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THE COMMENTARY ON ARISTOTLE’S TREATISE
ON THE HEAVENS IN MARCIANUS GR. 211
AND BESSARION’S AUTOGRAPH PARISINUS GR. 2042

VITO LORUSSO

1. Bessarion’s excerpts from Aristotle’s treatise On the Heavens in Parisi-
nus gr. 2042

In a previous article devoted to Bessarion’s contributions to the study of Aris-
totle’s treatise On the Heavens, among other manuscripts belonging to the Li-
brary of the Cardinal, we considered the Paris Graecus 2042.' This manuscript
was written by Bessarion himself and contains excerpts from the treatises of
the Corpus Aristotelicum. In Bessarion’s manuscript, the excerpts appear un-
der the names of Aristotle’s works from which they are taken. The criterion
by which they are ordered is the sequence of the texts. One may therefore
assume with confidence that Bessarion transcribed the passages on specific
topics that had aroused his interest while reading through Aristotle’s treatises.

In order to make the manuscript easier to navigate, Bessarion created
two registers. In Parisinus gr. 2042, they are on fI. 6r-32r and 285r-292yv, re-
spectively. We already laid out the difference between those two registers in
greater detail in the previous paper.? Thus, suffice it to provide some general
explanatory remarks about the manuscript. In the register on ff. 6r-32r, the
excerpts are sorted by key-words and for the most part arranged alphabeti-
cally. For instance, on f. 12r Bessarion listed all excerpts related to key-words

*  This paper is based on research carried out within the scope of the SFB 950 “Manuskript-
kulturen in Asien, Afrika und Europa” funded by the German Research Foundation
(Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft DFG), and the Centre for the Study of Manuscript
Cultures (CSMC). I am grateful to Stefano Valente and Daniel Deckers for their sugges-
tions and their help editing this paper.

1  CH. BROCKMANN - V. LORUSSO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-hermeneutischer Arbeit in
seinen De caelo-Manuskripten, in: CH. BROCKMANN — D. DECKERS - L. KocH - S. VALEN-
TE (eds.), Handschriften- und Textforschung heute: Zur Uberlieferung der griechisch-
en Literatur. Festschrift fiir Dieter Harlfinger aus Anlass seines 70. Geburtstages. Serta
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beginning with the letter ( (zeta) such as (fjv (“live”), {@ov (“animal”), (wn
(“life”), etc. The first six lines of that page have the following entries:

10 {fjv mheovay@g: @V(ANov) o€’

(@ov Sua v aiobnow: @V(ANa) og™ ye" pub’
(f Stax o tpégeabar @O(A\ov) o€’

(@pev kai aioBavopeda Sixde: @V(Aov) og’

10 {Wov owpa ovy amhovv: @V(A\ov) my’

{wr) Bdvarog: @O(AAa) 8" pAP’

With the combination of gVAAov or VA« and the Greek numeral letters,
Bessarion refers to the leaves in the manuscript where those excerpts can be
found. Bessarion himself added the foliation according to the Greek number
system to the Paris manuscript.

In the register on ff. 285r-292v, the excerpts are ordered not by work, but
following more generic headlines. For instance, on f. 286rv, under the head-
ing Ilepi kKIvoDVTOG Kal KIVOULEVOV, KIVIOEWG KAl OTACEWG, TOLOVVTWVY Kai
notovpévwy kai mowoews (On the entity that moves and on the entity that is
subject to movement, on motion and immobility, on the entities that produce,
on the entities that are produced and on the production), Bessarion lists the
passages from Aristotle’s works dealing with these topics that he collected in
the Paris manuscript.

The excerpts that Bessarion took from Aristotle’s treatise On the Heavens
(Cael.) are to be found on ff. 69r-80r of Parisinus gr. 2042. Those from the
first book of the treatise are collected on ff. 69r-72v under the heading éx
TOD TPWTOL TOV Tept ovpavoDd, the excerpts from the remaining three books
are on ff. 72v-77r, 77r-78v, and 78v-80r, respectively, under the headings ¢k
10D devTépov TOV Tepl 0Vpavod, ¢k ToD Tpitov TOV Tepl oVpavod, and ék
ToD TeTdpTOL TOV TIEpt ovpavoDd. As has already been demonstrated in the
previous paper, Bessarion transcribed the excerpts directly from Marcianus
gr. 211, a manuscript on oriental paper probably written in Constantinople
around 1300.*> This manuscript is assumed to be a descendant of Marcianus
gr- 210 written in the 13th century as confirmed by Dieter Harlfinger.* As a

3 BROCKMANN - LORUSSO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-hermeneutischer Arbeit (as in note
1), 92-94.

4 See E. M1oNT, Aristotelis codices Graeci qui in bibliothecis Venetis adservantur. Padova
1958, 34. Marcianus gr. 210 has been dated to the 13th century (see MIONT, Aristotelis
codices, 125) or to the middle of the 13th century (see E. M1onT1, Bibliothecae Divi Marci
Venetiarum codices Graeci manuscripti. Volumen I. Thesaurus antiquus. Codices 1-299.
Roma 1981, 323). According to Marwan Rashed, the manuscript was produced in the
12th century, see M. RasHED, Die Uberlieferungsgeschichte der aristotelischen Schrift
De generatione et corruptione. Wiesbaden 2001, 30.
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follow-up to our previous paper, we will present some further arguments to
help reconstruct the affiliation.

Marcianus gr. 210 (F™), Marcianus gr. 211 (E®), and Bessarion’s manuscript
Parisinus gr. 2042 form one group of manuscripts. The two common errors
below are cited as further evidence to this fact:

310a31 i ovv eig] eig odv F™E® Par. gr. 2042

310a32 10 kovPLoTIKGV] KoLPLoTIKOV FMEP Par. gr. 2042.
Besides the common errors and readings of the group, there are further errors
found only in Marcianus gr. 211 and in Parisinus gr. 2042, i.e. not shared by
Marcianus gr. 210. This confirms the deduction that Marcianus gr. 211 was
actually the manuscript used by Bessarion while transcribing the excerpts
from Aristotle’s Cael. in Parisinus gr. 2042:

297a21 ye] om. F™ 10 E° Par. gr. 2042

297a22 gepopévwv] gepopévwv F™ gepopevov E® Par. gr. 2042

297a22 &v] &v F™ 10 EP Par. gr. 2042

310a25 tryv] habet F™ om. E® Par. gr. 2042

310a25 ywvopévnv] ywvopévny F™ éyywvopévny E° Par. gr. 2042

310a29 10 GANOLWTIKOV Kai TO ad&nTkOV] TO dANOLWTIKOV Kai TO avdn-
TkOV F™ A\ otwtikdv kai avfntikdv E° Par. gr. 2042.

To illustrate the relationship between Marcianus gr. 211 and Parisinus gr.
2042, we have chosen three particular examples. They show in detail how
Bessarion worked with the manuscript in the process of creating his collec-
tion of excerpts.

Example no. 1. On f. 70r of Parisinus gr. 2042, from line 12 Bessarion treats
the topic discussed by Aristotle at the beginning of Cael. I 8, whether the uni-
verse is unique or if there is more than one universe. To highlight the main
thesis, Bessarion wrote a short summary heading on the right margin of the
page: o0 mAeiovg k6opol (“no more than one universe”). Moreover, before
transcribing two passages from Cael. I 8, namely 276a22-26 and 276a26-27,
Bessarion inserted the following as an introduction:

6tL o0 mMAeiovg Evog odpavol fj kGapor Tpdg TV TodTov SetéLy Tpo-

AapBaver tiva d&uwopata dvo

«that there is no more than one heaven or universe. To demonstrate this,

Aristotle assumes two propositions.»

Bessarion’s remark above was probably inspired by the short comment added
between the lines 6 and 7 of the main text on f. 13r by the scribe of Marcianus
gr- 211 (Plate 1). This comment refers to the passage Cael. I 8, 276a22-27 and
reads as follows:
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AapPavet dvo d&iwpata ovvtelodvta avT® eig 1o Sei€at ot €ig éotv O
KOOUOG

«(Aristotle) assumes two propositions helping him to demonstrate that
the universe is unique.»

The “propositions” are clearly indicated by the scribe himself. For he added
the following remark in the small space between the main text and the com-
mentaries on the right margin of f. 13r, directed downwards in a vertical line
from above:

d&idpata tadta o B

«these are the propositions: 1* proposition, 2" proposition.»

This refers to Aristotle’s Cael. 276a22-26 and 276a26-27, respectively. The use
of the term &&iwpa (“proposition”) is confirmation that the corpus of scholia
to Aristotle’s Cael. in Marcianus gr. 211 is strongly inspired by the commen-
tary on this treatise written by Simplicius (around 490-560 CE).” In his Com-
mentary, Simplicius, too, refers to 276a22-26 and 276a26-27 as d&iopata.’

The two sentences 276a22-26 and 276a26-27 serve as premises for the
whole line of reasoning in Cael. I 8. Generally speaking, in this chapter Aris-
totle tries to demonstrate why there is no further universe outside ours. As a
starting point for the investigation, Aristotle points out the difference between
natural motion and motion by constraint. (1) Basically, motions happen natu-
rally when things move to a place in which they rest without constraint. By
contrast, things move by constraint to a place in which they rest by constraint.
(2) For each motion due to constraint, one can indicate also a motion that
happens naturally, namely the motion in the opposite direction.”

