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Alexander of Aphrodisias as a Textual Witness.
The Commentary on the De Sensu

David Bloch

Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commentary on Aristotle’s De Sensu presents
readings of obvious interest to an editor of the De Sensu. No extant
manuscript of the Aristotelian text is older than the 10™ century A.D.,
and therefore a famous Peripatetic commentator of the 2™ or the 3™
century A.D. will certainly have had access to manuscripts now lost, and
possibly to a quite different textual tradition. A. Forster explicitly
assumes that this is the case.' In preparing a critical edition of Aristotle’s
De Sensu, I have made a complete collation of Alexander’s commentary,
using Wendland’s edition (CAG. III.1, Berlin 1901).

In this article I will show that, even though Alexander seems to be an
excellent textual witness, the commentary can rarely be considered solid,
textual evidence on a par with manuscript readings. Both Forster and
Ross commit the mistake of treating Alexandrian readings as manuscript
readings in their editions. First, I will make some general points about the
textual transmission of Aristotle and Alexander; then, I will examine the
different parts of Alexander’s commentary: lemmata, quotations,
paraphrases, and the discussions of variatio lectionis; and finally, T will
state exactly how I think Alexander’s commentary can be used by the
editor of Aristotle.

I. THE TEXTUAL TRANSMISSION OF ARISTOTLE AND ALEXANDER

Some general points concerning the textual transmission of Aristotle and
the commentators on Aristotle will be relevant to the use of all the
separate parts (lemmata, quotations, paraphrases, etc.) of Alexander’s
commentary as textual evidence for Aristotle’s De Sensu.

! Cf. Forster 1942: X, with stemma.
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This Aristotelian text has been preserved in 21 manuscripts from the
10™-14™ centuries.? A collation of these manuscripts reveals an enormous
amount of Alexandrian material that is present side by side with the
Aristotelian text. The following list contains the Aristotelian manuscripts
with Alexandrian comments:?

o Par. gr. 192]1. The entire Alexandrian commentary written in
the margin and as interlinear notes.
o  Ambr. gr. 435 (H 50 sup). Extensive marginal and interlinear
scholia.
e Urb. gr. 37. Some marginal and interlinear scholia.
e Par. Suppl. gr. 314. Some marginal and interlinear scholia.
e Vat. gr. 260. Some marginal and interlinear scholia.
e Vat. gr. 1026. Some marginal and interlinear scholia.
e Laur. Plut. 87.4. Some marginal and interlinear scholia.
o Laur. Plut. 87.20. Some marginal and interlinear scholia.
e Vat. gr. 266. A few marginal scholia.
In addition to this list, it should be noted that, even though no scholia or
only irrelevant glosses are found in the other Aristotelian manuscripts,
their textual tradition might well at some earlier point have had access to
Alexandrian scholia. This is demonstrably the case with e.g. Marc. gr. Z
209 and Vat. gr. 1339 (cf. note 4).

This kind of simultaneous transmission of material is not unusual, but
textually this is a dangerous cocktail, because having the texts next to
each other will almost certainly produce corruptions both ways. In
particular, it should be noted that (1) corruption will be more likely to be
discovered when it flows from Alexander to Aristotle than vice versa, but
(2) if Alexander originally had a different reading than the Aristotelian
manuscripts now preserved, a Byzantine scribe might very well have
thought that he corrected Alexander’s text by introducing the reading
found in the Aristotelian manuscripts. Alexandrian intrusions into

2 Cf. Mugnier 1937 and Siwek 1961. In addition, D. Harlfinger (1971: 146-52) has
redated Laur. Plut. 87.21 to the 14" century.
3 Cf. also Wiesner 1981.
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Aristotle’s text have demonstrably made their mark on several
manuscripts.* But there is also a positive conclusion following these
reflections, viz. that readings peculiar to Alexander should be treated
seriously, although not overconfidently. A final general problem for the
Aristotelian editor is the uncertainty regarding the Alexandrian text. The
entire text of Alexander’s commentary is in a state that requires some
emendation, a difficulty that should not be dismissed as just a minor
annoyance.

II. ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY

For the Aristotelian editor Alexander’s commentary divides into
lemmata, quotations, paraphrases and discussions of textual variants.
Editors have felt relatively safe when using the lemmata and the
quotations, because as such they should be un-interpreted statements to
be exposed to comments. The difficulties of handling the paraphrases
have most often been well appreciated, and Alexander’s discussions of
variants are generally regarded as providing important evidence of the
text.’

