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Machine Learning and
the Text of Aristotle’

Mirjam Kotwick and Johannes Haubold

Introduction

This article explores the contribution that large language models can make to
the textual criticism of Aristotle. It takes one such model, the Princeton-based
Al Logion, and uses its error detection algorithm to review known manuscript
variants, reassess existing conjectures, and identify hitherto unknown
corruptions in the text of Aristotle. Logion has so far been tested on the works
of the Byzantine author Michael Psellos, where it was found to yield significant
results. The present article marks a departure from previous work in that it
focuses on a classical author whose text has been subject to much more extensive
study and poses challenges of a different kind.

Logion is a large language model developed at Princeton University to support
the work of human philologists on premodern Greek texts.> It currently has
three main applications. First, it may be used to fill lacunae which result from
mechanical damage to medieval manuscripts. Secondly, it may prompt critics
to revise manuscript readings and review known textual variants. And thirdly,
Logion can help identify hitherto unknown textual corruptions and suggest
possible emendations. Only the second and third of these applications are relevant
to the present article. Both are based on Logion’s capacity to identify words that
are mathematically unlikely and replace them with more likely alternatives.
In practice, it does this by applying the so-called ‘chance-confidence ratio’, an
algorithm designed by Charlie Cowen-Breen and Creston Brooks specifically
for this purpose.’ Briefly put, the chance-confidence ratio takes the machine’s

* Thanks are due to Barbara Graziosi, Creston Brooks, Charlie Cowen-Breen, and other
members of the Logion team for making this article possible. For their thoughtful comments we
would also like to thank Hendrik Lorenz, Ben Morison, Matteo Moretti, and the participants in a
work in progress seminar held in Princeton in November 2024.

' BATTEZZATO, GRAZIOSI, HAUBOLD 2025 (forthcoming).

> GRAzI10sI et alii 2023, https://www.logionproject.princeton.edu/.

3 COWEN-BREEN et alii 2023.


https://www.logionproject.princeton.edu/
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confidence in its own suggestion and divides it by the chance of the transmitted
text occurring in the context where it is found. A large chance-confidence ratio
thus indicates not just that a word is unlikely but also that a more plausible
replacement is available, forcing the machine to disregard words that are merely
rare (names, hapax legomena, etc.) but in fact perfectly sound. The results of
this procedure are then filtered further by enforcing a low Levenshtein distance
between the extant text and the model’s suggestion. Levenshtein distance refers
to the number of changes that are required to transform one string of characters
into another, such that the word A6yog, for example, is at Levenshtein distance
1 from the word Adyog, at Levenshtein distance 2 from the word Aéxog, at
Levenstein distance 3 from the word téxog, etc. In principle, Logion can be set to
any Levenshtein distance, though in practice only reports filtered by Levenshtein
distance 1 to 3 have been found to yield significant results. The results presented
in this article are all filtered by Levenshtein distance 1.

Logion, it will have been noted, does something that is frowned upon by
scholars of the medieval manuscript transmission when replacing statistically
less likely with more likely readings. Those scholars have long pointed out that,
when it comes to reconstructing a premodern Greek text from variant readings
in the (mostly medieval) manuscripts, the mathematically less likely reading,
also known as the lectio difficilior, often has a better chance of being correct.
Medieval scribes are not above making trivial errors, but often they go wrong
when they encounter an unfamiliar word or expression which they then seek
to normalize. We thus see a tension between the way that Logion functions and
what we know about the scribes who preserved premodern Greek texts. This
tension is less of an issue in non-classical authors like Psellos, where a sizeable
crop of scribal corruptions that are fairly trivial in nature remains to be identified
and corrected. The text of Aristotle poses challenges of a different kind. Here
the main task is not to spot trivial manuscript errors but to support a new wave
of philological and editorial work which stems from the realization that many
editions of Aristotelian texts fail to consider all extant textual witnesses. Several
important Aristotelian works have therefore either been re-edited in recent years
or are currently in the process of being re-edited.’ The question arises of whether
a language model like Logion can be useful to the critics engaging in this work.

On the face of it, the signs do not look promising. Logion is fundamentally

4 For this important principle see PASQUALI 19522, p. 10, MAAS 1958, p. 13, WEST 1973, p. 51.
BENTLEY 1977 discusses its history.

5 E.g. Poetics (KASSEL 1965; re-edited GuTas, TARAN 2012), Metaphysics (ROss 1924, JAEGER
1957), currently being re-edited by Oliver Primavesi and Marwan Rashed; De motu (NUssBAUM
1978, re-edited by Oliver Primavesi in PRIMAVESI, CORCILIUS 2018 and PRIMAVESI 2020), PN
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unsubtle in how it goes about its task, as we have seen: the reading that is
mathematically most likely will invariably win out. Moreover, Logion is incapable
of philological argumentation, and since the character of the Aristotelian text is
such that any remaining problems are highly intricate and can be tackled only
on the basis of sophisticated philological reasoning and a good grasp of the
philosophical implications, the chances of Logion making a positive contribution
seem slim indeed. And yet, that is precisely what we wish to argue in this article.
Unlikely as it may seem, our contention is that language models like Logion can
contribute to the current revival in the study of the Aristotelian text — provided
we use them responsibly and hold on to the fact that, while machines may
make intriguing suggestions, only human philologists can ultimately adjudicate
philological problems.*

Logion’s suggestions for changes to the Aristotelian text can be grouped into
three different categories:

(i) aflag and correction that is confirmed (wholly or in part) by another
line of the direct or indirect tradition

(ii) aflagand correction that has already been suggested by a human scholar
but lacks manuscript support

(i) a flag and correction that is new (i.e., not attested in any of the textual
sources, and has never been proposed)

Cases in categories (i) and (ii) demonstrate that Logion’s suggestions are
worthy of serious philological and philosophical consideration and may offer
useful corrections to Aristotle’s text as transmitted to us. The more cases we have
in categories (i) and (ii), the more confident we can be about cases in category
(iii), where we lack external support for Logion’s suggestions. In the end, those
will be the most interesting for the philologist and the philosopher, but they can
only carry conviction if they are backed up by cases in categories (i) and (ii). We
therefore begin with those before moving on to category (iii).

(Ross 1955, currently being re-edited by Justin Winzenrieth), GC (RASHED 2020), De anima (Ross
1961, SIWEK 1965, currently being re-edited under the supervision of Klaus Corcilius).

¢ It should be clearly understood that many of Logion’s suggestions are without philological
merit. What we present here is a selection made by human philologists from hundreds of machine-
generated ‘flags’ of varying quality; for further discussion see BATTEZzATO, GRAZIOSI, HAUBOLD
2025 (forthcoming).
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1. Logion’s flag and correction is confirmed by a line of the tradition that was not
included in Logion’s training

1.1. Metaphysics M 2, 1076b27

To start with a straightforward example, Logion finds typos in the edition on
which it was fine-tuned. In the case of the Metaphysics this is Ross’s 1924 (corr.
1953) Oxford edition. For instance, in M 2, 1076b27, Logion makes the following
correction to the text printed by Ross:

Metaphysics M 2, 1076b24-8

Transl. Ross

kv [25] Toivuv Toltwv TOV EmméSwyv
goovtat ypappai, dv mpdtepov [26] Sefjoet
ETEPAG YPAUUAG Kal oTiypdg elval S TOV
avtov [27] AOyov- Kai TOUTWV <TOV> &K TAig
TPOTEPALG YPAUHAiG ETépag [28] mpotépag
OTIYHAG, OV OVKETL TTpOTEPaL ETEPAL.

