above follows Ross’s original punctuation (without adopting the exact wording of his
original translation).
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all things will on this view be one, as has been already said,**> and man and God and
trireme and their contradictories will be the same. (For?®
of each subject, one thing will in no wise differ from another; for if it differs, this
difference will be something true and peculiar to it.) [ii] And if one may with truth

state it separately ...

if it can be predicated alike

18-19 @davat a Bonitz Ross Jaeger Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : kata todtwv €0t @davar f
Bekker Christ || 21 Méyewv a edd. : Méyet B || 23 Padioete a ALP 295.17 AsclP 269.32 Bonitz Christ
Ross Jaeger Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : vorjoete p Bekker || 25 e §” a w?l (AL! 295.29
AlP 295.30) Ascl? 270.2-3 Bonitz Cassin/Narcy Hecquet-Devienne : &i yap B Al interpretans
295.30, Bekker Christ Ross Jaeger

In line 1008a18-20 Aristotle introduces the following alternative: if one states the
two sentences “X is white” and “X is not-white” separately at different times, then
one speaks either truly or falsely. The first alternative that Aristotle pursues is the
latter, which holds that one does not speak the truth if one says at one time “X is
white” and then later “X is not-white.” He introduces his examination of this op-
tion with the words kai €i pev (a20). He then states that the opponent would then
be saying nothing at all, a consequence that he connects to the result of his previ-
ous argument, in which he concluded that for the opponents everything must be
one (a23-25). In a25-27, he drives the absurdity further home, pointing out that
then all differences are annihilated. At a2y Aristotle finally turns to the second
arm of the original disjunction, which holds that one does speak the truth if one
says at one time “X is white” and then later “X is not-white.” The words introduc-
ing the second option, opoiwg 8¢ kai &i (a27) take up kol el pév (a20).

The textual divergence found in the a- and the B-version in line a25 is intrin-
sically connected to the structure of this passage. According to the a-reading the
sentence in line a25 begins with the words &i §°, whereas the B-text reads &i yap.
The a-reading is, as we will see presently, confirmed by Alexander’s commentary
as the reading of w*. Compared with the B-reading, the 8¢ in a is a lectio difficilior:
its meaning here is “for.”?** The abolition of all differences, that everything can be
affirmed and denied (a25-27), offers an explanation of the preceding statement
that human and trireme and God would all be the same (a24-25). And so the yap
in the B-text would appear to be the result of an attempt to make this meaning
clearer. The challenge posed by the a-reading is to not yield to the temptation
to interpret the €i 8’ in line a25 as a complement to &i pév in line a20; the actual
complement to i pé¢v (a20) comes only in a27 in the form of 8¢ kai &i.?”® In order

202Reference to T 4, 1007b20.

25 The particle 8 here has the force of a ydp, meaning “for” (Denniston 1954: s.v. 8¢ 1.C.1(i), 169~
70). This does not mean, however, that one should read with the p-tradition y&p instead of & attested
by w** and a. The issue will be discussed in more detail below.

*%This function of the particle 8¢ is common. See previous note.

2 The danger that & 8¢ in line a22 might be taken as a complement to €i pév (a20) is lower, but
it nevertheless seems that Ross and Jaeger wanted to prevent such a misunderstanding by putting the
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to avoid the danger of misconstruing the thought in the a-text one could put lines
a25-27 into parentheses (see text above). The p-version seems to have opted for
another strategy of avoiding the error by reading instead of the particle §¢ the
particle yap.

Turning to the passage in Alexander’s commentary, we see that he quotes in
his lemma the relevant protasis of line a25, and immediately afterwards comments
on the particle at the beginning of the sentence.

Alexander, In Metaph. 295.29-32 Hayduck

1008a25 Ei 8¢ opoiwg kab’ éxdotov.

[30] O 6¢ ohveopog dvti Tod yap keitat 0Tt yap tO dkdlovBov: el [31] yap opoiwg
ka®” éxdoTtov mdoa dvtigaotg AAndng, ovdév dAlo &Ahov [32] dioioel, ovdEv Exov
Sov.

For if it can be predicated alike of each subject ...

The conjunction 8¢ [‘but,” for’] is used in place of yap [‘for’]; for the run of the ar-
gument is [as follows]:?* For if in like manner every pair of contradictories is true
of each thing, then nothing will differ from anything else, as it will have nothing
distinctive.

29 kaf’ ékdotov A O : kab’ Ekaoctov PP

This passage makes it clear that Alexander found the particle 8¢ in line a25 of his
copy of the Metaphysics:*” The reading in the lemma is immediately confirmed
by what follows (O 8¢ o0vdeopog... 295.30). Alexander comments on the parti-
cle 8¢, in order to make its meaning clear: he explains that it should be taken to
mean Ydp, that is, to signal the consecutive and even explanatory character of
the sentence. Alexander justifies this interpretation through his understanding
of the thought expressed in &l §” opoiwg ... éTépov (a25-26) as a follow-up (10
axorovBov) to the preceding thought. With this comment Alexander also makes
it clear that the words €i §” opoiwg ... do not introduce the second of the alterna-
tives Aristotle gives his opponent.

So Alexander suggests understanding the present particle 6¢ in the sense of

sentence in lines 1008a22-23 into brackets.

2%61n the sentence &0t yap 0 dkéhovbov in 295.30 the particle yap must not, as Madigan 1993: 82
takes it (““for’ is what follows”), be taken as a quotation from the Aristotelian text or as a word about
which Alexander says something, but simply as a particle from Alexander’s own sentence. Alexander
simply states his explication: “for it (i.e. the sentence in question) is a sequel.” Casu 2007: 697-98
translates correctly (“...poiché cio che segue ¢”).

27 Apparently Asclepius, too, found in his Metaphysics copy the 8¢ that is preserved by the a-text
(270.2-3). To decide on the basis of the Latin version what was in the Vorlage of the Arabic tradition is
difficult. Scotus writes: Et si sermo de unoquoque istorum fuerit idem... . In order to make a clear deci-
sion we would either expect a nam for yap or an autem for 8¢. Since the Greek particle 8¢ is generally
additive in character (see Denniston 1954: s.v. 8¢ I.A.; pp. 162-65), it seems more accurate to translate
a 8¢ with the Latin word ef than a ydp.
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(avti 10D ...)™8 ydp. This does not imply, however, that he wants to replace the
word &8¢ in the Aristotelian text with the word yap. Moreover, one might assume
that this suggestion goes back to Alexander himself, but we cannot rule out that
Alexander just reports what he has found as a gloss in his manuscript or in As-
pasius’s or another commentary. For, to explain or even substitute §¢ by ydp is
a fairly common exegetical remark found also in the scholiastic tradition.*® Still,
Alexander shows repeated interest in the question of whether 8¢ or ydp is the
more appropriate particle in several passages of his commentary, and this clearly
indicates that Alexander is sensitive to this issue,”” a fact that remains even if he
shares this sensitivity with other commentators. Given that Alexander first con-
firms the a-reading to be the reading in w*" and then reveals that he wants this
reading to be understood in just the way we find it in the p-text, we might be en-
countering here the intervention of a reader or reviser in the p-text, who changed
the B-text according to Alexander’s suggestion.

That we are dealing with a passage in the p-text where an intentional revi-
sion indeed occurred is corroborated by evidence from the surrounding sentenc-
es. There are several instances in which the B-reading shows traces of a revision
process in which someone rewrote some of Aristotle’s sparse expressions into
more detailed formulations. Instances of this can be seen in 1008a17,2" 218, a18—

2%80n the formula &vti T00... as a way of introducing alternative formulations of what Aristotle
says, see also 5.1.1, 5.1.2, and 5.2.2.

298ee the remark 6 8¢ &vti ToD ydp in the scholia to Euripides, Hec. 94, 644; Or. 196, 702; Pho. 250,
817 Schwartz.

20 Alexander often asks whether a transmitted 8¢ should be taken as (54.11-12) or even substituted
by a yép (37.20-21; 172.13-15). See also 270.12-17, where Alexander suggests deleting 8¢ without substi-
tution. The result is that the half sentence &i [8¢] pn) ... Tévavtia (1005b26-27) belongs to the preceding
and not to the subsequent sentence (see also 3.6).

1008a17 &v a : yap &v . We can infer on the basis of Alexander’s close paraphrase that his text
agrees with the a-reading. The reading in f (yap &v) suggests that someone wanted a new sentence
to start here. Thus, the preceding sentence in the B-version (a16-17) already ends with yvdpipov. As
Bonitz 1847: 86-87 states, the sentence kai €i ... yvpipov is unsatisfactory when shortened in this way,
because it only repeats what was already said in lines a15-16.

2100818 1) dvtikelpévn a AL 294.24 : i 1} avTikewpévn andégaots B. While the a-version reads
yvopipwtépa v €in 1| edaotg 1) dvtkeévn (“the opposite assertion will be more knowable”), f reads
yvoplpwtépa yap dv in 1 @aots fj 1) dvrikeévn dnoégaots (“For the assertion will be more knowable
than the opposite negation”). Cf. APo A 25, 86b34; Int. 5, 17a8; Metaph. T 4, 1007b34-1008a2, on this
see 4.3.2.1). The particle ydp in the p-formulation expresses an unjustified corollary. The statement of
the preceding sentence, that non-being is knowable when it is determined, does not follow from the
fact that the affirmation is more knowable than the negation.
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a19,”” and a23”*.*® Alexander’s commentary confirms the a-reading as the older

one in all these cases. In these cases Alexander’s commentary may or may not be
the source or at least a model for the reading in the p-version. Yet what about the
yap in 1008a25? Here the changed wording in  exactly matches with Alexander’s
interpretation. Therefore it seems natural to combine the two observations about
the revised character of the passage as a whole on the one hand and the match of
B’s yap with Alexander’s comments on the other and assume that, in the case of
yap, the supposed reviser had recourse to Alexander’s commentary.?® However,
there remains the caveat that the interpretation given by Alexander, which agrees
with the reading found in f, is not idiosyncratic enough to supply this supposition
with secure evidence.

On the basis of the six cases analyzed here (5.2.1-6), we can conclude, as Primavesi
2012 did with respect to the first book of the Metaphysics, that the p-version is
contaminated by Alexander’s commentary in the later books of the Metaphysics.
(Naturally, this conclusion can only be drawn for those books for which Alexan-
der’s commentary has been preserved.) How is the contamination of the p-ver-
sion to be explained? What kind of contamination is it?

Primavesi 2012b argues that the traces of Alexander’s commentary in the -ver-
sion stem from a revision process that created the -text as a version distinct from
the a-version.?” In other words, there was a moment in the textual history of the
Metaphysics when a revision of text w* (what Primavesi calls the “common text”)
resulted in a version that is (in its main character, i.e. apart from minor textual
changes that occurred during the later transmission) to be identified with what we
call B. According to the conclusions drawn by Primavesi 2012b, the revision pro-

31008a18-19 Soa a Al 295.1: @V £otwv B. The a-text preserves the reading: &i 8¢ dpolwg kai oa
amo@fioat @dvat... / “But if what is denied is equally asserted....” Alexander’s paraphrase confirms
the a-reading. The B-version contains the same statement as the a-version, but in a more elaborate
rendering. Here, the suspicion that the B-version (@v éottv dmogioat katd TovTwV 0Tt Pdvar) has
been expanded according to a model provided by Alexander’s commentary (oo anogiicat Tadta kai
kata@foat, 295.1) seems justified. Still, the B-reviser might also have oriented himself towards Aristo-
tle’s own alternative formulations in the context of the passage (1008a12-14).

241008a23 Padiceie a ALP 295.17 : vorioete B. Aristotle means to show the absurdity of the oppo-
nent’s position by asking t& 8¢ pny dvra ndg &v @OéyEauto i Padioeiev; The examples, speaking and
walking, are examples of ordinary human behavior. If nothing definite exists there cannot be anyone
who speaks (90¢y§aito) or walks (Badioeie). The B-text reads instead of the verb form Padioete / “could
walk” (a) the verb vorjoete / “could think.” On the topic of this reading, Alexander’s text also agrees
with a (295.12-14 and 16-17).

#5That the B-text in this section exhibits features similar to those described by Frede/Patzig 1988:
13-17 (for book Z) and Primavesi 2012b: 457-58 (for book A) may indicate that parts of the Metaphysics
other than just book A and Z also underwent revision.

#%This indeed fits the description that Primavesi 2012b: 457 gives of the B-revision that is based on
Alexander.

27Primavesi 2012b: 457.
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cess resulted in some of Aristotle’s sparse phrases being replaced by more readable
ones, as already suggested by Frede/Patzig 1988, and relied on the guidance of
authoritative models, most prominent of which being Alexander’s commentary.?
This revision most likely took place before the end of the fourth century AD.?*

Are the six B-passages that I discussed above and that exhibit contamination by
Alexander’s commentary to be explained as a result of this revision process? One
could argue that since some of the passages in p exhibiting signs of contamination
are “rough” rather than “smoothed,”? not all such readings peculiar to the B-text
can be attributed to the intention of a careful reviser. One might argue in return,
however, that such oddities—especially those in a contaminated passage—indi-
cate that intervention indeed did occur,”” because errors are an unavoidable, if
unintentional, byproduct of any revision process. Nevertheless, the reading in
for some of the discussed passages seems to have resulted from a scenario that
very likely consisted of two steps: first, the addition of a marginal gloss containing
Alexander’s interpretation and, second, the more or less accidental incorporation
of this marginal gloss into the text.??

Since we know that some of Alexander’s formulations and corrections had al-
ready found their way into the Metaphysics text at the w**-stage (see 5.1), we can
legitimately assume that Alexander’s commentary contaminated the Metaphysics
text at more than one stage during the transmission process. Why then should we
restrict the influence that Alexander’s comments exerted on the p-text to one re-
vision process? In the case of the B-version, there is one further piece of evidence
to be taken into account. Our two most important witnesses to the p-text, A* and
M, contain in their margins Alexander’s commentary in the recensio altera ver-
sion.?” One is free to speculate that the p-version already included the marginal
commentary some time before the transliteration process in the ninth century
AD.”* Such close transmission of text and commentary makes contamination

A8 According to Primavesi 2012b, the B-reviser drew inspiration or particular phrases from other
sources and incorporated them into the Metaphysics text.

29CF. 1. Since the B-version contains reclamantes that go back to an ancient edition on papyrus
scrolls, the revision is most likely to have happened before AD 400, when papyrus editions were no
longer produced and there was no need for reclamantes.

208ee the examples in 5.2.1, 5.2.2 (first of the two cases), 5.2.4, 5.2.5.

*See the first example in Primavesi 2012b: 42428 (“Text 7). The very fact that the additional
words taken over from Alexander’s commentary do not exactly fit to the syntactical context shows that
this is not what Aristotle originally wrote.

222Gee the case studies in 5.2.3—4.

20n the recensio altera see 2.4.

2*One might object that the independent B-witness fragment Y (Paris. Suppl. 687) contains the
text of books I and K and none of Alexander’s commentary in the margins. In this case, one might
then reply, the marginal commentary that might have been present in the parent of this manuscript
had been left out of Y.
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more likely.?” In five of the six commentary passages analyzed above, the text of
the recensio altera is identical to the authentic version of the commentary.”* Thus
it is at least theoretically possible that these instances of contamination in the
B-version stem from the recensio altera in the margins. At this point, of course,
this remains speculation.

Given that it is beyond the scope of this study to discuss or even evaluate the
impact of the so-called B-revision itself, it seems best to conclude, on the basis
of the evidence that scholars have analyzed so far, that some of the traces that
Alexander’s comments left behind in the B-version are to be attributed to a revi-
sion process that this version underwent some time before the end of the fourth
century AD. This is especially likely in cases such as 5.2.2 and 5.2.6, where the text
in B appears to have been consciously revised on the basis of a suggestion made
by Alexander. However, given the evidence of Alexander’s widespread impact on
the text (see also 5.3) it seems unjustified to attribute the contamination of p ex-
clusively to one revision process. Thus, some of the words or phrases incorporated
from Alexander’s commentary into the B-text could very well stem from glosses
that had been added to the text’s margins over time and from where they found
their way into the text more or less accidentally (5.2.3-5).

5.3 CONTAMINATION OF a BY ALEXANDER’S
COMMENTS

Having analyzed the contamination of w* and p with Alexander’s commentary, I
now turn to the a-version and the question of how it relates to Alexander’s com-
mentary. Is there evidence that Alexander’s commentary influenced the text of the
a-version, as there is in the case of the w*-version or the p-version (see 5.1 and
5.2)? Does the a-text contain later “corrections” that were based on Alexander’s
paraphrase or occasioned by his critical remarks on the text??” I will answer these
questions with analyses of five different Metaphysics passages and Alexander’s
comments on them (5.3.1-5). In the first two case studies I will analyze Alexander’s
paraphrase as a possible source of the a-reading, and in the subsequent three case
studies I will investigate whether Alexander’s critical remarks on Aristotle’s text
and argument occasioned a textual change in the a-version.

*»This is what Bonitz 1848: XVI suspects to have happened. He states cautiously: Necessitudinem
quandam intercedere codici A® cum commentario Alexandri in eius margine scripto, saepius quum ut-
rumque inter se conferrem suspicabar, nec tamen certi quidquam de ea re statuerim. And also Primavesi
2012b: 457 briefly draws attention to this peculiarity (cf. also Primavesi 2012b: 389 n.12).

26The exception is 5.2.4. In the case of 5.2.2, the relevant commentary section (285.32-286.6) of the
text of the recensio altera is extant only in L; in F a larger section of the commentary is missing (cf. app.
crit. in Hayduck’s edition).

*’In his analysis of book A of the Metaphysics Primavesi 2012b limits his treatment of Alexander’s
influence to the B-version of the text.
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5.3.1 Alex. In Metaph. 26.14-18 on Arist. Metaph. A 3, 983b33-984a3

In A 3 Aristotle examines his predecessors’ accounts of the causes and principles,
specifically with the purpose of finding out whether and in what way earlier think-
ers had treated one or more of the four causes.””® First to be discovered, he finds,
was what he calls the material cause (983b6-18). Thales claimed that the material
cause of all things is water (983b18-27). Some mythical accounts also speak of the
world as emerging from water (eioi 8¢ Tiveg ol ... mpwTovg Beohoynoavrag obTwg
ofovtat ... bmolapPeiv). Figures like Oceanus and Tethys* and the idea that the
gods customarily swore oaths to Styx*° indicate that for the oldest poets, as for
Thales, water held a position of fundamental importance (983b27-33). As can be
seen in the passage below, Aristotle makes no commitments as to the antiquity of
this view or the validity of the history he gives of it

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 3, 983b33-984a3

el uév ovv [1] dpyaia tig abtn kai makad TeTOXNKEV ovoa Tept TAG PU-[2]oewg 7
86ka, Tay’ &v ddnhov e, Oakijg pévrol AMéyetat [3] obtwg dmoprvacBat mept Tig
TPWTNG aitiog.

It may perhaps be uncertain whether this opinion about nature is primitive and
ancient, but Thales at any rate is said to have declared himself thus about the first
cause.

3 obtwe B AL' 26.14 et AL 26.16 Ascl.? 225.14 Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger : todtov OV
Tpomov a ex ALP 26.17-18, Primavesi

Aristotle speaks cautiously about the possible origin and age of the view that water
is the first principle. Where myth is concerned, this may be because the mythical
way of speaking makes a clear assessment impossible, as he points out in B 4,
1000a5-19. Furthermore, myth does not make its claims in the form of arguments
that can be accepted or refuted.”” Where Thales is concerned, Aristotle’s lack of
commitment in attributing such a theory to his Milesian predecessor (“Thales ...
is said to have declared himself thus,” 984a2-3) is more striking. However, a cau-
tious attitude towards Thales is also visible in other passages in the Aristotelian

*For an analysis of Metaph. A 3, 983a24-984b8 see Barney 2012.

*¥In the Iliad Oceanus and Tethys are called the origins of the world: 14.201 (=14.302): Qkeavév
e Oe@v yéveowv kai untépa TnOVV and 14.246: Qkeavod, 6¢ mep yéveoig navteoot tétvkrtal Plato also
mentions a Homeric Theogony which begins with Oceanus and Tethys: Tht. 152e; Cra. 402b.

20In Hesiod’s Theogony 361 Styx is the daughter of Tethys and Oceanus. Zeus decrees that the gods
make their oaths to Styx, because of her commitment to him in the fight against the Titans: Theogony
383-403. See West 1966: 275-76.

ZICf. Barney 2012: 88-90.

#2Cf. Barney 2012: 88-90. On other occasions, Aristotle speaks respectfully of myth and the an-
cient knowledge mythical stories may contain (Metaph. A 8, 1074a38-b14). Concerning Aristotle’s
attitude towards myth see also Palmer 2000: 184-91.
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corpus.”® Alexander himself recognizes Aristotle’s caution (26.16-18) and attri-
butes it to the fact that no written evidence of Thales’ view existed in Aristotle’s
day.234

The divergence between the a- and p-version in line 984a3 seems slight as far
as content is concerned. The a- and the B-versions point back to the view Thales is
supposed to have held in slightly different yet still quite similar ways: p points back
with obtwg (“thus”) and a points back with tobtov tov TpémOV (“in this way”).
A clue to how this change in expression came about is provided in Alexander’s
commentary. The evidence in the commentary (found both in the lemma and in
a citation) tells us that w*" also read obtw¢. In Alexander’s paraphrase, we find
that in place of the words obtwg (which is given in his own text and preserved by
our B-version) is the phrase tobtov T0v TpémOV, which we find in the a-version.”

Alexander, In Metaph. 26.14-18 Hayduck

984a2 Oalfig pévrot Aéyetal obtwg dmognvacBat meplt [15] TG MPdOTNG
aitiag.

[16] Eikdtwg o AéyeTtat obtwg dmogrvacBat ovdév yap mpogépetal [17] avtod
ovyypappa, ¢ ob Tig 1O PéPatov é€et Tod TadTa A\éyeobat TodTov [18] TOV TpbHTIOV

O adTOD.

Thales at any rate is said to have declared himself thus about the first
cause.

The statement ‘is said to have declared himself thus’ is reasonable, for no writing of
his is preserved from which one can be certain that these things were said by him
in this way.

