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SOME REMARKS ON THE TEXT OF 
ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS* 

105 

In the course of my work on a Swedish translation of Aristotle's Metaphysics, it has 
become increasingly clear to me that in spite of all the highly qualified scholarly 
labour expended on the text of this work during the last two centuries, a new 
edition is desirable. This is not primarily due to the discovery of any new important 
sources for the text (although a systematic investigation of the Arabic tradition might 
prove worthwhile), but rather to the accumulation of data indicating that the sources 
used for the two latest editions, those by Ross and Jaeger, ought to be re-evaluated. 1 

These sources are few. Only three manuscripts are regularly cited by Ross and 
Jaeger. These are Par. gr. 1853 (E) and Vindob. gr. phil. 100 (J), both representing 
the branch a, and Laur. gr. 87,12 (Ab), representing the branch {3. Besides these manu­
scripts, there are a number of ancient commentaries on different parts of the work. 
The most important among these is Alexander of Aphrodisias' commentary on 
Books A-.d (supplemented by pseudo-Alexander on Books E-N); the others are 
Syrianus' commentary on Books B-r and M-N, Asclepius' commentary on 
Books A-Z, and Themistius' paraphrase of Book A (only preserved in a Hebrew 
translation). Further, there are parallel texts by Aristotle himself, namely a part of 
Book A for a part of Book M and vice versa, and Physics 2-3 and 5 for a part of 
Book K; and there is William of Moerbeke's Latin translation of the whole work. 
Finally, of course, both editors often resort to conjectures, their own as well as 
those of others. 

A new edition of the Metaphysics would have to deal differently with each of these 
sources. To begin with, Vuillemin-Diem has shown that William ofMoerbeke used J 
for his translation (plus another related manuscript as a complement and corrective )_2 

The Latin translation is therefore of negligible value for the constitution of the text. 
Second, both Ross and Jaeger fail to maintain a clear distinction between 

Alexander and pseudo-Alexander as textual witnesses, in spite of the fact that 
pseudo-Alexander postdates a and {3 by almost three centuries. Scholars such as 
Ravaisson and Praechter in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries argued 
strongly that this author should be identified as Michael of Ephesus (active 1118-
38); this has now been conclusively proved by Luna? Obviously, Michael made 
use of older material. Moraux was of the opinion that this included the authentic com­
mentary by Alexander, but he also thought it impossible to separate Michael's con­
tribution from what goes back to Alexander himself.4 

* I wish to thank Carl-Gustaf Lindqvist for his comments on an early draft of this paper. I am 
also very grateful to Or M. Griffin and CQ's anonymous referee for their helpful suggestions. 

1 W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics, 2 vols (Oxford, 1 924); W. Jaeger, Aristotelis 
Metaphysica (Oxford, 1957). 

2 In Metaphysica, lib. I-XIV, Recensio et Translatio Guillelmi de Moerbeka, Aristoteles 
Latinus 25.3, 2 vols (Leiden, New York, and Cologne, 1 995), 1 . 1 2, 1 65 88. 

3 C. Luna, Trois etudes sur la tradition des commentaires anciens a la Metaphysique 
d 'Aristote (Leiden, Boston, and Cologne, 2001 ), 1 7 1 .  

4 P.  Moraux, Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen von Andronilws bis Alexander von 
Aphrodisias 3. Alexander von Aphrodisias (Berlin and New York, 2001 ), 423 7. Moraux's 
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To illustrate my point I may mention that for Books E and Z, Jaeger systematically 
notes-d not infrequently adopts-he readings of pseudo-Alexander, but only 
occasionally takes into account the testimony of Asclepius, who antedates a and fJ 
by three centuries. Much the same holds for the relation between pseudo­
Alexander and Syrianus in Jaeger's text and apparatus for Books M and N. While 
there is perhaps no reason to doubt Jaeger's statement that the testimonies of 
Asclepius and Syrianus are 'much inferior to' Alexander's, 5 there is clearly no 
wart for extending this evaluation of Alexander to Michael of Ephesus. 

Third, Harlfinger showed that there are in branch fJ two more independent witnesses 
to the whole text (Ambr. F 113 su�. = M, and Taur. B VII 23 = C), plus one witness 
to Books A-E (Vat. gr. 115 =V }, and fragments of Books I and Kin the ninth- or 
tenth-century Par. suppl. gr. 687. He also established that Ab from Book A, chapter 8 
to the end of the work in fact represents branch a.6 The consequences are that in 
Ross's and Jaeger's editions insufficient account is taken of branch fJ in Books 
A-A 7, and none at all in Books A 8-N. 

Moreover, the value of Ab even for Books A-A 7 has been debated. Frede and 
Patzig, in their edition of Book Z, consider it probable that branch fJ 'eine 
Tmdition vertritt, in der der urspringliche aristotelische Text in verschiedener 
Weise gegliittet und reguliert worden ist'.7 Cassin and Narcy, in their edition of 
Book r, arrive at a similar conclusion. 8 In both these editions, numerous readings 
of Ab which were adopted by Ross and Jaeger are consequently discarded. 

From a methodological point of view, the most compromising feature of both 
Ross's and Jaeger's editions is probably their treatment of the dubious Book K. 
Both editors argued that the former part of the book (up to l065a26) is authentic. 
Now, if they had seen no reason to doubt this conclusion, they would indeed have 
been justified in applying the same methods to this part of Book K as to the rest of 
the Metaphysics, including emendation of passages involving un-Aristotelian 
thought or language. But they concede that this part of the book may well consist 
not of Aristotle's own lecture notes but of a student's notes of Aristotle's lectures, 
and thereby deprive themselves of this justification. 9 

They also lacked justification for the treatment to which they subjected the latter 
part of Book K. Both agreed that this collection of excerpts from the Physics is not 

opinion was prompted by his hypothesis that the correspondences in Michael's and Syrianus' 
commentaries are due to their dependence on a common source. Luna (n. 3) argues that 
Michael is dependent on Syrianus, and denies (p. I87) that Michael knew the lost parts of 
Alexander's commentary. On Michael's working technique generally, see also S. Ebbesen, 
Commentators and Commentaries on Aristotle's Sophistici Elenchi, 3 vols (Leiden, I981 ), 
I. The Greek Tradition, 268 85, and H. P. F. Mercken, 'The Greek commentators on 
Aristotle's Ethics', in R. Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle Transformed (London, 1 990), 407 43, at 
429 36. 

5 Jaeger (n. I), xix. 
6 D. Harlfinger, 'Zur Oberlieferungsgeschichte der Metaphysik', in P. Aubenque (ed.), 

Etudes sur la Metaphysique d'Aristote (Paris, I979), 7 33. 
7 M. Frede and G. Patzig, Aristoteles 'Metaphysik Z ': Text, Obersetzung und Kommentar 

(Munich, I988), 1 . 1 6. Cf. also M. Frede, 'Metaphysics A I', in M. Frede and D. Charles 
(edd.), Aristotle's Metaphysics Lambda (Oxford, 2000), 53 80, at 66 7. 

