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EXEGETICAL PRACTICES
IN SOME MANUSCRIPTS
OF ARISTOTLE’S POSTERIOR ANALYTICS:
BETWEEN COMMENTARIES
AND MARGINAL NOTES

STEFANO VALENTE

ABsTRACT - Manuscripts of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics can tell us a great deal about aspects
of the exegetic dynamics in Byzantine scholarship. The investigation of the multi-layered
exegesis they contain can contribute to our understanding of how Byzantine scholars ap-
proached the study of Aristotle’s logical treatises. This paper will focus on some annotations
on Posterior Analytics, bk. 1, ch. 3, which are preserved in manuscripts dating from the 12th to
the 14th century. More specifically, it will analyse the different uses of some late antique and
Byzantine commentaries such as those written by Philoponus and Leo Magentinos.

KEYWORDS - Aristotle; Posterior Analytics; Organon; Themistius; Philoponus; Leo Magentinos;
commentary; scholia; marginal notes; manuscripts.

1. INTRODUCTION

T HE study of Byzantine exegetical practices related to the works of Aristotle
is quite a complex field of research. In this respect, the manuscripts transmit-
ting the philosopher’s logical treatises are a valuable source of information on how
Byzantine scholars approached the study of the Organon. The multi-layered exegesis
that many manuscripts contain often bears traces of scholarly activity performed
over centuries by various scholars and in various cultural milieus. The investigation
of the exegetic dynamics between the main text on the one hand and the apparatus
of glosses, marginal notes and autonomous commentaries on the other hand can
help to provide a better understanding of the philological work of medieval readers
confronted with curricular texts such as those in the Organon.’

In order to sketch this topic, I intend to focus mainly on some manuscripts
transmitting the commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics composed by the
Byzantine scholar Leo Magentinos, who probably lived in the twelfth century.” I will
select some examples from ch. 3 of the first book. Given that Magentinos’s commen-
tary on the first book of Posterior Analytics has not been edited yet, I will provide a first

stefano.valente@uni-hamburg.de. Inst. f. Griechische u. Lateinische Philologie, Universitit Hamburg, pE.

! See ERISMANN 2017, with further bibliographic references. An overview on the reception of the Poste-
rior Analytics in antiquity, late antiquity and Byzantine age is given by e Haas, LEUNISSEN, MARTIJN 2010,
pp. 1x-xv, with further bibliography.

* See Agiotis forthcoming for a discussion and further literature; BROCKMANN 2020, p. 220. See also
BENAKIS 1988, pp. 7 f.
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transcription of some passages in the text." My aim is to show how medieval scholars
used this commentary in a range of ways and how they approached the study of the
Aristotelian text through it and by using other commentaries as well.

2. THE MULTI-LAYERED EXEGESIS IN THE MS. VATICANUS GR. 244

Leo Magentinos is the author of extensive commentaries on the six treatises of the
Organon and on Porphyry’s Eisagoge, the text usually preceding and introducing this
collection. Most of his commentaries are still unedited as a whole.* The oldest ma-
nuscript trasmitting the complete corpus of his commentaries is the ms. Vaticanus
gr. 244 (12th century), which is probably the most important witness of Leo Magen-
tinos’s works.? In the words of Sten Ebbesen (1981, 1, 314), this manuscript «offers a
unique opportunity to study a Byzantine scholar at work».*

The Vaticanus itself is a complex manuscript. Ebbesen stressed the importance
of the ruling, which structures each folio; in this way, the main Aristotelian text is
set in the centre of the page and surrounded by a running commentary, while some
blank space was left in the outer margins.> Furthermore, the spaces outside the
main ruling lines are occupied by additions to the main commentary, written both
by the main scribe at a later stage of production® and, afterwards, by other scholars
as well.” Christian Brockmann (2020, pp. 220-222) was able to determine that the
scribe used two different manuscripts to produce the Vaticanus, one for the main
text by Aristotle and the other for the commentary by Leo Magentinos. This beco-
mes clear if one considers that the manuscript source for the main text was the ms.
Parisinus Coislinianus 330 (11th century), one of the codices vetustissimi. This codex

' For instance, BROCKMANN 2020, pp. 219-231 publishes the text of comments no. t&" and €« concern-
ing bk. 1, ch. 31. The commentary on bk. 2 was published by WALLIES 1909, pp. 334-440, but falsely attributed
to Philoponus: see EBBESEN 2012, pp. 363 f.; EBBESEN 2015, p- 13, with note 4; BROCKMANN 2020, Pp. 219-222;
VALENTE 2021a, pp. 198-200; see also Goldin 2009, pp. 1-4. > See AGIOTIS 2021; VALENTE 2021b.

* On this manuscript, see Mercati’s description in MERCATI, FRANCHI DE’ CAVALIERI 1923, Pp. 313-317;
HUNGER 1990-1991, pp. 33 f., € 1991, pp. 74 f.; KOTZABASSI 1999, p. 49; Agiotis forthcoming; BROCKMANN
2020, pp. 219-222. The manuscript can be consulted online in the digitised collections of the Vatican Library
(digi.vatlib.it/ view /MSS_Vat.gr.244).

4 See EBBESEN 1981, I, pp. 314-316 (these and some other passages on the Vaticanus from Ebbesen’s con-
tribution have been silently taken over by BENakis 1988, pp. 7 f.).

> See EBBESEN 1981, 1, p. 314: «a scribe [...] filled it [i.e., the paper of this manuscript] with all the works
of the Organon and Leo the Magentine’s commentaries. He often overstepped the ruling, but still consid-
erable blank space was left in the margins. Blank pages were also left between the several books of the
Organon. We cannot know if the scribe knew what the blank space should be used for, but it may have been
the case». On the mise en page in Aristotelian manuscripts, see BIANCONI 2011; more generally, on the mise en
page in Byzantine manuscripts and the interaction between text and commentary, see, e.g.,, MANIACI 2000,
2002, 2006, as well as CAVALLO 2006, SAUTEL 2006 and VIANES 2006, with further bibliographic references.

¢ See EBBESEN 1981, 1, P. 314: «soon after the ‘completion’ of the codex, someone, and quite possibly the
text scribe himself, began filling that space with extracts from other commentaries. We quite clearly have
to do with a man who wanted to produce a new corpus of commentaries on the Organon and not with
somebody who for his own use would like to supplement Leo’s notes with sundry pieces of information
from elsewhere». However, concerning his latter hypothesis, see below, p. 98.

7 BIANCONI 2008, pp. 351-354: 352 f. identified the scribe that supplemented further comments on Prior
and Posterior Analytics as belonging to the milieu of Isaac Argyros. I will not deal with the later additions
made by this hand, though, since they do not occur in the chapter I have investigated here. For more details
on this scribe, see BIANCONI 2011, pp. 405 f.
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has only short glosses and comments in the margins, but it is not provided with a
fully fledged commentary.' The scribe of the Vaticanus must have therefore used
another manuscript as a source for copying the commentary. As Brockmann (2020,
p. 222) remarks, Magentinos’s commentaries «might perhaps have been arranged
as marginal commentaries to the main texts for the first time in this manuscript, as
they may have been presented as a continuous text in the source, and thus would
have been numbered strictly by section only in the process of adding them to the
Vaticanus».*

In fact, one characteristic of the commentaries in the Vaticanus is the progressive
numbering of individual lemmas, which are cross-referenced to the main text.? Af-
ter doing that, the same scribe intervened in the manuscript, using different inks to
supplement the commentaries with excerpts taken from other treatises.* Ebbesen
describes his activity in detail:

His strategies vary from case to case. A blank page at the beginning or end of a book could
be used for extensive extracts from a non-Leonine commentary. When he has not got any
blank page, he sometimes adds a new scholium in the margin and provides it with a sign to
show which part of the text it comments on; sometimes he puts the extract between the
lines of the Organon text. On other occasions he joints it to Leo’s scholia, either as a simple
addition, whether at the beginning, in the middle or at the end; or adapting one to the
other, changing some phrase at the beginning or/and end of the extract and/or changing
some phrase of Leo’s at the point where the new materials are added. In some instances he
makes minor changes in Leo’s text, deleting a phrase and putting another in its place. It also
happens that he just writes the new text above Leo’s, the idea certainly being that one or the
other should be deleted during a final revision of the text. However, the many instances in
which he has not decided whether to adopt Leo’s text or the “new” one bear witness that
he never managed to finish the truly enormous work of interpolation and conflation that
he had undertaken.