14-16 TepL TAHG TPATNG ... dogrvacBat O P° S: om. A

Alexander compliments Aristotle for speaking cautiously in light of the fact that
there were no extant writings of Thales that could substantiate the claim. The ex-
pression Aéyetat obtwg (“he is said to have declared himself”) conveys that there is
much uncertainty whether Thales spoke in exactly this way (todtov TOv TpéTOV).

Alexander’s words allow us to infer, first, that he read oVtw¢ in wA' and, sec-
ond, that he himself chose the expression todtov TOV TpdéTOV to reformulate Ar-
istotle’s wording.”* But why does Alexander render obtwg as TodToV TOV TPOTOV?

23Ross 1924: 129 points to Cael. B 13, 29422930, de An. A 2, 405a19-21, A 5, 41128 and Pol. A 11,
1259a18-19. See also Barney 2012: 86, who describes Aristotle’s attitude in our passage as one of “scru-
pulous modesty about the evidence.”

24This reason certainly does not apply to the mythical accounts at least as far as Homer’s Iliad
and Hesiod’s Theogony are concerned. On the loss of all written works of Thales see also Simp. In Ph.
23.29-33.

“In his Latin translation of the commentary, Sepulveda renders obtwg by hoc pacto and todtov
1oV tpémov by ad hunc modum.

#6We have no reason for suspecting that someone adjusted Alexander’s lemma and citation to the
B-text. What is more, we see clearly from the other parts of his reformulation that Alexander avoided
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Simply for the sake of variation? Or is there a difference, however slight, between
these two expressions? The first palpable difference between the two expressions is
that Alexander and Aristotle both make far more frequent use of the word ottwg
than the expression tobtov TOV TpdTOV:

Aristotle, Metaph.: obtw(o)(1) 284 times / Tovtov [...] TOV TpdTOV 22 times

Alexander, In Metaph. A-A: obtw(g) 916 times / TodToV [...] TOV TpdMOYV 13 times.

Next, it seems that the expression todtov 10V TpdmOV is more explicit than the
simple word oltwg in conveying that something is happening in exactly this
way.*” The two expressions seem to differ in respect to the insistence with which
something is said to occur in a certain way. In our case the formula Todtov TOv
Tpomov squares well with the pointed tone that Alexander adopts in his explica-
tion. Alexander reformulates and thereby accentuates Aristotle’s remark “Thales
is said to have expressed himself thus.” Alexander writes: it is simply impossible
to determine with any certainty (Bépatov) that Thales has spoken in exactly this
way. Alexander reformulates Aristotle such that he turns the positive statement
about the uncertainty of the sources into a negative statement (“no writing ... is
preserved”) about the unavailability of any reliable statement. This enables Alex-
ander to emphasize that there is no certainty about the precise content of Thales’
view (“...that these things were said by him in this way”). By comparison, obtwg
fits quite well into the positive formulation expressing uncertainty over Thales’
view (“he is said to have declared himself thus”) that we encounter in the Meta-
physics passage (according to the -version and w").

If we were to replace oVtwg in the Metaphysics text with Todtov TOV TpdTOV
then the uncertainty concerning Thales’ view would be strangely coupled with
the determinacy of the “in exactly this way.” Since we do not know what Thales
actually said, it would come as a surprise to hear that he is said to have spoken in
just this way. Whereas the words todtov tov tpdmov fit well into Alexander’s own
explication, the reading obtwg is clearly preferable in the Metaphysics passage.

The agreement of w** and P indicates that the reading in w*® was oltwg. The
fact that the a-version contains the expression that Alexander uses in his own
reformulation (tobtov TOv TpdmOV) suggests that these words found their way

repetition of Aristotle’s terms. Thus todtov 1OV Tpdmov confirms the obtwg of the lemma and citation.
Therefore we can surmise that he would not have said Tobtov 1ov TpdTOV, if this phrase had already
been present in his wA!-text.

#7This can be seen in the parallel passages in which Alexander uses TodTov TOV TpOTIOV: 26.18; 57.13;
135.26; 152.13; 156.21; 157.27; 159.15; 386.16; 391.14-15; 422.9. Oftentimes Alexander will then specify the
way or manner (tpomnog) in the following lines. Apart from this meaning of the expression one can see
in Aristotle’s Metaphysics that tobtov TOv TpdTOYV is used to stress the fact that something is meant in
exactly this sense: e.g. 987a20, 1015b35, 1018b30, 1023a22, 103928, 1061al. But no such confidence or
certainty is conveyed in Aristotle’s remark about Thales: Méyetau oUtwg dmogrjvacOat (“he is said to
have declared himself thus”).
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from Alexander’s commentary into the a-version of the Metaphysics. A copyist or
scholar may have regarded them as a correction or clarification of what Aristotle
says, without recognizing that the remainder of Alexander’s sentence is spoken
from a slightly different perspective, which does not completely coincide with Ar-
istotle’s wording.

It is far less likely that B took over obtw¢ from Alexander’s citation and (or)
lemma and (supposedly) used it in place of Todtov TOV TpdTOV. Since Alexander
himself writes todtov T0v TpéMOV two lines later, the p-reviser would be in the
awkward position of having both followed Alexander’s authority and disregarded
it. But even if one were to consider this explanation viable, one would still run
into the difficulty that Alexander’s reformulation (todtov tOv TpéMOV) accords by
sheer coincidence with the a-reading, which, after all, fits the Metaphysics passage
less than the p-reading.”*

In sum, it is quite reasonable to assume that the coincidence of the a-version
and Alexander’s own reformulation came about because someone adjusted the
wording in a in accord with Alexander’s paraphrase. By contrast the reading
attested to by the B-version and " leads us back to the original reading, which
was also found in w*.

5.3.2 Alex. In Metaph. 38.5-7 on Arist. Metaph. A 5, 985b23-29

In the fifth chapter of book A, not far from the Metaphysics passage just analyzed,
Aristotle discusses the Pythagorean theory of principles.”® Aristotle’s inquiry is
part of his attempt to confirm or correct his own four cause theory. According
to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans were the first to establish and develop mathe-
matical disciplines (paBrpara).** On account of their intimate familiarity with
mathematics, they extended the application of mathematical principles to all oth-
er things. Aristotle attempts to reconstruct the development of the Pythagorean
theory of principles.*! It starts with the following two premises: numbers are by
nature primary among the padripata (985b24); they bear more resemblances to
things than do fire, earth and water.

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 5, 985b23-29

‘Ev 8¢ TovT01§ Kai mpd TovTwV oi kakovpevol ITubaydpetot [24] T@OV pabnudrwy
aydapevol mpdTtol Tadta Tpofyov kal [25] Evipagévteg v adToig Tag TOVTWV ApXAg
TOV vty dpxag [26] ambnoav elvat mévtwv. émnel 8¢ tovTwV oi dpBuol gvoet

¥ There is no evidence to suggest that Alexander borrowed from another tradition when writing
his explanation.

29Gee Schofield 2012: 141-55 and Primavesi 2014.

*0The scope of these disciplines was much wider than what we understand as mathematics; it
embraced astronomy and music theory. See Primavesi 2014: 229.

241See Primavesi 2014: 230-36.
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[27] mpdToL, év 8¢ TovToIg 80KovV Bewpelv dpotdpata [28] TOA& Toig ovot Kai
ytyvopévolg, pdAlov fj v mopt kat yij [29] kot Odatt ...

Contemporaneously with these philosophers*** and before them, the so-called Py-
thagoreans devoted themselves to mathematics; they were the first to advance this
study, and having been brought up in it they thought its principles were the princi-
ples of all things. Since of these [i.e. mathematical sciences] numbers are by nature
the first, and in these [i.e. numbers] they supposed they could see many resem-
blances to the things that exist and come into being—more than in fire and earth
and water ...

24 tadta a Ascl? 35.31 Bekker Bonitz Christ Primavesi : tadté te p Ross Jaeger || npofjyov a
Ascl? 35.31 Primavesi : mporjyayov B Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger || 25 t@v évtov apxag a
ALP 37135 19 Ascl? 35.32 edd. : om. B || 27 ToVTOIG B WAL (ALP 37.22-23; 38.5-6) Ross Jaeger : 101G
aptBpoic a fort. ex ALP 38.5-6 (Ascl.c 35.33-34) Bekker Bonitz Christ Primavesi

The following analysis will focus on line b27. According to the B-version, this line
contains the demonstrative pronoun tovtolg (“[in] these”). But the a-version
reads toi¢ dptBpoig (“numbers”) instead, thus spelling out what the antecedent of
TovTolg would be. In order to assess the status of Tovtoic in line b2y we first have
to have a look at the demonstrative pronoun tobtwv (“of these”) in line b26. The
antecedent of Tovtwv is found in the preceding sentence (985b23-26), although it
is not easily found, as there is more than just one possible candidate:** the princi-
ples of all things (t@v dvtwv dpxag ... maviwy, b25-26),>** all things (t@v dvtwv
... Tavtov, b25-26),** the principles of mathematics (tag TovTOV dpydg, b2s),
and mathematics itself (t@v pabnudtwv, ... tadta ... tovTwWY b24-25). I agree
with Primavesi 2014 that the pronoun tovtwv (b26) refers to pabnuarta (“mathe-
matics,” b24), and that Aristotle thus starts his reconstruction of the theory from
the universally accepted position that mathematics starts with numbers.

In any case, the frequent use of demonstrative pronouns* in this passage
corresponds to the condensed exposition Aristotle gives here of the Pythago-
rean theory of principles. These pronouns allow Aristotle to refer briefly to the
aforementioned terms without extending and burdening the exposition through

*2These are the Atomists, Leucippus and Democritus, whom Aristotle treats in A 4, 985b4-22. On
the question whether Parmenides and Empedocles should be included, too, see Primavesi 2014: 228.
See also Alexander (37.6-12), who takes further options into consideration.

23Gee the discussion in Primavesi 2014: 234-35.

*4This possibility can be excluded. The assumption that numbers are first among the principles of
all things cannot be the starting point from which the Pythagoreans, according to Aristotle, or Aristo-
tle himself could begin. Ross’s translation, however, inclines the reader to this interpretation (Barnes
1984:1559): “...they thought its principles were the principles of all things. Since of these principles...”
(my emphasis).

#5Schofield 2012: 144 n. 8 follows Alexander (37.21-22) in taking “all things” to be the antecedent.

HOEy 8¢ tovTolg (b23), Tpd TovTwY (b23), Tabta (b24), T&g TovTWY dpxas (b25), TovTwWY (b26), &v
8¢ Tovtolg (b2y).
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repetition or detailed description. Aristotle speaks in summary fashion, he hints
to us, because he has given a comprehensive account of the Pythagorean theory
“elsewhere.”

By contrast, the antecedent of the demonstrative pronoun tovtolg in line b2y
is instantly clear. The pronoun tovtolg refers back to oi dpiBpoti in line b26. Yet, in
light of the high number of pronouns in this passage and the ambiguous todTwv
in line b26, it is easy to imagine that someone had been confused by the flurry of
demonstratives and had taken tovtoig (b27) to refer to Tovtwv (b26) and its an-
tecedent. It is just as easy to imagine that someone, hoping to prevent such a mis-
understanding had changed the tovtoig (B) to the explicative toig apiBpoic, which
we find in the a-version. By just such an intervention we can account for the
difference between the two versions a and f. By contrast, it is quite unimaginable
that someone would have changed toig dp1Opoig to TovTolg (to avoid repeating ot
apBpoi?),** given the abundance of demonstrative pronouns in the passage. Fol-
lowing the rule utrum in alterum, it seems more likely that the B-reading tovtoig
was changed into the a-reading toig dptByoic.

With these considerations in mind, we look at the evidence in Alexander’s
commentary. In 37.21-38.1, Alexander summarizes Aristotle’s statement about the
two premises of the Pythagorean theory of principles (985b26-29),*° and then
turns to the second premise in particular (38.5-7), which asserts that numbers
bear more resemblances to things than the elements do. At the beginning of the

commentary passage in 37.21-38.1 we read the following:

Alexander, In Metaph. 37.21-38.1 Hayduck

el yap T@v dvtwv ol dpbpol gvoel tpdTtol [22] (8§ dpapéocws yap odtot) kal Tt
£00K0oLV €V adTOlG OpotwpaTa TOANA [23] TTPOG TA vTa Opav Kai TPOG TA YLy vOEVQ,
Kai pdAov €v To0ToIG fj €V [38.1] TOIG ATTAOTG OWHAGLY. ..

For since numbers are by nature first among the things that are*° (for they are from

abstraction), and they (i.e. the Pythagoreans) supposed they could see in them (i.e.

27 Metaph. 986a12-13: Subplotal 8¢ mept TovTWY &V ETépOLG MV dkpiPéotepov. / “we have dis-
cussed these matters more exactly elsewhere.” In his commentary on A 5, Alexander excerpts from
Aristotle’s lost monograph on the Pythagoreans (see Primavesi 2011c: 170-71). On fragments of this
monograph in Alexander see Wilpert 1940. On the application of these fragments to the explication of
Aristotle’s account in A 5 see Primavesi 2014: 236-46.

*80ne could argue that the B-reviser shuns repetition (cf. Patzig/Frede 1988: 14; Primavesi 2012b:
457-58) and accordingly suspect that the more repetitive a-version preserves the authentic text. This
is, however, unlikely as in this passage the B-reviser’s intention would clash with the condensed style
of the presentation and the already existing repetition of pronouns.

*9Here, Alexander uses the particle 8¢, which he proposes as a correction for Aristotle’s yap
(37.20-21). Cf. 3.6.

»0As pointed out above (p. 246 n. 245), Alexander understands ToVtwv in 985b26 to refer back to
the things that are (t@v dvtwv).
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numbers) many resemblances to the things that are and that come into being, and
[this] in them (i.e. numbers) rather than in the simple bodies ...

23 pog alt. A : om. O PP

In his paraphrase, Alexander stays close to the Aristotelian original, referring back
to the numbers (ot &piBpol) by means of demonstrative pronouns (37.22-23) in
agreement with the p-reading.

A second reference to Aristotle’s words, occurring a few lines later in the com-
mentary, once more indicate that w*', like the p-text, read év tovTtolg (b27). Alex-
ander again paraphrases Aristotle’s formulation by, again, referring to the num-
bers with év tovtoig. The agreement of w** with the B-reading confirms the above
assumption that f is the older reading.*" Alexander’s second paraphrase reads:

Alexander, In Metaph. 38.5-7 Hayduck

opotdpata 8¢ pdAhov mpodg T dvta kai yvépeva yodvto [6] €v tovToig elva,
TouTéoTL TOIG dPLOLOIG, 1) &V TOVTOLG TOIG OWHATLY & OTOL-[7]XETd Papiey. ..

They thought that resemblances to the things that are and that come into being are

in them, i.e. in numbers, rather than in those bodies we call ‘elements.’

This passage reveals more than just the aforementioned agreement between wA*
and P. For Alexander not only repeats the demonstrative pronoun he finds in
Aristotle’s text; he also adds his own explication of TovtoLG, so as to make clear
that it refers back to the numbers: tovtéott Toig dptBuoic (38.6). This clarifying
addition shows quite definitely that Alexander did not have the a-reading toig
apBpoig (985b2y) in his Metaphysics text, and furthermore points to a possible
origin for the a-reading. A reader or scribe of the a-version could have followed
Alexander in his insistence on stating the antecedent of tovtotg unambiguously,
and replaced tovtolq in the a-text with toig dptBpoic. >

As pointed out above, Aristotle’s concise presentation and repeated usage of
demonstrative pronouns make it likely that someone would have changed Tovto1g
to toig aptOpoic. This holds irrespective of Alexander’s comments on the pas-
sage—in fact, the replacement of tovtolg with toig apiBoig appears so natural
that it is quite possible for the substitution to have occurred here without the in-
fluence of Alexander. This passage therefore stands in contrast to the previous one

11t would be unreasonable to suggest that f adopted Tovtolg from Alexander’s paraphrase and
used it to replace toig &plOpoig in the Metaphysics text. First, the tovtolg makes the sentence more dif-
ficult to understand, as we saw above. Second, this adaptation would be at odds with Alexander’s own
explications of the passage, as we will see below. Primavesi 2012¢ nevertheless follows the a-reading.

P2Jaeger 1917: 490 assumes that Toig &piBpois is a gloss that intruded into the a-family (which
Jaeger calls “recension II”). Jaeger cites Alexander as evidence for the authenticity of the B-reading,
but he does not link the evidence in Alexander’s commentary to the contamination that occurred in a.
Both Jaeger und Ross follow the B-text in their editions.
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(5.3.1), where it was not obvious that obtwg should be replaced with tobtov tov
tpomov.”® Nevertheless, it would here be a remarkable coincidence if Alexander
had reformulated Aristotle’s words in exactly the same way in which a reader or
scribe of the a-text, independently of Alexander’s commentary ended up revising
them. It might further be added that the type of correction we encounter here in
a (i.e. change from pronoun to noun) is by no means a common feature of a,”* a
fact that makes Alexander’s influence in this case perhaps more likely. All in all,
then, the conclusion that we are dealing here with a further trace of Alexander’s
influence on the a-text might seem justified.

5.3.3 Alex. In Metaph. 33.17-19; 23-26 on Arist. Metaph. A 4,
985a4-10

In A 4, Aristotle gives the following explanation of how his predecessors, the
material cause having been discovered, went on to formulate a second principle:
they recognized that the material cause alone could not account for the order and
beauty in the world, and so they searched for a further principle, an efficient cause
(A 3, 984b8-15; cf. also 5.2.5). Parmenides and Hesiod made love and desire (¢pwc)
to be such causes (A 4, 984b23-31), while Empedocles, recognizing that the world
also contains disordered and bad things, introduced two principles, love (@thia)
and strife (veikog) (984b32-985a4).

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 4, 985a4-10

el yap t1g dxolovBoin kai AapPdvol tpodg v Sid-[5]volay kal pn mpog & yelkiletau
Méywv *EpmedokAiig, e0pni-[6]oet Ty pév @hiav aitiav ovoav t@v dyabdv 10 8¢
VETKOG [7] TOV Kak@V* OoT €l TI pain TpdToV Tiva kai Aéyety kai [8] mpdTov Aéyely
TO KakOV Kai 10 dyaBov apxag Epmedokhéa, [9] Téy’ &v Aéyot kaAdg, eimep 1O TOV
ayabdv andvtwyv aitiov [10] adTod 10 dyabdv 0Tt [Kai TOV KakdV TO Kakdv].

For if we were to follow out the view of Empedocles, and interpret it according
to its meaning and not to its lisping expression, we should find that Love [Philia]
is the cause of good things, and Strife [Neikos] of bad. Therefore, if someone said
that Empedocles in a sense both mentions, and is the first to mention, the Bad and
the Good as principles, he should perhaps be right, given that the cause of all good
things is the Good itself [and of the bad things the Bad].

10 Kol TOV Kak@V 10 kakdv a ex Al. 33.25-26 (Ascl.c 31.9) Bekker Bonitz : om. f w*" Ascl.P 31.9-11
del. Ross Jaeger Primavesi

My focus will be on the words kal T@®v kak®v 10 kakov in line 98s5a10, which

3 Are these two passages (the one discussed in 5.3.1 and the one discussed presently) related?

»*There is only one comparable case in A 1, 980a28-29: i aioBfoews a : TavTng B. Here, Alex-
ander’s commentary (2.22-4.11) unfortunately does not offer any evidence as to whether w** goes with
aorf.
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Primavesi 2012b identified as an “a-supplement,” that is, a secondary addition to
the a-text.”® In the passage quoted above, Aristotle argues that Empedocles’ prin-
ciples Love and Strife are the causes of good and bad things (a4-7). He further
entertains the argument that Empedocles was the first to introduce*® the Good
(1o &yaB6v) and the Bad (16 kaxdv) as principles (ay-9),”” remarking that such
holds especially “if indeed” or “given that” (einep)*® the Good itself is the cause of
all good things. According to the p-version, Aristotle’s sentence stops at the men-
tion of the Good itself, but the a-text goes further, adding to the conditional clause
(which here has causal force: “given that...,” “since...”) that the Bad is the cause
of bad things. Since Aristotle denies the existence of the Bad as a principle,® the
B-version is clearly preferable to the a-reading. Moreover, the a-version exhibits
a symmetry, which although implied in the duality of Empedocles’ principles,*®
does not at all square with “the Good itself” as principle.

In his commentary Alexander paraphrases the passage and criticizes the argu-
ment it contains. From the commentary we are able to gather that Alexander did
not find the a-supplement kai T@v kak®v tO kakov in his Metaphysics text. But in
addition to this, Alexander’s comments also provide clues as to the origin of the
a-supplement.

Alexander, In Metaph. 33.17-19; 23-26 Hayduck

¢meldn) yap év toig odowy 0Tt kai T kakd, EunedokAig év toig aitiolg [18] €0eto 00
MV 1OV dyabdv dpxniv povov, fitig €0t @ihia, dAAX kal TV [19] TOV KakdV, & €0TL
TO VEIKOG. [20-23] ... & 8¢ 10 T@OV dyabdv aitiov dyabov [24] kai TO TOV KAKOV
Kakdv, apxag dv &l EpnedorAiig to ayabov kai 1o [25] kakov Ti0épevog, dyabov
HEv v @iav, T veikog 68 kakdv. ginwv 8¢ [26] obtwg mepi Tod dyabod, mept Tod
KakoD fUiv tpooBeival KaTéALe.

For since bad things, too, exist among the things that are, Empedocles included
among the causes not only the principle of good things, which is Love, but also the

»SPrimavesi 2012b: 440-43. Metaphysics editors preceding Primavesi have, since Christ 1886, fol-
lowed the B-reading.

»6Primavesi 2012b: 443 points to the passage in A 8, 989b4—21 where Aristotle records Anaxago-
ras’s theory of primeval mixture as an earlier equivalent of Plato’s second principle of the d&dpiotog
Svdg.

57Cf. also Aristotle’s comments on Empedocles’ principles Love and Strife in A 10, 1075b1-7. See
also Beere 2009: 326.

