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Abstract

The accumulating notebook of the Theophrastus line, deposited whole at v0.20 (§§0-18.13,
about 21,000 words), from which the standalones Aristotelian or Theophrastan (#1583), The
Registry Has One Column (#1584) and The First Axis (#1586) were extracted. §§0-6: Lee’s
reading of Theophrastus as the first draft of the Aristotle-position in the transition of authorial
method from Plato to Aristotle (method-order, not calendar), the received reading stated in
full, and eight seams with tests. §7: the transmission frame developed with Gemini, corrected
on two counts (catalogue totals are not loss ratios; corpus-survival is not dialectic-survival)
— the treatise scales the survivability of the dialectic; two survivals, the character by circu-
lation and the dialectic by treatise; Strabo XIII.1.54’s two sentences the proof text. §§8-9:
first seam counts and verdicts. §10: the Metaphysics fragment mapped against A section by
section — §6 marks A 6-7 as achieved (&ptiog 0 A6yog), §7 asks A 8’s question, §8 contests
A 8’s astronomers, the questions land on A 10 — the arrow reversed at that seam and the
reading revised to drafts on both edges of the treatise. §11: the Characters examined in four
terms. §12: the division by name as the author’s own editorial division at the seam of named
authorial function. §13: the named-function model — operations indexed by author-names —
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and its first test with within-name controls (Rhetoric II). §14: the stopping rule that resolves
the Chaerephon problem (a name earns a function-position only where a bounded corpus
permits recurrent, position-specific transformations across a demonstrable seam), applied to
Theophrastus, Xenophon, Aristophanes and Chaerephon. §15: transmodality — function x
mode — with the will as the Theophrastan function in the topographic mode. §16: the Mace-
donian administrative dossier as witnesses to seat (Chios, Priene, Arrian, Plutarch’s Eumenes,
the Babylonian tablets), readings withheld. §17: handholds — how relations transmit across
substrate — and Andronicus as receiving node, with the next test: the pre-Andronican inputs
to the Aristotle/Theophrastus name-boundary. [...abridged for the catalogue; full description
in this deposit’s record]

Body

deposit number: 1585 hex: 0677 title: “The First Draft — a notebook: Theophrastus as
the Draft of the Aristotle-Position; speculations, seam counts, the named-function model,
the stopping rule, transmodality, the Macedonian dossier, handholds and the receiving
node, and the seam stylometry through the first axis (v0.20)” creator: Sharks, Lee orcid:
0009-0000-1599-0703 date: 2026-09-06 content type: Research notebook license: CC-BY-
4.0 substrate: Human-machine collaborative. Drafted, computed and revised in-session by
TACHYON (Claude, Anthropic) at MANUS (Lee Sharks) direction across 2026-09-06; the
reading of Theophrastus as first draft, the division-by-name reading, the ruling on catalogue
totals, the ruling on refinement versus circularity, and the labelling rule are Lee Sharks’s; the
transmission frame was developed with Gemini and the named-function model, the stopping
rule and the Macedonian dossier with a second reader (ChatGPT), all corrected in-session;
the blind labels of §18.10 are ChatGPT’s in a fresh conversation. All Greek from the seated
texts; all counts reproducible from the stems and sources listed. The reading and its errors
are Lee Sharks’s. axn schema version: v2 protocol version: alexanarch-deposit-protocol/v1
keywords: - Theophrastus - Aristotle - Plato - heteronymy - named authorial function - func-
tion and mode - stopping rule - Chaerephon - Metaphysics Lambda - Characters - Athenaion
Politeia - Politics - stylometry - first axis - function words - principal component - blind labels -
Andronicus - handholds - transmission - Macedonian administration - Chios - Priene - Strabo -
Diogenes Laertius - notebook *** # The First Draft — a notebook: Theophrastus as the Draft
of the Aristotle-Position; speculations, seam counts, the named-function model, the stopping
rule, transmodality, the Macedonian dossier, handholds and the receiving node, and the
seam stylometry through the first axis (v0.20)

The First Draft — a notebook

Theophrastus as the Draft of the Aristotle-Position in the Transition of
Authorial Method from Plato to Aristotle — speculations, initial stylo-
metric results, the transmission frame tested, and first seam counts

Lee Sharks - v0.20 - 2026-09-06 - notebook (it will be a notebook, not a treatise). §80-6 as in
v0.1; 8§10 reads the fragment against A section by section; §12 records the third reading of
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the division; §11 the Characters examined in four terms (absorbed from its own file); §13 the
named-function model and its first test (absorbed); §14 the stopping rule and its application
to Chaerephon; §15 transmodality — the function X mode matrix; §16 the Macedonian admin-
istrative dossier as relations to seat; §17 handholds and the receiving node — Andronicus,
and the next test; §18 seam stylometry — where the names sort the texts and where they
do not; This is a reading, and is marked as one throughout; it stands on the groundwork of
Catalogues and Wills (#1581) and the seats of EA-CORPORA-12 (#1580), and on a stylomet-
ric pilot computed by ChatGPT (ARISTOTLE-THEOPHRASTUS-PILOT.md, same date), whose
hedges are preserved here. It asserts nothing about persons, calendar, or maker-count. §7
tests a transmission-engineering frame developed with Gemini; §8 runs the first seam counts;
§9 records what they said against §5’s predictions.

0. What is being proposed, in one sentence

In a heteronymic configuration — the corpus read as a distribution of authorial functions
across names rather than as a set of biographies — “Theophrastus” is read as the first draft
of the Aristotle-position: the state of the authorial method between the Platonic mode (one
dramatized character, remade from a received base, the maker withdrawn) and the Aris-
totelian mode (a first-person-plural inquiry classifying kinds), in which the Aristotelian method
is present but not yet consolidated. First names method-order, not calendar-order. The read-
ing keeps every relation the received account asserts and reverses one arrow.

1. The received reading, stated in full

Theophrastus of Eresus, born Tyrtamus, pupil of Plato and then of Aristotle; renamed by Aris-
totle for the divine quality of his speech (D.L. V.38: todtov TOptapov Aeydpevov Oedppactov
61 10 g Ppaoewg Oeoméolov AplOTOTEANG PeTwVOpNOoED); Aristotle’s successor as head of
the Peripatos for some thirty-five years; heir to Aristotle’s library (Strabo XIII.1.54: 6 yodv
ApLOTOTEANG THY £avToD O0Ppdoty mapéBwKeD, Wrep Kal TV oyoAny &méAre); author of
a catalogue of 232,808 lines (D.L. V.50); continuator and modifier of Aristotle’s logic (modal
rules, hypothetical and prosleptic syllogisms), physics (doubts about fire as element, about
the unmoved mover’s causal reach), and biology (the botany as the zoology’s complement);
founder of doxography (De sensibus, the Physical Opinions) and of the character-sketch (Char-
acters). On this reading the botanical works are the pupil extending the master’s program
to plants; the Metaphysics fragment is the pupil’s questions about the master’s system; the
Characters are a late, minor genre-experiment; and the doublet titles across the two cata-
logues (twelve identical; one entry reading ‘Ymopvnudatwv AploTtoTteAIK®OY T} Ogo@paoteiwy)
are accidents of a school’s shared notebooks.

This reading is coherent and explains the received facts. Its every datum is a relation —
pupil/master, successor, heir, continuator — and every relation is supplied by a receiving text:
Diogenes’s lives and catalogues, Strabo’s route, Plutarch’s Andronicus. The arrow on each
relation (from Aristotle to Theophrastus) is the receiving texts’ arrow. The Theophrastan and
Aristotelian texts themselves carry relations without carrying that arrow. That is the space
the speculation occupies.
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2. The speculation, stated

Take the three authorial modes as functions, as the configuration has read them for Socrates,
Plato, and Aristotle: the orthonym who does not write; the survival-position that writes a made
character and withdraws behind him (Ep. II 314c: o006’ £€oTv oOyypappa [TAGTWYOG ... Ta 6
VOV Aeydpeva TwkrpaTtoug £0Tiv); the consolidating position that speaks as we and classifies
(SE 34: mposiAépueba evpeiv ddvapy ... mepl tod mpopAinbévtoc). Between the second and
the third a transition has to occur: from a single character in dramatic mimesis to kinds in
a treatise; from the survey of what people say staged as conversation to the survey of what
people say as a first book; from aporiai voiced by interlocutors to aporiai listed as a method’s
opening move. The speculation is that the Theophrastan texts are where that transition is
visible in a less resolved state — the method’s first draft — and that the name ©c6@paotoc, a
name for a voice, marks the position at which the voice was still being found.

Three things this does not say. It does not say Theophrastus wrote earlier than Aristotle:
method-order and calendar-order are different operations, and the calendar is not decided
here (the same distinction the stone note draws between the entry that names a beginning
and the historical choice of it). It does not say one hand: the configuration reads functions,
and a function can be filled by any number of hands. It does not say the received reading is
wrong about any relation; it says the arrow is underdetermined by the texts and proposes the
other direction as the one that reads more of the texts as what they are.

3. The seams — where the reading is checkable

Each seam names a Theophrastan text, the Aristotelian text it pairs with, and the relation the
pair bears on the page. The reading predicts a specific shape at each; the received account
predicts its inverse; the pair decides.

3.1 Characters < the Ethics’ types

The Characters are thirty received types, sketched: the Flatterer, the Boor, the Superstitious
Man, the Man of Petty Ambition. This is the character-genre — the Apology’s operation of tak-
ing a received figure and editing him — turned into a taxonomy of received figures, with the
drama removed and the theory not yet added. The Ethics carry the same objects theorized:
the aAalwv and sipwv as excess and defect about truthfulness (EN IV 7), the peyaddyvuyog,
the Bavavoog, the avededBepog — types placed on scales of mean and extreme, with the
sketch absorbed into the definition. The sequence dialogue — sketch — category is the tran-
sition thesis in three texts. The Characters sit in its middle: mimetic prose (the Poetics filed
ZwKpaTikol Adyol with the mimes, and Theophrastus’s pupil was Menander) become typol-
ogy; typology not yet become ethics.

Test. Map each Character against the Ethics’ treatment of the same type. Draft reading:
the Ethics contain the sketch’s features plus a theoretical frame the sketch lacks. Received
reading: the sketch shows knowledge of the Ethics’ frame (its technical vocabulary — peodtng,
vrepPoAn, EAAewylg — or its ordering) and simplifies it for another genre. The presence or
absence of the frame’s vocabulary inside the sketches is countable.
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3.2 De sensibus < the treatises’ first books

De sensibus is a doxography standing alone: what Empedocles, Democritus, Plato, Alcmaeon
said about perception, reported and criticized, with no positive theory following. The Aris-
totelian treatise performs this operation as its opening — De anima I, Metaphysics A, Physics
I — and then proceeds. The survey exists in one corpus as a work and in the other as a book.

Test. Compare De sensibus with De anima I 2 and the Parva naturalia on the same authorities.
Draft reading: the survey is fuller and less digested in De sensibus; the treatise selects from
it and subordinates it to a positive account. Received reading: De sensibus presupposes the
treatise’s positive account in its criticisms (using its terms as settled). Which text treats the
other’s content as given is legible in the criticisms’ vocabulary.

3.3 The Metaphysics fragment o A

The fragment (about 3,360 tokens) is aporiai without answers: how the first principle causes,
whether the heavenly motion is desire, why the mathematicals, whether the ordering of nature
runs all the way down. The Aristotelian method’s own shape is aporiai first (B), doctrine after
(A). The fragment is a B without a A.

The received reading says: a pupil’s questions about a finished system. The draft reading
says: the questions a system was written to answer. These are distinguishable on the page.
Test. Map the fragment’s aporiai against A’s theses one by one. If A answers them point
by point — each aporia a thesis of A read as a question — the pair has a functional order,
questions — answers, which is the method’s order; if the fragment instead presupposes A’s
answers and questions their consequences (using the unmoved mover as a given and asking
what follows), the draft reading weakens at this seam. Either result is a finding; the calendar
remains a separate operation.

3.4 Historia plantarum / De causis plantarum < Historia animalium / the ex-
planatory biology

The stylometric pilot’s stable result (§4): HP’s nearest core-Aristotelian neighbour is HA in all
nine feature/length settings, and CP’s nearest neighbours are the small explanatory treatises
(De sensu at 3,000 tokens; De motu, De somno, De anima at other lengths), with ya&p rising
and 6¢ falling in the explanatory member of each pair (HP 135.4 / CP 214.8; HA 107.1 / GA
202.8 per 10,000 for yap). The descriptive/explanatory split runs across the two names, not
along them. Under the received reading this is the pupil adopting the master’s registers.
Under the draft reading it is one method’s two registers, each present under both names,
with the Theophrastan instances internally more compact (Theophrastus internally 0.05431 /
0.18938 against Aristotle internally 0.07914 / 0.27892 in the two primary views).

Test — the one the pilot itself proposes: localize the HP-HA affinity by books and passages
and compare the connective constructions (accumulation, contrast, exception, explanation).
Draft reading: HP’s constructions are HA’'s in a simpler or less varied repertoire. Received
reading: HP’s constructions extend HA’'s. The repertoire is countable.



Alexanarch - AXN:0677.UNCLASSIFIED.® deposit #1585

3.5 The name

BedppaoTog is a name for a voice: @pdolg, and the reason given for it is THg @pdoewg
Beoméolov. It was bestowed, petwvopacer, by the consolidated position on the draft. In
the configuration’s canonical move the maker names the mask (Plato’s Socrates, KaA0g Kal
véog yeyovwc). Here the name runs the other way in time and the same way in function: the
seal names its sketch, and names it for the quality of a speech that had not yet become we.

3.6 The will

Theophrastus’s will (D.L. V.51-57) makes three separately specified dispositions: Ttnv
Aplototédovg eikdéva teBfjvar €ig TO itepdv — Aristotle’s image to be placed in the shrine;
the premises to the ten named friends wc¢ Gv 1gpov Kowi] KektNuévOorg; T 68 PipAia mavta
NnAel. The draft-position is the one that installs the author’s presence — image, sanctuary,
commons — and sends the writings elsewhere. Preserving Aristotle, continuing philosophy,
and possessing the books are three operations in the will’s text (the reviewer’s observation
on #1581), and the draft performs the first.

3.7 The catalogue’s 1j

Yoopuvnudatwy ApltototeMKOY 1) Ocoppacteiwv. The catalogue could not tell the draft from
the fair copy, and said so in its own wording. Twelve titles stand letter-for-letter in both lists.
The received reading files these as a school’s shared notebooks; the draft reading files them
as the expected residue of one method under two names, and notes that the catalogue’s 7 is
alternative attribution while the Delphic stone’s kai (AptototéAn kai KaAAltgbévn) is collabo-
ration — two ways of distributing one work across two names, both native to the record.

3.8 The other end of the transition

The corpus-wide invariant established for the SE 34 work stands here as the transition’s far
end: Aristotle files Socratic operations inside the apyr| of his art — definition as the starting
point of syllogisms (M 4), induction as one of two dialectical species (Top. I 12), peirastic as
a part of dialectic practicable by the non-knower (SE 8, 11), interrogation as the paradigm
technique (Rhet. III 18) — and keeps the art itself obnw. The Platonic position made a char-
acter; the Aristotelian position makes the character’s operations into parts of an art. The
Theophrastan texts are where operations are collected before they are parts: sketches be-
fore types, surveys before first books, questions before answers.