8 B. Cassin and M. Narcy, La Decision du sens: le livre Gamma de la Metaphysique 
d 'Aristote (Paris, I989), Ill. 

9 W. Jaeger, Studien zur Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles (Berlin, 
I9I2), 87 8; id., Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner Entwicklung (Berlin, 
I923), 2I7, n. 2; Ross (n. I), l .xxvi. Cf. P. Aubenque, 'Sur l'inauthenticite du livre K de la 
Metaphysique', in P. Moraux and J. Wiesner (edd.), Zweifelhaftes im Corpus Aristotelicum: 
Studien zu einigen Dubia (Berlin and New York, I983), 3I8 44, at 321 2. 
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by the Stagirite. In this they were undoubtedly right. Not only do the excerpts contain 
deviations in relation to the source-text whose nature implies misunderstanding of 
Aristotelian doctrines; they also contain a relatively large number of textual errors 
shared with all or some of our manuscripts of the Physics. This seems to indicate 
that they date from a point of time at which the Physics had already undergone a 
certain history of transmission, arguably from the time of Andronicus' edition. 
Jaeger himself dated the inclusion of Book K in the Metaphysics to this time. 10 Yet 
both he and Ross systematically 'emended' the text of the excerpts, even importing 
emendations of the parallel passages of the Physics into it ( for example, 1068all-
12). This method seems calculated to produce a text that is as close as possible to 
what Aristotle would have written, if he had composed a collection of excerpts like 
this. But since there is no reason to believe he did, it is hard to see what we are sup­
posed to do with such a text. A methodologically sound edition of the latter part of 
Book K would present us with an approximation of the actual work of the person 
who composed the collection of excerpts, no matter who he was or when he executed 
his work. Such an edition would also doubtless facilitate further investigation into the 
circumstances of the composition. 

Finally, there is every reason to believe that the last fifty years of philosophical 
analysis of Aristotle's arguments have put today's scholars in a position to make 
use of conjecture with somewhat greater precision, and perhaps also with less fre­
quency. Both Frede and Patzig and Cassin and Narcy in the above-mentioned editions 
(nn. 7 and 8) manage to make sense of a good many readings of E and J that Ross and 
Jaeger deemed it necessary to emend. 

I have fulfilled my first purpose in this article, which was a pmctical one: to urge the 
importance of a new edition of the Metaphysics. My second purpose is of a more 
theoretical nature. It is to discuss a few individual passages where I think the 
current editions are probably wrong and this has not to my knowledge been convin­
cingly argued by others previously. The lemmata are from Ross's edition. 

A S 987 9 12 
' 

' 
• •   • ' ' 

' ' ' ' ' • •  
: ' � -

' 
P;,EXP' f.LE� OVV TWV  XWP<� EKELVWV f.LOPV>fWTEpov E<p'ljKaGLV OL  

1TEp< avTwv, TTA'IjV wG1TEp E<1TOf.LEV llvo<v TE a<naw Tvyxavova< KEXP"'f.LEVo< • • •  

The immediately preceding passage (a2-9) states that there is (1) one set of early phi­
losophers who posit material principles only, some of whom (la) posit one material 
principle, and some (lb) more than one; and (2) another set who posit both material 
and efficient causes, some of whom (2a) posit one efficient cause, and some (2b) two. 
1TEp2 alm»v in all refers to these principles or causes. 

In alO the manuscripts have p.aAaKWTEpov (Ab) and fi-ETp<WTEpov (E). Both these 
readings are obviously false. Diels argued vehemently in favour of a reading 
(p.opvxwTEpov) reported by Alexander (46.23-9) from 'certain manuscripts'Y Ross 
and Jaeger let themselves be persuaded to adopt it in their texts. With this emendation 
the whole sentence runs, in Ross' s translation: 12 'Down to the Italian school, then, and 
apart from it, philosophers have treated these subjects mther obscurely, except that, as 
we said, they have in fact used two kinds of cause ...  ' (philosophers who have used 
two kinds of cause are, for example, Anaxagoms and Empedocles, who belong to set 
(2a) and (2b) respectively). 

10 Jaeger (n. 9, 1912), 179-80, 186. 
11 H. Die1s, 'Aristotelica', Bermes 40 (1905), 301 16. 
12 The Oxford Translation (19282). 
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Ross suggested that the many variants exhibited by the tradition were 'best 
explained as attempts to interpret the hapax legomenon lwpvxriJ-TEpov', 1 3 But surely 
this is pushing the principle of lectio difcilior too far. I think we would do better 
to lend an ear to Alexander (46.15-47.1), who rejects the reading on the grounds 
that (i) the word is unknown; and (ii) if it means 'rather obscurely' (as Diels and 
Ross thought), the statement will be inconsistent with what Aristotle says in other pas­
sages of the book, where the Pythagoreans are not excepted from the accusation of 
obscurity levelled against the earlier philosophers, 1 4 

To this one may add that it would be rather absurd for Aristotle to say at this point 
that the only thing that is completely clear in the earlier thinkers' account of causes is 
that 'they have in fact used two kinds of cause . , . '. After all, he does specify some 
other details in his doxography in chapters 3 and 4; moreover, he particularly com­
plains about the vagueness and arbitrariness of Anaxagoras' and Empedocles' use 
of two kinds of cause at A 4, 985al0-l4, 

In spite of Diels, who denounced it as 'sinnlos' and 'absurd', 1 5 I think the standard 
reading defended by Alexander is very likely to be what Aristotle wrote, This is 
f.LOvaxriJTEpov ( 46.23), 1 6 The adverb f.LOvaxw>, meaning 'in only one way', occurs 
twenty-eight times in Aristotle, The phrase f.Lovaxw> Myw8at is used by Aristotle 
five times with a meaning contrary to that of 7Tot\t\axw> Myw8at, that is (of a 
thing), 'to be spoken of in only one way', or (of a word) 'to be used in only one 
way' (that is, to have only one sense). With the active intransitive verb (f.Lovaxw> 
MyEtv), the meaning must be 'to speak in only one way'. 

A case for f.LOvaxriJTEpov has already been made by van der Valk, 1 7 but his interpret­
ation of the passage ('Aristote accusait les anciens philosophes d'avoir parle des pre­
miers principes avec trop d'uniformite') is not to my mind convincing. The meaning 
in context of the phrase 'to speak in only one way' is determined by the reference of 
the expression 7TEpl avTwv in all, This refers to causes or principles. To speak in only 
one way of causes is to speak of only one kind of cause, 

A philosopher who does this could be labelled as a 'causal monist'. 'Too monisti­
cally' is indeed how Dooley translates f.LOvaxriJTEpov in Alexander.1 8 A problem with 
this translation is that it adds to the ambiguity of the term 'monist'. In the context of 
early Greek philosophy we are used to speaking of 'material', 'numerical', and 
perhaps 'predicational' monists. Material monists would be those included in set 
(la) above, who not only posit only one kind of principle, that is, material ones, 
but posit only one kind of material principle. In contrast, the philosophers who 
speak f.LOvaxriJTEpov about causes according to Aristotle in 987a9-ll must be all 
those included in set (1) above, that is, all those who posit only material principles, 
whether one or more than one, This accounts well for the exception of the 
Pythagoreans, since they posited two principles, one material and one 'as modifi­
cations and states' (cf the vexed passage in A 5, 986al5-17, with Alexander's 
commentary, 41.21-6). 