P8LS] s.v. elmep 11

»9In Metaph. © 9, 1051a17-18, Aristotle explicitly says that there is no Bad over and above things:
Sfhov dpa 6Tt 0dk £0TL TO KakOV Tapd T& Tpdypata. See Beere 2009: 325-28 and 344-47. Primavesi
2012b: 443 calls “the Bad itself” an “inexcusable blunder” by “Platonic standards.” Consider passages
like Rep. I1I 402¢, V 476a and Tht. 176e, however, where Plato has Socrates speak about the Form of the
Bad. For the Bad itself in the Platonic tradition see Plot. I 8,3,1-4,5 (see also Dorrie/Baltes 1996: 123.8,
pp- 190-94 and 516).
260See the discussion in Primavesi 2012b: 440-42.
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principle of bad things, which is Strife. ... But if the cause of good things is good and
that of bad things bad, Empedocles would seem to make the Good and the Bad his

principles, Love the good, Strife the bad. Yet having spoken in this way about the
Good, he has left it to us to supply the point about the Bad.

1820TLA O :¢0TiviP® || 19 LF Ascl. :f AOP? S| 2388 AO:yap P* S| kai 10 A O : e kal
P® || 25 veikog 8¢ A O : 8¢ veikog PP

Alexander puts forward a version of Aristotle’s argument that has been subject to
three relevant alterations: Firstly, he changes the order in which the argument is
presented. Secondly, he does not speak of the Platonic idea of “the Good itself,”
but rather of the principle that the cause of good things is itself good. This allows
him, thirdly, to also mention a bad principle as the cause of bad things. I will now
look more closely at these differences.

Alexander follows Aristotle (985a4-7) in identifying Empedocles’ Strife with
the principle of bad things and Love with the principle of good things (33.17-19).
Then, in 33.23-24, he puts forth a slightly modified version of the thought that
Aristotle expressed conditionally (einep / “given that”) at the end of the passage
(98529-10). In Aristotle’s version, Empedocles is credited with the discovery of
the Good as principle on the condition of the assumption (einep) that the Good
itself is the principle of good things. By contrast, Alexander’s condition (i), which
he puts at the beginning of the sentence, does not mention “the Good itself” but
rather applies the so-called “Causal Resemblance Principle”™® to the case of good
and bad things. According to this principle the cause of good things is something
that itself is good and the cause of bad things something itself bad. Consequently,
in speaking of a principle of good things that itself is good, Alexander makes no
mention whatsoever of the Platonic principle of “the Good itself.” This allows him,
without further ado, to include a principle of bad things that itself is bad. In 33.24-
25, Alexander returns to a close proximity to Aristotle’s thought and adopts his
conclusion that Empedocles made the Good and the Bad his principles (985a8-9)
and that he identifies Love with the Good and Strife with the Bad (33.25).

In 33.25-26, Alexander reflects on the way in which he modified Aristotle’s
argument. He highlights his most obvious alteration and points out that Aristo-
tle speaks about the Good only, while leaving it up to the reader to supplement
the argument with the point about the Bad (33.25-26).2 As we have just seen, in

*'This principle seems to have been widely accepted by ancient philosophers. See Makin 1990: 138,
who calls it “Causal Resemblance Principle” and also “Degree of Reality Principle.” See also Sedley
1998. Betegh 2012: 126 speaks of a “principle of causational synonymy” in connection with Aristotle’s
interpretation of Empedocles’ theory that a good principle causes good things and a bad principle
causes bad things. See also Metaph. a 1, 993b24-31and for the principle propter quod alia, id maximum
tale see Lloyd 1976 and Rashed 2007: 312.

*2There are other passages in Alexander’s commentary where he notes that Aristotle did not ex-
plicitly express a point that would naturally follow from what had been said. Cf. for example: 192.5-
6: ovkétt 10 €Efic mpooTiBelg avt® (on this see Madigan 1992: 120 n. 142); 193.14: énavoato undev
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Alexander’s version of the passage the point about the bad is included, although in
a different way. The purpose of this reflection seems to be to justify his adjustment
made to Aristotle’s argument through the addition of the principle of bad things
that is itself bad (kal 0 TOV Kak®@Vv kakdv, 33.24).

We can infer two things from Alexander’s concluding reflection on the Aris-
totelian text. First, as recently demonstrated by Primavesi 2012b: 442, Alexander’s
words make it abundantly clear that w*" did not have the a-supplement kai T@v
Kak®@v 10 kakov.2* The presence of the bad as principle of bad things in Alexan-
der’s paraphrase is due entirely to his own modification of the argument and is
not based on his Metaphysics text (w*").?** Since w*" and B agree with each other,
we can assume that @*f did not have the a-supplement either.?*

Second, we see that what Alexander describes as a (perhaps even intentional)
omission by Aristotle is filled in precisely by the a-supplement. But there is more.
Alexander’s own filling in as presented in his paraphrase of the Aristotelian pas-
sage is—apart from the position of the article—identical with the a-supplement.
Alexander says kai 10 T@V kak®v kakov, while the a-supplement reads kai T@v
Kak@®Vv 10 kakov. When we view the two formulations and their respective syntac-
tical context side by side the close parallel is plain to see:**®

Arist. A 4, 985a9-10 einep 10 TOV dyabdv andvtwv aitiov avtod to dyabov ot
[kal TOV Kak®V TO KAKOV].
Alex. 33.23-24 &l 8¢ 10 TV dyaB@v aftiov ayadov kai 1O TV KKV KakOv

émeveykwv. Whenever Alexander recognizes an omission by Aristotle and suggests a supplement I
take this to be a conjecture (see 3.6): 193.32-33; 264.17-18; 321.1. There is no exact parallel to Alexander’s
present diagnosis that Aristotle left it to the reader to fill in the gap.

230ne could object that Alexander’s remark does not tell exactly where in Aristotle’s argument
the bad is left out and that we therefore cannot know for sure that w*" did not read the a-supplement.
However, as Primavesi 2012b: 442 demonstrated, the argumentative step that is made explicit in the
a-supplement is the only one which Aristotle could have left out without threatening the parallelism
between Empedocles’ Love and Strife and the Good and the Bad, which is Aristotle’s main point.

264 Asclepius provides contradictory information in his commentary. He quotes (31.8-9) the a-ver-
sion of the Metaphysics text (viz. including the words kai T@v kak®v T kakdv), yet adopts Alexander’s
comment about the omission and supplementation of the bad. That Asclepius clearly understood the
words he copied from Alexander can be inferred from his own remark in 31.10-11. Has the quote in
Asclepius’s commentary been subsequently adjusted to the a-version? For a discussion of the textual
evidence in Asclepius’s commentary see Kotwick 2015.

%5From the content alone of the two readings it is clear that w*"* and B have the correct text and
the a-version contains a later addition. There is therefore no reason to speculate that the p-reading is
the result of a deletion based on the model given in Alexander’s commentary. It is more reasonable to
assume that B preserved the correct reading, which was corrupted in a by a later supplement. Cf. the
analysis by Primavesi 2012b: 442.

26The similarity is so striking that we would be forced to assume that Alexander here gives an exact
paraphrase of the Metaphysics text, had he not made it crystal clear that in his Metaphysics text there
is no mention of the bad in the conditional clause and were we unable to rule out the possibility that
Aristotle mentions the “bad itself” as a principle.



CONTAMINATION BY ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY 253

Despite the obvious parallelism between these two phrases, still evident is where
Alexander’s exposition of the argument diverges from the Aristotelian counter-
part. This divergence is encapsulated in the positioning of the article 0. In the
a-supplement the article stands next to the noun to which it belongs: T@v kak@v
10 kakdv / “The bad (scil. is the cause) of bad things.” But in Alexander’s com-
mentary the article 16 stands far away from the adjective kak6v. The reason is
this, that in Alexander’s commentary the article 16 does not belong to kako6v, but
to aftiov, which has to be supplied in thought from the preceding part of the sen-
tence: 10 (scil. aitiov) T@OV kakd®v kakov / “the cause of bad things (is) bad.” This
is visible in the above analysis: Alexander slightly changed Aristotle’s argument
and speaks about the principle according to which the cause of something is itself
what it causes.

We further see that the only difference between Alexander’s paraphrase and
Aristotle’s text is that Alexander does not speak about “the Good itself” but about
the Good simply. As I argued above, this shift is what allows Alexander to position
the Bad alongside the Good as a principle. While the words of the a-supplement
are a disturbing appendage in the context of the Metaphysics passage they are
entirely appropriate to the context of Alexander’s commentary. Leaving aside all
questions of philosophical meaning, the counterpart to the Good itself (a0to 10
ayaBév) we would expect to find in the Metaphysics passage is “the Bad itself”
(o010 TO Kakdv). But this is not what the a-supplement offers. Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that the formulation was taken over directly from Alexan-
der’s commentary and inserted into the a-text. Since Alexander speaks only about
the bad (scil. principle) (16 ... kakdv) and not about the Bad itself, the a-sup-
plement reads 10 kakév and not avtod 10 kakdv. However, since a direct copy of
Alexander’s words (kai TO T@V kak®v kakOv) made little sense in the Aristotelian
context, the article 0 was placed next to kakdv, thus changing the meaning to
“the bad ... of the bad things.”

We see that the striking points of similarity and the interesting incongruities
between the two phrases reveal Alexander’s commentary to be the origin of the
a-supplement. It is likely that a reader of the commentary interpreted Alexander’s
reflection about Aristotle’s leaving it to us to supply the bad differently than I did.
I take Alexander’s reflection to be a justification of the slight alteration Alexander
made to Aristotle’s argument, but the hypothetical reader seems to have taken it
as an invitation to supplement*” and correct the Metaphysics text.?® It could very

*7Sepulveda rendered Alexander’s words mepi ToD kakod fipiv Tpoodeivat katéhrne into the sim-
ple words omisit mentionem de malo. Here, the inviting character of Alexander’s phrase is lost. For
Sepulveda’s inaccuracies in translating Alexander’s comments on textual issues see 2.3 and 5.3.4.

28This is how I understand (pace Primavesi 2012b: 442 n. 136) the comment in Ross 1924: 137: “kai
... Kakov, omitted by A®, Alexander, and Asclepius, was probably suggested to some copyist by Alex-
ander’s remark that something of the sort must be supplied to complete the sense [my emphasis].” Also
Jaeger 1957 ad loc. supposes such an influence on the manuscript E: “Al aliquid huiusmodi desiderabat,
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likely have been that a reader who interpreted Alexander’s words in this way also
drew inspiration from his paraphrase and copied directly from his commentary.

5.3.4 Alex. In Metaph. 67.20-68.4 on Arist. Metaph. A 8, 989a22-26

In chapter A 8, Aristotle critically engages the theories of causation put forward
by the Presocratic philosophers Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and the so-called Py-
thagoreans.” The discussion of Empedocles begins in line 989a18.7° Aristotle first
classes the mistakes Empedocles makes: some of the mistakes he makes he shares
with the monists, even though he posited four material causes, and some of the
mistakes he makes are peculiar to him (989a21-22). He focuses his critique with
the following two points. First, Empedocles’ theory of the four elements denies
that the elements change into and out of each other (989a22-24).7” Second, it is
unreasonable to assume two efficient causes rather than just one (989a25-26).72
The following section contains the two points of critique in Aristotle’s words:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 8, 989a22-26

yryvopeva te yap €€ [23] AR v 6pdpev d¢ ok del StapévovTtog Tupdg Kal Yig
00 [24] avTod opatog (eipntat 8¢ év ToiG TEPt PUOEWG TEPL AOTWV), [25] Kal Tepl
TG TOV Kivoupévwv aitiag, totepov €v 1] §0o Betéov, [26] 00T 0pBdg oTe EDAGYWG
ointéov eipfioBat Tavteddq.

For we see these bodies produced from one another, which implies that the same
body does not always remain fire or earth (we have spoken about this in our works
on nature);?”* and regarding the moving cause and the question whether we must
suppose one or two, he must be thought to have spoken neither correctly nor alto-

gether reasonably.

26 edAOyws wr' B <E>yp Ar" Bekker Bonitz Christ Ross Jaeger Primavesi : dA\oywg ci. Al. 68.3—4
a Ascl.c 60.25

Lines a25-26 summarize Aristotle’s critique of Empedocles’ thoughts on the effi-
cient cause. The two branches a and p offer divergent readings. According to the
B-version, Aristotle says that Empedocles spoke neither correctly (0pBdg, a26)
nor altogether reasonably (eDAOywg ... mavted@g, a26). In the a-version, we read

unde supplevit E.” See also Jaeger 1917: 486. The new collations by Pantelis Golitsis and Ingo Steinel
show that the supplement is not just present in the ms. E, but in the whole a-family. Cf. also Betegh
2012: 125 with n. 47.

298ee Primavesi 2012a: 225-63. On the differences among Aristotle’s treatments of these thinkers
in Metaph. A 3-5 and A 8 see Primavesi 2012a: 226-27.

20Primavesi 2012a: 229-32.

YIPrimavesi 2012a: 232-35.

272Primavesi 2012a: 235-39.

3 According to Alexander (In Metaph. 67.13-15), this refers to Cael. T, while according to Asclepi-
us (In Metaph. 60.11-12) it also refers to GC B. See Primavesi 2012a: 233-34.
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in place of oUte eDAdywg (“nor reasonably”) the words otte d\dyws (“nor unrea-
sonably”). The small difference in letters results in a great difference in meaning.
Whereas in the B-reading Aristotle describes Empedocles’ theory with two negat-
ed terms, saying that he spoke “neither correctly nor altogether reasonably” (o7’
0pBdGg obTe eDAOYWG), Aristotle’s assessment in the a-version is more positive: he
says that Empedocles spoke “neither correctly nor altogether unreasonably” (001’
0pB@g otTe dAOYWG).

The doubly negative condemnation of Empedocles in the B-version (o0t 6pBag
obte eDAGYwC) is not tautological, as it might at first appear. A close look reveals
that the two negated terms mean two different things. The o0t” 6p0d¢ expresses
that Empedocles’ assumption of two moving causes is simply mistaken. The sub-
sequent words olte eDAOYWS ... mavteA®g point to another flaw in Empedocles’
theory: on the whole and in respect to his entire cosmic system (mavteAdc) he
does not make proper use (o0te edAdywc) of his moving causes, Love and Strife.
The two negated terms in the B-reading thus make good sense.

The authenticity of the B-reading is supported by two other passages in the
Metaphysics. In A 4, 985a21-31, we find Aristotle use a similar expression (o¥te ...
obte) to criticize Empedocles’ employment of the moving causes within his cos-
mic system. There, Aristotle’s says that Empedocles uses his causes “neither suffi-
ciently nor does he attain consistency in their use” (obte ikavdg, o0T £v TovTOIG
ebpiokel TO OpoAoyovEVOY, 985a23). In the second parallel passage, not far from
the passage that presently concerns us, Aristotle uses, again, two negated terms,
this time in his critique of Anaxagoras. He says of Anaxagoras in A 8, 989big
that he expresses himself “neither correctly nor clearly” (001’ 6pO@g oUTe 0aPOC).
As with the B-reading under examination, this paired negative appears at first
redundant, yet is not: the critique hits the content of the theory and the form of
presentation.

In light of the above, the B-reading in our passage appears preferable to the
a-reading. This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that all Metaphysics editors
unanimously opt for the p-reading, and cemented by the fact that Alexander’s
commentary (67.18-68.4) confirms the B-reading. We can infer from his words
that he read edAdywg (B) in w*t. Alexander’s commentary gives us yet more: it
provides important information concerning the origin of the a-reading.

Alexander, In Metaph. 67.20-68.4 Hayduck

atvetal yap kai 1 @hio T& 100 vei-[21]kovg olovoa” Staupel yap kai Stakpivet Ta
kat idiov 6ha dvta, tva [22] cuykpivn kai &v o@pa otior). MG kol TO VEIKoG adTd
oV pdvov Sta-[68.1]kpiver, AANA kai ovykpivel kol ouvdyet T& Gpota TpoOg EAANAa,
xwpilov €k [2] T évioewg adTd dote ovdev Bdtepov Batépov pdAlov T@v
AvTIKeLEVWY [3] €0Tiv adT@ ToTIKOV. Tj dpetvov yeypagBal 10 00 te dAdYywg, tva
N 70 [4] AeySpevov obte mavty 0pO©g olte dAdywS TaVTY).
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For Love obviously produces the effects of Strife, too, since it divides and separates
things that by themselves are wholes, in order to combine them and make one body.
But Strife too, in his view, not only separates, but also combines and brings togeth-
er things that are like, separating them from their unified state [with things un-
like them], so that for him neither one of these two opposed principles is in any
way a more efficient cause than the other. Or, the text would be better written thus:
“[neither correctly] nor [altogether] unreasonably,” so that the sense would be that
Empedocles spoke neither altogether correctly nor altogether unreasonably.

20100 A O:om.P® || 300t® A O S: adto P® || fj &pevov yeypagBat A O : §j duevov yeypdgpbw
P* : quanquam nescio an rectius sit, quod in quibusdam exemplaribus legitur ad hunc modum S

Alexander accomplishes two things in this commentary passage. First, he spells
out what Aristotle’s assessment 00T 0pOd¢ ote eDAdyws means. His focus in
doing so falls on the expression olte eDAOyw¢. Second, he offers an alternative
reading for this expression.

In explicating Aristotle’s critique of Empedocles, Alexander repeats both what
Aristotle said in A 4 (985a21-31) and also his own comments on that passage
(35.6-23). Love, in order to unify all the elements, must break down combinations
of elements that already exist. Strife, by dissolving all mixtures and combinations
of the elements, also causes the elements to group together according to their
kinds. Thus, the effect of unification is not restricted to Love’s action, nor is the
effect of separation restricted to Strife’s action. As a result, neither action is clearly
defined.”*

In the end, in his commentary on the passage in A 8 Alexander seems unsatis-
fied with Aristotle’s negative résumé of Empedocles’ principles of movement and
thinks Aristotle’s judgment should be milder. Perhaps this is because Alexander
expects Aristotle to be gentler on a thinker he tends to view favorably, or perhaps
it is because Alexander himself thinks that Empedocles deserves a more positive
assessment. In any case, Alexander expresses doubts on whether the reading he
finds in his Metaphysics text constitutes the best possible summary of the cri-
tique on Empedocles (68.3). He does not tell us whether he thinks the reading is
a corruption of Aristotle’s original or whether he believes Aristotle’s (original)
expression could be improved upon. He simply states that in place of the phrase
oUT dpBg olte eDAGYwG it would be better to read the phrase obt 0pBdg olite
dAOyws. Thus, Alexander advocates toning down Aristotle’s judgment to the
statement that although Empedocles did not speak correctly, he did not on the
whole speak unreasonably either (68.4).

What kind of textual change does Alexander’s suggestion constitute? The edi-
tors Christ (1886a), Bonitz (1848)*° and Primavesi (2012)%° take Alexander’s sug-

74For the question whether this critique of Empedocles is appropriate see Primavesi 2012a: 235-39.
5Christ and Bonitz in their apparatus: yp Alex.
Y6Primavesi 2012¢ ad loc.: Al. 68, 3-4 ex alio libro citans. See also Primavesi 2012b: 408 n. 84.
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gestion to be a report of a varia lectio.”” Ross (1924), however, notes it in his ap-

paratus as Alexander’s own conjecture.””® Indeed, the phrase duetvov yeypapOot
(or, when following PP, the imperative form yeypdg8w)?® does not at all suggest
that Alexander reports a varia lectio found in another version of the text. Most
likely Alexander would have introduced such a variant reading by using one of his
standard expressions (@épetat 8¢ év Tiot... / ypagetat ...).*°

The phrase duetvov yeypapOat first of all suggests (1}, 68.3) that in Alexander’s
opinion the text could be improved by a slight adjustment.”® Whether the suggest-
ed correction is his own idea or whether it was in fact borrowed from another com-
mentator cannot be determined for certain (despite the absence of any reference to
Twég, cf. 3.5). Yet, given the evidence of two parallel passages in which Alexander
introduces his own emendations with dpetvov yeypaeOou (186.31; 233.26)* it can

¥7We also find this interpretation expressed in the Latin translation or paraphrase by Septilveda (f.
e.i.r): quanquam nescio an rectius sit, quod in quibusdam exemplaribus legitur ad hunc modum, neque
penitus absque ratione, ut sit sensus. Neque recte prorsus, nec penitus absque ratione. Sepulveda expands
Alexander’s often vague hints at an alternative reading into a more detailed suggestion. So Sepulveda’s
words do not necessarily represent what he found in his Greek manuscripts. It seems more likely that
Sepulveda himself added these details to Alexander’s short and rather vague dpetvov yeypagbat (or
duevov yeypdgbw as in P): duetvov became nescio an rectius sit and yeypagOat became quod in qui-
busdam exemplaribus legitur. There are several instances where Sepulveda does something similar. In
186.31-32, Alexander writes: 1§ dpetvov yeypagbat... . Sepulveda “translates” (f. k.iv.v): Aut certe melius
in quibusdam exemplaribus scriptum est ad hunc modum... . Here, the commentary context clearly
shows that we are dealing with Alexander’s own suggestion for an alternative reading. In yet another
parallel passage, Alexander, according to the evidence in the Greek manuscripts, introduces his own
conjecture with the expression dpetvov yeypagp0at. This time Sepulveda seems to provide a more literal
translation (f. n.v.v): quanquam melius ad hunc modum scriptum est.

The recensio altera, which Golitsis 2014b dates to the sixth or seventh century AD, could (once
again) have had access to both versions a and . It reads (app. 67 Hayduck): obtwg yap o1’ 0pOig ot
eOAOYwG ointéov eipfobat adT®d mavteddg. ypdgetat 8¢ év dAhoig obte OpBdg obTe dAdywS.

78Ross 1924: ci. Al Jaeger (1957) leaves the matter undecided and says merely: AL

79The reading in A and O (duewvov yeypdebai) is preferable to the reading in P® (dpewvov
yeypapOw) simply because we have several parallel passages in Alexander (and other authors, e.g.
Galen), where the formula duetvov yeypdgOat is used, but no parallel passage for the formula duevov
yeypapbOw.

#OCE. 3.6.

#10n the expression duetvov (2otiv) + infinitive see Kithner/Gerth II: § 482, 9; p. 60 and § 484,
31 p. 76.