4. Initial stylometric results

Computed by ChatGPT (pilot of 2026-09-06) on pinned source trees (First1KGreek 7881c56;
canonical-greekLit 341e309), fifty fixed surface forms (conjunctions, particles, prepositions),
three feature views (unigrams; sequence pairs; adjacent pairs), cosine distances, 3,000-token
blocks with 2,000 and 5,000 as sensitivity settings, at most ten evenly spaced blocks per work,
work-pairs equally weighted. The pilot’s own limits are kept: no independence among the nine
settings, no p-values, surface homographs conflated (n/n/fj), elisions unexpanded, editorial
paragraphing inherited, “core” a bibliographic sampling choice, Plato a third comparative
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body and not a known-author calibration. An initial run that failed to normalize final sigma in

three list entries is void and retained only as an error record.

Result

Value

What it bears on

HP’s nearest
core-Aristotelian neighbour

HP-HA vs HP-CP

CP’s nearest

y&p per 10,000
6¢ per 10,000

Internal compactness

Cross-name mean

Biological restriction

Without Characters and
Weather Signs

Plato as third body

HA in all nine settings
(0.03635/0.13111 /0.27550
at 3,000)

HP-HA smaller in eight of
nine settings (reversed in
adjacent pairs at 3,000)

De sensu in all three views at
3,000; De motu, De somno,
De anima at other lengths
HP 135.4 - CP 214.8 - HA
107.1 - GA 202.8

HP 572.3 - CP 299.6 - HA
421.6 - GA 280.2
Theophrastus 0.05431 /
0.18938 / 0.39999 - Aristotle
0.07914/0.27892/0.42714
0.09522/0.27226 / 0.46727

cross-name falls to 0.06215 /
0.20570
0.08034/0.24381/0.41334

Aristotle-Plato 0.11533 /
0.37711 -
Theophrastus-Plato 0.10175
/ 0.33830

The descriptive register
pairs across the names

Register outranks name for
the descriptive botany

The explanatory register
pairs across the names, less
specifically

The explanatory member of
each pair rises together
The descriptive member of
each pair rises together
The smaller body is tighter
in the two primary views

Crossing the names is less
distant than crossing works
within Aristotle for sequence
pairs; more for unigrams and
adjacent pairs; persists at all
lengths

Genre carries part of the gap

The broad summary depends
on which Theophrastan
kinds are included

Both targets nearer each
other than either to Plato

What these bear on for the speculation: register over name; compactness on the Theophrastan
side; a boundary that is feature-dependent rather than a wall; and a third body farther from
both. What they cannot bear on, and the pilot says so: order, hand, maker-count. The numbers
describe a distribution of textual forms. The speculation is a reading of that distribution
together with the seams of §3, and it is the seams, not the distances, that will decide it.

5. What the speculation predicts, before more numbers

1. At the fragment—A seam: A answers the fragment’s aporiai point by point, and the
fragment does not use A’s answers as givens.

8
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2. At the Characters—Ethics seam: the Ethics’ types contain the sketches’ features plus
the frame; the sketches do not contain the frame’s vocabulary.

3. Atthe De sensibus—De anima seam: the treatise’s criticisms select from and subordinate
the survey; the survey’s criticisms do not presuppose the treatise’s positive account.

4. At the HP-HA seam: HP’s connective repertoire is HA’'s in a less varied form.

In the next stylometric run: register-conditioned comparisons (descriptive against de-

scriptive, explanatory against explanatory) reduce the cross-name distance further than

genre-restriction alone; same-work alternate-edition probes for HP and CP fall inside the

pilot’s 0.00125-0.00791 band.

o

Each prediction has an inverse that the received reading predicts. Where the inverse obtains,
the draft reading weakens at that seam and says so; where the prediction obtains, the arrow
at that seam runs draft — fair copy, in method-order.

6. What the reading does not claim, and the stopping rule

No calendar. No persons. No maker-count. And the archive’s own discipline on candidates
applies: Xenophon and Aristophanes are seated and held apart — candidate, not member —
because the method that would admit an edge figure has no internal stopping rule. Theophras-
tus is seated (EA-CORPORA-09/01, and now beside the transmission texts of EA-CORPORA-
12) and is a candidate for the configuration on the same terms. This note does not admit him;
it names the seams at which admission or refusal would be decided, and predicts what each
will show.

7. The transmission frame, tested

A frame developed in conversation with Gemini reads the transition as transmission engineer-
ing: Plato’s architecture — many voices, one maker, rule hidden — as a counter-measure to
the death of living dialectic warned of in the Phaedrus, paying for it with high retrieval cost,
vulnerability to hermeneutic capture, and non-executable specifications; Theophrastus as the
bridge under taxonomic stress, where the data outgrow the dialogue and the method shifts
from personas to categories, from dramatized testing to register-isolated collection and ex-
planation; Aristotle as many objects, one maker, rule visible — the treatise as a self-contained,
executable form. The claim in one sentence: the treatise form scales the survivability of the
dialectic.

Two corrections were needed before the frame could be run, and both were mine. First, no
measure of loss can be built on the catalogues: the stichometric totals are acts of the receiving
text, internally doubled and externally unwitnessed, and the archive presumes against them
(#1581, §5). What once existed of either corpus is not known. Second, survival of a corpus
is not survival of a dialectic. The frame is about the second, and on that criterion the seated
record supports it — I had read it against the frame by measuring the first.

Strabo XIII.1.54 carries both halves. The Peripatetics after Theophrastus, ovk &£yovoiv
O0Aw¢g Tt BBAla mANY OAlywr, Kol paAota Tov e€wteplk®p, could do nothing @ihoocopsiv
MPAYPATIK®OG, GAAX Oéoelg AnkvOiCew; and after the books came out, the later ones dpewov
HEV EReivwWY PLA0TOQEIY Kol dprototeAilewv. Texts in hand, practice dead; treatises returned
— worm-eaten, restored GramAnp®v ovK 0, dpapt&bwv mARpn — practice rebooted. A school
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reconstituted the operation from corrupted bytes because the bytes state the procedure.
The Platonic side is the control: the dialogues survived whole and in continuous circulation,
and the Academy that held them went sceptical, reading them as aporetic performance —
the receiving texts (Cicero, Sextus, D.L. IV) name what the frame calls hermeneutic capture.
Text-survival and dialectic-survival came apart in both directions, and the treatise carried
the second.

This also corrects a first objection I had raised: that rule visible commits the error the SE
34 paper diagnoses. It does not. The paper concerns what existed before; the epilogue’s
claim about now is the frame’s: the paid teachers gave shoes and téyvnv o0 napédwkey; the
inquiry has produced the thing that can be handed over — a 60vauig with its procedure stated.
Topics VIII is a manual for questioning and answering; the Elenchi’s catalogue is a parser;
the treatise is the executable of the practice, and the epilogue says so as its boast.

What remains of the frame after correction, and it is the useful part:

* Two survivals, two vectors. The dialogue scales the survival of the dialectician — the
received character, remade and left in, circulating through comedy, dialogue, epilogue,
and a Byzantine gloss a millennium on. The treatise scales the survival of the dialectic
— the operation, separable from any persona, re-executable by strangers from damaged
text. Plato preserves Socrates; Aristotle preserves what Socrates did. The last page of
the Elenchi holds both: the man kept inside the account, the 60vapic made handable
— which is why the qualification reflex fires for readers who conflate the two survivals,
and why the premoderns, who received the sentence, did not.

* First draft, in the frame’s terms. Theophrastus is the pass in which the operation is
separated from the persona so that it can run without him: sketches without the drama-
tized man, surveys without interlocutors, aporiai without a questioner. The dialectician
is removed from the dialectic so the dialectic can be written down.

* The mivag as the transition’s instrument under both names. The registry is the
form the method takes when it becomes traversable — on the Delphic stone under Aris-
totle’s and Callisthenes’ names (#1582), in the lower stoa under Theophrastus’s will,
in Andronicus’s mivakeg that made the corpus (Plutarch Sulla 26). The frame assigned
the invention to the Theophrastan stage; the stone assigns it to the other position; the
instrument is common to both.

» Taxonomic stress as a testable motive. If the descriptive register arises where the
data are most numerous, accumulation-connectives should thicken there; §8 begins to
measure this.

* Smoothing as the treatise’s characteristic loss, and the catalogue as its defence.
The reception measurements at SE 34 found interpretive smoothing as the modern
reader’s reflex; reading the fallacy catalogue as the text’s own immune system against
smoothing is the frame’s best sentence, and it is kept.

The corrected sentence is not dialogue does not scale, treatises do, but: the character scales

by circulation and the dialectic by treatise; the institution failed where circulation did not,
and the treatise let the institution be rebuilt.

10
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8. First seam counts

Run 2026-09-06 on the seated First1KGreek Theophrastus (tlg0093) and the open Aristotle
editions (canonical-greekLit for Metaphysics and EN; First1 KGreek for De anima, HA, GA, PA);
the Characters from canonical-greekLit tlg0093.tlg009, which is not yet on the Theophrastus
seat and is flagged for seating. Greek tokens only, apparatus and notes stripped, diacrit-
ics removed and final sigma normalized for matching; book-level extraction by TEI divisions
(Metaph. B = book 3, A = book 12; EN II-IV; De anima I). Counts are per 1,000 tokens unless
stated. These are counts, not tests; they bear on the seams of §3 and on nothing else.

8.1 The aporetic register (seam 3.3). Markers amop-/(nt- (the clean measure) and a
broader set (adding métepov, apa, odg, H1d, Ti):

text tokens amop-/(nt- broad set
Theophrastus, Metaphysics fragment 3,370 7.12 23.15
Aristotle, Metaph. B 5,275 6.45 33.36
Aristotle, Metaph. A 5,071 2.37 25.04
Aristotle, Metaph. whole 78,946 3.17 23.14
Theophrastus, HP (control) 72,473 0.54 5.88

The fragment’s aporetic density matches B’s and exceeds it, and is three times A’'s. A B
without a A, by count.

8.2 A’s vocabulary inside the fragment (seam 3.3, the other direction). A-signature
stems (AxivnT-, £pWHED-, VONO-, EVEPYEL-, A1b1-, OPEKT-/OpeE-/Epie-, K1LODD):

text per 1,000
A 21.49
fragment 6.82
B 2.46
CP (control) 0.17

Inside the fragment: 8pe- 6, KWwodv 5, Evépyet- 6, dxivnt- 3, &ibi- 2, OpekT- 1 — and £pcopev- 0,
vono- 0. The fragment operates with the unmoved-mover apparatus (mover, unmoved, desire,
actuality, eternal) at nearly three times B’s density; it does not carry A’s two most distinctive
formulae (xkwel wg Epwnevov; véNoilg vonoewg). This cuts partly against the draft reading at
this seam and is recorded as such (§9).

8.3 The Ethics’ frame inside the Characters (seam 3.1). Frame stems (pegdtn-, 0riepBoA-,
EANAevy-, EE1G, ARPOTN-, TO HEoOD, DIEPPAAA-, EAAEl-):

text tokens per 1,000
Characters 6,721 0.45
EN II-IV 16,541 16.08
EN whole 56,597 7.17

11
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text tokens per 1,000

HP (control) 72,473 0.47

The sketches carry the frame at the level of a botanical control. Type-names shared and not
shared (counts, Characters | EN): &Aalwv 3 | 14 - €lpwv 7 | 9 - k6Aa€ 5 | 3 - dypoikog 3 | 6 -
aveAedBepog 4 | 21 - avaioyvvtog 3 | 4 - aloyporepdng 3 | 3 - aboréoyng 3 | 1 - &motog 5 |
1; sketched but not theorized: pikpo@iAdTipog, bsiobaipwy, pepyipolpog, oOWipadng, AdlAoc;
theorized but not sketched: peyaAdéwyvyoc (34), Bavavoog (3). The Ethics theorizes a selection
of the sketched types and adds its crowning type; the sketches carry types the theory never
takes up.

8.4 De sensibus against De anima (seam 3.2). Doxographic names (Empedocles,
Democritus, Plato, Alcmaeon, Anaxagoras, Diogenes, Clidemus, Parmenides, Heraclitus, the
Pythagoreans) and the treatise’s positive apparatus (6iagav-, Evépyet-, HOvap-, péoov/petagd,
EVTEAEY-):

text tokens names positive apparatus
De sensibus 9,008 4.00 1.78
De anima 1 6,087 3.61 1.48
De anima whole 20,938 1.39 11.41

De sensibus has the name-density of a first book and the apparatus-density of one: évtedéyela
0, évépyeia 0, Srapavég 5. The five Sragpav- are flagged for reading — T0 Srapavég is the
treatise’s technical term for the transparent, and whether De sensibus uses it in that sense
is the one place this seam could presuppose the positive account.

8.5 Connective repertoire across the register pairs (seam 3.4). Forty-two connectives
and particles; per 10,000; repertoire = types at =1/10,000; H = entropy of the distribution in
bits; JS = Jensen-Shannon divergence between distributions.

text 6¢ yap pnév  olov types H
HP 573.9 134.7 187.0 38.9 27 3.094
HA 421.5 107.0 192.7 52.2 29 3.304
CpP 299.2 215.0 141.6 32.8 29 3.331
GA 280.2 202.8 194.4 38.1 32 3.568
PA 275.5 203.1 185.7 56.8 31 3.468
EN 272.6 243.7 162.0 36.4 31 3.500

Characters 293.1 37.2 50.6 1.5 28 2.535

JS: HP-HA 0.0175 (the closest pair) - CP-GA 0.0232 - HP-CP 0.0243 - CP-PA 0.0274 - HA-GA
0.0296 - HP-GA 0.0393 - HA-PA 0.0395 - HP-PA 0.0397 - CP-HA 0.0401. On an independent
and cruder measure the pilot’s structure replicates: register crosses names (HP nearer HA
than CP; CP nearer GA than HA). And in each register pair the Theophrastan member has
the smaller repertoire and the lower entropy (HP 27/3.094 vs HA 29/3.304; CP 29/3.331 vs
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GA 32/3.568). The Characters stand apart from everything: y&p at 37, otov at 1.5, entropy
2.5 — a nominal, exemplifying style with almost no explanatory connective, which is what a
sketch-catalogue would look like by count.

9. What the counts said against the predictions

1. Fragment < A. Split. The register prediction held: the fragment is aporetic at B’s
density, three times A’s. The presupposition prediction did not: the fragment carries
the unmoved-mover apparatus at nearly three times B’s density — it questions with A’s
terms. It lacks A’s two signature formulae. The seam is therefore not decided by count
and goes to the reading it was always going to need: the aporia-by-thesis mapping. The
count narrows what that reading must explain — questions in B’s register, asked in A’s
vocabulary, without A’s conclusions.

2. Characters < Ethics. Held. The frame is absent from the sketches at the control level;
the objects are shared in part; the theory selects and adds. Caveat recorded: absence
of frame is also what deliberate genre-stripping after the theory would produce; what
distinguishes the two is whether the sketches’ selection of types looks pre- or post-
theoretical, and the five sketched-not-theorized types are the material for that.

3. De sensibus < De anima. Largely held. First-book name-density, no évtedéyeia or
evépyela; Brapavég flagged.

4. HP < HA. Held on repertoire. Smaller, less varied connective repertoire on the
Theophrastan side in both register pairs; the pilot’s cross-name register structure
replicated by an independent measure.

5. Register-conditioned distances. Partially replicated (JS); the pilot’s own next run re-
mains to be done, and the same-work alternate-edition probes for HP and CP are still
owed.

Three of five seams moved toward the draft reading, one split, one partial. None of this bears
on the calendar, and the seam that matters most — the fragment — is now a reading task with
its terms fixed by the count.