Lemmata

The Wendland edition of Alexander’s commentary on the De Sensu has
173 pages, in which [ have counted 71 lemmata, most of them consisting
of 1-3 Bekker lines, rarely more, but quite often just one line or a few
words.

* For instance, in 444a15, Alexander (In Sens. 98.23-25) writes | T Oeppaiverv te kal
duxxeiv Todg mepl oV Eyképalov Ppuxpotépous Evrag témoug kai £ig T oOppeTpoV
dyewv paraphrasing Aristotle’s # todto. Marc. gr. Z 209 and Vat. gr. 1026, have
incorporated the paraphrase into Aristotle’s text. However, the scribe of the latter MS.
notes w¢ oxSAlov &xeiro toUto in the margin, Similarly, in 447a8 the Aristotelian
manuscript Vat. gr. 1339 has incorporated a paraphrase from Alexander (/n Sens.
135.6).

% For more work on Alexander as a commentator, cf. Sharples 1990, Abbamonte 1995
and Donini 1995.
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First of all, we must ask whether the lemmata are the work of
Alexander himself, or whether some later scribe could be responsible for
the insertions to provide clarity to the commentary. It can be established
beyond reasonable doubt that Alexander must have used some sort of
lemmata. Alexander has a stock of transitional phrases when initiating a
comment on a lemma, such as &inwv, dvremnmwyv, deiag, Aapwv, etc.,
referring to the preceding comment, and followed by a conjugated verb,
such as peteAnAube, pétewor or émdvelsi. In these transitional first
sentences, we must almost always understand this as meaning something
like: “In the preceding argument Aristotle has done such and such, but
now, beginning with this statement {i.e. the lemma], he begins to do such
and such.” Quite a number of these transitions would, at best, be very
difficult to follow if there were no lemmata, and some of them would, I
think, be quite unintelligible. Some examples, in the space of just a few
pages of Wendland’s edition, will illustrate this.

The lemma (Alex., In Sens. 25.1-4) giving the text of the De Sensu
438a7-9 is immediately followed by the sentence: dokel por o@Odpa
Bpaxéwg ipfioBon T AeySuevov, 510 kai doagég eivat. This would seem
to be almost as unintelligible as the phrase he comments on if he had not
quoted Aristotle’s own words in advance. A few pages later (Alex., In
Sens. 36.4-9) the lemma provides the text of 438b8-9, and Alexander
begins his comment: einwv opdtat 3¢ Domnep kai E&w ok Avev PwToG,
obtw wal éml tod &vrdg tol deiv kai TO évtdg drxaveg eivar adtiov
napatiBerar, 6t1 R éotv 1) Puxd kail N Opatikr SVvaug Ev 1O
6¢BaAu®. Even considered out of its context, surely this phrase reads
most naturally if regarded as following a lemma. The words Opdtat-
aitiav are a characteristic mixture of quotation and paraphrase from
438b6-8 (a phenomenon that we shall consider in more detail below), the
passage immediately preceding the lemma, and the obvious way of
understanding aitiav napatibetat, 6t ... is as a reference to the lemma.
But even if this is not accepted, there is a clear break of the text on both
sides of the lemma. We have just quoted the initial words of this
comment. The preceding comment ends by the laconic phrase: ¢ y&p anp



25

pevotdg te Kai dranvevotds. There must have been some sort of lemma
between these two phrases. Therefore, it seems certain that Alexander
himself did use lemmata in the commentary.

I take it that this is not a very controversial conclusion; if it is, then
carlier Aristotelian editors should be much embarrassed by their free use
of these lemmata. However, the problem can be introduced in another
form, which, to the editor of Aristotle, involves almost an equal amount
of trouble. Instead of asking if Alexander himself used lemmata, we
might ask if the lemmata were originally full quotations or just a few
words as a reference to Aristotle’s text.

The sources as to the methods of the ancient commentators are too
few and uncertain to refute the claim that Alexander used only a brief
reference to the Aristotelian text as a lemma® which some scribe
eventually turned into a genuine lemma. However, they cannot be used to
argue the case either. If, as is generally assumed, the typical ancient
commentaries were written separately, while the medieval ones were
often written as marginal scholia, then the ancients would actually have
had a greater need for lemmata than the medievals. The only possible
refuge seems to be statistics. The quotations in the text are certainly
embedded by Alexander himself, so if these and the lemmata seem to
represent the same textual tradition, the onus of proof is on the view,
which states that Alexander did not himself write the lemmata, and vice
versa.