In his Paris autograph, after transcribing the lines 276a22-27 from Aris-
totle’s treatise, Bessarion summarizes the main arguments discussed in the
subsequent passage of Cael., namely 276a27-277a12. There, Aristotle proves
that it is impossible for more than one universe to exist. As elsewhere in
the Paris manuscript, Bessarion marks the excerpts from Aristotle’s works

5  As has been already indicated by BROCKMANN — LORUSSO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-
hermeneutischer Arbeit (as in note 1), 96-101.

6  Simplicius, in Cael. 247,30-248,11 HEIBERG: 800 afidpata t@v SerxOnoopévwv mpo-
AapBavet oG Evapyt, &v pév, OTL TAVTa T& QLKA CWHATA KAl HEVEL Kal KIVETTaL Kol KaTd
@uowv kai Biq... Sevtepov 8¢ aiwpa €i Pia fide 1) popd, 1) Evavtia avtj katd gvowv (J. L.
HEIBERG, Simplicii in Aristotelis De caelo commentaria. Berlin 1894).

7 Cael. 18,276a22-27: Gravta ydp Kai pévet Kal Kiveltat kai katd guoty kot Biag, kai katd
QOO pév, &v @ péver ur Pig, kal gépetal, kai ic Ov @épetal, kai péver &v @ 8¢ Biq, kai
@épetat B, kai €ig Ov Pla @épetar, Pia kai pével. £t el Pla fje 1) popd, 1 évavtia katd
@votv (P. MORAUX, Aristote, Du ciel. Paris 1965).
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by adding a special sign not dissimilar from a comma to the left of the text.
By contrast, the lines containing no excerpt but only summaries written by
Bessarion are not marked with this sign (Plate 2).

Bessarion’s summary of Cael. 276a27-277al12 on f. 70r of Parisinus gr. 2042

touches upon the following points:

10

« Assuming that there is more than one universe, two hypotheses are
equally possible: the universes are either synonymous or homonymous.®
Thus, either the universes are indeed similar to each other (synony-
mous) if the same bodies are present in each of them, e.g. the natural
elements earth, water, air, and fire. If, on the other hand, these bodies
are homonymous, i.e. if the elements existing in other universes are not
similar to ours, the universes are homonymous as well. But if the uni-
verses are homonymous, of necessity only one among them can be the
universe in the proper sense. In this case, then, all the others represent
different entities.’

 Elements from synonymous universes are themselves synonymous.
Therefore, those elements will move to the same place. But this means
that elements existing in other universes would have to move in the op-
posite direction to that of their natural movement in order to reach the
same place. For instance, if the element earth in another synonymous
universe had to move to the centre of our universe, that motion would
run contrary to the direction of the centre of its proper universe.*°

« Finally, one might say that elements belonging to synonymous uni-
verses are of the same kind, but separated and distinct from each other.
In the same way, the natural places to which they move would be of
the same kind, but separated and distinct from each other. Therefore,

According to Aristotle (Categoriae 1, 1al-6), the difference between “homonymy” and
“synonymy” is as follows. Things/entities that have the same name, but different defi-
nitions are homonym, whereas entities with the same name and the same definition
are synonym. See generally CH. HOrN, Homo6nymos / homonym, in: O. HOFFE (ed.),
Aristoteles-Lexikon. Stuttgart 2005, 259-260: 259.

See the relevant passage of De caelo I 8, 276a30-b4: &1t &vdykn mavtag ToLG KOOUOVG
¢K TOV aVT@V elvat owpdtwy, opoiovg Y dvtag Ty @hoty. AANG piv Kal TOV cwpdtwv
EkaoTov dvaykaiov Tiv avTiv £xety SOvauwy, olov Aéyw mop kai yiv kai té petald Todtwy:
el yap opdvupa tadTa Kal pf) Katd Thv ad Ty id€av AéyovTat TaKel Toig map’ NIy, kal T0
&V OPWVOHWE &v AéyorTo KOOUOG.

See Cael. 18, 276b11-18: tégukev dpa pépeabat kal €mt T0de TO pécov T& év AW KO-
pw TAG YRS HopLa, kai mpog t0de 10 éoxatov 1O ékel dp. AAN” ddvvatov: TovTov yap
ovpaivovtog dvdaykn @épeaBat &vw pev Ty yiv v 1@ oikeiw KOOUW, TO 6¢ T i TO
péoov, opoiwg 8¢ kai Ty évtedBev yiv amnod tod péoov gépeabat katd OOty TIPOG TO éKel
pepopévny péoov, St 16 ToLG KOaUOLG oVTW KeloBat TpoOG AANAoG.
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synonymous elements would move to synonymous natural places in
synonymous universes. This is being refuted as follows: From the fact
that each single clod of earth in a universe moves to the centre, one can
infer that also synonymous clods of earth would move to one and the
same centre.''

This is Bessarion’s summary of Cael. 276a27-277al2 from Parisinus gr. 2042
(f. 70r):

TOVTWV VTOKEWPEVWY, €l elot TOAAOL KOOpOL, T| OUWVVLHOL Fj CLVWVVOL.
el opdvupoL, ov ToAloi dpa- elg yap O Kupiwg. i 8¢ cuvwvvpoL, Kal Ta
pépn adT@®V cuv@VLla: gig To adTo dpa Kal opoiwg kivndnoovtal T év
Mot TolG KOOHOLG oToLxElar Kal 1} ETéPpOV KOOUOV Y £ig TO évtadOa uéoov
kivnOnoetat kai 1 To0TOV €ig TO €Kel Kai TO TOP Kal TAANA ©oAVTWG:
Tadta 8¢ advvata kai droma. 1) yap €vradOa yij kel KIvoupévn f Katd
oo fj Pia gépetar &l Pig, Gpa'? Pia pevel eig TO péoov: AANG uny @voel
goTiv 1) €v T® péow povi adTig el 8¢ @uoel, Eneimep €ig TO €kel péoov
dmiovoa, TPOTOV €ig TO €V TOVTW TY KOOUW dvw avaykaiov ENOelv: 1V’
gkel yévnray, 1 &l 10 dvw kivnolg avTig katd gvoty &v &in, AN’ dTékelto
elvat Big. opoiwg kal émi T@V AANwV: TO yap mdp kdtw yevéobal mpdTOV
avaykaiov €ig 10 kel dvw 16v. el 0¢ TG €imoL, noi, wg 0VOEV kwAVEL, TOV
otolxelwv 6vTwv OoelddV pév, £Tépwv 8¢ TO dplOud, kiveioBat avta ig
SLapopovg TOTOVG, OpOELSEIG UéV, ETEpOLG 8¢ aptBud olov Ekaota TV év
SLapdpoLg KOGUOLG €iG TO év EKAOTW Evw Kol KATw, o08EV Aéyel domep
yap 1 év éxdoTtw kOopw Y el eig mAeiw pépn katakeppatiobein, Ta uépn
Tadta opoeldi] Ovta, dtapépovta 8¢ TdplOu®, Spwg eig &v péoov mévta
KIVOTvTO, oUTw Kai ai TAeiovg yal €ig T0 avTO Hécov KIvoivto &v. émel 6¢
TadT advvata, ddvvatov kai TAeiovg KOGUOLG iva.

Example no. 2. While copying the sentence Cael. II 14, 297a24 {oov avdykn
améxewv 100 péoov o Eoxatov in Parisinus gr. 2042 (f. 76v, lines 19-20), Bessa-
rion wrote as follows: icov avaykn yivesBet dnéxetv Tod péoov o €oxatov
(Plate 3). When we look at f. 43r in Marcianus gr. 211, we can understand
the reason why Bessarion at first inserted the word yiveoOau after &vdyxn
in his excerpt. In fact, in the Venice manuscript the word yiveoOat, written
on the third line of the text, has almost the same position as the words icov
&vdykn in the subsequent line. Therefore, while copying loov avaykn from

11

12

See Cael. I 8, 276b29-32: £i toivuv €0Ti TIG KiVOLG AOTOV KATA @UOLY, AVAYKN TOV
Opoeld@v kai Twv kad’ Ekaotov mpog Eva aptBud tomov bdpyewy TV kiviowy, olov Tpodg
T60¢ Tt péoov kal Tpog Tdde TL EoXaTOV.

dpa ex Epyw supra lin. correctum.
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this manuscript Bessarion obviously jumped from one line to the other (Plate
4). However, he later realized his mistake and accordingly struck out the word
yiveoBat from his own excerpt.

Example no. 3. Bessarion’s short excerpt from Cael. IV 5, 312b9-10 about
water and its unnatural upward movement on f. 79v, lines 16-17 of Parisinus
gr- 2042 reads as follows:

70 UOwp omdtal, £M TOV OLPWVWY SNAOVOTL KAl TOV GIKL@Y, dTay yévnTat
10 éninedov, 100 olpwvog dnhovédtt kal Tod Bdatog, €v kal Battov omdon
TG dvw TG Popdag v eépetat TO VOWP KATW

«the water is drawn up as clearly happens when you use siphons and
cupping-instruments, as soon as the surface, namely the surface both of
the siphon and of the water, becomes one and the same and when some-
one draws it upwards swifter than the movement that brings the water
downward.»

