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ARISTOTLE, DE ANIMA BOOK 2: A DOUBLE RECENSION?*

ABSTRACT

Book 2 of Aristotle’s De anima is transmitted in two versions: a vulgate version, attested in
the overwhelming majority of extant manuscripts, and a non-standard version, hitherto
known primarily by the few subsisting remains of the original recension of manuscript
Parisinus graecus 1853, the oldest extant direct witness. After identifying additional
witnesses to the non-standard version, the article argues that it derives from the vulgate
version and that some of its innovations originate in the ancient commentaries to the
treatise.

Keywords: De anima; Aristotle; Themistius; manuscripts; textual criticism; transmission;
Parisinus graecus 1853

INTRODUCTION

Book 2 of Aristotle’s De anima is transmitted in two different versions: one version, to
which I will refer as the ‘vulgate’, is attested in the overwhelming majority of manuscript
witnesses as well as in the ancient exegetical tradition (including the paraphrase of
Themistius and the commentaries attributed to Simplicius and Philoponus); a different
version, to which I will refer as the ‘non-standard’ version, is attested in only a handful
of manuscript witnesses, of which the oldest one is none other than Parisinus graecus
1853 (E). They are versions of the same text in that their texts (a) remain close enough to
suggest that they do not have independent origins while (b) displaying enough differ-
ences to suggest that the distance between the two is not merely a matter of scribal errors
and isolated scribal interventions. Current editions of Aristotle’s De anima offer for
Book 2 either a reconstruction of the vulgate or a mixture between the two versions, with
the result that the non-standard version has not been properly delineated yet, let alone
assessed with regard to the vulgate. The aims of this article are (1) to identify the extant
witnesses to the non-standard version and their relationships, (2) to argue that the text to
which they bear witness constitutes a secondary version of Book 2 of Aristotle’s
De anima deriving from the vulgate text, (3) to investigate the nature and history of the
non-standard version, gathering clues pertaining to its production process. Reports of
manuscript readings are based on personal collations.

* Tam indebted to the acumen of Nicolas Bamballi, who first expressed the main intuition behind the
paper during the TIDA reading group on Aristotle’s De anima. This work was carried out with funding
from the European Union (ERC, ADG, TIDA, 101053296). Views and opinions expressed are however
those of the author only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European
Research Council Executive Agency. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be
held responsible for them.
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2 JUSTIN WINZENRIETH

1. STATUS QUAESTIONIS: TWO RECENSIONS OR TWO APPENDIXES?

The non-standard version is attested in the oldest extant Greek manuscript to preserve
Aristotle’s De anima, Parisinus E. The manuscript, commonly dated to the tenth century,
has been acknowledged since Bekker’s seminal 1831 edition as a key witness.' The text it
contains for Book 2 of De anima has a peculiar and complicated history. Random
isolated bits of Aristotle’s De anima 2 are found at the very beginning in the present-day
manuscript (ff. 1-2), while the title and beginning of Book 2 appear twice (ff. 186" and
187"), as well as its end (ff. 195™ and 196™): these are sure signs that the codex has
undergone some major reorganization. The process can be reconstructed as follows:?

t9, middle of the tenth century: The manuscript as originally produced has one single
recension for the whole of Aristotle’s De anima, copied by the same hand (E I).

t;,second half of the tenth century: An early owner of the codex (hand E?) notices
that there is something unusual about its text for Book 2 and leaves some
annotations in the margin around its beginning (f. 186": the beginning of the text
in the vulgate version is written down in the external margin, along with a
reminder to look for its standard version after the title of the second book).

t,, second half of the tenth century: This same owner decides to have the original
recension of Book 2 in the codex supplemented by a different one reflecting the
vulgate text, copied by a different hand (E II).° The original recension is moved
to the end of the treatise (as signalled by a new annotation in the internal margin
of f. 186"). The codex now presents the following sequence: original recension of
Book 1 (now ff. 175'-86Y), original recension of Book 2 (now ff. 187-95"),
original recension of Book 3 (ff. 196¥—202"), new recension of Book 2 (after what
now corresponds to f. 202).

t3, beginning of the fourteenth century: A later owner of the codex finds that having
two recensions of Book 2 in the same codex is a waste of precious parchment,
moves the new recension of Book 2 between the original recensions of Book 1
and 3, and has the original recension of Book 2 recycled or eliminated.

As aresult, the recension of Book 2 of Aristotle’s De anima which was originally present
in E (henceforth ‘the original recension of E’) has almost completely disappeared from
the codex in its present state. It only survives in what Ross calls ‘four scraps’: two folia
have been recycled during #; as a cover with no regard for the text they contain (now
ff. 1-2, 414b13-416a10 and 421a5-422a24), while the beginning of a torn-down folium
subsists where the first (on the recto) and final (on the verso) letters of each line are still
visible (f. 187%%, 412a12-413b1). The beginning (f. 186", 412a3-12) and end (f. 196",
423b8-424b18) of Book 2 of Aristotle’s De anima have also been preserved in the
original recension because they had been written on the same folia as the end of Book 1
and beginning of Book 3 and could not be removed without textual losses.

1. Bekker, Aristotelis opera (Berlin, 1831), iii.

2 P. Moraux, ‘Le Parisinus graecus 1853 (ms. E) d’Aristote’, Scriptorium 21 (1967), 17-41, at 30-7.

3 In the present-day codex E I is responsible for the first ancient part, ff. 1-202" (with the exception
of De anima 2, ff. 187-195"), while E II is responsible, along with one or two others, for the second
ancient part, ff. 203-344". This suggests that the two ancient parts were put together under the
supervision of E 1I at the request of E2.
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The two recensions in E offer significantly different texts, at least for the sections for
which both have been preserved. There is general agreement among editors on the
observation that the recensio recentior which has come to replace the original one reflects
the same text that is attested in the vast majority of the manuscript transmission (including
all other manuscripts used by nineteenth-century editors) and on which ancient authors rely
(including Alexander of Aphrodisias, Themistius, ‘Simplicius’,* Philoponus). Two opposite
attitudes have prevailed regarding the unusual text offered by the original recension.

(A) Double-recension theory: The two recensions in E correspond to two authentic versions of
Book 2 of the treatise De anima produced by Aristotle (or his ancient editors).

This theory was first put forward by Torstrik in 1862. Out of the two recensions found in E,
Torstrik regards the original and now fragmentary one as equally genuine. His main (and
questionable) argument is that the original recension must be granted the same authority as
the recensions of Books 1 and 3 by the same hand in the codex, assuming that they all have
the same source. Since Torstrik regards E as the most important manuscript witness for the
other two books (as Bekker and Trendelenburg had done before him), the conclusion is a
ringing endorsement of its original recension.’ Consequently, the manuscript would reflect a
‘double recension’ of Book 2 of De anima, the ancient coexistence of two versions both
authored by Aristotle in the course of his revisions of his own work.

(B) Appendix-strategy: The editor excludes the original recension of E from the critical
apparatus and reports some of its readings in an appendix, avoiding any commitment as to the
nature of its text.

This cautious strategy is used by Ross in his two editions (1956 and 1961), following the
1912 edition of Forster.® Ross does not explain his decision in his terse 1956 Latin preface or
in his 1961 English introduction. Forster’s preface first provides a description of the situation
in E with ample reference to Torstrik, until the editor explicitly suspends judgement about
the status of the original recension of Book 2 in E in the very last sentence.’

The same appendix-strategy is used again in Forster’s edition and in Ross’s 1961
edition for a different manuscript, Vaticanus graecus 1339 P, now dated to the early
fourteenth century®. Manuscript P had already been examined by Bekker and Brandis,

4 As the authorship of the commentary is debated, I refer to its author as ‘Simplicius’. References to
Alexander, Themistius, Philoponus, ‘Simplicius’ and Sophonias below are to the corresponding
volumes in the Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca series.

3 A. Torstrik, Aristotelis De anima libri III (Berlin, 1862), x. Torstrik later gave up on the
authenticity claim, having been persuaded by Bonitz that the organization of Book 1 results from later
editorial interventions (A. Torstrik, ‘Aristotelis De anima libri III’, Literarisches Centralblatt fiir
Deutschland 44 [1877], 1462-3).

6 A. Forster, Aristotelis De anima libri ITT (Budapest, 1912). Ross acknowledges his debt to Forster
in ‘The text of the De anima’, in L. de Raemeker (ed.), Autour d’Aristote: recueil d’études de
philosophie ancienne et médiévale offert a Monseigneur A. Mansion (Louvain, 1955), 20715, at 207.
The title and presumably the idea of the appendix come from Belger’s revision of Trendelenburg’s 1833
edition (F.A. Trendelenburg, Aristotelis De anima libri tres: editio altera emendata et aucta [Berlin,
1877], 467-85, ‘Mantissa A’).