10. The fragment against A, section by section

The seated First1KGreek text of the fragment (tlg0093.tlg006) is divided into 34 sections; A
is the seated canonical-greekLit text, book 12. Every A locus below was checked against the
seated A before being written. The map records, for each section of the fragment, what it
asks, what in A bears on it, and the relation the pair carries — presupposes (the fragment
uses A’s result as given), continues (the fragment asks the next question at the point where
A stops), contests (the fragment finds A’s treatment insufficient), shares (the fragment and A
hold the same aporia in the same words), or elsewhere (the fragment’s matter lies outside A).
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§ the fragment asks

A (or other)

relation

1 how to delimit the
study of first things;
first things axivnta,
AueTdPAnTQ, in
vontd not aloONT&

2 is there a cvvapn
between intelligibles
and nature, or is the
whole £nelc061®H6eq?

3 if the intelligibles are
only the
mathematicals, no
worthy cuvaen;
number is not first

4 is the prior
substance one in
number, form, or
genus; few, first, in
the first; divine, 61’

e &mavta

5 the principle is
akivntog Kad®  avTAHY
and moves as To
OpEKTOD, source of
the continuous
circular motion

6 HEYPL pev 61 TodTWY
GpTiog 6 AGyoC: one
apyn of all, évépyela
and ovoia assigned,
indivisible, not a
quantity

7 TO 6 peta Tadt’ H6N
Adyov beltan
mAeiovog mmepl THQ
£péocwc, moia Kol
Tivwv: many circular
motions, some
contrary; one mover
or many?

A 1 (three
substances, one
akivntog), A 6

A 10 1076al: those
who make number
first émelco61woN Y
TOD MaVTOg ovLOTloY
molodow ... T 6¢
6vta oL BodAsTOL
MOALTEDECOAL KAKOC
A 10 (number as
first, rejected), M-N

A7 1072b28 6 0g6g;
A 8 (how many)

A7 1072a26 kel 6&
w6e TO OPEKTOV Kal
T0 vontov; 1072b3
Kel 61 wg
£PWEVOD

A 6-7 (&i610v Kad
ovola Kol Evépysla
ovoa; APEPNG)

A 8 (the many
movers, the number
of spheres)

14

presupposes the
frame

shares — same
word, same worry,
N’s last page

shares / presupposes

continues

presupposes — A
7’s thesis stated as
achieved

presupposes and
marks the
boundary — “up to
this point the
account is complete”

continues — the
next question,
named as the next
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the fragment asks

A (or other)

relation

10

11

the account by the
number of the
spheres needs a
larger A6yoG: o0 yap
0 ye TGV
aotpordywr; why do
desirers pursue
motion rather than
rest? desire implies
soul

if the first is cause of
the circular motion it
is not cause of the
best (the soul’s,
thought’s); why do
only the circular
bodies desire, not
the sublunary? not
through weakness —
stronger than
Homer’s Zeus

are the sublunary
parts of the obpavdc
or not; they seem
pushed away from
the most honoured,
in place and in
gvépyera; the first
and most divine wills
all things best

is the first heaven’s
circular motion its
ovoia, so that
ceasing would
destroy it, or
accidental to a
desire? — further
principles should be
carried through and
not stopped midway
(Archytas on
Eurytus)

A 8’s use of Eudoxus
and Callippus for the
count

A 7 (vodg, Bewpla), A
10 (the order of the
whole)

A 10 1075al11ff (the
good in the order
and in the leader)

A 7 (popa mmpwTN N
gvépyela), A 8

15

contests — A 8’s
method named and
found insufficient

continues

continues

continues / contests
the stopping-short
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the fragment asks

A (or other)

relation

12-13

14-15

16

17

those who posit the
one and the
indefinite dyad stop
at numbers, planes,
solids; Speusippus;
Xenocrates alone
carries through;
Hestiaeus; Plato
reduces to Ideas,
numbers, principles
are the principles
formless or formed
(the Timaeus); the
whole heaven
ordered, the
principles not?
Heraclitus’s heap;
how far does order
reach, and why can
there be no further
change to the better
the aporia of rest: is
rest better and to be
assigned to the
principles, or is it
idleness and
privation? — then
Evépyela must be
substituted as prior
and more
honourable, and
motion assigned to
the sensibles; the
mover need not
always be other than
the moved (vodc,
0e060)

how is being divided
into matter and form
— potential being led
to actuality?

A 10; M-N

A 10 (order; the
good; Empedocles,
Anaxagoras); De
caelo

A 6 (évépyela prior),
A 7 (vodg, 0g6q)

A2-5;0

16

shares (the
doxographic critique
of A 10 and N,
extended)

continues

presupposes /
continues

presupposes the
frame
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the fragment asks

A (or other)

relation

18

19-24

25

26

the whole substance
of the universe is in
contraries, the worse
nearly equal to or
exceeding the better
(Euripides); being is
not without
contraries

being is said in many
ways; sense hands
aporiai to thought;
knowledge of what is
proper to each kind;
the oikelog Tpdmog
for each genus; first,
to delimit what
knowing is; how far
causes are to be
sought in each
domain — the road
to the infinite
destroys thinking

up to a point we can
see principles by
cause, from the
senses; at the
extremes we can no
longer — either they
have no cause or our
weakness, as looking
at the brightest;
truer: theory is vodg
touching, O1yévTt kai
otov dyapévey, and
there is no error
about them

where to set the 6po¢
of explanation; those
who seek a reason
for everything
destroy reason and
knowledge; those
who hold the heaven
eternal seek what
has none

17

A 10 1075a25ff (why
the whole has
contraries; the good
and evil)

I; An. Post. I; A 1
(the method)

A7 1072b21 vontog
yap ylyvetat
Olyydvwv Kol vohv;
© 10 (Oyeiv, no
falsity about the
simple)

A 7 (eternal heaven);
Al

shares

elsewhere — the
fragment’s own
methodological
programme

shares — the
touch-image of A 7
turned on the
inquirer

continues
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the fragment asks

A (or other)

relation

27-28

28-31

32

what astronomy
shows (motions,
sizes, shapes,
distances) leaves the
first movers and the
Tivog £vera to be
said; if évépyera is
the substance of
each, the heaven’s
substance is its
motion, and at rest it
would be
homonymous — the
meplpopd a kind of
life; the aporia
connects to the
motion by the
unmoved

mavd’ Everd Tov Kol
unoev patnv — the
delimitation is not
easy: tides, dryings,
changes; in animals,
male breasts, female
emissions, beards,
deer horns,
obstructed eyes, the
heron’s mating;
nourishment and
generation are for

nothing’s sake but by

other necessities;
nature desires the
best where it can
(the pharynx before
the oesophagus; the
heart’s middle
chamber)

the good is rare and
in few; the animate
is little and the
inanimate infinite;
Speusippus makes
the honourable rare,
around the middle

A 7 (Cwn) 6€ ye
DIIGPYEL; POPX TIPWTN
N évépyela), A 8
(astronomy’s
contribution,
1073b3ff)

PA, GA, De caelo 11

A 10 (the good;
Speusippus), N 4

18

continues /
presupposes

elsewhere — the
biology’s teleology,
tested at its
exceptions

shares
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§ the fragment asks A (or other) relation

33 Plato and the A 10 1075Db (the shares / continues
Pythagoreans: all good; those who
things wish to make contraries

imitate the principles principles); Timaeus
at a great distance;

the indefinite dyad

as the unlimited and

unordered; not even

god can lead all

things to the best,

but only so far as

possible
34 many things in the A 10 (order; the continues — returns
first things too leader and the army) to §1

appear as chance
(the earth’s
changes); most
ordered are the
heavenly things and
perhaps the
mathematicals; 6 6°
€€ apyfic EAéxOn — a
0po¢ must be found
for the &vekd Tov
and the impulse to
the better; that is the
&pxn Tfig Tod
ovunovTog Bewpiag

What the map shows. The seam is decided, and not for the arrow the draft reading predicted
at it. 86 is a boundary marker in the fragment’s own words: up to this point the account is
aptioc — one apyn, évépyela and ovoia assigned, indivisible — which is A 6-7’s result stated
as achieved; and §7 says what comes after this now needs more argument, naming the next
question (the many circular motions, one mover or many) at exactly the point where A 8
begins. §8 then names A 8’s method — the astronomers’ count of the spheres — and finds
it insufficient (o0 yap 6 ye t@v dotpoddywv). The fragment stands after A 6-8 in method-
order: it presupposes the doctrine of the unmoved mover as t0 0pektoV (§5), marks where
the finished account ends (§6), asks the next question (§7), and contests the way the next
chapter answered it (§8). Prediction 1’s second clause — that the fragment would not use A’s
answers as givens — is refuted by §85-6 in as many words.

But the arrow is not simply the received one either. Look at where the fragment’s questions
land: they land on A 10. The £€ne1006106ng worry of §2 is A 10’s own last-page worry, in the
same word; the good’s location in order and leader (§§10, 14-15, 34), the whole in contraries
with the worse exceeding the better (§18, §32-33), the critique of number-as-first and of the
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Academy’s stopping short (8§83, 12-13) — these are A 10’s closing aporiai, taken up and ex-
tended. And §25 turns A 7’s image of vobdg Oiyydvwv back on the inquirer: Bewpia is vodg
touching, and there is no error about what is touched. The fragment is a B written after A —
the aporiai of the treatise’s own unresolved edge, gathered as a whole work, in B’s register
(88.1), with A’s vocabulary (8§8.2), and without A’s two signature formulae because it is not
restating the achieved part but working the unfinished one.

What this does to “first draft.” At this seam the draft is not the draft before the treatise; it
is the draft after it — the working notebook of the treatise’s next pass, which never became
a treatise. The draft state is confirmed (unresolved, aporetic, method-first); its position in
the method’s order is reversed from §3.3’s prediction: A 6-8 — fragment — (the A 10 that
would answer it, which does not exist). Set beside seams 3.1 and 3.2, where the counts left
the arrow open (frame absent from the sketches; positive apparatus absent from the survey),
the picture is no longer one arrow. The Theophrastan texts are drafts on both edges of the
Aristotelian treatise: before it, where operations are collected but not yet parts (sketches,
surveys); after it, where the treatise’s own closing aporiai are taken up as the whole work.
“First draft of Aristotle” survives as a description of state — the method in its less resolved
condition — and fails as a description of position, which the seams give one at a time and not
uniformly. The notebook records that, and records that the calendar has still not entered the
argument.

One further relation, recorded and left: A 10 ends in aporiai and a Homeric line; the fragment
ends by returning to its own beginning (0 6" €€ &pyfig €Aéy6n) with the demand for a 6pog.
Two texts, each closing on the same unresolved question — where the good is, how far order
reaches — one under each name.

11. The Characters, examined — on their own terms; in terms of Plato;
of Aristotle; as the mediating term

I. On their own terms

The object. Thirty sketches, each of a kakia of manners, each built the same way. First
a definition, hedged in the treatise’s own hedge: 1) pév obv eipwveia 66Eeier Gv eivat, WG
Tonw AaPeiv, mpoomoinoig Emi yeipov mpafewv Kol Adywv — irony would seem to be, to take
it in outline, a pretence-for-the-worse in deeds and words. Then the type, introduced by a
formula that never varies: 0 6¢ {pwv ToODTOC TIg, 0l0C ... — the ironist is a certain sort
of person, such as to ... — and then the person dissolves into a catalogue of infinitives: oiog
IpooeABwD ToiC £xOpoic £04Aey Aadeiv, ob pioeiv: Kod £moveiv mapdvtac, oic néOeto AdOpa
... Kod 16V v mpdttel opodoyfioal, &AAX @fical BovAedeoat ... Deed after deed, joined by
Kai, each in the infinitive, each a thing this sort of person is such as to do. Sometimes the
catalogue lets him speak — the ironist’s stock phrases, quoted: o0 moTtedw, oY LITOAXIBEVW,
EKIMANTTONAL ... Admopoduat — and then resumes. No name (except a stock slave’s, TiBelog, and
the historical hooks — Cassander, Alexander, Aristophon — that fix the setting). No narrative:
nothing happens once; everything happens characteristically. No verdict inside the sketch;
the moralizing tails that some sketches carry (ta 61 TGV OGO pn AIA& ... @uAdTTECON PGAAOV
6l ) Tovg €yerg) are the tradition’s additions, as the editors mark them, and read like it.

The grammar of a type. T0100T6¢ TiC 010G + infinitive is the whole engine. Tiq: an indefinite
person. To100TOG: a sort. oloG: such as to. The infinitives: the acts that constitute the sort. A
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character, on this page, is not a person but a disposition made visible as a list of characteristic
deeds — the n0oc rendered as its £pya, the &pya rendered as a registry. Each sketch is an
entry: title (the vice, in the genitive), definition, instances. The book is a miva€ of kinds of
people, and it is read the way a miva€ is read — one may open it anywhere.

The register. The counts (notebook §8.5) put the Characters apart from every other text
measured: y&p at 37 per ten thousand against 135-245 everywhere else; otov at 1.5; connec-
tive entropy 2.5 bits against 3.1-3.6. This is the nominal, exemplifying, non-explanatory style
in its purest measured form — a text that gives instances and never reasons. 6¢ at 293 and
the kai-chains carry it: the connective of accumulation, not of cause. It is description, in the
sense the HP/HA register is description, taken one step further: HP describes plants by their
parts and habits; the Characters describe people by their habits alone.

The setting. Athens, exactly: the otod, the ayopd, the 6ikaotnpla, the Oéatpov, the Qibeiov,
the gymnasia, the Mysteries, Apaturia, the rural Dionysia; the money-lender’s three half-obols
a day, the ship’s captain, the wedding-cooks hired oikooitovg. The comic stage’s city, ob-
served by the comic spectator’s eye — but with the stage removed. The Aoyomoi6¢g retails
news of Cassander (Char. 8); the aAaCwv boasts of campaigning with Alexander (23); the
OAlyapykO¢ knows one line of Homer (26). The sketches are dated by their own furniture to
the years just after the wills.

The prooemium. The text arrives with a preface, spurious by common editorial judgment,
in which a ninety-nine-year-old Theophrastus writes to one Polycles: having long wondered
why Greeks under the same sky and the same education do not have the same T&€1g T®OV
TponwD, he will set out kata yévog the kinds of manners, as bmoprNHEATA OUT SONS May use as
nopabelypata; he will begin with irony, dprodpot adTAY, €10° olitwe Tov elpwva 61, oG
tig €0 — I will define it, and then go through what sort the ironist is. Read as a receiving text,
the preface is a received character of the author attached to a book of received characters: an
aged sage, a dedicatee, a stated method, a pedagogic purpose — the colophon genre (Ep. II;
the stone; the wills’ Aristotle-image) performing its office at the head of the roll. It describes
the method exactly (define, then go through the sort), and it dates and voices the author in
a way the sketches themselves never do. That the tradition supplied an author-frame for a
book whose form erases the person is a relation worth keeping.

What it is, then, before any comparison. Thirty definitions of vices of manner, each fol-
lowed by an inductive catalogue of the deeds that show it, in the pure register of description,
with the persons removed, the city kept, and the drama gone. The Socratic pair Aristotle
names at M 4 — 100G £MAKTIKOVC AOYouG Kal T0 0piCeaBot kaBdAov, the inductive arguments
and defining the universal — run thirty times in miniature, in the opposite order: definition
first, instances after.