Again, therefore, there will be, belonging to
these planes, lines, and prior to them there
will have to be, by the same argument, other
lines and points; and prior to these points
in the prior lines there will have to be other
points, though there will be no others prior
to these.

27 <T@v> ci. Bonitz || ¢k Ross : év codd. Bekker Bonitz Christ Jaeger Logion

The preposition ¢k is clearly faulty, whereas €v is correct and what all our
witnesses have. The correct reading is printed in Jaeger’s 1957 edition as well as
in BEKKER 1831, BONITZ 1848, and CHRIST 1886, and none of them indicates
any variant reading in the apparatus. We are hence dealing with a simple typo
in Ross’s edition. Logion, having been trained on Ross, correctly flags the

preposition ¢k as an error and correctly suggests reading €v instead.

1.2. De motu animalium 2, 698b25

De motu animalium 2, 698b21-6 (ed. Jaeger)

Transl. Morison (modified to fit Jaeger’s text)

paptdplov 8¢ ToUTOL TO dmopovEVOY, Sid Ti
note [22] 10 mAolov EEwBev pév, &v Tig WO T®
KOVT® TOV ioTOV 1] Tt [23] GAN0 TtpooPdiiwy
HOpLov, Kivel padiwg, av § &v avtd Tig [24]
®v @ mAoiw TodTO TMElpdTaL TIPATTEWY, OVK
av xwnoelev ovd [25] av 6 Titvog odd o
Bopéag mvéwv €ocwbev €k Tod mhoiov, &l TO-
[26]xot TVEéwV TOV TpdMOV ToDTOV GVvTiep ol
YPAPEIG TIOLODOLY-

Evidence for this is the difficulty of why it
is that one can easily move the boat from
outside - if someone were to push it with a
pole, striking the mast or some other part of it
— whereas if someone who is in the boat itself
tries to do this, he would not move it, nor
would Tityus or Boreas blowing from within
the boat, if he happened to be trying to blow
in the way that the painters make him.

23 év aOT® o Jaeger : én” adT® B Primavesi ||

24-5 008 &v ... o0’ Jaeger : oOT &v ... 000’ a

: 008 ... o0&’ B Primavesi : 008" &v ... 008’ Logion || 26 mvéwv a Jaeger : mAéwv B Primavesi

Logion is finetuned on Jaeger’s text of De motu animalium (1913), which is
printed above. The apparatus, on the other hand, is based on Primavesi’s recent
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edition (2020). Jaeger reads 008’ &v 0 Titvog 000’ 6 Bopéag (“nor would Tityus
and not Boreas”), following not a manuscript but the Latin translation of Nicolaus
Leonicus, a Renaissance scholar from Venice (1456-1531).” All manuscripts at
Jaeger’s disposal read 00T’ &v ... 000’ (“neither Tityus nor Boreas”). This reading
represents what Primavesi 2020 calls the a-branch of the transmission. However,
the B-branch, newly discovered by Primavesi, reads ovd’ ... 008’ (“nor would
Tityus and not even Boreas”), which is what Primavesi prints in his text. Logion
flags the reading in Jaeger’s text as faulty and instead suggests 008’ av ... o0d’. It
thus agrees with the f-text on the semantically most consequential detail of the
passage (o008’ instead of 000’), though it does retain the particle &v, which is in
the a-branch but not in the p-branch.®

Let us then evaluate these readings. That of a is indeed problematic since it
makes Titvog the subject of the verb kivioeiev — somewhat surprisingly, for
that verb already has a subject, 115 (“someone”), which is stated in the protasis
(av & év adT® TIG, b23). The train of thought is: if someone on the boat tries
to move it, then that someone cannot do it. It seems impossible to accept that
Aristotle wanted to say: if someone on the boat tries to move it, then Tityos (or
someone else) cannot do it. Jaeger recognized the problem and suggested to read
(in line with “tr.”, the Latin translation of Nicolaus Leonicus) 008’ &v instead
of o0T &v. With this reading, the text says “and not Tityos”. This removes the
problem of the a-reading but also creates a new one. The sequence 00§’ ... 008’
is not just uncommon but in fact impossible according to the standard rules
of Greek grammar (see LS] s.v. 008¢ A.III: “o¥te cannot follow 00d¢”).° Logion
suggests changing o0T" to o0d’. This creates a grammatically correct text:' ovk &v

7 See JAEGER 1913, conspectus siglorum. PRIMAVESI 2020, p. 142 states, however, coniecit Jaeger.

® &v*inb2s has no function other than repeating &v* in b24. This may be legitimate, given that the
verb remains the same; cf. LS] s.v. &v D.III (“in apodosis &v may be used twice or even three times
with the same verb, either to make the condition felt throughout a long sentence, or to emphasize
certain words”) and CGCG 60.12. Alternatively, it may be argued that &v* belongs to a separate
clause and should therefore not be allowed to stand; cf. Bon1TZ 1870, p. 41259-60: non rara sunt
exempla iteratae in eodem membro particulae &v (our emphasis) and cf. LSJ s.v. &v D.IV (“when an
apodosis consists of several co-ordinate clauses, &v is generally used only in the first and understood
in the others”). We are grateful to the anonymous referees for pointing this alternative out to us.

9 Aristotle adheres to that rule, as a TLG search indicates. We could not identify a single instance
where he uses obte ... 008¢ in place of oUte ... olite.

1o Cf. LS] s.v. o00¢ A.IL2 “but 00d% . . . 008¢ never means neither . . . nor (like olite . . . olite);
where this combination occurs, the first o08¢ is used without reference to the second, e.g., kai v
008’ ) ¢muteixiolg ovde 1O vavtikov dElov eofnOivar and moreover we have no reason to fear their
fortifications, nor yet their navy, Th.1.142.”
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Kivnoetev o0d’ 6 Titvog ovd’ 0 Bopéag, “he would not move it, nor would Tityus
and not even Boreas”. Logion’s text is in this regard identical with the p-reading
that Primavesi prints. The only difference is the word &v, which is not read in the

B-text but retained by Logion.

1.3. Metaphysics I 2, 1003b22

Metaphysics T 2, 1003b19-22

Transl. Ross, modified (acc. to Menn)

dmavtog 8¢ yévoug kai aioBnoig pia évog
[20] kal émoThAun, olov 1] ypappatiky pia
ovoa mdoag Bewpel [21] Ta¢ wvag: o kai
00 8vTog 6oa €i8n Bewpiioat wag [22] otiv
EMOTAUNG TO Yével, TA T €10n TOV €idDdV.

Now for each single genus, as there is a single
sense perception, so there is one science. Thus
for instance grammar, being one, considers
all articulate sounds. Therefore, to consider
however many species of being [there are]
is the work of a science which is generically
one, and to investigate the species is the work
of the species [of the science].