7 Forster (n. 6), xviii. Note Férster’s puzzling decision to use the siglum E for the recensio recentior
of Book 2 and E, for the recensio antiquior.

8 The long-standing debate about the exact date of the manuscript was settled by D. Harlfinger,
Die Textgeschichte der Pseudo-Aristotelischen Schrift Tlept dtéuov ypouudv: ein kodikologisch-
kulturgeschichtlicher Beitrag zur Klirung der Uberlieferungsverhdltnisse im Corpus Aristotelicum
(Amsterdam, 1971), 252—4: it was copied by a fourteenth-century monk loasaph using an archaizing
script.

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0009838826101189 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838826101189

4 JUSTIN WINZENRIETH

without being admitted in the critical apparatus of Bekker for De anima. The manuscript
was brought to light only when its complete text for Book 2 (and only for Book 2) was
published in 1891 by Rabe.” Again, Férster remains tentative and non-committal in his
preface (P ‘occupies a sort of intermediary position’ between the two main families of the
transmission [page xvii]) and is closely followed by Ross.!?

Rabe had not been as vague. His preface offers a clear-headed assessment of the status
of P, claiming that its text of Book 2 of De anima is an elaborate mixture of the vulgate
text and of the same version that subsists in the fragments of the original recension of E.'!
If Rabe is right, a proper edition of Aristotle’s De anima should start with a clear
statement of the editor’s view regarding the status of the version of the text of Book 2
found in the fragments of E and partly in P. If it is found to be valuable for reconstructing
Aristotle’s text, their readings belong, if not to the main text, to the critical apparatus; if
not, they should at most be relegated to one single appendix.

The text found in P for Books 1 and 3 was first studied by de Corte in 1933, who
reached a different conclusion from Rabe, claiming that, far from being a mixture of
different strands, the text of P reflects for the whole treatise an early state of the tradition
predating its main splits, thus presenting P as the most important manuscript witness to
Aristotle’s text, above even E.'? Siwek, aiming at an exhaustive study of the manuscripts
of Aristotle’s De anima, examined the issue once more in 1965. He places P within the
same family (sig/um L) as E and four other manuscripts for Book 3 and notes (with Rabe)
peculiar agreements between the original recension of E and the text of P for Book 2.3
His final verdict, however, is confused, as Siwek ends up claiming that one of the
fragments of the original recension of Book 2 in E derives from P,'* although he had
ruled out this hypothesis for obvious chronological reasons.'> A full report of the
readings of P is made available for the first time in the 1966 Budé edition of Jannone,
who does not venture to make any claim about its status.'®

2. SOURCES FOR THE NON-STANDARD VERSION

Even a quick comparison between the texts of De anima 2 found in E and P is sufficient
to establish that there are important commonalities. The text of Book 2 in P, even if it is

9 H. Rabe, Aristotelis De anima liber B (Berlin, 1891).

19W.D. Ross, Aristotelis De anima (Oxford, 1956), v; W.D. Ross, Aristotle. De Anima (Oxford,
1961), 2.

! Rabe (n. 9), 8-10. Rabe suggests that the text of P may derive directly from the original recension
of E.

12 M. de Corte, ‘Etudes sur les manuscrits du Traité de I'ame d’ Aristote’, RPh 59 (1933),261-81, at
277-81. See also P. Pellegrin’s entry on Aristotle’s ‘biological corpus’ in the first volume of the
Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques (s.v. ‘Aristote de Stagire: le corpus biologique: manuscrits’).

13 Family A in P. Siwek, Le “De anima” d’Aristote dans les manuscrits grecs (Vatican City, 1965),
includes six manuscripts: Parisinus E (for Book 3), Vaticanus graecus 253 L (which only contains
Book 3), Vaticanus P, Ambrosianus E 6 sup. (until 3.4, 429b6), Oxoniensis Misc. 261 and Laurentianus
Plut. 87.17. According to Siwek, the family only exists for Book 3. I agree that the latter three show no
affinity with E and P for Book 2.

14 ‘Le fragment E; (celui qui, dans le manuscrit £, suit le deuxiéme livre) ne vient pas du manuscrit
E, mais probablement du manuscrit P’: Siwek (n. 13), 173, apparently referring to the end of the
original recension of Book 2 (423b8-424b18, f. 196" in E).

15 Siwek (n. 13), 65.

16 See A. Jannone and E. Barbotin, Aristote. De I’dme (Paris, 1966), xlii n. 1. The reliability of his
collations has been questioned by P. Moraux in his review, Gnomon 40 (1968), 760-5.
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not completely identical with the text preserved in the fragments of the original recension
of E, still has numerous points of agreement with it against the vulgate. Here are two
examples.

De anima 2.9, 421a7-13

vulgate (following Forster’s text)

E (f 2") & P (. 198%)!7

nepl 8¢ Ooufig kol OOQPPOVTOD TTTOV
€0810p1oTdV £0TL TOV ElpNUEVOV" 00 YOp
dMAov moldv i €otv M doun, oVTRg Mg O
yopog N 10 Yxphduo. oitov & 6t v

nepl e OoUng Kol 10D 66@povTIoD 0K £0TL
pGdov Sropicon Ouoing Tolg eipnuévolg
oaicOntolg T €otv N doun, oVTG Mg O
yopog'® koi 1 @dc. oitiov & dm ovk

ofocOnowv  tovty ok €xopev  axpiBi, | €xopev akpih Tavtny TV aicOnowy, GALG
A0 xelpo  moAAGV  {dov  @avlog | xeipioto dopdton dvOpmmog TV {omv Kol
Yop GvOpomog doudran, kol 0VOevog | ovdepiov dvev 10D Aumnpod Kol NBEog
oicBovetor TV Oo@povtdV Gvev TV | dVvatol  oicBEcBor  dounyv, ®g TOD
Amnpod 7| 100 Mdog, wg ovk Gviog | aicOnmpiov Gvtog ovk dkplBolG.
axp1Boig tov aicdntpiov.

2.11, 423b8-12
vulgate (Forster) E (f. 196" & P (f. 201Y)
Koitol kaBdmep einopev kod mpodTEPOV, K&V | Kodtor  @ovepdv,  dHonep'®  elpnron

el 8 Vuévog oaicbovoiuebo @V GmTOV
oamdviov AovBdvovtog Ot dielpyet, opoimg
v Eyoev Gomep kol vOv €v 1@ VSTt Kol
€V 10 0€pL doKoVUEV YOp adTOV GmtecOot
Koi 0088V elvor 1 uécov.

TpdTEPOV, OTL Kol 81 VUEVOS OmAvVTOV v
0icB0ovoueda’ 1dv dmtdv Kkoi ei AovBdvol
Sieipymv?!, dpolng dv €xowev donep vov
€V 0 V30T KOl £V ) GEPL BOKOVUEV YO
otV Bryydvely xoi o000V eivon Sid

u€cov.

The same text which is found in P, for these two passages as well as for the whole of
Book 2 (barring scribal errors), is preserved in another manuscript hitherto neglected by
scholars, now held in Moscow in the library of the Historical State Museum
(TocynapctBennsiit Hcropuueckuit Myseit) with the shelfmark Sinodicus graecus
240 (M°).22 M° has been copied in the third quarter of the fifteenth century (shortly after
the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople) by Matthaios Kamari6tes?® and is thus much
more recent than P. It is highly likely, however, that the two manuscripts are mutually
independent, due to each having errors of some separative value against the other,’* and

17 1 have standardized orthography and punctuation here and passim. The original hand of E often
does not write accents, the scribe of P (as with the scribe of Mosqu. 240, cf. below) does not write the
mute iota, whether as adscriptum or subscriptum.

186 yogog E : wogog P.

19 The beginning of the sentence (before ipntow) is lost in the original recension of E.

20 gicBovoiuedo. E : aicOovouedo. P.

21 Sieipyov E : Sieipyov P.

22 The close affinity between P and M® has been observed for many of the treatises they have in
common, starting with Harlfinger (n. 8), 247-61.

23 Harlfinger (n. 8), 247.

24 Here are a few cases: 412a26 mpotépo. 8¢ Tf yevécer M® vulg. : mpotépo, 8¢ tig yevécewg P;
412b18 Cdov P vulg. : Lom M 413b10 81 fiv &’ aitiov £xdtepov 1oUtwv cuuBePnkey M® vulg. :
v 8’ attiov €kdrepov TouTV oUtm ovuPéPnkev P; 414a31 einopev M° vulg. : €inov P; 416all puovov
M°® vulg. : om. P; 417al14 odv P vulg. : om. M® 420al5 onueiov P vulg. : onueio M°.
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that they both derive from a common ancestor for their texts of De anima 2 that they do
not share with any other extant manuscript.

