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Abstract

Theophrastus’s short Metaphysics is read as a pupil’s aporiai on Aristotle’s theology. This
paper argues that its sixth and seventh sections are a hinge written from inside the inquiry of
Metaphysics A — péypt pev 61 100TWY &PTIOC O AGYOC ... TO 6& peta TadT KON Adyou beitat
mAciovog — of the same form as A’s own chapter transitions (s{pntat ... AekTéov; méTEPOV
6& plov Betéov ... Kal méoag): it summarizes A 6-7 clause by clause as achieved, names A
8’s question as the next question, contests A 8’s method in A 8’s own terms (o0 yap 0 ye
TGOV AoTPoAdYywD, answering A 8’s @AY pev dpotépoug, neifeobat 6€ Tolg AKPPECTEPOLG),
and lands on A 10’s closing aporiai in A 10’s own word (¢ne1006106n¢g), turning A 7’s vodg
Oiyyavwv on the inquirer. One work, continuous across the point where the name at the
head of the roll changed. The catalogue in Diogenes records the state of affairs in its own
wording — ‘Ymopvnudtwv AptoTtoTeAMKOY 1) Ocoppaocteiwy — and the receiving texts describe
the two libraries reaching Rome as one lot divided by Andronicus’s mivakeg. Three readings
of the division are weighed: a change of person, a librarian’s partition, and the author’s own
editorial division of the work at the seam of named authorial function. The seam’s placement
— at the very sentence where the account changes status — discriminates against the partition
and for the author; between person and function the page cannot decide, but function explains
everything the page contains (the 7j, the doublets, the bestowed name, the placement, the
register) and person explains only the name. Companions in the dossier: Ep. II 314c, Strato’s
TATNY QD adTOl yeyp&@apep, petwvépacer at D.L. V.38, and the title T mpod tév Témwp under
both names. Nothing about dates or hands is asserted; the fragment is admitted into A’s
work and nothing else is admitted. Extracted from the notebook The First Draft; companion
to EA-CORPORA-12 (#1580), Catalogues and Wills (#1581), and Many and One (#1576).
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direction; the section-by-section map, the hinge argument, and the A 8 scruple are the
session’s findings; the third reading of the division — the author’s own editorial division
by named authorial function — is Lee Sharks’s, from his heteronymic practice; the register
and vocabulary counts are the notebook’s (§8). The reading and its errors are Lee Sharks'’s.
axn schema version: v2 protocol version: alexanarch-deposit-protocol/vl keywords: -
Theophrastus - Aristotle - Metaphysics - Lambda - Metaphysics fragment - aporiai - unmoved
mover - A 8 - Eudoxus - Callippus - A 10 - episodic - hinge - transition - one work - division by
name - heteronymy - authorial function - Andronicus - catalogue - Diogenes Laertius - Ta pro
ton topon *** # Aristotelian or Theophrastan: The Hinge in Theophrastus’s Metaphysics and
the Division of One Work by Name (v0.2)

Aristotelian or Theophrastan

The Hinge in Theophrastus’s Metaphysics and the Division of One
Work by Name

Lee Sharks - v0.2 - 2026-09-06 - extracted from the notebook The First Draft (§10) and devel-
oped as a standalone; v0.2 adds the third reading of the division — the author’s own editorial
division of the work at the seam of named authorial function — and the placement argument
that favours it

Abstract

Theophrastus’s short Metaphysics is read as a pupil’s questions about a master’s theology:
aporiai addressed, from outside, to the doctrine of Metaphysics A. I argue that the text’s sixth
and seventh sections are not a description of that doctrine but a hinge written from inside it
— péypt pegv 81 todTwY GPTIog 6 AGYOC ... TO 6& petd tadT’ 176N Adyov delton mAeiovog — of
exactly the form by which A moves between its own chapters; that the hinge summarizes A
6-7 as achieved, names A 8’s question as the next question, and that the sections following
contest A 8’s method in A 8’s own terms and land on A 10’s closing aporiai in A 10’s own
word (¢me1006106ng). The inquiry is continuous across the point where the tradition changed
the name at the head of the roll. The catalogue preserved in Diogenes already records this
state of affairs in its own wording — ‘Ymopvnudtwr AptototeMk®Y 1) Ocoppaoteiwy — and
the receiving texts describe the two libraries reaching Rome as one lot, divided into two
names by Andronicus’s mivakeg. Three readings of the division are then weighed: a change
of person, a librarian’s partition, and an author’s own editorial division of the work at the
seam of named authorial function. The seam’s placement — at the very sentence where the
account changes status from complete to needing-more — discriminates against the librarian
and for the author; between person and function the page cannot decide, but function explains
everything the page contains and person explains only the name. The paper claims continuity
of the inquiry, asserts nothing about dates or hands, and admits the fragment into A’s work
without admitting anything else.