13 Ross (n, 1), 1.155. 
14 See especially A 5, 986b4 6; also A 7, 988a20 3; A 10, 993all 15. 
1s Diels (n, 11), 301 2. 
16 Also, 1wvaxwnpov should clearly be read in 46,16 for !LaAaKwT£pov, glossed as £v! alTi<p 

xpfJu8at. Cf. W. E. Dooley, Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle Metaphysics 1 (London, 
1989), 72, n, 149, 

17 M. van der Valk, 'Sur un passage d' Aristote (Metaph., 987a9)', Revue des etudes grecques 
70 (1957), 235 8. 

18 Dooley (n. 16), 73. 
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This having been said, we might still for want of a more appropriate term render 
lkovaxws as 'in a monistic way', and translate the re-emended passage as follows: 
'Down to the Italian school, and apart from it, philosophers have treated the causes 
in a more or less "monistic" way, except that, as we said, they have in fact used 
two kinds of cause ...  '. 

A, 6; 9�7b�-4 I':'KpaT�u<; !5€, 1repl ""'v 
_
TO. �(},K� TTP�Y,I-Lare�ol-"�vou ";epl 15€ T>,> ,oA7J> �vae"!<; 

ou8ev, �V t:EVT�! TOUT�!<; TO Ka8oAOU {7JTOUVTO<; Kat 1TEpt optCT/-LWV E1T!CTT7JCTaVTO<; 1TpWTOU TTJV i5ta­
VOtaV, €KEl.VOV a1TO�E�UJLEVOS . , • 

The understood subject of the sentence is Plato. As it is usually interpreted, the quoted 
part of the sentence exhibits three grammatical irregularities, none of which is very 
remarkable on its own, but which together can hardly fail to rouse suspicion. 

(1) The sentence is introduced by a genitive absolute whose subject (.EwKpaTovs) 
later reappears as the accusative object of a participium coniunctum (tKEivov in b4). 
(2) This object is expressed by the 'third-person demonstrative', in spite of the fact 
that it has been the focus of attention from the very start of the sentence, and of 
the fact that the 'third-person demonstrative' might easily be misunderstood as refer­
ring to Cratylus (mentioned in the preceding sentence). (3) The required meaning of 
this participium coniunctum (aTTo8.,ga!kEvos) is not '[Plato] accepted Socrates as his 
teacher' but '[Plato] accepted what Socrates taught' (cf. Ross [n. 12]: 'Plato accepted 
his teaching'). Yet when the verb aTTo8€xo�Lat takes a personal object in the accusative, 
it usually (though far from always) means 'to accept someone as one's teacher, friend, 
etc.' .19 The meaning 'to accept what someone says' is normally expressed by this verb 
with a personal object in the genitive, usually co-ordinated with a participle.20 

These three irregularities can be eliminated at one stroke, by changing tKEivov in b4 
into tKEivos (and removing the preceding comma) . .EwKpaTovs ... TTpay/kaTwolkf:vov 
. . . '7JTOliVTO<; Kat . . . tmaT�CTaVTO<; Will then be the ObjeCt Of a7T08Ega/kEVO<;, 
whereas tKelvos will serve to call our attention back to Plato, the subject of the 
sentence. 

B 4, 1000a13-17 . .. Sr,>.ov . . •  W<; TaVTa 'Ta ov6/-LaTa yvwptl-"a MyovTE<; avTois KalTO! 1TEpt 
avTr,<; T>,<; 1Tpoacpopii<; TWV alT[wv TOVTWV V1TEp �1-"ii> elp�KaCTtv  £1/-LEV yap xaptv �i5ov>,<; ahwv Oty­
yO.vouatv, oV8E:v ai'Tta Toii elvat -rO v£wrap KaL � O.p.f3poala ... 

In a9-13 Aristotle criticizes Hesiod and other 'theologians' for explaining the fact 
that some things are mortal (that is, perishable) in a way that nobody else can find 
satisfactory, namely by saying that these things 'have not tasted the ambrosia and 
the nectar'. According to the traditional text, what he goes on to say in al3-17 is 
the following: 'Obviously these words that they used were comprehensible to them­
selves. Yet what they say about precisely the application of these causes is beyond us. 
For if they partake of them for the sake of pleasure, the nectar and the ambrosia are in 
no way causes of being ...  '. 

It is not clear how to understand the words 'precisely the application of these 
causes' in the context. Madigan's suggestion 'the precise contribution of these 
causes' presupposes a sense of -rpoaq>opa for which there seems to be no other evi­
dence. 21 The ordinary sense of this noun in the corpus Aristotelicum (it occurs 

19 LSJ s.v. 2. 
20 LSJ s.v. 4a; cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 1.1, 1094b26; Rh. 2.21, 1395b8. 
21 A. Madigan, Aristotle, Metaphysics: Book B and Book K 1-2 (Oxford, 1999), 12, 98 9. 
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mostly in spurious and dubious works) is 'taking (of food, medicine, etc.)'. In fact, 
this is the sense in all the instances listed in Bonitz. 22 This sense it can also have 
in our passage, if in a15 we emend the ahtwv of the manuscripts into atT£wv. This 
may well have been what Alexander read (218.34-219.1: 8dJT£pov 8� Ka! 1T£p1 
alrfJ> TTJ> 1rpoucpopiis TOVTwv dTTAw> Ef1rov Ka! oVSap.w> yvwp£p.w>). The corruption 
could be due to the influence of afna in a16. What Aristotle says in a14-15 will 
then be: 'Yet what they say about precisely the taking of these foodstuffs [se. the 
nectar and the ambrosia] is beyond us.' (avTwv in a l 6  will thus refer back to Twv 
GtT£wv, not forward to To vEKTap Ka! � &.p.{Jpouta.) 

.4 18, 1022a22-3 ht 8£ To Kaf! ll To KaTa 8£u1v >.£y£Tat . . .  

Jaeger encloses the first To in square brackets, referring to 1022b10 and b13 (misprint 
for b 15) for parallels. Possibly his intention was to enclose the second To: at least this 
is the operation that 1 022b 10 and b 15 together with To Ka8' o in a 14 and a 19 seem to 
recommend. 

z 9, 1034a29-30 8to Kat My£Tal 1TOI£LV, OTI tK£LVO 7TOI£L [T�V Vyl£tav] q, aKoAov8£t Kat uvp.
fJ£fJTJK€ [ 8£pp.OTT}>]. 