Sophonias’ paraphrase (late thirteenth century)® regularly includes bits from
Aristotle’s text that correspond to the unique readings of P and M° and, when available,
of the original recension of E. Compare, for example, the text of Sophonias’ paraphrase
in Hayduck’s CAG edition for the first passage quoted above; Sophonias seems to be
generously relying on the non-standard version attested in manuscripts E, P and M°.%

2.9, 421a7-13

gipnuévov: o yop dMlov
notdv 11 €6ty M) dour, 0UTmg
G O YOPog T 1O YPOUOL.
aitiov 8 Ot Vv oioOnowv
o0ty oUK Eyouev Gxpipi,
GALOL XElp® TOAADY {dwv:

T0lg elpnuévols oicOntolg
T €otv 1) Ooun, oVTwg GG
6 yogod? kol 10 (A
oitov &’ 6t ovk €xouev
axppi o0tV mv
y A 28
oicOnotv, GAAL xeiploTol

vulgate (Forster) non-standard version Sophonias  (90.15-16 &
(E P M°) 26-9)

mepl 8¢ Oouflg  koi | meplt 8¢ Odounic kol 1oV | ovk  €ott 8 Padov

0G(PPOVTOD friov | doppaviod  odk  £om | Sopicon  Opolwg  Toig

ebd10plotdy  €ott 1OV | pGdov  dopiconr  Opoimg | eipnuévorlg oicOnrolg,

olov Yop® Kol YpOUOTL
Kol Ttolg GAholg, kol Tl
€0ty Oouf ... oitov 8¢
6t ovk E€xopev dippn
toumy TV oicOnouy,
OALO.  yelplotar  OopbiTon

Qovdag  yop  GvBpomog | doudton EvBpomoc”® 1@V | moAloilg tdv  {@av 6

ooudton, kol ovBevodg | Lhov® kol ovdepiow Gvev | dvBpomog koi ovdepiow

aioBdvetarl TV 0o@povtdv | 10D Auvmnpod kol Md€og | Gvev  tod  Mdéog kol

Gvev 100  Auvmnpod 1§ | dvvorton oicBécBon douryv, | Aumnpod Svvarton

w00 Md€og, g ovk Ovtog | @g ToD cicOnmpiov Ovtog | aicBdhvecbor oOounv, Mg

akp1Boig tod aicOntpiov. | ovk dixpiPoie. 100 aicOnrikod dvtog ok
axp1Bog.

This may give rise to the suspicion that the non-standard version could be a mixture of
the vulgate text with Sophonias’ paraphrase.?' Careful analysis shows that the most likely
scenario is that Sophonias is reacting to the non-standard version, occasionally making

25 The paraphrase is ascribed to a certain Sophonias in two of the manuscripts used for the
CAG edition. Scholars generally agree that its author is the monk Sophonias active in Constantinople in
the 1290s, recorded by Pachymeres as being briefly sent to the West to negotiate the marriage of
Michael IX Palaeologus. See H. Blumenthal, ‘Sophonias’ commentary on Aristotle’s De anima’, in
L.G. Benakis (ed.), Néoplatonisme et philosophie médiévale (Turnhout, 1997), 307—17 and A. Failler,
‘La mission du moine Sophonias en Italie et le mariage de Michel IX Palaiologos’, REByz 60 (2002),
151-66.

26 As already suspected by Hayduck, Sophoniae in libros Aristotelis De anima paraphrasis
(Berlin, 1883), v (without any knowledge of P) and Rabe (n. 9), 10, and pointed out again by Ross
(n. 10 [1961]), 3 (‘the agreement of Sophonias with P is, however, much the most striking agreement of
any of the ancient commentators with any of the manuscripts’—a statement which calls for some
qualification, as Sophonias is active roughly during the same period in which manuscript P has been
copied).

27 6 yogog E 1 wogpog P M°.

28 yeipiotol E P : yeipov M°.

2 gvBpamnog E : 6 évBponog P MC.

30 16v Loav E P 1 10v ddov {dov MP.

31 The hypothesis may seem historically inept, given that E predates Sophonias’ activity by several
centuries, so that its text cannot have been influenced by Sophonias’ output. The hypothesis is still not
completely gratuitous considering (a) that the non-standard version has more than a whiff of a
paraphrase, (b) that there is no hard proof for dating the paraphrase to the fourteenth century, and
(c) that Byzantine exegetical texts often incorporate earlier materials which have sometimes not
survived independently.
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alterations and adding improvements of his own. Consider the following passage from
the end of Book 2, for which the original recension of E happens to be still available.

2.11, 424a2-5

vulgate (Forster)

non-standard version

Sophonias (102.4-6)

Twog ovong TG €v 101G
oieONTolg EVOVTIOGENG,

oicONoeng olov HEGOTTOG
Tvog olong g €v  Tolg
oloBNTolg EvavTidoemG.

(E P M)
810 100 Opolwg Oepupod | 810 100  Opoiwg Bepuod | ... dyvouev kol £ni TOV
kol yuypod 7 okAnpod | i  wuxpod f oxkAnpod | GAMev  obtwg, @g v
Kol UOACKOD ovk | § HOAOKOD ovk | Tod aiecOnnpiov S v
oicBovouedo, ALY TV | 0icBavouedo, GAAL 1@V | odoBnowv olov uecdmTOg
VnepPordv, ag g | brepPordv, ag av | twog dviog ThHg €v 101G
oloBnoeac olov pecd™dg | T0d  aicOnmmpiov  Tiic | cicBnioic  évovtidosng

Kol S 10010 Kpivovtog
0 oloOnto €ig €xdtepov
KAlvovToL.

The non-standard version adds an unexpected supplement to the vulgate text, printed
above in bold: &¢ T aicBNoemg olov HeGOHTHTOE TIvog obong Thg &v Tolg aichnToig
évavTiwoeng (‘as sense-perception is like a sort of mean within the contrariety in the
sense-objects’, meaning here that our tactile sense of temperature is such as to be
activated only by tangible objects that are colder or warmer than its norm) becomes g v
700 oicOnmpiov Mg 0icBNceng olov HeGOHTTOS Tvog obomg Thg &v 101G aicOnTolg
évovtinoemg, with three extra words. As it is hardly possible to make sense of the words
&v 100 aicBnmpiov within the clause, they must be an intrusion.*?

This supplement is found in Sophonias’ paraphrase, where the clause has been
rearranged: it becomes g &v 100 oicOnmpiov it TV oicONGLY Olov HEGOHTNTOC TIVOG
6vtog Thg €v 101g aicOnrolg évovtiwoews, ‘as if the sense-organ, due to sense-
perception, were a sort of mean within the contrariety in the sense-objects’. The participle
has become in Sophonias the neuter 6vtog, agreeing with 100 aicOntnpiov, while thg
aicOnoewc, which governs the participle oUong in both the vulgate and the non-standard
version, is turned into d1x tv oicBnowv. Chances are that Sophonias was embarrassed by
the supplement found in the non-standard version and decided to slightly rewrite the text
in order to make it syntactically palatable.’* Sophonias, then, is probably reacting to the
non-standard version, which shows that the testimonies of manuscripts E, P and M° do
not derive from his paraphrase, but that Sophonias, despite his innovations, ultimately
depends on the same source.

How should one explain the agreements between these three manuscripts and
Sophonias’ paraphrase? Assuming for now that the non-standard version is a by-product
of the vulgate text and given that E is by far the oldest of these four witnesses, one
plausible hypothesis would be that P, M° and a (presumably lost) manuscript used by

32 It is an explanatory clause in which a genitive participle construal is introduced by ég (LSJ s.v. @,
C I 3). The supplement wreaks havoc on the syntax. The presence of the particle Gv after d¢ adds a
potential or irreal aspect to a statement which should remain indicative. The feminine participle obong
agrees with tg oicOnoeme. At best, one could envisage tig oicOnocemg as the subject and 100
aicBnmpiov as the predicate, but identifying sense-perception (if this is what thg oicOncemg means here)
with its organ would make little sense in this context and in general: Aristotle does not normally claim that
our capacity for seeing is the eyes (or the heart). See section 3 for the origin of these extra words.

33 <Sophonias corrupta verba explicare studet’: Rabe (n. 9), 10. It would otherwise take a very
incompetent scribe to turn the good syntax of Sophonias’ @¢-clause into the mess of the non-standard
version.
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Sophonias all derive from the original recension of E before it was eliminated from the
codex. This, however, would be too simple. I shall leave aside the testimony of
Sophonias, because there are clear signs that Sophonias had access to various source
materials.> Many features of the original recension of E that should have been repro-
duced in a normal copying process are not found in manuscripts P and M°, which
therefore cannot be immediate copies of it.