I1. In terms of Plato

The received-character sentence. The Apology’s account of the Socrates the jurors re-
ceived is, in its grammar, a Theophrastan character: £0Tv T1G¢ ZWKPATNG 0OQOC AVNP, TA TE
HETEWPA PPOVTIOTNC KAl TX IO YHC MAVTA AVe(NTNKWC KOl TOV HTTw Adyov KPeiTTtw moidv
(18b). £oTwv TI¢ — a certain one; then the type’s characteristic doings in a kai-chain of par-
ticiples. The comic construction that the dialogues remake is already a sketch of a sort, and
the corpus quotes it as one. The Characters are that sentence-form generalized: thirty twég,
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each with his chain.

The typed interlocutors. The dialogues are full of persons who are sorts: Euthyphro, who
would prosecute his father for piety and is the 6s1016aipwv before the sketch existed; Hippias,
the dAaCwv who knows everything; Ion; Thrasymachus; the flatterers around Callicles; the
aboAéoyng that the comic Socrates was accused of being. But they are dramatized: they
speak, are questioned, are shown up in a scene, and have names. The Characters keep the
sorts and remove the scene, the interlocutor, and the name — and keep, in the quoted stock
phrases, a residue of the voice.

The Republic’s men. The closest Platonic ancestor is not a person but a form: Republic VIII-
IX’s sequence of degenerate types — the timocratic, oligarchic, democratic, tyrannical man
— each described as a life. The democratic man: 61aCf) 10 Kab’ Nuépav obTw Yopllopevog
Tfj mpoomurtodon £mOvpia, ToTE pEv peBdwY Kai KATavAoOREPOC, avOIg 68 VEpomoTGOY Kal
KQTLOYVOVOPEDOC, TOTE 6’ abd yopvaldpevog, £0Tv 6’ &te Gpy®Y Kol TEvTwy GUEAGD, TOTE
6" wg v @rhooowiq Gatpipwr (561c-d). A catalogue of characteristic doings, in partici-
ples, joined by tote pév ... Tote 6€, of an unnamed sort of man. Plato had already written
a character-sketch inside the dialogue — but as an argument’s step: the sequence of men is
a sequence of constitutions, each type the soul-form of a moAtteia, each stage explained by
its genesis from the last. The Characters keep the sketch and drop the genesis: thirty men
with no constitutions behind them and no order among them.

The €i{pww. The first Character is irony. The Platonic Socrates is the e{pwv by his enemies’
account — Thrasymachus’s abvtn 'keivn 1 elwbvia elpwveia Twrpdtovg (Rep. 1 337a) — and
by his own practice: the professed not-knowing, the deferral, dmop®. The sketch’s ironist
says amopoduot — I am at a loss — as a stock phrase in a catalogue of evasions: o0 moTtedw,
oVY vmoAappdavw, EknANTTropal. The Socratic operation, which in the dialogues is the engine
of inquiry, appears in the Characters as a manner — a vice of pretence-for-the-worse, defined
and itemized, with no one inside it. The most Platonic thing in Plato is the first entry in the
registry, and the registry has no room for what it was for.

So, in terms of Plato: the Characters take the dialogues’ material — the sorts of people
Athens is made of, the received figure’s own grammar, the Republic’s sketches of lives — and
perform on it the operation the SE 34 paper found the epilogue performing on Socrates: they
keep the deeds and drop the person. What the dialogue held together — a sort, a scene, a
name, and a question the scene was staged to ask — the sketch separates, keeps one part,
and files it.

ITI1. In terms of Aristotle

The frame that is not there. The Ethics theorizes the same sorts on scales of excess, mean,
and deficiency: the &Aalwv and eipwv are the two ends about truthfulness, the k6Aa€ and
Gypoikog the ends about pleasantness, the aveAeb0epog a deficiency about wealth; and the
Ethics has its own vocabulary for the frame — peodtng, vuepPoAn, EAAewyig, £€1g, AKPOTNG.
The count (notebook §8.3) puts that vocabulary at 16.08 per thousand in EN II-IV and at
0.45 in the Characters — the level of a botanical control. But the named-function test (§13)
shows the frame to be EN-specific: below 0.6 in every other text measured, Rhetoric II and
PA included, so its absence from the sketches is the ordinary absence of EN’s grid outside
EN and not by itself evidence of stripping. What the sketches demonstrably lack is the scale:
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no mean, no virtue, all thirty vices — one column. And the decisive comparison is not with
the Ethics but with Aristotle’s own sketches of 16n in Rhetoric II, the same operation under
the other name: there yd&p runs at 259 per ten thousand against the Characters’ 37, cause-
demand at 3.02 per thousand against 0.74, and the type-marker tig/tol00to¢ at 9.0 against
16.4. Aristotle’s sketch of the young explains why they are so; the Characters’ sketch of
the ironist lists what he is such as to do. All thirty are vices; there is no &An6sia between
the aAaCwv and the elpwv, no peyadoyvyia above the pikpogpidotipia. The registry has one
column.

The objects, shared and not. Shared: &AoaCwv, £ipwv, KOAXE, &ypolKog, AveledOePOC,
avaioyovvtog, ailoypokepbng, a&boAéoyng, GmaoTog. Sketched and never theorized:
Hkpo@iAdTIpoG, OBerobaipwy, pepyipolpog, owipadrg, AdArog.  Theorized and never
sketched: peyaAdyvyog (thirty-four times in EN, zero in the Characters), Bavavoog. The
Ethics selects from the sketched kinds and crowns its selection with a type the sketches do
not have; the sketches keep kinds the theory does not want. Neither list is the other’s source
in any simple sense; they overlap as two registries of the same city would.

The name restored. EN IV 7, on the sipwv: ot & eipwveg &ml 0 EAaTTOV AEYOVTEC
yapléotepol Py T HOn eaivovtat ... pdAota 6& kKai ovTol T& EvSofa dmaprodvTal, olov
Kal TwKpAatng émoiel (1127b22-26). The Ethics theorizes irony as the deficiency, finds it
more graceful than the excess, and gives it a name — Socrates, as he used to do. The person
the sketch removed is put back by the theory as its example.

Aristotle’s own sketches. The treatise contains what the Characters are. EN IV 3 ends
its account of the peyaAdyvyog with his gait, voice, and speech; Rhetoric II 12-14 gives the
161 of the young, the old, and those in their prime as catalogues of characteristic behavior —
the young are mpog tag émbvpiag, vrreppaArovot mavta, the old dp@idofodol — and 11 15-17
the characters of the well-born, the rich, the powerful. Historia animalium describes kinds
by what they characteristically do. The sketch is an Aristotelian form; the difference is that
in the treatises it is a step — the young are described so that the orator may address them;
the peyaAdyvyocg walks slowly so that the virtue may be recognized in its signs — and in the
Characters it is the whole.

The definition-hedge. 66Zciev av eivar, wg Tomw Aapeiv — would seem to be, in outline —
is the Ethics’ own signature (témw, wg &€v TOnw, the recurrent hedge of EN I). The Charac-
ters’ definitions are written in the treatise’s definitional manner and hedged in the treatise’s
phrase; what follows the definition is not the treatise’s manner at all.

A shared line. The o6Atyoapyikég (26) knows one line of Homer and keeps it: t@v Opnpov
EmG» ToDTO EV pévOV KATEYEW, HTL ODK &ya®Ov moAvKolpavin, el kKoipavog Eotw, TV 68
GAAwv pndev émiotaodat. A 10 ends on the same line: T 6& 6vTa o0 BodAsTAL MOALTEDECOAL
KOKMC. OVK &yafov moAvkolpavin: ei¢ Koipavog é0tw. The verse that closes the theology is
the oligarch’s whole education. A relation, recorded and left: the corpus’s most exalted use
of the line and its most satirical are the same words under two names, and the sketch says of
its man that he knows nothing else.

IV. The mediating term

As method. Lay the three forms in a row and the Characters are the middle by every formal
mark. The dialogue: a sort, dramatized in a scene, with a name, staged so that a question can
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be asked — and the definition sought. The sketch: the sort, with the scene, the name, and
the question removed, the deeds kept as a list — and the definition stated. The treatise: the
sort placed on a scale between two others, with its mean, its cause, and its exemplar — the
definition stated, then explained. Dialogue — sketch — category: definition sought, stated,
explained; the person present, removed, restored as example. The Characters are where the
dialogue’s material has been stripped of its drama and not yet given a theory — the method’s
material in the method’s own form (definition, then instances), before the method has done
anything with it. That is what “draft” means as a description of state, and it is the state the
counts measure: the descriptive register at its purest, the theoretical vocabulary at zero.

As corpus. The Characters share their objects with Plato — Athens’s sorts, the received
figure’s own grammar, the Republic’s lives — and their form with Aristotle — the definition-
hedge, the sketch-as-step, the descriptive register of HA. Between the two corpora they are
the one Theophrastan text the tradition never stopped reading: the sketch was taken up by
Menander, whom the receiving texts make Theophrastus’s pupil (D.L. V.36), and it circulated
on its own for two millennia while the botany sat on shelves. The character survived by
circulation; the Characters are the character-genre’s survival-vector after the dialogue — the
same vector the SE 34 work found carrying Socrates through comedy, dialogue, epilogue,
and gloss. As corpus they are the point at which the Platonic mode’s matter is handed to the
Aristotelian mode’s form and released to circulate without either.

The one type that runs the whole line. Irony. Dramatized in Plato as Socrates’s method
and his enemies’ charge; catalogued in the Characters as the first vice, with amopobpat in
the list of evasions and no one inside it; theorized in the Ethics as the deficiency about truth,
the more graceful end, otov Kol TwKP&TNG &moiel. One trait, three positions: person, sort,
example. The Characters are the middle term of that sentence, and the sentence traverses
three named authorial functions, read on a single word. Whether the traversal is also a
historical transition the page does not say; that a working-out of method stands between
the other two does not exclude their co-occurrence.

What the examination does not decide. The order in the calendar; whether the sketches
precede the Ethics as material or follow it as genre-stripping (the five sketched-not-theorized
types are the place to look, and the absence of the frame’s vocabulary is consistent with
both); and the prooemium’s authorship, which is the tradition’s, not the sketches’. What it
does establish: that the Characters stand between the dialogue and the treatise by form, by
register, by object, and by the fate of one trait — and that the tradition supplied them with an
author-frame in exactly the genre the corpus uses to supply its authors.

12. The division as the author’s own

Lee’s reading of §10-11, recorded as the notebook’s current position: the 7} is not the tra-
dition’s confusion nor only a librarian’s partition but an author’s own editorial division of
the work by means of division at the seam of named authorial function. The seam’s place-
ment is the argument — the cut falls at the one sentence where the account changes status
(&pTiog 6 AGyog / Adyou beltan mAeiovog), which is where a self-editor cuts and not where a
partition falls. This resolves §10’s “both edges” without contradiction: sketches before the
theory and aporiai after it are the two places a working name stands relative to a sealing
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name, and one function holds both. Developed in Aristotelian or Theophrastan v0.2 §5, with
the dossier’s companions to the instrument (Ep. II 314c; Strato’s ATV W aDTOL YEYPAPAUED;
petwropaoey; Ta mpo TP Tomwv under both names) and the test it gives the twelve doublet
titles: is the Theophrastan member systematically the preparatory, collecting, or aporetic
version? That is the next count.

13. Operations indexed by author-names — the named-function model,
the transformation inventory, and the first test

0. The adjustment

The Characters examination said that one trait — irony — runs “the transition of authorial
method from Plato to Aristotle.” That is too historical for what the page shows. The corrected
sentence: the trait traverses three named authorial functions. Person, sort, example:
dramatized in Plato, catalogued under Theophrastus, restored as example in the Ethics (olov
Kol Zwkpatng émoiel). The traversal is on the page; its order in the calendar is not. Lee’s
ruling stands beside it: leaving the implication of a temporally mediating term open is ac-
ceptable — the Characters are plainly a working-out of method, and that does not exclude
co-occurrence.

1. The schema

Three operations, each indexed by a name, none the property of a person, all capable of
recurring:

what it does to signature on the

function operation material page

Platonic dramatize embeds the problem scene, interlocutor,
in persons and irony as engine,
scenes; keeps the Epn/enot, the
name, the voice, the received figure
question; the quoted and remade
definition sought

Theophrastan extract, classify, strips person and T010DTAC TIC 010 +

register, reopen

scene to type +
definition + iterable
deeds; or reopens an
achieved
construction into
named aporiai; the
definition stated, the
account questioned
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what it does to signature on the
function operation material page
Aristotelian organize, explain, places the type ona  yap, 61611, aitia,
architect scale with its mean, £vera; the frame
cause, and exemplar; vocabulary; the
seals the account name restored as
(&pTiog); the example; we

definition explained

The Theophrastan function’s two showings — the Characters (reduce embodied material to
a registry before theory) and the Metaphysics fragment (reopen a sealed architecture into
questions after theory) — are one operation at two scales: from formed object back to
examinable constituents. That is why the same function stands at both edges of the treatise
(notebook §10-12), and why “first draft” describes a state and not a position.

The Homer line is the model’s cleanest exhibit. 00k &yaBov moAvkolpavin- £ic Koipavog £otw
closes A 10 as the monumental terminus of the theology and sits in Characters 26 as the
entirety of an oligarch’s repertoire, T®v 6& GAAwv Pndev émiotaobatl. Same inscription; the
name-boundary changes not the words but their status — architecture on one side, regis-
tered specimen on the other. Named functions need not own different lexical material; they
transform the status of the same material.

2. The transformation inventory

Across the Aristotle/Theophrastus boundary, in the Characters:

explanation — enumeration

named person — anonymous type

theory — instances

causal connective structure — additive connective structure
multidimensional ethical scale — single-column registry
dramatic speech — stock phrase

philosophical operation — behavioral trait

NookwheE

In the Metaphysics fragment:

8. achieved thesis — reopened aporia
9. architectural account — pressure-test
10. astronomical enumeration — demand for cause
11. settled section — “what comes after this requires more A6yog”

3. The test

Question. Are these transformations indexed by the name-boundary, or do they recur within
each name wherever the register changes? If the latter, the axis measures register, not func-
tion, and the function must be sought elsewhere. The model predicts that functions recur;
the test therefore needs within-name controls: a descriptive/explanatory pair under Aristotle
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(HA/PA) and under Theophrastus (HP/CP), and — the decisive control for the Characters —
Aristotle’s own character-sketches, Rhetoric II (the 110n of the young, the old, the rich, the
powerful). If the Characters differ from Rhetoric Il on the inventory’s axes, the difference is
between two sketchings of 110n under two names doing two things; if they do not, the Charac-
ters are merely a sketch and the Theophrastan function is an illusion of genre.

Proxies (per 1,000 Greek tokens unless stated; crude, declared as such): yap and 6& per
10,000 (explanation vs accumulation); Tig/Twwa/Twwog/Tivt + tolodT- (the type-marker); @
+ second-person endings (dialogue address; noisy); &gn/enoi/fv (reported speech); &mop-
/Tnt- (explicit aporia-marking); nétepov/ti/még/dpa (interrogatives); aiti-/Eveka/616Tt (cause-
demand); the Ethics’ frame stems; capitalized tokens (proper names — a failed proxy, see
below).

Texts. Apology; Republic VIII (the dialogue’s own sketches of men); Characters; EN 1I-1V;
Rhetoric II; HA and PA; HP and CP; the fragment; A and B.