Dividing the Aristotelian manuscripts into three groups (a = EMYCS;
b' = SWO% b’ = LXH®)," the statistics are as follows: Using my own
collations of 21 Greek manuscripts and of the two medieval Latin
translations, including all registered textual variants involving lemmata
(220) and quotations (434), the lemmata agree with a 147 times, with b’

8 Cf. Wilson 1996: 33-6, for the general view, and Carlini et al. 1980: 234-7 (Carlini’s
comment), on the details.

7 E = Par. gr. 1853, M = Urb. gr. 37, ¥ = Vat. gr. 261, C° = Par. Suppl. gr. 314, S = Laur.
Plut. 81.1, W = Vat. gr. 1026, O = Marc. gr. Z 209, L = Vat. gr. 253, X = Ambr. gr. 435
(H 50 sup), H* = Marc. gr. Z 214. In the statistics I disregard individual misreadings if
the reading of the source can be established.
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169 times, and with ? 172 times. In 2 lemmata (448a23 and 448b2) there
is agreement exclusively with a against 5 and 5, in 22 lemmata with 5’
and b’ against a. The quotations agree with a 282 times, with b' 316
times, and with #° 313 times. In 17 quotations there is agreement
exclusively with a against 5’ and 4%, in 49 quotations with b’ and ¥’
against a. These figures show that both the lemmata and quotations
primarily depend on our b tradition, but there is a great difference
between their numbers. The most important difference is that the
Alexandrian lemmata almost never agree with a against the entire b
family, while it is not infrequent as regards the Alexandrian quotations.
The numbers are so different that they suggest different sources. At the
very least, doubt is cast upon the usability of lemmata.®

This in turn serves to explain the passages where the lemma can be
shown to differ from another Alexandrian version of the Aristotelian text.
Consider, for instance, such passages as 440b27-28 (= In Sens. 66.7-8 vs.
66.10) and 442b23-25 (= In Sens. 87.5-6 vs. 87.8), which include the
lemmata and (part of) their respective comments. In the first passage the
Alexandrian lemma omits kal @wvfig, but the comment on the lemma
immediately makes it clear that kai @wvfjg was also in Alexander’s text.
Furthermore, it should be noted that ¢nolv in the lemma is a
commentators (Alexander’s?) insertion, suggesting a rather dubious
approach, at least from a modern point of view, when quoting the
sources. The lemma in the last passage contains the reading ta §° dAAa
but three lines later Alexander quotes the text in accordance with the

® I must stress the fact that the aim of these statistics is to prove the close relations
between Alexandrian lemmata and quotations. As should become clear from the general
argument of this article, I do not think that the individual Alexandrian readings can be
regarded as variant readings on a par with Aristotelian manuscript readings.
Furthermore, I am also aware that mere numbers are apt to distort the truth of the
matter. I have, however, investigated every passage, and even though the variants do not
all carry equal weight, I believe that the statistics present a true picture.
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Aristotelian manuscripts: t@ yap &AAa. A few more examples can be
adduced.’

Textual corruption is always a possibility as regards ancient texts, but
it is rendered somewhat unlikely, partly by the number of passages, in
which the manuscripts agree on these readings, partly by the fact that if
this phenomenon was due to mere scribal errors at some point in the
textual tradition it is very strange that it was not emended, given the
existence of other manuscripts, not to mention a batch of Aristotelian
manuscripts.

This being the case, the discrepancies are certainly better explained, if
Alexander did not himself write the full lemmata. The missing text might
have been inserted later by someone else, who was content to elaborate
on Alexander’s abbreviated text and did not consider the surroundings.
However, for this suggestion to be meaningful, the lemmata inserted
must still have had some textual source that contained variants not
otherwise transmitted in the Aristotelian manuscripts. This would
actually make them almost equally interesting, since necessarily the
insertion of lemmata would then have been conducted before the textual
tradition that we possess was well established.