The texts of P and M° are regularly found to be closer to the vulgate than to the original
recension of E.*® For instance, in 414b28 P and M read mopomincing 8 &xet 10 nepi 1@v
oxnuétov with the vulgate while E reads mapomincing 8€ donep kol €ml 1@V GYNUATOV
€yey; in 415a27 P and M° (and Sophonias, 56.35) read oo €At kol un anpopoto with
the vulgate while E reads 6co un oteAn 1 mnpouotd €otv; in 421227 P and M° (and
Sophonias, 91.31) read oVt kot dcpod with the vulgate while E reads ko dcpod tov o0tov
€xovoon tponov. Such evidence is not incompatible with the hypothesis that the exclusive
ancestor of P and M° derives from the original recension of E; it may be that this ancestor,
while still stemming from E, has been contaminated with readings from the vulgate.

The assumption of contamination is strengthened by the sporadic presence in M® of
variant readings copied by the original hand in the margin or above the line, which usually
record the vulgate reading against the non-standard one.3¢ There is no such phenomenon in
P which had originally almost no paratext, but in view of the seamless way in which these
variant readings have been integrated in M°, it is likely that the contamination occurred in
their ancestor. Some readings shared by P and M° may accordingly be explained as
combinations of the non-standard reading with the vulgate one. For example, in 41529, the
vulgate reads oig u&v yop DTépPYEL AoYIoUOG TOV POOPTOV, TOVTOLG KO T AOLTL TOVTOL.
By contrast, the original recension of E reads oig pév yop dmépyet Aoyiouds, xoi tdv
dAAov éxactov 1ov eipnuévay. P and M® both read oig pgv yop Omdpyet Aoyiouds,
ToVTOIC KO o Aoumd hvtol Tidv eipnuévov,’ sharing with E the absence of tév @Boptdv
and the presence of 1®v eipnuévov at the end while sharing with the vulgate the beginning
of the main clause ToUTO1G KO TOL AOUTOL TAVTOL.

As the original recension of E is only available for limited sections of text, it is
difficult to determine with sufficient certainty whether what has been combined with the
vulgate in the ancestor exclusive to P and M° goes back to the text of the original
recension of E itself or to something related.’® The general upshot is that the absence of

3+ Sophonias confesses in his preface his admiration for Themistius (1.20) and explicitly signals that
he will follow Philoponus’ commentary (3.3-4), as he often does. His paraphrase at times reflects the
vulgate text against the non-standard version, showing that Sophonias must have had access to both
versions of the text. For instance, Sophonias writes ovk €ott 8¢ Pddlov Sropicon opoimg Tolg
elpnuévoig oicOnTolc, olov Yo Kol YP@UOTL Kod T01g BALOLG, Ko Tt EoTtv doun (90.15-16) for what
is in the vulgate 00 yop dfilov mo1dv Ti £oTiv 1) doun, oVTeG Mg O WOPOg T 10 xpduo. (421a8-9) and in
the non-standard version, according to the reading shared by E, P and M®, o0 yap dfjhov no1dv ti €ty
N doun, oVTeg Og 6 YOPOG Kol 1O PAG.

35 This is why, I presume, Forster and Ross refused to postulate a common source for the strange
readings they were noticing in E and P.

36 Some examples: in 421b12-13 the vulgate reading {moouo. yivouevo: is recorded in the margin in M°
(preceded by the sign yp.) against the reading cicBovopevo: tpog Ty dounv found in the main text (itself a
corruption attested in M° and P of the non-standard reading aicBovopeve: my ocunv found in E under the
influence of mpog v tpoeny in 421b12); in 421b29 the vulgate reading o PAopo: is recorded in the
margin against the non-standard reading t0g Bre@opidog in the main text (shared with E and P).

37 Something similar is found in the corresponding passage in Sophonias (55.6): xod oig pév
Vndpyel AOYOG, TOUTOLG KOl TOL AOUTOL TAVTOL TV EIPNUEVEV.

3% Some errors speak in favour of a dependency towards E itself: for instance, in 424229 @beipovot
is corrupted in @Bipovot in E, from which one could explain the reading @fivovot of P and M°. The
evidence is still scarce.
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the original recension of E for the bulk of Book 2 of Aristotle’s De anima is no reason to
panic. Three other witnesses (P, M° and, to a lesser extent, Sophonias’ paraphrase) that
are available for the whole text have been observed to testify to the same non-standard
version. As they have been contaminated with the vulgate, there might exist additional
peculiarities of the non-standard version that are not reflected in these three sources (but
would have been in the original recension of E). Be that as it may, the extant evidence is
still enough to form an informed judgement about its nature.

3. THE NON-STANDARD VERSION IN THE LIGHT OF THE VULGATE
AND OF THE ANCIENT EXEGETICAL TRADITION

Although I have focussed so far on some of the most spectacular discrepancies, the non-
standard version is not wholly different from the vulgate text. Even when the original
recension of E is available, some stretches of texts remain rigorously identical in the two
versions (for instance 422al0-11 xoi 0 o®duo ... amwov t), or at least close, the
differences amounting only to a matter of word order (cicBavoipedo t@v Gntdv by Ty
in the vulgate vs andvtov aicBavoinedo tdv dmtdv in the non-standard version, 423b9)
or to the presence or absence of a few short words (6Amg 8’ €owkev 1 60pE Ko 1 YAGTTO in
the vulgate vs dAmg & €owe xoi M oopE kol 1 YA@dTto in the non-standard version,
423b17).> Given that the non-standard version thus regularly coincides with the vulgate,
the two versions must have a shared origin. Even when the two versions do not coincide,
the differences typically have no bearing on the text’s general structure or meaning.

Various theoretical possibilities could be envisaged as to the relationship between the
two versions. Without any contamination hypothesis, the main options are that one
version stems from the other, or that the two versions are mutually independent and
derive from a common source.

Possible relations between the vulgate and the non-standard version
@ an U1y

vulgate non-standard version

N |

vulgate  non-standard version non-standard version vulgate

The most likely option in view of the evidence is option II above: the non-standard
version derives from the vulgate. The main reason is that the non-standard version tends
to offer a smoother and somewhat simpler text, suggesting that it results from some sort
of processing of the vulgate text. For instance, in 424b3-5 the sentence dmopnoete 8 v
TG €l méBol Qv TL VT’ Oouflg TO GdVVOTOV OcPpOVOfivol T VIO YPdUOTOG TO U
Sduvauevov 18etv becomes in the non-standard version (attested in E, P and M°)
dmopnoete 8 G tig pa ot Gv 1L O dopfic 0 un duvdpevov doppavBivor fi Omd
XPOUOTOG TO un duvapevov 18elv. Aristotle’s slight wavering from 10 &dvvortov
do@povOivor to 10 un duvapevov idetv has been smoothed over. In 421a7 (quoted
above), the vulgate has mepi 8¢ doufic xoi dc@poviod NTTov £VSOPIGTOV €6TL TRV

3 These readings have no indicative value: such innovations are liable to occur at virtually any point
in the transmission.
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eipnuévov: o0 yop dhHiov moidv Tl €otv N 0cun and the non-standard version mepi 8e
oG Kol 100 06(PPOVTOD 0VK £0Tt PAdlov dropicon OUOIWG 101G ElpNUEVOLS aioBnTolg
i éottv M doun: the elaborate highlighting of the difficulty of the topic (fttov
€0d10p1otov €omt) is replaced with a more straightforward turn of phrase (ovx €omt
padlov dopicon), and the vague tdv eipnuévov is made explicit.

The phenomenon is more pronounced in the original recension of E than in P and M°
(and in Sophonias’ paraphrase, when it remains sufficiently close to Aristotle’s text), in
all likelihood because the latter have been contaminated with the vulgate: in 414b31 oiov
in P, M° and the vulgate becomes Aéyw 8¢ domnep in E; in 414b32 {nmréov in P, M® and
the vulgate becomes 8¢l {ntetv in E; in 415a29-415b1 § Ovavton in P, M° and the
vulgate becomes 0v duvavton tpémov in E. The phenomenon can still be detected in the
absence of the original recension of E. Here is a case in point.