%2In 186.11-187.6 (on Metaph. B 2, 996b22-26) Alexander argues that the reading transmitted in
his Metaphysics text is unsatisfactory. He then proposes his own solution, introducing it with duetvov
yeypdgOat. The direct transmission brought down to us the following reading for lines B 2, 996b24-26:
HoT” GAANG &v 86Eetev EmoTthung eivat T0 Bewpfioal TV aitiov TodTwv ékactov. / “therefore it would
seem to belong to different sciences to investigate these cases severally.” Since Aristotle had already
described the efficient and the final cause as opposed to each other (avtikeipevov, 996b24), he now,
Alexander reasons (008ap®g katdAAnAov, 186.15), contradicts his own position that contraries belong
to one science (996a20-21). Therefore, after a detailed discussion (186.11-31), Alexander suggests as
ultima ratio that an ovk should be added to the sentence in 996b24-26: ®@oT’ o0k dAAnG &v ... . The
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be safely assumed that we are dealing here with Alexander’s own conjecture.

Is there any evidence either in the text of the Metaphysics or in Alexander’s
commentary that could back up the view on Empedocles implied in Alexander’s
conjecture? In the first place, we find that in several passages in book A and a Aris-
totle praises aspects of Empedocles’ theory***— Aristotle does not take Empedocles
to be an unreasonable man. Next is the telling passage B 4, 1000a22-b21 and Alex-
ander’s corresponding comments. In B 4, 1000a5-1001a3, Aristotle is concerned
with the question whether the principles of perishable and imperishable things
are the same (tenth aporia). In section 1000a22-b21, he extensively discusses the
two Empedoclean principles Love and Strife. Although Aristotle here repeats his
criticism from A 4, namely, that the functions of Love and Strife are not clearly
distinguished (1000a26-b17), his introduction credits Empedocles’ theory with
some degree of internal coherence (1000a24-25): kai yap dvmep oinbein Aéyewy
&v 116 péhiota 6poloyovpévwg avTd, EpmedorAfg... / “even the man whom one
might suppose to speak most consistently—Empedocles—....” This respectful
attitude towards Empedocles’ theory matches that of Aristotle’s concluding re-
marks on the question of the principles’ perishability. He says (1000b17-18): AN’
Spwg ToooDTOV ye povov Aéyet (sc. EpmedokAic) opoloyovpévwg. / “But yet in
this regard alone at least he speaks consistently.”?*

In his commentary on the tenth aporia, Alexander offers a summary of Aristo-
tle’s critical engagement with Empedocles. In this overview (219.15-37) he focuses
on examining what Aristotle means when he speaks about the internal coherence
of Empedocles’ theory (OpoAoyovpévwg abtd, 1000a25). To this end, he provides
a review of Empedocles’ consistency, and thereby anticipates three points Aristo-
tle makes in the discussion later on: the indistinct assignment of Love and Strife’s
functions (and the failure to state the cause of their effects) is criticized as incon-

result of his grappling with the problem is a solution introduced with the words &uetvov yeypdagBar
The Metaphysics manuscript E presents Alexander’s suggestion as a “variant reading,” added in mar-
gine by the second hand (yp. kai ovk &A\ng); manuscript E*, also by the second hand, attributes this
“variant” explicitly to Alexander: yp(dget) 6 AAéEavdpog oltwg: doT’ 00k EAANG ... . For the issue in
the Metaphysics text that Alexander addresses, see Ross 1924: 229 and Crubellier 2009: 60-61.

In 233.21-28 Alexander suggests changing the text from ko €i8et / “and in kind” (1002b24) to dAX’
€idet / “but in kind.” He introduces what is most likely his own suggestion with the words duetvov
yeypapOat (233.26). See Ross 1924: 250 and Mueller 2009: 207 n. 29.

#3Cf. for example 984a11-13 and Alexander’s commentary in 27.28-28.7 (cf. Dooley 1989, 51 n. 104).
According to Alexander, Aristotle prefers Empedocles’ theory to Anaxagoras’s because it is better to
assume a definite than to assume an indefinite number of principles. In A 10 (993a11-27) Aristotle
credits Empedocles with a principle equivalent to the formal cause, but goes on to criticize Empedo-
cles’” inconsequent application of the principle. See Alexander 134.15-136.17.

#4The B-version reads povog in place of the pévov of the a-version (1000b18). In the B-version
(preferred by Ross and Jaeger), Aristotle’s praise of Empedocles is even stronger, since here he does
not say that Empedocles is consistent in one single aspect, but that he alone is consistent while everyone
else is not.
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sistent (219.18-19; 29-37).** Despite that, Empedocles’ theory is consistent in so
far as, first, all things that come to be are accounted for from the same principles,
and, second, the things that come to be are perishable whereas the principles (the
four elements and Love and Strife) are imperishable (219.21-29).%*¢ Thus, Empe-
docles’ theory proves itself to be consistent in one respect, yet inconsistent in an-
other.

Returning to our Metaphysics passage in A 8 (989a26) we find in the reading
proposed and favored by Alexander (ot” 0pB@g olite dAdywc) the same pairing
of consistent and inconsistent aspects that Alexander highlights in his overview of
Aristotle’s critique of Empedocles. According to Alexander’s alternative reading,
the text would say that Empedocles spoke “neither correctly nor altogether unrea-
sonably” (68.3-4), thus signaling that the assessment of Empedocles includes both
a positive and a negative aspect. And so Alexander’s proposed reading for line
989a26 matches exactly with how he describes Aristotle’s view on Empedocles’
theory in his commentary on the tenth aporia in B 4.

To conclude: Alexander’s suggested and preferred reading, olte d\oywg, is
what we find in the a-text. Yet, Alexander did not read this, as w*" and p confirm
our preferred reading, oUte e0Adywg, and this confirmation proves the reading
to be the older one. This all leads to the conclusion that someone incorporated
Alexander’s recommended reading into the a-text.?

5.3.5 Alex. In Metaph. 380.25-30; 381.1-4 on Arist. Metaph. A 10,
1018a20-25

In A 10 Aristotle discusses the meaning of “opposites” (&vtikeipeva). He starts off
with the following observations:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 10, 1018a20-25

Avtikeipeva Aéyetat dvtigaotg kai Tavavtia kal té [21] Tpdg TL Kai oTépnoig kai ELg
Kkai €€ @v kai eig & Eoxata [22] ai yevéoeig kal pBopai kai doo ufy éveéxetat dua [23]
napeival T Apeoiv SekTIk®, Tadta dvTikeioBat Aéyetat [24] §j avta i €€ v Eotiv.

#5Cf. Metaph. B 4,1000a26-b12.

26 Alex. In Metaph. 219.23-27: T00T0 Yap 6poAoyovpevoy Sokel Méyeohat b’ adTod T MévTa T&
ywvopeva €k TV avt@v dpx@V dvta Opoiwg kai gBeipeabat mavta, AN o0 Ta pgv @OeipecBau T ¢
péverv &idta. pdva 8¢ dpbapta ta ototeio doTiBetar, TadTa 8¢ 0Tt T §' odpaTa Kal TO VEIKOG Kkal
1) @t\io. / “This statement of his seems to be consistent, that all things that come to be, being from
the same principles, likewise all perish, not that some perish while others remain and are eternal (he
supposes that only the elements are imperishable, that is, the four bodies and Strife and Love).” Cf.
Metaph. B 4, 1000b17-20.

*7That someone revised this section of text (989a26) in the a-version becomes even more likely
when taking into consideration that in the subsequent lines 989a26-30 another intervention occurred
in the a-text, as Primavesi 2012a: 454-56 demonstrated. Are these textual interventions related?
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Qatov yap kai Aevkov dpa @ [25] adtd ody vmépxer 8107 ¢E dv Eotiv dvtikertal

[tovToig].

We call opposites contradiction, and contraries, and relative terms, and privation
and possession, and the extremes from which and into which generation and dis-
solution take place; and the attributes that cannot be present at the same time in
that which is receptive of both, are said to be opposed—either themselves or their
constituents. For grey and white do not belong at the same time to the same thing:
therefore their constituents are opposed [to these].

22 ai B AL 380.14 edd. : ofov ai a || 25 dvtikerton B @At (ALP 381.3) edd. : &vtikerral TovTOG A,
cf. ALP 381.2—4

Aristotle begins his investigation of opposites by enumerating five types of op-
posites (1018a20-22), the first four of which (i.e., contradiction, contraries, rel-
ative terms, and privation and possession) are identical to those mentioned in
Categories 10 (11b17-19).* In addition to these four, Aristotle introduces in our
Metaphysics passage as a fifth type of opposites the extremes from which and into
which generation and destruction take place (1018a21-22). This list of five terms
exhausts the possible kinds of opposites. Aristotle then, in lines a22-23, gives a
criterion that all five types meet. This criterion is not itself a further type of oppo-
site.”® The criterion states: opposed to one another (dvtikeioBat) are those attri-
butes that cannot be present at the same time in the same thing that is capable of
receiving both (ur évééxetat o mapeiva).

This criterion, however, ranges over more than just the five types of dvtikeipeva
stated so far. In fact, the criterion extends so far that it holds not just for avtikeipeva
but for other things as well. As Aristotle points out in line a24 the criterion holds
for the five types of dvtikeipeva presented above (a24 | avtd) as well as for those
attributes whose constituents (a24 | ¢§ @v éotiv) are opposed. What are these
constituents? Aristotle answers with an example.

As we know from the Categories, grey and white are not opposites and so they
do not correspond with any of the five types of dvtikeipeva. Yet, the criterion that
they cannot be present in the recipient at the same time indeed holds for them,
too (a24-25), and so there is some sense in which they are said to be opposed to
one another. How, then, do grey and white relate to one another? In chapter 10

*8Jaeger changes the transmitted 810 (“therefore”) into 8161t (“because”) (app. crit.: SiOTL correxi).
Kirwan, following Jaeger’s text, writes in his translation “because” (Kirwan 1971: 43). I retain the trans-
mitted text and I ascribe the awkward “therefore” (810 never means “because” in Aristotle: Bonitz 1870:
s.v. 810, p. 198b16) to Aristotle’s terse writing style. The 810 makes sense when in thought it is preceded
by “but grey and white are not called opposites” (cf. Alex. In Metaph. 380.27).

9 Cat. 10, 11b16-18: Aéyetau 8¢ £tepov ETépw dvrikeloBal TeTpaxds, f OG T& TPOG TL, § G T&
gvavria, fj 0g otépnoig kai €€, 1 g katdaotg kai dndgaotg. / “Things are said to be opposed to one
another in four ways: as relatives or as contraries or as privation and possession or as affirmation and
negation” (transl. by Ackrill).
20Kirwan 1970: 152; cf. Ross 1924: 314.
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of the Categories (11b32-12a25) we read that grey is an intermediate (ava péoov,
see 12a2—-11 and 12a17-20)*"! between the contraries (tdvavtia) black and white.?*?
Since grey and white, however, are not opposed to each other, but it is true that
they cannot be predicated of the same substratum at the same time, Aristotle in-
fers (810, a2s) that it is the constituents of grey and white (¢§ @v éotiv), i.e., black
and white, that are opposed to each other.”*

Let us now have a look at the transmission of the passage. In line 1018a25, the
a-text contains an additional word, tovtoig, which is absent from the B-text. (We
will see that w?t, agreeing with B, does not read the word to0toig either.) By this
addition, the a-reading states that the constituents of grey and white, i.e., black
and white, are opposed to “these,” which grammatically must refer to grey (!) and
white. The B-version is clearly preferable. It states that the constituents of grey and
white, i.e., black and white, are opposed (to each other). The a-addition Tottolg
determines the constituents (¢§ @v ¢oTiv), black and white, to be opposite to the
attributes @atov and Aevkov, named in the previous sentence. Consequently the
constituents are opposed to the pair they constitute. This is confusing and does
not at all square with the scheme outlined in Aristotle’s discussion, which is about
the relation of two opposite poles. The word tovtolg in the a-text certainly is a
later addition.**

Alexander addresses the Metaphysics passage in detail. At first he quotes the
relevant sentence and then paraphrases and explicates it bit by bit:

Alexander, In Metaph. 380.25-30 Hayduck

£t pnotv avtikeioBat kai tadta & un évééxetal dpa mapeival [26] Td apgoiv
SexTik®, fj avta fj 8§ OV €oTLv: &mel yap ovdE & petakd [27] T@V évavtiov dpa
napeival @ avtd oldv Te, kai o0 Aéyetat dvtikeipeva, [28] Sii TovTO €lmev fj avTd,
el ¢ évavtia ein, | & ¢ @v ¢otiv Ta yap [29] petabd 1@ o €€ DV €0t kal avTd
avtikeipeva eivat, ToVTE ov Svvatat [30] dpa T@ adT® VEPXELY, @ TO ETepOV TOV
apixTwy.

#1Alexander in his commentary to our Metaphysics passage calls the intermediate t& petafy
(380.26), staying close to Aristotle’s word usage in Metaph. T 7, 1011b23-1012a1 (peTagV).

2 According to Aristotle, only on the condition that contraries are such that it is not necessary that
one or the other belong to the thing that they are predicated of is there an intermediate between them.
There is no intermediate between sickness and health, but there is between black and white, namely,
grey (Cat. 10, 12a8-21). Aristotle discusses the difference between contradictories, of which there can-
not be an intermediate, and contraries, of which there always is an intermediate, also in T’ 7, 1011b23-
1012a1. The context here is his discussion of the principle of excluded middle (cf. also I 5, 1056a15-b2).

3CE. Ascl. In Metaph. 322.3-6.

P4Instead of TovToLG we would rather expect dAAfjAoig as addition to the text. See Asclepius’s para-
phrase (322.4-6): patdv yap kai Aevkov dpa odx Odpxovot T@ adTtd, éneldi) ¢§ dv ddpyovat, Tadta
avtiketvtar Ao, [wg] TovTéoTt TO Aevkdv kal 1O pélav. / “For grey and white are not simulta-
neously present in the same thing, because their constituents are opposite to each other, that is to say,
the white and the black.”
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He says further that also those things are opposed, “that cannot be present at the
same time in that which is receptive of both, either themselves or their constituents.”
For since not even the intermediates between contraries can be present at the same
time in the same subject, and are not called opposites, he says “either the attributes
themselves,” if these were to be [regarded] as contraries, “or their constituents”; for
because the constituents of the intermediates are themselves opposites, the interme-
diates cannot belong at the same time to the same subject to which one or other of
the unmixed [attributes] belongs.

26-29 £€mel ... ToVTW A O S : kal yap kal adtd dvTtikeipeva: tadta yop PP

Alexander’s quote (380.26) as well as his paraphrase (380.28) show that his text
(wT) agrees with the B-reading, that is, does not contain the additional tovtoLg.
What is more, Alexander’s exposition of Aristotle’s words agrees with our under-
standing of it.*®

In the subsequent passage (380.30-40), however, Alexander examines the pos-
sible ways of understanding the phrase fj adta fj ¢§ @v (1018a24) and its implica-
tions for the passage. In doing so, he develops an interpretation that diverges dis-
tinctly from ours. According to the understanding Alexander develops here, the
phrase fj avta fj ¢€ @v indicates that attributes that cannot be present at the same
time in the same subject are opposite either to each other or to their intermediates.

Alexander, In Metaph. 380.33-37

Svvatar T fj adtd § ¢§ OV €0t SnAwTikov elvar Tod fj avtd [34] dAAnAog
avtikeioBar ta pn Suvdpeva dua mapeivat ¢ dppotépwy Sek-[35]TK®, 1} TovTOLG
¢€ OV ¢oTLv. Aevkov pév yap kai pékav avtd aAAniog [36] avrikertat (¢vavria ydp),
avtixerrat 8¢ kai 10 ¢§ Auoiv Ekatépw avt@v, [37] T@ i SHvacbat unde avta dpa
Twi ékelvwv DiapyeLy.

“Either the attributes themselves or their constituents” could also indicate that [at-
tributes] that cannot be present at the same time in a subject capable of receiving
both of them are opposed either to each other or to their constituents. For white and
black are themselves opposed to each other (since they are contraries), and what is
constituted out of both of them is also opposed to each of them because they cannot
belong at the same time to any of them.

According to Alexander’s understanding, Aristotle expresses with the words 7 £§
@v ¢otiv (“or their constituents”) not, as understood above, that white and grey
are opposed because their constituents, black and white, are opposed, but that

#50n the whole and in the most important respects. The kai in line 380.25 might point to a diver-
gence between Alexander’s understanding and ours: the kai indicates that Alexander takes the cri-
terion of being unable to be present in the same subject at the same time to introduce a new type of
avruikeipeva. (The kai cannot be understood to refer to Aristotle’s kad in 1018222, for this kai Alexander
renders as £T1.)
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white and grey are opposed because the intermediate grey is itself opposed to its
constituents black and white.?*

It is striking that Alexander, in spelling out his interpretation of Aristotle’s
phrase in line 1018a24, comes astonishingly close to the reading that we find in
line 1018a25 of the a-text. In his comments Alexander reformulates Aristotle’s
expression 7] ¢£ Gv éoTiv (a24) into §j (sc. dvtikeioBat) TovToLG ¢€ DV €0TLv (380.35).
In line 1018a25 of the a-text, we read ¢€ @v éotiv dvtikertal tovtolg. What are we
to make of this similarity? Is it just that Alexander’s comments and the a-reading
only appear to be almost identical, or do they in fact express identical thoughts?
As explained above, the corrupt a-reading says that the constituents of grey and
white (black and white) are opposed to grey and white. As we just saw, this is the
thought Alexander voices in his comment: intermediate attributes (such as grey)
are opposed to their constituents (black and white). Thus, the a-reading in line
1018a25 is almost identical with Alexander’s reformulation of line 1018a24 not only
in regard to the addition of tovtolg, but also regarding the idea that there is an
opposition between the constituents (black and white) and the thing that they
constitute (the intermediate grey). The near identity in thought and the similar-
ity in expression suggest that there is a causal connection between the two read-
ings such that someone adopted Alexander’s reformulation of 1018a24 by adding
TovTOLC to line 1018a25 of the a-text.

Alexander’s interpretation, which we have been examining and seems to ap-

pear in the a-text, finds reflection in lines 381.1-4 of his commentary. Alexander
cites and then expands Aristotle’s expressions in his own words as follows.

Alexander, In Metaph. 381.1-4 Hayduck

Kai €in &v 1o kal doa i [2] EvEéxetal @ ioov Td kai kaBolov doa ) évoéxetal
eipnuévov. T0 8¢ [3] 810 2§ OV éoTiv avtikettal ENundg eipnuévov icov &v €in
1@ 010 8¢ [4] @V éott T petadd ékeivolg dvrikettat.

And the words, “and the attributes that cannot be present” may be taken as equiva-
lent to, ‘and in general whatever attributes cannot be present.” “Therefore their con-
stituents are opposed” is an elliptical statement equivalent to, ‘therefore the constit-
uents of the intermediate are opposed to these latter.’

328 A 0OS:kai ¢k PP

>

Once more, the quotation in line 381.3 confirms that w*" agrees with B in not
reading tovTolg (1018a25). Following his quotation, Alexander adds his own ex-
panded reformulation, in which we find an understanding of the sentence that is
in perfect accord with the interpretation he gave above (cf. 380.33-25). Alexander

2% Although Alexander is not firmly committed to his own interpretation (380.37-38), the aspect
of his interpretation that interests us here, namely that according to Alexander the intermediates are
opposed to their constituents, is dear to Alexander throughout his considerations in 380.38-381.1.
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describes the quoted sentence as elliptical (EAMn@g eipnpévov, 381.2), and offers
an alternative version that displays two changes: 10 ¢§ @v éotL Ta petakd ékeivolg
avtikertal In the first change the intermediates are named explicitly, ta petald,
with whose constituents we are dealing. In the second, Alexander adds the de-
monstrative pronoun ékeivotg, which expresses his view that the intermediates are
opposed to their constituents. This second addition is identical in content (though
not in verbal expression) to Alexander’s earlier explanation (380.35) of the sen-
tence, in which he introduced tottog into Aristotle’s argument.

Let us consolidate the evidence in Alexander’s commentary: Alexander re-
phrases Aristotle’s fj ¢§ @v éotilv (1018a24) as fj TovTOIG ¢§ OV ¢oTLv (380.35). He
then declares Aristotle’s sentence 810 ¢§ @Ov éotiv dvtikettar in 1018a25 (B) to
be elliptical, and reformulates it as 510 £¢§ @v éott T& petadd Ekeivolg dvriketta
(381.3-4). In each case Alexander’s clarifications amount to adding a demonstra-
tive pronoun to Aristotle’s terms for the constituents, ¢§ ®v ¢otiv (in a24) and
¢ v ¢oTiv dvtikettau (in a25), thereby injecting into the text his interpretation,
stating that intermediates are opposed to their constituents. To the first descrip-
tion he adds the pronoun todtoig (writing avtikeiobat ... Tovtolg ¢§ MOV éoTLv
in 380.35), and to the second he adds ékeivoig (writing 610 ¢§ Gv éott T& petadd
ékeivolg avrikettal in 381.3-4). This invites me to draw the following conclusion
concerning the Metaphysics text: in the a-text, which differs from the certainly
correct B-text, we find Alexander’s reformulation of the phrase fj ¢§ @v ¢otiv (a24)
incorporated into the phrase ¢§ Gv éotiv dvtikettat (a25).

This state of evidence suggests that the additional tovtoig in the a-version
stems from Alexander’s commentary. It appears that someone was pleased with
Alexander’s interpretation of Aristotle’s terse argument, and modified the a-text
accordingly. One might ask why this someone added tovtoiq in line a2s, thereby
following the reformulation Alexander gave of line a24, instead of adding ékeivoug,
which appears in Alexander’s rendition of the sentence in a2s. There might be a
number of reasons for this. One is that the addition of ToUToI¢ obviates the need
to add ta petakd. The pronoun tovto in the a-text (a25) refers back to the terms
@aov and Aevkov (az24), that is, to the attributes that are said to be opposed to
their constituents. Once Tovtolg is added, the mentioning of t& peta&d becomes
unnecessary, yet were Ta petafb nevertheless added, it would be more natural to
refer to them with the pronoun ékeivoig*” rather than tottois. To put it different-
ly, the person who wanted to reproduce Alexander’s interpretation in the a-text
had the choice of adding, on the one hand the longer t& petadd ... éxeivoig or, on
the other, the shorter Tovtotg. He understandably opted for the shorter option.