(EBBESEN 1981, I, pp. 314 f.)

Ebbesen focused his study on the Sophistical Refutations. He exemplified the scholarly
activity of the scribe of the Vaticanus by discussing a single comment on this treatise.’
In contrast, the exegesis on Posterior Analytics in the Vaticanus has received almost no
scholarly attention so far.® In order to give some examples of how the main scribe of

* On this manuscript see DEVREESSE 1945, p. 315; AGIOTIS 2015, pp. 4 f. A reproduction of the manuscript
is available online at Gallica: https://gallica.bnf fr/ark: /12148 /btvibs25023022. There is possibly some fur-
ther palaeographic proof here that the scribe of the Vaticanus used the Coislinianus. In fact, Agiotis (loc.
cit.) remarks that a later, anonymous scribe who wrote some marginal notes in the first four chapters of
De interpretatione in the Coislinianus is «sehr dhnlich, wenn nicht identisch mit der Haupthand des Vat. gr.
244»>. BROCKMANN 2020, p. 221 confirms Agiotis’s opinion and stresses that «the scholia on the first chapters
of Categories in the Coislinianus (foll. 17v sqq.) are also from an annotator who can most likely be identified
with the scribe of Vat. 244». See also VALENTE 2018a, p. 114, with notes 6-10.

* Nikos Agiotis kindly confirms this hypothesis for what concerns the Prior Analytics in this manuscripts
(e-mail, 22.11.2018). He mentions one passage among many taken from fol. 184r concerning comment, nos
£ und Ea’.

* For instance, a similar practice can also be discovered in the ms. Laurentianus plut. 87, 12 which con-
tains the Metaphysics: see DORANDI 2017, pp. 64 f., with further literature.

4 See above, p. 88, notes 5 f. > See EBBESEN 1981, 1, pp. 315 f. (fol. 6187, comment no. opuy”).

¢ See above, p. 88, note 1; BROCKMANN 2020, pp. 219-231; VALENTE 2018b, pp. 426 f., 432. More generally,
see DE Haas, LEUNISSEN, MARTIJN 2010, pp. X1V f.

© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA



© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA

90 STEFANO VALENTE

the Vaticanus actually worked in this part of the manuscript, I will now discuss three
comments from Magentinos’s commentary on Posterior Analytics, bk. 1, ch. 3.*

In this chapter, Aristotle takes up the discussion he began in the previous one and
deals with erroneous opinions concerning scientific knowledge, in particular «the view
that knowledge is impossible because it involves an infinite regress, and the view that
circular demonstration is satisfactory» (Ross 1949, p. 512).> The introductory sentence
reads as follows:?

72b5-7 &viotg pév odv Su o deiv o mpdTa dmicTachu 00 Soxel EmioThwy clva, Tolg & clvou
pév, Thvtwy pévrol dmodebict elvon: Gv 008&tepov 0Bt danbig oft dvaryxaiov.’

In the Vaticanus, we can find this sentence on fol. 3087.° In the main text above the
line, the scribe wrote the numeral A" (l. 2) and repeated it before the relevant com-
mentary in the upper margin, beginning at line 4 and ending on the next verso (fol.
308v,1.3):7

1 AR “gvioig piv odv dud T delv T& mpdTa dnioTachal” dprodpevog i oty amHdeilic,
viv Emuyelpel oo el oty dmbdetéig. dmophoet 8¢ Tig, el Tecchpwy EvTwy TEV
Unrovpévey (el Eott, Tl doTy, Grotéy L EoTiy ol Stoett) ol Tob el ZoTL TpoTaTTOREVOL
TGV EAAWY, Tivog yépwy TtedTo ey dtédwne T0 Tt doTy dodetéLg, elto {nTel €l EoTiv

5 amodeibic. xal papev 2’ Sowv TpaywdTov duudpdy yvdoly Eyowey Tob Tl doTt TO
medypo (xol el wh) Tov bpLtopov adTod Yvhoxopey, AN 0dv TO orponvopevoy adTod
odx dyvoodpey, olov éml Tob Tpayerdpov yivhoxopey Tl onpaivel 7 Mg abty), Enl
TGV ToLOOTWY Yobv {nTolpey mpdToy T0 el oL, elto 10 Th EaTLy. 20’ Bowy 8¢ TavTEAGG
dyvoolpey ol Ty onpacioy Tol Tpoxelnévou, ETTL TOVTWY Gvéyry) 6Tl TROHTEPOV YVK-

10 pioon T ¢ot 10 {yTodpevoy, €l obtwg {nthoo xal 6 el Zotiv. Emel 3t 7 dmodeibic
ThYTY) Ty dyvoouévy) iy, Sk Tolto TpdTov eimdv Ti dotiv oy, viv {ntel To el EoTu
xak oty §ti Tivée elmov pi elvon Bhwg dodetbuy, uhte wiy dmwodetxtéy L cuARoYLLS-
pevol HoleTinde, hopBévovreg 671 T& TEdY ot dTeLpd elot xol Sié ToYTO dyvwoTa.
1) 3¢ 3cific Zotv aby: el dmdderéic Eotiy, avdynn wol To TpdTo eldévart St dmodeifewe:

15 GAAG iy &d0vatov eldévon Té TpdTa Hyouy Tég TeoTdoelg St dodeifews odx dpo
dm6detéic ott. deteviouat 8¢ &dbvartoy eivon Té TpdiTa eldévan i dmodeifews obtwe:
el oo drodetEie & TpoThcEWY YiveTar, TV 8¢ Tpothoswy ZoTt hafely dpyoetdéaTe-
pov xal TE&TOY, xol TOVTWY #TEpoV dpy0eldioTepoy xal PO TOOTMY ETepa, ol del
¢’ dmerpov Tpofaivel 9 Tpbodog TEY dpy0eLdeaTéPWY TPOTAGEWY: TEV 3¢ dmelpwy

' I select here three out of ten comments by Magentinos referring to Arist. APo. 1, 3. In the Vaticanus,
they are numbered from AB” to po”.

* On this chapter see Ross 1949, pp. 512-517; MIGNUCCI 1975, Pp. 44-46; BARNES 1993, pp. 103-110; DETEL
1993, 11, pp. 86-98; MIGNUCCI 2007, pp. 159-162, with further bibliography.

3 I print the text of the Posterior Analytics as edited by Ross 1949 (= Ross 1964) here and below.

4 Ross prints drw6dettic of ms. d against dmodeifeig of mss. ABCn (see the following footnote).

> BARNES 1993, pp. 4 f.: «Some people think that because you must understand the primitives there is no
understanding at all; others that there is, but that there are demonstrations of everything. Neither of these
views is either true or necessary». Note that Barnes’s translation «there are demonstrations of everything»
does not account for the Greek text as printed by Ross, since it reflects the text of the majority of codices
(see previous footnote as well as BARNES 1975, p. 5, note 1).

¢ See the online reproduction: https://digi.vatlib.it/ view/MSS_Vat.gr.244/0651.

7 See the online reproduction: https://digi.vatlib.it/ view/MSS_Vat.gr.244/0651. This transcription
should not be regarded as a critical edition. The Byzantine accentuation and punctuation in it have been
standardised for a better readability.
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YvioLg 0dx ot ALty dpa &d0vatoy &oTt Tag Anebeicoc elg dnddeliv wpothoerg 20
yvéva. xod el ToadTog dyvoobuey, T dmodetéopey;!