De anima 2.1, 412b9-413a3

vulgate (Forster)

P M, cf. Sophonias (43.8-44.27)

[412b9] K0B6 oV pév [blO] ovv e’{pnrou i
£€0Twv M \yuxn ovoio yup 7 Kot 1OV Adyov.
[bll] 10010 8¢ 10 Tl Nv elvor 1) 101
cwuan K(l(-)omsp &l T [b12] OV op'yowa)v
(pmmcov nv o-mua olov nELEKVG TV uev
yop Ov [b13] 10 meiéker elvon 1 ovoio
ovto), Kol M yuyn  T00T0°  Xopt-
[bl4]obeiong 8¢ TovTnS OVK GV £m
nélekvg MV, 6AL 7 ouw-[bl5]viumg. viv
8’ €0t MEALEKVS' OV YOP TOLOVTOV COUOTOG
0 11 [b16] Av eivon kod 6 Adyog 1 yuxm,
GO PUokoD To1oVdi Exov-[bl7]tog dpynv
Kwﬁcscog Kol (srdccemg év éonm?p. Osopelv
8¢ kol [bl 8] £mi TOV pEpPOV €1 10 szesv
Sl ycxp nv 0 0(p9(x7»uog Ca)ov [b19] yoyn av
NV 00710D 1 O\Vlg oVt yop oveio 0pOoiuod
N [b20] katd OV Adyov. 0 & O0POOAUOG
VAN Syeac, Nig amoit-[b21]moveng ovKéT
OPOOAUSG, ANV Op@VOLOS, KOOdrEp O Ad-
[b22]6wog kai O yeypoppévos. de1
Aafelv 10 €mi pépoug €9’ [b23] Shov 00
{dvtog omuatog avéhoyov yop €xel GG TO
ué-[b24]pog npbg 10 pépog, oUtmg 1 OAN
oicbnoig npog 0 OAov [b25] G(I)u(x 10
oioOnukdv, N toovtov. €ott dE 0V 1O
anoPePAnkog [b26] v yuxnv 10 duvauet
Ov dote {hv, GAAO 1O €xov. 10 8¢ [b27]
omépUa Kol O Kopmog 0 SuvAUEL o0Vl
odpo. Gg pev [b28] odv 1y tpficlg xoi 1
Gpaolc, oVtw kol 1 £ypNyopols €viehé-
[413al]xew, ¢ & 1y Syig kol 1) Svvalg 0D
opyGvov, M yuyxn [a2] 10 8¢ oduo 10
duvauel 6v: AN domep o0POoAUOG 1 [a3]
KOpN Kol 1 OYiG, KOKEL 1) yuyn Kol 10 GOUL
Coov.

[412b9] KoB6A0 pév [blO] ooy s’{pnroct i
€oTv 1y \Vuxn, 6 ovoio M ko oV Adyov.
[bll] 10010 8¢ 10 Tl NV ewou M TOLWdL
cwuom donep €1 [b12] nv OTLODV 1:0)v
opyuvmv (pmmcov o-mu(x 010v r:pm)v nv
yocp [0AY [b13] 70 nptow eivon 1 ovoio
o010V, Kol M \yuxn ’EOU‘CO 810 [bl4]
analﬁono‘ng 0VKET GV nv rl:pm)v AN
il ouw-[bIS]vuuwg vov & éotl n:pw)v 0V
yocp 1:010m01) Goou(xtog i yoyn 1o i [b16]
v eivon xoi 6 Adyog, GARGL (p‘UO'LKOU
tooudl  €yov-[bl7]toc kwhoewg Kol
oThoEmG  apyNv €v  €out®d. OEl 8
oxonelv [bl8] donep eimopev £mi T@V
népov OT@odV. £ Yop MV 6 OPOAALOG
Loov*, [b19] Av év TodTov W 1 Syic:
o yop ovolo 0pBoAuoD 1 [b20] koo
7OV AdYoV. 0 8” dQOuALOG VAN Oyeng, [b21]
dnskﬁoﬁcng &’ oK €11 6 0QOOAUGS, GAN’
1 OLOVOLOG, mo-nsp 81 OV M- [b22]9wov
oq)eakuov q)mnusv givan. 6 82 £mi £vog
péPovg, Tovto del Aafeiv £mi [b23] 6hov
100 {OVT0G cOUOTOG Avédoyov Yop Exet
WG 10 nE- [b24]pog TpOg 10 uépog n 67m
oicOnoig npog 10 [b25] 6Aov c(ou(x 10
oicOntidv, N toovtov. €0t ¥ 0V O
anoBePAnkog [b26] v yuymnyv 10 duvduet
Ov dote LRy, GAAL 10 €xov. 10 8¢ [b27]
OMEPLLO. KOL 6 KOPTOG TO SUVOLEL TOlOVSL
oduo. @g pev [b28] odv 1 mpicig xoi M
Spaotg, oUtm kol 1 €ypyopolg EVielE-
[413al]xew, g 8& M dyig ko M SOvopg
100 0pydvovu, 1 yuxn [a2] 10 8¢ odua 10
duvauetl 6v: GAL’ domep 0@Baiuog M [a3]
kopn kol M dyig, KAKel N yuyn Kol 1O
oouo {dov.

40 Loy P : Lol M°
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Several differences between the two texts can, again, be attributed to the same tendency
to smooth over and regularize the text on the side of the non-standard version, as
preserved in P and M°. In the very first sentence, the ydp-clause (ovoio yop 1 Kowte: Tov
Adyov, 412b10) which supplies the content of the speech-act evoked in the previous
clause (eipnton Tt oty 1) Wyuyn) is turned into a dependent dti-clause (61t ovoio M Kot
T0v AOYoV, to be construed with €ipnrto), thus dissolving however little ambiguity was
attached to the particle yép. The main term is moved to the end in the non-
standard version so as to produce a slightly easier syntax (€yovtog dpynv Kiviicews Kol
oTéoeEmG — €YX0VTOG KIVACEMSG Kol 6Téoems dpynyv, bl7; similarly, o0 yap torovTOL
coportog | yuy T T Av elvon kod 6 Adyog — 00 Yop 10100tV GOUATOG TO TH
elvon xoi 6 Mdyog 1 yuyf, b16). The variation between the phrases 6AA" 7 opovOH©G
(412b14-15) and mAny opwvopms (412b21) is eliminated in the non-standard version
which has instead AL’ 1) Op@vOp®G twice. A resumptive pronoun is added in b22 (€1 &n
AoPelv — toVTO el AoPETV).

The most systematic difference has to do with the examples: the vulgate version has as
its example of a tool an axe, TéAekvg (four occurrences); the text preserved in P and M°
has as its example a saw, piov (four times as well).*! It seems unlikely that one of these
two readings arose a corruption of the other, especially as the example is used repeatedly.
But why would one have taken the place of the other? Both nélexug and npiov are
standard (and even somewhat famous) Aristotelian examples of tools:* it does not make
any difference for the argument whether Aristotle is speaking of the one or of the other.
The only reason I can think of comes from the corresponding nomina actionis. What one
does with an axe, Téhexug, is the act of cutting, Tunoig; what one does with a saw, mpiwv,
is the act of sawing, mpicic. In the latter case, the nomen actionis is obviously related to
the noun for the tool, which is not the case in the former. Substituting the couple mpiwv/
npioig for the couple méhexvg/tunolg makes the connection between the two unmis-
takable on a morphological level. Again, the most likely explanation for the difference
between the two versions assumes that the non-standard version has been produced on
the basis of the vulgate.

One other reason to favour option Il above according to which the non-standard version
derives from the vulgate comes from comparing its peculiarities with what has been
preserved of the ancient exegetical tradition. There is at least one clear case of interpolation
in the non-standard version. It is found in 424a2-5, quoted extensively above, where the
non-standard version differs from the vulgate by the additions of the words 6v tov
aicOnmpiov. As Sophonias seems to have noticed, they wreak havoc on the syntax and
meaning of the clause, so that they can hardly have been intended to stand there as such.

Where does the supplement come from? The ancient exegetical tradition sheds some
light on the issue.*’ Themistius, ‘Simplicius’ and Philoponus all rely on the vulgate text.
That being said, both ‘Simplicius’ and Philoponus consider explaining the passage by
claiming that tg cicOnoewg in 424a4 means t00 oicONMpiov, that is, the sense-organ and

41 This is also the case in Sophonias: 43.16, 43.18, 43.20. Sophonias still uses the word méAexug in
43.24, however, which is a sign that he has different sources at his disposal. The letters ovt can still be
deciphered at the beginning of line 28 on f. 187" in E, which should correspond roughly to 412b13; as
signaled by Belger (n. 6), 468-9, this is evidence that the original recension of E read here npiovt (and
not nelékel) with P and M°.

42 The axe, méAexug, is used as an example of a tool in De partibus animalium 1.1, 642a10, and
elsewhere (see H. Bonitz, Index aristotelicus [Berlin, 1870], s.v. té exvg, 576al15-19), the saw, mpiov,
is used as an example in De partibus animalium 1.5, 645b17, and elsewhere (Bonitz, s.v. mpiov,
633a26-33).