20 1) ypappotiki) B ALP 245.10 Bekker Bonitz Christ Jaeger : ypappatikiy a Ross || 21 6oa a
Al! 245.20 Bekker Bonitz : fj dv §oa  ALP 245.24-25 Christ Ross Jaeger : & AL 251.5 || 22
te] 8¢ ALl 245.21 AL 245.25 AL° 251.5 Bonitz Logion

As noted above, Logion is finetuned on Ross’s text of the Metaphysics. In
line with the entire manuscript tradition and all editors except BonITZ 1848,
Ross reads ta te €(0n T@V €id@v in 1003b22. Logion suggests reading td 8¢ €idn
1@V eid@v instead. This is identical to the reading that Alexander attests for the
Metaphysics exemplar he used in the late second or early third century CE."
Alexander quotes the text on two different occasions in his commentary (Al*
245.25 and AL¢ 251.5 Hayduck) and once in a lemma (AL' 245.21 Hayduck),
which together amounts to very strong evidence that he indeed read this text.”>
Bonitz, who not only edited Aristotle’s Metaphysics (1848-1849) but also
Alexander’s commentary (1847), was familiar with this divergent reading and
followed Alexander’s testimony against our manuscripts in his own Metaphysics
edition. Bonitz’ reliance on Alexander is corroborated by numerous other
instances where Alexander’s text is correct, while that of our manuscripts is
faulty.* Is it also correct in the present case?

The line in question has been understood in two different ways. Ross 1924
and MENN in draft understand the phrase ta te €i0n T@V €id®v to mean “and

" On Alexander’s Metaphysics exemplar and its relation to the text of our manuscript tradition

see KOTWICK 2016.

2 On the reliability of the evidence in Alexander’s commentary see KOTWICK 2016, pp. 33-98.

13 See KOTWICK 2016 and 2021.
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to consider the species belongs to the species [of the science]” (transl. Menn).**
According to this understanding, there is an implied contrast between the
generically unified investigation of what kinds of being there are on the one
hand, and the sciences that study different kinds of substances on the other.’s
This understanding does not only follow most naturally from the preceding
analogy with grammar as the study of all articulate sounds, but also fits with
Aristotle’s discussion of philosophy and its parts in the wider context of the
passage (on which see MENN in draft, pp. 29-33). By contrast, KIRWAN 1993
(in his translation) and HECQUET-DEVIENNE 2008 understand the phrase td
Te €i0n T@v €id@v to mean “and the species of those species”.’” According to
this understanding, Aristotle would say that the generically single science of
being considers how many species of being there are and also the species of those
species. This understanding is less convincing in context, and seems to be at odds
with Aristotle’s emphasis on the generic (1@ yévet) unity of that science.’®
Returning then to the alternative readings te and 8¢, we can say that even
though the semantic difference between them seems small, printing ta 8¢
€idn t@v eid@v with Alexander, Bonitz, and Logion has clear advantages. The
particle 8¢, “but”, better expresses the distinction between a generically single
science and the parts of that science, each of which treat a different species of
the generically unified subject matter that defines the science. A mere te, “and”,
seems too weak to capture the contrast between the two different levels of genus
and species. Moreover, Aristotle rarely uses te simply to add on a word or
phrase.” And even though on our understanding the words ta €idn t@v €iddv
represent a whole (if elliptically expressed) clause, the types of Aristotelian
uses of te that Bonitz’s index lists are quite different from the present case,
in that te introduces a series of arguments (often also &t1 t¢), or is part of an
(often extended) e ... kai construction. Overall, then, the reading espoused by

4 Cf.Ross: “and to investigate the several species is the work of the specific parts of the science.”

5 See MENN in draft, pp. 31-2. We would like to thank Stephen Menn for sharing with us his
draft chapter.

¢ Cf. Ross 1924 ad loc., p. 257. This reading fits especially well if we assume with MENN (cf. also
Jaeger) that lines 1004a2-9 follow immediately upon our section (1003b19-22). See also MENN in
draft for a discussion of the analogy with grammar and the question of what the generically single
science is (philosophy).

7 Kirwan translates €idn as “forms” (also HECQUET-DEVIENNE 2008, p. 111: “formes”).

8 KIRWAN 1993, p. 82 adopts this interpretation in his translation but concedes in his
commentary that “a different translation [...] is possible.” His alternative chimes with the translation
of Ross and Menn, which we adopt here.

9 See BONITZ 1870, pp. 749b19-750a17: raro usurpatur ad coniungenda singula vocabula.
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Alexander, Bonitz, and Logion seems preferable also from a grammatical point
of view.

The case of td Te €(dn T@V eld®V vs T O¢ €ldn T@V €id®V suggests that Logion
does not just favor whatever token combination appears most frequently in the
corpus. There are eight instances of the token sequence td te €(0r) in the genuine
writings of Aristotle, and only two instances of the token sequence ta 8¢ €idn
(Cat. 2b21, and Ph. 224b11). Nonetheless, Logion favors the latter — correctly,

as we submit.

1.4. Poetics 25, 1461a16

Poetics 25, 1461216-21

10 0¢ Katd petagopdv eipntat, olov ‘TavTeg
pév [17] pa Beoi te kai &vépeg ebdov
navvoxor- dua 8¢ ¢now [18] “f Tot 8T
&g mediov 10 Tpwikodv &Bprioetey, adAdV
ovpiyywv [19] te Spadov’s 1O yap mavTeg
4vti tod moMoi katd peta-[20]@opav
glpntat, O yap mav MOV Tt Kai 10 “oin &
dupo-[21]pog” katd peTAQOPAY, TO Yap
YVOPLHOTATOV HOVOV.

Some (expression) is used metaphorically, as
for instance “all gods and men slept all night
long” But at the same time he says “when he
looked over the Trojan plain, [he marveled
at] the din of flutes and pipes”. For “all” is said
metaphorically for “many” since “all” is a kind
of “much”. Also “it [sc. the constellation Ursa
Major] alone has no share [in Ocean’s bath]”
is said metaphorically, for what is known best
is “alone”

16 10 6¢] 14 8¢ Z, ci. Spengel Logion

In chapter 25 of the Poetics, Aristotle gives a summary version of his own (only
fragmentarily preserved) Homeric Problems. In this treatise Aristotle discussed
questions and problems raised by passages in Homer as well as possible solutions
to them.” Accordingly, in Po. 25 Aristotle gives a short overview of the kinds
of problems and solutions discussed by Homeric critics.>* He discusses six
solutions to problems that concern the art itself (mpog avTiv v TéxVnVv), and
six that concern diction (npog tv Aé§v). The passage above gives the second
type of solution to problems of diction, which consists of detecting metaphorical
language. This section is introduced as 0 6¢ kata petagopav eipntar.. in all our
manuscripts. The Syriac translation of the Poetics is most likely based on a Greek
text that read ta 8¢ katd ... instead.?* The editor Leonhard von Spengel (1803-
1880) emended the text to the same effect, without knowledge of the Syriac

* See MAYHEW 2019.
* MAYHEW 2019, pp. 9-23.
*2 For the Syriac see GUTAS, TARAN 2012.
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reading.” Logion, without knowledge of either the Syriac version or Spengel’s
emendation, again suggests correcting to Td 8¢.