“&viog pev obv od Soxel elvon EmioThwy ol drodetéie Sudtd” Aeyewy “Selv enicTacbon
OV drodetbeme T wpdTA” Hyouv TG TROTEGEL. TIoL 8¢ TGV PLhochewy doxel eiva
Am6detlig ThVTWY TEY TEay AT ol ThvTo elva dodetxtéd, v 00dETepov ANl
Yeddovtar yop xod ol Aéyovreg mhvta slvor dvamtddetntor %ol of GTodenTé, GAN 0’ 25
Svaryxalby ot St drodeifewme eldévor Toe Angbeicag mpotdoeic &v TH dmwodeifer ol
pev yop dmobépevor uy eivor 8hwg éniotachon Hyouy drodeiliy, odtor drolory eivor
T& TEdy ot dTetpo xol del TGV Anebeiodv mpothoswy ot Aafely dpyoetdéoTepov
&tepov.”

2 ¢i*] an secludendum? | 4 wpéite] an wpdTOV?

This long comment represents Magentinos’s exegetic approach to the Aristotelian
text quite well. First he introduces the chapter by contextualising it within the fra-
mework of the treatise (Il. 1-11); then he explains the core content of this passage
(1I. 11-21), yet in an involute way. After a short commenting paraphrase (I. 22-23),
Magentinos rejects two opinions of «some philosophers» (ll. 23-29) and focuses on
the following sentences in Aristotle’s treatise (APo. 1, 3, 72b7-18). To understand this
complex comment, however, it is also necessary to read the long explanation that
Philoponus wrote on this passage (esp. in APo. 1, 3, 72b4, pp. 42,7-44,12). A close com-

! In the Vaticanus, the scribe put the punctuation mark “:-" in this point. He probably intended to sepa-
rate two parts of the commentary on the very same lemma.

* Transl.: «Some people think that because you must understand the primitives»: after having defined
what demonstration is, (Aristotle) now attempts to investigate if there is demonstration. Since there are
four kinds of things that can be investigated (‘if something is’, ‘what it is’, ‘of what kind something is” and
‘why something is’) and since the investigation on ‘if something is” is put before the others, one will ques-
tion the reason why he first accounts for the investigation of ‘what a demonstration is’, then he investigates
‘if there is demonstration’. And we say: in case of so many things in relation to which we have a vague
knowledge of ‘what a thing is’ (and if we are not aware of its definition, we still do not ignore its meaning,
such as in the case of goat-stag, we are aware of what this word means), in relation to such things, at any
rate, we first investigate the ‘if it is’, then the ‘what it is’. In all the cases in which we completely ignore
even the meaning of the matter at hand, it is necessary first to become familiar with what the subject of
investigation is and then to investigate also the ‘if it is’ this way. Since we were completely unaware of the
demonstration, for this reason he first said what this is, now he investigates the ‘if it is’. He also affirms
that some said that there is no demonstration at all nor anything demonstrable by using a hypothetical
syllogism and assuming that the things are infinite and therefore unknown. The proof is this: if there is a
demonstration, it is necessary to know also the primitives through demonstration. However, it is impossi-
ble to know the primitives —i.e. the premises — through demonstration, hence there is no demonstration.
They demonstrate that it is impossible to know the primitives through demonstration this way: if every
demonstration comes about from premises, and if it is possible to assume something more basic and first
than the premises, and something else more basic than these, and yet other ones prior to these, and if the
progression of more basic premises always proceeds to the infinite, but there is no knowledge of infinite
things, it is impossible to know the premises that are assumed for the demonstration. And if we ignore
these, how will we be able to make a demonstration?

«Some people think that there is no understanding and demonstration» because they say that «one
must understand the primitives» — i.e., the premises — « through demonstration». Some philosophers think
that there is demonstration of all the things and that everything is demonstrable, but neither of the two
opinions is true, since those who say that everything is indemonstrable and those who say that everything
is demonstrable are equally mistaken. However, it is not even necessary to know the premises assumed in
a demonstration through demonstration. In fact, those who suppose that there is no understanding at all,
i.e. no demonstration, think that things are infinite and that it is always possible to assume something else
more basic than the premises that have been assumed» (my own translation).

© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA
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parison between the two passages reveals that Magentinos rephrased and shortened
that given by Philoponus.

The scribe of the Vaticanus seems to have felt the same need for clarification. After
having completed the copy, he revised the text of the commentary and expanded it
by adding some supplementary notes. For the most part, these are taken from Phi-
loponus’s commentary, notably from the same passages Magentinos used for com-
posing his own commentary. To this comment, after the word gm6deific in 1. 2, the
scribe added a symbol above the line. This reference mark should also have been
repeated in the upper margin as well, but that is now damaged and the area with the
symbol and some parts of the supplement is missing. The text of this supplement
comes from the beginning of the quite elaborate explanation Philoponus gives of the
Aristotelian sentence mentioned above (in APo. 1, 3, 72bs, p. 42, 7-18):"

1 [..] 3¢t tov mepl dmodeifeme Stahey[6]uevoy uh wovov 8oo cuvteivel elg Bewploy adtic
Topododvert, GAAG %ol Té TEpl TMVY T& EvavTio StaTaTTopévey SteréyyeLy. dud TolTo odv
&v tolToLg 6 Ap[taTotélng el Tt oty drddetkig, v[Dv mpo]tifetar Tolg Ta dvavio
6 8pe ThHe dmodeifeme StatatTopévous Steréyyew. elol d¢ odbtol of Te i elvon Ehwg
5 dmbdetby vTinpug Aéyovteg, kol [of Tldvta elvon drodeintd drotibépevol, dAnbésTepoy
3¢ elmelv xad adrol dvanpolvres Thy dmddetéry St Gv Tyt drodentd elvan Aéyououy,
6¢ Inhwbiceton Sotepov- avéynn yap dNmov %) wy) elvon Ehwg drddeéuy #) Tévtwy elvon
B TvéY wev eivon, Twév 8 of. ENévEacg obv Tolc T Aéyovtag Wi elvan Bhwg drodeibiy
%ol Tobg ThvTo elvo drodetnta Aéyovtag ol xaTa TGV TO dAN0EG, TO TIV@V wey elvo

Ao a2

10 gmw6deibry, Twév & of, botepov detbetl tivav pév Eotiv dmbdetéig, Tivwy 3 of.

1 3¢t] #3eu Phlp. | 3 7i] 7 moté Phlp. | mpotiBeton] mp- %ol Phlp. | 6 Tiv] cum Phlp. cod. V : om. Phlp.
codd. rell. | 7 3nrwbicerar Sorepov] polbnobuebo Phlp. | wih] undevoe Phlp. | 8 3°]1 8¢ Phlp. | 10 & (bis)]
3¢ Phlp.

Furthermore, there are a few shorter additions that also come from Philoponus’s

commentary:

1. After the word tpayerdpou (1. 7 of my transcription: above, p. 90), the scribe add-
ed ¥ Tol xevradpov above the line. This supplement is possibly gathered from the
same Philoponus’s comment that Magentinos used for his own explanation (in
APo. 1, 3, 72bs, p. 43, 3-6): &’ GV pévtoL Tpopavég EoTt Ti ToTE onpaiver Tobvopa,
év tobToLg Tpotepeboet 1) mepl Tob el oL {Rtnote, olov inmoxévravpog d¥hov

' The parts of the text that are now missing because of material damage are in square brackets; the sup-
plements are based on Philoponus’s text. The variant readings with respect to the text edited by WALLIES
1909 are indicated in the apparatus after the text.