According to Ross, 'The manuscript reading if kept would have to be translated "that 
is why the rubbing (cf. 1032b26) is said to produce health, because that of which 
health is a consequence produces health, viz. heat". '23 This makes tolerable sense, 
no more, and strains the Greek. Taking his cue from Bonitz,24 Jaeger condemned 
rl]v V,££tav and 8Epp.6nJ> in a30 as interpolated glosses on A£y£Tat TTot£1v in a29. 
He in turn was followed by Ross as well as Frede and Patzig. According to Ross, 
the meaning of the printed text will be 'and this is why the heat in the rubbing is 
said to produce health, viz. because it produces that on which health follows' (that 
on which health follows being the heat in the body, as is explained in a27-9)?5 

Frede and Patzig pointed out that Michael of E�hesus' paraphrase of the passage 
(499.37-500.6) shows no evidence of 8Epp.6TTJ>· 6 This is true. It even seems to 
testify against the reading, as Asclepius' paraphrase (410.25-7) definitely does. 
Frede and Patzig also claimed that Michael must be assumed not to have had T�v 
vy£Hav in his copy. This, however, is not necessary. What Michael says in 500.3-4 
(oV'TW yap XP� TTJ> A£�£W> aKOVEIV "Sto Ka! A€y£'Tal 1TOI£tV, OTI �K£tVO 1TOI£t T�V 
vy£Hav") does not seem to be 'daJ3 man den Text so verstehen habe, daB man sich 
T�v vy£Hav erganzt',27  but rather that the text must be understood as he has just 
explained (ovTw); the words that follow are, as Hayduck indicates in the Berlin 
edition, the text itself in quotation. It is not uncommon for Michael to refer in this 
way to an exposition he has just given.28 

I would go so far as to argue that Michael must be assumed to have had T�v vy£Hav 
in his copy, for the following reason: the modem editors and Michael are agreed that 
�K£1vo in a29 refers to the heat in the body, and that the general drift of the passage is 

22 H. Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus (Berlin, 1870), 649a40 7; cf. ibid. a21 6 for the middle 
voice of the cognate verb. 

23 Ross (n. 1), 2.192 3. 
24 H. Bonitz, Aristotelis Metaphysica 2. Commentarius (Bonn, 1849), 330. 
25 Ross (n. 1), 2.193. 
26 Frede and Patzig (n. 7), 2.160. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Cf. e.g. In Metaph. 443.29 30, 580.28 9, 628.5 6, 811.24 6. 
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that the heat in the rubbing is said to produce health in an indirect sense, by producing 
the heat in the body. They differ in that the modern editors take �Ktiivo as the object of 
'ITotEi in a30, whereas Michael takes it as the subject, despite the fact that this entails 
the pointless and tautological construction of the on clause that we have seen in Ross' 
translation of the manuscript reading. IfMichael had not read �v vylEtav, there would 
have been no need for him to take �KEivo as the subject of 7TOtEi. 

Since Asclepius leaves no doubt that he had .,�v vylEtav in his copy, we may sum up 
by saying that the commentators offer support for the deletion of 8Epp.6TTJS but not of 
T�v {JylEtav. If we now look again at the text and interpretation of Jaeger, Ross, and 
Frede and Patzig, we will find that they require of us that we first mentally supply 
'health' as the object of 'produce' and then repeat it as the subject of 'follows'. 
This is rather hard, and so one may consider relocating .,�v vylE£av from the position 
after 7TO£Ei: in a30 to that after 7TOtEi:v in a29, instead of deleting it (so as to read ou) Kat 
MyETa£ 7TO£ELV T�V vylE£av, on �KELVO 7TO£EL cP aKoAov8Ei: Kat avp.f3€f3TJKE). 

Z9, 1034a33-b4 .,o f.LEV yap a'ITEpf.La 7T01Et wa1r£p .,a a1ro .,£xvTJ> (�X"' yap llvv&.,_..,, To Elllos, Kal 
O.cp' o� -rO (J'TE:pp.a, �GTl 1rws &p.WvvJLov-V yO.p 1rU.v-ra oV-rw liE'i 'T]TEiv Ws £g O.v8ptlnrov ll.v8pw1Tos· 
Kal yap yvv?J �g av/lpo�av f.£� 1T.fjpwf.£a {f /l1o �f.L[OVOS olJK �g �f.LIOVOV) ... 

In I 034a21-6 Aristotle argues that artefacts are always produced by things with the 
same name (and definitioni9 as themselves, the art being identical with the form of 
the artefact. In a33 he claims that the same is true of things produced by nature. The 
claim is supported by an argument which in Ross's translation (n. 12) reads as 
follows: 

For the seed is productive in the same way as the things that work by art; for it has the form 
potentially, and that from which the seed comes has in a sense the same name as the off­
spring-only in a sense, for we must not expect parent and offspring always to have exactly 
the same name, as in the production of 'human being' from 'human being'; for a 'woman' 
also can be produced by a 'man'--unless the offspring be an imperfect form; which is the 
reason why the parent of a mule is not a mule. 

This translation closely follows Michael of Ephesus' interpretation (500.9-25). It 
does not, however, follow the text transmitted by the manuscripts. Ross transposed 
the phrase Oto ... �p.t6vov in b3-4, which in all the manuscripts follows immediately 
after the phrase Kat yap • . .  avop6s. The reading �av /L� in b3 is found in Michael's 
quotation and Asclepius' paraphrase as well as in Ab, whereas E and J have &..\.\' 
�av p.�. 

Ross thought that Michael could have had the thus transposed text before him.30 

But in 500.33-7 Michael explains that in order to extract the above argument from 
the text one has to read the text in inverted order. There is no way of knowing to 
what extent Michael's text really differed from that of the manuscripts, except that 
(like A� he did not read &.AA' in b3. 

Ross had two complaints about the text of E and J. The first was that 'oto ... 
�p.t6vov does not follow naturally on the previous clause' .31 I shall return to this 
point after I have presented my interpretation of the passage. The other complaint 
was that '&..\A' �av • . . fJ has to be taken rather unnaturally as = "but only if it is not 
a 1r�pwp.a" '. Why Ross thought this unnatural is not clear to me: there are at least 

29 For o,_.wvvf.Lov in the sense of avvwvv,.ov, see Bonitz (n. 22), 514bl 3 18. 
30 Ross (n. 1), 2.193. 
31 Ibid. 
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two more instances in Book Z alone of d,\,\' Mv meaning 'but only if' (Z 4, 1030al0; 
Z 13, 1039a5-6). 

Jaeger adopted Ross's transposition, but at the same time marked the words �av P-� 
. . .  �!J-tovov as an interpolated marginal note, possibly by Aristotle. Frede and Patzig 
proposed to move eav /-A-� 7T�pw!J-a fJ to the position after €art 7TWS O!J-WVV!J-OV in b l ,  and 
to read 8to (Kat) �!J-tovos ovK �t �!J-tovov in b3-4.32 The argument that Aristotle pre­
sents on their interpretation seems to me to have a clear advantage over the one set 
out by Michael and Ross. But I venture to think that the text of E and J may 
convey a very similar argument, albeit densely and elliptically phrased. 

Here is how the passage reads in E and J: 

' \ \ I " " \ [ ' E] , \ I >I '  I \  ' , , .. \ TO rev yap �7TEpfLO. t7TO:El. wa-r:ep, TO.\ 'TO I 0.1TO" TEXV'l'J�· EXE"L "ya�  T?  KO.L acp ov T� 
G7T€ptJ-a, €GTL 7TWS OfJ-WVVfJ-OV OV yap 7TQVTQ OVTW 8u � T}TEIV WS €g av1Jpw7TOV aviJpw7Tos-KaL 
yap yvv� lg av8p6s· 8to �fJ-LOVOS OVK lg �!J-L6vov->.>.' Eo.v /1-� 7T�PWfJ-U n ... 

In literal translation, this would be: 

For the seed is generative in the same way as the things that work by art; for it has the form 
potentially, and that from which the seed comes has with certain qualifications the same 
name [as the offspring]; for we must not investigate all [naturally generated things] on the 
assumption that it is from a human being that a human being is generated ( for it is indeed 
from a man that a woman is generated: that is why it is not from a mule that a mule is generated), 
but only if the thing is not defective. 