The structure of Aristotle’s discussion speaks in favor of the reading attested
in the Syriac translation and suggested independently by Spengel and Logion,
respectively. The section on solutions to problems of diction begins with T 8¢ mpog
TV AEEy OpdvTa (1461a9-10); the second solution is the passage under discussion
(16); the third begins kata 8¢ mpoowdiav..., and covers prosody (21-3); the fourth
begins with té 8¢ Stapéoet ... (23-4); the fifth begins with the words ta 8¢ dugipolia
... (25), and finally the sixth with t& 8¢ kata 10 £00g i Aégews (27). New types
of solutions are in all cases introduced with plural ta 8¢ except in our passage
(and the third instance, where the formulation is entirely different). The Syriac
reading and Spengel/Logion restore consistency across the list. This seems well
justified, as Aristotle uses the introductory formula ta 8¢ regardless of whether he
presents one or more examples from poetry to illustrate the case. Three of the four
solutions that are introduced with ta 8¢ feature more than one example (including
the passage under discussion), though there is one where Aristotle adduces only
one verse (td 6¢ Staupéoel, olov ..., 23-4). Still, even here he introduces the type of
solution represented by that one example with the words ta 8¢.

2. Logion’s flag and correction has also been suggested by a human scholar but
lacks manuscript support

In this section, we discuss cases in which Logion suggests a correction that is
identical with a correction that a human scholar has previously proposed and

that is not attested in any of our witnesses.

2.1 Metaphysics I' 4, 1006b3

Metaphysics T 4, 1006a34-bg

Transl. Ross, modified

Sapépet & ovBev 008 el mMheiw TG Pain
onuaivelv  [1006b1] povov 8¢ wpiopéva,
tefein yap v é¢’ ékdotw A\oyw Etepov dvopa-
Aéyw & olov, €i pn gain 1 &vBpwmog év [3]
onaivery, ToAAd 8¢, @v £vog pév ig Adyog TO
{@ov 8i-[4]movy, elev 8¢ kal Etepot mAeiovg,
wplopévol 8¢ OV dplduodv-

And it makes no difference even if one were to
say a word has several meanings, if only they
are limited in number; for to each formula
there might be assigned a different word.

For instance, we might say that ‘man’ has
not one meaning but several, one of which
would have the single definition of ‘two-footed
animal’, while there might also be several other
formulae, provided they are limited in number;

3 £vOG pv lg a Bekker Bonitz Ross : €lg uév €in B : évog pév ein ci. Christ Jaeger Logion || 4
elev B Christ Ross Jaeger : ¢iot a Bekker Bonitz

23 The apparatus criticus in Kassel lists the conjecture by Spengel without any reference to the

Syriac translation.
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In Metaphysics T 4, Aristotle defends the principle of non-contradiction,
according to which nothing can be F and not-F at the same time in the same
respect, against those who deny it. In the lines preceding our passage, Aristotle
starts out by saying that the words ‘be’ and ‘not be” have a definite meaning such
that it is impossible that everything is so and not so at the same time (1006a29-
30). He then states: If ‘man’ has one definite meaning, e.g., two-footed animal,
then what it is to be a man is to be a two-footed animal. And, he adds, it is not
necessary that there is only one meaning of a word, as long as the number of
meanings is limited. This is then spelled out for the case of ‘man’ in our passage
quoted above.

At issue is the phrase (Il. 2-4), “man’ has not one meaning but several,
one of which would be defined as ‘two-footed animal’...”, which is somewhat
unsatisfactory in both versions of the direct transmission. The a-text has Gv &vog
uev €ig Aoyog 10 (@ov dimovv “one of which would have the single definition of
two-footed animal”.> Bekker, Bonitz, and Ross accept this text. But why would
Aristotle stress that t0 {@ov Sinovv is a single definition (elg Adyog)? The point
is that one of the limited number of meanings is “two-footed animal” and that is
already expressed by évog. Moreover, the a-reading lacks a verb.>s Ross translates,
smoothing out the problems and simplifying the Greek (by ignoring the force of
elg and adding a verb form that is not there), “one of which would be defined
as ‘two-footed animal’”. The B-reading is @v €ig pév €in Aoyog 10 {Dov dimovv
“of which would be the single definition two-footed animal.” The -reading is
clearly unsatisfactory, as it contradicts what Aristotle is trying to say. According
to the f-reading, there would be one definition of the multitude of meanings that
Aristotle allows, which does not make sense. No editor has accepted that text.

Faced with this situation, CHRIST 1886 conjectured @v £vog pév €in Aoyog
10 {@ov Sinmovv, “one of which would be defined as two-footed animal”. This
conjecture takes the a-reading but changes &i¢, “one”, into the optative verb form
of ‘to be’, €in, which is attested in the -reading. The conjecture takes, in a sense,
what is best in each of the two transmitted readings. The resulting reading restores
the sense that is expected (and expressed in Ross’s translation of the a-reading),
namely that the definition of one of the different senses of man is “two-footed
animal”. Christ’s conjecture does not only yield a more satisfying text but is
justified also in that it restores what is plausibly the original reading from which
both differently corrupted readings of our tradition derive. According to this
reasoning, in the a-text, the reading £vog uév elc can be explained as the result

4 Or: “one of which would have ‘two-footed animal’ as its single definition”.
5 The unstated verb could be €07, “is”, but not &in), as Ross’s translation “would be” seems to
suppose.
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of a simple scribal error from the original évog pév gin. Changing the verb form
€in into the number ¢ig, “one”, is an easy mistake to make, given the prevalence
of the notion of “one” in the immediate context. A further factor that may have
contributed to the error is that the optative stands here without &v. That dv is
missing is not a reason to doubt the restored reading, as the subsequent optative
verb (elev, 1006ab4) also lacks &v,>¢ and there are other instances in Aristotle of
optative without &v.”” The B-reading, €ig pév €in, even though untenable in itself,
retained the presumably original verb form &in, but corrupted the genitive form
€vog, “of one”, into “one” in the nominative. Again, an intuitive corruption in the
context of the passage.

Logion’s suggestion is identical with the text as emended by Christ and accepted
by Jaeger. By contrast to Christ’s reasoning, Logion’s suggestion is derived solely
from a correction of the a-reading that is printed in Ross’s text. In other words,
Logion has no knowledge of the B-text, which attests the verb form ein that it
proposes.

2.2. Metaphysics I 5, 1009b22

This passage comes from Metaphysics I' 5, a chapter in which Aristotle
continues to defend the principle of non-contradiction (PNC). In the context
of our passage, Aristotle identifies as one of the problematic assumptions held
by those who question the PNC the view that thought and sense-perception are
the same, and that sense-perception is a physical alteration, a position which
leads to the view that whatever appears to anyone is necessarily true (1009b12-
15). Aristotle then cites several thinkers, including Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and
Homer, who are taken to have expressed, in one form or another, a sensualist
view. In this context, Aristotle also quotes four lines from Parmenides (B16 DK,
D51 LM). These lines come from the part of Parmenides’ poem typically referred
to as Doxa, in which Parmenides develops a cosmology of the physical world.
Note that Theophrastus in De Sensibus 3 quotes the same lines.