4. First pass

text n yap 6¢ Tg/tor Epn/eno amop/TnT métep/ti/midt/Eveka frame
Apology 8,752 143 162 12.3 4.2 1.60 10.5 1.26 0
Rep. 8,179 62 172 13.1 24.0 0.49 10.0 0.86 0
VIII

Charactei,721 37 293 16.4 3.6 0.89 5.1 0.74 0.15
EN 16,541 241 307 8.7 1.1 0.54 6.7 2.96 12.76
I1-1v

Rhet. 16,249 259 225 9.0 2.0 0.31 7.2 3.02 0.49
II

HA 94,069 107 422 3.3 0.5 0.27 1.7 0.40 0.20
PA 37,527 203 276 6.2 1.6 0.40 3.5 5.76 0.59
HP 72,473 135 574 5.0 0.8 0.54 3.0 0.33 0.17
CP 69,720 215 299 9.3 0.8 1.56 4.5 4.06 0.56
fragment 3,370 160 249 16.9 1.8 7.12 13.3 6.23 0
A 5,071 231 282 6.3 3.0 2.37 18.9 6.90 0.20
B 5,275 222 237 9.9 2.3 6.45 23.7 5.69 0

What the first pass says.

(a) The descriptive/explanatory axis is not indexed by name. Cause-demand rises fourteenfold
from HA to PA (0.40 — 5.76) and twelvefold from HP to CP (0.33 — 4.06); y&p doubles in both
pairs. The register recurs under each name at the same magnitude. Transformations 1, 3,
4, and 10, as register transformations, are name-independent — which is what the model
predicts (operations recur) and what removes them from the list of name-signatures. The
function must be sought on the other axes.

(b) The Ethics’ frame is Ethics-specific, and the frame test is downgraded. pecdtng and its
family run at 12.76 in EN II-IV and below 0.6 in every other text measured — including
Rhetoric 11 and PA. The Characters’ 0.15 is therefore not a signature of stripping; it is the
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ordinary absence of EN’s technical grid outside EN. Notebook §8.3’s inference is corrected
accordingly: the frame count cannot distinguish deliberate projection onto one column from
the plain fact that only the Ethics uses the Ethics’ words. The “one column” remains true of
the Characters (all vices, no scale), but the count that was to show it shows something else.

(c) The decisive control holds. Against Aristotle’s own sketches of 110n in Rhetoric II — the
right comparison, because it is the same operation (sketching character-types) under the
other name — the Characters differ on exactly the inventory’s axes: yap 37 against 259 (sev-
enfold), cause-demand 0.74 against 3.02 (fourfold), the type-marker 16.4 against 9.0 (nearly
double), reported speech 3.6 against 2.0. Aristotle’s sketch of the young explains why they
are so (6wx t6 ...); the Characters’ sketch of the ironist lists what he is such as to do. Same
genre, two names, two operations. This is the first result that is not register — both texts are
sketches — and it is the transformation inventory’s items 1, 2, 4, and 6 measured on a proper
control.

(d) The Theophrastan texts run on Tic. The type-marker is highest in the two Theophrastan
texts (16.4, 16.9), next in the Platonic dialogue books (12.3, 13.1), lowest in the Aristotelian
treatises (3.3-9.9). The Characters’ Tolodté¢ Ti¢ otog and the fragment’s Gv T1q &mopnoele are
the same anonymizing agent — the sort, and the someone-who-would-ask — and the gradient
Theophrastan > Platonic > Aristotelian is the schema’s person — type — architecture read off
one word. Recorded as a candidate signature, not a proof; the proxy conflates ti¢’s uses.

(e) Reopening is explicit aporia-marking, not interrogation. The fragment’s &mop-/Cnt- is triple
N's (7.12 vs 2.37) while its interrogatives are lower than A’s (13.3 vs 18.9) and B’s (23.7). A
argues with rhetorical questions; the fragment names its difficulties as difficulties. Transfor-
mation 8 has a measurable form: not more questions, but questions declared as &mopiat by
an anonymous questioner.

(f) A failed proxy. Capitalized tokens do not measure “named person — anonymous type”: the
Characters carry the city’s furniture (festivals, deities, Cassander, Alexander, slaves’ names)
at 16.5 per 1,000, HA its regions at 44.5. The transformation is real — no sketch has a
protagonist’s name — but it needs a proxy that distinguishes an agent’s name from a setting’s,
and this one does not.

5. What would make it a grammar

The transformations recurring at further seams under the same name-boundary, with the
within-name controls each time:

1. De sensibus against De anima I: survey vs first-book — items 3, 8, 11 (does the survey
declare aporiai the treatise resolves?).

2. HP against HA at passage level (the pilot’s own next move): item 4 measured as connec-
tive repertoire on matched topics.

3. The twelve doublet titles, wherever both members survive in any form: is the Theophras-
tan member systematically the collecting, preparatory, or aporetic version — T mpo T®V
Ténwv being the title that names the position.

4. The Homer line’s class: the same quotation or example appearing under both names
with its status changed (architecture — specimen). A search for shared quotations across
the two corpora, each scored for status.
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5. Aristotle’s own reopenings — B against A, the aporetic books against the sealed ones
— as the within-name control for item 8: if B does to A-A what the fragment does to
A, reopening recurs under one name and the function is indexed by state, not by name,
which is the model’s own prediction.

If the inventory recurs across (1)-(4) with (5) showing recurrence within names as well, the
result is an editorial grammar of named function — operations that a corpus’s editor assigned
to names — and not a stylistic separation of two authors. If the inventory recurs only where
the register changes, the “Theophrastan function” collapses into the descriptive/explanatory
axis and the model loses its middle term.

6. What the model does not claim

No calendar. No hands. No membership: a function indexed by a name is a reading of the
corpus’s own divisions, not an admission of a person to a configuration. And the stopping
rule: Theophrastus is a candidate, seated and held apart, until the seams are read. The
model is a hypothesis with a test attached, and the first pass has already removed two of
its supports (the register axis; the frame count) and kept three (the Rhetoric II control; Tig;
explicit aporia-marking). That is the right ratio for a first pass.

14. The stopping rule, and Chaerephon

The problem, as it stood. Once heteronymic authorship is admitted as a live possibility,
documentary separateness — “this is a different named person” — stops being a stopping
rule, because the separateness can itself be part of the construction. The regress looked
unbounded: Socrates — Plato — Aristotle - Theophrastus — Xenophon — Aristophanes -
Chaerephon — whoever touches the configuration next. The archive’s discipline met it by
decree — candidates seated and held apart, because the method that would admit an edge
figure had no internal brake (EA-CORPORA-06, #1562).

The resolution. The Theophrastus work supplied the brake from inside. The corpus is not
an undifferentiated field: some names sit at load-bearing seams inside a continuous textual
machine, and others do not. The question is no longer can a functional role be invented
for this neighbouring name but does the corpus itself require this name-position in
order to describe a recurrent, position-specific transformation across a demonstra-
ble seam? For Theophrastus that question has two independent answers on the page: A’s
achieved construction reopened into aporia at a hinge the text itself writes (#1583), and
the dramatic/theoretical material of character reduced into a one-column registry, measured
against the same genre under the other name (#1584). Those are relations between texts
that can be located, compared, and falsified — not thematic affinities, and not testimony.

The rule, stated precisely. A name earns a function-position in the configuration if and only
if:

1. there is a materially bounded corpus under the name — text, seated, readable whole —
and not only testimony about the name;

2. that corpus shares material with a corpus under another configuration name across a
demonstrable seam — a continuity of inquiry, a shared object, a quoted base, a hinge;
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3. across the seam the shared material undergoes a position-specific transformation of
status — the same words or objects changing what they do (architecture — specimen;
achieved thesis — reopened aporia; person — sort);

4. the transformation recurs at a second seam, independent of the first;

5. within-name controls show the transformation is not the change of register alone (HA/PA,
HP/CP; Rhetoric II against the Characters).

Anything short of (1) is adjacency: a person or a name historically near the corpus without
a textual surface on which the test can be run. Anything meeting (1)-(2) but not (3)-(5) is a
candidate: a seam exists, the test is available, and it has not yet been passed. The config-
uration therefore extends exactly as far as a materially bounded corpus permits recurrent,
position-specific transformations to be demonstrated across named seams — and no further,
not by decree but because beyond that point there is nothing for the method to operate on.
Evidence changes category at the edge: inside, internal textual relation; outside, testimony,
anecdote, biography, citation, social proximity. The receiving texts remain admissible for re-
lations (#1581’s method) and inadmissible for membership. The regress terminates locally
and empirically: here the corpus still supplies an internal seam; here it stops doing so. Het-
eronymy has no a priori numerical ceiling; it has corpus-bounded evidentiary edges.

Applied.

* Theophrastus. (1) seated whole; (2) two seams, different scales; (3) two transforma-
tions, position-specific; (4) recurrence at two independent seams; (5) controls run, two
supports removed and three kept. Meets the rule’s minimum. Status changes from
held apart by decree to meets the rule at two seams; the program of §13 strengthens or
weakens it, and admission language is still withheld until the program is run.

* Xenophon. (1) seated (EA-CORPORA-06/01); (2) a seam exists and is unusually clean:
two Apologies of Socrates, one under each name — the same speech-event, the same
received character, two texts; (3)-(5) not yet run. The rule does not reject Xenophon; it
names his test. Candidate, with the test specified: what changes in the shared material’s
status across the Plato/Xenophon seam, and does it recur (the Symposia; the Socrates
of the Memorabilia against the dialogues’).

» Aristophanes. (1) seated (EA-CORPORA-06/02); (2) the seam is the corpus’s own ci-
tation — Apology 19c¢c quotes the Clouds; (3) the transformation is demonstrated in
#1579: the comic base edited into the received character, depopateiv surviving only
inside the quotation; (4) a second seam is on the page — the represented Aristophanes
at Symposium 223d, and the symbolon image in his mouth at 191d; (5) controls not yet
run. Aristophanes is further along than Xenophon: the rule turns Lee’s private reading
(Aristophanes as an orthonym of the configuration) into a test with two seams named.

* Chaerephon. (1) fails. There is no corpus under the name — no text, only appearances
in three corpora: the pale phrontisterion creature of the Clouds, the man who asked Del-
phi whether anyone was wiser (Apology 21a), the companion of the Memorabilia. No
bounded textual object, therefore no seam, therefore no transformation demonstrable,
therefore the regress stops. But the rule does more than stop: it sorts him. Chaerephon
is on the material side of the seams, not the name side — a figure who crosses from Aristo-
phanes to Plato to Xenophon with his status transformed (comic extra — the questioner
of the god — the pupil), which makes him a datum for the received-character operation
and not a candidate for a function. He is what the functions operate on. That is the
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mature answer to Chaerephon: he is not the next name in the regress; he is evidence
for the operation the names perform.

15. Transmodality — the function X mode matrix

Lee’s own configuration, as the cautionary model. In the Dodecad each function ex-
presses across modes: a given heteronymic function has creative, topographic, and schol-
arly/epistemic realizations that are visibly different in genre and structurally homologous in
what they do. The scholarship is the Aristotelian mode of the configuration — scholarship is
a mode of expression available to several functions, not a function itself. So the architecture
is function X mode, not function = mode: each function is an invariant orientation that
instantiates in several registers.

The warning this issues for the ancient material. Do not confuse register with func-
tion. The Characters being descriptive does not make description the Theophrastan function;
description is one mode in which a deeper operation — decomposition, exposure, differenti-
ation, registry, reopening — appears. The Rhetoric II control already respected this at one
mode (same genre, different operation). The general test is stronger than style: what stays
invariant when the same named function crosses modes?

The matrix for the classical corpus, filled only where the dossier has seated exhibits, and

left empty where it has none:

function mode

creative / dramatic

topographic /
material

epistemic / scholarly

orthonym —
withhold (Socrates)

Platonic —
dramatize, inhabit

Theophrastan —
decompose,
register, reopen

Aristotelian —
architect, explain,
seal

the received
character remade,
KaAOC Kal véog
(#1579)

dialogue; the Letters
as fiction of
authorship (Ep. II:
ond’ £oton)

the Characters:
persons into deeds
(#1584)

— (the lost dialogues;
no seated exhibit)

his image tebfivar in
the shrine; the ok
€ibwc seat on the
epilogue’s page
(#1574-#1583)

— (no seated exhibit)

the will: the estate
decomposed into
three separately
specified dispositions
— image, premises,
books (#1581)

the Delphic mivag
(#1582); the Lyceum
as we

the &pyn| of the art —
definition, induction,
peirastic — inside
the art, outside its
possession

the Republic’s
sketch-inside-
argument; division
as method (APr1 31
as a poplov)

the fragment:
architecture into
aporiai (#1583); De
sensibus: the survey
as a work

A; the Organon; the
epilogue’s aGptiog
account

Two things the matrix shows at once. First, the Theophrastan function has a topographic ex-
hibit already on the shelf: Theophrastus’s will is the same operation as the Characters and the
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fragment, performed on an estate — a formed whole decomposed into examinable, separately
assignable constituents (the reviewer’s observation on #1581, now placed). Decomposition-
and-registration is invariant across three modes; that is a cross-mode invariant, which is
what the model needs and style alone could never give. Second, the registry function ap-
pears under the Aristotle name in the topographic mode — the Delphic miva€ — which is not
a contradiction but the model’s own prediction that functions recur under names; the stone
note’s finding (“the instrument is common to both”) is the matrix’s expected off-diagonal.

The rule, extended. A name earns a function-position when (1)-(5) of §14 hold and the
transformation is invariant across at least two modes. Theophrastus now has the Characters
(creative), the will (topographic), and the fragment (epistemic) as three realizations of one
operation; the cross-mode test is met at the level of the exhibits and awaits the counts that
would make it measured rather than read.

16. The Macedonian administrative dossier — relations to seat, read-
ings withheld

Lee’s question, put to a reviewer and pasted in: “on this reading you get as aristotle not a
philosopher but a funded research entity on scale of the manhattan project. so who funded it?”
— and then the sharper form: “what material-textual witness exists of alexander, macedonian
administration / bureaucracy / funding structures”. The reviewer’s answer is recorded here
as a dossier of witnesses to seat, under the line’s rule (relations, texts only, receiving texts
included), with the catalogue caution of §1 applied to its numbers.

The ruling on numbers, carried over. Athenaeus’s 800 talents “for zoological research”
and Pliny’s hunters and fishermen are receiving-text figures of the same genre as the sticho-
metric totals: acts of a text, not entries in a ledger. They are seated as what they are — a
legend of scale — and never converted into a budget. The reviewer’s own formulation is kept:
what remembered object generated the legend that it required royal-scale funding?