In the Paris manuscript, Bessarion himself underlined the words éni t@v
olpdvwv KTA. and 10D oipwvog kTA. (Plate 5). These do not belong to the
text of Cael. Actually they are written by the scribe of Marcianus gr. 211 as
interlinear glosses on f. 62r. There, one finds the remarks @g £ni T@V o19OVWY
Kal TV oikv®@v 8 OV omdtat To VOwp kai 10 aipa and tod Te oTIWVTOG d4épog
Kail Tod onwpévov Hdatog as commentaries respectively to Cael. 312b9 and
Cael. 312b10. The source for both remarks is Simplicius’ Commentary.'* The
fact that Bessarion’s excerpt combines Aristotle’s original wording with two
glosses from the Venice manuscript constitutes further proof that Parisinus
gr. 2042 directly depends on Marcianus gr. 211.

Flicking through the leaves of Marcianus gr. 211, one comes across several
interlinear glosses such as the two mentioned above. Generally, these glosses
are in the same handwriting as the main text. Moreover, variant readings
and corrections frequently occur between the main lines of text. In this case,
they are written by a further scribe using a bright ink. Therefore, these variae
lectiones and corrections can be regarded as resulting from the activity of a
later user of the manuscript.

Examples for this are found on f. 43rv. Let us start by considering some
emendations in Marcianus gr. 211 (E®). In the following cases, the text trans-
mitted by this manuscript is incorrect, whereas Marcianus gr. 210 (F™) and
other manuscripts have superior readings:

297a22 Spotov] dpotov F™ dpoiwg E°

13 Simplicius, in Cael. 723,19-25 HEIBERG.
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297b19 dpoiag ywviag, dAN'] toag™ ywviag, AN’ F™ dpoiag 4AN EP
The later corrector of Marcianus gr. 211 improved the text of the manuscript
as follows:

297a22 Spotov] opoiwg E supra lin. add. -ov manus alt. E

297b19 opoiag ywviag, dAN] opoiag &AN’ EP post opolag supra lin. add.

ywviag manus alt. E°
One thing to note is that in both of these cases, Bessarion’s Paris manuscript
shares the readings of the corrector of the Venice manuscript.

Besides, there is a further false reading of Marcianus gr. 210, whereas
Marcianus gr. 211 preserves the correct text. This case is extremely significant
because it provides further support for the thesis that Marcianus gr. 211 is not
a direct copy of Marcianus gr. 210:

297a26 ovvéBel] ouvixOn F™ ovvéBel E

Here the reading of Marcianus gr. 211, although correct, was nevertheless
modified by the annotator as follows:

297226 ovvébet] ovvéDel E® mutavit in ovvéNOol manus alt. E°

Bessarion did not excerpt that passage in the Paris manuscript.

While considering the corrections and modifications written between
the lines of Marcianus gr. 211, one might ask who was responsible for them.
From a palaeographical point of view, the first thing to note is that the word
opatpoetdég written by Bessarion, e.g. on f. 76v, line 15 in Parisinus gr. 2042,
looks very similar to o@aipoeidég written by the corrector of Marcianus gr. 211
on f. 43r as an interlinear gloss to Cael. II 14, 297a24-25: Todto 8¢ 10 oxfjua
ogaipag éotiv (Plates 3 and 4). Was Bessarion really responsible for these
additions between the lines in the Venice manuscript? This remains unclear,
but as has already been noted in two out of the three cases considered above,
while transcribing Cael. from Marcianus gr. 211 into Parisinus gr. 2042, Bessa-
rion followed the corrector of the Venice manuscript. So if the corrections are
not by Bessarion himself, they have evidently been made before he studied
Aristotle’s treatise De caelo in Marcianus gr. 211. Nevertheless, there are cases
in which Bessarion did not consider the corrections of Marcianus gr. 211.

Furthermore, at Cael. 310a23 Marcianus gr. 211 reads €xwvnoelg instead
of ai kwvnoeig (f. 59v)." In this case, the misspelling is obviously due to the

14 Here the scribe of Marcianus gr. 210 wrote above {oag the word opoiag too.

15 By the way, at Cael. 310a23 Marcianus gr. 210 reads kwvroelg instead of ai kivnoetg. In
other words, we have here a further example that allows us to regard at Marcianus gr. 211
as no direct copy of Marcianus gr. 210.
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Byzantine pronunciation. The correct form ai kivrjoelg was restored by the
corrector of the Venice manuscript. However, in contrast to the corrections/
modifications on f. 43rv that are written with a bright ink, the ink used for
the correction on f. 59v is black. It cannot be excluded that the correctors on
ff. 43rvand 59v are two different persons. When we look at the passage Cael.
310a23-bl as transmitted by Parisinus gr. 2042 (f. 78v, line 32 ff.), we can
observe that initially Bessarion incorporated the text of Marcianus gr. 211 as
it reads before correction (of course without the misspelled form éxivrioeg):
el eiol Tpeig kivijoetg kTA. This is an initially comprehensible text in the
sense that one can translate the sentence in the following way: “since there
are three movements etc.” The article ai before the word kivijoeig was placed
by Bessarion above the line in a second step.

2. Aristotle’s scientific works in Marcianus gr. 211 and Bessarion’s com-
mentaries

Marcianus gr. 211 (ff. 1r-132v) contains three of Aristotle’s works devoted to
natural philosophy, i.e. On the Heavens (ff. 1r-63r, Cael.), On Generation and
Corruption (ff. 63r-87v, Gen. Corr.), and Meteorology (ft. 87v-131v, Mete.).
Since these works represent a homogeneous corpus on celestial, physical
and meteorological phenomena, they are frequently transmitted together in
manuscripts. In the catalogue of the Greek manuscripts of Aristotle’s treatise
On Generation and Corruption, Marwan Rashed lists 31 codices containing
this corpus. In these 31 manuscripts, the three works On the Heavens, On
Generation and Corruption, and Meteorology do not necessarily appear in
the same order in which they are transmitted in Marcianus gr. 211.*° Five of
the manuscripts listed by Rashed belonged to Cardinal Bessarion’s library. In
Bessarion’s manuscripts, the corpus of these three Aristotelian treatises is ar-
ranged according to the order outlined by Aristotle himself at the beginning
of Meteorology, i.e. [Phys.], Cael., Gen. Corr., Mete.:"’

Marcianus gr. 200 1457 Cael., Gen. Corr., Mete.
Marcianus gr. 206 1467 Cael., Gen. Corr., Mete.
Marcianus gr. 210 13th c. Cael., Gen. Corr., Mete.
Marcianus gr. 211 ca. 1300 Cael,, Gen. Corr., Mete.

16 RasHeD, Die Uberlieferungsgeschichte (as in note 4), 17-32.

17 Mete.11,338a20-26: mepi &V 00V TOV TPOTWV adTiwV TG PUOEWG Kol TTEPT TTAOTG KLIVT|oE-
WG PUOIKQG, £TL 08 TePl TOV KaTA THV v Popav Stakekoounuévwy &oTpwy Kol mept
TOV OTOLEIWY TOV CWHATIKOV, TTOOA T Kal TTola, Kai TG eig GAANAa peTaPoAf¢ kal Ttepl
yevéoews kal pBopdg TiG kowviig elpntat mpdTepov. hotmov § €0l pépog i pebBddov
TavTng €1t Bewpntéoy, O TavTeG ol TPOTEPOV peTEWPONOYiay EKAAOLYV.
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Marcianus gr. 212 2nd half of the 15th c.  Cael., Gen. Corr., Mete.

Two paratexts in Marcianus gr. 211 (ff. 63r and 131v), at the beginning of On
Generation and Corruption and at the end of Meteorology, respectively, point
out that the manuscript provides a coherent set of Aristotle’s writings focused
on physical studies. Apart from Marcianus gr. 211, no other manuscript from
Bessarion’s collection contains the two paratexts.

The paratext on f. 131r at the end of Meteorology represents the final title
or “subscription” for the whole physical corpus collected on the preceding
pages. The subscription is from the hand of the manuscript’s scribe and reads
as follows:

AptotoTtéAovg puotk@v BiPAov Tédog

«end of Aristotle’s book devoted to physics.»
The same hand repeats the title on a subsequent line, this time in the follow-
ing way (Plate 6):

Aprototélovg ovpavod BiAwv télog

«end of Aristotle’s books devoted to the celestial phenomena.»
The paratext on f. 63r was also written by the main scribe. Before the text of the
treatise On Generation and Corruption starts on f. 63v, this paratext provides
us with some information about the way in which Aristotle’s On the Heavens
and On Generation and Corruption are organized in the manuscript. The prin-
cipal source for the paratext is the Commentary on Aristotle’s On Generation
and Corruption of the Greek philosopher John Philoponus (ca. 490-575 CE).
As far as the content is concerned, the paratext focuses on these main points:

« Itis not without reason that Aristotle’s treatise On Generation and Cor-
ruption follows On the Heavens. In Physics Aristotle generally deals with
the principles of natural philosophy, i.e. “matter”, “form”, “movement’,
and the fact that the entities existing in the world are localizable both
in space and time. By contrast, in the treatise On the Heavens Aristotle’s
main focus is on the fixed stars (books 1 and 2) as well as on the ele-
ments existing in the sublunar world (books 3 and 4). In the treatise On
Generation and Corruption, Aristotle addresses more specific questions
concerning how the entities existing in the sublunar world come to be
or pass away. Therefore, to read Aristotle’s works on natural philosophy
as profitably as possible, one should start with the general principles
discussed in Physics and continue with the specific topics presented in
On the Heavens and On Generation and Corruption.