26 That is probably the reason why a reads eioi instead.
7 See BONITZ 1970, 41b6-12: aliquoties &v deest apud optativum potentialem. E.g., Politics 111
13, 1283b1s; EEIII 1, 1229b34, 38.
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Metaphysics T 5, 1009b21-5

Transl. Kotwick and Haubold

kai ITappevidng 8¢ dmogaive-[22]tat TOV
avTov TPOTIOV-

WG yap ékdototT Exel kplowv pe-[23]Aéwv
TOAVKAUTITOV,

TG voog avBpwrolot mapiotatat T [24] yap
avto

gotiv 8mep ppovéel pehéwy Qvolg avBpwmototy
[25]

Kai oLy Kai mavti- TO yap mhéov €oTi vonua-

And Parmenides states in the same way:

For, as each time, it [?] has a mixture of much-
bent limbs, so thought is disposed in humans.
For what the constitution of limbs thinks, is
the same for all humans and each human. For,
the more is thought.®

22 ¢kdotot’ o Ross Jaeger, Theophrastus : éxdotw P : ékactog AL 306.29; 35 Bekker Bonitz
Christ || xpaowv et Theophrastus] kpaolg ci. Stephanus Logion

There has been much scholarly discussion of these difficult Parmenidean
lines, regarding their meaning and their coherence with the other fragments of
Parmenides.?® We focus here strictly on the textual problem, to which Logion
suggests the exact same solution that Stephanus had suggested in the 16™
century. In our text of Aristotle, the first line of B16 reads wg yap ékaotot €xet
Kpaow pehéwv molvkauntwy, “For, as each time, it [?] has a mixture of much-
bent limbs”. The line raises two questions.?® The first is whether o’s éxdotot’,
“each time”, B’s éxdotw, “for each”, or Alexander’s ékaotog,*® “each one”, should
be read. The reading ékdotot’ is attested in a and agrees with Theophrastus’
quotation of the line. Moreover, it seems preferable in that it is easier to explain
¢xdotot’ changing into éxdotw or €kaoctog than the other way round. In
addition, éxdotot’ makes better sense than éxdotw or €kaotog. ékdoTtw is
syntactically strange, whether it be taken with kpdowv or with kpdoig, while
€kaotog (“each one”, singular) makes the comparison tag ... &vOpwmnotot, “so it
is [...] in humans” (plural) seem somewhat jarring.> Hence, most recent editors
(both of Aristotle and of Parmenides) read ékdotot’.3

8 See the extensive treatment in BREDLOW 2011, with most of the preceding literature.

» For a full apparatus criticus of the Parmenidean fragment see CORDERO 1984, p. 33, COXON

1986, p. 91, O’BRIEN and FRERE 1987, and BREDLOW 2011, each with discussion.

3 Alexander’s reading €kaotog could be an attempt to address the syntactical problem that the

accusative kpdotv creates. The a-ms. E of the Aristotelian text corrects by second hand to éxaotog.

3* TARAN 1965, p. 169.
32 Cf. TARAN 1965, p. 169.

33 It should be noted that this is the earliest attestation of éxdotote in Greek literature. LSJ lists

as next instances the mid- to late fifth-century authors Herodotus (1.90), Antiphon (6.13), and

Aristophanes (Nu. 1280).
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A second, related problem concerns the form kpdaotv “mixture” (accusative),
which both Aristotle and Theophrastus read without alternative. The problem
with kpdouv is that it is not clear what the subject of €yel is. The potential
candidate €kaotog, “each one”, creates other problems, as we have seen.
Moreover, Diels’s suggestion (1897), accepted by CoxoN 1986, to take voog
in the second line (the so-part of the comparison) as subject also of the first
line (the as-part of the comparison) cannot convince: If voog is the subject in
both parts of the comparison, then the so-part adds little that has explanatory
value. In light of these difficulties, already Stephanus in 1573 suggested to
emend kpdotv to the nominative kpdol. And so does Logion. It flags kpdotv
as faulty and suggests reading kpdoig instead. Several editors of Parmenides
(TARAN 1965; MOURELATOS 1970; KIRK, RAVEN, SCHOFIELD 1957; SIDER,
JOHNSTONE 1986, O’BRIEN, FRERE 1987) as well as scholars discussing the
passage (BREDLOW 2011) have accepted that conjecture.’* With the correction,
the sense is improved and ékdotot’ can be retained, as kpdolg now appears as a
very natural subject of &xel: g yap éxdoToT Exel kKpAolg peAéwV TOAVKAUTTWY,
“For as each time is the mixture of much-bent limbs”. The erroneous accusative
Kkpdolv may have been suggested by preceding €yet, which could naturally be
followed by a direct object in the accusative.

3. A correction by Logion that has not been made by previous human scholars nor
finds support in the transmission

In the following passage Logion flags our text as erroneous and suggests a
different reading. The passage is unanimously transmitted in our manuscripts
and has, as far as we know, never been considered corrupt by a human scholar.
Logion, we argue, correctly detects a problem, though its suggested solution
requires revision by a human philologist.

3 DIELS, KRANZ 1951 as well as LAKS, MOST 2016 retain kpdotv, the former with €kaotog, the
latter with an unspecified “it” as the subject.
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Metaphysics B4, 1000a15

Metaphysics B 4, 1000a9-18

Transl. Ross, modified

ol p&v ovv mepi Hoiodov kal mavteg doot
Beoldyor [10] povov é@povticav  ToD
mBavod ToD TPOG AbTOVG, HUAV § WAL
[11]yopnoav (Beobg yap molodvteg TAG
apxag kal €k Oedv ye-[12]yovéval, Ta pr
yevoapeva Tod vEKTApOG Kai TAG duppo-[13]
olag Ovnta yevéoBau gaciv, Sijhov wg tadta
Ta ovopata [14] yvaopa Aéyovteg adtoig:
Kaitol mept avTig TG MPoo@o-[15]pdg TV
aitiwv TovTwV DMEP NUAG eiprikaoty- el pev
yap [16] xaptv idoviig avt@v Bryydvovoty,
ovbev aitia tod elvau O [17] véxTap kai 1
apppooia, ei 8¢ Tob elvar, TG Av elev &i-[18]
Stot dedpevol Tporic)-

The school of Hesiod and all the mythologists
thought only of what was plausible to
themselves and had no regard for us. For
asserting the first principles to be gods and
born of gods, they say that the beings which
did not taste nectar and ambrosia became
mortal; and clearly, they are using words
which are familiar to themselves, yet what
they say about the consumption itself of these
causes goes beyond our comprehension.
For if the gods taste them [i.e., nectar and
ambrosia] for their pleasure, they are in no
wise causes of their existence; and if they
taste them to maintain their existence, how
can gods who need food be eternal?

aitiwv] owtiwv Logion : del. t@v aitiwv Kotwick and Haubold

This passage comes from the tenth aporia in Metaphysics B. The question that
Aristotle raises is this: Are the principles (dpxai) of perishable and imperishable
things the same or different? In the first part of his discussion, he focusses on the
claim that the principles are the same, and asks “how are some things imperishable
and others perishable, and for what reason (dwx tiv’ aitiav)?” (1000a5-b21).
Our passage follows immediately upon the formulation of that sub-question.
Aristotle brings in Hesiod and the mythologists as an example of how not to talk
and think about first principles. According to Aristotle, they make the gods first
principles (tag dpydg) of everything, and then offer a very strange reason for why
some of their descendants became mortal and others immortal: Those beings
that have not tasted nectar and ambrosia become mortal, whereas — we as reader
can conclude - those who do eat nectar and ambrosia become immortal.