* Philoponus’s passage from which the comment in the Vaticanus was taken has been translated by
MCcKIRAHAN 2008, p. 50: «A person discussing demonstration must not only teach everything that con-
tributes to the study of it but also refute the [arguments] of those who maintain the contrary. This is why
after saying precisely what demonstration is, Aristotle now here proposes to refute those who maintain
the contrary of the definition of demonstration. These include both those who say outright that ‘there is
no’ demonstration ‘at all’ and those who hypothesize that everything is demonstrable; but to speak more
truly, these people too eliminate demonstration through the [arguments] in which they say that everything
is demonstrable, as we will learn. For of course there must be demonstration either of nothing at all, or
of everything, or of some things but not of others. So after refuting both those who say that there is no
demonstration at all and those that say that everything is demonstrable, and leaving the truth, that there
is demonstration of some things but not of others, he will later show of what there is demonstration and
of what there is not».
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Yép éotu T ToTE elvo 1O Totolrov L&ov of wibor Bodrovrar.! Notably, the scribe
simplified the text of his model preferring the form ‘centaur’ (xevrapov) to the
more difficult one «hippocentaur» (irmoxévtaupog); however, it cannot be ruled
out that the manuscript of Philoponus at his disposal had the reading he adopted.
2. After 70 el Zo7t (1. 10 of my transcription, above p. 90), we can read the following
words above the line: 62 %ol &7l 1 {nrioet ToD xevod éroincey &v 7 Guotni. Once
again, this supplement summarises another passage from the same Philoponean
comment (in APo. 1, 3, 72bs, p. 42, 22-26): apév odv 811, Homep &v TH mepl Tob
xevod {nticel TpoTepov TV Evvotay ToD xevod Tapadédwxe, Tl Tote elvat TO xevov
dmorapPévopey, cita obtwe Elhtnoe mepl adTob elte ot Tolto elte py, obrtw
xod évtablo Thy Evvoray Topadols T dmodeifeme TpdTEpov obTwg N Troey elte

ZoTwy 6 ToLolTog THE dmodeifeme Tpbmog elte wA).? As Wallies indicates in the appa-

ratus referring to the phrase év 7] wepl ol xevod {ythoet, Philoponus is referring

here to the discussion on the void in Arist. Phys. 1v, 6-9.* It is possible that the scribe
of the Vaticanus found the phrase év t§] ®uoixj in the copy of Philoponus he was
using as a model, but he could also have identified the reference to the Physics by
himself on the basis of his knowledge of Aristotle’s writings.

3. After adty (1. 11 of my transcription, above p. 90), the scribe added supra lineam &t
cuANoYLopOc Totbade, which is taken from the very same comment as well (in APo.

1, 3, 72bs, . 43, 12-15): &mel 0bv 0D copYg 008 TavTY Av SNAN T Ttepl THe dmodeifewe

gwvora, elnbTwe TediTov NuddLec i Tote elvou drddeELy Hrrovooluey, 8Tl GuAOYLEUOY

ToL6vde, oltwe ElAtnoey elte Zotiy 6 Tololtog cuALOYLEMOG elTe W)

These supplements reveal the effort of this scholar to enhance Magentinos’s com-
mentary by adding materials coming from at least another commentary. However,
it remains to determine whether this scholar made use of Philoponus’s commentary
for his supplements because he had a manuscript of this text at his disposal or he
consciously selected it because he recognised the close affinity of Magentinos’s and
Philoponus’s commentaries.

An answer to this question may come from another supplement made to a later
comment by Magentinos in this chapter. Here I refer to two other comments which
are devoted to the explanation of a passage occurring a few sentences after the afore-
mentioned incipit of chapter 3, in which Aristotle states that not all scientific knowl-
edge is demonstrative and that it is impossible to have scientific knowledge of the
immediate propositions through demonstration (APo. 1, 3, 72b18-22):°

! See the translation by McKIRAHAN 2008, 51: «However, in cases where it is evident precisely what the
word signifies, the investigation of the [question] ‘if it is” will come first. For example, a centaur. For it is
clear precisely what the myths intend such an animal to be». See also Phlp. in APo. 1, 26, 86b35, p. 290, 18 f.:
el yop Y yvépev 8 T onpaiver inmoxévrougog ¥ TpayEhagog, 008 THy To0ToL drtbpacty Yvéver Suvépelo
(transl. by M. Martijn in GOLDIN, MARTIN 2012, p. 93: «for if we do not know what ‘hippocentaur’ or
‘goatstag’ mean, we will not be able to know the negation of this»). * Reading uncertain.

? Transl. by McKIRAHAN 2008, p. 50: «<now we declare that just as in his investigation concerning the
void he first teaches the notion of void — precisely what we understand the void to be — and then on that
basis investigates whether or not it is, here too he first teaches the notion of demonstration and on that
basis investigates whether there is or is not such a manner of demonstration».

4 See also ibidem, p. 129, note 243.

> Transl. ibidem, at p. 51: «Now since the notion of demonstration was not clear or not altogether clear, it
was reasonable for him first to teach precisely what we suppose demonstration to be — a deduction of such
and such a kind — and on that basis he investigates whether there is or is not such a deduction».

¢ See MIGNUCCI 1975, pp. 46-48.
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Tels O¢ papey oBte TaGoy ETLETHWTY dTodetxTiniy elva, GANL THY TGV duécwy dvamddetxTtov
(xoi 7000 8L dvayratov, pavepby- el Yop dviyxn pév éniotaclon Té TedTEpo ol EE Qv )
ar6deibie, toTaton 3¢ ToTe To dpeoa, TadT dvamddeinTo dvdyxyn eivor).!

On fol. 30971, the scribe of the Vaticanus placed the numerals 28" and Ae” in the main
text above fu.eic and {otatan respectively (72b18 and 72b22, that is 1l. 8 and 12 in the
Vatican manuscript). The comments in the margins read as follows:

Ao

1 A “Tueic 8¢ Aéyopey 81 “od mhow EmLoTAWY éoTly dadenTiny” Hyouy St dmwodeifewg
YWAHOKOLGH To TE&YULHTe, AN EoTl ol ETépa EMLETAY T) YIVOGKOVGH TG TE&YLoTH
%peLTTOVWG N xote Godetliy. ypdpeTon 8¢ xol “ofite micay EmicTHUNY dmodetxnTiy
elvon” %ol voeiton obtwg &t od oo yvéolg du dmodetbeme Huiv émiyiveTon f yop

5  EmoThwn “TéV dpécwy” TpoTdcewy “dvarddeixtéds” Eotiv, GAN EmudeinvuTar SV
¢moThung 9 xpelttov A nata dmodetéiy: Gote Tve wéy eloty drodentd, O¢ ol Enpecol
TEOTAOELS, TLVE O dvamddenta, 66 ol &peoot. xol TolTo, 87 al dpecol Tpothoets eloly
dvatddeLntot, Qavepdy.?

3 otite] oltw a.c.

1 A&’ “lotaron 88 wote” elg “td dpeoa,t wal dvéywn Tabte” Ta dpeso “avorddetnta elvan”
%ol 00 bvov Aéyopey elvan dmiothumy ETépay THe dmodetnTindic xpeitTova TadTNG, GAAL
%ol Gy Y THG ToLdTNG ETLGTHWYG Aéyopey elvat, &v §) Tolg 8pouc YvhGXOoWEY. Gy
d¢ voeL TV Muétepov voly, dpoug 3t TOV Omoxeipevoy xal xaTHYOoPOOEVOY TGV XOLVEV
5  dEiopdtov. 6 yolv vobg 6 fuétepog dmhaic émifolaic xol dvev dmodeifewe yvhoxet
Tolg Gpouc TEY Guécwy TPoTdoewy HYouy TEY xowdv dEtwudTwv. xol adty wiv 7
¢ENynoic Eomw dpiotn. EEmyeiton 8¢ Tolto xol obtwe &meldy) fiody Tivee, d¢ elmopey,

1

«We assert that not all understanding is demonstrative: rather, in the case of immediate items un-
derstanding is indemonstrable. And it is clear that this must be so; for if you must understand the items
which are prior and from which the demonstration proceeds, and if things come to a stop at some point,
then these immediates must be indemonstrable » (transl. BARNES 1993, p. 5). Concerning «<immediates», see
ibidem, p. 5, note 3 («placing a comma before rather than after té& &peoo, with Schéne [immo Solmsen, see
below]») and p. 107 («the ocT’s punctuation gives: “and if the immediates stop at some points, these...”
Punctuation before ta amesa gives the better sense»). I was unable to find the publication by the classical
scholar Hermann Immanuel Schéne (1870-1941) to which Barnes refers. However, this is very likely a typo,
since the change in punctuation was first suggested by SOLMSEN 19209, p. 104, note 2 (see MIGNUCCI 2007, p.
159). See also below, note 4.

* See the online reproduction: https://digi.vatlib.it/ view/MSS_Vat.gr.244/ 0653.