At least, I refuse to believe that Alexander carefully copied Aristotle’s
words but forgot the quotation in the space of just a few lines, if it had
mattered anything to him. If textual corruption and insertion by another
scribe are ruled out (which I am not, however, prepared to do), the only
alternative solution is that Alexander merely regarded the lemmata as
pointers, not necessarily an exact restatement of Aristotle.

Whichever solution we might favor, editors of Aristotle will find no
comfort in it.

Quotations
As regards quotations, the editors are faced with a different but equally
difficult set of problems. Like lemmata, quotations should ideally be an

® For more conflicting passages, cf. Alex., In Sens. 88.4-6 vs. 89.8-10; 92.17-19 vs.
92.21 (probably); 113.7-8 vs. 113.13; 123.1-2 vs. 123.15-16.
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exact restatement of the wording of the source, and indeed the first
impression one receives when approaching Alexander’s commentary is
that he accurately prepares the reader with a kind of warning when he is
quoting Aristotle. A few examples will suffice.

Commenting on the lemma giving 441b23-25 (Alex., In Sens. 77.8-
10.), he says: einwv 8¢ tol tpoipov mEBog eivar TovG YUMOLG
npooéBnkev [= the warning] f| otépnoig [= the quotation], Aéywv [=
marking the end of the quotation and the beginning of the exegesis] tod
Tpogiyov otépnoty, toutéott Tol YAvkéog. This is, in my opinion, a fine
example of clarity on the part of Alexander, and if this were his standard
way of introducing, executing and ending a quotation, things would look
very bright for the editor of Aristotle. Thus, Wendland confidently prints
the quotation with spaced types. Another example is the following
comment (Alex., In Sens. 105.8-9.): ein®wv 8¢ t® dxovot®, &vti t0d
npoadeivat kol T Spatd eine T@ Saavel. incwv, dvti and eine all do
a wonderful job telling us what the Aristotelian text reads.

But the case is not always as clear-cut as these examples might lead us
to believe. Consider another passage, following just upon one of our
examples (Alex., In Sens. 105.10-11.): einwv 8¢ talta, npootidnotv Ot
dpa kai eDAGYwG €k ToloUTwV Kai oUtw yivesOat tdg Ooudag eipAkapey.
Once again we have the warning (npootifnowv), but this time it is unclear
what we are being warned about. The Aristotelian text (445a13-14) has
only kai €0A6yw¢ and the surroundings are very different. However,
Wendland confidently prints kai eDAdywg with spaced types and states in
the apparatus that some Aristotelian manuscripts omit kai. But it seems
much more reasonable to characterise this as a paraphrase, and say that
Alexander is merely using a phrase, which fits the context, and which
incidentally he had just seen - in the Aristotelian text.

A slightly more elaborate example is the passage quoted above,
which, in Alexanders words, ran as follows:

einwv dpdrar d¢ Gomep ai £w ovk dvev YwTdg, olitw Kal éni Tod
gvtog Tod detv kai TO évtog Srapavig eivan aitiav mapatifetar, 8t
uh gotiv 1) Puxr kai 1 Opatikr dovapg év td dQBaANE.
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Consider next the text in Aristotle’s version:
Opdtar 8¢ domep wai &w ovk dvev Qwtdg, oltw kol Evréc
Srapaveg dpa Jei eivar. [...] ob yap éni tod éoxdrov Suparog 1 Puxh
fj Tfig Yuxfig TO aioBnTikdv €otiv, AN SijAov St évréc.
Alexander carefully quotes the passage until oitw kai, but the following
éml to0 évtog for évtdg is not found in any of the Aristotelian
manuscripts, and the phrase is an obvious clarification of the Aristotelian
text, that is, a paraphrase. The rest of the sentence is pure paraphrase. The
words einwv and napariBetal seem to limit the exact quotation, but &ri
to0 évtdg ought then to be considered a quotation and therefore a
genuine variant reading. Therefore, it cannot be established exactly when
he is quoting, and this gravely diminishes the value of using Alexander’s
quoted variant readings as the basis of the Aristotelian text.

Editors of Aristotle might try to do what Wendland does: Text,
presented by Alexander as quotations and actually found in the
Aristotelian manuscripts, should be considered quotations, and when
Alexander no longer presents a text that has an Aristotelian manuscript
parallel, it should be regarded as a paraphrase. This paraphrase cannot be
used as evidence for the Aristotelian text. Such a procedure seems simple
and manageable, but in the passages where no warnings are given it will
not suffice.