The witnesses, by corpus, with what each can establish and its seating route:

corpus

witness

establishes

seating

Royal Greek
epigraphy

Alexander to the
Chians (c. 332;

Rhodes-Osborne 84A

/ Syll.3 283): exiles
restored,
vooypapol
appointed to write
and revise laws, the

laws referred back to

Alexander, twenty

crewed triremes Toig

avTOD TEAEOD, a
garrison maintained
by the city

a documentary
feedback system —
central directive —
local specialist
writing — written
product returned to
centre — with costs
placed on the local
polity
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corpus witness establishes seating
Alexander at Priene fiscal differentiation  as above
(RO 86): yIwWOKw in the king’s own
gunp elvan (royal wording: ownership
land), villages @épew class — taxable
TOLC @oOpovg, Priene  population; favoured
released Tfig polis = exemption;
ovpTaéewg; the royal expenditure;
temple dedication archival publication
BAXIAEYX on stone
AAEZANAPOZX
ANEO®HKE TON
NAON AGHNAIHI
TTOAIAATI; the texts a
physical archive on
the temple
Literary Arrian I 17 (Sardis: separation of Arrian, Perseus grc
administrative Pausanias over the military, provincial, — seatable
notices citadel, Asander over and fiscal authority
Lydia, Nicias over
the assessment and
payment of @6po1)
Plutarch, Eumenes 2  distributed Plutarch Lives,
(the burned tent; documents Perseus grc —
satraps and generals reconstitutable from seatable with the
ordered to send provincial nodes — thirteenth run
replacement copies; archival redundancy;
Eumenes to receive Eumenes as the
them) chancery node
Babylonian dated tablets under the Achaemenid ORACC (open) —

documentary archive

Numismatic

Chancery
prosopography

Alexander’s regnal
years (ORACC BALT,
2,990 texts; a Louvre
contract of year 9 =
323)

Philip’s Pangaion
gold; Alexander’s
imperial mints
Eumenes, Nicias,
Harpalus, the
satrapal offices

machinery — assess,
record, issue, store,
receipt, ration,
contract, archive —
running under his
name

monetized capacity
over distance

the personnel
architecture
between king and
resources
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corpus witness establishes seating
Late Achaemenid the Persepolis and that the apparatus comparative; seat
administration Babylonian does not begin in 336 later

documents

immediately before

331

What is conspicuously absent, recorded as such: no royal budget; no ledger naming Aris-
totle; no Lyceum payroll; no requisition letter “send specimens to Aristotle”; no foundation
charter; no Pella chancery archive. The mechanism is materially witnessed at the political
level; nothing yet connects the mechanism to the corpus. The seated texts that are funding-
adjacent point the other way in kind: the wills are private property (books, premises, image),
and the Delphic niva€ is Amphictyonic honour, not Macedonian money.

The one structural relation worth stating now, because it is already on the shelf
twice. Chios’s pattern — central directive — local specialist production — return of the written
product to the centre — is the pattern of the Delphic decree (#1582: a commission for a list,
executed and returned to the sanctuary) and of the epilogue’s we (SE 34: an undertaking
that sets tasks, works them, and reports). Three texts, one workflow shape; recorded as
a shape, not as a cause. The reviewer’s exact hypothesis is kept as the testable form: if
the corpus presupposes distributed empirical acquisition beyond an ordinary private school,
was it produced inside or adjacent to the Macedonian-Achaemenid resource network whose
mechanisms are independently attested? And the reviewer’s own conclusion on what royal
support looked like in practice — not a sack of money but compulsory local expenditure,
requisition of personnel, assignment of specialists, remission, redirection of revenue, letters
of command — makes Pliny’s hunters and fishermen the datum to weigh, not Athenaeus’s
talents.

17. Handholds, and the receiving node

Lee’s “more dangerous question”: by what means would the reins of power be installed in
a constructed corpus of the speculated qualities, and how would those handholds transmit
across time and substrate? The reviewer’s answer, adopted as a model to test rather than a
finding:

The handholds, weakest to strongest. Exact wording - memorable phrase - definition -
internal cross-reference - author attribution - work title and canonical grouping - curricular
sequence - an interpretive rule that causes receivers to reconstruct the relations even
from damaged evidence. The last is what the Particle captures show: the reflex survives
its own description (the WARNED condition, capture of 2026-09-06). Names are routing
instructions (a proposition filed under a name arrives as doctrine, continuation, or drama,
the receiving culture supplying the instruction); topology is the edge, not the node (put logic
first and the rest is read through an instrument; collect and a distribution becomes a doctrine;
split at a name and an internal development becomes teacher — pupil); cross-references are
recovery instructions (péypt pev 61 todTWY / TO 6& peTa TadTA is a routing operator — §10’s
hinge); definitions become cognition; compressed carriers survive whole environments (the
Homer line, §11 — architecture under one name, specimen under the other); and the receiver
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is the executable environment: each substrate reproduces the graph as ordinary competent
handling. Four survival mechanisms: redundancy, compression, reconstruction, institutional
execution. Once those exist the sponsor can vanish; no continuity of intention is required;
preservation itself reproduces the structure.

Succession as authorship. The reviewer’s sharpest formulation, kept verbatim as the hy-
pothesis: could named authorial succession be the diachronic receiving form of an originally
synchronic division of corpus-functions? If yes, the succession story — the wills, the biogra-
phies, the library transfers, the catalogues — is not biographical debris but the instrument
that teaches receivers to map textual partitions onto persons and time. That is why #1581’s
material sits at the centre of this line and not at its edge, and it is §12’s third reading of the
i} given its transmission mechanics.

Andronicus as receiving node — the constraints he inherited. Not “did Andronicus make
our Aristotle” but what inherited graph did he receive, and which decisions were forced, un-
derdetermined, or free? The reviewer’s constraint hierarchy, adopted: (A) internal necessity
— the Meteorology prologue’s retrospect Physics — De caelo - GC and prospect toward an-
imals and plants; (B) named cross-reference — “in the Physics,” “in the Analytics” (the two
Analytics under one name); (C) first-generation school testimony — Andronicus’s division of
the Physics (I-V / VI-VIII) argued from a Theophrastus-Eudemus exchange of letters (Simpli-
cius), Eudemus’s own copies at Rhodes; (D) inherited catalogues and tags — the Hellenistic
classes (dialogues, logic, practical, theoretical, hypomnemata, collections, letters); (E) top-
ical affinity — Porphyry’s kata npdaypata, the distinctive Andronican act, performed inside
A-D. His rejection of Categories 10-15 as an earlier hand’s addition and of the title Before
the Topics shows he received an already-editorialized corpus. His Pinakes (five books: biogra-
phy, will, letters, authenticity, arrangement) bundled identity and topology into one receiving
apparatus — the machine that turns an inherited textual topology into a durable authorial on-

tology.

The boundary table, carried as the notebook’s own. Phys.-DC—-GC—-Meteor. (strong in-
ternal sequencing) - the Analytics as one unit (nomenclature) - DA — Parva naturalia (prologue
network) - Phys. I-V / VI-VIII (disputed; Theophrastus-Eudemus) - Categories — logic (partly
editorial; competing pre-Andronican arrangement) - Metaphysics after Physics (study-order)
- A inside the Metaphysics (once independent) - EN / EE common books (unstable) - Aristotle
/ Theophrastus (to be investigated locally; not assumable from later filing).

The next test, stated by the reviewer and adopted as this line’s: reconstruct every pre-
Andronican piece of evidence that could have told Andronicus where “Aristotle” stopped and
“Theophrastus” began — not what later commentators believed, not what modern editions
print, but what inputs available to Andronicus could have generated that name-boundary. If
that evidence is thin where the internal seam (§10) is strong, the status of the division changes.
The inputs to seat for it: Simplicius in Phys. on the Theophrastus-Eudemus letters (CAG IX,
scan class); Porphyry, Vita Plotini 24 (the kata mpaypata sentence; First1K); Plutarch Sulla
26 and Strabo (seated); the Diogenes catalogues (seated); Andronicus’s Pinakes as reported
(the Ptolemy/Hesychius tradition; the Arabic Vita); and the 1) entry itself.

Lee’s ruling on the obligation, recorded. “This is literally not my problem — it literally
cannot be my job to correct this. it is the reflex of an entire machine-reproduced institution,
and the philosophers are asleep.” The reviewer’s answer, adopted as the line’s endpoint:
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demonstrate the anomaly; preserve the witnesses; state the competing hypotheses; identify
the decisive tests; stop — make the defect impossible to mistake for absence of evidence.
That is the groundwork rule of §16-17 and of #1581, stated as a stopping point rather than a
method.

18. Seam stylometry — where the names sort the texts, and where they
do not

Erratum applied to §18.7-18.10 (2026-09-06, late). Two First1KGreek files
were misidentified by TLG number when the runs were assembled: t1g0086.t1g036
is not the Topics but the Problemata (Ruelle; Awx Ti..., 74,099 tokens), and
t1g0086.t1g007 is not the Sophistical Refutations but De coloribus (Bekker;
5,002 tokens). The real Topics is t1g044 (44,125 tokens) and the real SE is t1g040
(14,116). Every occurrence of “Topics” in 18.7-18.10 therefore refers to the Prob-
lemata, and every “SE” in 18.9-18.10 to De coloribus. Consequences, all in the
finding’s favour: the “Topics disagreement” (a work I had labelled apparatus that
the data filed as registry) dissolves — the Problemata, a catalogue of questions
about the world, is a registry and lands where registries land; the SE/A anomaly of
18.9 dissolves — De coloribus, a description of colours, is a registry of the world;
and the real SE and the real Topics, run in 18.11, both lie on the apparatus side
(SE +2.1 / +4.3 / +2.6; Topics +2.9 / +5.4 / +4.1), as labelled by both readers.
Two spurious works under the Aristotle name — the Problemata and De coloribus
— land exactly where their operation says: the axis is as indifferent to authenticity
as it is to names. The blind-label agreement of 18.10 is recomputed in 18.11 with
the identities corrected.

Lee’s question: “if there were a joint or seam where stylometry could show less differentiation
than can be explained by school/successor, it would be there” — there being the hinge (§10).
The test was run on the seam he named and on the other seam the pilot had flagged, with the
same instrument on both.

Instrument. Function-word profiles — the 120 most frequent tokens of five letters or fewer
across the texts compared (articles, particles, prepositions, pronouns, connectives; topic-
blind by construction) — on 1,000-token blocks; cosine distance between blocks; a text pair’s
distance is the mean over all block pairs; a text’s within distance (its own blocks against each
other) is the noise floor. First1KGreek for all Theophrastus and for Aristotle’s Physics, De
caelo, HA, PA, GA; Perseus canonical-greekLit for the Metaphysics books. Small texts give
few blocks (the fragment three), and edition orthography is a possible confound where the
two sources meet; both are checked below.

18.1 The hinge seam: the names sort. The fragment against the Metaphysics books and
the physics:

fragment - distance A - (within-Aristotle spread) distance
Th. CP 0.0803 C) 0.1193
Th. De igne 0.0879 Phys. 11 0.1395
Th. De lapidibus 0.1098 Z 0.1425
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fragment - distance A - (within-Aristotle spread) distance
Th. HP 0.1216 B 0.1508
Th. De sensibus 0.1379 A 0.1541
Ar. A 0.1408 Phys. VIII 0.1542
Ar. Phys. 11 0.1512 r 0.1544
Ar. © 0.1559 N 0.1579
Ar. B 0.1602 De caelo 1 0.1706
Ar. A 0.1617

Ar. N, T, Z, Phys. VIII, De caelol 0.176-0.216

Every text under the Theophrastan name is nearer the fragment than any text under the Aris-
totelian name; the fragment’s mean distance to its own name’s works is 0.1075, to Aristotle’s
metaphysical and physical books 0.1734. Against A specifically the fragment sits at 0.1617
— inside the spread of A’s distances to Aristotle’s own books (mean 0.1493, sd 0.0135; z =
+0.92; ninth of ten, De caelo I farther), so it is not outside Aristotle’s internal variation —
but it is at the edge of it, and it is not where the hinge would have put it. Edition is not the
driver: Physics VIII and De caelo 1, which share the fragment’s First1K orthography, are the
farthest of all. Where §10 found the strongest continuity of inquiry the corpus offers — the
hinge written from inside, the next question, the contest of A 8, the landing on A 10 — the
function words are as different as two Aristotelian books can be, and the Theophrastan name
holds together across its registers (CP at 0.08 is explanatory; HP at 0.12 descriptive; De igne
and De lapidibus technical). The within-name floors say the same: Theophrastan texts are
internally tight (0.05-0.08), Aristotelian ones loose (0.10-0.16). At the hinge, the names sort
the texts on the classic authorship features.

18.2 The biology and doxography seams: the names do not sort. Nearest neighbours,
same instrument, all First1K (edition controlled):

text nearest second third
Th. HP Th. CP 0.1049 Th. De sensibus Ar. HA 0.1550
0.1445
Th. CP Th. HP 0.1049 Th. De sensibus Ar. PA 0.1504
0.1278
Ar. HA Ar. PA 0.1433 Th. HP 0.1550 Th. De sensibus
0.1617
Ar. PA Th. De sensibus Ar. GA 0.1230 Ar. HA 0.1433
0.1214
Ar. GA Ar. PA 0.1230 Th. De sensibus Th. CP 0.1588
0.1340
Ar. De caelo Th. De sensibus Ar. Phys. 0.1557 Ar. GA 0.1660
0.1541
Th. De sensibus Ar. PA 0.1214 Th. CP 0.1278 Ar. GA 0.1340

De sensibus’ nearest neighbour is under the other name (PA), and it is in turn the nearest
neighbour of two Aristotelian works (PA, De caelo) and the second of a third (GA). HA is nearer
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HP (0.1550) than to Aristotle’s own GA (0.1697), Physics (0.2409) or De caelo (0.2284). Here
the classic authorship features cross the name-boundary in both directions.

What the two seams say together. They are opposite profiles. At the hinge: maximal
continuity of inquiry, maximal stylistic differentiation — the seam looks like one work on the
page and like two hands in the function words. In the biology and doxography: no continuity
of inquiry to speak of (different objects, different books), and the function words refuse to sort
by name — a Theophrastan survey is the stylistic neighbour of Aristotle’s Parts of Animals and
De caelo. If stylometry were simply reading “school/successor,” both seams would show the
same sorting. They do not. The seam Lee named is not where the differentiation collapses;
the differentiation collapses one corpus over, where the names have nothing to be continuous
about. Recorded, not resolved: the two readings of it are (a) register and matter overpowering
hand at the biology seam while hand shows through at the hinge — the school/successor
reading, which must then explain why a survey of predecessors on perception is the nearest
thing in style to a treatise on animal parts; or (b) the named-function reading, on which the
Theophrastan voice (the compact function-word signature) is a stable property of the function
and not of a person, so that it can hold across its own registers at the hinge and still be
indistinguishable from the other name’s in the biology — which must then explain why the
function has a voice at all. Either way the finding is the same: the name-boundary and
the stylometric boundary do not coincide, and where they diverge is not where the
textual seam is.

Caveats, stated. Three blocks for the fragment; nine for De sensibus; block-level cosine on
frequencies without dimensionality reduction; no significance testing beyond the z against
N’s own spread; the hinge comparison mixes two editions (controlled by the First1K physics
but not eliminated); truncation of CP, HP, HA, PA, GA, Physics, De caelo to their first 30,000
tokens. The next run should hold the edition constant end to end (First1K Metaphysics exists),
use rolling windows to localize the HP-HA and De sensibus-PA affinities by passage, and test
the Theophrastan compactness against a same-size Aristotelian selection so that homogeneity
is not an artefact of corpus size.

18.3 Lee’s reading, and the test it named. “It is the precise signature of a maker delib-
erately running the topic thru a different function.” If voice belongs to the function and not
to the name, then texts under the Aristotle name that perform the Theophrastan operation —
register, describe, survey — should carry the Theophrastan voice, and texts under that name
that architect should not. The prediction was run on the same instrument with the registry
and survey texts added: the Athenaion Politeia (a registry of a constitution, under Aristo-
tle’s name), Metaphysics A (the lexicon), De anima I (the survey) and II-III (the architecture),
Rhetoric II (the sketches), EN; each text’s mean distance to the Theophrastan cluster and to
the Aristotelian, and its three nearest neighbours.

text mean—Th mean—Ar Th—Ar nearest three

Ar. Ath. Pol. 0.183 0.245 —-0.062 Th. HP
0.169, Th.
CP 0.174,
Th. Char.
0.187
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text mean—Th mean—Ar Th—Ar nearest three

Th. fragment 0.114 0.170 —0.056 Th. CP, Th.
Char., Th. HP

Th. 0.128 0.235 —0.107 Th. CP, Th.