3 «'We’ affirm that ‘not all understanding is demonstrative’, that is to say that it gains knowledge of
the things through demonstration. But there is also another understanding which gains knowledge of
the things in a more effective way than according to a demonstration. It is also written that ‘not all un-
derstanding is demonstrable’, and this is meant in this sense: that not every knowledge comes about for
us through demonstration, since the understanding ‘of immediate’ premises is ‘indemonstrable’, but it
is shown through (a form of)) understanding which is more effective than the one gained according to a
demonstration. Thus, some (propositions) are demonstrable, such as the intermediate premises, while
others are indemonstrable, such as the immediate ones. And it is clear that the immediate propositions are
indemonstrable» (my own translation).

4 In the lemma, the preposition eig is probably part of Magentinos’s interpretation of this Aristotelian
passage. Furthermore, the lemma of this comment is slightly different to the main text, which reads:
tototon 88 To dpecd wote, TabTo dvatddetntor dvéyxn elvar. Among the codices vetustissimi, the reading T
&pecd wote only occurs in the ms. Par. Coisl. 330 (fol. 1531, 11. 6 f.) and in the ms. Vat. Barb. gr. 87 (fol. 126v,
1. 8 £.), while the other manuscripts read mote t& &u.ece. In the ms. Ambr. L 93 sup., fol. 193v, 1. 17, we read
té¢peca, with & added above the line by a later corrector. Concerning the punctuation of the Aristotelian
passage, see also above, note 1.
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To Tdy LoTa KTtELpa NEYOVTEG %ol W) xoTahfyovTa gl dpy Ay Twer %ol §poug, vatpdv
adTolg 6 ApLoTotélng Aéyet 8TL eloly Bpol xal TépaTo TEV Tpay TV, TMY ey alclnTdv

T& odpévra shuata, G TepLopilovta kol mepLéyovta TaiTe, TGV 8¢ odpaviny cuUATOY 10
oot eloly ai vomtod odcton- TovTwy 3% dpyad 6 Delog vols, dg” ob Beiou voog 6 dvbpdmivog
volg EAAALTOUEVOG YLVOGHEL TOVG Gpoug TOUTOUG, HYouY Ta 00p&vLe COUUTE Kol TG
vortag odoiag, dmhals EmiBohais.!

Both comments have close textual coincidences with Philoponus’s ones (respectively
in APo. pp. 45, 5-14 and 47, 24-48, 18). For the present investigation, the latter comment
in the Vaticanus is of particular interest, since it was later expanded by further exege-
tical materials. The first two supplements concern the text in 1l. 6 . of my transcrip-
tion: the first one immediately follows the sentence xol adty pev 7 éEhynotc Eotv
dpioTy and reads #rig xol Quotxwtépo nal OspioTiond— (sic, ut videtur), while the
other one is appended to the following sentence (8€nyciton 8¢ Tobto xal oltwe) and
reads: ot TOV Appdvioy 8¢ ol Stddonahog Tob Grrombvou . Just as in the case
previously analysed, the source of these supplements is the same passage of Philopo-
nus’s commentary that Magentinos had rephrased (in APo. 1, 3, 72b23, pp. 47, 24-48, 18):

6 pév rhboogoc Ty EE7ymoLy Tob Tpoxetpévou M Tod oliTwe médwrey, oy wiv EmoTHWYG
TOV vobv eldnpdg, 0d Tov uétepov dANG TOvV Oelov xal HTep Ui, Epoug 8¢ Té vorTa xal Oeia
tdm). Bpoug 8¢ adta xaheiohan dud O TEPaTa elvart TEYTWY- 66 Yoo GTo povados te T TAHDog
SpyeTon nol elg povédo dvahbeTon xal elot TGV péy, el ThyoL, Exatovtédwy al Senddeg bpot ol
TGV LAESwv ol Exatovtddes, ThvTov 8 xovd 1) wovée, oltee %ol Tév TeaydTmy Epoug
dv elmorpey, Tév pév alclntdv o odpbdvia chpate, Exclvov 8¢ tag Oeiog odoing xal mévtwy
%0WdG TV TEATNY Gpy . TobTo 8¢ AéyoL By 6g Tpdg Todg dvanpolvrag THV drddetty 16 elg
rrerpov tévau, 6u 0d wovoy amddetby elvon Aeyopey dAG wnde el drmelpov Hixewy To TEdy paTa,
AN elvad Tiva %ol &y Yy dmodeifewe, Hrive Tolg poug TGV TeayRETWY YLvdhoropey, btav
g xetbey EMGudewg TOympeaY. 6 wiv odv QLAdGoPog 0lTwe. #ouxe 3¢ PaANOY QUELXOTEPOY
%ol TPOGPUEHG TR PNTd 6 Oepiotiog EEnyeiclon tév wpoxetpévev Thy didvoray, doyy piv
drodeibewme elvat volv TOv Hétepov Aéymy, Bpoug 8¢ &£ Gv chyxerton T dELbpoTe, TOLTEGTL
TV brroxeipevoy xol TOV xatnyopodpevoy, olov 81t &l wavtoc # 1) xatépocts A f) drbpustc.
Tobg obv 8poug ob St dmodetbewg ywhonopey, AN dhomep 7 alclnoig dvev dmodeifenc
ywboxet T aloOnTé %ol xpelrTov adTd yivhoxet Hrep St dmodeibews dv Eyivawoxey, oltm
xad 6 volc dmhais émiohalc TodToLG EmLBAAAwY dvamodeixTmeg THy @ity adTév alpel, ¢£ dv
cupmAéxel T dELbpaTo. AeyoL & obv 8TL 0dxn dvédywn & &metpov Lévor T TEdypoTa, GAN
goTL T ol Gyt dmodeibewe 6 volg adtdg 6 EmBdAihmy Tolg Tpdypact xal wy debpevog
drodeifewc, fig adTog dpy?) ot

! Translation: «"Things come to a stop at some point” in ‘the immediate things’, and ‘these’ immediate
things ‘must be indemonstrable’. And we affirm not only that another understanding is more effective
than this demonstrative one, but we also call principle of such understanding that one in which we gain
knowledge of the definitions. Think of our intellect as principle, the subject and the predicate of common
propositions as limits. Thus, our intellect knows the limits of immediate premises, that is, of common
propositions, by means of simple intuition and without demonstration. And this is the best explanation.
It is also explained this way: since there were some people, as we have said, who affirmed that things
are infinite and do not end at any principle or limits, Aristotle confutes them and says that limits are
also boundaries of things, the celestial bodies of the perceptible things, since they mark the boundaries
and surround these things, the intelligible substances are limits of the celestial bodies. Principle of these
things is the divine intelligence, and our human intelligence, illuminated by this divine intelligence, gains
knowledge of these limits —i.e. the celestial bodies and the intelligible substances — by means of simple
intuition» (my own translation).

* Translation by McKIRAHAN 2008, 55: «the Philosopher gives the explanation of the present passage,

© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA



© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA

06 STEFANO VALENTE

This passage indicates that the scribe of the Vaticanus got the reference to Themis-
tius not by a direct use of his paraphrase (in APo. p. 9, 9 f.)," but rather by Philopo-
nus’s commentary. In particular, the part of Magentinos’s comment which rephrases
Philoponus’s explanation is identified as the doctrine of «Ammonius, who was also
the teacher of Philoponus» (xoté tTov App.dviov g ol Stddonarog Tod OLhomtdvou
7v). This phrase reminds one of the title of Philoponus’s commentary in the ms.
Marcianus gr. Z. 225 (siglum U):

Twbdvvou AheEavdpéme oy ohixal dmocnueldoels & Tév cuvoustéy Appmviou tob ‘Eppeiou
peté Tivev idiwy EmioTactdy elg o TpdTov TdY YoTépwy AvahuTindy ApteToTéAoug
(Phlp. in APo. p. 1, 1-4).”

This note may therefore provide some decisive evidence that the scribe of the Vati-
canus used a second manuscript containing Philoponus’s commentary on Posterior
Analytics to improve the exegesis in his own manuscript. The annotator may thus
have used the title of Philoponus’s commentary to identify the sources of Magenti-
nos’s commentary in the Vaticanus more precisely.