In discussing the theory that the eye is made of fire Alexander writes
(In Sens. 15.9-11): kai 66ev opun@évreg vmoAapPdvouvat Thv SPrv mupdg
glvat, Aéyer §1x T TdBoug Tvdg yivouévou mepl Th SPrv dyvoeiv Thv
aitiorv. The last part of the passage is taken directly from the De Sensu
437a23, but the words yivopévov mepi tiv Siv are not part of the
original Aristotelian text. Again, there can be no doubt that the words
constitute a clarification, that is, a paraphrase of Aristotle’s laconic style,
but this is rather alarming, because it means that Alexander may give all
appearance of quoting literally from Aristotle, when, in fact, he has no
scruples adding words. If his purpose is to explain and clarify the text,
there is no reason why he should not perform this and similar manceuvres
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(such as altering the word-order,'® replacing words or phrases with more
common ones etc.' ).

In the passage just mentioned it may have been obvious that the added
words were Alexander’s comment, but in 441a23 the manuscript reading,
transmitted with slight variations -in the Aristotelian manuscripts, is
Aentétatov ydp mdviwv TtV LUypdv 1O Udwp éoti. However, two
inferior Aristotelian manuscripts (Vat. gr. 258 and Vat. gr. 266) read
Aentétatov yap mdvrwy TV obtwg Uypdv tO Bdwp £oti, and this is also
the reading of an Alexandrian quotation (/n Sens. 70.24-71.1). Further
support is, apparently, provided by an Alexandrian paraphrase (In Sens.
71.4-5) reading to100TWV VYp@OV.

The traditional manuscript reading is difficult, because water is not,
according to Aristotle, the thinnest of the wet substances; air is thinner.'?
Therefore, oUtw¢ might be thought to qualify Oyp®dv appropriately
meaning “this particular sort of wet substances”. However, it is not at all
clear that oUtwg should limit Oyp&v in this way. Actually, oUtwg does
not make good sense in the Aristotelian text, but is only appropriate in
Alexander’s commentary, because he can explain the phrase,
commenting tovtéotl TOV dvanAnotik®y in the middle of the quotation.
This is wrong, but Alexander felt the difficulty in calling water the
thinnest wet substance, and therefore tried to “quote” and explain the
passage in a way that would limit the meaning of the phrase."

' For a probable example, cf. Alex., In Sens. 157.4-5, quoting 448b18, where &v8éyetat
#i oUk has replaced the Aristotelian # o0k évdéxetal.

1t e.g. Alex., In Sens. 136.13 = 447a17-18, where Alexander has replaced anAod
Svtog with duyolc xai dxpdtov kai kad’ avtd &vrog in the middle of a quotation.

12 Cf. Arist., GC. IL.3 (on air), and, secondarily, Arist., Pr. 959b13-14 (on oil).

13 Alexander probably had GC. 329b34-330a4 in mind: énei yap 1 dvanAnotikév éott
100 Oypod S1& T6 pfy wpioBar pév eddprotov & eival kai dkoAouBeiv 1@ dmtopévey, TO
3¢ Aenttdv dvanAnotikdy (AemtopepEs ydp, kai TO Mikpouepss avanAnotikdv: SAov yap
Shov dntetar, T 82 Aertdv udAiota tolodtov), pavepdv STL O utv Aemtdv Eotal tod
Oypod 1o 8¢ maxd tod &npol. Alexander’s explanation, though not oUtwg, is found
above the line in two Aristotelian manuscripts (Ambr. 435, H 50 sup, and Par. gr. 1921).
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Furthermore, Aristotle is ambiguous on the precise qualities of air,'* and
finally, other Aristotelian passages show that, under normal
circumstances, he will naturally identify t0 Oypév and watery substances,
which would exclude air.'” Thus, it is clear that Alexandrian quotations
cannot be treated as quotations in the modern sense of the word. This can
be further supported by a number of passages.'®

Paraphrases

The Alexandrian paraphrases can be dealt with more briefly. Obviously,
the paraphrase will do nothing to solve such problems as questions of
word order or the particular case of a given word. Not even if the
Alexandrian reading presents a completely different word than the
Aristotelian manuscripts can we typically make any case for adopting his
reading, since such a change of words is also an obvious part of
paraphrasing and commenting on a text.