I think this could be paraphrased as follows: the seed generates things in the same way 
that the artist generates the works of art, for like him it possesses the form potentially, 
and (as in the case of artefacts: cf. 1034a22) the animal (or plant) from which the seed 
comes is with certain qualifications synonymous with the animal (or plant) that is gen­
erated. I say 'with certain qualifications', for in our investigation we must not proceed 
on the universal assumption that the animal from which the seed comes is synon­
ymous with the one that is generated. It is true, for example, that when a human 
being is generated the seed comes from a human being, but even so the human 
being whose seed generates a woman is a man, not a woman; and for the same 
reason the animal whose seed generates a mule is not a mule, but a horse (cf. Z 8, 
1033b33). In these cases the generated animal is not synonymous with the one 
from which the seed comes. The reason is that in these cases the generated animal 
is defective, and the assumption that the animal from which the seed comes and 
the generated animal are synonymous holds only in so far as the generated animal 
is not defective.33 

The advantage that this argument seems to have over the one set out by Michael 
and Ross is that it is more unified. According to Michael and Ross, there are two 
exceptions to the rule that progenitor and offspring are synonymous. One is if the 
offspring is defective: this is illustrated by the case of mules, whose progenitors 
are horses and who are themselves unable to procreate. But even in the case of 
non-defective offspring the rule applies only with qualification ( TTws ), for in some 
cases it must not be assumed: this is illustrated by the fact that the progenitors of 
women are men. Apart from the fact that this argument introduces two exceptions 
in a rather jumbled fashion, the qualification in the latter case is obscure. Why is 
it incorrect to assume the synonymy rule in certain cases involving non-defective 

32 Frede and Patzig (n. 7), 2.161 2. 
33 For the notion that women are in a sense defective men, see Gen. An. 2.3, 737a27 8 

(cf. ibid. 4.6, 775a15 16; Pr. 10.8, 891b22 3). 
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offspring, and which are these? Are there other kinds of cases besides cases of differ­
ent sex? 

According to the above interpretation of the text of E and J, on the other hand, the 
woman and the mule are examples of the same thing: non-synonymy due to the off­
spring being defective. There is, however, an important difference between the two 
examples: in the first the progenitor and the offspring do belong to the same 
species, which may conceal the fact that they are also non-synonymous (thus Kat 
yap); in the second they do not, and the case is clear (that is, both name and definition 
differ). 

The interpretative problems seem to arise from the fact that first, with 6.1, �g 
&.vfJpC:nrov l1vfJpw7ToS' in b2 Aristotle offers, as it were, a paradigm case of the syno­
nymy rule instead of the rule itself, and picks up on that by immediately noting an 
exception to the paradigm case, rather than a paradigm case of exception; and then, 
although Kat yap . . .  &.vllpo> is only a special case of the proviso that defective off­
spring may be generated from a non-synonymous progenitor, when he comes to the 
paradigm case of exception he behaves as if he had stated this proviso in general 
terms: such a statement is the implied antecedent of llto . . •  �JL'ovov. Such behaviour 
on Aristotle's part does not seem unthinkable to me, even if the argument would 
admittedly run smoother with Frede's and Patzig's (Kat) in b3. 

z 17, 1041b4-5 �7T£t 8t 8£i exnv 'T£ Kat &&.px£w TO £lvat, 8-ijAov 81] O'T£ T?]v ilA1JV ''IJT£i 8ul -rt (-r() 
£tTTw· olov olKla Ta82 8t.O: Tl; 0Tt lnr6.pxo 0 �v olKlQ. £lvat.. 

1041a10-bll is concerned with the logical analysis of the question 'why?' as 'why 
does the predicate A belong to the subject B?', and thus as a question about the formal 
cause. In a32-b4, Aristotle points out that in certain cases it may not be immediately 
clear that the question has this structure. According to the manuscripts, Ross, and 
Frede and Patzig, these cases are ones like 'what is man?' (bl), which must be 
analysed as 'why are these constituent parts a man' (b2). Bonitz recommended the 
adoption of a variant reading in the margin of E to the effect that the cases exemplified 
in bl are ones like 'why is man?',34 but the choice between these readings makes no 
difference for our present purposes. 

According to Ross and Frede and Patzig, �X"'v in b4 has the sense 'to know', so that 
the whole passage means: 'Since we must have the existence of the thing as something 
given, clearly the question is why the matter is some definite thing ; e.g. why are these 
materials a house? Because that which was the essence of a house is present. '35 That 
'the fact, i.e. the existence' must be something given for anyone who asks the question 
'why?' (and thus cannot be what that question is about) has already been stated by 
Aristotle in a15 and a23-4. 

Ross's translation corresponds with Michael of Ephesus' paraphrase of the passage 
( �7T££1l� /lE- /l,;i 'TOV ''I)'TOVV'Ta 7T£p[ 'T£VOS' �XHV Kat Y£VWUK££V on {J7TaPX"' -roll£ -rcpll£, 
541.29-30). The problem with this interpretation is that the syntax of the �7Td 
clause will be unreasonably complicated, with �X"'v and {J7Tapx££v having different 
subjects, and -ro £lva' doing duty as both the object of �X"'v and the subject of 
{J7TaPX"'v. This is scarcely acceptable. On the other hand, there seems to be no 
other plausible interpretation of this clause as it stands. 

34 Bonitz (n. 24), 359-60. 
35 Ross (n. 1), 2.224; Frede and Patzig (n. 7), 2.316. The translation is from Ross (n. 12). 
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Asclepius in his paraphrase (451.6-9) has vi\'1/v in lieu of TE, and avT1 after 
imapxm in b4 (one may also notice that Ab omits TE in b4). His interpretation is as 
follows: 'Since the form-that is, the essenc�ust have matter, and must belong 
to it-that is, be predicated of it-it is again obvious that when there is an enquiry 
into the cause, in these cases too the question is why the matter is [the form]' 
("€1rEL SE DEL" TO El8os, TOvTEaTt "TO Elvat", "ExEtv" VA'YJv "Kat inr&.pxEtv" aVT�, TOvTEaTt 
KaT'1/YOPEta8at avTfj<;, �v[Ka EXEL ��T'1/ULV TOV 8u1. T[, "8-Pji\ov" 1TUAtv OTL Kat E7Tt TOVTWV 
"T�v v/.71v �'1/TE'i, 8ta T[ Eanv"). 

It is not so easy to see how Asclepius can have supplied these two words from the 
context, if his copy had the same text as any of our manuscripts. Notwithstanding this, 
it is unlikely that the two words were in his copy, not only because the meaning of the 
passage on his interpretation is inferior to that on Michael's, but also since the disap­
pearance of the two words would be very difficult to explain. Probably then, his copy 
had the same text as Ab, but its meaning was not clear to him and he gave himself a 
free hand in interpreting it. 

To salvage the spirit ofMichael's interpretation a number of different emendations 
would be possible. The following three are offered in no order of priority: 

E7TEt ll€ OEI EXHV w> {mapxov To Efvat ('since we must know the existence as a fact'). 

E7TEt ll€ OEI £xwlla[ n Kat {mapx«v To Efvat ('since the existence must be known and be a fact'; 
for the passive, cf. Rh. 1.9, 1368a36-7; 2.22, 1396b28-9; An. post. 2.13, 97b4-5). 