Furthermore, the same passage was also partially added at the end of Magentinos’s
comment (after &wtfolaic: I. 13 of my transcription), after an introductory sentence:
mpbcleg el Bodder xol Tobg dpLOpols elg ITHSeLypa TEHY TEPATOOVTWY Bpwy %ol TGV
Tepatovpévoy, «if you like, also add the numbers to the examples of definitions, viz.

taking intelligence as the principle of knowledge, to be not our [intelligence] but the [intelligence] that is
divine and above us, and the limits to be the intelligible and divine forms. They are called limits because
they are the boundaries of all things. For as plurality begins from the unit and is resolved into the unit,
and, for example, tens are limits of hundreds and hundreds [are limits] of thousands, but the unit is [the
limit] of all universally, so also if we were to speak of the limits of things, the celestial bodies [are the
limits] of perceptible things, the divine substances [are the limits] of them, and the first principle [is the
limit] universally of all. He might be saying this against those who eliminate demonstration by an infinite
regress, because we say that ‘there is’ ‘not only” demonstration but that things do not proceed ad infinitum
either, ‘but’ that ‘there is” “also” a ‘principle’ of demonstration by which we know ‘the limits’ of things
when we get illumination from that source. That is what the Philosopher [says]. But Themistius seems
to explain the thought of the present [words] more naturally and in a way that naturally fits the passage,
saying that our intelligence is the principle of demonstration and the limits are the things of which the
axioms are composed, i.e., the subject and the predicate, for example, ‘in everything either the affirmation
or the negation’. We do not know the limits through demonstration, but as perception knows perceptibles
without demonstration and knows them more strongly than if it knew them through demonstration, so
also intelligence, intuiting them with simple intuitions, grasps without demonstration the nature of the
things it combines [to form] the axioms. So he might say that things must not proceed ad infinitum, but
that there is indeed a principle of demonstration: that very intelligence that intuits things and does not
need demonstration but is itself the principle of [demonstration]».

* WALLIES 1909, p. 48 identifies this passage in the apparatus ad loc. (see also MCKIRAHAN 2008, p. 130,
note 264). Themistius’s passage reads as follows (in APo. 9, 2-10): GAX" 0dx dp06¢ tibevron t6 nicTacOo
Tolto eivor wovoy T6 8t drodeifede Tt yvdouew [...], AN domep doTly Evapyis TO TOAAX THe dU ETépmy
TioTene Tpoadeichul, obTwg 003y NTTov dvapyes TO TOAAG eivor YVhptpa U ExuTY, GAA %ol EAROY
EmoTN TR TAY O ARV Ywooxopwévmy, ol Te dpyal THe dmodeifemg odx dv elev dAmovbev dmwodeiferg
SWhe TepoThoelg adtoley Evapyei Te xal dpecol v Te dpy Y ThALY 6 vole, & Tolg 8poug Onpedopey ¢ Qv
chyxerton To dErbpotor.

* Transl. by McKIRAHAN 2008, p. 15: «John of Alexandria’s lecture notes from the meetings of Ammoni-
us, son of Hermeias, on the first [book] of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, together with some observations
of his own».
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boundaries that limit and are limited». This phrase seems to be an interpretation of
Philoponus’s words époug 8¢ adte xoreiclon due T0 mépator elvan Tévtwy (p. 47, 26
f.). In fact, what follows is merely taken from the passage mentioned above (pp. 47,
27-48, 3):

&6 Yo amd povédog te 6 TAT0og dpyeTon %ol elg povédo dvahdeTor xal elot TéY piv 1
Exatovtédwy, €l ToyoL, af dexnddec Spor xal TEV yLhddwy al Exatovrtédes, ThvTwv Ot
%ow@¢ T povég, oltwg xal TGV TeaywdTwy 8poug dv elmorpey, Tév piv alcbntdv Té
odpévia chpaTa, Excivwy 8& Tag vomTis 0dctog xal VTV %ovdE THY TEATNY &y HV.!

2 éxatovtédwy el Toyot] cum ed. Aldina : el TOy 0L Exatovtédwy Phlp. codd. | 4 vontéc] Oeiog Phlp.

On this folio, there are two other supplements which do not concern Magentinos’s
commentary, but the main text of Posterior Analytics. The first one is quite short and
refers to 72b1s ol 8¢ wepl pév Tol EnioTachol dporoyolot: it is on the upper margin
and taken from Philoponus (in APo. 46, 18-21), albeit with some changes.> The other
one is quite long and occupies the rest of the upper margin as well as the left margin.
It is cross-referenced to 72b18 gapév by a symbol (see above, p. 92) and is entirely
from Philoponus (in APo. p. 47, 4-20):

afe Topd TGV Tpostpnuévey 8Tl EoTiy dmbdeibic. adTd yop TG rataoneudlety Wy 1
elvow gmodetéuy elofyov dmodeibiv: St dmodeibewg yop #detéay pi elvon dmdderéy. el

Yoo oty dmddetbis, pacty, dvéynn & wedTo eldévor St dmodetfewme: dAAL iy TO
émbpevoy Pebdoc xal T0 fyobpevov &po. Tobto 8¢ adtod dmedeific dotiv: Gote adTd

16 dvaoxevdlewy Ty Gmodetly Ty dmodeily xateoxebocuy. Aafhv oby Tolto Top’ 5
DTGV, &L EoTiy amodetbic, Seinvuoty 6Tt adlvatov ThvTa St dodeifewme eldévar ToUToy

TOV TpOTTOV. el Yop del T xpa SLé Tvog récou Gpou xatacnevblopey, avéyny dAmTov, &y

olg ph &vdéyeTon TLvd pécov Bpov AaPelv AN elg Zoyata dreca T 630 notavTd, TobTor

Y dvamtddewnta elvar. Hote xol oty dmdderéig Sud T wop” Exetvov elpnpéva, ol od
ThvTwy ¢oTly amddetlic Sk TO wy) Thooy eivor mpdTacty ELpesoy, AN eival Tivag kol 10
dpéooug TpoThseLg, GV dTodetéig piv odx EoTL Sid TO dpécoug elvar adTée, EmLeTHWY)

3¢ 2oL Sud 16 adTéTLETOY WdTEY Aok pelTTOV T xarTd dbdetby Thy Tepl adTdV Hudic
gy Eyewv. Sk Tolto xal &v TF dpyd) EAéyopev Siapépey TV EmLETAWNY THC
dmodeifeme Té) Eml whéov elvow TV EMLeTHUNY THe dmodeifews.?

' For a translation of this passage, see above, pp. 95 f., note 2. Moreover, there is another short addition
to the text of Magentinos’s commentary, namely &Gomep ta 8vto %ol added supra lineam after mepropilovro
xod (above p. 95, 1. 10).

* The text reads as follows: obrol, gnoty, “6poroyodory” eivar dmwddetéy, drodeliy 3¢ TV TphTwY
3 dmodeibewe (cum cod. S et ed. Aldina : -wv codd. RUV) mpoeyvwopévmy. xoxds T mpocAfiper todty
YWV, 16 d dmodeibewg (oxdg — Ot dmodeifewe non habet Phlp.): té 8¢ mpdto i) Sié Tvev dAAmY
mpoTépwy xateoxevbolo (ut vid. : xaracrevdleclor Phlp.), dAh& xOxhe elvan ((évow Phlp.) Ty dréderty
&x TV VoTépwv T& TpdTa (cum ed. Aldina : mpbtepa codd. rell.) natacrevdlovrag (cum ed. Aldina : -eg
codd. : naracxevdlovoay Wallies in textu) bv elmopey Tpbmov.