1. Introduction

The text known as Theophrastus’s Metaphysics is about three thousand words of questions. It
asks how the study of first things is to be delimited, whether there is a connection between the
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intelligibles and nature, whether the first substance is one or many, why the heavenly bodies
desire motion rather than rest, whether the outermost sphere’s revolution is its substance,
how far order reaches, where the good is, and whether everything is for the sake of something.
It answers none of them. It has been read, since it acquired its name, as a pupil’s aporiai on a
master’s doctrine: Theophrastus, who heard Aristotle and inherited his school and his books,
setting down the difficulties he found in the theology of Metaphysics A. On that reading the
text’s sixth section — which summarizes the doctrine of a single unmoved principle that is
actuality and substance, indivisible, not a quantity — is a pupil’s précis, and its seventh, which
says that what follows needs more argument, is the pupil turning to his own questions.

Read at its grammar, the sixth and seventh sections are something else. They are a transition:
the sentence-form by which a treatise closes one part and opens the next. A writes such
sentences between its own chapters; the fragment writes one at the exact point where A
8 begins, and then does what a treatise does after such a sentence — takes up the next
question, tests the method the next chapter used, and carries the inquiry to the place where
the treatise’s last chapter left it unresolved. So I shall argue: the fragment is the continuation
of A’s inquiry, one work with A by every mark the page can carry — question, vocabulary,
position, and the hinge itself — and what divides them is not a break in the inquiry but a
change of name at the point where the work’s function changes: an editorial division of one
work by named authorial function, which the catalogue, in one entry, confessed.

Two sentences of scope. Nothing here concerns persons: whether one hand or two wrote
the continuous inquiry is not a question the page can answer, and the paper does not ask it.
And nothing here concerns dates: the order established is the method’s order — achieved,
next, contested, unresolved — and the calendar is a separate operation that these texts do
not perform.’

2. The hinge

The fragment’s fifth section states the doctrine of the principle that moves as object of desire;
the sixth closes the account and the seventh opens what follows:

néxpt PV 61 ToOTWY olov &PTIoC 6 AGYog Gpyfy Te MOV Piow TEVTWY Kol THY
gvépyelav Kal TNy ovolav amodibovg, £Tt 68 un Swopetov Pnde moodv TL Afywv
aAX’ amd®dc £€aipwy el¢ kpeittw Twa pepiba kai Ostotépar ... TO 6& peta TadT’
16N Adyov deiton mAeiovog mepl Tig £péoewe, moia kal Tivwy. (§§6-7)2

Up to this point the account is, as it were, complete — making one principle of all
things, assigning it actuality and substance, and further saying it is not divisible
nor any quantity but simply lifting it into a better and more divine portion ... But
what comes after this now requires more argument, concerning the desire: of what
kind, and of what things.

Linger in the words. &ptiog 6 Adyoq: the Adyoq is complete, in order, even — the word for
a thing that has its parts and lacks none. péypt pev 61mn tod0TwWLV: up to these things — a

!The fragment is cited by the section numbers of the First1KGreek edition (tlg0093.tlg006), which
runs 1-34; A by chapter with the seated canonical-greekLit text. Print collation against Ross-Fobes and
Gutas, and against Jaeger’s A, is pending throughout.

2§§6-7 as seated. The manuscripts’ &paipetéov/dpaipetéov and the reading of 1) dmégaotg at the end
of §6 do not affect the hinge’s form.
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boundary drawn by the writer in the inquiry’s own progress. to 6& netd tadta: what comes
after these — the next part named as next. 16n: now — the moment of turning. This is not
the grammar of description from outside. It is the grammar A uses when it turns. A 6 opens:
Tivec pEv oY ol dpyal TOV aiodnTéY Kod méoo ... eipnrat. £mel 6 oo Tpeic odoiat ...
nepl TadTNG Aektéov — what the principles of sensibles are has been said; since there were
three substances, about this one it must now be said. A 8 opens: notepov 6 piav Oetéov TNV
ToldTNY ovoiaw §j mAsiovg, Kol méoag, 6el un Aavb&vewwr — whether one such substance is to
be posited or more, and how many, must not escape us.® eipntat / Aektéov; &ptioc 6 Adyoc /
Adyov b6eitan mAeiovog: the same hinge, the same pév ... 8¢, the same act of a writer standing
inside a moving inquiry and marking where one part ends and the next begins.