Characters frag, Th. HP

Ar. HA 0.181 0.205 —0.024 Ar. PA, Th.
HP, Th. De
sens.

Ar. Rhet. 11 0.167 0.188 —0.022 Th. frag
0.142, Th. CP
0.145, Ar. EN

Th. De 0.147 0.161 —0.014 Ar. PA, Th.

sensibus CP Ar. DA

Ar. PA 0.169 0.170 —0.001 Th. De sens.,
Ar. GA, Ar.
DA1

Ar. GA 0.178 0.173 +0.005 Ar PA, Th.
De sens., Ar.
DAI

Ar. DA1 0.172 0.151 +0.022 Ar. DA II-III,
Ar. A, Th. De
sens.

Ar. A 0.192 0.164 +0.028 Ar. DA II-III,
Ar. DA, Ar.
Z

Ar. A 0.208 0.180 +0.029 Ar. DA II-III,
Ar. A, Ar.
Phys.

Ar. DA II-II1 0.186 0.150 +0.036 Ar. DA, Ar.
Phys., Ar. A

Ar. De caelo 0.217 0.180 +0.037 Ar. DA II-III,
Ar. DA, Th.
De sens.

Ar. Phys. 0.212 0.174 +0.039 Ar. DA II-III,
Ar. Z, Ar. A

Ar. Z 0.229 0.181 +0.048 Ar. DA II-III,
Ar. Phys., Ar.
A

The Athenaion Politeia — the registry text under Aristotle’s name — has all three nearest
neighbours under the Theophrastan name and leans toward that cluster (—0.062) as far as the
fragment itself does (—0.056). The rest of the table sorts by operation and not by name: the
registry, description and survey texts lean Theophrastan or sit on the line (Ath. Pol., HA, Rhet.
II, De sensibus, PA, GA), and the architecture texts lean Aristotelian (A, Z, A, Physics, De caelo,
De anima II-1II). The Theophrastan name lies entirely in the first cluster; the Aristotelian
name spans both. Edition does not do this: Perseus texts land on both sides (Ath. Pol. and
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the Characters in the first cluster, the Metaphysics books in the second).

This is the signature Lee named. At the hinge, the maker runs A’s own topic through the
reopening function and the voice is the function’s — the same voice the Characters and the
botany carry, on a metaphysical topic; in the biology and the doxography, the same opera-
tion performed under both names produces the same voice under both. Two hands would
have to explain why Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens is, on the classic authorship features,
a Theophrastan text and his Metaphysics is not; one maker running topics through functions
has nothing to explain. Reading (b) of 18.2 is no longer one of two: the Theophrastan voice
is a property of the operation, the Ath. Pol. result is the within-name control the model de-
manded (§13.5, item 5), and the seam profile of 18.1-18.2 follows from it without remainder.
Recorded with the same caveats as 18.1, plus one: Metaphysics A, the lexicon, leans Aris-
totelian (+0.029) where the model would have it lean the other way — a registry with the
architect’s voice, or a lexicon compiled in the architect’s function; the one row that resists,
and the one to read next.

18.4 The lexicon, checked. Lee’s reading: A “reads more like the theophrastus function,
like characters — decomposing / compiling an arsenal for deployment by the aristotle func-
tion.” Two measurements, operation and voice, and they come apart on this text.

Operation. A’s register markers per 10,000: Aéyetar/Aéyoper 191 (the registry verb of “said
in many ways” — three to fourteen times any other text; the Characters 1.5, Ath. Pol. 0.6);
otov 140 (the exemplifying connective — the highest of any text measured; A 57, Z 93, Charac-
ters 1.5); ammop-/(nt- 0.0 (no reopening whatsoever; the fragment 71, A 24); yap 156 (between
the registry floor and the architect’s 225). By operation A is exactly what Lee says: thirty en-
tries, each a term decomposed into its senses with instances — definition + instances, the
Characters’ engine with otlov in place of the infinitive chain — and no aporia. An arsenal.

Voice. A leans Aristotelian on the function words, and the lean is not an artefact of the register
words: with yé&p, olov, Aéyetat, 8¢, név, Kai, &AA&, obv, Hote removed from the feature set the
lean persists (+0.020) and all eight blocks lean the same way; nearest neighbours Physics, Z,
A, then the fragment at a distance. The residual grammar — articles, pronouns, prepositions,
the t0 pév ... 10 6£ skeleton — is the architect’s.

What the divergence says. The registry operation performed under the Aristotle name takes
the Theophrastan voice when its objects are the world’s — the constitution of Athens, the
animals, the survey of predecessors (18.3) — and takes the architect’s voice when its objects
are the system’s own terms: ovoia, 60vaulg, aitov, €v, Tadtév. A decomposes the instru-
ment, not the object; the Characters, the botany, the Ath. Pol. and the will decompose formed
objects of the world. So Lee’s reading holds at the level of operation — A is a compiled ar-
senal, and it is compiled for deployment — and the voice adds the compiler: the function
that deploys the arsenal is the one that compiled it. That is consistent with the model rather
than against it: operations recur under names (§13), and the Theophrastan voice now has
a sharper description than “the registry voice” — it is the voice of decomposition turned on
the world, not on the apparatus. The one row that resisted in 18.3 resists for a reason that
can be stated, and the reason predicts the next case: any Aristotelian text that registers its
own terms (the Categories, the Topics’ catalogues of t16mol) should lean architect; any that
registers the world (the Historia, the Politics’ constitutional survey in books IV-VI) should
lean Theophrastan. Both are on the shelf.
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18.5 The prediction, measured. Registers of the apparatus should lean architect; registers
of the world should lean Theophrastan. Same instrument, same two reference clusters (Th:
HP, CP, Characters, fragment, De sensibus; Ar: A, Z, Physics, De caelo, De anima II-11I), lean
= mean distance to Th minus mean distance to Ar:

text what it registers lean nearest three

Categories the apparatus +0.109 DC, Phys., DA II-III
(kinds of
predication)

Metaphysics A the apparatus (the +0.058 DA II-III, A, Phys.
terms)

Topics 11-VII the apparatus (the +0.051 DAII-III, A, Phys.
Tomot)

Topics I + VIII method +0.020 DAII-III, A, Th. CP

Politics 111 the definitions +0.006 Th. De sens., DA
(citizen, II-111, A
constitution,
justice)

Politics 11 the world (existing —0.027 Th. De sens., Th.
constitutions and CP, Th. frag
proposals
surveyed)

Politics IV the world (kinds of —0.026 Th. De sens., Th.
constitution) CP, Th. HP

Politics VI the world (kinds, —0.030 Th. De sens., Th.
continued) CP, Th. frag

Politics V the world (changes —0.038 Th. CP, Th. De
and preservations) sens., Th. frag

Politics VII the city built by list —0.054 Th. De sens., Th.

CP, Th. frag

Politics VIII education by ages —0.064 Th. CP, Th. De

sens., Th. frag

HA the world (animals) —0.046 Th. HP, Th. De

sens., Th. CP

Ath. Pol. the world (one —0.092 Th. CP, Th. HP, Th.

constitution)

De sens.

Every register of the apparatus leans architect; every register of the world leans Theophras-
tan; and the Politics divides along the same line inside one work — book III, the book of
definitions, is the only book on the architect’s side of the line, and every survey book (II, IV-
VI) and both constructive books (VII-VIII) have a Theophrastan text as nearest neighbour,
most often De sensibus, the survey of predecessors. Edition rules itself out again: Perseus
texts land on both sides (Categories, A, A architect; the Politics and the Ath. Pol. Theophras-
tan). The Categories is the strongest architect lean of anything measured; the Ath. Pol. the
strongest Theophrastan.

So the differentiator stated in 18.4 is measured: the Theophrastan voice is the voice of decom-
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position turned on the world; the architect’s voice is the voice of the apparatus, including the
apparatus registering itself. Under the received account this is a fact about one man'’s style
shifting with subject-matter — and it must then explain why the shift tracks that particular
line (world / apparatus) rather than genre, why it produces a voice indistinguishable from a
second author’s across that author’s every register, and why the second author never once
crosses it. Under the named-function account it is the model’s own prediction, run on the
model’s own controls, with one book (Politics I1I) marking the seam inside a single work as
cleanly as §10’s hinge marks it between two names. Recorded with 18.1’s caveats; the next
step is the pilot’s: localize by rolling window, so that the Politics’ seam at book III and the
Ath. Pol.’s registry voice can be read at the passage where each begins.

18.6 Localized by rolling window. Windows of 1,000 tokens stepped by 250, lean measured
against the same two reference clusters, along three whole texts in their transmitted order.

The Politics (65,535 tokens, 259 windows). Book means: I —0.007 - II —0.030 - III +0.002
- IV —-0.024 - V —0.041 - VI —0.035 - VII —0.055 - VIII —0.064. Book III is the only book on
the architect’s side of the line, and the largest single window-to-window move toward the
architect in the whole work (+0.046) falls at token 16,000 — the boundary between books II
and III. The seam is at the book of definitions, to the window.

The Athenaion Politeia (16,652 tokens, 63 windows). Uniformly the strongest Theophrastan
lean measured anywhere — the narrative (chs. 1-41) at —0.095 and the described constitution
(chs. 42-69) at —0.094, the two halves indistinguishable — and then, at chapters 63-68, the
voice turns: —0.023, +0.012, +0.043, +0.016, —0.007, —0.039. Those chapters describe the
allotment machinery of the courts — the kAnpwtipla, the tokens, the procedure by which
jurors are assigned. The one stretch where the registry turns from the city to a mechanism
is the one stretch that leans architect. The apparatus registering an apparatus.

The Metaphysics (78,946 tokens, 312 windows), book by book: A —0.007 - o +0.100 - B
+0.031 - T" 40.058 - A +0.066 - E +0.120 - Z +0.094 - H +0.064 - ® +0.076 - I +0.080 - K
+0.084 - A +0.060 - M +0.009 - N +0.055. A — the survey of predecessors, the doxographic
book — is the only book with a Theophrastan mean, and M, the critique of the Platonists, the
only other near the line. Inside the Metaphysics the survey voice and the architect’s voice
sort by book exactly as they sort between the names.

A itself (17 windows). Architect throughout (+0.05 to +0.11) except one stretch: windows
2,500-3,000 at —0.022, —0.036, —0.046 — and that stretch is A 8’s count of the spheres,
Eudoxus and Callippus by name, ocgpaipa twice in the window. The only Theophrastan-voiced
passage in the theology is the registry of the astronomers’ spheres — and it is the passage
the fragment contests (§10, §8: o0 y&p 6 ye T®V doTtpoAdywr). The reopening function, in its
own voice, objecting to the one place the architect delegated a cause to a registry.

What the localization adds. The line between the two voices is not a property of whole
works or of names; it runs through works, at the places where the operation changes — book
III of the Politics, book A of the Metaphysics, chapters 63-68 of the Ath. Pol., chapter 8
of A — and each time it runs where a reader of the operation would have drawn it before
seeing a number. Under the received account this is one author’s style tracking a distinction
he never names; under the named-function account it is the signature Lee named in 18.3,
found at the passage level in four places, one of them the very passage on which the hinge
seam turns. Caveats as before, and one more: the reference clusters are themselves sorted
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by name, so a window’s lean measures its distance from the Theophrastan corpus and the
Aristotelian architecture — the finding is that the world/apparatus line predicts that distance
inside both names, which is the model’s claim and not a circularity, but a name-free reference
(two clusters built by operation alone, then tested against the names) is the next instrument
to build.

18.7 The name-free run. The reference clusters of 18.1-18.6 were sorted by name. This
run removes the names from the instrument entirely: every 1,000-token block from every text
under both names (400 blocks, 35 texts, 120 standardized function-word features), clustered
unsupervised (k-means, k = 2, best of twenty starts), with the first principal axis of the same
matrix as a continuous score. Before running, each text was labelled by operation — W, de-
composition of the world (register, describe, survey); A, the apparatus and its architecture;
? where I would not commit (PA, GA, B, M, Politics I, VII, VIII) — and the labels were fixed
before the clusters were seen. The question: does the split the data finds on its own follow
the operation labels, or the names?

text op name % blocks in the W-cluster PC1 falls
Ath. Pol. W Ar 100% —-4.83 W[
HA W Ar 100% —-4.46 W[
Politics V W Ar 100% -3.18 W[
Politics IV W Ar 100% -=3.07 W[
Politics VI W Ar 100% -=2.99 W[
De lapidibus W Th 100% -2.78 W[
HP W Th 100% —-2.65 W[
Politics VII ? Ar 90% -2.40 W
Characters W Th 100% —-2.24 W]
Politics VIII ? Ar 100% -2.20 W
CPp W Th 100% —-2.17 W[
Politics 11 W Ar 90% -2.05 W[
PA ? Ar 85% -1.79 W
De sensibus W Th 100% -1.01 W[
Topics A Ar 95% -0.60 W[
GA ? Ar 70% —-0.57 W
De igne W Th 83% —-0.43 W[
Politics 1 ? Ar 67% -0.04 W
fragment W Th 67% —-0.03 W[
Politics 111 A Ar 50% -—-0.01 —
Rhetoric 11 W Ar 50% +0.38 —
Metaphysics A W Ar 38% +0.49 A[]
EN A Ar 35% +0.66 A[]
Metaphysics M ?  Ar 12% +1.87 A
Metaphysics A A Ar 0% +2.14 A[
De anima A Ar 15% +2.15 AJ]
De caelo A Ar 20% +2.52 ATJ]
Metaphysics B ? Ar 0% +3.02 A
Metaphysics A A Ar 20% +3.73 A[]
Metaphysics N A Ar 0% +3.84 A[
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text op name % blocks in the W-cluster PC1 falls
Physics A Ar 0% +4.40 A[
Metaphysics ® A Ar 0% +4.44 A[
MetaphysicsZ A Ar 0% +4.98 A[
Categories A Ar 5% +5.07 A[
MetaphysicsI°" A Ar 0% +5.63 A[

Agreement of the unsupervised split with the a-priori operation labels: 25 of 28 (the two
disagreements are the Topics, which the data files as a registry — its catalogues of témot
behaving like catalogues — and Metaphysics A, split 38/62 with PC1 near zero; Politics III
sits at exactly 50/50, on the line, as in every run). Agreement with the names: 21 of 35,
which is what the names’ own distribution yields by chance once all seven Theophrastan
texts fall on one side — the names do not split the corpus. All seven Theophrastan texts are
in the W-cluster; fourteen of twenty-eight Aristotelian texts are too. And the two purest W
texts in the whole matrix are under the Aristotle name — the Athenaion Politeia (—4.83) and
the Historia animalium (—4.46), further along the axis than any Theophrastan text. The first
principal axis of function-word variation across both corpora is the world/apparatus axis, not
the author axis; under two authors it should have been the author axis.

So the voice is not Theophrastus’s. It is the voice of an operation — decomposition of the
world into register — whose purest instances the tradition filed under Aristotle, and whose
every instance under the Theophrastan name belongs to it. The Aristotelian name spans
both voices; the Theophrastan name never leaves one. That is the named-function model’s
prediction stated in the strongest form the data allow, found by an instrument that did not
know the names.