« Basically, the last two books of On the Heavens and of On Generation
and Corruption deal with the same topics, namely coming to be and
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passing away of the elements with eternal entities and corruptible en-
tities. However, with regard to the process of “coming to be”, the main
difference between the two treatises is that the former focuses on the
natural agents such as the elements earth, water, air, and fire that take
part in the process, whereas the latter specifically looks at the way in
which the process occurs.

This is a brief edition of the paratext from f. 63r in Marcianus gr. 211. Passages

from Philoponus’ Commentary where one can observe a strong similarity

between the two texts are indicated in the apparatus:
Meta v TOV QUOIKOY ApX®V Tapddooty kal TV KOLvij Tdot Toig gu-
otkolg mapxovtwv v év Tfj Pvowkii dkpodoel émooaTo® Kai HETA THV
TOV AmAav@v €v T@® avTi cwpdtwv Bewpiav v €v @ Iepi ovpavod
napadédwke, VOV mept TG KOG TOV yevnTdv kai ¢OapT@v mévtwy
yevéoewg kail ¢Bopdg Siddokery mpotibetar kai €0ty dkdAovBov TodTo
70 PtPAiov tfj Ilept ovpavod mpaypateiq: Emeldn yap T AmAd cwpota Té
Hév eloty kat avToV didta kal oUTe KaBdAov oUTe KATA UEPOG YEVNTA Kal
@OapTa, Ta 88 KaTd pev Tag OAGTNTAG GidLaL, Kot 8& Ta pépn yrvopeva kai
@Bepopeva® kal Tept pév Tod &idiov kai amhod owuatog év Toi<¢> dvol
BiPAiotg toig ITept obpavod édidake, mepi 6¢ TV yevntdVv Kal @OapT@V
OWUATWV €V T0iG £tépotg duat PiPAiotg Siddokwve év oig Kai yéveolg kai
@Bopd Bewpeital, Ta pev €v exeivorg £5idage, Ta 8¢ howrtd évtadBa: To pév
yap 8t €oTikal Yéveolg kai gBopd kai oUTe mavTa yevntd kal ¢Oapta obte
néavta dyévnta kal d@Bapta, £5idagev év ékeivolg kai 6T T} yéveolg olte
¢€ dowpdtov obte £k TIvog ETépov TTapd Td TéTTapa Tabta odpatal, AN
¢§ AAMAwvV yivovtal kai @Beipovtal T yvopeva kol ¢Beipdpeva: mdg
8¢ 1) yéveolg abtn kai 1 ¢Oopd T@V yevnT@v To0TWV Kat ¢OaptdV ovp-
Baivel, évtadBa diddoker Tt SpwvTwy €ig AAANAA TOV ATADY CWUATWY
Kal Taoxovtwv O AAAAAWY Katd Tag dpaoTikag kal madntikag modtn-
Tag mapadidwot 8¢ kal TavTag: Tiveg TOTE €0ty al TPOTAL Kol 0TOLXELDSELG
Tol0TNTEG €V T Sevtépw PiPAiw: Téwg 8¢ vOv Siddokel mept THG KOLVAG
yevéoewg kal Bopag kad’ fiv mavta ta yevnta kal @Oaptd yivetar kol
@Oeipetar kai ovyl tdde fj Tdde Tivd: Siddet 8¢ kai mepi avfoewg kal
aeng kai ept AANoLoEwG Kal TTept ToD TOLETY Kal Taoyely Kai ept AAwv
TV oikelwv @ Iept yevéoewg kal pBopdag Aoyw.

T HETA THV TOV QUOIK@V... ¢motjoato] cf. Phil. in Gen. Corr. 1,5-8 Vitelli || ® éneldi) yap
T& GnA@... @Oetpopeva] cf. Phil. in Gen. Corr. 1,10-13 Vitelli || € kai mept pév tod didiov...
Si84okwv] cf. Phil. in Gen. Corr. 1,13-16 et 2,32-33 Vitelli || ¢ 1o pév yap 61t éoti kal yéveotg...
téttapa tadta cwpata] cf. Phil. in Gen. Corr. 4,7-15 Vitelli
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As previously stated, Marcianus gr. 211, ft. 63r-87v contain Aristotle’s treatise
On Generation and Corruption (Gen. Corr.). In the margins, we can read some
commentaries that were probably written by Bessarion.'®* Examples are found
on ft. 63v, 651, 65V, 701, 73V, 76V, 78V, 791, 83V, 84v, and 87r. Generally, these
annotations are inspired by the Commentary of John Philoponus:*’

Bessarion’s commentary on f. 63v = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 12,30-13,15
Vitelli;

Bessarion’s commentary on f. 65r = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 22,23-27 Vitelli;
Bessarion’s commentary on f. 65v = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 26,8-11 Vitelli;
Bessarion’s commentary on f. 70r = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 69,15-17 Vitelli;
Bessarion’s commentary on f. 73v = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 135,8-11 Vitelli;
Bessarion’s commentary on f. 78v = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 193,34-194,2
Vitelli;

Bessarion’s commentary on f. 79r = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 192,29 Vitelli;
Bessarion’s commentary on f. 87r = Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 304,35-305,3
Vitelli.

In this paper, there is room to analyze only one of these commentaries in depth.
On the bottom of f. 70r, Bessarion copied the following passage from Philo-
ponus’ Commentary (69,15-17 VITELLI):

6tav 8¢ undev vmopévn aichntov od mabog §j cvuPePnkog Ti ot kad’

0 1} petaPoln yéyove (todto yap Bdtepov 10 kab’ 6 1) petafoln yivetat

onpatvet), T0te yéveoig €0t kat pOopd.
This sentence of Philoponus represents a paraphrasis of Aristotle’s On Genera-
tion and Corruption I 4, 319b34-320a2: dtav 6¢ undév vmopévn ob Bdtepov
néBog fj ovpuPePnkog GAwg, yéveotg, TO 8¢ 9Bopd. The focus in Aristotle’s
text is on the difference between “coming-to-be” (yéveoig) and “alteration”
(&ANoiwotg). The umbrella term used by Aristotle to cover both these cases is
“change” (netaPoln)).? Basically, change affects both the substratum (16 vmo-
keipevov) and its characteristics (the property/properties, or 1o mafog using
Aristotelian terminology).*' On the one hand, if the change exclusively regards

18 Marwan Rashed already recognized one of these commentaries as a product of Bessarion’s
philological activity (RasHED, Die Uberlieferungsgeschichte [as in note 4], Plate 43).

19 In this context, it also has to be mentioned that Bessarion refers directly to his source at
the end of the annotation on f. 70r as follows: oUtwg mept TovTOL Sité€etoty 6 DAdmovoc.

20 Gen. Corr. 14, 319b6-8: mepi 8¢ yevéoewg kai AANotwoewg Aéywpev Ti Stapépovaty: ga-
pev yap étépag elvat tadtag Tag petafordg AARAwy.

21 Aristotle uses the word dmokeipevov in a two-fold way: on the one hand, to indicate the
subject of a sentence as different from the predicate, on the other, to refer to the holder of a
property in opposition to the property itself. For the general concept cf. PH. BRULLMANN -
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the substratum, but the substratum itself is still perceptible and continues to
exist, then this change is an “alteration”. To explain this more clearly, Aristotle
provides a couple of examples. E.g., while one is producing bronze objects,
the bronze of course remains the same bronze, even if its form changes. In
fact, bronze objects can be spherical or sharp-cornered/angular. On the other
hand, in some cases no perceptible part of the substratum remains after the
change. In such a case, the final result is two-fold: on the one hand, there is
“coming-to-be” of a new substratum - on the other hand, “passing-away” of a
previously existing substratum. This happens e.g. when the seed in its entirety
changes into blood, or water into air and vice versa air into water.>? Finally,
“coming-to-be” and “passing away” usually take place only when the result
of the change does not represent a property of the substratum, but is instead
something that has not previously existed.*’

Moreover, there are three parameters whereby to discern changes affect-
ing the properties of something that continues to exist: quantity (change kata
10 oodv), space (change kata t6mov), and quality (change katd TO TOLOV).
Consequently, changes can be depicted respectively as growth and diminu-
tion (ad&n kai ¢Oiog), as motion (popd) and as alteration in the proper sense
(&ANoiwaig).>* In all these cases, the result of the change represents a prop-
erty of the substratum. This point is elucidated by Philoponus in his Com-
mentary. The commentator presents changes regarding the mass, the space
and the quality of the substrata as attributes (cuupepnrota) of the substrata
themselves.?

But why did Bessarion add the sentence of Philoponus’ at the bottom of f.
70r of the Venice manuscript, where the scholiast had left some blank space?
Probably because in the context of Gen. Corr. 14, 319b26-320a2, Philoponus’
remark (69,15-17 VITELLI) explains the difference between “coming-to-be”
and “alteration” more clearly than the scholiast of Marcianus gr. 211 had done
in his marginal remark on the same page. In fact, this remark points out only
the difference between alterations per se and alterations not per se. In this
context, however, it is also worth noting that the scholium in Marcianus gr.