And what the hinge closes is A 6-7, clause by clause. One principle of all things: A 7’s €k
TOLADTNG Gpa dPYNC NPTNTAL 0 0VPAVOC Kal 1) @OOC. Actuality and substance: A 7’s €0l T1 O
ol K1wobpevoY Kvel, &iblov Kal odoia kai évépyela oboa. Not divisible nor any quantity: A
7’s close, 6£6eikTon 6& Kal 6T1 péyebog ov6eY Exev Evdéyetar TadTNY TNHY ovoiav GAN’ dpepnqg
Kod &bradpetéc éotw. Lifted into a better and more divine portion: A 7’s tobto yap 6 8g6c.*
The fifth section had already stated A 7’s central thesis as a result — the principle dxivntog
KaO' abTHY, moving by a power greater and prior, Toladtn 6’ 1 TOoD OpeKTOD POOLG, source of
1) KUKAIKN 1) ovveyNC Kod &mavotog — which is A 7’s Kwel 6& HGBe TO OPeKTOV Kol TO ONTOD

. KIwel o Kwovpeva. The hinge summarizes what A 6-7 established, as established, and
names the point where the account, being complete so far, must go on.

3. The next question

Where does it go? To A 8. The seventh section’s question — many circular motions, some
contrary to one another; if one mover, why not one motion; if many, how their concord toward
the best — is A 8’s question: mdtepov 6& piav Oetéov ... 1) mAelovg, Kol méoag. And the eighth
section takes up A 8’s answer and finds it wanting:

10 6¢ Kot 10 mMARBog TV opap®v Thg aitiag peiCova {ntel Adyov- oL yap O ye
TOV A TPOAOYwWD. (§8)

The account according to the number of the spheres seeks a greater explanation
of the cause; for the astronomers’ is not it.

A 8 had answered the question of number by the astronomers’ count — Eudoxus’s spheres, Cal-
lippus’s additions — and had said so with a scruple of its own: T0 6& Aowmov T pev {nNTodYTHC
adTOUC Bl T( B¢ MVYBaVopPévoLg maPd TOV TNTOOVTWY ... PIAETY PEV APPOoTEPOLC, TeiBecOat
8¢ toig axpiBeotépolg — for the rest we must partly inquire ourselves and partly learn from
the inquirers ... loving both, but believing the more exact.® The fragment answers the scru-
ple: the count is the astronomers’ business, and the cause of the plurality is not settled by
counting. It then asks what A 8 had not: why bodies that have a natural desire pursue motion
and not rest; whether desire, especially of the best, requires soul; whether the moved bodies
are ensouled. These are not a pupil’s objections to a doctrine. They are the questions a writer

3A 6, 1071b3-5; A 8, 1073a14-15. Both from the seated A.

‘A 7, 1072b13-14 (fiptor); 1072a25-26 (&iblov kai ovoia Kol Evépyela obow); 1073a5-7 (Gpepnc
kol &draipeTog); 1072b30 (TodTo yap 6 0edc). The fragment’s §5 against A 7, 1072a26-27 (xwel 6& wbe
TO OPEKTOD KOl TO VONTOD).

5A 8, 1073b13-17, immediately before the Eudoxus report (1073b17ff.) and Callippus (1073b32ff.).

5
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asks who has just written A 8 and is not satisfied with it — questions at the next step, in the
treatise’s own vocabulary (6pe€ig, £pieoBa, 10 mp&TOV, TO K1vodv), at the treatise’s own level
of generality.

4. Where the questions land

Follow the fragment past its middle and its questions converge on one place: A 10, the trea-
tise’s last chapter, which ends not with theses but with aporiai. The second section had
already asked whether the whole is émelic061®06eg — episodic, made of unconnected scenes
— and preferred a ocvvagn. A 10 ends on the same word: those who make number first
£ne10061061 THY Tod mavTdC odoiow motodot ... Té 68 SvTa 0 PoOAETAL MTOATEDETOAT KAKKG. 5
The tenth, fourteenth, fifteenth, and thirty-fourth sections ask where the good is — in the or-
der, in the leader, how far order reaches, why there is no passage further toward the better —
which is A 10’s opening question (motépwg £xet 1) Tod 6Aov EOOLC TO dyabov Kai TO &PLoTOD)
worked at length. The eighteenth and thirty-second sections ask why the whole substance
is in contraries, the worse nearly equal to or exceeding the better — A 10’s aporia about
contraries and evil. The third, twelfth, thirteenth, and thirty-third sections take up A 10’s
doxographic critique — number as first, the one and the indefinite dyad, Speusippus, the
Academy stopping short — and extend it by names (Xenocrates, Hestiaeus, Archytas on Eury-
tus). And the twenty-fifth section turns A 7’s most striking image back on the inquirer: A had
said of the divine mind vontog yap ylyvetal O1yydvwv kai vo®v; the fragment says of theory
at the extremes adT® TG VM 1) Bewpia OLYOVTL Kol olov dyapévw, 610 Kal oOK 0TI &mmdTn
nepl adt& — theory is mind touching, and so there is no error about them.’