3 Transl. by McKIRAHAN 2008, pp. 54 f.: «from what he had previously said he obtains the result that
there is demonstration. For the very proof that there is no demonstration has ended up in knowing [that
there is] demonstration, for it was through demonstration that they proved that there is no demonstration.
For, they say, if there is demonstration it is necessary to know the primary things through demonstration.
But in fact, the consequent is false; therefore the antecedent [is false] too. But this very thing is a demon-
stration. And so by the very [act of] dismantling demonstration they establish demonstration. And so,
having obtained from them the result that there is demonstration, he proves that it is impossible to know
everything through demonstration in this way. For if we always establish the extremes through some
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1 adt] -0 Phlp. | 1] 76 Phlp. | 2 elo¥yov nodeibiv] dmodeiéry cic 10 yvévor iy anédeibuy yéyove
Phlp. | 3 yép éott] Yo 2oty Phlp. | 8 Tivé pécov] w- - Phlp. | eig Zoyara] ¢ tive Phlp. | 9 8%] cum
Phlp. cod. V : non habent Phlp. codd. rell. | 10 méisav €lvar] cum Phlp. cod. R : elvou méicev Phlp. codd.
rell. | 12 elvou adtég] adtég elvo Phlp. | 8¢ goti] 8¢ €6t Phlp. | adrémicToy adtéiv] cum Phlp. cod. U :
adTorticToug adtds eivon Phlp. codd. rell. | xpeirTov] cum Phlp. codd. RV : xpeittw Phlp. codd. rell. |
notée] xoer” Phlp. | 13 dmérnuv] Séhnduy Phlp. | Sié Tolto] xod Sué tobro Phlp.

To sum up, these examples illustrate the activity of a scholar involved in producing
a codex of the Organon with a running commentary using two different manuscript
sources and, afterwards, in extending the main commentary by using a third manu-
script. As we have seen, the supplements were by no means mechanical: this scholar
read the original text by Magentinos carefully as well as Philoponus’s commentary,
looking for the passages in the latter that could supplement or clarify the former. By
doing this, he was also able to perform a sort of Quellenforschung by distinguishing
different exegeses on the basis of a source at his disposal.’

As for Posterior Analytics, our scholar only supplemented Magentinos’s commenta-
ry in the first chapters of bk 1.> He explained his decision to interrupt this activity in
a note on fol. 302v stating that the blank space left on the folios would have been too
narrow for his purpose.’ This note backs up Ebbesen’s hypothesis that this scholar
never managed to supplement Magentinos’s commentaries in the Vaticanus.*

3. SKETCHES FROM THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION
OF MAGENTINOS'S COMMENTARY ON POSTERIOR ANALYTICS

Magentinos’s commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics is also preserved in
other manuscripts according to different typologies. They reveal the scholarly in-
terest in this text to understand the Aristotelian treatise and its different uses. First
of all, it is noteworthy to stress that the Vaticanus gr. 244 gave birth to a family

middle term, in cases where it is not possible to take any middle term but the procedure arrives at some
ultimate things, which are immediate, of course ‘these’ ‘must’ ‘be’ ‘indemonstrable’. And so in fact there
is demonstration on account of what these people have said, and there is not demonstration of everything
because not every premise is mediate, but there are some immediate premises too, of which there is no
demonstration because they are immediate, but there is knowledge because they are self-guaranteeing and
we have an understanding of them that is stronger than that which is due to demonstration. And this is
why we said at the beginning that knowledge is different from demonstration, in that knowledge extends
more widely than demonstration».

* It is difficult to tell whether this scholar intended «to produce a new corpus of commentaries on the
Organon», as Ebbesen assumed (see above, p. 88, note 6), since this practice may reveal an intensive study
of Aristotle’s text. If the latter is the case, this scholar read the Analytica Posteriora along with Magenti-
nos’s commentary and looked for further explanations in Philoponus’s commentary as well. Whenever
he found useful exegetic materials in Philoponus’s commentary which were missing in the Vaticanus, he
added them in his manuscript. The supplements to Magentinos’s commentary cannot be labelled just
as «sundry pieces of information from elsewhere» (EBBESEN 1981, 1, 314), since they reveal a very careful
reading of two different commentaries and the attentive selection of the pieces of information to be sup-
plemented in the Vaticanus.

* The supplements end on fol. 319v with Phlp. in APo. 1, 6, 75214, pp. 92, 4-93, 1 (— GUAAOYLGLOY).

? See Mercati’s transcription in MERCATI, FRANCHI DE” CAVALIERI 1923, P. 316: émiy eLp7jcag mTpocTLhévor
%ol &v Toic uct Tufpast THe amodeintindg T& ebpebévta elg capiivetay Thelova, xatélTov TobTo, émel TO
T6v TeTpadimy 6TevdY 0d cuveyhenoev. Here, the word Tpfjpo seems to be interpreted as ‘book’ and not
as ‘section of a book’, which is its usual meaning. 4 See above, pp. 88 f.
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of codices, as Ebbesen and Kotzabassi have demonstrated.® Aristotle’s text was
copied from the Vat. gr. 244 along with commentary and supplements in a new
manuscript, now lost, which served as a direct model for the mss. Vat. Reg. gr. 107
and Par. gr. 1972.”

Furthermore, another manuscript seems to be closely related to the Vaticanus
as well. This is now divided into two volumes and preserved at the Bibliotheque
nationale de France in Paris: the mss. Coisl. 167 and 170. The original manuscript
was produced by a 14th-century scribe who just copied Magentinos’s commentaries.
Ebbesen maintains that the direct source should have been the Vat. gr. 244 itself,
but without the additions. In contrast, Kotzabassi supposes they come from a com-
mon ancestor.> Anyway, the result represented by the two Coisliniani is a manuscript
which may have looked like the one the scribe of the Vat. gr. 244 had used, if this was
actually the form of the text as the author conceived it at first.* Leaving the question
of the affiliations of these manuscripts unresolved for the moment, they reveal some
further aspects of the complex mechanisms involved in the transmission of scholarly
works like the Aristotelian commentaries.

4. MAGENTINOS’S COMMENTARY ON POSTERIOR ANALYTICS
IN THE MS. VAT. URB. GR. 35

Not only was Magentinos’s commentary on Posterior Analytics transmitted as a who-
le, both as a marginal commentary and as an autonomous text, but further usa-
ges can also be discovered. Let us consider the famous ms. Vat. Urb. gr. 35, written
around the year 9oo by sub-deacon Gregorios and owned by Arethas of Caesarea.’
All over the manuscript, a later scholar whose activity can be placed in the 12th/13th
century on palaeographical grounds added several excerpts from different commen-
taries in the margins. Furthermore, he corrected the main text between the lines
by collating a second codex of the Organon.® For the most part, the annotations and
logical diagrams in the margins of Posterior Analytics are taken from the commentary
by Leo Magentinos.” Concerning the comments on bk. 1, ch. 3 discussed above, the

! See EBBESEN 1981, I, 315 and 111, 70-81; KOTZABASSI 1999, pp. 50-57. See also BROCKMANN 2020, pp. 220,
222 f.

* The Parisinus would later serve as Vorlage for the ms. Parisinus Coisl. 157.

3 See EBBESEN 1981, I1I, 71 (stemma), pp. 74-76; KOTzABASSI 1999, pp. 50-53. On the basis of my collations,
which are still only partial, it remains to be clarified whether the scribe of the Coisliniani used the Vati-
canus directly or rather through an intermediate manuscript which has now been lost. Nikos Agiotis tends
to support the latter hypothesis (e-mail, 22.11.2018). To give an example from Posterior Analytics bk. 1, ch. 3,
let us consider the commentary no. A3” on APo. 1, 3, 72b18. In the Vaticanus, the comment shows no lemma,
while the scribe of the Coislinianus supplemented it (fueig 3¢ papéy obte mécav), probably from the main
text of the Vaticanus itself. In . 3, the scribe of the Vaticanus first wrote otw, which he then corrected to
obte in scribendo, writing the spiritus lenis and the acute above ypsilon as well as epsilon above omega. The
scribe of the Coislinianus (fol. 188v, 1. 13) carefully reproduced the text of his Vorlage.

4 See above, p. 89 and below, p. 101.

> See FOLLIERI 1969, pp. 28 f. (no. 18), with further literature, and 1973-1974, pp. 196-204; AGIOTIS 2015, p.
3; VALENTE 2018a, p. 112, with further literature.