K. FIscHER, Hypokeimenon / zugrundeliegend, Subjekt, Substrat, in: O. HOFFE (ed.),
Aristoteles-Lexikon. Stuttgart 2005, 280-283: 280.

22 Gen. Corr. 14, 319b8-21.

23 Gen. Corr. 14, 319b33-320a2.

24 Gen. Corr.14,319b31-33.

25 Philoponus, in Gen. Corr. 69,13-15 VITELLI: Tabta (i.e. growth and diminution, motion,
and alteration) puév odv t& ka®’ & yéyovev 1) petafolr, bopevovong tig aiodntiig odaiag
floTivooody, ovpPePnrdta vmépyet (G. VITELLL, Ioannis Philoponi in Aristotelis libros
De generatione et corruptione commentaria. Berlin 1897).
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211 does not correspond to any passage in the Commentary of Philoponus:
ka0 ad1o Tdbog 10D AvOpwmoU 1| HOVOIKT WG 1) CLUOTNG THG PLVOG WOTEP
Yap 1) otuoéTNG POV THj PLvi DrIdpxet OVTW Kal 1) LOVOIKT HOVW TR dvOpw T
Kal domep eig TOV Oplopov Tig olpdTnTog Mapalapfdvetat 1 pig oVTWG
Kal €ig TOV OpLOHOV TG HOVOIKAG O dvOpwToG: €pelg Yap THV HOVOLKNV
elvat €€tv &v avBpwmov Yuxii: kal &AM wg 8¢ ka’ adTd dvopdlet mdBog 1O
avtidlaoteAAOpEVOV TIPOG TO KATA OXELY" TO pHEV Yap AevkoV kab adTo
6L oV TTPOG dANO: TO 08 Aevkov 0V KA’ abTO OTL €V T TIPOG ETEPOV OXETEL

3. Exegetical materials to Aristotle’s treatise On the Heavens in Marcianus
gr. 211

Marcianus gr. 211 was written around 1300 by two scribes who use very dif-
ferent writing styles. On the one hand, ff. 1-150 are written in the so-called
“blob of fat style” (“Fettaugenstil”).?® The main feature of this style is the con-
trast between the over-sized letters beta, gamma, epsilon, omicron, sigma, and
omega, and very small letters such as eta, my, and rho. On the other hand,
the second scribe (ff. 151-279) writes in an archaic style imitating that of the
early calligraphic minuscule.””

Aristotle’s treatise On the Heavens contained on ff. 1r-63r of the manu-
script is enriched with conspicuous scholia written on the margins by the
scribe of the main text. Among them some are direct quotations from Simpli-
cius’ Commentary with only minimal modifications of the original wording,
whereas others (re-)use Simplicius’ ideas in order to produce new comments
on Aristotle’s text.

The scholiastic corpus on Aristotle’s On the Heavens transmitted by Mar-
cianus gr. 211 definitely deserves more thorough consideration. For it is not
peculiar only to Marcianus gr. 211, but can be found also in other Greek
manuscripts, namely Marcianus gr. 210 and Parisinus gr. 1853, as has already
been shown in the previous article.”® In Marcianus gr. 210, the marginal scho-

26 See H. HUNGER, Die sogenannte Fettaugen-Mode in griechischen Handschriften des 13.
und 14. Jahrhunderts. BF 4 (1972) 105-113 (= Ip., Byzantinistische Grundlagenforschung.
London 1973, II).

27 See G. PraToO, Scritture librarie arcaizzanti della prima eta dei Paleologi e loro modelli.
Scrittura e civilta 3 (1979) 151-193 (= Ip., Studi di Paleografia greca. Centro Italiano di
studi sullalto medioevo. Collectanea, 4. Spoleto 1994, 73-114) and G. DE GREGORIO - G.
PraTO, Scrittura arcaizzante in codici profani e sacri della prima eta paleologa. Romische
Historische Mitteilungen 45 (2003) 59-101.

28 BROCKMANN - LORUSSO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-hermeneutischer Arbeit (as in note
1), 94-95.
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lia to Aristotle’s On the Heavens are written down by the main scribe. It is
worth pointing out that this manuscript has suffered badly from the ravages
of time. More specifically, it is both faded and damaged by water, with the re-
sult that most of the paratexts that were written on the margins are no longer
visible to the bare eye. In Parisinus gr. 1853, the famous codex vetustissimus
containing several of Aristotle’s treatises, the scholia are by a later hand. This
hand undoubtedly dates back to the second half of the 13th century or to the
beginning of the 14th century, whereas the main text of the Paris manuscript
was written in the middle of the 10th century.*

In the following, I present three more examples of the scholia on Aristotle’s
On the Heavens as preserved in Marcianus gr. 211. We can read the first two
notes also in Parisinus gr. 1853. By contrast, Marcianus gr. 210 cannot be taken
into consideration here, since the first leaf where these three scholia would
probably have been contained is not the original one anymore, but has been
replaced in the 14th century.*® This means that we are not able to verify the
hypothesis formulated in the previous article concerning Marcianus gr. 210
as a probable common source for the scholiastic corpus both in Marcianus
gr. 211 and in Parisinus gr. 1853.>

Example no. 1. The main topic in Cael. I 1 is the perfection of the universe.
Specifically, Aristotle considers it an obvious fact that body - being three-
dimensional - represents a complete and perfect magnitude. For one cannot
pass from body to a further kind by adding a new dimension in the same way
as from length to surface or from surface to body. The latter changes are due
in fact respectively to the incompleteness of length and surface, neither of
which possesses all existing dimensions. By nature, however, bodies are not
incomplete, since they are three-dimensional objects.*

With regard to Cael. I 1, 268a30-b5 both Marcianus gr. 211 (f. 1v, on the

29 The later annotator of the Paris manuscript has been indicated with the siglum E* by Paul
Moraux in his edition of Aristotle’s On the Heavens (MORAUX, Aristote [as in note 7],
CLXXVI). On this point, see also BROCKMANN - LORUSsO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-
hermeneutischer Arbeit (as in note 1), 95.

30 See also BROCKMANN - LORUSSO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-hermeneutischer Arbeit
(as in note 1), 94-95.

31 BROCKMANN - LORUSSO, Zu Bessarions philologisch-hermeneutischer Arbeit (as in note
1), %6.

32 Cael. 268a30-b5: AN’ ékeivo pév Sfhov, g ovk €0ty €ig GANO Yévog petdPacts, domep
&K UIKOVG gig mipdvelay, €ig 8¢ odpa ¢§ émpaveiag od yap &v £t 10 ToLo0TOV TéAELOV
€in péyebog avaykn yap yiyveobat tiv EkPacty katd v EXNewyry, ovy oidv te 8¢ 10
Télelov ENNeimety: avTy ydp EoTuy.
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left margin of the page) and Parisinus gr. 1853 (f. 691, bottom of the page)

transmit the following remark:
AAN’ €xeivo, gnot, dfjhov* 811 TO odpa TpIKH OV SlaoTatodv kal TEAeLOV Kal
dveAlhumeg o0 Suvatar eig Ao yévog petaBijvat fj ¢ kal étépav Sé§acbat
Stdotaotv- i yap® 6éxeto kai £tépav Stdotaoty, émoiel” &v kal Tétaptov
péyefog kai ovk &v Ny TéAelov: TEAeLOV Yap €0TL TO prj TIvogG tpoaBikng
deduevov kal pry Suvdpevov petaBival eig Etepov: 10 yap petafaivov kai
KIVOUHEVOV €lg ékelvo petaPaivel kai Kiveitat od EANeimeTaL WG 1) ypapun
el émpavelav kai adtrn eig odpa.

* 8fjAov om. Par. gr. 1853 || ® yap Marc. gr. 211 : 8¢ Par. gr. 1853 || < nofet Par. gr. 1853 : én6vel
ut videtur Marc. gr. 211

In this scholium, the focus is on the demonstration that three-dimensional
objects cannot change into yet another kind. Furthermore, the commentary
aims at explaining the reason why Aristotle regards this as an obvious fact.
The scholium is also somewhat related to the discussion of the differences
between the terms “every” (ta mévta), “all” (16 nav), and “complete” (1o
téAelov), which represents the main topic of another scholium transmitted
both by the Venice and the Paris manuscript, on f. 1r and f. 69r, respectively.*®

The starting point of the scholium under examination is that bodies can-
not receive a further dimension beyond length, width, and depth. Contrary
to lines and surfaces, bodies, as being three-dimensional objects, do not lack
any dimension at all. The demonstration continues in a way that ultimately
represents a proof by contradiction or reductio ad impossibilem. For if any
three-dimensional object received a further dimension, one would have to
conclude that such an object was not complete, since only things that do not
require any kind of supplement are complete. Almost in the same way, i.e. on
the basis of the fact that body is extended in three dimensions and accord-
ingly divisible in three dimensions, Aristotle demonstrates that body (a) is
divisible and (b) forms a continuum. This is also pointed out by Simplicius
in his commentary (8,17-19 HEIBERG):

navtn 6¢ SlapeTov Kal TévTr ouvexEg kai StaoTatoy TO odpa Seikvuoty
¢k ToD TpIxf StaoTatov Kai Tpiyij StapeTov eivar T yap tpia mévta éoTi
Kal TO TPIG AV TH).
Example no. 2. Both in Marcianus gr. 211 (f. 1v) and in Parisinus gr. 1853 (f.
69r), the scholium we have just presented is followed by another dealing with