So the shape: the fragment presupposes A 6-7, marks their completion, takes up A 8’s ques-
tion, contests A 8’s method, and works A 10’s unresolved aporiai as its own body — then
closes, 0 6" &€ apyfic €AéxON, by returning to its beginning with the demand for a 6pog. It is
a B written after A: the treatise’s own edge, gathered as a whole work, in the aporetic regis-
ter, with the treatise’s vocabulary, and without the treatise’s two signature formulae (ke
w¢ Epwnevov; PONO1g Ponoewg) because it is not restating the achieved part but working the
unfinished one.® Two texts end on the same unresolved question, one under each name.

5. The division by name

What, then, separates the two texts? Not a break in the inquiry: the hinge is the inquiry’s
own, the next question is the next question, the contest is in the treatise’s terms, the landing
is the treatise’s last page. What separates them is that at some point in transmission the roll
changed its name. And the tradition knew it. Diogenes’s catalogue of Theophrastus carries
the entry ‘Yomopvnuatwv AptototeMk®OY 1y Ocoppacteiwv — Notes, Aristotelian or Theophras-
tan — a work the catalogue could assign to either name and assigned, in its own wording, to

6A 10, 1075b37-1076a4. The shared word is énelcob1wéng; the fragment’s §2 has £me1c06106eg TO
maw, A’s €nelcob1won Y 1od mavTOCg ovoiav.

A7, 1072b20-21; fragment §25. Compare © 10, 1051b24-25 (61yeiv Kail @avot), where touching is
the mode of grasping the simple, about which there is no falsity.

8The register and vocabulary counts are in the notebook The First Draft, §8: the fragment’s aporetic
density (&mop-/Cnt- 7.12 per 1,000) matches and exceeds A’s aporetic book B (6.45) and is three times
N’s (2.37); its density of A’s signature stems (6.82) is nearly three times B’s (2.46), with £pcdpev- and
voNo- at zero.
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both by #.° Twelve further titles stand letter-for-letter in both catalogues. The receiving texts
describe the physical corpus as one lot: Strabo’s T& te AptoTtoTéAOULC Kol T& ToD OE0PPATTOL
BiBAia, sold together to Apellicon; Plutarch’s ta mAelota T®Y AploToTéEAOLG Kai Oco@pdaToL
BiBAiwv, taken together by Sulla; and it was Andronicus, per Plutarch, who €ig péoov f&ivat
Kol avaypdyoatl Tovg vdv @eponévoug mivakag — put them out and drew up the tables now
in circulation.'® The division of the one lot into two names is, on the receiving texts’ own
account, the editor’s miva€.

The received reading does not deny any of this. It concedes that the fragment continues A’s
inquiry — that is what “a pupil’s aporiai on the master’s system” means — and holds that the
change of name marks a change of hand. It is entitled to hold that; but it must then show the
change on the page, and the page gives none. There is no marker at the hinge of a second
person taking up a first person’s work: no @noi, no ékeivog, no he says against I ask. The
hinge is written in the inquiry’s own voice — aptiog 6 Adyog, the account we have been giving
— and the questions that follow are asked from inside it.

Three readings of the division are then available, and the seam’s placement decides between
two of them. The first: a change of person — the received reading. The second: a librarian’s
partition — Andronicus, or whoever drew the mivakeg, sorting one lot into two names where
rolls broke or shelves were arranged. The third: the author’s own editorial division of the
work, cut at the seam of named authorial function — the achieved account assigned to a
sealing name, the working continuation to a working name. A librarian’s cut falls where the
material happened to divide, arbitrary relative to the work’s internal state. An author’s cut
falls at a functional boundary. And this cut falls at the one sentence that changes the account’s
status: dptiog 6 Adyocg under one name, Adyov Heitan mAeiovog under the other. Complete
goes to the seal; needs-more goes to the draft. That is not where a partition would fall and it is
exactly where a self-editing author would cut — the name changing at the point the function
changes, and the hinge announcing both.