43 See already Rabe (n. 9), 10.
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not the sense-capacity. This exegetical move is only evoked by ‘Simplicius’;** it is more

decidedly endorsed by Philoponus.*® Themistius’ take on the passage is somewhat
ambiguous about this issue, but his paraphrase still seems to go in the same general
direction.*®

This interpretation aims at solving a problem that immediately arises from the context.
Aristotle has just claimed that the sense-organ for touch is potentially the differences of
bodies it perceives (423b26-424al). But if it is a body, it must have some of these
tangible properties: it must for instance be located somewhere in the hot/cold spectrum.
This seems to already provide an explanation of the empirical fact that we do not feel the
temperature of objects that are as cold or hot as our body when we touch them. In virtue
of the principle that like is not affected by like, the sense-organ for touch will thus not be
affected by objects that are similarly hot or cold. Why then would Aristotle make a new
claim about the capacity for touch of one’s soul, if this is what th¢ aicOnoews means in
424a4? Ancient commentators tend to avoid the issue by claiming that the clause is still
about the organ of the body, and not about the capacity of the soul.*’

Taking one’s cue from the way in which this interpretation is presented in ‘Simplicius’
(R avtl 100 aioBnnpiov eindv g aictnoews, 165.11-12), the most likely explanation
for the reading of the non-standard version is that it results from an unfortunate inter-
polation on the basis of a similar paratext. Since a scribe is unlikely to misinterpret her
own script and intervention in a manuscript, [ assume that the scribe responsible for the
paratext is different from the scribe who added the corresponding words to the main text.

Step 1: The words dvtl 100 aicbnpiov are added by scribe 1 to a copy of
Aristotle’s De anima near the words thig oicONcewg in the main text (424a4) as an
exegetical annotation.

Step 2: The word éwvri in the annotation is misread as the particle év*® (due probably
to an abbreviation). The annotation is mistaken for the correction of an omission by
scribe 2, who proceeds to insert the words 6v 100 aicOntmnpiov in the main text.

One could object that accidents of this type may happen at any point in the transmission
as long as some paratext is present, without being connected to the production of a new
version. There are, however, clues that support the hypothesis that the ancient exegetical
tradition played a role in the process of which the non-standard version is the outcome.

There are traces of the influence of Philoponus’ commentary in the texts of P and M°.
In 414al, both manuscripts read toUto 8¢ To1el drapopaig v {dvtwv instead of tovto
8¢ motel drapopay tdv Lwwv. The switch from {dwv to {ovtmv comes in all likelihood

4 165.11-14 1y dvti 10D cicOnmpiov eimdy Thg cicBhoewns, | Kod owTHg ThH aicdnTicic ovoiag,
ovy amAdg OALY TvOG olomg pecdTog S 10 VmokewEvn xphicbor T uéon 100 aichnmpiov
ebKpooiQ.

4 435.25-8 oicBnoty viv 10 aicOntiplov Aéyel, uecdia 8 eine v aicOnov fitot Ty Gy
(mepi TodNG Y VOV 6 AdYoc) i kol maco: Tacon Yop Ev LG eici THG EVOVTIOCENG TG £0TLY
€KGoT KpLTkn, 0VTeg 8’ €otiv v HES®, TM EKOTEPOL TV EvavTinv duvacot Tov Adyov dé&ocbo.

46 Themistius already makes the sense-organ the subject of perceptual activity in his paraphrase of
the beginning of the sentence (77.6). This impetus carries R.B. Todd, Themistius: On Aristotle On the
Soul (London, 2013) to translate Themistius’ verbatim quotation of the clause ‘since the sense-organ is
like a mean between the extremes [found] in the objects of perception’ (my italics).

47 For a different interpretation see K. Corcilius, ‘Activity, passivity, and perceptual discrimination
in Aristotle’, in J.F. Silva and M. Yrjonsuuri (edd.), Active Perception in the History of Philosophy:
From Plato to Modern Philosophy (Cham, 2014), 31-53.

48 The word is left unaccentuated in E.
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from Philoponus’ commentary, in which it is explained that t@v {®wv here means t@v
{ovtwv (243.14-17). In 417al-2, the text of P adds to Aristotle’s cross-reference
eipnkapev €v 101 KaBoAov Adyolg mepi 1o motelv koi mhoyew (which is to De
generatione et corruptione 1) the words pnnoeton 8¢ kol vov, which according to
Philoponus must be implied since Aristotle is going to address this very topic, even if
they are not present in the text he reads (although Alexander, according to Philoponus,
knew of a copy with the words Aextéov 8¢ koi viv).*

The most notable case is by a distance that of Themistius. There are often what may
sound like faint echoes of his paraphrase in the non-standard version or at least in the
original recension of E: 416a6 npog 8¢ tovtoig vulg. P M°: €11 8¢ E Themistius (51.10—
11); 421b9-10 ko1 yap 0 Evudpo dokoVowy doung aicBdvesOon vulg.: kol yop To
€vudpa goiveton aicBovipeva dopung E: kol yop 10 Evudpor goaiveton aicBovopeva
kol oounig P M xoi yop 1o €vudpo tdv {wov doung oicBdvesBor @aiveton
Themistius (69.6-7). The connection with Themistius’ paraphrase is especially striking
in 420b2 (for which the original recension of E is no longer available). Aristotle is
comparing what ‘sharp’ (6&0) and ‘blunt’ (upA0) mean in the haptic realm with what the
‘sharp’ or ‘high’ (0&0) and “flat’ or ‘low’ (Bop¥) mean in the acoustic realm. He points
out the reason why the haptic ‘sharp’ and the acoustic ‘sharp’ have the same name: both
are associated by means of an analogy with the property for something perceptible of
moving fast (in different environments, against one’s skin or towards one’s ear, resulting
in both cases in acute sensations, 420a30).

De anima 2.8, 420b1-4

vulgate (Forster) non-standard version (P M°) | Themistius, 66.3-9

yo@Pou 8¢ TPAOTOL
Swopopoi 10 0&L kol 1O
Bopv, TOvTOL dE Ayeton
KOTO LETOPOPOV ATO TOV
amT®V 10 PEV YOp 0L Td
GYNULOTL KIVEL TNV odipKa 1y
10 oduo €v OAY® xpoOvD
€nl oA, 10 8¢ P én’
OAlyov €v TOAA® YpOvVe.
ol 8¢ €yel kol €mi Tig

Kol €01KeV avohoyov €xewv
) mepl v OV O0&el Kol
QUPAET TO pev yop &L olov
keviel, 10 8 apprv olov
®OET S10 10 KIVELY TO UEV €V
OAlY® 10 8€ €v TOALD, BoTE
oLUBOLVEL TO PHEV TV TO OE
BpadV eivan.

Kol €okev €yewv avoroyov
@ Tepl ™V PNy O&el kol
QUPAET TO pev yop &L olov
KeVIEL, 10 8 Bapb domep
®OLT S10 10 KIVEY TO UEV €V
OAlY® 0 8€ €v TOALD, BoTE
ovpuBoiver’® 10 pgv Toyv T

8¢ Bpadv eivon’l.

AKOfG 0 OEL Kal TO Papv*
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In the vulgate text,>? Aristotle starts by explaining what sharpness and bluntness mean for
touch by matching each property with its corresponding action: what is sharp somehow>3
‘stings’ (xevtel), what is blunt somehow ‘pushes’ (d0e1). These actions are then brought
under a more abstract general description that reveals the analogy: stinging occurs
because the object moves through one’s flesh in little time and so produces a vivid haptic
sensation (310 1O KWVELV 10 HEV €V OAYW, sc. xpovw; presumably because sharp objects
are only in contact with a small amount of skin, which offers less resistance) and pushing
occurs because the object requires, comparatively, a greater amount of time to trigger the
same result (810 T0 KWVelV ... 10 8¢ €v TOAAD, sc. xpOvw; presumably because blunt
objects do not pierce through one’s flesh and are felt in a much duller way). The contrast
between sharp and blunt turns out, at this point, to be captured by the same description
that applies to the contrast between sharp and flat for sounds, which had just been shown
to be a matter of comparative speed (420a30-31).

In both Themistius’ paraphrase and the non-standard version, the verbal step in which
each property is associated with its action (kevtel vs @Bel) occurs at the acoustic level,
and not at the haptic one. What is now said to ‘sting” and ‘push’ are initially sharp and flat
sounds. The difference may not look like much, but it still brings a major (and, in my
view, catastrophic) change to the way the analogy is built. ‘Stinging” and ‘pushing’ are
metaphors when applied to sounds in a way in which they are not when applied to
tangible bodies.’* Moreover, the result is that the text says almost nothing about the
haptic properties of sharpness and bluntness. Instead, it needlessly repeats the association
of acoustic sharpness and flatness with a difference in speed that had already been stated
(420a30-1), whereas the claim that sharpness and bluntness are also connected with a
similar difference would call for some justification.