E7TEt ll€ OEI £xHv To !mapx«v Kat To Efva< ('since we must know the truth of the predication, i.e. 
the existence'; for !nrapxEw, cf. a23-4; for Efvat, cf. a15). 

@ 4, 1047b20-2 El 0� allvvaTOV [ avayK')] dvat TO B, avayK') Kat TO A Efvat. &i\,\' �V llpa TO 
1TpWTov &SUvarov· Kat rO Oe{repov O.pa. 

In 1047bl4-24, Aristotle argues that the implication of possibility follows from the 
implication of actuality, that is (P): If it is necessary that (if A is the case then B is the 
case), then it is necessary that (if A is possible then B is possible). He tries to demon­
strate P by refuting the contradictory proposition ( -.P): if it is necessary that (if A is 
the case then B is the case), then it is possible that (A is possible and B is impossible) 
(bl6-17). I take the argument to be the following (cf. An. pr. 1.15, 34a5-12): 

Assume that (1) it is necessary that (if A is the case then B is the case). Assume also 
that (2) B is impossible. It follows that (3) B is not the case. But from (1) and (3) it 
follows (or so Aristotle thinks) that ( 4) it is necessary that A is not the case. It follows 
that ( 5) A is impossible. Therefore (P'), if it is necessary that (if A is the case then B is 
the case), then it is impossible that (A is possible and B is impossible). 

The textual tradition of the passage b20-2 is unstable: it is entirely lacking in Ab; 
there is no evidence for it in Michael of Ephesus' commentary; it is added in the 
margin in J; and it seems to be corrupt in both J and E. Waitz suggested that it 
should be deleted; Schwegler was inclined to the same view. 36 

In b20-l, Ross and Jaeger adopt Bonitz's conjecture El 8� a8VvaTOV Eivat TO B, 
avayK'TI Kat TO A Eivat ('if, then, B is impossible, it is necessary that A is [impossible] 
too') for E's and J's El 8� a8vvaTOV avayK'TI Efvat TO A, avayK'TI Kat TO B Eivat. In b22, 
however, they restore E's and J's a/./. �V lipa TO 1TPWTOV a8VvaTov· Kat TO 8EVTEpov 
(lipa) ('but it was assumed [se. in b20, and cf. bl6-17] that the first [=B] is 

36 T. Waitz, Aristotelis Organon Graece 1. Categoriae, Hermeneutica, Analytica priora 
(Leipzig, 1844), 409-10. See also Bonitz (n. 24), 390. 



ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS 115 

impossible; therefore, so is the second [=A]'), instead of the vulgate reading aAA' �v 
llpa To A SvvaT6v· Ka1 To B llpa ('but it was assumed [se. in b 17 -18] that A is possible; 
therefore, so is B'). But this does not seem very well advised. 

Bonitz presupposed the vulgate reading, reasoning from the hypothesis that A is 
possible and the emended conditional in b20-1 by modus to/lens to the proposition 
that B is possible, which contradicts hypothesis (2) stated in b20.37 If E's and J's 
reading is restored in b22, aAA' �V llpa TO 7TpWTOV aMvaTOV will simply be an otiose 
repetition of aAA'�v aMvaTOV in b20; and Ka1 TO StdJTEpov (llpa) will not be the contra­
diction of hypothesis (2), so the refutation will be incomplete. 

In addition, seeing that in b21 (and throughout the passage) To B is used as short­
hand for To SevTepov and To A for To 1rpwTov, it would be utterly perplexing if Aristotle 
in b22 used To 1rpwTov to refer to To B and To SevTepov to refer to To A, as the argument 
would require. 

Either, then, the vulgate reading must be kept in b22, or the whole passage must be 
re-emended, possibly (as Waitz suggested) removed. 

8 7, 1049&14-16 ofov To tmEpJLa oil1rw (llei yap £v �.Uq.> (1reaeiv) Kal JLETaf30».etv), lhav ll'�ll7J 
llta TTJS aiJTOV apxf]s N TOLOVTOV, �ll7] TOVTO llvvaJLEI �Keivo ll£ hepas apxfJ> lleiTaL . . .  

Ross rightly notes that in this example Aristotle 'is not taking account of his own view 
that the a1rtpp.a forms no part of the matter of the offspring but is its formal and effi­
cient cause; he writes as if he accepted the popular view which treated the male and 
female elements as uniting to form the matter of the offspring' ?8 But since, according 
to this view, the semen is not potentially a human being until it has undergone change 
in another thing (a14-15), which is to say that prior to this change the semen needs a 
foreign principle in order to become potentially a human being (a16-17), surely we 
must in a15 read avTov with Ab instead of avTov with E, J, Ross, and Jaeger: it is 
thanks to the principle of the other thing (se. the menstrual fluid) that the semen is 
potentially a human being. 

8 8, 1049b3S-1050a2 a.ua. llta TO TOV YLYVOJLEVOV yeyevf]alla{ TL Kal TOV oAws KLVOVJLEVOV 
KEKLVTJa/la{ TL (/lfJ.\ov /)' ��� TO iS 1TEpl KLV�<1£WS TOVTO) Kal TOV JLaVIIaVOVTa avayK7J �XELV TL TTJS 
�1TL<1T�JL7JS faws. 

'But because of the fact that part of a thing which is coming to be has already come to 
be, and part of that which in general is moving has already moved (this is shown in On 
Movement), also a person who is learning must presumably already have a part of the 
knowledge.' 

The reference in b36 is to Physics 6.6 (236b19-237a17; 237b9-22). As Ross 
notes, what Aristotle argues to be a general fact in these passages of the Physics is 
simply that anything that is moving must have already moved. The qualification 
that it may not be the thing itself but only part of it which has moved is introduced 
only with reference to substantial change, that is, coming-to-be and passing-away, 
in 237b9-22. Ross concludes that 'Aristotle in the present passage unnecessarily 
introduces in the case of movement the distinction which in the Physics is drawn 
only in the case of becoming . .39 This seems correct. 

37 Bonitz (n. 24), 389-90. 
38 Ross (n. 1), 2.255. 
39 Ross (n. 1), 2.261 2. 
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According to Ross, Aristotle makes this distinction in the case of substantial change 
because of an ambiguity in the perfect tense of y[yvw8at which is not found in the 
perfect tense of Ktvet:a8at. It would be absurd, Ross argues, to say of something 
that is coming into being that it has already come into being, so this is why 
Aristotle introduces the qualification that what has come into being may only be 
part of it. What the Stagirite failed to realize is that the meaning of y€yove corres­
ponding to KEK[vr,-rat is not 'has come into being' but 'has been coming into 
being', since 'has come into being' implies a completion which 'has moved' does 
not imply.40 

This analysis, I think, is questionable. I shall not enter into the complex issue of the 
meaning of the Greek perfect in general, but I think it is clear from Aristotle's discus­
sions of movement in Physics 6-8 and a few other passages that in his view the 
perfect tense always implies the completion (and the remaining of the effect) of the 
verbal action. 

To begin with, it is clear from e 6, 1048b18-35, that Aristotle regards all kinds of 
movement as well as substantial change as processes that cannot be completed until 
they have been finished and have resulted in an external goal. In contrast, activities 
(€v€pyetat) are completed as soon as they occur: they are goals in themselves. This 
contrast is, according to Aristotle, reflected by the fact that the perfect tense of a 
verb denoting a movement is always referring to the past, whereas the perfect tense 
of a verb denoting an activity refers to the present. 