33 We have already covered this scholium in the previous article BROCKMANN — LORUSSO,
Zu Bessarions philologisch-hermeneutischer Arbeit (as in note 1), 95-97.
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the term “cosmos”. This latter scholium ends abruptly in the Paris manuscript

with the word petd. As transmitted by Marcianus gr. 211, it reads as follows:
HopLa ToD KOGUOVL €ioty 6 0VPAVOG Kai 1) YA Kal Té peta&d: KOOpOG Yap 0Tt
1 ToOTWV TavTwV* ouvdpopr|>* petd® yodv 10 Sel€at 6TL TO oDpA TEAELOV
€0t kaB0 Tpixii StaoTatdHV, Pnot 6T kal EKAcTOV TOV popiwv ToD KOGHOV
Katd TOV Aoyov TodToV | 10G kabo Tpixf) StaoTatov, TéAelOV 0Tl Tdoag
yap €xet tag Staotdoelg kabo Tpixf) StaoTatodv Kal 6 oVpavOG kal 1} Y kal
Ta Aourtd. dtehi) 8¢ eiot kaBdoov v AAAAA WY T a@f} Teplopilovtar mav
Yap O antépuevov tivog kabdoov avtod dntetal, eplopilel avtd MG TO
TOp TOV dépa Kal 6 &np 1O Vdwp Kai Eml TOV Aom®@v Opoiws AANA Kai Eka-
0ToV ToUTWV oxed0V MOAAE £€0Tt KaBO TOAA@V dntetan AAoL Kat” GAANV
énagnv olov 10 HOwp katd pev T6de TO Mépag avTAG TG YiG dmteTat, Katd
8¢ 108e ovveEopototTat oxedov adT@®: 810 maxvTEpOV £0TL Katd TOdE TO
Hépog, katd 8¢ Tdde dntetal Tod dépog kai oiov auvefopotodTar 810 Kai
AentoTEPOV €0TL TODTO OE Kal €mi ToD Aépog EoTLv eimeiv.

* To0TWV VTV Par. gr. 1853 : 1@V mavtwy Marc. gr. 211 || ® petd suprascripto &v. Hic desinit
Par. gr. 1853

The scholium starts listing the parts which form the “cosmos”, namely the
heaven, the earth and all natural substances between them. Furthermore, it
provides a definition of “cosmos” as the encompassing connection of all these
elements. A similar definition also occurs at the very beginning of Cleomedes’
astronomical manual, as well as in the treatise On the Universe written by an
unknown author probably between the 1st century BCE and the 1st century
CE, usually attributed to Aristotle.’* Both Cleomedes and the author of On
the Universe define “cosmos” in the same way:

KOOUOG €0Ti ovoTnpa ¢§ ovpavod kai yig Kal T@V év TovToLg Hoewv

(Cleomedes)

KOOHOG eV 0DV ¢0TL cVOTHHA ¢§ 0DpavoD kal Yiig Kal TV év TovTolG Te-

plexopévwv evoewv (Ps.-Aristoteles).>

34 I prefer the reading of the Paris manuscript to that of the Venice manuscript. The former
describes “cosmos” as the combination of all the things listed immediately before, namely
heaven, earth and the remaining substances between them, whereas the latter presents
the universe in a very general way as the combination of all things - cf. the apparatus
criticus to this scholium. In this case, Marcianus gr. 210 could have been decisive, but as
pointed out above, that manuscript does not contain this scholium.

35 On the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On the Universe see generally CH. WILDBERG,
Kosmologie, in: CH. Rapp - K. CorcILIUS (eds.), Aristoteles-Handbuch: Leben, Werk,
Wirkung. Stuttgart - Weimar 2011, 84-87: 87.

36 Cleomedes, Caelestia 1,4-5 Topop (R. B. Topp, Cleomedis Caelestia. Leipzig 1990; Ip.,
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In the scholium from Marcianus gr. 211 and Parisinus gr. 1853, “cosmos” is de-
fined as a connection (ovvdpoun, Latin concursus) of heaven, earth, and the re-
maining natural substances, instead of as a construct (cootnua) formed from
the same elements, as Cleomedes and Pseudo- Aristotle maintain. Thereafter,
in the lines that are preserved only in the Venice manuscript, namely from
Hetd yodv to dei§at onwards, the scholium continues describing the struc-
ture of this “cosmos”. First of all, every single part of it is three-dimensional,
and thus perfect. At the same time, each of the natural elements forming the
“cosmos’, i.e. earth, water, air, fire, and the heaven, is respectively placed in
one of the five natural places that share the same centre. The boundaries of
these places are marked by the elements themselves where they touch each
other. So the place occupied by fire is distinct from that occupied by air and
this again from that occupied by water, and so on.

The source of the scholium is Simplicius’ Commentary.*” Simplicius points
out (a) that the five natural elements forming the “cosmos” are perfect as being
three-dimensional bodies and (b) that each of these elements is to be consid-
ered as a constitutive part of the “cosmos” (T@v cwpdTwv T PEV puépn €oti Kai
KekpdTnTaL T@ €idet TQ TOD PéPoug, olov ovpavog, Top, anp, V8wp, yii, TO 8¢
€0ty 6hov, o0 tadta pépn*®). In this respect, looking at the elements as parts
(uépn) of a structured assemblage, i.e. the “cosmos”, one can apply the terms
“all” (to mav) and “complete” (10 téAelov) to each of these parts. In fact, the
elements are natural bodies. As a result, one can speak of such bodies in terms
of “all-ness” (mavtotng) and “completeness” (teAetdtng). But if one is looking
at every single element of the “cosmos” as a constitutive element (pepikdv)
separated from the other elements, one can never apply the terms “all” and
“complete” to such an element. In this sense, only the “cosmos” in its entirety
is perfect. For it is a body formed by the single natural elements. Moreover,
it contains all things that exist, and nothing exists outside the “cosmos”. This
last point concerning the perfection of the “cosmos”, however, is not found
in the scholium in Marcianus gr. 211.

Example no. 3. Another scholium to be read on f. 1v of Marcianus gr. 211
deals with the Peripatetic philosopher Xenarchus. It begins with the words
E\eyev O Eévapyog OTt anAfy. The scholium refers to a passage from Cael. I
2, 268b18-19 (amAai yap advtat dvo puovar) as clearly indicated by the sign

Cleomedes’ Lectures on Astronomy. Berkeley Calif. and other places 2004). Ps. Aristoteles,
De mundo 391b9-10 (W. L. LORIMER, Aristotelis qui fertur libellus De mundo. Paris 1933).
37 Simplicius, in Cael. 10,10-25 HEIBERG.
38 Simplicius, in Cael. 10,13-15 HEIBERG.
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(a shape like that of a letter X with a peak on the upper part) occurring in
the beginning both of the scholium and of the commented text. The latter is
written down on f. 2r. Not infrequently in Marcianus gr. 211, main text and
marginal commentaries are placed on different pages. In this way, the scribe
probably intended to optimize use of the space at his disposal. Therefore, one
often has to navigate through the leaves of the manuscript in order to read
both a scholium and the text it is explaining. In this, the reader is helped by
a set of special signs guiding him through the main text as well as the mar-
ginal commentaries.

The exegesis of Aristotle’s text contained in the scholium that I am going
to analyze is based on Simplicius’ Commentary.* I intend to show how the
scholiast of Marcianus gr. 211 has adapted the complex ideas expressed by
Simplicius to his own goals. To this end, I will deal both with Aristotle’s text
and with Simplicius’ commentary. More specifically, I will touch upon the
dispute regarding the interpretation of Aristotle’s passage between the Peripa-
tetic philosopher Xenarchus (1st century BCE)*® and the most distinguished
of the Ancient Greek commentators on the works of Aristotle, i.e. Alexander
of Aphrodisias (3rd century CE), for Simplicius gives a careful account of this
dispute in his commentary.

In Cael. I 2,268b14-20, Aristotle assumes that all natural entities are per se
able to change their position in space.*' In other words, he affirms that for such
entities “nature” is the principle of origin for the change.*? Furthermore, as far
as the motion of natural entities is concerned, Aristotle generally distinguishes
three possible kinds: motion along a straight line, circular motion, and mo-
tion resulting from the combination of rectilinear and circular motion.** With

39 Simplicius, in Cael. 13,22-14,29 HEIBERG.

40 On Xenarchus see generally A. FALCON, Xenarchos, in: H. CANCIK — H. SCHNEIDER (eds.),
Der Neue Pauly: Enzyklopéddie der Antike. Altertum. Band 12/2 (Ven-Z): Nachtrige.
Stuttgart - Weimar 2003, 608-609 as well as Ip., Aristotelianism in the First Century BC:
Xenarchus of Seleucia. Cambridge — New York 2012.

41 Change is Aristotle’s notorious umbrella term to catch phenomena such as motion,
increase, decrease, and alteration. In fact, all the phenomena mentioned above are to be
regarded as changes in space, quantity, and quality, respectively. The assumption in Cael.
I 2, 268b14-16 is based on Aristotle’s further assumption in Physics I 2, 185a12-13 that
natural objects, all or some of them, are subject to change: fjiv § OnokeioBw t& pvoeL
navta f| Evia Kivovpeva eivat.