Themistius avoids the issue by adding a sentence before the verbal step that makes
precisely this point (‘sharpness’ means for a figure ‘moving one’s flesh or body by a great
amount in little time’, 66.4—6), so that the ground for the analogy is already secure by the
time ‘stinging’ and ‘pushing’ are introduced as metaphors for acoustic processes. There
is no such remedy in the non-standard version, which I therefore regard as corrupt. The
mistake requires little explanation: in the course of an analogy between 0&V/aupAv and
0&0/Bapv, given that the first term is linguistically identical in both cases, there is always
a risk of misunderstanding the couple to which a sentence applies.

It is difficult to believe that the two innovations of the non-standard version, ufiv —
Bopv and olov — donep, could not be connected with Themistius® paraphrase of the
passage, which features the same first change and then adds precisely a donep-clause to the
original sentence. Finding a historical path from the one to the other, however, requires
using a philological shaker: it could be that some annotation inspired by Themistius was

32 «Simplicius’ (147.31-148.8) and Sophonias (88.1-5) are clearly following the vulgate here, which
seems to be the case of Philoponus as well (374.22-9). So is the quotation of the passage in Porphyry’s
commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonics (47.15-23 in 1. Diiring, Porphyrios. Kommentar zur
Harmonielehre des Ptolemaios [Gothenburg, 1932]).

33 1 take olov in this context to qualify the claim (‘so to speak’), as not every sharp object exerts a
stinging action upon touch (the edge of a table does not): stinging is the most intense case of the effects
sharp objects have qua sharp. Compare e.g. with De caelo 293al10 (the motion of the next celestial
sphere is ‘somehow added’, olov tpdcketton, to that of the previous sphere) and see Bonitz (n. 42), s.v.
olog, 501b55-60.

3* The word olov now has a stronger meaning: it apologizes for a metaphor, as nothing that is
acoustically sharp ‘stings’ in the literal sense (unless one ends up with a perforated eardrum). This helps
explain how it could have been replaced by donep in the second part of the clause (see for this use of
omep to qualify a verb LSJ s.v. donep II and Pl. Cra. 380c donep Dmontevo ooV oKOTTEWY).
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badly misinterpreted in an ancient copy of Aristotle, or that Themistius is relying on a
similarly deviant version of Aristotle’s text of uncertain origin. The existence of inde-
pendent evidence in 424a4 that the non-standard version (as it is transmitted) stems from a
manuscript with annotations drawn from the ancient exegetical tradition which have been
subsequently misunderstood increases the plausibility of the first option.

Returning to the issue of the substitution of npiwv/mpioig for Télekvg/unois in the
non-standard version in 412b9-413a3, it can hardly be a coincidence that Themistius
briefly switches when paraphrasing this very passage to the example of the saw, mpiwv,
instead of the axe, néAexvg, before introducing the corresponding nomen actionis: donep
yoip 6 6idnpog 6 audPPMTOg duvduet Tpinv, 61t dé&ocban dvvaran Toovde oYU, GAN’
Spog 00démm iy, ... (43.10-11, see also 14 and 19). There is, however, little doubt
that Themistius read the couple Tédekvc/tunotg in his copy of Aristotle which remains his
first example (42.19-25, 43.12). It seems that Themistius decided to come up with a pair of
terms of his own making with a clearer morphological connection. Chances are, therefore,
that the use of the couple npiwv/npicis in the non-standard version results from Themistius’
efforts, assuming that the words were present somewhere in the paratext in a copy of
Aristotle and eventually found a way into the main text.

Let us take stock. There are many subtle clues that the ancient exegetical tradition,
most of all the paraphrase of Themistius and the commentary attributed to Simplicius,
exerted an influence on the text of the non-standard version. There is no conclusive
evidence that Themistius, ‘Simplicius’ or Philoponus had any awareness of the non-
standard version. This influence is pervasive and deeply entrenched in the text of the non-
standard version that can be reconstructed on the basis of the extant witnesses. In some
cases, there is evidence in favour of the hypothesis that the innovations of the non-
standard version result from a two-step process in which paratext related to ancient
exegetical works ended up having an impact on Aristotle’s text.

These observations make option II above, according to which the non-standard
version derives from the vulgate, much more probable than option III, according to which
the vulgate derives from the non-standard version. They are not on their own decisive
when adjucating between option II and option I, according to which both versions stem
from a common source independently from each other. Option I, however, entails that the
non-standard version should regularly preserve the original text against the vulgate (and
conversely) throughout Book 2. To judge from current editions of the text, this is not the
case: editors have not felt any need to rely on the non-standard version to reconstruct
Aristotle’s text.>

4. THE GENESIS OF THE NON-STANDARD VERSION. SOME HYPOTHESES
ABOUT DE ANIMA BOOK 2 AND DE PARTIBVS ANIMALIVM 4.11-12

Claiming that the non-standard version derives from the vulgate generates the expect-
ation that there should be a plausible way of understanding the genesis of the former

o

35 The only possible exception is in 11, 423b16 where all editors after Bekker print GAL’ &’ Supom
ouvéPn mAnynvol. The word Guo is only attested, among the manuscripts they use, in the original
recension of E, in P and in two witnesses to the vulgate, the recensio recentior of E and Marcianus
graecus 214 (introduced by Jannone). Even assuming that duo is to be adopted here, this would not
qualify as a separative error of the vulgate against the non-standard version: the quasi-haplography
AAAAMA — AAAA is easy to commit, and the word may also have been repeated from 423b15 or
introduced on the basis of the ancient commentaries (Themistius, 74.14-17, Philoponus, 432.6-11).
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version on the basis of the latter. Picturing a historical process of which the vulgate would
be the input and the non-standard version the output is a difficult matter. The amount and
nature of the innovations in the non-standard version go far beyond the deviations usually
induced by the copying process: some deliberate intervention must have taken place. Yet
these innovations mostly affect limited aspects of the text on a micro-scale (lexical
choices, syntaxis of a given clause) while preserving its general structure and meaning. It
is striking how little improvement they bring to Aristotle’s text, be it in terms of legibility
or philosophical precision, especially when the non-standard version is contrasted with
other texts that have been produced on the basis of Aristotle’s in the genre of the
paraphrase or the commentary. As a result, it is difficult to grasp what the motivations
behind this alleged deliberate intervention would be.

Comparisons with similar cases may shed some light on the issue. Torstrik had tried to
buttress his claim of a double recension of De anima 2 by pointing out other similar cases
throughout the corpus Aristotelicum, including (obviously) Physics 7.5° His most
convincing parallel is De partibus animalium 4.11-12, for which a different text is
known to have been preserved in manuscript Vaticanus graecus 261 Y (early fourteenth
century, already used by Bekker).’” After Torstrik, the issues of a ‘double recension’ for
De anima 2 and for De partibus animalium 4.11-12 have often been discussed together.
It is worth keeping in mind that De anima and De partibus animalium are two distinct
treatises that may not share the same transmission history. Two factors still tie the two
issues together.

(1) The treatise De partibus animalium is also preserved in E, of which Y is probably
an apographon.>® Now, the end of the treatise in E (from 4.5, 680b36 mAfi@oc onward,
f. 345") is from a different and much later hand: the end of the original recension of the
treatise, with which the codex originally ended, has been lost and replaced at a later
date.’” The original recension of E is thus an unknown quantity for this section of the
treatise for which Y offers a divergent text. One cannot help wondering if the text found
there in Y, the alleged ‘recensio altera’ for De partibus animalium, was copied directly
from E before the loss occurred.®® Parisinus E could, once more, turn out to be the main
source for a divergent version of Aristotle’s text.’!

(2) The way in which the text preserved in Y differs from the vulgate is, on the whole,
not dissimilar when compared to the way in which the non-standard version of De anima
2 differs from the vulgate text. Again, the text of Y offers a wide array of small-scale

36 Torstrik (n. 5), XXVii—Xxxix.

57 The vulgate and the text of Y have been printed side-by-side by Torstrik (n. 5) and in B.
Langkavel, Aristotelis De partibus animalium libri quatuor (Leipzig, 1868) under the headings editio
prior and editio posterior, whereas Bekker had mixed the two versions in his own text.

8 The issue has been fiercely debated for practically every treatise the two manuscripts have in
common. It has been settled (at least for De motu animalium) by P. Isépy, Zur mittelalterlichen
Uberlieferung von Aristoteles’ De motu animalium (Wiesbaden, 2016), 57-9: the alleged ‘superior’
readings of Y against E are to be explained on the basis of the readings of E by factoring in the
ingenuity of its main scribe, the illustrious Byzantine scholar Georgios Pachymeres. These innovations
are much less frequent for the parts of the text Pachymeres did not copy himself.