Aristotle's view of the semantics of the perfect tense of verbs denoting change, and 
especially substantial change, is well illustrated by a passage in Physics 6.5 (235b25-
30). He there states that it is impossible for a thing which has changed (p.eraf3€f31.1JKEv) 
to be changing into that into which it has changed, and therefore necessary for it to be 
in that (place, quantity, or quality) into which it has changed; since this holds univer­
sally, he goes on, it is also true that that which has come into being (y€yove) must be, 
and that which has perished cannot be.41 

Thus y€yove cannot mean 'has been coming into being', nor can KEK[v'Y}rat mean 
'has been moving', which in Ross's analysis seems to be taken as synonymous 
with 'has moved'. For Aristotle both these words express the fact that the verbal 
action, the coming-to-be or the movement, has been completed (and that its effect 
remains). And this must also be what Aristotle means when he says in Physics 6.6 
that anything that is moving has already moved and a part of anything that is 
coming into being has already come into being. 

So what is the point of the qualification in the case of coming-to-be? As is well 
known, change for Aristotle always involves something that changes (the subject), 
something from which it changes, and something into which it changes (the external 
goal, terminus ad quem, or result). That from which and that into which the subject 
changes are opposites: in substantial change they are contradictories; in the three 
kinds of proper movement they are contraries or intermediates. Further, movement 
is continuous, and the continuous is infinitely divisible, which is why there is 
always an infinite number of previous points of time at which a thing that is now 
moving has already moved. If a thing is in the process of moving from point 1 to 
point 2 it will always have already completed a part of that movement, that is, 
from point 1 to some intermediate point like 1.1, and so on. The result of the 

40 Ibid. 
41 The rule that a thing which has come into being must be is often stated or implied by 

Aristotle, e.g. An. Pr. 1.15, 34a12; Ph. 8.8, 263b23 6; Metaph. B 4, 999bl l 12. 
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movement to 2 and the result of the movement to 1.1 are obviously not identical. If 
they had been identical, it would in fact have been absurd to say that 'that which is 
moving has already moved' (as is implied by Ph. 6.5, 235b25-7, paraphrased above). 

That which is said to move in proper movement is the subject of the change. That 
which is said to come into being in substantial change is not the subject of the change 
but its result, which is a substance. Now, Aristotle argues in Ph. 6.6, 237b9-13, that 
just as a thing which is in the process of moving from one point to another must have 
already completed a part of that movement, so a thing which is in the process of 
coming to be must have already completed a part of that coming-to-be. He obviously 
does not mean to argue that the result of the completed part is identical with that of the 
as yet uncompleted total process. If they had been identical, it would indeed have been 
absurd to say that 'that which is coming to be has come to be', just as in the case of 
movement. But since the thing which is in the process of coming to be is the result of 
the coming-to-be, it follows that this thing cannot be identical with the thing that has 
already come to be as a result of the completed part of the process. This, I imagine, is 
why Aristotle specifies in 237bll-12 that the thing which has come to be does not 
have to be the very thing which is in the process of coming to be, but may be only 
a part of it, for example the foundation stone of a house. Far from being due to a 
failure to distinguish between a relevant and an irrelevant meaning of y€yovE, then, 
the qualification is motivated by the different ways in which one speaks of the 
three kinds of proper movement on the one hand and substantial change on the 
other: that which is said to move in movement is the subject of the change, but that 
which is said to come to be in coming-to-be is not the subject of the change but its 
result. And in any change, the subject has already changed as a whole, but the 
result has not already come about as a whole, but only in part. 

It remains a fact that the qualification is irrelevant in the case of the non-substantial 
types of change. Thus one may consider emending e 8, 1049b35-6, in accordance 
with the doctrine of Physics 6.6, and read 0 0 0 Kat TO o..\ws KLVOVf-'EVOV KEKLvijaOa[ TL 
.... The meaning of the whole passage would then be 'but because of the fact that 
part of a thing which is coming to be has already come to be (and that, in general, 
that which is moving has already completed a movement: this is shown in On 
Movement), also a person who is learning must presumably already have a part of 
the knowledge'. 

For KEKLvijaOa[ n meaning 'to have completed a (certain) movement', cf. Ph. 6.2, 
232a8-9: Et7J Civ � Klv7JUL> . . .  Tcfl KEKwijaOa[ n 1-'� KLvOVf-'Evov; also Ph. 6.6, 237al ; 6.8, 
239a5. The cause of the corruption in our passage might be that a scribe has miscon­
strued the phrase as parallel to the preceding one. 

K 9, 106Sb6-7 ... TO f-'EV ilv TO 15€ rrocrov TO /5€ Twv AOL7TWV. 

Ross refers to Ph. 1.7, 19lal2, and Gen. corr. 1.3, 317b28, for the use of 5v in the 
sense of 'substance'.42 In the parallel passage in Ph. 3.1, 200b26-8, however, we 
read To f-'EV To8£ TL . . .. Thus Christ and Jaeger print To f-'EV (To8£ n) ov To 8€ 1roaov 
...  in 1065b6. But if indeed the text should be emended (which is questionable: 
see above, pp. 106-7), it would be preferable from a palaeographical point of view 
to print To l-'€v ov (To8£), To 8€ 1roa6v ( for To8E =substance, cf. 1065b10; 1066al6). 

42 Ross (n. 1), 2.327. 
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A l, 1069a20-2 . . .  Ki9.v oil-rws 7TpwTov � ollula, £l-ra To 7Tot6v, £l-ra TO 7Tou6v. /i,_.,a 3£ olJ3' llvTa 
c.hs E"l7TE"iV cbrAWs TaiJTa, &llQ 7TOI.6Tr]'rfES' Kat KLV�G£LS' • • •  

In a22 Jaeger prints olov ('for example') instead of the manuscripts' &..\..\6. ('but'), 
referring to Michael of Ephesus' quotation of the passage (avTos- 8€ Kal 87]..\waat 
{1ovA7]8€ls-, T[va �C1'Tt Ta 1rapa 'T�JJ ova[av, �7T�yay£v, "olov 7TOt6T7]'T£S" KtJJ�C1£ts', 
669.25-7). This reading was also preferred by Bonitz; Ross hesitated but decided 
in favour of the manuscript reading.43 Bonitz's and Jaeger's reading is defended by 
Elders, although his interpretation of the passage seems misguided. 44 In my 
opinion it would be better to stick to the manuscript reading (which seems to be 
confirmed by Themistius),45 since Michael's support for olov is dubious: it is not 
necessary to assume with Hayduck that the word belongs to a verbatim quotation. 

A 9, 1074bl5-16 Ta 3£ 7T£pl TOV vovv EX£' nvas &7Toplas 3oK£L ,.£v yap £lvat TWV qxuvo,.�vwv 
8£t6TaTov . . .  