Nevertheless the addition of tovtoig does yield a slight difference between Al-
exander’s understanding and the sentence as it appears in the a-version. Accord-

2718 s.v. éxeivog L1. “generally with reference to what has gone immediately before.”
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ing to Alexander, the intermediates (of which grey is only one)**® are opposed to
their constituents (black and white). According to the a-version, the intermediate
grey and the attribute white (being contrary to black) are opposed to their constit-
uents (black and white). It seems that the person who incorporated Alexander’s
comments into the a-text either did not recognize this difference or was indiffer-
ent to it.

Let the motivation and understanding of the scholar or scribe be what they
may, what matters for the present investigation is this: in this case study we find an
instance of a corruption in the a-text most likely occasioned by Alexander’s com-
ments that occurred in a passage of the Metaphysics text that is beyond book A.

In view of the case studies presented in 5.3.1-5, it is possible to state the following
about the contamination of the a-version by Alexander’s commentary. As far as
the evidence I have discussed here is concerned, some of Alexander’s comments
on the Metaphysics do seem to have found expression in the a-version. The cases
of a’s contamination by Alexander can be characterized as reactions to Alexan-
der’s discussions of a Metaphysics passage, such that the a-text contains either
direct incorporations of Alexander’s reformulations or responses to his criticisms.
Four of the five cases concern book A of the Metaphysics (5.3.1-4), and only one
concerns a book other than A, namely book A (5.3.5).

A comparison of the influence of Alexander’s commentary on the a-version
to the influence it had on the B-version suggests that Alexander’s influence on
the a-text was less widespread. I have analyzed the traces of contamination in the
B-version throughout books A-A (excepting B). These traces may be attributed,
but do not need to be restricted, to the revision process that the p-version like-
ly underwent. In the a-text, however, contamination through Alexander’s com-
ments appears to be concentrated on the first book, with, so far, one exception
occurring in the fifth book.**

Alexander of Aphrodisias was referred to by later generations as the commen-
tator. Alexander’s commentary was of major importance for the reception of Ar-
istotle’s Metaphysics throughout late antiquity.*®® As we have already seen Alexan-
der’s commentary influenced w* between AD 225 and 400, and then influenced

% Alexander alone speaks of them in the plural. Cf. Dooley 1994: 149 n. 220.

%9 Again, I chose these five cases to show a’s contamination because the evidence for w*, a, and
as well as for Alexander’s own interpretation of the passage allow for secure conclusions. Besides these
secure cases, the contamination of a by Alexander’s commentary seems possible in A 3, 983a28-29:
Alex. In Metaph. 21.11-15; 28-33; A 6, 987bg-10: Alex. In Metaph. 50.17-1.25; B 3, 998b21: Alex. In
Metaph. 204.34-205.5; A 6, 1016b7-11: Alex. In Metaph. 367.29-37; A 5, 986a4: Alex. In Metaph. 40.21;
AlP 40.23; T 5,1010b32: Alex. In Metaph. 315.35-316.2. Again, if my conclusions about the a-version are
correct, we are allowed to expect some invisible cases of contamination.

30n Alexander’s influence on later authors see Sharples 1987: 1220-24.

3iGee section 5.1.
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the B-version from the point of its separation from a onwards (likely including the
point of departure) until possibly as late as AD 850.* The above five case studies
enable us to conclude now that Alexander’s comments influenced also the a-ver-
sion during the time period between its separation from the -version and AD 850.

5.4 CONTAMINATION OF B BY w*" OR OF a BY
ALEXANDER’S REPORT OF A VARIA LECTIO?

There are two cases that cannot be easily allocated to one of the types of con-
tamination discussed so far. In both cases the p-version agrees with the reading
in w*%, while the a-version agrees with a vario lectio that Alexander cites in his
commentary. In the first case, the reading shared by p and w*" is certainly correct,
and likely to be the original reading. In the second case, it is not possible to reach
a definitive decision about which of the two readings is the original one. In both
cases, more than one plausible answer can be given to the question regarding the
identity of the source and the target of contamination.

5.4.1 Alex. In Metaph. 347.19-25; 348.5-8 on Arist. Metaph. A1,
1013a17-23

Aristotle begins his encyclopedia of philosophically significant terms, book A,
with an entry on dapyn (A 1, 1012b34-1013a23).* While the primary meaning of
apx*™ in the first books of the Metaphysics is a “principle” or “cause” (aitia),
here in A 1 Aristotle covers dpyfy’s whole spectrum of meaning, a spectrum that
encompasses such meanings as a “starting point on a road” or a “rule.” A final
meaning of apxn that Aristotle treats is “the point from which one first gets ac-
quainted” with a given thing®” (yvwotov 10 mpaypa mpdTov, 1013a14-15). Aristo-
tle concludes the chapter in the following way:

Aristotle, Metaphysics A 1,1013a17-23

TAcOV PEV ovV KoL-[18]vov TV dpx®v TO Tp@TOV elvar 80ev fi oty i yiyvetal i
[19] yryvooketar Tovtwy 8¢ ai pgv évundpyovoai giotv ai 8¢ [20] éktdg. S0 1] Te
@UOLG dpxT Kal TO oTotxelov Kai 1) Stévota [21] kai 1} Tpoaipeotg kai ovaoia kai T 0D
éveka’ TOM®V yap [22] kol ToD yv@dvat kai TG kivioews dpyn O dyabov kai to
[23] kaAOv.

It is common, then, to every origin to be the first point from which a thing either
is or comes to be or from which one gets acquainted with it; but of these some are

302Gee section 5.2.
303See Kirwan 1971: 123-24.

3% Lumpe 1955 offers a discussion of the meaning of épx from the Presocratics to Aristotle.
305Kirwan 1971: 123.
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immanent in the things and others are outside. Therefore the nature [of a thing] is
an origin, and so are the elements [of a thing], and thought and decision, and sub-
stance, and that for the sake of which—for the good and the beautiful are the origin
both of the knowledge and of the movement of many things.

17-18 KOOV T@V apxdV a edd. : T@v apxdv kowov B || 21 1) B ALC 347.7 Bekker Bonitz Ross
Jaeger : om. a Christ || 22 10 &yabdv B AL< 347.21 : TéyaBov a edd. || 23 kakov B Al (AL€ 347.21
AlP 347.23-24) Ar" (Scotus) edd. : kaxdv a ALY 348.7-8 Ascl.c 305.15-16

I will focus especially on the last sentence of this passage (1013a22-23). In this
sentence Aristotle clarifies (yap) what it means for “that for the sake of which” (10
oV éveka) to be a principle. The B-text characterizes “that for the sake of which” as
the good and the beautiful, which is the aim and hence the starting point (&px1)
of every action. Understanding the aim of every action as “the good and the beau-
tiful” (10 dyaBov xai 10 kaldv) has Platonic origins. Aristotle uses it here as a
way of characterizing the final cause.’® The a-text reads, however, 16 dyafBov kai
10 kakdv. In our passage the final cause (o0 éveka) is being described, and so the
B-reading in lines 1013a22-23 is preferable to the a-reading.*”” There are a few pas-

sages in the Politics and the Rhetoric in which the good and the bad are mentioned
in the context of human action and its origin,*® yet here the good retains its status

3% Annas 1976: 212 gives a short overview of Aristotle’s stance regarding the Platonic Form of the
Good. Aristotle dissociated himself clearly from the Form of the Good in EE A 8 (1217b1-1218a1), while
avowing that the good is the Té\og and cause of human action. EE A 8, 1218b4-6; 9—12: G\ TOAAaX®G
10 &yabov, kai €01t TL avTod KAy, kai TO pEv TpakTtov 10 § 00 TPAKTOV. TPAKTOV 8¢ TO ToLVTOV
ayabdv, T 00 Eveka. 00K £0TL 8¢ TO &V TOIG AKLVATOLG. ... TO § 00 Eveka g TéAog dploTov kal adtiov
TOV V@’ adTo Kol TPOTOV TAVTWYV. doTe TODT &V € avTo 10 dyadov 10 Téhog TV dvOpdmw TpaKTOVY
(“But ‘good’ is ambiguous, and there is in it a noble part, and part is practicable but the rest not so. The
sort of good that is practicable is an object aimed at, but not the good in things unchanging. ... But
the object aimed at as end is best, and the cause of all that comes under it, and first of all goods. This
then would be the good per se, the end of all human action” [transl. by Solomon]). See also Ph. B 3,
195a23-25: T& §” G TO TéA0G Kai Téyabov T@v A wv" 1O yap oD Eveka PéNTIoTOV Kal TENOG T@V AN WY
80é\eL elvat. Rh. A 6, 1362b5-9: kal v Soviv &yabov (sc. dvaykn) elvar mavta yap épletan o {da
avTAG Tf @OoeL. doTe Kal Té Séa kal T& Kahd dvaykn dyabd elvar té pév yap 18ovijg momtikd, T@v
O¢ Koad@v Ta pev déa Ta 8¢ adTd kal® éavta aipetd €otwy. Cf. also MA 6, 700b25-35 and Metaph. N
4-5,1091a29-1092a21. For the good as final cause see EN A 1,1094a1-3, A 7,1097a18-24 and Metaph. A
3, 983a31-32. Ross 1924: 291 references M 3, 1078a31, where Aristotle differentiates between the dyaf6v
and the xaAdv (1078a31-32): TO dyabov kai 1O kahOv Etepov (TO pev yap del &v mpdget, TO 8¢ kalov
Kai £v To1G AKIVATOLG).

37Bonitz 1849: 220 declares the a-reading impossible: malum per se nunquam nec potest dici nec
dicitur ab Aristotele causa finalis. The Arabic translation also seems to have read the preferable p-read-
ing. We can infer this from ’s translation, although the syntax at the end of the sentence seems to have
suffered on the long journey between languages: Et similiter natura est principium et elementum etiam.
Et cogitatio et voluntas et substantia et illud propter quid et bonum et largum est principium plurium.
Et cognitio et motus etiam.

383 chwegler 1847¢: 190 refers to Pol. H 13, 1332a16-17 and Rh. B 2, 1378b11-13. The bad as a princi-
ple is explicitly ruled out in Metaph. ® 9, 1051a19-21. Cf. Beere 2009: 344-47. See also Metaph. N 4,
1091b30-32: TadTd Te Oy oupPaiver dtoma, kai TO vavtiov oTolxElOV, eite TABOG BV gite TO dvicov kai
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as principle even for actions that aim simply to avoid the bad.*® The editors of the
Metaphysics unanimously follow the B-reading.

In Alexander’s commentary on this passage we encounter the very rare case of
Alexander being familiar with both the a- and the p-reading. Below we see Alex-
ander quoting (347.20-21), paraphrasing (347.23-24), and commenting (347.21-
348.7) on the text as he finds it in his exemplar w*". The reading in w*" is identical
with the correct reading preserved by the p-version.

Alexander, In Metaph. 347.19-21; 23-24 Hayduck

npooéOnke 8¢ kai LTIO [20] Tiva T@V eipnpévwy TadTa TTdyeTal, iV TOAA@V yap
kal Tod yvadvat [21] kal TG kIvijoews dpXh TO dyaBov kal TO KaAov. ... TG
8¢ kivioews apxiv 0 Télog elnev, Omep €0l [24] TO Ayabov kai TO KAAOV.

He states to which of the [types of beginning] that have been mentioned these are
reduced, saying: ‘for the good and the beautiful are the origin both of the knowledge
and of the movement of many things.” ... but he calls the beginning of movement the
end, that which is the good and the beautiful.

A few lines later, Alexander concludes his remarks on the té\og as the principle
of human action:

Alexander, In Metaph. 348.5-8 Hayduck

£V yap TOIg TpaKToiG Kai 10 TéAog dpyn. 0Tt 8¢, domep TO [6] dyabov apxh mpdkews,
obtw MOANGKIG Kol TO Kakdv- @evyovTeg yap avtod [7] mpdooouév tva. o Ev
oL ypdeetar ToAA@V yap [8] kal Tod yvdval kai Th¢ Kiviocews apxn TO
ayabov xal TO kakov.

for in the case of things that are to be done the end too is a starting point. But as the
good is a beginning of action, so too, in many instances, is evil, for in attempting to
avoid it we perform certain actions. Hence some manuscripts have this reading: ‘For
good and evil are the origin both of the knowledge and of the movement of many
things.’

5 mpaktoic A P* S : mpaktikoig O

Here Alexander quotes a varia lectio (§v Tiot ypdgetar) that reads the text we find
in the a-version. He introduces the variant reading with the following consider-

péya kal wKpov, To kakov avto. / “These absurdities follow, and it also follows that the contrary ele-
ment, whether it is plurality or the unequal, i.e. the great and small, is the bad-itself.” See Annas 1976:
216. Plotinus, too, mentions the “bad itself”: I 8, 3,1-4,5; see also Dorrie/Baltes 1996: 123.8, pp. 190-94
and 516. Cf. Dorrie/Baltes 1996: 123.4-9, pp. 186-97 and 506-20.

39 Rh. A 6, 1362a34-37: TOUTOV 82 Kelpévwv dvaykn TaG T Afyelg @V ayabdv dyadig eivar kal
TAG TOV KAK®V &oPoAAG dkoAoLOET yap T® pev to pi Exetv 10 Kakov dpa, @ 8¢ 10 €xetv 10 dyabov
Yotepov. / “All this being settled, we now see that both the acquisition of good things and the removal
of bad things must be good; the latter entails freedom from the evil things simultaneously, while the
former entails possession of the good things subsequently” (transl. by Roberts).
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ation: just as the good can serve as the starting point (&px1}) of our actions, so too
can the bad motivate our behavior; while we sometimes act to attain the good, we
also sometimes act to avoid the bad. Therefore (810), there is a varia lectio that
expresses this thought, and reads 10 dyaBov kai 10 kaxdv. Alexander’s rationale
certainly makes the variant reading look like a plausible alternative. Whether this
mirrors Alexander’s own understanding of the passage or whether he found the
justification combined with the variant reading in his source, we do not know. We
also do not know if the reading can be traced back to a conjecture. It might also
be that the variant reading derives from a scribal confusion,® given that the two
readings differ from each other in only one letter.

The pressing question for the present purpose is this: how are we to under-
stand the fact that Alexander here seems to have knowledge of the two divergent
versions a and B, knowledge that he quite simply could not have had? After all,
Alexander’s commentary is the terminus post quem of @*®’s split into a and f (see
5.1). Is it plausible to suppose that the agreement between Alexander’s varia lectio
and our a-reading is due purely to a scribal error that just happened to have oc-
curred twice in the same passage?*™" This is of course theoretically possible, though
ascribing the phenomenon to coincidence is not a satisfactory explanation. There
are three other possible, more satisfactory explanations for the facts:

(i) The agreement of the (correct) B-reading with the reading in w" testifies
to the reading in w* (for parallel cases see 4.3.1). The coincidence of the (incor-
rect) a-reading with the variant reading known by Alexander goes back to an ad-
justment of the a-text according to the variant reading attested to in Alexander’s
commentary. Such a “correction” could have been motivated and facilitated by
Alexander’s somewhat positive discussion of the variant.

(ii) The agreement of the (correct) p-reading with the reading in w?" testifies
to the reading in w*? (for parallel cases see 4.3.1). The agreement of the (incorrect)
a-reading with the variant reading known by Alexander testifies to the reading in
a version ¢, of which Alexander had sporadic knowledge through variae lectiones
or other commentaries such as the one by Aspasius (see 3.5.1),* and which at a
later point in the transmission (that is after w* split into a and B) influenced the
a-text.

(iii) The agreement of the (correct) p-reading with the reading in w*" goes back
to the adjustment of the p-text to the w*'-reading Alexander attests to (for exam-
ples of an adjustment of the B-text to Alexander’s own comments see 5.2). The
agreement of the (incorrect) a-reading with the variant reading known by Alex-

0The two terms kaAdv-kak6v just like dyaBdv-kaxév occur together often and in different con-
texts. Cf. the case B 2, 996b1 (kak@v a vs. kaA@v B) in 4.3.2.2.

JUCE. Primavesi’s (2012b: 408 n. 84) explanation of the (seemingly parallel) case edAGywg vs.
dAOywG in 989226 (see 5.3.4).

*2Guch a version ¢ could be among the versions that I call *$*>™, that is all possible versions that
were known (either completely or sporadically) by Aspasius.
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ander testifies to the reading in @*f (for parallel cases see 3.5.2).

In deciding between these three possible explanations, we should be guided by
the following question: which of them is most likely in light of the other evidence
we have acquired so far about the relation between Alexander’s commentary and
the direct transmission of the Metaphysics?

A defense of the first option might explain the agreement of Alexander’s varia
lectio with the a-version as another instance of the contamination of a by Alex-
ander (cf. 5.3). However, in this case it would not have been Alexander’s own in-
terpretation that prompted the contamination but the variant reading he reports
and discusses (favorably). The fact that according to this scenario, the agreement
of w* with p testifies to the reading in w* (which is likely to be the original one, cf.
4.3.1), speaks for the first option: this conclusion is in tune not only with the gen-
eral fact that w*! is independent of w®, but also with the specific fact that kaAdv
is the correct reading.

The advantage of the first option holds also for the second one. The difference
in the second scenario is that the contamination of a was not exerted by Alexan-
der’s commentary and the varia lectio he reports, but rather was triggered directly
by the version @ (or w*S¥*™"), from which Alexander’s variant ultimately stems.
This seems to be a viable explanation, since nobody would expect Alexander to be
the source of every contamination in a (or f). In fact, as Primavesi 2012b shows,
the a-version did later on incorporate additions (“a-supplements”) independent
of Alexander’s commentary.””

According to the third scenario, however, the agreement of w*" and f does
not testify to the reading in w*, but rather to the contamination of p by the read-
ing preserved in Alexander’s commentary. This scenario is similar to the cases of
B-contamination by Alexander’s commentary discussed in 5.2. Yet it differs from
these cases in that it is not Alexander’s interpretation that was here incorporated
into the B-text, but rather the reading he attested to as the reading in w*". Further-
more, according to this option, a would have preserved the reading of w*, which
must have been corrupted after it split from its common ancestor with w*" (which
preserved the correct reading), and before Alexander wrote his commentary, be-
cause he shows signs of already knowing this corrupted reading as a varia lectio
(3.5.2).

Given that in this case we can determine the reading in f and w** (kaAdv) as
the correct and therefore most likely original reading, the first option appears to
be the most plausible explanation. Yet options two and three certainly remain
possible. In the next case to be discussed, which exhibits features parallel to the
present one, it is not clear which of the two possible readings is the original one.
This makes matters more complicated.

30n the possible influence that Asclepius’s commentary had on the a-version see Kotwick 2015.
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5.4.2 Alex. In Metaph. 145.8-12; 19-146.4 on Arist. Metaph. a 1,
993b19-23

The first chapter of book a é\attov begins with introductory remarks on the
“investigation of the truth” (1] mept tijg dAnBeiag Bewpia: 993a29-b1g). Aristotle
determines that truth is the subject and the goal of theoretical, in contrast to prac-
tical, science. According to Aristotle’s classification of the sciences in Metaph. E
1, the terms Bewpia and Bewpnrtikn émotrun refer to mathematics, physics and
theology. Among these three, theology (Beoloyikn)), i.e., the field that includes
metaphysics, is ranked the highest.”™

Aristotle, Metaphysics a 1, 993b19-23°"

0pB®g 8¢ kai T0 ka-[20]AeioBat Thv phocogiav Emothuny Tig dAnBeiag. BewpnTikig
[21] pgv yap Téhog dArBeta mpakTikiic & Epyov: kal yap v [22] 10 @G €xel oKOMDOLY,
0VK @idtov dA& Tpd¢ Tt kal vOv [23] Bewpodoty ol pakTikoi.

It is right also that philosophy should be called knowledge of the truth. For the end
of theoretical knowledge is truth, while that of practical knowledge is action (for
even if they consider how things are, practical men do not study what is eternal but
what is relative and in the present).

22 00k &idtov B wAt (ALP 145.10 AL< 145.19) Ar" vel o0 10 Gidiov Brandis Bekker Bonitz Christ
Ross : 00 10 aitiov kaf’ adtod a ALY 145.21-22, Ar' Jaeger : 00 10 aitiov o0 kaf’ adTo §

In line b22, a and P differ in the following way: according to the B-reading, “what
is eternal” (o0k &iStov) is ruled out as the subject of practical (in contrast to the-
oretical) émotiun.”® According to the a-reading (00 16 aitiov ka®’ ad10)* Aris-
totle rules out “the cause in itself” as the subject of practical science.”™ Alexander’s
commentary offers two pieces of information regarding the divergent readings:
firstly, Alexander’s paraphrase and his comments on the Aristotelian text reveal
that w*" read ovk diStov in accordance with the B-version. Secondly, Alexander

3 Metaph. E 1, 1026a18-23.

*>The information given in the apparatus refers to lines 993b21-23 only, i.e., to the lines that I will
examine in this section. On the reading in lines 993b19-21 see 5.2.4.

I6Following the edition by Brandis (1823), the Metaphysics editors Bekker, Bonitz, Christ, and Ross
add an article to &idiov. However, the other abstract terms mpdg Tt and vov stand without the article.
Brandis himself does not justify his addition of the article, nor do the others.

370n the term adtiov ka®’ adtd see Metaph. B1,995b31-33: pdhiota 8¢ {nntéov kai mpaypatevtéov
noTepov £0TL TL Tapd THY VANV aitiov ka®’ abvto fj ob. Cf. also Ph. B 5,196b24-29; A 13, 222b19-22.