3 Moraux (n. 2), 28. By contrast with the situation regarding De anima 2, no fragment of the
original recension of E has survived for the last part of De partibus animalium 4.

%0 As noted by 1. Diiring, Aristotle’s De partibus animalium: Critical and Literary Commentaries
(Gothenburg, 1943), 78-9, some (but not all) of the readings of the divergent version also appear in P,
which suggests that the manuscript might have the exact same status as within the transmission of De
anima 2, i.e. that of a witness to the divergent version contaminated with the vulgate.

! De anima and De partibus animalium none the less belong to distinct parts within E, which have
each been copied by different hands and were originally two independent codices.

https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0009838826101189 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838826101189

ARISTOTLE, DE ANIMA BOOK 2 17

innovations (syntax: dux ... 10 kekAfcOou for €nel ... xéxAnton in 691b28; small
paraphrastic additions: Tovtov 8’ aitiov 61t ... for adtiov §” 6t in 692al1-2 and again in
22,1 ... aitio dnAn for dfhov in 693b24; lexical substitutions: TpdcOev for TpdTEPOV In
692al17, olov for domep in 692a12, duoimg for dootmg in 692b7, kivovvta for @BoVVTEL
in 693b17) which altogether leave the general structure and meaning remarkably
unaffected.

A scholarly consensus has gradually emerged around the view that the text of Y for
De partibus animalium 4.11-12 derives from the vulgate and should be excluded from
the constitutio textus.> There is, however, little agreement as to how it was produced on
the basis of the vulgate. Thurot pictures students copying some reference material while
focussing mostly on its meaning with little regard for textual accuracy (and offers an
interesting medieval parallel).%3 Diiring calls the style ‘as un-Aristotelian as possible’ and
describes a naughty scribe having some improvisational fun with the text before losing
interest.** Louis envisages the text as ‘a kind of school assignment’.%® Torraca thinks of
the author of the text as having set out to write a genuine paraphrase in the manner of
Themistius or Sophonias, before giving up due to exhaustion or lack of time.®® Pappa
gathers the ample evidence that is still extant for the philological skills of Pachymeres,
the main scribe of Y, and claims with some caution that Pachymeres’ involvement in Y
‘is not independent from the production of [its] recension’.®’

Given the similarities between the non-standard version of De anima and the version
found in Y of De partibus animalium, the issue is worth a brief discussion. Both share
two puzzling features: (a) the evidence for a divergent version is restricted to a section of
the text; (b) its innovations usually leave the general structure and meaning untouched
without bringing any major improvement to the text.

Feature (a) is especially challenging for De partibus animalium, for which the evi-
dence of a divergent text is limited to a short section that deals with the topic of oviparous
blooded animals. This feature is hardly explained by the hypotheses put forward by
Torraca and Pappa (why would the author of a paraphrase or a scholar revising the text
not start with its beginning or most interesting part instead of so random a piece?).
Feature (b) is equally difficult to understand if one thinks of the version of Y as a
paraphrase, pace Torraca, or as the product of editorial interventions by a highly
competent scholar with special concerns for the state of the text, pace Pappa. The
motivations ascribed to the author by Diiring (the thrill of manipulating the text?) and
Louis (practicing one’s understanding of Aristotle?) remain obscure and do not explain
feature (a) either.

2 Diiring (n. 60), 67-80; P. Louis, Aristote. Les Parties des animaux (Paris, 1957), xxxviii;
J.G. Lennox, Aristotle: On the Parts of Animals (Oxford, 2002), 345; W. Kullmann, Aristoteles. Uber
die Teile der Lebewesen (Berlin, 2007), 218.

9 C. Thurot, ‘Observations critiques sur le traité d’ Aristote De partibus animalium’, RA 16 (1867),
196-209.

4 “The writer of Y amused himself by executing these alterations off-hand. He broke off, however,
before his plan was fulfilled’: Diiring (n. 60), 77-8. The breaking point was allegedly reached in
695a22, where this anonymous figure utterly failed to ‘alter’ in a satisfactory way a genuine
Aristotelian teleological explanation and, realizing their foolishness, reverted to faithfully copying
Aristotle’s text.

% Louis (n. 62), xxxviii.

9 1. Torraca, Ricerche sull’Aristotele minore (Padua, 1959), 59.

7 E. Pappa, Georgios Pachymeres. Scholien und Glossen zu De partibus animalium des Aristoteles
(cod. Vaticanus Gr. 261). Editio princeps (Athens, 2009), 20*—1%*.
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Thurot, all in all, might have come closest to the truth. Feature (a) has a ready-made
explanation in the well-attested workshop practice of switching between scribes for
practical reasons, sometimes without any textual basis. Feature (b) could be accounted
for by supposing an unfaithful scribe, who would perhaps have had access to exegetical
materials (for instance annotations from an oral lecture) but whose motivations and
methods remain obscure. With some imagination, one could think of concrete situations
that would result in lower accuracy standards in one’s output, such as working under
harsh times constraints, taking notes from oral dictation or setting out to produce an
exemplar for one’s strictly personal use.®® Perhaps faithfulness in the transmission of the
corpus Aristotelicum was not always as valued as one would have expected, even if most
witnesses of this kind have been subsequently eliminated from the tradition.®

There is, however, one important dissimilarity between the case of De anima 2 and the
case of De partibus animalium 4.11-12: there is no extant ancient exegetical work for the
latter (before the commentary of Michael of Ephesus), whereas there are connections
between the non-standard version of De anima 2, on the one hand, and between
Themistius’ paraphrase and the commentary attributed to ‘Simplicius’ on the other. The
connection is multi-staged for at least one clear case of interpolation, so that one need not
assume that one single scholar produced the non-standard version by obsessively altering
the text on the basis of the ancient exegetical tradition. The explananda in the case of De
anima 2 are therefore (a) the existence of a non-standard version for Book 2 only (unless
the rest of it has been lost), (b) the amount and nature of its innovations with regard to the
vulgate, (c) the connections between these innovations and the ancient exegetical
tradition. Here is one hypothetical scenario that could potentially account for all of them
with some plausibility. Step 1 would have taken place after the production of Philoponus’
commentary in the sixth century, step 2 would have taken place before the production of
the earliest witness to the non-standard version in the tenth century.

(1) Production of a scholarly copy of Aristotle’s De anima (vulgate version) with a
special layout incorporating materials from the ancient exegetical tradition, including
both scholia from the ancient commentaries and excerpts from Themistius’ para-
phrase for the passages where it directly matches Aristotle’s text. This wealth of
paratext is not always clearly demarcated from the main text.

(2) Use of'this scholarly copy in a workshop as antigraphon (model for the production of
a new copy of the same text). The copying of Book 2 is assigned to an unfaithful
scribe who ends up mixing some of the paratext with the main text in her output,
resulting in the non-standard version.

This sketch is speculative. What matters is that, with some imagination, there are possible
historical paths by which the vulgate text would gradually transform into the non-
standard version.

%8 If one’s primary interest lies with the philosophical content of the text and if one subscribes to the
notion that Themistius’ paraphrase conveys the same content as Aristotle’s text (in a different guise), it
is not unreasonable to stuff one’s personal copy of Aristotle’s text with innovations inspired by
Themistius.

% There are traces of a similarly deviant version for the Physics as far as can be inferred from
Simplicius’ reports on alternative readings known to Aspasius (overview in P. Moraux, Der
Aristotelismus bei den Griechen II. Der Aristotelismus im 1. und II. Jh. n. Chr. [Berlin, 1984], 239).
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CONCLUSION

The texts of Book 2 of Aristotle’s De anima found in the original recension of manuscript
E and in manuscript P share a common source against the bulk of the manuscript
transmission, quite possibly because P goes back to the original recension of E. P shares
an exclusive common source (against E and the rest) with Mosqu. 240 M® (hitherto
neglected by scholars) and with Sophonias, who is juggling between different sources
when composing his paraphrase. The text of this source common to P and M° has been
contaminated with the vulgate text. These four witnesses testify together to what I have
been calling a ‘non-standard version’ of Aristotle’s text. It is not a second (authentic)
recension, as Torstrik had claimed, but a secondary version of De anima 2 which was
produced on the basis of the vulgate text before the tenth century (when E was copied),
incorporating materials from the ancient exegetical tradition. It includes a large number
of small-scale innovations that affect various aspects of the text without altering its
general structure and meaning. The non-standard version, in so far as it is a by-product of
the vulgate, should be discarded by editors of Aristotle’s De anima.
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