The paraphrase on its own cannot reveal exactly what Alexander’s
copy of Aristotle wrote, but sometimes it might inspire scholarly
conjectures. One trivial example to illustrate the procedure will suffice.
In 442b20 the traditional Aristotelian manuscripts have noAvywvwv
(misspelled moAvyévwv in a few of them), but Alexander uses
noAvywviwy in his paraphrase,'’ and this reading is also found in the
Aristotelian manuscripts Vat. gr. 258, Laur. Plut. 87.20, and Par. gr.
1921, admittedly not the best Aristotelian manuscripts. Nevertheless,

" Thus, the De Generatione et Corruptione generally disagrees with the Meteorologica
as regards the description of air, and, as an illuminating parallel, GC. 334b35-335al
claims that water is the only element which is bépiotov, but in Cael. 313b6-21 air is
said also to posses this quality.

"5 Cf. e.g. An. 423224-26 and PA. 650b18-33.

6 For some examples, cf. Alex., In Sens. 82.10-12 vs. Arist., Sens. 442a25-27; Alex., In
Sens. 97.12-14 vs. Arist., Sens. 444a5-7; Alex., In Sens. 136.9-11 vs. Arist., Sens.
447a16-17; Alex., In Sens. 147.23 vs. Arist., Sens. 448a25-26.

17 Alex., In Sens. 86.16, 18. There is some textual corruption in this passage, but
ToAvywviwv seems to be a sound.
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ToAvywviwv is certainly a reading that should be carefully considered.'®
Similar examples could easily be given.'®

The paraphrases, then, will provide support to the readings of the
lemmata, quotations and readings known from Aristotelian manuscripts,
but even this is a criterion that is difficult to handle properly. Let me
provide just one example. In 443a5-6 Aristotle certainly wrote avtd
avanvéovta, which most of the manuscripts have, but a small group of
manuscripts have avtol avanvéovteg. Alexander (In Sens. 90.15-16.)
also has a0ta dvamvéovta in his paraphrase, and this naturally leads
Forster to state in his apparatus that Alexander’s paraphrase supports the
reading, but this is a doubtful inference. The corruption in some of the
manuscripts has probably occurred because the explanative term {Qa is
crucially lacking from the Aristotelian manuscripts, but Alexander
clarifies this in his paraphrase: 811 yap Soa mvevpova t@v {Wwv oLk
£xe1 0Ok avamvel, dédeiktan avT® v dANOLG.

This should not be misunderstood. I agree with Forster that it is very
likely that Alexander had a manuscript with the reading oalta
avanvéovta, but I cannot agree that Alexander’s paraphrase shows this
beyond any reasonable doubt; that his manuscript did, indeed, read this is
rendered most likely but nothing more.

Two passages will illustrate further the difficulties of using the
paraphrases. In 437a20 one branch of the Aristotelian tradition reads
£viol, while the other has v0v. Alexander paraphrases the passage (/n
Sens. 14.18-22) using tivag, lending clear support to the meaning given
by the first but not to the exact wording. Similarly, in 441al5 part of the
Aristotelian tradition reads keipévovg, while the other part has kivov-
uévoug. Alexander paraphrases (In Sens. 69.26-29) using peivavta, again
lending factual support to a manuscript reading but nothing more.

'8 Thphr., Sens. §66 used moAvywviwv. Cf. also Férster 1938 for some interesting
textual suggestions based on the Alexandrian paraphrases.

' For just a few more examples, cf. e.g. 436al3 (mévie for térrape), 436b11 (Tabty
for ToUTw), 437a21 (gi¢ for npdg), 444a23 (ar’ avt®v for &v avdtaig b, nepi adtaq a).
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Variatio lectionis

Editors have rightly regarded the examples of variatio lectionis as the
most valuable textual evidence. The Aristotelian passages involved are
the following: 436b17, 437b18(?), 444b5, 446b15, 448b21 and 449a2. To
illustrate how these passages fit in with the work of an Aristotelian editor
I will provide the content of two of them.

The most interesting is 436b17,° which has also attracted some
scholarly attention.”’ Alexander certainly read & xvpéc éott TOD
YevotikoD popiov m&Bog,* which is also the reading that he prefers, but
having interpreted it he notes: ypdgeton kai dvti Tod yevotikod popiov
toD Opentikod popiov mdbog, noting that this was the interpretation of
the earlier commentator Aspasius. Finally, he says that there is even a
third variant reading (ypdgpeto kai oltwg): tod yevotikol Opemtiko
popiov nadog.