*¥The conjecture by Luthe (1880: 198-99) 00 10 kaf’ adTo results from a misunderstanding of the
apparatus in Bonitz’s edition. The information in Bonitz’s apparatus is indeed misleading, for he lists
the lemmata odk &idtov and ov 10 aitiov separately from the lemma ka8’ adto. Brandis 1836: 592b27
refers to a scholium in E: yp. “00 10 aitiov kaf’ ad16,” kai 0d “16 d&idtov.”
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states explicitly that he knows as a varia lectio the reading o0 16 aitiov ka®’ adTo,
which we read in the a-version.*”

Alexander comments on our passage at three different places in his commen-
tary. Alexander approaches our sentence for the first time in his summary of book
a #lattov. He touches on it only briefly here, reporting Aristotle’s position on
“theoretical philosophy™® (139.3-5): TavTng LOVNG TéNOG 1} YVDOIG TG dAnBeiag
Kail Tg kupiwg dAnOeiag to yap aidov dAnbeg abtn Bewpel (“Theoretical philo-
sophy alone has the knowledge of truth as its end, and of truth that is such in the
most proper sense; for it is eternal truth that this philosophy investigates”). Later
on, at 993b21-23 Alexander offers his proper commentary on our passage:

Alexander, In Metaph. 145.8-12 Hayduck

Téhog yap Tf| mpakTikj 1) Tpa&Le, kai [9] ovy 1} yv@oig TéNoG TAG £V TOIG TPAKTOLG
aAnBeiag kal yap év olg o [10] @G Exer TO Omokeipevov dAnbeiag oxomodotv of
npaKTikol, o0 mept dudiov [11] Tvog dAfBetav okomodoty. wg 8¢ TG mept T &idia
aAnBeiag kupiwg kal [12] pédhiota dAndeiag obiong, ov TG €v Toig TPaAKTOIG, TODTO
TPooEOnKev.

For the end of practical science is action, and not knowledge of the truth [involved]
in things to be done. For even in cases in which practical men do examine the truth
in the subject [with which they are dealing], they are not looking to the truth of
anything eternal. Aristotle adds this remark in the belief that truth in the proper and
fullest sense is that which deals with eternal things, not the truth involved in things
to be done.

8 kal A P* S:om. O || 9 tpaxtoig A P S : mpaktikoic O || 11 &AfBetav A S : dAnbeiag O P || 12
npaktoic A P* S : mpaktikoig O

Alexander’s rendering of the Metaphysics passage indicates that he read ovx
aidiov in line b22 of his text. He does not mention anything like the cause in itself
(00 10 aftiov kaB’ avto), which we know as the reading of the a-version. Also in
the lines subsequent to this section (145.12-19), Alexander stresses that practical
science aims at the truth in something of a particular time or place (Ttvi kai moTé,
145.13), that is to say, it aims at something that is not universally or eternally true
(totadTa yap T& pakTd, ovk det 0vdE kaboAov, 145.14-15) but varies with circum-
stance.
A few lines later, Alexander continues in the following way:

3¥For this Metaphysics passage two Arabic translations are available. These two correspond here
exactly to our two branches of the direct transmission. Walzer 1958: 223: “The Arabic translators were
acquainted with both these old variants, Ar* following the tradition represented by Al and A®, Ar'
siding with Al'» and E.”

320Alex. In Metaph. 138.28-29. On the term Bewpntiki) ¢\ocogia in Alexander and Aristotle see
5.2.4.
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Alexander, In Metaph. 145.19-26 Hayduck

S1ax 8¢ ToD eineiv ovk &idtov [20] Edeiev 6T pn) TO TéNOG TOIG TPAKTOIG dANOeLd
Te kai émotAun adiov [21] yap ai émotipat kai Bewpiat. ypdgetal 8¢ €v Tiow
avtypdgotg o0 1o [22] aitiov kaB’ adtd dAAG Tpdg TL kol VOV Bewpodaty. 0D
yeypap-[23]pévov gl &v AMéywv 8Tt o0 T Kupiwg kal kad adtd aitiov, 6 Tod amAdG
[24] &AnBéotv avtoig elvat aitiov €oti, Bewpodoty oi pakTikol, AAA TOD TPdG [25]
T68¢ kol VOV dAnBEg avto elvar TolodToV Yap TO Te v TOIG TpaKTolg [26] dAnBeég kai
TO WG TPAKTOV AVTOV adTloV.

In saying, ‘[they do not study] what is eternal,” Aristotle points out that in things to
be done the end is not truth or scientific knowledge, for the theoretical sciences deal
with eternal objects. In certain manuscripts this reading occurs: ‘[practical men] do
not study the cause in itself, but what is relative and in the present.’ If the text was
written thus, Aristotle would be saying that practical men do not consider the cause
that is such in the proper sense and in itself, the one that is cause of the fact that
things are true without qualification, but [the cause that explains why] something
is true in relation to a particular thing, at this particular time. For this is the kind of
truth [found] in things that are to be done, and is the cause [that explains them] as
actions.

20 TpakToig A PP : mpaktikoig O S || 21 8¢ Bonitz Hayduck : om. codd. S || 24 mpaktikoi O P*
S : paktoi A || To0 S Bonitz : 10 A O P* || 25-26 avt0 ... &AnBec A O S: om. P || 25 npaktoig
A : tpaktikoig O || 26 pakt@v A P* S : mpaxtik@v O

In this commentary section we once more gain insight into w**: Alexander quotes
the words ovk &idiov (b22) and thereby confirms what his paraphrase showed,
namely that @w*" contains the B-reading. This commentary also shows that Alex-
ander had access to an alternative reading found in other manuscripts. This varia
lectio agrees with the a-reading. Alexander explicates the meaning of the variant
reading thus: if Aristotle had said that practical science does not study the cause
in itself, he would have meant to express that it does not search for the cause in
the proper sense (kvpiwg), that is, the cause through which something is true in
an absolute sense, but in the sense in which something is true only for a particular
time. At this point of his commentary, Alexander does not evaluate the alternative
reading. Both possible readings seem to stand equally next to each other.
Alexander will evaluate the varia lectio, but before turning to his evaluation
I would like to compare the two readings with each other. Arguments can be
brought forward in support of both readings, so it is difficult to decide which of
the two goes back to Aristotle.”” According to the B-version, Aristotle excludes
from practical science the study of what is eternal (ovk &idtov) and attributes to it

*This is especially so because for Aristotle the causes are themselves eternal. See Metaph. E 1,
1026a17: avdykn O0& mavta pév té oftia &idwa eival. Cf. also Metaph. © 9, 1051a19-21. Alexander in the
subsequent passage of his commentary also speaks about eternal causes (147.7): pdAiota 8¢ dAn0i ta
&idta aftia.




274 ALEXANDER AND THE TEXT OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS

the search for relative and temporary things. According to the a-version, Aristotle
excludes from practical science the cause itself (o0 10 aitiov ka®’ ad10) and attri-
butes to it the search for relative and temporary things, or, taking the two terms
npog TLand viv to be direct pendants to ka®’ avto, the search for the relative and
temporary cause.

The following argument can be put forward in defense of the B-reading. Al-
though the appearance of the eternal as subject of theoretical science might be
unexpected in the context of a #Aattov, Aristotle declares in book E of the Meta-
physics what is eternal (&iStov), what is unmoved (dkivntov) and what is separate
(xwptotov) to be the subject of theoretical science.’? This holds especially for the
highest area of theoretical science, which is the subject of Metaphysics (mpwtn
@hooo@ia, 1026a24). The causes studied here are eternal to the highest degree.””
And so it is fitting that 993b22 says that the practical science does not study the
eternal.

Yet, in light of book A, where principles and causes were introduced as sub-
jects of the inquiry, one could easily be led to a different view on the a 1 passage.
In the first two chapters of book A, theoretical science (in contrast to productive
sciences) was determined to be the science that deals with first principles and
causes.** In addition to the promptings of book A, the a-reading (10 aitiov ka’
avto) finds support from the sentence that follows directly upon the Metaphysics
passage above. In a 1, 993b23-24, the cause is introduced as requirement for the
knowledge of the truth: ok {opev 8¢ 10 dAnBeg dvev Tig aitiag (“Now we do not
know the truth without its cause”).

Aristotle indeed further develops his treatment of the cause in lines 993b23-24.
In these lines, however, the evidence shifts away from the a-reading and moves to

32 Metaph. E 1,1026a10-13: £l 8¢ T{ £0T1v &id10v Kal dkiviTov Kol XwpLotdv, pavepdv Tt BewpnTixig
TO Yv@val, o0 HEVTOL QUOIKTG Ye (Tiepl Ky TV yép Ttvwy 1} uotki}) ovde pabnpatikic, dAA mpotépag
apgotv. / “But if there is something which is eternal and immovable and separable, clearly the know-
ledge of it belongs to a theoretical science—not, however, to natural science (for natural science deals
with certain movable things) nor to mathematics, but to a science prior to both.”

3 Metaph. E1,102613-18: 1) H&v yap QUOIKH et XwpLoTa HEV BAN” 00K dkivnTa, Tig 68 pabnpatikig
£via mepl dkivta e ov xwptota 8¢ fowg AN dg év VAN’ 1} 8¢ mpwTn Kai mept XwpLotd kol dkivnta.
avdykn 8¢ mévta pgv T aitia didwa eivat, pdhiota 8¢ Tadta. TadTa ydp aitia Tolg gavepoi Tov Belwy.
/ “For natural science deals with things which are separable but not immovable, and some parts of
mathematics deal with things which are immovable, but probably not separable, but embodied in mat-
ter; while the first science deals with things which are both separable and immovable. Now all causes
must be eternal, but especially these; for they are the causes of so much of the divine as appears to us.”

32 Metaph. A 2, 982b7-12: ¢ dmdvtwv obv TdV elpnuévey &l THY adTHv émoTAuny minTtel TO
{ntodpevov dvopa- 8¢l yap TavTnV TOV TPpOTOV ApX@V Kol ad TV elvaun BewpnTikiv- kai yap 1o dyadov
Kal 10 00 &veka £v T@V aitiwv €otiv. 611 § 00 Tow Tk, SHAOV Kol €K TOV TPAOTWV PINOCOPNTAVTWV-.
/ “Judged by all the tests we have mentioned, then, the name in question falls to the same science; this
must be a science that investigates (Bewpntikiiv) the first principles and causes; for the good, i.e. that
for the sake of which, is one of the causes. That it is not a science of production (mowntwkn) is clear even
from the history of the earliest philosophers.”
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favor the p-reading. The movement of thought in these lines is as follows. After
having declared truth to be the aim of theoretical science (993b20-21) and after
having indirectly introduced “what is eternal” (according to B) or the “cause in
itself” (according to a) to be the subject of theoretical science (b22-23), Aristo-
tle moves on to say that knowledge of the truth depends on knowledge of the
cause (b23-24). He then describes in general what a cause is and states that the
cause of the truth of a thing is itself true to the highest degree (b24-27).* So he
infers (b28-29): 810 Tag TOV del dvTwv dpxdg dvaykaiov del eivat dAnbeotdrag
(“Therefore the principles of eternal things must be always most true”). This state-
ment seems to be the conclusion of the thought that began in the passage of our
concern, and so the following construction of Aristotle’s thought suggests itself:
theoretical science, which as we know already, aims at truth (book a é\attov) by
way of an investigation into causes (book A), is geared towards what is eternal,
precisely because the causes of eternal things are in the highest sense true.” This
train of thought, then, would speak in favor of the B-reading (993b22).

Let us have a closer look at the immediate context of the line in question
(993b22). Aristotle’s specification of what is not a subject of practical science by
either the words ovk &idiov (B) or the words o0 10 aitiov kad’ avto (a) is jux-
taposed with the affirmation of the science’s actual subject: A& pdg Tt kad VOV
(993b22). How do the two possible juxtapositions compare? Following the B-read-
ing, the aidov (“what is eternal”) pairs with vov (“what is in the present”), which

follows after mpdg Tt (“what is relative”). This chiastic pairing could be accepted
and justified as a stylistic lectio difficilior. Following the a-reading, by contrast,
the term ka®’ adTo pairs with mpdg tu. This pairing is not only fitting, but it is also
common in Aristotle’s diction.”” The a-text, however, suggests taking the terms
npog Tt and vOv in the sense of <to aitiov> mpodg Tt and <10 aftiov> vov. The
object of practical science is not the “cause in itself,” but the “cause in relation to
something” and the “present cause.” This pairing is unique: such a pairing does

not occur elsewhere in Aristotle’s writings.*

Each reading thus has merits of its own. And so one can clearly see how some-
one might have been motivated to adjust the text in the direction of one or the
other of the readings. We cannot determine for certain which of the two was writ-

3%0n the “Causal Resemblance Principle” see 5.3.3; p. 251.

326Cf. again E 1, 1026a15-18.

377Cf. Metaph. T 6, 1011a17-18: € 8¢ i) #oTt TvTa TPdG TL, AN #vid 20Tt Kal aTd Kah abtd ... and
Metaph. A 9, 99ob19—21: cupPaivet yap pn elvat Thv Sudda mpdTv SANA TOV dptBudv, kol TO TPHG T
100 kaB avTo... . Cf. also Cat. 6, 5b16-18: 008V yap adTO Ko abTO péya Aéyetat fj pkpov, AN TIPOG
£€Tepov dva@épeTal

328 Aristotle typically contrasts the aftiov ka@’ abto with the aftiov katd ovppepnoc. See Ph. B 5,
196b24-27: domep yap kai v 0Tt TO pgv kad adtod 10 8¢ katd ovpufePnidc, obtw kol aitiov évéyeTa
elvai, olov oikiog kaf’ adtd v aitiov 10 oikodoptkdv, katd ovufePniog 8¢ O Aevkov 1j TO HovOLKOV*
and B 6, 198a8-9: SiAov &1t 0082 10 Katd ovuPePnrog aitiov TpdTepov TOD Kad adTO.
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ten by Aristotle, but we know both readings existed already by the time Alexander
wrote his commentary. Thus we turn now to interpret the agreement between
B and w*" as well as the agreement between a and Alexander’s varia lectio. To
prepare the way for this interpretation, I return to Alexander’s commentary. As
seen above, the sentence that in 993b23-24 follows directly upon our passage (ovk
fopev 8¢ 10 dAnBeg dvev Tiig aitiag) can be taken as evidence in support of the
a-reading (o0 10 aitiov ka®’ avto). In his commentary on this very sentence,
Alexander refers back to our passage and to the variant reading (a-reading) he
introduced there.

Alexander, In Metaph. 145.27-146.4 Hayduck

993b23 Ok {opev 8¢ 10 dAnBeg dvev aitiag

[28] T Aeydpevov ioov éoTi T@ &AAG piv O &AnBig ovy oidv te dvev [29] aitiag
eidévar ®ote €l of MPAKTIKOL Ui KATA TO KLpiwg alTiov TNV yv@ov [146.1] mept TOV
TPOKeLPEVWY TrotodvTatL, 008¢ TO Gvtwg dAndeg €v avtolg Bew-[2]podot. kai &in av
oVTwg pev Aeyopevov dkolovBwg eipnuévov tf) Sevtépa [3] ypaeR® el 8¢ amhdg
Aéyorto, g SetkTikov &v Aéyotto Tod Seiv TOV Tepi [4] TO dANnBEg mpaypatevduevoy
TOV aiTidv elvan Bewpnrikdv.

Now we do not know the truth without its cause.

This statement is equivalent to saying that it is indeed impossible to know the truth
without its cause, so that if practical men do not base their knowledge of the actions
before them on the cause that is such in the proper sense, neither do they consider
the real truth in these actions. [Interpreted] thus, the statement might be a logical
continuation of the second reading of the text. But if it is taken independently, it
might be intended to show that one who devotes himself to the truth must have a
theoretical knowledge of the causes.

27 &vev TG aitiag Metaph. || 29 tpaktikol O P* S : paktol A || 2 pgv O P : pijv A

Alexander offers two interpretations of lines 993b23-24, which are quoted in the
lemma. According to the first interpretation, there is a direct connection between
the quoted text and the varia lectio (= a-reading) in 993b22. Therefore, Alexander
calls the present Metaphysics passage a logical continuation (dkoho0Owg) of the
second reading (i.e. the varia lectio) and he takes it that Aristotle’s words ovk
fopev 8¢ 10 dAndig dvev Tiig aitiag confirm the aitiov ka®’ avtod (which he ren-
ders into T KVpiwg aitiov, 145.29)** as subject of theoretical science. Beside this
interpretation Alexander gives a second (146.3-4), which holds that the present
sentence is no continuation of the preceding sentence, and so entails no prefer-
ence of the varia lectio.

I come now to the conclusion. The array of possibilities accounting for the
present divergence between the a- and the p-readings is similar to that discussed
in the previous case. There is a decisive difference, however: in the present case

32Cf. Alexander’s formulation in 145.23: 10 kvpiwg kai ka®’ adTO aitiov.
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the evaluation of the two possible readings of the Metaphysics is not as straight-
forward as in the former case. It is simply not clear whether we should take o0 10
aitiov ka’ adto (a) or ovk aidtov (B) to be the original reading. With that said,
the following scenarios seem possible.

(i) One could regard the a-version (o0 10 aitiov ka®’ adto) as the original
reading (see Jaeger’s text), which was given in w* and corrupted to odx &idtov
in w*'. Alexander knew (either via other commentators such as Aspasius or
through marginal notes in his own copy) the w*-reading as a varia lectio (see
3.5.2). The B-text, initially reading (with w*) the original o0 10 aitiov kaf’ avTo,
was changed to ovk &idtov in order to be brought into accord with the w*"-text as
presented in Alexander’s commentary (cf. 5.2).**° But the B-text would then have
adopted not a suggestion made by Alexander, but the reading one can suppose to
be in his Metaphysics copy.

(ii) Another viable option is that the p-version leads us to the original reading,
ovk &idtov, which was initially given in w* and is also preserved by Alexander’s
text (w*). But there existed the alternative reading o0 10 aitiov ka’ avTo in one
of the versions that Alexander shows sporadic knowledge of (either via Aspasius
or through marginal notes in his text): @*$*>® or ¢. The a-version adapted the
variant reading ov 10 aitiov kaf’ adto either (iia) from Alexander’s commentary
(cf. 5.3) or (iib) directly from the other version w*$*** or ¢.

A decision between option (i) and option (ii) seems impossible as long as we
do not know whether the a- or the f-reading is correct. If we regard the a-reading
as original and go with option (i), it becomes likely that the B-reading is the result
of contamination by Alexander’s commentary, since there is no reason to assume
that p adopted the reading—which, as far as we know, was only in w*'—by other
means than through Alexander’s commentary. If we instead regard the B-reading
as correct and correspondingly opt for (ii)—on the grounds that the p-reading is
well attested through the agreement of p and w*" and therefore most likely the
reading of w**—then the contamination of the a-reading was triggered either (iia)
directly by the version (@*$¥*® or ¢) from which the alternative reading had come
into Alexander’s commentary, or (iib) by Alexander’s commentary, in which the
alternative reading appears as a varia lectio. Could anything in Alexander’s com-
mentary have invited the alteration of a? Perhaps it was the way in which Alexan-
der, in one of his two interpretations of lines 993b23-24, presents the varia lectio
as a plausible reading.

Since it remains an open question as to whether a or B leads to the original
reading, I refrain from deciding conclusively between scenario (i) and (ii). Yet,

330Since in this scenario the B-reading was in w*" and we assume that f received it through conta-
mination, we do not need to complicate the picture by including the (theoretical) possibility that the
B-text incorporated the reading from a version other than w*". The matter is different in scenario ii,
for here we do not really know from where Alexander knew the reading that is in a. And so we should
consider a variety of possible texts by which a could have been contaminated.
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given the parallelism between this case and the case in 5.4.1, in which the con-
tamination of a by Alexander’s commentary was the slightly preferable option,
one might perhaps be tempted to think that here again, f and w?*" represent the
older reading, while a adopted, perhaps from Alexander’s commentary, a variant
reading.




CHAPTER 6

Results

This study had two principle aims. The first aim has been to determine the re-
lations between the text of the Metaphysics that Alexander used, w*", which has
to be reconstructed from Alexander’s commentary, and the directly transmitted
versions of the Metaphysics, a and f, as well as their common ancestor w®. In per-
forming the analyses that revealed these relations, I followed the basic rules of tex-
tual criticism and sought and examined peculiar errors that the various versions
shared or did not share. The second aim has been to determine how Alexander’s
commentary influenced the tradition of the Metaphysics text.

The present study’s results allow me to draw several conclusions about the an-
cient tradition of Aristotle’s Metaphysics and the role Alexander’s commentary
played in it. First, we are now able to assess the textual situation of the Metaphysics
at the time when Alexander wrote his commentary. From the first century BC
edition of the Metaphysics that contained the fourteen books of our Metaphysics
several copies were made. These copies developed into various versions of the text
that differed from each other through errors that occurred in the text as well as
through intentional changes made to the text. The oldest version of the Metaphys-
ics, whose readings are at least partially reconstructible to us, is w*t, which is the
exemplar Alexander used when writing his commentary around AD 200. Alexan-
der himself had sporadic access to variae lectiones present in other Metaphysics
versions either through notes in the margins of w*" or through other commen-
taries by previous scholars such as Aspasius. Among the variant readings known
to Alexander are readings that are identical to the readings we can reconstruct
for w*, the ancestor of the directly transmitted texts a and . Since some of these
readings in w*? are corrupt we are allowed to assume that Alexander knew indeed
readings of, and hence had access to, w* or its ancestor (@*S"'), however limited
that access may have been. Among the variant readings Alexander reports are also
readings that differ not only from w*%, but also from w*?, and which therefore stem
from one (or several) other version(s) of the Metaphysics.!

"This version or these versions of the Metaphysics text (w*$?*") I identified with any other texts that
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We are, second, in a better position to reconstruct the text of the Metaphysics.
Our manuscript evidence allows us to reconstruct two branches of the Metaphys-
ics text, a and P. w* is their ancestor. w*¥’s terminus ante quem is the end of the
fourth century AD. This text is independent of w*, which itself is independent of
w*. Therefore, if a reading in w*" agrees with either a or B against the other it is
probably the reading of w*®. The independence of w*" against w*® makes it further-
more possible to correct corrupted readings in w* by means of the reading in w*".

Third, the influence of Alexander’s commentary on w®, which we are for the
first time able to trace, allows us to give a more precise dating of w®. Alexander
wrote his commentary on the Metaphysics around AD 200. The great success of
this commentary as the commentary on Aristotle’s work can explain the influence
it had on the transmission of the Metaphysics text during the subsequent centu-
ries. The present study demonstrates that Alexander’s commentary influenced w*®
such that Alexander’s reformulations or suggested corrections were incorporated
into w® before its split into a and B. This means that we are now in the position
to date the emergence of w* rather precisely to the time between AD 250 (i.e., the
time when Alexander’s commentary could first have established itself as an im-
portant commentary) and AD 400.