The relevant sentence is in lines 14-15: kaitot epi aOTAG TG TPOTPOPAG TV
aitiwv TodTwv OmEp NuAg eiprkaoty, which can be translated as “yet what they
say about the eating itself of these causes goes beyond our comprehension”.
This is how recent commentators have tended to take the sentence, in contrast
with previous translators such as Ross, for instance, who rendered the noun

TPoo@opd in a more abstract way as ¢

‘the very application of these causes”,

avoiding the idea of gods “consuming” or “eating up” causes.’> WILDBERG

35 See also BONITZ, SEIDL 1989, p. 107: “was sie von der Anwendung selbst dieser Ursachen

gesagt haben...”.
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2009, p. 160, translates “the eating’ of these causes”, commenting on the
strangeness of this notion:

npoogopa (‘ingestion’) is translated as ‘application’ (by Ross [...]) or ‘contribution’ (by
Madigan [...]). These choices of translating the word in this context are too abstract;
npoo@épecbat means ‘to take in food or drink’ (see LS] s.v. npoogépw C), and the sense
of the noun is still concrete. Aristotle is clearly poking fun at Hesiod’s gods ‘eating’ the
principles of their own eternal being.” (WILDBERG 2009, p. 160 n. 10).

It is correct that the most plausible way of understanding npoogopd here is as
literal “consumption”, or “taking-in” of food. This is strongly supported by the
fact that in all other instances in which Aristotle uses the noun npoogopd, it has
this concrete, literal meaning. There are three in total in his genuine works, all
found in the biological writings: First, De somno et vigilia 458a22, where Aristotle
discusses the role of food in causing sleep, peta v tiig TpoPiig Tpoogopdv, “after
the ingestion of food”; second, De spiritu 481a7, in a phrase very similar to the
first, xata TV TG TPOPNG TPoapopdy, “following upon the ingestion of food™;
and finally, PA 671a12-14: 6 OAyOTNTd Te TG TOD DYpod mpoopopds, “because
of the small amount of liquid that they imbibe”. In short, each time Aristotle uses
the word mpoo@opd it refers to the consumption of actual nourishment.

In our passage, Aristotle seems to use the word in the same sense, yet what is
consumed by the ingesting beings, in this case the gods, is different. It is “these
causes” (T@v aitiwv Tobtwv) rather than food. Is this to be read as some form of
joke on Aristotle’s part? Does he want to draw attention to the absurdity of the
mythologists’ view that the gods are immortal because they consume nectar and
ambrosia? That is indeed how scholars commenting on the passage have taken it.
But there are problems with this reading.

Before we discuss what the problems are, let us look at what Logion flags in the
passage: Logion flags aitiwv, “causes”, and suggests that we read ottiwv, “foods”,
instead. Lines 14-15 would then read: kaitot mepi avTiig Tfig Mpoopopds TV
oLtiov ToLTwV DIEP NUAG eiprikaoty, “yet what they say about the consumption
itself of these foods goes beyond our comprehension”. At first, this may seem to
be a straightforward normalization that Logion suggests because of the context
in which words associated with food consumption are frequent (yevodpeva
ToD VvéKTapog Kal TAg apPpooiac, 12-13; TG TPOOPOPAS, 14-15; TPOPiiG 18).
Against this initial explanation, we will argue that Logion’s flagging of the
text as problematic is worthy of serious consideration, and that even though
its suggestion (ottiwv) may not be right, we can, with the help of Alexander
of Aphrodisias’ commentary, develop a better solution, which is to delete T@v
aitiwv as a later intrusion. The argument proceeds in two steps. First, we will
show that the transmitted reading is problematic in subtle ways and that it cannot
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be defended as a lectio difficilior. We then turn to Alexander of Aphrodisias’
second-century CE commentary, which gives us indirect access to a much older
version of the Metaphysics than that preserved by our manuscripts. Alexander’s
commentary confirms that the text of the extant manuscripts is indeed faulty
where Logion flags it and that T@v aitiwv was most likely not in the original text.

In our discussion of why the transmitted text is problematic we look first at the
immediate context of the words T@v aitiwv Tovtwv and then at the passage as a
whole. We begin with the pronoun avt@v, “these” (1000a16), that appears in the
subsequent ydp-clause and justifies the claim that gods eating these causes goes
beyond our comprehension. If we assume that the reading in our manuscripts
represents what Aristotle wrote, then the word avt®v, “these”, refers back to
“these causes”. This understanding of avt@v runs into two difficulties.

The first concerns the precise meaning of avt@v when taken to pick up aitiwv.
If indeed avt@v refers to “causes”, as it must when we read aitiwv, Aristotle’s
supposed joke is extended into the yd&p-clause. We then read: “For if the gods
taste these (i.e., causes) for their pleasure”, which makes it difficult to take the
sentence seriously as an explanation (NB yéap). Particularly irritating is the fact
that, as used here, the verb Otyydvovorv, “they handle”, “they taste”, suggests a
literal touching and handling of food and not of “causes”. Even if Otyydvw can
be used metaphorically (e.g., to touch on sth. in discourse),*® Aristotle here does
not use it in this way, as his reference to “pleasure” makes clear. The thought is:
If X is eaten/handled just for pleasure, then X is not a necessary nutriment. This
conclusion is only valid if we understand “handle” (Btyydvw) literally. If then
Oyyavovorv is meant to describe the gods’ “handling” or “tasting” of food, then
the thing they handle is something concrete to eat, and so adT@v must mean
“food” (and not “causes”). Clearly, the joke (if there ever was one) is over at
this point; otherwise, Aristotle would be undermining his own explanation. In
short, the reader expects adT@v to refer to something like “food” and Aristotle
to say, “For if the gods taste nectar and ambrosia for their pleasure”. In fact, this
is just what modern translators take him to say. For instance, Ross writes: “For if
the gods taste these (i.e., nectar and ambrosia) for their pleasure”, and Wildberg
(2009: 160): “For if <the gods> consume nectar and ambrosia for the sake of
pleasure” (our italics). If we agree that avt@v refers to nectar and ambrosia and
therefore to “food” that can be eaten, we must ask why Aristotle did not just say
that. The most plausible answer is that he felt comfortable using the pronoun
avT@v because he said tovtwv (without T@v aitiwv) in line 15, referring back to
véktap and auppooia in 12-13.