The third possibility (yevotikod Opentikod) should be immediately
dismissed. Either yevotiko0 or Opemtikod was at one point written,
probably above the line, as an interpretative gloss on the other word, and
interestingly the Aristotelian manuscript tradition has also divided,
reading respectively Opentiko¥ and yevotikol. With the exception of
Forster, editors have hitherto favoured 8pentikod.

The other example is a comment on 444b5-6,2 where Alexander
quotes the passage, and interestingly quotes it differently from all the
Aristotelian manuscripts. Instead of writing just donep, he has kai SAwg,
Wonep. But he immediately adds: kai @épeton &v Tiov &vtiypd@oig 1
Ypaen xwpig tod kai SAwg, kai Eotiv olitwg Exovoa kataAAnAotépa kai
pavepwtepov Exovoa 1] ypagr]. The only possible difficulty concerning
these variant readings would be if it turned out that some of them were in
fact later additions to Alexander’s commentary, but this is not likely.

 Alex., In Sens. 9.18-10.11.

2! Cf. Moraux 1984: 244-5, and Moraux 2001: 397-8.

21 jgnore the problem of word order, although Alexander is not clear on the location of
nd6og. The important term, for our purpose, is yevotikod.

B Alex., In Sens. 100.23-101.6.
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There can be no question about the authencity of the comment on
436b17. It is thoroughly embedded, and provides information of a kind
(Aspasius) that would not be easily accessible to later commentators.
Furthermore, even though Aspasius was not unknown as a Peripatetic
commentator,”* and even though the earliest surviving commentary on
any work by Aristotle is Aspasius’ commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics (CAG. XIX.1, Berlin 1889), his name is not the one most likely to
be interpolated by scribes. On the contrary, if he is mentioned it is really
most likely to be by Alexander himself, who definitely knew and used his
commentaries on other Aristotelian works as well.  The later
commentators, such as Simplicius and Philoponus, did not know
Aspasius’ commentaries well. It is sometimes uncertain whether they
quote Aspasius from the lost commentaries of Alexander or from another
source, but they hardly knew the original commentaries.”

The other passages, in which Alexander discusses variant readings,
should also be considered genuine.?

A related feature of Alexander’s commentary also belongs under the
heading of variatio lectionis. In two passages Alexander indicates that he
is unhappy with the manuscript reading and suggests an emendation.
Thus, commenting on 448al6 (In Sens. 145.21-3) he states that the
passage would be clearer and grammatically better if we were to read to0
Acvko0. In the preceding lemma the text reads t0 Aevkov, and this is also
the text of all the relevant Aristotelian manuscripts except two (Vat. gr.
253 and Marc. gr. Z 214), which read to0 Aevkod. This is certainly
helpful, but the only thing it proves for certain is that Alexander did not
read to0 Aevkoi in his manuscript(s). The common ancestor of the two
Aristotelian manuscripts may well have taken the clue from Alexander.

The other passage is in Alexander’s comment on 448b29, focusing on
449a2 (In Sens. 162.7-11). 1t is part of a quite extensive discussion of a

24 Cf. Moraux 1984: 226.
3 Cf. Sharples 1990: 87-8, with the relevant references.
% Cf. also Moraux 1984: 244-5n62.
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variatio lectionis (In Sens. 161.4-162.11), and the emendation does not
add to our knowledge of Alexander’s text.

III. ALEXANDER AS A TEXTUAL WITNESS

Supported by the investigation conducted above, I will now proceed to
describe the value of Alexander’s commentary as a textual witness to
Aristotle’s De Sensu. It will be seen that I am far more restrictive than
Forster .(1942) and Ross (1955). On the other hand, Siwek (1963) and
Mugnier (1965) do not cite Alexander very often, and they do not
distinguish between lemma, quotation, paraphrase and variant
discussions. Such a distinction I believe to be important because of their
different value as textual witnesses. As sigla I prefer the same as the ones
used by Forster and Ross:

Alex' = Alexander’s lemma.

Alex‘ = Alexander’s citation (quotations).

Alex® = Alexander’s paraphrase (paraphrase and interpretation).