Fourth, we have a more comprehensive view of how Alexander’s comments
shaped parts of the B-version. Primavesi concluded for the first book of the Meta-
physics that the B-version had had words and phrases from Alexander’s commen-
tary brought into it. His study of the character of this influence led him to con-
clude that the inclusion of these words and phrases was the result of a deliberate
editorial revision of the Metaphysics text. The present study shows that such an
influence occurred in several passages throughout books A-A of the Metaphysics.
The influence Alexander exerted on the text of p can be connected with the revi-
sion process that this version very likely underwent at some time before AD 400.2
We do not need to suppose, however, that all changes in the p-version based on
Alexander’s commentary occurred simultaneously.

Fifth, we now see that Alexander’s commentary even had an effect on the
a-text. The types of influence are two: either Alexander’s reformulations of an
Aristotelian sentence were incorporated into the a-text, or his remarks about pos-
sible improvements to the Metaphysics text resulted in a change of the a-reading.
The traces of contamination that one finds in the a-text are less extensive than
those one finds in the B-text. The contamination of a is, as far as my evidence goes,
mainly confined to book A of the Metaphysics, with the exception of the contam-
ination occurring in A 10.

Alexander’s commentary thus influenced the text of the Metaphysics at all stag-
es we can reconstruct. This means that Alexander’s exegesis left clear footprints on
the Metaphysics text as we know it. There are more instances of such an influence

Aspasius (first century AD) might have used, as Aspasius is the only textual source that Alexander
names.
*Frede/Patzig 1988: 13-14 and Primavesi 2012b: 457-58.
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than this study analyzed. Some instances are clearly determinable, while others
are undetectable. For many cases of agreement between Alexander’s paraphrase
and the text of either @ or one of the descendants a and  we cannot determine
whether this agreement is due to contamination by Alexander’s comments, be-
cause the commentary does not offer sufficient evidence to securely determine the
reading of w*".
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APPENDIX B: LEMMATA IN ALEXANDER’S
COMMENTARY

This table lists all 296 lemmata in Alexander’s commentary and depicts their rela-
tionship to the direct transmission of the Metaphysics. The 1% column provides the
lines of the Metaphysics. The 2™ column lists the lemmata in Hayduck’s edition. I
put a mark in the 3™ column whenever the reading in Alexander’s lemma agrees
with the reading shared by a and B; in the 4" column, when the reading in Alex-
ander’s lemma agrees with the reading in a, rather than with the reading in f; and
in the 5% column when the reading in Alexander’s lemma agrees with the reading
in B, rather than that in a. Finally, I put a mark in the 6 column whenever Alex-
ander’s lemma contains a reading that is peculiar to it, i.e., whenever it contains a
reading not shared by either a or p. Some of the lemmata have marks in more than
one of the four possible columns, because more than one feature applies to them.
For example, lemma no. 24 agrees with a in reading &\’ §j instead of B’s dAA&
(984a10), but also entirely omits the words kai Stakpivépeva that are contained in
both a and B (984a10-11).

There is an inherent imprecision in the representation of agreements between
witnesses in a list like this (see also appendix C), since a lemma or quotation of-
ten consists of several words. However, if there is a disagreement concerning one
word between, for instance, Alexander’s lemma or quotation and the text in w®,
or between a and f (with Alexander siding with one of them), then the lemma or
quotation will have marks that correspond to this difference; and the fact that the
lemma or quotation contain other words that are in agreement across versions is
ignored.

Please note that insignificant divergences, for example between §” and 8¢, and
70 avT16 and TavTo, have not been taken into consideration.

Lemmata: 296
Agreements with w®: 145; agreements with a: 61; agreements with B: 51; peculiar
readings: 91.

Metaphysics |A1exander w“"| a | B |Peculiar reading
A1

980a21

980a27-28

980b25-26

981a12-13

981b13-14

981b25-26
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981b27 | (7) 8.6

A2

98224 (8) 8.19
982a6-7 (9) 9.17-18
982a21-22 (10) 11.3-4
982a25-26 (11) 12.5
982a26-27 (12) 12.15
982b11 (13) 15.20-21
A3

98322426 (14) 19.21-23
983227 (15) 20.4
983a29 (16) 22.1
983a31 (17) 22.4-6
983b6 (18) 23.8
983b32-33 (19) 25.11-12
983b33-984a1 (20) 26.8
98424 (21) 26.14-15
984a3-5 (22) 26.19-20
984a8-9 (23) 27.9-10
984a10-11 (24) 27.13-14
984a11-14 (25) 27.26-27
984a16-17 (26) 28.22
984218 (27) 29.5
984a27-28 (28) 29.9
984a29-31 (29) 29.18-19
984b1-3 (30) 30.12-13
984b3 (31) 31.6
984bs (32) 3117
984b8 (33) 31.27
Ay

984b29 (34) 33.6
984b32-33 (35) 33.12
985a21 (36) 35.5
985b19 (37) 36.19-20
As

985b23; 26-27 (38) 37.4-5
985b26 (39) 37.17
986a13 (40) 41.16
986b8 (41) 42.18-19
986b17-18 (42) 43.10
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987a2-3 (43) 45.10
98729 (44) 46.5-6
987a27-28 (45) 49.16
A6
987bg-10

987b10-11
987b14-15
987b18

987b22-23

987b25-27
987b29-31

987b33-988a1

988a1-2
988a7-8
988a11-12

988a14-15
A7
988a18

58) 60.27

59) 61.9
60) 61.17

(

988a23-24 (

988a28 (
988a32 (61) 61.23

(

(

(

988a34-35 62) 62.1-2
988b6
988b16
A8

988b22-24 (65) 64.13-15

63) 63.1-2

64) 63.32

66) 66.15
67) 68.5
68) 69.15
69) 70.10-11

989a18
989230-31
989b16-17

989b21-22

70) 71.10-11
71) 73.9-10
72) 74.1-2
73) 7518

989b29-30

990a18

990a22-23
990a24

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

A9
990a34-b2 (74) 76.6-7
99ob11-12 (75) 79.1-2

990b13-14 (76) 80.7
990b14-15 (77) 81.23-24
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990b15-16 (78) 82.8-9 X
X
990b18 (79) 85.13-14 X
990b21-22 (80) 87.1-2
990b22 (81) 88.3-4
990b31 (82) 90.3-4
991a2-3 (83) 92.29
991a9 (84) 95.3-4 X
X
991219 (85) 99.1-2 X
991a20 (86) 101.11-12 X
991a23-24 (87) 102.1 X
991a27-28 (88) 104.19 X
991b1 (89) 105.28-29 X
991b3—4 (90) 106.7-8
991bg (91) 107.14
991b13 (92) 108.1
991b21 (93) 110.3-4
991b22-25 (94) 111.1-3 X
X
X
991b27-8 (95) 112.17-18 X
X
X
X
991b31 (96) 113.23 X
992a1-2 (97) 114.11
992a2-3 (98) 114.20-21
992a10-11 (99) 117.20-21 X
992220 (100) 119.13 X
992a24 (101) 120.18-19 X
992b9-13 (102) 123.15-18 X
X
X
X
X
992b13-14 (103) 127.1 X
992b19 (104) 128.10-11 X
X
992b24 (105) 129.10 X
993a1 (106) 131.12
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993a2-3

(107) 132.9

993a8

(108) 133.20-21

A 10

993a11

(109) 134.15-16

993424

(110) 136.3

a1

993a29-30

111) 138.24-25

993b4-5

112) 140.10-11

993b7-8

993b11-13

114) 143.3-4

993b19-20

(
(
(113) 141.36
(
(

115) 144.15-16

993b23-4

(116) 145.27

993b24-5

(117) 147.1-2

993b28-9

(118) 148.20-21

a2

994a1-2

(119) 149.14-15

994a11-13

(120) 150.28-29

994a19-20

(121) 153.1-2

994225

(122) 155.12

994a30-31

123) 156.23

994b4-5

124) 157.28

994b6-8

125) 158.1-3

994b13

994b16-18

127) 160.28-29

994b20-21

(
(
(
(126) 160.22
(
(

128) 162.17-18

994b21-2

(129) 163.15

994b25-6

(130) 164.15

994b27-8

(131) 165.28-29

a3

994b32

| (132) 167.4

B1

995324-5

(133) 171.3-4

995a29-30

(134) 172.23

995a32-3

(135) 173.5
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995b4-5 (136) 174.5-6
995b6-8 (137) 175.1-2
995b10-11 (138) 175.15-16
995b18-20 (139) 176.17-18
995b20-22 (140) 176.31-33
995b25-6 (141) 177.15-16
995b27-9 (142) 177.24-25
995b31-3 (143) 178.3-4
995b34-5 (144) 178.22-23
996at (145) 179.6
996a4-7 (146) 179.25-27
996a11-12 (147) 180.16-17
B2
996a21-2 (148) 181.24
996b1-2 (149) 183.14
996b8-9 (150) 184.12-13
996b13-14 (151) 184.28-29
996b18-19 (152) 185.21
996b22 (153) 186.3 X
996b26-7 (154) 187.14-15
996b35-997a1 (155) 188.7-8 x
997a11-12 (156) 190.18 X
997314 (157) 191.1 X
997a15-16 (158) 191,13-14 X
997325-6 (159) 194.8-9
997b3-4 (160) 196.13-14 X
997b5-7 (161) 196.29-30
997b12-14 (162) 197.29
(162) 197.30
997b25-6 (163) 198.31-32
998a7-9 (164) 200.32-34
B3
998a21-3 (165) 202.4-6
998b4-6 (166) 203.1-2
998b6-7 (167) 203.12-13
998b10 (168) 203.24-26

998b11-12

(169) 204.8
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998b14-15

(170) 204.23-24

998b28-9

(171) 207.7-8

999a1-2

(172) 208.4

999a6-7

(173) 208.26-27

B4

999224-6

174) 210.22-24

999a32-4

175) 211.18-19

999b8-9

176) 213.24-25

999b12-14

177) 214.19-20

999b20-22

(178) 215.30-31

999b24-5

179) 216.12-13

999b27-8

180) 217.26

1000a5-6

181) 218.18-19

1000a27-8

182) 220.1

1000b28-9

1001a4-5

184) 223.6-7

1001a29-30

185) 225.33-34

1001b1-3

186) 226.10-11

1001b7-8

(
(
(
(
(183) 222.4-5
(
(
(
(

187) 227.9-10

Bs

1001b26-8

(188) 228.29-30

1002a28-9

(189) 231.26-27

Bé6

1002b12-14

(190) 233.1-3

1002b32-4

(191) 235.7-8

T

1003a21-2

|(192)2394—5

T2

10032334

193) 240.31-32

1003b12-13

194) 243.29-30

1003b16

1003b19-20

196) 244.29-30

1003b21-2

(
(
(195) 244.9
(
(

197) 245.20-21

1003b22-5

198) 246.25-27

1003b32-3

199) 249.1-2

1004a2-3

200) 250.21

1004a9-10

201) 252.1-2
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1004a210-11 (202) 252.17 X
1004a220-21 (203) 254.16 X
1004a22-3 (204) 255.3-4 X
1004a30-31 (205) 256.19-20
1004b1-3 (206) 257.17-18
1004b8-9 (207) 258.25
1004b10-11 (208) 259.1
1004b17 (209) 259.23
1004b25 (210) 260.21 X
1004b28 (211) 260.30-31 X
1004b29-30 (212) 261.17-18 X
1005a3—4 (213) 262.20-21
rs
1005219-21 (214) 264.28-30
1005b2—4 (215) 266.29-31
1005b5-7 (216) 267.22-23
1005b8-10 (217) 268.7-8
1005b17-18 (218) 269.18 X
I'g
1005b35-6a2 (219) 271.22-23 X
1006a11-12 (220) 272.28-29
1006a18-20 (221) 273.20-21
1006a26-8 (222) 274.33-35 X
1006a229-30 (223) 275.21-22
1006a31-2 (224) 276.1-2 X
1006b11-13 (225) 279.15-16
b'e
1006b14-15 (226) 279.27-28 X
1006b28-30 (227) 282.1-2
1006b34-a1 (228) 283.1 X
1007a8-9 (229) 284.1 X
1007a220-21 (230) 285.1-2 X
1007223 (231) 286.7 X
1007a27-8 (232) 286.25 X
1007a33-4 (233) 287.22-23 X
1007b18-19 (234) 290.22-23 X
1007b26-8 (235) 291.20-21 X
1007b29-30 (236) 292.1-2 X
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1008a2—4 237) 292.22-23
1008a7-9 238) 293.33-34
1008a16-17 239) 294.22

1008a25 240) 295.29

1008a28-9 241) 296.3

1008a30-31 242) 296.22
1008a34-5 243) 297.7
1008b2-3 244) 297.27

1008b27-8 245) 300.4

1008b31-2 246) 300.23
I's
100926-7 (247) 301.27-28

1009a38-b2 (248) 304.34-35
1009b4-5 (249) 305.14
1009b7-8 (250) 305.24-25

1009b12-13 251) 306.1-2
252) 310.34-35
253) 311.25

(
(
(
1010b3-5 (254) 312.11-12
(
(
(

1010a32-3

1010b1-3

1010b14-16 255) 313.18-19
256) 314.29

257) 315.27-28

1010b19-20

1010b30-31
re

1011a3-4

258) 316.30-31

1011a15-16 259) 318.6-8

1011b7-9 261) 323.11-12

1011b13-14 262) 326.20-21

(
(
1011228-31 (260) 320.33-35
(
(
(

1011b15-17
ry
1011b23-4 (264) 328.5-6

263) 326.28-29

1011b29-31 (265) 329.5-6

266) 330.17-18
267) 331.7-8

1012a2-3

1012a5-6

1012a9-10 268) 332.1-2

1012a15-16 270) 333.18
271) 334.4

272) 335.20

1012a17

(
(
(
1012a12-13 (269) 332.16-17
(
(
(

1012a21-2
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rs

1012229-30 (273) 336.23-24
1012b5-6 (274) 338.23-24
1012b8-9 (275) 3391
1012b11-12 (276) 340.8
1012b13-14 (277) 340.19
1012b18-19 (278) 340.30-31
1012b22-4 (279) 341.28-29
1012b28 (280) 342.21
1012b29-30 (281) 342.35-36
A2

1013a24-5 (282) 348.25-26
1013a32-3 (283) 350.4
1013b3-4 (284) 350.19
1013b16-17 (285) 351.1-2
1013b29-30 (286) 352.9
1014a10-11 (287) 353.5-6
1014a13-14 (288) 353.30
Az

1014a26-7 | (289) 354.26-27
Ay

1014b16-17 | (290) 357.5-6
As

1015220-21 | (291) 360.17-18
A6

1015b16 | (292) 362.11
Az

1017a7-8 | (293) 370.3-4
A8

1017b10 | (294) 373.1

Ao

1017b27 | (295) 376.13
A1s

1021a31-2 | (296) 407.16




APPENDIX C: QUOTATIONS FROM THE METAPHYSICS
IN ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY

This table lists the quotations of the Metaphysics text that Alexander provides in
his commentary. The 1* column lists the quoted lines of the Metaphysics. The 2™
column gives the page and line numbers of the quotation in Hayduck’s edition.
I put a mark in the 3™ column whenever the reading in Alexander’s quotation
agrees with the reading shared by a and p; in the 4" column, when the reading in
Alexander’s quotation agrees with the reading in a, rather than the reading in f;
and in the 5™ column, when the reading in Alexander’s quotation agrees with the
reading in B, rather than that in a. The 6™ column is marked whenever Alexan-
der’s quotation contains a reading that is peculiar to it, i.e., not shared by either
aorf.!

Given that it is not always clear whether something is a quotation from the
Metaphysics (see discussion in 3.3), one might worry whether some of the cases
listed here are in fact quotations rather than paraphrases. This is especially rele-
vant when the reading differs from our direct evidence. The instances of quotation
that I present in the table agree mostly but not always with what Hayduck marks
as a quotation in his edition of the commentary. My list does not contain quota-
tions that Alexander cites as varia lectio from a Metaphysics copy other than w?*
(for a complete list of the variant readings see 3.6).

Please note that insignificant divergences, for example between & and 8¢, and
70 avto and TavTd, have not been taken into consideration.

Quotations 579:
Agreements with @ 342; Agreements with a: 126; Agreements with p: 82;
Peculiar readings: 187

Metaphysics |Alexander o*f | a | B | Peculiar reading
A1

980a21 1.8

980a25-6 1.14-15

980a27 1.21-22

980a27-8 4.13-14

980b28-9 4.21

981a8 5.7

981b27-9 8.27-28;10.22-23

981b31-982a1 8.15

982a1 8.16-17 X

'On the inherent imprecision of a list like this, see p. 283 (Appendix B).
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A2
982a9 10.2
982a13 10.7-8
10.14-15
982a24 11.11-12
982a32-b1 13.21-23
982b5-6 14.7,17-18
982b6 14.8-9
982bg 15.10-11
982b10 15.12-13
982b18 16.13
983a2-3 18.2-3
983a4-5 18.4
983a16-17 18.19-20
983a18 19.8
983a20-21 19.10-11
983a22-23 19.12-13
A3z
983a24 19.24
983a28 20.8-9; 21.2—-3
983a29 21.14-15, 22, 30
983a32 22.10
983b7 23.21
983b8-10 23.17-18
983b11-13 23.23-24
983b1y 24.14-16
983b18-21 24.18-20
983b24 24.28-29
983b27 25.3-4
983b27-8 25.7
984a 3 26.16
984216 31.4; 34.12-35.1
984a27-8 29.11
984a29 29.14
984a31 30.6—7
984b3 31.15
984b16 32.11-12
Ay
985a17-18 34.5-6
985b21 37.2
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As

985b23 37.7-8
986a3 39.23-24
986a17 41.21

986b12 43.2
987a3 45.11-12
987a4 45.14
987a5-6 45.21
987a7-8 45.24-25
987a11-13 46.20-22

987a13 47.2-3

987a26 48.21-23
A6
987b8-9 50.19-20

987b1o 50.22-23

987b17 52.21

987b21-22 53.5-6

987b26 54.11

987b33-988a1 57.1-3
988a6-7 58.22-23

988a8-9 58.26-27

988a10-11 59.14-15

988a12-13 59.16-17

988a14 60.13-14

988a15-16 60.22-23

Az
988a20 60.30-31

988a21-22 61.7

988a29-31 61.25-26

988a33 61.28
988b2 62.12
988b1s 63.18
988b18-19 64.3-4
A8
988b22-3 64.16-17

988b26 64.26-29
988b28 64.29
989a15-16 66.1

989a20 66.17-67.1

989a21-22 67.6-7
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989a24 67.14-15 X
989a33-4 68.15 X
989233 69.13 X
989b6 69.4-5 X
989b17 69.18 X
989b1g 69.22
989b19-20 70.5-6; 28.12-13
X

990a7-8 72.20-21 X
990a25-6 75.2-3
Ag
990a33—4 76.1-2
990b1-2 95.6-7
990b6-7 77.11-12
990b7-8 7717-19

77.27-28, 31;

96.6
990b8-9 77-34-35
990b16-17 83.31-32
990b34 91.11
990b34 91.13, 17, 27
990b34 91.17
991a1-2 91.17-18, 26; X

94.10-11
991a3-5 93.15-17

X

991a9-10 96.2-3
991a18-19 98.23-24

100.32-33
991a19-20 99.6-7; 100.23-24, X

33-34
991a22-3 101.7-8, 22 X
991229-31 105.24-25

991b3

106.9
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991b3—4 106.13-14
991b1g 109.17
991b20 109.30

991b23 112.14-16

991b2s 112.7

991b29 113.9
991b31 113.21

992a2-3 115.5
992a6-7 117.8

992a7-8 115.22-116.1

99228 116.15
992a13-14 118.3—4
992b3-4 122.15-16

992by 122.21-22

992b11 126.22
992b25 129.13-14
992b31 131.6

99322 133.17
A 10

993a11-16 63.27-31

993a25-26

993a26-7

a1
993229 141.31
993b1 139.19
993b1-2 139.21
993b2 141.2

993b2—4 141.27-29

993bs 140.14
993b6-7 140.19-20; 141.6-8

141.22
993b14 143.14
143.16
993b20-21 144.19-145.1
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993b22 145.19 X
993b23 146.19 X
993b24-5 147.15-16, 23
993b26-30 146.22-25; 148.32—
149.3,149.11-12 X
X
X
X
993b30-31 149.7-8 X
az
994a5 150.2 X
994a17 151.25 X
994a18 152.2,17-18 X
994220-22 153.12-13 X
994a25-6 155.26-27 X
X
994a31-2 156.28-29 X
994a32-994b1 156.32-33 X
X
994b2 157.16
994b4 157.35
994b5-6 157.33-34 X
994b6-8 159.6-7
159.8
159.10-11 N
X
994bg-10 159.29-160.1 X
994b18 161.2; 162.10 X
994b22-3 163.24 X
994b24 164.4 X
994b25 164.8 X
994b26-7 165.6-7 X
X
994b30-31 166.7-8 X
a3
994b32 170. 4 X
995a1-2 167.10-11 X
995a5-6 167.20-21 X
995a10 168.5 X
995a12-13 168.13-14
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995214-16

169.4-5

995a16-17

169.9

995a17

169.17-18

995a17-18

137.15-16;
169.20-21

B1

995a25

172.1

995a25-6

172.3-4

995a30-31

172.31-32

995b5-6

174.27

995b8

175.8

995b8

187.19

995b15-16

176.12

995b16-18

176.4-5

995b26

177.17-18

995b27-9

180.7-8

995b35

178.30-31

995b36

178.35-179.1

996a1-2

179.18-20

996ay

179.30

I BT T o R T T R A T

B2

996a20-21

181.13-14

996a24

182.5-6,13-14

996a28-9

182.20

996b4-5

184.8-10

996bs5-6

183.21-22

996b7

183.31

996b14-16

185.1-3,6

996b19

185.24

996b24

186.12

996b24-26

186.14-15

99733

188.17-18

997a6-8

188.31-189.1, 5-6

997a8-9

189.4-5

997a9-10

189.11-12

997a12-13

190.26, 28

997314

191.7

997a18-19

192.4-5

997a21

191.29

997a22-4

192.6-7, 16; 193.21;
194.12
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997224 192.11; 193.1-2; X
193.32 X
X
X
997a25-6 195.3-4 X
X
997231 194.23-24
997a31 194.25-26
997b3 196.24
997b6-7 196.31-32
B3
998b20-21 204.33-34 X
X
998b24-5 206.6-7 X
998b2s 205.20 X
X
998b2s 206.9 X
998b27-8 207.5-6
998b29 207.28
998b30 207.16,17-18
999a5-6 208.22 X
X
999a14-16 210.11-12 X
999a17-20 211.10-12 X
X
B4
999a32 211.9
999a33—4 211.22
999a34 215.22 X
X
999b1 211.34-212.1 X
999b4-5 212.10-11 X
999b6 212.21-24 X
X
X
X
999bg-10 213.33-34
999b12-13 214.22
999b14 214.31
999b1s 215.5-6,11-13