42 Inavery similar way, Aristotle considers the term “nature” in Physics II 1, 192b8-15.

43 Cael. 12,268b16-18: mévta yap T Quoka odpata kai Heyédn kad” adta kivnta Aéyopev
elvat katd témov- Thv yap @oowv kiviioews dpxny eivai apev adToic. mdoa 8¢ kivnolg
$on Katd TOToV, iy KahoDuev @opav, fj evbeia f| kKOKAW 1} k TOVTWY WKTH.
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regard to this last point, Simplicius focuses on the fact that Aristotle divides
natural motions into two main categories: simple motions and motions that
are not simple. Then Simplicius points out Aristotle’s general assumption that
simple motions are features of simple bodies and that simple bodies move in
a simple way.** But how many simple motions do exist? According to Aristo-
tle, who is followed by Simplicius, there are only two, i.e. linear motion and
circular motion.** In the framework of Cael. I 2, this conclusion represents
one of the main arguments in proving that the heaven moves circularly. On
the margins both of Marcianus gr. 211 (f. 2r) and of Parisinus gr. 1853 (. 69v),
we read the following remark:

Afupa tp@Tov: 8Tt dYo ai amAai kiviioetg: 17 € evBeiav kal 1) kKUKAW (Mar-

cianus gr. 211, f. 2r)

Afjppa tpdToV, 6t §vo ai amhat kwvoelg (Parisinus gr. 1853, f. 69v).

The reason why linear motion and circular motion are considered to be the
only simple motions is only hinted at by Aristotle. Simplicius explains it by
stating that linear and circular motions do not consist of any other different
motion.*® That is to say, they are the only ones that cannot be divided into
any other motions that are more simple. Moreover, drawing on Aristotle,
Simplicius goes on explaining this point as follows. Motions usually happen
along lines. But if there are only two simple lines, i.e. the straight line and the
circle, the simple motions will also be just two.*’

Furthermore, with regard to Cael. I 2, 268b19-20 («the reason for this
[i.e. for the fact that the only simple movements are either linear or circular]
is that these two, the straight and the circular line, are the only simple mag-
nitudes»), Simplicius explains in what sense Aristotle looks at magnitudes as
causes of motion. In this respect, Simplicius’ reasoning presupposes Aristotle’s
theory of causation. For he states that magnitudes are not efficient, but only
material causes of movements, and he adds that according to Alexander of
Aphrodisias, the magnitudes play the role of “that without which’, since the

44 Simplicius, in Cael. 13,8-10 HEIBERG: Statp@v 8¢ TAG QUOIKAG KIVIOELG TAG HEV ATAAG
@not, 4G 8¢ ovx Amhag. Sei&ag 8¢, 6t eiotv amhat, £Eet mpoyeipwg, ETL ATADY giot CWHATWY,
Kai 8Tt TOV AMA@V CWHATWY Al ai KIVIOELG.

45 Cael. 12, 268b18-20: amhai yap adtat Vo povat. aftiov § &ttkal té peyédn tadta ania
uévov, f] T’ evbela kal 1) mepLpepng.

46 Simplicius, in Cael. 13,11-12 HEIBERG: kai 6Tt uév amhai fj te kOkAw ko 1) € evBeiag,
pOSNAov: 00SeTépa yap avTdV €k Stapdpwv cOYKeLTaL.

47  Simplicius, in Cael. 13,12-15 HEIBERG: 81t 8¢ povat adtau amhai, Tovto Seikvuoty Sii TG
TOV Ypapp@v mapabéoews naoa yap kivnotg €ni Tvog yivetat ypappkod SlaoTipatog:
el 00V ai dmhal ypappai oo povat, kai ai amhai kiviioelg 8vo.
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existence of a magnitude is obviously a conditio sine qua non of motions. Yet,
if a magnitude exists, it does not necessarily follow that there will be motion.**

Simplicius’ arguments up to this point are not taken into account or sum-
marized in the scholium of Marcianus gr. 211. It starts rather abruptly with
the dispute between the philosopher Xenarchus and Alexander of Aphrodisias
regarding Aristotle’s thesis about the two simple motions.*” In his lost work
Against the Fifth Substance (Ilpodg trv méuntnv ovoiav), Xenarchus raised
objections to the idea that linear motion and circular motion are the only two
simple motions.*® The detail reported by Simplicius concerning the title of the
work from which Xenarchus’ objections are taken is left out by the scholiast
of the Venice manuscript. Xenarchus’ thesis can be summarized as follows:
In addition to the straight line and the circular line he further considers the
cylindrical line as a simple line. Consequently, there should be another simple
motion that takes place along this line as well as another simple body that
moves cylindrically.

As we further learn from Simplicius, Alexander of Aphrodisias criticized
Xenarchus’ thesis with two arguments. Simplicius refers to both arguments
respectively with the termini technici “counterargument” (avtimapdotaots)
and “refutation” (¢votaoig).”* Counterarguments presuppose that during the
debate one party accept the premise of their opponent, but then go on to show
that the conclusion which has been argued for by the opponent does not fol-
low. So while debating xata avtimapdotaotyv against Xenarchus, Alexander
initially assumes (for the sake of argument) that the cylindrical helix is simple,
but then uses the premise that according to Aristotle, simple magnitudes are
not causae efficientes of movement, i.e. causes that produce motion. Alexan-
der’s counterargument runs as follows: «if it is true that a simple body moves
with a simple motion along a simple line, it is not thereby true that [...] for
any simple line there is a simple natural body which moves with a simple

48 Simplicius, in Cael. 13,15-18 HEIBERG: 0VX @G motntikd 8¢ T@V Kivijoewv aitia mapéBeto
Ta peyé0n, AAN ¢ DA kal TOV T@V, @V 0vk &vev, Adyov ExovTa, Og pnotv ANé§avSpog:
Kal yap kvioews pev obong advvatov pi eivar péyebog, peyéBoug 8¢ dvtog ovk avaykn
kivnow elva, dmep TR DA mpoorikel.

49 Simplicius, in Cael. 13,23-14,29 HEIBERG.

50 There is no extant Greek manuscript containing the text of Xenarchus’ treatise. Fragments
are preserved only in Simplicius’ Commentary on Aristotle’s On the Heavens. In his work,
Xenarchus aimed at refuting Aristotle’s theory about the existence of a fifth element as
constitutive substance of the heaven.

51 See generally T. WAGNER, Enstasis / Einwand, in: O. HOFEE (ed.), Aristoteles-Lexikon.
Stuttgart 2005, 186.
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motion along it.»** In other words, even assuming the existence of further
simple lines, for instance the cylindrical helix, in addition to the straight line
and the circle, it does not follow necessarily that there is actually a simple
body moving along that line.

In his second argument, Alexander rejects Xenarchus’ thesis and shows
it to be completely wrong. In contrast to Xenarchus, Alexander affirms that
the cylindrical helix is not a simple line, but the product of two dissimilar
motions, one circular, one along a straight line. In fact, from a geometrical
point of view the helix is a curve in three-dimensional space. In the course of
the argument, Simplicius cites an interesting passage of Xenarchus’ treatise, in
which the author tries to show how we can geometrically construct an evenly
balanced helical line. The method that Xenarchus envisages is as follows: By
rotating a rectangle around one of the sides or axes, a circular cylinder will
be created. Now, if during this rotation a single point is being moved along
the side parallel to the axis, the final result of such a double or twofold mo-
tion will be a helix. As a matter of fact, the point generating the helix moves
uniformly. Therefore, every single part that forms the helix is equal to each
other. In other words, the helix is homoiomerous. Assuming that things that
are homoiomerous are ipso facto also simple, Xenarchus concludes that the
helix is a simple line. But Simplicius (probably following Alexander) firmly
rejects this idea of Xenarchus’ He says expressly: «For although a simple line
is always also homoiomerous, a homoiomerous line is not always simple.»**

In support of his refutation, Simplicius also refers to Alexander’s observa-
tions about the helix or ecliptic generated by the sun in the course of its mo-
tion on the celestial sphere. To a certain extent, what Alexander really means
when dealing with the ecliptic remains fairly unclear. However, since the sun
appearantly moves both on the zodiac and on the sphere of the fixed stars,
and these two motions occur around different poles, one has to conclude that
the helix is not a simple line, but has a mixed nature.

In view of the fact that Simplicius presents Alexander’s second argument
as “better” (kaA\iwv) in comparison to the first, it should be noted that the
scholiast of Marcianus gr. 211 does not even mention Alexander’s first argu-
ment and uses only the second one in his marginal commentary. It would
seem that he agrees with Simplicius and follows his judgment. To visualize
the dependence of the scholium in Marcianus gr. 211 on Simplicius’ Com-
mentary, and to show the extent to which the scholium cites or paraphrases

52 Translation by I. MUELLER, On Aristotle. On the Heavens 1. 2-3. London 2011, 46.
53 Translation by MUELLER, On Aristotle (as in note 52), 47.
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his exegetic model, I provide a synoptic version of the two texts.

Marcianus gr. 211 (f. 1v)

E\eyev 6 Eévapyog 0Tt

amAf] éoTL ypappr Kai 1y émt Tod
KVAivSpov €N, ot mav pdprov
avTig mavTi iow épapudler ei 8¢
€0t péyebog amlovv mapa ta dvo,
eln v xai kivnoig amif mapda Tag
dvo kal odpa amhodv &Aho mapa
Ta MEVTE TO TNV Kivnow ékelvny Ki-
VOUUEVOV.