Alex"’ = Alexander’s discussion of a textual variant.

First of all, unlike Forster, I do not find it very useful to quote
Alexandrian readings when Alexander’s own manuscript tradition has
been corrupted. When the Alexandrian manuscripts differ, readings
should only be recorded if there can be no controversy over the choice of
reading. Forster’s method of recording Alexandrian variant readings in
his critical apparatus only solves the problem, if the editor also provides
the reader with the relevant information as regards the value of the
different Alexandrian manuscripts.

The lemmata (Alex') and the quotations (Alex‘) can generally be
treated as recording the probable Aristotelian text, as read by Alexander,
but some restrictions is imposed on the editor. Thus, if no paraphrase
supports a reading from a lemma or from a quotation, I would regard it as
“probably a faithful reproduction of Alexander’s Aristotle”, not as
“Alexander’s Aristotle”. Even though neither of them holds great
authority, lemmata and quotations have often be cited in the apparatus,
and, I believe, with good reason: partly because their reading sometimes
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have interesting philosophical implications, partly because the reader
must have these readings at his disposal to make up his own mind about
the Aristotelian text. However, Alexander’s readings can never be the
deciding factor. Thus, I have not found a single Alexandrian reading
provided by lemma or quotation, which I would be willing to accept
without further evidence or manuscript support. I have, however,
carefully examined all his readings.”’

The Alexandrian paraphrases (Alex”) are not solid textual evidence,
and generally they cannot be used, unless they clearly agree with other
Alexandrian textual evidence. The editor may, however, still want to cite
interesting readings in the apparatus, when they can be thought in some
way to give rise to scholarly conjecture, and when they clearly seem to
support a particular reading of a lemma or a quotation.?®

The few instances where Alexander discusses textual variants (Alex")
can be used freely by an Aristotelian editor and without the restrictions
imposed on the other Alexandrian quotations. This means that when the
apparatus records two Alexandrian variants in the same passage, and one
of them is a discussed variant (Alex"), the corresponding Alex® in the
same passage is also textually reliable as a manuscript reading, since that
quotation will also have been discussed by Alexander. Therefore, the
passage 436b17 discussed above allows the editor to treat both Bpentikod
and yevotikoD as textual variants on a par with manuscripts readings. In

27 A few examples. In 436b2 Forster (1938: 467) defended the reading tfig te Yuxfig
based on Alexander’s quotation (/n Sens. 7.15), although, apparently, he changed his
mind before publishing the text in 1942 and omitted te with all the valuable Aristotelian
manuscripts. Ross (1955) printed tfi¢ te Ppuxfig. Besides the Alexandrian quotation, the
reading is supported only by two inferior manuscripts (Vat. gr. 258 and Vat. gr. 266)
and should not be accepted. An exact parallel from the Alexandrian lemmata (/n Sens.
8.14-15) is found in 436b9. A more interesting example is provided by 441a23,
discussed above in the section on quotations. Based on Alexander’s reading, and only
secondarily on the two inferior manuscripts, Forster and Ross both print oltwg Oyp&v.
However, as argued above, this reading is actually not superior, and it is certainly
lacking in manuscript authority. Thus, it should not be accepted.

28 For instance, the Alexandrian text of 437a26-29 (Alex., In Sens. 16.4-16) gave rise to
Forster’s text, cf. Forster 1938: 460-1. Cf. also the discussion of paraphrases above.
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these instances Alexander is a prime source, because his securely based
testimony is 700-800 years older than the oldest Aristotelian manuscripts.

The passages in the commentary concerned with emendations of the
text does not, of course, constitute textual evidence, but they can be used
on a par with every intelligent conjecture.

Thus, in a critical apparatus on Aristotle’s De Sensu an Alexandrian
reading only has the strength of a manuscript reading when it is Alex" or
the corresponding Alex®. The editor will take the Alexandrian readings
into consideration, because in pure form they ought to present a very
early textual tradition. However, as has been shown, Alexander’s
lemmata, quotations and paraphrases can almost never with certainty be
taken as pure forms of Aristotle’s text. Therefore, when it is time to make
the final decision as to which reading to adopt in a particular passage, we
will have to take refuge to that old judge: Philosophy herself. I fear that
using Alexander as the foundation editors tend to forget this judge in the
seemingly clear-cut passages, even if Philosophy had, in fact, something
to say.”
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