999b16

215.8-9, 14

999b26-27

217.19-20

1000a1-2

218.9-10

1000a18-19

219.9

1000a29-30

220.5

1000b26-7

221.34-35

1000b27-8

221.35-222.1

1001a2-3

222.24-26

1001a6-7

223.23-24

1001a7-8

223.33-34

1001a11-12

224.2-3

1001a20-21

224.18

1001a22-3

224.23-24

1001226-7

224.36

1001a27-8

225.8,23-24

1001a28-9

225.11, 29

1001bg

226.27

1001bg

226.29-30

1001b11

227.18-19

1001b15-16

228.3

1001b20-21

228.12

1001b23

228.24-25

Bs

1001b29

229.3

1001b30-31

229.6

1001b31-2

229.8

1002a7

229.31

1002a10-11

230.13-14

1002a27

231.24-25

1002b1

231.33-232.1

Be6

1002b17-19

234.7-8

1002b24

233.21-22

1002b24-5

233.27-28

1002b33-4

235.11

1002b34

235.12

1003a1-2

235.20-21
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100324-5 235.29-30 X
1003a5 235.31 X
1003a10-11 236.15-16 X
1003a13 236.14-15, 20-21 X
T'i
1003a22-3 246.8-9 | X | | |
T2
1003b4 242.3 X
1003bg 242.30
1003bg-10 243.7 X
243.15
1003b17-19 250.33-251.1
1003b20-22 251.4-5; 245.25
X
1003b22-3 251.3-4 b'e
1003b24-5 247.25
1003b26 247.30
1003b26 247.33-34 X
1003b30 248.19 X
1003b30-32 248.32-33 X
1003b33-34 249.18-19 X
X
1003b35-6 249.34-35 X
1004a1 250.13 b'e
1004a1-2 252.3-4 X
1004a2-3 251.1-2,6
X
1004a4-5 251.10 X
1004a12-13 253.1-2 X
1004a13-14 253.10-11, 16-17
1004a14-15 253.16
1004a16-18 253.29-30
1004a18-19 253.34-355254.7-8
1004a21-22 254.18-19 b'e
1004224 255.19-20 X
1004a27 255.32
1004a28-30 256.5-6
1004b5-8 258.2-5, 15
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1004b22-3 259.32-33

1004b23-5 259.35-260.1

1004b27 261.10-11

1004b27-8 261.14-15;262.15

1004b29-30 261.27-29;
262.13-14

1004b34-1005a1 262.18

1005a6-7 263.8-9

1005a10-11 263.20, 22-25

1005a12-13 264.9

1005a14-15 264.17-18
Is
1005220 265.3—4

1005a25-7 265.22-23

10052331 265.28-29

1005234 265.40-266.1

1005b1-2 266.15-16

1005b2-3 267.15, 19-20

1005bg-5 267.7, 16

1005b5-8 267.17-19, 24-25, 28

1005b8 267.21

1005b19-22 269.23-25

1005b21-2 269.31

1005b23 269.33

1005b23-4 269.35-36;270.1-2

1005b24-5 270.4-5

1005b26-7 270.15-16

1005b27 270.27

1005b30-32 270.38-271.1

1005b32-4 271.5-7
4
1006a2-3 271.37-38

1006a3—4 272.4-5

100629 272.21-22, 26
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1006a14 273.1-3 X
X
1006a20-21 273.35
1006a24-5 274.18-19
X
1006226 274.27
1006a28-30 275.3-45275.31-32
1006a32—4 276.30-32, 34 X
X
X
X
X
1006bg 278.16 X
1006b13-16 279.29-32
1006b19-20 280.35-36; 281.36 X
X
1006b20-22 281.32-34 X
1006b22-4 281.28-30 X
1006b24-5 281.20, 31, 34-35 X
1006b29 282.11 X
1006b31-2 282.29-30 X
1007a20-21 285.33-34 X
1007221 285.12 X
1007a22-3 285.32;286.3 X
1007223 285.34
1007a25-6 286.20-21 X
1007a27-8 287.2-3
X
1007229 287.4
1007a34-5 288.17-18
1007bg-10 289.29-30
1007b11 289.33
1007b22-3 290.34 X
1007b23-4 291.4-5 X
X
1008a21 295.9-10 X
1008a31-2 296.30
1008a32-3 296.33




1008b7-8

298.18-19

1008b10

298.23

1008b25-7

299.28-30

1009a4-5

301.16-17

Is

100929

302.9-10

1009a9-11

302.10-12

1009a38-1009b1

305.3

1009b17-18

306.22-23

1009b20-21

306.24-25

1009b22-3

306.29-30, 35

1009b24-5

306.36-307.1

1010a6-7

308.11-12

1010219

309.7

1010a22-3

309.36-310.1

1010a23-4

310.8-9

1010b1

311.27

1010b16

314.1

1010b18-19

314.3-4

1010b30

316.27-28

re

1011a13-14

317.36

1011a23-4

319.17-18

1011231

321.5

1011a33

321.10

1011a34-1101b1

322.2—4

1011b1-2

322.7

1011b11-12

325.20-21

1011b18-19

326.32-33, 35

1011b19-20

327.8,10-11, 14,
25-26

ry

1011b24

328.19

1011b27-8

328.25

1011b32-4

329.25-26

1011b3s

329.35

1011b35-12a1

330.1-2

1012a2-3

330.33-34;331.1
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1012a7-8 331.17-18 X
1012a8-9 331.35-36
1012a13-14 333.7-8
X

1012a14-15 333.17 X
rs
1012a29-30 336.29-30 X
1012a30-31 336.32-33
1012a31-33 337.4-5 X

X
1012233 337.8 X
1012a33-4 337.8-9
1012b1 33730, 33 X
1012bg 338.9-10; 339.14-15 X
1012b14 340.20
1012b21-22 341.25-26

X
1012b30 343.2 X
1012b30-31 343.5
A1
1012b34-5 345.23-24 X
101324 346.3
1013a7 347.28-29; 348.32
1013a7-8 346.10-13 X

X
1013216 346.25
1013a17 346.33-34
1013a18-19 346.35-36
1013a20-21 347.6-7
1013a21-3 347.20-21
A2
1013a24-5 348.27 X
1013a27-9 349.3-4 X

X
1013a27-8 349.16-17
1013a29-30 349.28,31-32
1013a31-2 349.37-350.1 X
1013a35-6 350.7 X
1013bg 350.20
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1013bg4-7 350.23-26

1013b8-9 350.27

1013b17-18 351.5-6

1013b21 351.3-4, 19, 23-24
1013b22-3 351.26-27, 31
1013b23-4 351.35-36
1013b25-6 351.38

1013b26-8 352.3—4

1013b30-1 352.11

1013b33-4 353.2-3

1014a10 353.8
1014212 353.14

1014a15-16 353.34-354.1
1014220-22 354.11-13, 17

A3

1014a26-7 354.29-30;
356.12-13

1014230 355.6
1014a31-2 355.9-10
1014b2-3 356.20-21, 28-29

1014b4-5 355.25-26
1014b5-6 355.28-29

1014b6-7 355.30-31
1014b8 355.34

1014b8-9 355.36-37

1014b10 356.6
Ay
1014b17-18 357.21

1014b18-20 357.22-24, 31; 358.8

1014b21 358.18, 26-27
1014b27 3594
1014b32-3 35956
1015a11 359.30-31
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1015a13-15 360.1-3
1015a17-18 360.9-10
1015a18-19 360.11
As
1015229-30 360.33-34
1015a31 360.35
A6
1015b23-4 362.31
1016a5-6 363.26-28
X
1016216 364.16-17 X
1016a18-19 364.20-21 X
1016a20 365.35 X
1016a30 365.22
1016a33 366.11-12
1016a34-5 366.12-13
1016a35-6 366.21 X
1016a6-1016b1 366.17-18
1016bg 367.23-25 X
1016b10-11 367.32-33
1016b11-12 368.8-9, 14 X
1016b19-20 368.20-21
1016b33 369.6
1016b33 369.9
1016b33-4 369.12
1016b34-5 369.15
1017a3—4 369.27-28
Az
1017a10-11 370.27-28
1017b1 372.12
1017b1-2 372.14
1017b8-9 372.27-28
A8
1017b15-16 373.17-18 X
1017b1y 374.1-2
1017b18-19 374.12-13
1017b1g 374.18
1017b23-4 375.18-20
1017b24-6 375.24-26; 376.6 X

Ao




1017b30-31

376.23-24

1017b33-4

376.33-34

1018a8

377.29-30; 378.5

1018a9-11

378.18,22-23

1018a12-13

378.30-31, 34

1018a15

379.25

1018a1y

380.5

A1o

1018a22-4

380.25-26, 30-31,
33;381.1

1018a25

381.3

1018a30-31

381.37-383.1,5-6

1018a35-6

383.4-5

1018b4

383.30

1018b6-7

384.5-6

A11

1018bg-10

385.2-3

1018b10-12

385.12-13

1018b21

385.35, 38

1019a2-3

387.4

1019a12-14

387.33-36; 388.4-5,
14-15

A12

1019216

389.16

1019a19

389.19

1019220

389.29

1019a23-6

395.18-21

1019226

390.9, 18

1019a34

391.3

1019a35

391.5-6

1019a35-1019b1

391.15

1019b3

391.26-27

1019b6-7

391.33-34

1019bg-10

392.16

1019b11

392.20-21

1019b32-3

394.28,31-32

1020a3-4

39522

A13

1020a7-8

396.2-3
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1020219 397.24-25 X
1020a23-4 397.29-30 X
X
1020a29-30 398.11-12 X
X
A 14
1020b4-5 399.26, 29
1020b18-20 401.15-16
A1s
1020b33-4 402.17-19 X
1020b34 403.18 X
1021a1-2 403.17, 19-20
102134 404.18-19
1021a5 404.22-23 X
404.3-4, 11-12 X
X
X
1021a6-7 404.13-14 X
1021a8 404.15 X
1021a10 405.1 X
1021a10-11 405.6 X
1021a11 405.8 X
X
1021a11-12 405.11 X
1021a19-20 405.27-28 X
1021b1-3 407.32-35 X
X
X
A16
1021b1s 410.34 X
1021b16-17 410.35-36
1021b22-3 411.6-7, 15-16
1021b29-30 411.34-35 X
A1y
1022a4-5 412.26, 33
1022a5-6 413.14-15,22-23
1022a7 413.34-35
X
1022a8 414.4—6 X
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1022a12 414.15

1022a12-13 414.24
A18
1022216 414.33-34

1022a35 416.37-417.1

A1g

1022b2-3 417.14-15

A 20

1022b8 417.33

1022bg-10 417.37-418.1
A22
1022b30-31 419.10-11, 18

1022b32-3 419.22-24

1022b3s 419.32

A 23

1023a8-9 420.26-28

A24

1023a27-28 421.31-32

1023234 422.15-16

1023a36 422.33
1023b3-4 423.9
A 25

1023b13 423.36

1023b17 424.15

1023b19-20 424.22,26-27, 31

1023b22-24 424.37-338
A 26
1023b34 425.29
A2y

1024a27-8 428.1

A28
1024a29-30 428.14-15
1024b3-4 429.2-3
1024bg-5 429.10

1024b8 429.25
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429.28 X
1024b8-9 429.30-31 X
A 29
1024b17 431.1 X
1024b18-19 431.225 432.2-3 X
1024b22-3 433.6-8 X
1024b27-8 433.25-26 X
1024b31-32 434.13-14 X
A 30
10253234 438.8-9, 17 X
1025a24-5 438.14-15
1025231 439.10-11
1025333 438.33-35
1025333-4 439.7




APPENDIX D: ALEXANDER’S PARAPHRASE IN CASES
OF a-/p-DIVERGENCES

This list gives an overview of a selection of paraphrases in Alexander’s commen-
tary. The selection includes those passages where the readings in « and f differ
substantially. Not included are differences where the evidence in Alexander’s
paraphrase cannot be taken as secure evidence for him having found the one or
the other in w*%, such as, for example, avtijg rather than éavtiig or aitiag kai
apxag rather than dpxag kai aitiag.!

It is not possible to represent in a list like this the way in which Alexander’s
paraphrase relates to the Metaphysics text except with regard to the specific
a-/B-divergences. To begin with, instances where Alexander’s paraphrase ‘agrees’
with the Metaphysics text in w*® are far too many—he is, after all, paraphrasing the
Metaphysics. Moreover, instances where Alexander’s paraphrase ‘disagrees’ with
the Metaphysics text in @*f are also far too many—he is, after all, only paraphras-
ing the Metaphysics.

Paraphrases 341:
Agreements with a: 198; Agreements with B: 143.

Metaphysics | Alexander
A1

980226 1.16

980b21 3.9-10, 19-20
981a4-5 5.11-13
981a11-12 4.13-5.13

981220 5.25

981b2-5 5.16-6.12
A2
982a4 8.26

982a6 8.26; 9.26

982a8 9.29—30; 10.1-2

982a10 10.2-3
982bs 14.5
982b6 15.15-16

982b14 16.3—4

'See, e.g. in A 1, 982a2, where a’s aitiag kai &pxag is confirmed by ALP 8.26, 28 and B’s 4pxdg kai

aitiag is confirmed by ALP 8.22-24; 9.1-2; 9.9.
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982b27 17.9-10
982b32 17.22-23
983a10 18.11-12
983a11 19.14
983a17 18.22
A3

984a9 27.12
984a32-3 30.9-10
984b1 30.11
984b11 32.8

Ay

984b29-30 33.8-9
985a10 33.26
985a19-20 35.1-4
985226 35.11
985a30 34.7
985b6 35.27-36.1
985b7 36.1
985b16 36.6
985b17 36.6-7
As

985b25 37.13,19
985b27 37.22;38.5-6
986a3 40.21
986a4 40.21
986a6 40.24
986a9—-10 40.28
986a16 41.19
986220 41.30-31
986b11 42.24
986b17 42.28
986b22 44.7
986b23 44.7
986b24 44.9
986b32 45.5
987a6 45.23
987a16 47.11
987a21 48.14
987a23 49.4

A6

987a32 49.21-22
987bs 50.9
987b6 50.9
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987b6

50.12

987b12-13

52.3

987b23

53.19

987b27

54.13

988a2

58.5

988a13-14

59.20-23

A7

988a2s

61.11-12

988a34

61.30

988b2

62.16

A8

988b25-6

64.23

989a1

65.22

98924

65.25

98924

65.25

989as

65.25-27

989a8

65.32

989a15-16

66.11-12

989a32

68.12

989a33

68.13

989b8

69.7

989b8

69.8

989b11

69.8

990a28

75.12

A9

990a34

76.8

990b4

77.11

990b15

83.18; 85.6

990b21

86.7,13-14

990b29

89.8

99126

94.3-4

991a7

947

991a15

973

991a22

102.11

991b11

107.20-21

991b18-19

109.14-15

991b24

111.13

991b25

112.5

991b28

112.21

991b31

114.3

992a1

114.6—-7

992216

118.14, 21

992220

119.14-15
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992226 121.3

992a33 122.3

992b7 122.19

992bg 123.14 X
992b10 124.9

992b12-13 126.30-31

992b1s 127.10-11 X
992b16 127.15; 128.6

992b18 127.20-21; 128.8-9

992b20 128.20 b'e
992b21 129.4 X

992b23 129.9

992b26 130.2-3

993220 135.22 X
993220 135.22

993220 135.23

993a24 136.4 X
a1

993b12 143.11-12 X

993b13 143.12 X
993b13 143.12 X
993b13 144.5

993b20 144.17-19

az

99423 149.30 X

994213 151.5

994a15 151.7

994a20 153.6

994222 154.7-15

994225 155.16

994a28 156.16 X
994229-30 156.15-18 X

994b2 157.10 X
a3

995a12 167.6 | | X
B1

995224 171.5

995425 171.13

995436 173.19 X
995b16 176.3

995b33 178.14-16

996a11 180.13-15
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996a14

180.28

B2

996a35-b1

182.37-38

996b4

183.20

996bg

184.14-15

996b10o

184.21-22

99739

189.13

997a15

191.6

997b1o

197.15

997b35

200.9

B3

998a20

202.1

998b2

202.28

998b8

203.17

998b8

203.18

998b1o

203.29

998b17

204.29

998b22

205.1

998b22

205.5

998b27

206.4

99923

208.11

999a17-18

210.13-14

B4

999b24-5

216.17

1000a8

218.25

1000214

218.34

1000b1

220.7-8

1000b2

220.10

1000bs

220.23

1000b28

222.9

1001a1

222.20

1001bs

226.30

1001bg

227.14-15

1001b12

227.20

1001b13

227.32

1001b14

228.1-2

1001b17

228.6

Bs

1001b28

229.1

1002a19

230.28

1002a25

231.16

1002a30

231.29

1002230

231.29-30
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1002230 231.29-31 X
B6

1002b20 234.9,13-14 X
1002b26 233.31 X
1002b28 234.29 X
1002b31 235.2 X
1003214 236.25 X

1003a15 236.23 X
T'i

1003a31 240.28-29 X

2

1003b2 241.35

1003b1s 244.1

1003b21 245.24-25 X
100424 250.31 X

1004a7 251.26 X
1004a25 255.16 X
1004a26 255.28 X
1004b15-16 259.4, 20 X

1004b25 260.15 X

1004b28 260.35 X

100535 263.1-2 X

1005a8 263.9-17 X
I's

1005225 265.12 X

1005b1 266.6 X

1005b11 268.24 X

1005b1s 269.8 X

1005b16 269.11 X

1005b27 270.17

1005b31 271.2

T4

1006a33 276.34 X
1006a34 277.11 X

1006b10 278.17

1006b16 280.4, 17

1006b17 280.4, 17 X
1006b26 281.24 X

1006b31 282.15, 16 X

1007a15 284.27 X

1007229 286.29 X

1007b33 292.15-16 X

1008a1 292.13 X
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1008ay

293.21-22

1008a17

294.24

1008a18

294.24

1008a18

295.1

1008a23

295.17

1008a26

297.30

1008a36

297.14

1008b4

297.34-298.2

1008b1s

299.7-9

1008b1s

299.10

1008b33—4

300.31

I's

100929

301.35-36

1009224

303.25

1009226

303.27-28

1009234

304.20

1009a37

304.31

1009b31

307.12

1010a14

308.28-29

1010a1y7

310.2

1010a36

311.10-11

1010a37

311.19

1010b8

312.22

1010b22

315.4

1010b32

315.35-316.2

re

1011a8

317.21

1011bs

322.23

1011b10

324.3

1011b1s

326.24-25

1011b22

327.35-36

rz

1011b24

328.15

1011b2s

328.20

1011b26

328.23

1011b27

328.21-22

1011b27

328.22

1011b34

329.18-19

1012a6

331.12

1012a12-13

332.19

1012a15

33319

1012a16

333.21

1012a18

334.8
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rs

1012233 337.1 X
1012b8-9 339.2-8 X
1012b31 343.8-10 X

A1

1013a14 346.24 X
A2

1013a25 349.1 X

1013228 349.21

1013b12 350.31-32 X
1013b32 352.22 X

Ay

1014b21 358.17

1015a17 360.8 X

As

1015a23 360.24 X
1015227 360.30

1015b10 361.21 X

A6

1015b16-17 362.12-13 X
1015b18-19 362.15-16 X

1015b21 362.20 X
1015b22-3 362.22-23 X

1015b27 362.34 X

1015b27 362.33-363.3 X
1016a1 363.17 X

1016a17 364.19 X
1016a33 366.9 X

1016bg 366.25-367.8

1016b11 367.36-37

1016b13 368.2

1016b18 368.15

1016b24 368.34 X
1016b31 369.4 X
Az

1017a14 370.36 X
1017a16 371.2 X

1017a18 371.15-16 X
1017a19 371.17 X
1017a28 371.31

1017b2 372.15

A8

1017b1y 372.26
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1017b18

|37216

A1o

1018a21-2

|3SOJ4

A11

1018b28

386.14

101924

387.7

A1z

1019a16

389.3

1019b13

392.25

1019b16

392.38

1019b17

393.10

1019b1g

393.14

1019b33

394-34

1020a3

395.12

A13

1020a15

396.34

1020a17

3972

1020420

397.12

A 14

1020233

3992

1020b11

400.20

A1s

1020b26

402.4

1020b29

402.6-7

1021a5

404.4

1021bs

410.1

1021by

410.7

1021b1o

410.11

A 16

1021b13

410.19

1021b1s

410.33

1021b15

410.30

1021b21

411.7

1021b24

411.26

1021b27

411.30

1021b28

411.29-30

A18

1022a18

415.2-3

1022a26-7

416.3

1022a29

416.6

1022a31

416.16

1022233

416.22

A19
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1022b1 | 417.6 | X |

A 20

1022bg-10 | 417.34-36 | X |
A21

1022b21 | 418.31 | X |
A22

1022b34 419.29 X

1022b35 419.32-420.1 X
1022b36 420.2 X

1022b36 420.3 b'e
A 23

1023a13 421.3 X
1023a14 421.4 X

1023222 421.16 X
A 24

1023a29-30 421.36-422.1 X
1023b6 423.24 X

A 26

1023b34 425.30 | X |

A27

1024212 426.29

1024214 427.4

1024221 427.19

A28

1024a31 428.14

1024a36 428.23

1024b10 429.38

A29

1024b31 434.7-8 X

102545 436.21 X
102526 436.21-22 X

102529 437.8

A 30

1025220 437.31

1025222 437.33
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