Another oddity becomes apparent when we look more closely at the second

3¢ Arist. Metaph. A 7, 988a23, Pol. 1323b38, etc.
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half of the yap-clause. If one were to reject our previous argument, one could say:
avt@v refers back to aitiwv and means “causes” in the sense of “pseudo-causes”.
However, if we grant this special sense of “causes” for aitiwv and hence also for
avtdv, it would be strange that Aristotle in the apodosis of the ydp-clause uses
the word aitia in its literal, indeed technical Aristotelian sense without marking
it in any way as distinct from the previous use. He would then say: “For if the
gods touch these pseudo-causes (a0t@v, referring back to aitiwv, understood as
“causes in quotation marks”) for their pleasure, nectar and ambrosia are in no
wise causes (aitia, in the technical Aristotelian sense) of their existence”. While
this does not seem impossible in principle, we would expect some indication that
Aristotle switches from a figurative to a technical use of “cause” within the same
sentence, especially since we are in an if-then-clause that carries the weight of an
argument.’’

Zooming out of the details of these formulations in their immediate context,
we can look at the passage as a whole. Aristotle considers Hesiod a proponent
of the idea that perishable and imperishable subtances have the same principles
(&pxai). If they have the same principles, he asks, what is the reason (St tiv’
aitiav) that some are immortal and others mortal? Hesiod and the theologians
offer an explanation that is ill-conceived from Aristotle’s point of view. The
theologians say that beings who do not eat nectar and ambrosia become mortal
(té pn yevoapeva ... Bvnta yevéobat @aociv, 12-13). This seems to imply that
beings become immortal when they eat nectar and ambrosia. Note, however, that
Aristotle’s formulation is deliberately cautious here leaving open the question of
whether there is a causal connection between eating and immortality or only a
correlation. In other words, it is unclear at this point whether Aristotle would
allow the theologians’ statement to count at all as a causal explanation and nectar
and ambrosia to be causes of some kind.* Aristotle continues by saying that
in pointing to the gods’ very eating as an explanation for their immortality, the
theologians use unclear words. Aristotle then demonstrates why considering
“the consumption itself” (mepi avtiig Tiig Mpooopdc) of these, i.e. nectar and
ambrosia, the reason for their immortality does not make any sense (lit. is beyond

37 The argument could be spelled out as follows: 1* premise: They eat N and A for pleasure; [2™
premise, unstated: What you eat for pleasure cannot be a cause of your being;] Conclusion: N and
A are not causes. If we read T@v aitiwv, this becomes: 1: they eat their “causes” for pleasure; 2: what
you eat for pleasure cannot be a cause; c: these “causes” are not causes.

3% Aristotle never explicitly introduces nectar and ambrosia as “causes”. There is nothing that
could function as a reference-point for the seemingly retrospective “these causes” (T@v aitiwv

ToUTwV) in line 15 of our text.
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us).** He gives two reasons, both of which focus on an aspect of the consumption
and neither of which requires that what they consume is causes. First, if the gods
eat them for pleasure, nectar and ambrosia cannot be causes of their continued
existence (aitia Tod eivan); second, if they eat them because they need them to
survive (tod eivat), they themselves can’t be immortal. In both cases it is the way
they consume them (with pleasure or out of necessity) that rules out the view
of Hesiod and the theologians. Since the two options are exhaustive, if neither
applies, the theologians” approach does not make sense.

For our purposes, the two-armed argument gives two indications. First,
consumption is the main point in the sentence kaitot mept adTiG TG TPOTPOPAG
TOV aitiov TovTeV dNEp NuAG eipikacty (14-15). That idea alone is enough to
disqualify the theologians’ view.* It therefore seems odd that Aristotle would add
a second emphasis in the form of a half-baked joke that this is the consumption of
their causes. Second, the result of Aristotle’s argument is that nectar and ambrosia
cannot be causes. It would hence be confusing, if not outright question-begging,
if Aristotle also called nectar and ambrosia “causes” in the sentence that precedes
the very argument which settles the question of their status.**

Finally, it appears strange that Aristotle would refer to nectar and ambrosia
specifically as “these causes”, given that neither on Aristotle’s reconstruction of
the theologians’ view nor on the theologists’ view itself nectar and ambrosia are
considered causes tout court. It seems then superfluous, even crude to call nectar
and ambrosia “causes”. Indeed, in what way could they be causes? Causes as
in “causes of their coming to be”? But nectar and ambrosia are clearly not that
(see lines 11-12). The only way in which they could at least hypothetically be
regarded as “causes” is as a shorthand for “causes of their immortality”.+* But the
transmitted text has just “causes” tout court, which against the background of
the passage as a whole seems a questionable addition. Keeping the hypothetical
phrase “cause of their immortality” in mind, we can now turn to Alexander.

If Alexander’s Metaphysics exemplar read anything other than t@v aitiwv
Tovtwv (our mss.), this would provide further evidence that the text of the

% On the meaning of the phrase “beyond us” in Aristotle’s critique of his predecessors see
KRANZELBINDER 2024.

+ Recent translators often ignore the force of avtic, “itself”, as a way of putting the emphasis on
“consumption”. It is not translated at all in WILDBERG 2009 and KRANZELBINDER 2024.

# We thank Hendrik Lorenz for drawing our attention to this point.

# When Aristotle declares invalid the supposition that nectar and ambrosia are causes of eivat
(00B2v aitia oD elval TO véxTap kai 1) duppoaia, 16-17), he specifies what they are cause of. They

>«

are not causes of the gods’ “continued existence” (tod eivau).
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medieval manuscripts is corrupt.#® Alexander paraphrases and discusses the
relevant passage in his commentary on Metaphysics B 4 (218.29-219.7 Hayduck
= 190.22-191.4 Golitsis). We argue that the way he comments on the passage
indicates that he read tobtwv without Td@v aitiwv.

Here is the relevant part of Alexander’s commentary:

Alex. Aphrod. In metaph. 190.22-191.4 Golitsis (= 218.29-219.7 Hayduck); Transl. Kotwick

and Haubold

vnofépevol yap tag dpxag d-[23]idiovg Te
Kai Osilag ivar kai mavta ¢ ékelvov ta dvta
elvat kal yeyovéval, [24] T pév yevodueva
Tiig apPpoaiag kol Tod vékTapog gact Beodg
yevéoOat, doa [25] 8¢ pny éysvoato, TadTa
¢Bapta, mpwTOoV UEV TNV duPpooiav kol TO
véktap Ta [26] Beomotd dvopata avToig iowg
yvaptpa Aéyovteg: o yap 81 iy, TovtéoTiy,
fj [27] T@V AV Twi.