The expression Twv lfXltVof.L�vwv in b 16 is problematic. It usually means either 
'observed things/facts' or 'received opinions'. But it is difficult to see how vovs­
could be 'the most divine thing' in either of these classes. A possible remedy 
would be to read 8£t6T£pov for 8£t6TaTov in the same line, and translate 'for it 
seems to be more divine than the perceived [divinities, i.e. the heavenly bodies]'.46 

The cognate adjective lfXlV£p6s- is used of the perceptible divinities in A 5, 986all 
and E l, 1026a18; cf. also Ph. 2.4, 196a33-4. 

M 9, 108Sb23-4 en '"JT"JT�ov Kal 7T£pl TOO> ovTw >.EyovTa> 116npov li7T£tpos o &ptB,.os � 
7T£7T£pau,.�vos. 

In b23 the manuscripts have 1rapO. Tovs- oihw ..\tyovTas-, which does not yield any accep­
table meaning. Michael of Ephesus' lemma (781.17) has 7T£p1 Tovs- ovTw MyovTas-, 
which is adopted by both Ross and Jaeger. Tredennick in his Loeb edition conjectures 
1rapa Tov ovTw ..\tyovTos-. A more satisfactory meaning than Michael's 'We may 
enquire with regard to these thinkers too'47 may also be achieved by reading 1rp6s-: 
'Also when arguing with those who state the matter thus we should ask . . .  '. For 
the construction, cf. r 4, 1006al3-14; Cael. 2.13, 294b8-9. Corruption of 7Tp6s­
into 1rap6. may also be suspected in Soph. El. 10, 170b36-7 ( 1rapa Toilvof.La, bis). 

1'f l: 1088
.
a22-� �o 3£ 7T�6s n m1vTwv �Ktu-ra tpvuts ns � ollula (Twv Ka'T'I}yoptwv] �u-rt, Kal 

VUT€pa TOV 7TOWV Kat 7TOUOV . . .  

According to Ross, 'Twv KaT7Jyoptwv is clearly a gloss on 1r6.vTwv'.48 However, as 
Jaeger points out in his apparatus ad loc., its deletion makes it impossible to keep 
{JC1T�pa in a24. Jaeger's solution is to read vaT£pa in a24 and Ta 8€ 1rp6s- n in a22-

43 Bonitz (n. 24), 470; Ross (n. 1), 2.349. 
44 L. Elders, Aristotle's Theology: A Commentary on Book A of the Metaphysics (Assen, 

1972), 76-7. 
45 See Ross (n. 1), 2.349. 
46 Could the traditional text be interpreted in the same way? I do not think so. The Greek 

idiom where a superlative takes a genitive plural denoting a class of things that does not 
include the thing denoted by the superlative (as in Thuc. 1.1.4: . . .  &gw.\oywTaTov Twv 
7TpDY£Y£V"J,.�vwv) seems to be restricted to cases involvin� either of the expressions Twv 
/5.,\,\wv and Twv 11poT�pwv (or a synonym). See Kiihner Gerth , 1.23 4 (§ 349b, 4c). 

47 Ross (n. 1), 2.445. 
48 Ibid. 2.473. 



ARISTOTLE ' S  METAPHYSICS 119 

3; but since the text of the manuscripts is grammatically unobjectionable, and -rwv 
Ka-r71yoptwv if deleted must be mentally supplied (cf. Ross's analysis: 'the least sub­
stantial of all the categories'), 49 the simplest solution by far seems to be to let the text 
of the manuscripts stand. 

N 3, 1090b31-2 o�ToL ,.£v 
8taf.LapTavovaw • • •  

. ovv 

Ross (n. 12) translates thus: 'These thinkers, then, are wrong in this way, in wanting to 
unite the objects of mathematics with the Ideas.' This interpretation goes back to 

Michael of Ephesus (816.36-9). It fits the context well, but in spite of Bonitz and 
Ross it is hard to see how it can be extracted from the Greek. 50 Judging from the 
way that the very rare TTpoay>.txmBat is used in A 5, 986a7 (and from the usual 
sense of the not quite so rare yAlx£a8at), a more likely interpretation of our passage 
would be: 'These thinkers, then, make a mistake in thus wishfully positing mathemat­
ical things in addition to the Ideas.' Since the grammatical construction is irregular, 
however (yAlx£a8at normally taking the genitive), one may suspect textual corruption. 

N 6  1093 24 6  ' • , , ' '   ' • • , • , '  , 
r ' � -: : • •   �O�TO 'Tfta p.ovov £C1TLV  ovx OTI. ac. UVfL({JWVLat TP£L�, £1T£L  Y£ 

at UVf.LtpWVLaL, EVTav8a 8 OVKET! 8vvaTaL. 

In a20-2, Aristotle criticizes the view that the reason why there are three 'double con­
sonants' in the Greek alphabet (Z 8 'P) is that there are three consonances (the fourth, 
the fifth, and the octave), for treating as an explanandum what is in fact a mere con­
tingency. In a22-6 he seems to say that even if there should be an explanation it 
would have to do with the fact that there are three places of articulation, not with 
the fact that there are three consonances, 'since as a matter of fact the consonances 
are more than three' (there are also the duodecima, the double octave, and so on). 
The last clause (in a26) is usually interpreted 'but of double consonants there 
cannot be more'. 51 So interpreted the clause is at first sight baffling, since at a21-2 
Aristotle has reasonably pointed out that there could be as many double consonants 
in writing as there are in speech. But perhaps he means that on the given explanation 
(�v-rav8a) there cannot be more than three double consonants (since there are only 
three places of articulation)? This makes for a reasonable argument, but will the 
Greek bear this construction? 

�v-raVBa a· ofJK€n ovva-rat means, literally, 'but here it/they no longer can'. The 
clause seems to require two complements from the preceding context: a subject 
and an object. It would be possible to supply an object from the immediately preced­
ing clause, TTAdov> y£ al avp.q>wvlat [se. £latv] : thus we could construe (as those who 
accept Ross's translation seem to do) �v-rav8a a· OfJK€n ovvaTat [se. TTA£lw £lvat] . But if 
we take the object from this clause, then surely we must also take the subject from it. 
This we cannot do, however, since al avp.q>wvlat does not agree with ovvaTat. If we 
look further afield for a subject, we find -rpla p.ovov �a-rlv in a25, corresponding to 
-rav-ra in a21. These are the double consonants. From a grammatical point of view, 
it WOUld be pOSSible tO bracket the intervening clauSeS and COnStrue TaVTa ...  aul 
TOVTO Tpla p.ovov �a-rlv . . .  �VTav8a a· oilK€n ovva-rat [se. -rpla £lvat] .  But this would 
give no acceptable sense. 

49 Ibid. 2.467. 
50 Bonitz (n. 24), 581 2; Ross (n. 1 ), 2.482. 
51 So Ross (n. 1 2). 
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I fail to see any other possible constructions, and conclude that the text must be 
corrupt. The easiest way of emending it seems to be to read Mvav-rat for Mva-rat in 
a26 and construe �'IT£1 'ITA£lovs y£ al avp.tpWvlat [se. £latv], �v-rav8a 8' ovKtn Mvav-rat 
[se. 'ITA£lovs £lvat]. This may be translated 'for in fact the consonances are more 
than three, but on this argument they no longer can be'. The point would be that 
not only is the explanation of the number of double consonants by reference to the 
number of consonances absurd because the number of double consonants is acciden­
tal, it is also absurd because it presupposes that there can only be three consonances, 
while in reality there are more than three. 
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