5 See BULOW-JACOBSEN, EBBESEN 1982, pp. 48-50; VALENTE 2018a, p. 112. [ will not discuss any further
hands intervening in the Urbinas in the present investigation.

7 See BULOW-JACOBSEN, EBBESEN 1982, pp. 52 f., 55-113 (edition of the annotations on Sophistical Refuta-
tions); BROCKMANN 2020, p. 222. See also BENAKIS 1988, p. 7.

© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA



© COPYRIGHT BY FABRIZIO SERRA EDITORE, PISA - ROMA

100 STEFANO VALENTE

scholar selected some passages he considered useful to explain Aristotle’s text. He

copied the following passages from comment no. Af’, for instance:*

- fol. 196, 1. 5, on 72bs érnicTachal] s.l. v dmwodeifewce (see above, p. o1, 1. 23 £.);

- fol. 196v,1. 8, on 72b7 olit’ dAn0¢]s.l. Tobro i Tobg AéyovTog hor i) elvart awodeLn-
76 and on 72b7 o7’ dvaryxaiov] s.l. Tolto dud ToVg AéyovTag elvat ThvTo dTodeinTéd
(see above, p. 91, 11. 26 £.).

What is rather more interesting here is the logical diagram on the margin of the

same folio, which refers to APo. 72b7 ol pév yép dmolépevor nTA.:

T4 b /4 / o~ ~ 7 3 7 \ oy
el o1 dmodeibg, €611 Aatfely T@V TpoThoEWY dpyocLtdésTepoy, xal ETL
altn 3¢ &x TpoThoEmY ToOTWY Gpy0eLdeaTépwy nal del mwpofaivel &’ dmetpoy
BANG ey TO delTepov ddhvaToy %ol TO TPdTOY Spa

The content of this diagram probably comes from the same comment no. A" in Ma-
gentinos’s commentary (see above p. 90-91, 1. 14-21). However, further investigation
is needed to clarify whether such diagrams were part of the visual apparatus of the
Vorlage, that is, whether they were drawn by Magentinos himself or they stem from
the 12th-century scholar who possessed the Urbinas and supplemented its exegetical
apparatus. If the latter is the case, he would have chosen to draw some logical dia-
grams to visualise the content of Magentinos’s exegesis in certain passages instead
of copying the whole comments.?

Furthermore, this scribe only extracted a short explanation from comment no. A3
on fol. 1977:* on 72b19 dmodeiwtin?, he wrote the following explanation above the
line: #roL 3 dmodeifewe yivhornovsa T Ty wata (see above, p. 94, from 1. 1 £ fol.
1971, 1. 3). On the other hand, he reproduced comment no. Ae” almost in its entirety
(pp. 94-95, 11. 2-13: 00 povov — émiPolals, fol. 1977, upper margin).*

As far as the present investigation is concerned, these short remarks may suffice
to show how a scholarly reader went about supplementing the exegetical apparatus
of his own manuscript by adding excerpts from Magentinos’s commentary selecting
the passages he needed for his study of the Posterior Analytics.

5. CONCLUSIONS

To conclude, Leo Magentinos’s commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics turns
out to be a valuable source of information, not only concerning the scholarly acti-
vity on this Aristotelian treatise in the last centuries of the Byzantine age, but also

' See the online reproduction: https://digi.vatlib.it/ view/MSS_Urb.gr.35/0396.

* On the figures relating to Sophistical Refutations, see BULOW-JACOBSEN, EBBESEN 1982, pp. 50-52 (esp. 52,
section «Source of the figures»: «Since all commentators tend to use the same examples and such small
differences of wording as may occur disappear when the example is summarized in a figure, it is often
impossible to decide which commentary was the source of a particular figure. Moreover, the transmission
of such figures is not linked with unbreakable bonds to the transmission of the scholia proper. In Urbinas
35 most of the figures appear to have been drawn before the scholia were entered»). On diagrams in Aris-
totle’s manuscripts, see also CACOUROS 2001, PRAPA 2012, RAMBOURG 2012.

3 See the online reproduction: https://digi.vatlib.it/ view/MSS_Urb.gr.35/ 0397.

4 The only difference to the text of the Vaticanus is the presence of the verb ¢vot after o0 pévov.
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when it comes to understanding some exegetical practices attested in the manuscript
tradition. We do not know for certain whether this commentary was first copied
in an autonomous manuscript, even if this does seem to be a plausible hypothesis."
Whatever the case, soon after its composition, it was copied in the margins of a
newly produced manuscript of the Organon: the ms. Vaticanus gr. 244. The scholar
who produced this manuscript intended it to be an indispensable tool for explaining
the Aristotelian texts. Later on, the exegetical apparatus of this codex was partially
augmented by inserting excerpts from Philoponus’s commentary.

The expanded commentary of the Vaticanus subsequently gave birth to a family
of manuscripts which accurately reproduced the Aristotelian treatises and the com-
mentary on them. In turn, the mss. Parisini Coisl. 167 and 170 transmit Magentinos’s
commentary alone; in these codices, the marginal commentary of the Vaticanus
gained the status of — or returned to be considered as — an ‘autonomous’ text.

In contrast, another scholar beetween the twelfth and thirteenth century used Ma-
gentinos’s commentary to annotate the text of the treatises of the Organon in the ve-
tustissimus ms. Vat. Urb. gr. 35: many excerpts from Magentinos’s work were copied
both between the lines and in the margins.? This scholar considered Magentinos’s
commentaries a valuable tool for enhancing his own understanding of the logical
treatises by Aristotle.*

All in all, the use of different commentaries on Posterior Analytics and their inte-
raction, which is attested by many manuscripts, are a vivid example of the exegetic
dynamics found in late Byzantine scholarship, which may be also fruitful for the
study of other scholarly traditions.*
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Acrone (= Akron) di Agrigento: 113, 121
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Aezio di Amida: 17, 74, 76, 77%, 78%, 80, 82, 83,
167, 173, 182, 215%, 216*, 217, 220, 221, 222,
224, 232

Agamennone: 25
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114, 117, 118, 121, 199
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Alessandro di Nicea: 14, 51, 53%, 54, 55, 59, 60,
61, 62, 63, 64, 65
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al-Ruhawt: 109*, 110, 121

Ambrogio: 171, 193
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Andocide: 57, 60, 61

Androzione: 56, 57

Anonimo de figuris: 28

Anonimo de morbis acutis et chroniis: 11

Anonimo di Monaco: 201, 203*

Anonimo di Parigi: 201, 203, 204
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74
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Apollonio (= Apollonios): 113, 121
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Argiropulo, Giovanni: 239
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Aristofane comico: 57, 58%, 59, 60, 61, 62*, 63*

Aristofane di Bisanzio: 21, 22, 23, 24

Aristomede: 63

Aristonico: 25, 26, 27, 28, 29

Aristotele: 15, 57, 58, 64, 87, 88, 90, 91*, 92, 93,
95, 96, 98*, 99, 100*, 101*, 142, 190, 191, 194,
202

Arnaldo da Villanova: 196, 197

Asclepiade (= Asklepiades): 45*, 74

Atanasio Monaco: 217

Ateneo di Naucrati: 239

Averroé: 194*, 239

Avicenna: 129, 190, 191, 192*, 194, 196*, 199*,
203*

Baanes: 53

Bartolomeo da Varignana: 190, 191

Bartolomeo di Salerno: 17, 192*, 201, 202*,
204, 205%, 206

Basilio I: 51, 52*

Basilio di Adada: 53

Bernard de Gordon: 197*
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Bologna: 16, 150, 189*

Bona Fortuna: 196
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* 11 corsivo indica le note; ’asterisco testo e nota.
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Costantino VII porfirogenito: 51, 52, 53, 64
Costantinopoli: 53*, 70

Cratino: 57, 58
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Da Monte, Giovan Battista: 238

Darmario, Andrea: 238, 244

Demetrio del Falero: 63*, 64*

Demostene: 54*, 63

Didimo alessandrino: 22, 25, 26, 27, 29, 63*

Didimo Claudio: 63
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Diomede: 22
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