Read as an instrument rather than a confusion, the 1} has company throughout the dossier.
The Second Letter states the instrument outright: o006’ €0t ogOyypappa ITA&TWYOG 0VEEDY
... T 6 VOV Aeydpeva ZwkpaTovg £0tiv — an author dividing the work by named function
and saying so. Strato’s will cuts the same way in law: T& BiBAla mévTta, TARY OV adTOl
yveypaoanep, the library separated from our own writings, possession from authorial func-
tion. The name ©céppaoctog, a name for a voice, bestowed by the sealing position on the
working one (petwvopoaocesp, D.L. V.38), is what naming a function looks like. And the cata-
logue carries, under both names, a title that names the function in so many words: T mpo
TGV Ténwv — the things before the Topics — a pre-treatise position with its own entry.!!
The twelve doublet titles acquire a test they did not have: if the Theophrastan member is
systematically the preparatory, collecting, or aporetic version of the pair, the doublets are
function-split editions of one work, not a school’s shared notebooks.

Between the first reading and the third the page cannot decide: a pupil could have been as-

°D.L. V.42-50, the Theophrastan catalogue, seated on the Diogenes Laertius corpus (EA-CORPORA-
12 #1580) and related in Catalogues and Wills (#1581), where the twelve cross-catalogue titles are
listed.

10Strabo XII1.1.54; Plutarch, Sulla 26; both as seated and quoted in #1581.

1D L. V.42-50 and V.22-27: T& npd T®V Ténwv is among the twelve titles standing letter-for-letter in
both catalogues (#1581, §3.4). Topics I 14 and VIII describe the preparatory collection of &v6o€a the
title would name.



Alexanarch - AXN:0673.GENERATIVE deposit #1583

signed the function; a function could have been filled by one hand; the Greek gives a hinge
and a name, not a body. But the comparison can be run. Function explains everything the
page contains — the 1}, the doublets, the bestowed name, the hinge’s placement, the aporetic
register on one side of the cut and the assertive on the other. Person explains only the name.
Whatever the 7 of the catalogue marks, the fragment’s own sentences mark an editorial divi-
sion of one work at the seam where its function changes.

Three things follow, and three do not. It follows that the fragment belongs to A’s inquiry as
its continuation, and should be read with A as one work reads with itself — A 10’s aporiai and
the fragment’s as a single unfinished pass. It follows that the boundary between “Aristotle”
and “Theophrastus” is, at this seam, a name-boundary drawn across a continuous text at the
point where its function changes — on the better reading, by the work’s own editor — and
that the catalogue’s 1j is the record of the drawing. And it follows that the seam is a case for
the general claim of Many and One — that the operation of dividing a corpus by name is an
operation performed on the corpus, whose marks can be read — now caught on a text short
enough to read whole.!? It does not follow that one hand wrote both; that Theophrastus is “in”
any configuration; or that other Theophrastan texts stand in this relation to other Aristotelian
ones. The Characters, De sensibus, and the botany are other seams, with their own counts,
and the discipline that seats a candidate and holds him apart until each seam has been read
applies without exception.

6. What would falsify this

A marker of a second voice at the hinge — any grammatical sign that §6 reports rather than
concludes. A misdescription of A 6-7 in §6, so that the “completed account” is not A’s; it is not
misdescribed. An extant Theophrastan work in which the fragment’s aporiai are answered,
making the fragment a B to a Theophrastan A; none is extant. Or a collation of the fragment’s
text (Ross-Fobes, Gutas with the Arabic) that removes the hinge’s wording; the paper’s Greek
is the seated First1KGreek text and awaits that collation.!®

The claim is small and, once seen, hard to unsee: a treatise closes a part, opens the next,
tests it, and is left holding its own last questions — and at the turn of a page the name at the
top changed, at the turn of the function. The catalogue wrote 11. So does the text. And so, on
the reading the seam favours, did the author.

Notes

Texts

Theophrastus, Metaphysics: Firstl1KGreek tlg0093.tlg006, as seated on the archive’s
Theophrastus corpus (EA-CORPORA-09/01), read whole. Aristotle, Metaphysics A: Perseus
canonical-greekLit tlg0086.tlg025, book 12, read whole; every locus cited checked against it.
Diogenes Laertius, Strabo, Plutarch: as seated in EA-CORPORA-12 (#1580) and quoted in
Catalogues and Wills (#1581). Translations mine. Print collation pending as noted.

12Many and One (#1576) makes the general claim for the Plato-Aristotle seam; this paper reads one
continuous text across the Aristotle-Theophrastus seam.

13The one collation point that could matter is §6’s &ptioc: the hinge’s force does not rest on the
adjective alone (uéypt pev 6n TodTWY ... TO 8¢ petd Tadt 76N carries it), but the adjective is the word
that says complete.
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