Sevrepov 8¢ kal mepl avtiic TG MPOoPOPag
TOVTWV _n\@¢_ €i-[28]mov  kai 0dSaudg
yvwpigwe: Tivog yap ydapry AAOov émi T
yevoaobar Tovtwv [29] & aitia avToic Thg
&dBavaociog i pev yap fdoviig xdpv adtdv
yevovtat, o0d¢v [191.1] adToig €ig TO elvau
oVVTeEl TO vékTap kai 1 apfpooia, dote ov
S t0 yevoa-[2]oBal dBavata- ei 8¢ ei¢ 1O
glvat 1] ToOTwV adToiG YeDOL ouvTelel, Sijhov
¢ [3] Tpo@n éoTv adTOlG, TG O TpePOLEVA
Kai py v 6vta gl i) Tpégotto, Tdg olov [4] te
Aéyew aidua givay;

Assuming that the principles are eternal and
divine and that everything is made out of
them and has come into being from them,
they say that those who ate ambrosia and
nectar became gods. But those who did not eat
them, became perishable; in using - and this is
the first problem - the god-producing terms
“ambrosia and nectar”, they speak perhaps
understandable to themselves, that is to say,
not (understandable) to us or to anyone else.
The second problem is that they spoke loosely*
about the consumption itself of these and in
no way comprehensibly. For, why did they
come to eat those things, which are causes of
their immortality? If they taste them for their
pleasure, then nectar and ambrosia contribute
nothing to their existence, and so they would
not be immortal by means of the tasting. But
if the consumption of these things contributes
to their existence, it is obvious that it is
nourishment for them. Yet, what is nourished
and stops existing without nourishment, how
can they call that eternal?

26 dvopata ci. Kotwick (cf. Ascl. In Metaph. npdtov pgv odv v dpufpoociav kai 10 véktap &
Beomotd dvopata avtoig iows yvwpipa Aéyovteg et Arist. Metaph. 1000a13-14) : vapota mss.
Hayduck Golitsis | tovtéotty LAO Ascl. Golitsis : del. A® edd., non vertit Sep

Three aspects of this passage are relevant for us: First, Alexander does not
quote verbatim from the Aristotelian text, but the paraphrase he provides in lines

4 For the relationship between Alexander’s Metaphysics text and the text of our manuscripts

see KOTWICK 2016.

# LSJ IL4: “generally, opp. cagéotepov, Arist. Pol. 1341b39, al; &g &. eineiv ib.1285a31, EN

111528, al. [...] in bad sense, loosely, superficially, Miav &. Arist. Metaph. 987a21, GAy56b17.”

DOOLEY, MADIGAN 1992, p. 167 translate “without explanation”.
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190.27-9 (Tept AT TG TPOTPOPAG TOVTWY ATADG IOV Kai 00SAp®dG YVwPipws)
gives robust information about the text he has before him. Alexander’s phrasing
suggests that his Metaphysics text read Tovtwv rather than T@v aitiwv Tovtwv. Let
us look at the two texts in parallel:

Aristotle

Kaitol epl avTiig Tiig mpoo@opds [T@Vv aitiwv] TodTwv OTEp MGG eiprikaoty

Alexander

Kal Tepl AT TiG TPOCTPOPEG TOVTWY AIMAWDG €lToV Kai o0SaudS YVwpitws

We cansee that Alexander is very close to Aristotle’s text, such that every element
- except T@V aitiwv - is reproduced, either identically or in a reformulation. The
words T@Vv aitiwv alone seem to be without equivalent (kaitot > kai / mept avTiig
TG TPOooPopdag > mepl avTAG TG TPOoPOPASG / TOV aiTiwy TOVTWV > TOVTWY /
UTEP NUEG eiprjkacty > ATA@G elmov Kai ovdap®ds YVwpilw).

Secondly, Alexander does not see any joke here about what the gods eat
but stresses the eating itself (a0Tiig Tfjg TpooPopdc) as the strange part of the
theologians’ explanation. This is in line with Aristotle’s text, where avtijg Tfig
npoo@opds (Il. 14-15) similarly marks the main point Aristotle wishes to make.
It is also in line with the train of thought of the passage in its entirety, as we
outlined above. Alexander identifies two problems with the way the theologians
speak about the difference between gods and mortals. First, he criticizes the use
of the terms “nectar and ambrosia”, and then, secondly, turns to “eating”. This
follows the Aristotelian text neatly, but only if we accept that it read Tovtwv rather
than T@v aitiov tobTwv. Otherwise, we would expect Alexander to highlight as
strange not just the eating itself, but the fact that the gods eat causes.

Thirdly, though, when Alexander turns to spelling out the strangeness of the
gods’ eating habits, he uses a formulation that may at first sight suggest he read
aitiov. According to him, nectar and ambrosia are in fact causes of the gods’
immortality (tovtwv & aitia avtoig Tiig dBavaciag, “those things, which are
causes of their immortality”, 28-9). Does this indicate that Alexander read aitiwv
in his text of the Metaphysics? Hardly.

Throughout the passage quoted above, Alexander, in line with his usual
behavior asa commentator, fleshes out his paraphrase by expanding on Aristotle’s
terse prose (see the highlighted phrases that mark Alexander’s expansions). The
sentence tivog yap xdpv nABov émi 10 yeboaoBat tovtwv & aitia avtoig Tig
&Bavaciag; (28-9), “For, why did they come to eat those things, which are causes
of their immortality?”, is precisely such an expansion. It is meant to motivate
with a question the two arguments that Aristotle provides against the view that
eating nectar and ambrosia is the reason for the gods’ immortality (see 1000a15-
18).

To us, this indicates three things: First, the formulation Tovtwv & aita ...,
“these, which are causes”, shows that Alexander’s copy of the Metaphysics had not
made it clear in the previous clause that Tobtwv refers to “causes”. If Alexander
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had read 1@v aitiwv Tovtwy in his copy, he would not have needed to spell out
that, for him, Tovtwv refers to “causes”. This then indicates that Alexander read
only tobTwv without T@v aitiwv in 1000a15. Second, Alexander has a point in
describing nectar and ambrosia as “causes of their immortality”. For if one wants
to think of them as causes at all, one should state clearly what they are causes of.
Nectar and ambrosia may then be called causes of the gods’ not being mortal like
other beings (see above), which is exactly what Alexander says. This highlights
once more that the reading in our transmitted Metaphysics text is oddly sloppy
by making nectar and ambrosia causes fout court. Third, and no less important,
it may well be that we find here in Alexander’s explanatory expansion of the
text the very source of the intrusion into our Metaphysics text. In other words,
Alexander’s explanation of Aristotle’s text could have caused a reader to add
the words T@v aitiwv in the margin of the Metaphysics text, from where it then
intruded into our tradition sometime between the third and the eight century
CE. It would not be the only time that this has happened.*

Conclusion

In this article, we used the Princeton-based AI Logion to review known
manuscript variants, reassess existing conjectures, and identify a hitherto
unknown corruption in the text of Aristotle. The results, we argue, suggest that
language models such as Logion can help with philological problems in even
the most intensely studied of ancient Greek texts, including those of Aristotle.
Machines can make potentially helpful suggestions but human philologists
alone can adjudicate philological problems. As our final case study in particular
confirms, Logion cannot relieve us of the need to weigh the evidence and reach
our own conclusions - in that sense it seems inaccurate to describe what we have
presented here as the result of human-machine collaboration’.# Still, machines
can draw attention to some problems that deserve philological scrutiny, and in
so doing contribute, however modestly, to the long-standing goal of restoring
the archive of premodern Greek texts.

4 For parallel cases of Alexander-induced interpolations in our text of the Metaphysics see
Korwick 2016, pp. 178-278.
4 For this much-touted idea see, for example, NEWMAN, BLANCHARD 2019; DAVENPORT,

MILLER 2022.
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