MpOG OV Katd €voTaoty KaA®g
ravtd 6 ANéEavdpog 6t ovk €0t
amAf] ypappn 1 émi tod kKuAivépou

54 Cf. Aristotle, Cael. I 2, 268b19-20.

Simplicius, in Cael., p. 13,23-14,29 HEIBERG
‘O 8¢ Eévapxog mpog mToANA TV évtadOa
Aeyopévwv dvtemwv v toig IIpog Ty mép-
TNy ovoiay avT® yeypappévolg avteine
Kal TpOg TO aitiov €, OTL kal Td peyédn
TadTa AmAd povov, fj te e00eia kal 1) mept-
Qepng* «amAf] ydp €o0TL, noi, ypapur kai
1] €1l ToD KLAIVEpov ENE, SLoTL TV uoplov
avtiig mavTi low Epapudler ei 8¢ Eotu pé-
yeBog amhodv mapa ta dvo, ein &v kal ki-
vnotg amAij apd tag dVo kal odpa ArAody
dANo mapd Ta TMEVTE TO TNV Kivnow €kei-
VIV KIVOUUEVOV.» TipOG O¢ TOV Eévapyov 6
ANEEavpog DTTAVTA SiXdG, TOTE eV KaTd
AVTITApPAOoTACLY: CVYXWPDV Yap ATARY
elvat Ty kuAvSpiknv Eltka Aéyet, 6Tt ovy
WG TOLNTIKA afTlo TV KIVHoEWY TA peYE-
On mapébeto 0 AploToTéAng: ob ydap, €l TO
amhodv o@pa ARV Kivnoty Kiveitat Katd
QMRS YPOUAS, 0N Kal katd tdong AmAig
YPAUURG ATTAODY O UOIKOV ATIARV Ki-
veltat kivnowy, 6mep 6 Eévapyog aot- ov
yap tovTo Tifnov AptototéAng. unmote 8¢
Blatotépa goTiv 1) UEVTNOLG TOD APLOTOTE-
Aovg 0aQdG elmMOVTOG, OTL AiTIOV £0TLY TO
Kal T Leyédn tadta AmAd povov eivat tiv
Te e00elav Kal TNV TepLPEpeLav: K&V Yap 1
VAKA aiTd @not Kai kat” avto ToDTo 0K
dvayxn kai dANov peyéBovg Gvrog amhod
elvat kat GAANV amAfjv kivnoty, dA 6 ye
pova tadta AmAd elvae pey£0n capg eipn-
pévov avatpémnetal, eimep €0t kai &ANo.
KaAX{wv ovv 1} katd EvoTacty HTIAVTNOLG
To0 ANeEavdpov Aéyovtog, Tt ovdE amAq
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ENE elmep éx 6v0 kIvijoewv dvo-
poiwv yevvatat, KUKALKAG Te kal
&’ evBeiag evBelag yap koKW mepl
TNV €m@davetay Tod KVAivOpov Tte-
playopévng kal oneiov Tvog €mi
TG evBeiag OpAA®G Kvovpévov
yevvatat i) koAvdpkry ENE wg kai
avTog Opohoyel 6 Eévapxog:

Epaoke 0¢ TNV ENtka AV g Opot-
opept)s AN 1) HeV AR YpapLpn TTév-
TG Kal OHOLOHEPTG, T} 88 OpOLOpEPTIG
0V TAVTWG QAR &l ur) kol povoeldng
ein®™ kai €l amod kwvroewg yivorro,
povoeldng €0t kal avTi, paAlov 6¢
pia. kal yap 1 g NAlakig kwvoe-
¢ ENE V11O GV0 KUKAKDV ytvopévn
TG Te ToD povoeldode® émi Tod {w-
Stakod kal TAG dmhavoig, émel mepi
Stapdpovg moAovg katepa yivetal,
Kal 1 EME pktny €oxe @ootv. €Tt
8¢, pnotv 6 ANéEavdpog, ai amai
KIVIOELG KATA TNV TTPOG TOD TTavTog
péoov oxéotv TO amhai eivat €xovoty.
1 L&V yap mepl TO péoov, ai 8¢ amo
ToD péoov kal mpog TO pécov: 1) 8¢
EME o0 ToladTn).

* 1Tfig scripsi coll. Simpl. in Cael. 14,12
Heiberg: 100 codex || ® €in scripsi : fj co-
dex || € tod povoetdodg codex: Tod HAiov
Simplicius; Tod fAlov scripserim
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ypappn éotwy 1y €mi 10D kVAivEpou €A,
elnep €k 600 KIVioEWV dvopoiwy yevvaTal
KUKAIKAG T Kal € e00eiag evbeiag yap
KUKAW Ttept T €mpdvetay tod kKuAivipov
TIEPLAYOUEVTG Kol onpeiov TIVOG €l TiG
evfelag OpHAA®G KIVOLpHEVOL YevvaTal 1)
KVAvSpuin) €N, dG kal avtodg 6 Eévapyog
OpoAoyel ypdowv obTwg «E0Tw TL TETPA-
ywvov kai TodTo meplayéobw kOKkAw pe-
vovong Hdg TAevpag, ftig d&wv Tod Ku-
Aiv8pov- &mi 8¢ TAg TavTn mapariilov Tig
Kal TepLOTPEPOPEVNG PepéaDw TL onpeiov,
kai év low xpovw TodTO TO ONpEIOV TAV-
v Steditw v ypapunyv kat 6 mapa-
AnAoypappov gig 10 adTo dnokabiotdodw
néAwy, 80ev fip&ato @épecbal motel yap
oVTwG TO UEV TapaAANAGypappov KOAL-
dpov, 10 8¢ pepduevov onuelov Emi TG V-
Oelog Elka kal TavTny, OG PnoLy, ARy,
S16Tt OpolopepriG.» AAAA KAV OpOLOEPTG
€0TLY, OUK €0TLY QAT 1} HEV Yap ATAR
ypapun mdvtwg kal opotopepng, 1 O
OpolopePT|G OV TTAVTWG ATAT, £V HI} Kal
Hovoetdng 1), Kai, el 4o Kiviioewg yivorro,
povoeldng vrdpxn kot avtr, paAlov 8¢ pia.
Kai yap 1 tig NAakig kivijoewg EAg H1o
V0 KUKAK@V yvopévn Tijg Te ToD NAiov
émi 100 (wdiakod kai TG <TAG> Amhavoig,
gneldn) mepl Stapdpovg mOlovg Ekatépa
yivetay, kai 1) EME pktiy €oxe @oowv. €t
8¢, pnoiv 0 ANéEavdpog, ai amhai kiviioelg
KATA TNV TPOG TO TOD MavTog LEoOV oxéoLy
10 amhai eivat €xovouv: 1 uev yap mepi 10
péoov, ai 8¢ anod Tod péoov Kal mPOg TO
péoov- ) 8¢ ENE ov Totav .
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To summarize: In this article, I considered further examples that confirm
some of the results reached in BROCKMANN - LoRrusso 2014. In particu-
lar, looking at the excerpts from Aristotle’s On the Heavens that Bessarion
collected in his Paris autograph, the dependency of Parisinus gr. 2042 from
Marcianus gr. 211 has been demonstrated once again beyond reasonable
doubt. Furthermore, I considered the annotations inserted by Bessarion on
the margin of Aristotle’s treatise On Generation and Corruption in the Venice
manuscript. Although Bessarion’s annotations depend mostly on Philoponus’
exegesis, they illustrate how deeply he studied both Aristotle and his com-
mentator in order to make the treatise On Generation and Corruption more
understandable and useful as a source for further literary production. Finally,
I touched upon three new examples from the corpus of scholia on Aristotle’s
On the Heavens preserved in Marcianus gr. 211 as well as in two other Greek
manuscripts. As far as the reception of Aristotle’s cosmological and astronomi-
cal ideas in Byzantium during the 13th century is concerned, this scholiastic
corpus represents a witness of primary importance. For the scholia combine
materials taken from well known commentators of Aristotle from Late An-
tiquity, especially Philoponus and Simplicius, with additional ideas not based
on otherwise known sources. This fascinating corpus definitely deserves more
thorough investigation in order to highlight further aspects of the transmis-
sion of Aristotle’s scientific works in the Byzantine manuscript culture. Beyond
that, careful investigation might also shed light on the connections between
the manuscripts containing the scholia and Bessarion’s philological work on
the manuscript texts themselves.
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ABSTRACT

This article deals with Bessarion’s excerpts from Aristotle’s treatise On the
Heavens in Parisinus gr. 2042 as well as with Marcianus gr. 211 that Bessa-
rion used as model. A further topic is the exploration of the commentaries
to Aristotle’s treatise On Generation and Corruption written down by Bessa-
rion on the edges of Marcianus gr. 211. Finally, the article touches upon three
commentaries to Aristotle’s On the Heavens contained in Marcianus gr. 211
in order to study their sources as well as their transmission in other Greek
manuscripts.
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Plate 3: Parisinus gr. 2042, f. 76v (Detail), © BnF
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Plate 5: Parisinus gr. 2042, f. 79v (Detail), © BnF
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Plate 6: Marcianus gr. 211, f. 131v (Detail)
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