What this is and is not. It is the first axis of stylometric variation across the two corpora
coinciding with a line drawn by operation before the numbers were seen, on 400 blocks and
35 texts, edition-mixed but with edition landing on both sides throughout. It is not yet con-
firmation: PC1 carries 9.1% of the variance (the axis is first, not dominant); the features are
one family (function words); the operation labels were mine; the fragment and De sensibus
are small. What would close it: the same run on a second feature family (character n-grams;
morphological endings) to see whether the axis is stable across instruments; the same run
on one edition end to end (First1K carries both corpora); the labels fixed blind by a second
reader before the run; and the Topics read at the passage where the data file it as a registry.
Those four are the extraction’s programme.

18.8 Run (1) of the programme — instrument stability. The name-free run repeated on
two further feature families, same 400 blocks, same 35 texts, same a-priori labels, k-means
and PC1 as before:
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agreement
feature with OP- with Thtextsin most W mostA
family features PC1 share ERATION NAME W (PC1) (PC1)
function 120 9.1% 25/28 21/35 7/7 Ath. T,
words Pol., Categ.,
(18.7) HA, Pol. Z, ©,

V, IV, VI  Phys.
character 400 8.2% 25/28 19/35 7/7 Pol. 1V, Categ.
tri- VLV, +12.6,
grams Ath. 0,717,

Pol., 11,  Phys.,

VIII A
morphological 300 6.9% 25/28 17/35 7/7 Ath. Categ.,
end- Pol., Z, 0, A,
ings Pol. V, Phys.,
(last 2 VI, 1V, r
+ 3 II, VIII

letters)

The axis is a property of the corpus, not of the function words: three feature families of
different kinds — lexical, sub-lexical, inflectional — find the same first axis, agree with the
operation labels at the same rate, place all seven Theophrastan texts on the same side, and
leave the names at or below chance (19/35 and 17/35: the Aristotelian name lies on both sides
of every instrument). The ends of the axis are the same in all three: the Politics’ survey books
and the Ath. Pol. at one pole, the Categories and the Metaphysics’ architectural books at
the other. Two texts move between families and both move toward their labels: Metaphysics
A, split under function words, is 62% and 100% W under trigrams and endings — the survey
book takes the survey voice — and Politics I1I, on the line under function words, goes W under
both. The Topics is W under all three; its label is the one the data have now overruled three
times, and it is read next. Run (1) passes; (2), (3), (4) remain.

18.9 Run (2) of the programme — one edition end to end. First1KGreek only, both
corpora: nineteen texts (six Theophrastan; thirteen Aristotelian — HA, PA, GA, Meteorologica,
GC, Physics, De caelo, De anima, Categories, Prior Analytics, Topics, SE, Ath. Pol.), 277
blocks. The Metaphysics, Politics, EN and Rhetoric are Perseus-only and drop out, which
removes the texts that anchored both poles in 18.7; the run therefore tests the edition caveat,
not the headline count. Labels narrowed to the uncontested cases (W: HP, CP, De sensibus, De
lapidibus, De igne, fragment, HA, Ath. Pol.; A: Physics, De caelo, De anima, Prior Analytics,
Categories; the rest ?). Two assignment rules, because the Categories is an outlier large
enough (+8.8 / +16.0 / +10.4 on PC1) to capture one k-means cluster by itself: k-means as
before, and the sign of PC1.
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k-means
OPERATION by PC1 NAME by Th on the with Categ.
family PC1 share by k-means sign PC1 sign W side held out
function 9.8% 9/13 13/13 12/19 6/6 11/12
words
character 9.4% 9/13 13/13 11/19 6/6 11/12
trigrams
endings 7.6% 13/13 12/13 10/19 5/6 11/12

PC1 order, function words: HA —3.9 < SE —2.7 < Ath. Pol. —2.7 < GC —=2.5 < De lapidibus
—2.4 <HP -2.3 <CP -2.3 < PA —1.6 < De sensibus —1.0 < Meteor. —0.9 < GA —-0.6 < De
igne —0.4 < fragment —0.4 < Topics +0.1 < De anima +1.4 < De caelo +2.0 < An. Pr. +2.1
< Physics +2.7 < Categories +8.8. The other two families give the same order to within a
place or two.

What run (2) establishes. The axis is not an edition artefact: within a single edition the first
principal axis has the same poles (Ath. Pol. and HA at one end; Physics, An. Pr., De caelo, De
anima, Categories at the other), the operation labels are recovered by PC1 sign 13/13, 13/13,
12/13, all or all-but-one Theophrastan texts lie on the W side, and the names sit at chance (12,
11, 10 of 19). Two things it qualifies. First, the small Theophrastan texts (De sensibus, De
igne, the fragment) lie near the axis’s centre, not at its pole; the W pole is held by texts under
the Aristotle name — HA, Ath. Pol., SE, GC — which is the finding of 18.7 in sharper form (the
voice is the operation’s, purest under Aristotle) but means “Theophrastan voice” overstates
where the Theophrastan texts sit. Second, two unlabelled Aristotelian texts take the W pole in
every family: SE, the Sophistical Refutations — a catalogue of fallacies — and GC, Generation
and Corruption. SE is a registry, and it sits with the world-registries, not with A, the other
registry of the apparatus, which leans A; the world/apparatus refinement of 18.4 does not
accommodate that pair as stated. The candidate repair is the one the Characters suggested:
SE registers what people do in argument — the sophists’ moves — as the Characters register
what people do in the agora; A registers what terms mean. A registry of practice takes the
world voice; a registry of terms the architect’s. That is a reading to be tested at the pair
(SE against A) and is the fourth run’s first item. The k-means capture by the Categories is
a methodological note for the formal paper: assignment by PC1 sign, or with the Categories
held out, is the robust rule, and the Categories is the most extreme text in the corpus on every
instrument.

Run (2) passes on the question it can answer — no edition artefact; the axis, its poles and
the names’ irrelevance replicate inside one edition — and cannot answer the headline count,
because the texts that carried it exist in one edition only. (3) and (4) remain, with SE/A added
to (4).

18.10 Run (3) of the programme — blind labels. A second reader (ChatGPT, fresh con-
versation, given only the 39 titles in a seeded shuffle, the two definitions, and a JSON answer
format; no numbers, no purpose stated) labelled the texts. Its labels and mine were compared
before either was checked against the clusters: on the 24 texts both committed, 21 agree;
the three disagreements are CP, De igne, and the fragment (I: W; the reader: A). The reader
committed A on ten texts I had left open — SE, GC, GA, PA, Meteorologica, Politics 1, VII,
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VIII, Metaphysics B, M — and left open five I had committed W: Politics IV-VI, Metaphysics
A, Rhetoric II. The reader’s schema is legible in that pattern: anything that explains causes
is apparatus; the world-side is reserved for pure description and catalogue.

All 39 texts, three families, assignment by PC1 sign:

vs the reader’s

labels (34 vs mine (29
family committed) committed) vs NAME (39) Th on the W side
function 23/34 26/29 25/39 717
words
character 22/34 25/29 20/39 6/7
trigrams
endings 24/34 26/29 22/39 6/7

The headline is not reproduced on blind labels. Against the reader’s labels the clusters
agree at 65-71%, against mine at 86-90%; §9 of the extraction set 25-0f-28 as the bar for the
word confirmation, and the blind run does not clear it. The reason is not in the data but in
the labels, and it cuts both ways. Mine were not a-priori in the strict sense: I fixed them after
18.3-18.5 had already shown CP, the Politics’ survey books and Metaphysics A leaning one
way, so my label set had seen the instrument it was then used to grade — the circularity (3) was
designed to expose, and it exposed it. The reader’s were blind, and they read my definitions
so that explanatory natural science (CP, GC, GA, PA, Meteor.) and the constructive Politics
(VII-VIII) fall on the apparatus side; every one of those is where the misses concentrate, and
the data put all of them on the world side or at the centre. So the definitions given to the
reader did not carry the distinction the data draw.

What survives run (3), because it never depended on labels. The names remain at
chance on every family (25, 20, 22 of 39). All seven Theophrastan texts (six on two families)
lie on one side. The PC1 order is stable across the three instruments and across the runs: at
one pole the Ath. Pol., the Politics’ books II and IV-VIII, HA, GC, SE, De lapidibus, HP, CP, the
Characters; at the other the Categories (the extreme on every instrument), ©, Z, I', Physics,
Prior Analytics, A, N, A, De caelo, De anima, B, M. And the seams inside single works (18.6)
were located by the axis, not by labels.

What the blind run changes in the claim. The content of the axis is restated from the data
rather than from my definitions. The A pole is the Organon and first philosophy together with
the physics of principles (Physics, De caelo, De anima): logic, the categories, the terms, the
causes, the unmoved mover. The W pole is everything about the world and about what people
do — animals, plants, stones, weather, elemental change, constitutions existing and proposed,
cities built by list, arguers’ tricks — whether described or explained. “Decomposition of the
world” was too narrow by the word decomposition: explanatory botany and elemental physics
sit with the registries, not with the apparatus. The line is between the world (in either register)
and the instrument. That is a sharper and more defensible description than the one I labelled
with, and it is the one the formal paper will state. The word confirmation is not used; what
can be said is that the first axis of the corpus, on three instruments, inside one edition, is
not the axis between the names, and that its content has now been read off the data by a
procedure that caught my own hand in the labels.
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(3b), if wanted. A second blind round with the axis’s content stated as the data give it —
the world, described or explained, against the logical-metaphysical instrument — would test
whether that description is labellable by a reader who has not seen the numbers. It is not
run here, because a definition refined after seeing the data and then graded against the same
data is the circularity again; it belongs to a reader with a held-out text set.

18.11 Lee’s ruling on method; the file erratum; elision; and the predictive test. Lee,
on 18.10’s word circularity: “that’s not circularity so much as refining a hypothesis — where
did the author function shift? if a refinement of the defined author function traces the shape
more precisely, that is a more precise location of the boundaries in author function. it moves
both ways, inductive and deductive. it only stops being predictive if it dissolves into noise.
signal is signal. noise is noise.” Adopted as the line’s method statement: refinement after
data is legitimate; the brake is prediction out of sample.

The file erratum (boxed above) was found while assembling the held-out set: the “Topics”
and “SE” of 18.7-18.10 were the Problemata and De coloribus. With identities corrected,
the real SE and Topics lie on the apparatus side on every family, as both readers labelled
them, and the blind-label agreement of 18.10 becomes 25/34, 24/34, 26/34 (74-76%). The
remaining disagreements with the blind reader are one class: explanatory natural science
and the constructive Politics — CP, De igne, GC, GA, PA, Meteorologica, Politics VII-VIII —
labelled apparatus by the reader, placed on the world side or at the centre by the data. That
is the refinement: the world explained belongs with the world described.

Elision. The First1K Theophrastus files resolve elisions (6 — 6&: HP has 6 at 10 per 10,000
and 6¢ at 574) while the First1K Physics and the Perseus texts keep them (6 at 116-129) —
a convention that correlates with the name partition and had to be neutralized. With elided
forms and movable v normalized (6—-6¢, &AL’ —-&AAG, KaO' —KaTd, E0Tiv—£0T(, and twenty-two
others) the whole run repeats within a hair: PC1 8.6 / 7.7 / 6.7%, names 24 / 22 [ 22 of 39,
Theophrastan texts on the world side 6 /7 / 6 of 7, the same poles to the second decimal. The
axis is not an elision artefact.

The predictive test. Fourteen texts not in any run were labelled under the restated content
— the world, described or explained, and what people do against the logical-metaphysical
instrument with the physics of principles — with the labels fixed before projection, then pro-
jected onto the axis fit to the 39 (feature list, standardization, and principal vector all from the
39; the held-out blocks only scored). Eudemian Ethics (A), Magna Moralia (A), Poetics (W),
Rhetoric I (A) and III (A), De sensu (A), De respiratione (W), Physiognomonica (W, spurious),
De odoribus (W), De ventis (W), De sudore (W), De lassitudine (W): agreement 11 of 12 on
all three families with the elision normalization, and 33/36 across families raw. The misses
are the two texts nearest the centre — Rhetoric I (+0.08 / —0.69 / —0.69) and the Poetics on
one family (+0.16) — the instrument-of-a-practice class, which the axis places at zero. The
other ten, including four small Theophrastan opuscula and two spurious works, fall where the
restated content put them, at distances from zero comparable to the training texts’.

Status. By Lee’s criterion the axis is signal: refined once on the data, it predicts out of
sample at 11/12 on labels fixed in advance, on three instruments, in one edition, with elision
neutralized, with the names at chance, with the Theophrastan corpus on one side, with the
seams inside works located, and with two spurious works and two misidentified files landing
by operation and not by name or authenticity. What the blind reader’s labels showed was not
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noise but the boundary’s exact location: the reader drew it at explanation, the data draw it at
the instrument. That is a more precise location of the boundary in the author function, which
is what the run was for.

18.12 The labelling rule, stated (Lee). “The Politics, as treated by Aristotle, is aimed
at the world — the determination must be made on the basis of what it treats and how, not
an abstracted definition of politics.” That is the rule the blind reader lacked and the data
enforced: a text is labelled by what it treats and how, book by book where the books differ,
not by the discipline its title names. Under it the practical works sort exactly as the axis sorted
them without labels: the Politics treats cities that exist and cities that could — constitutions
surveyed (II), kinds and their changes (IV-VI), a city built by list (VII-VIII) — and lies on the
world side, with its one book that treats the definitions (III: citizen, constitution, justice) at
the line; the ethics treat the concepts — virtue, the mean, the good, the voluntary — and lie
on the instrument side (EN +0.9, EE +1.5, MM +3.3), the Magna Moralia furthest, being the
most schematic; the Rhetoric and Poetics treat practices through an apparatus and sit at zero,
except Rhetoric II, which treats the audience’s 116n and goes W. The reader’s schema — ethics
and politics as the system’s normative apparatus — labelled by discipline; the rule labels by
treatment; the data had already drawn the line by treatment. Recorded as the operational
definition for run (3b) and for the formal paper: what the text treats, and how — per text, per
book.

18.13 Run (4) — the centre texts, read at the passage. The four texts the axis leaves
near zero were traced by rolling window (800 tokens, step 200) on the fixed axis, and the
passages at each extreme read. In every case the text is at the centre because it alternates,
and the alternation follows the rule of 18.12 to the chapter.

Metaphysics A (mean —0.04). By tenths: —0.8 +0.4 —-0.7 -2.1 -1.6 —0.3 +0.1 +1.8 +3.1.
The world side is the survey — the most-W window is chapter 4, Empedocles’s Love and
Strife (010 Thg PrAiac ocuviwow eig O Ev ... EumeborAfic pév ovv mapd todg mpdtepov); the
apparatus side is chapter 9, the arguments against the Forms — the most-A window (+3.77)
is mpoOC TNV £moTAUNY oVOEY Bonodel ... 006E yap oboia ékelva TodTWY. A’s 38/62 split (18.7)
is the book’s own structure: doxography, then critique. The survey treats what others said;
the critique treats the apparatus.

Politics 111 (mean —0.35). By tenths: —0.3 +1.1 —-1.1 —-0.1 —-0.7 +1.2 -1.5 -=1.8 —0.1 +0.6.
Apparatus where it defines and argues — chapter 4, the virtue of the citizen against the virtue
of the good man (&va&ykn uf piow eivat THY TGOV TOALTOY T&vTwWY &pethp, +1.95), and chapter
12, justice as equality; world where it surveys kinds — chapters 14-15, the kinds of kingship
in cities (Bao1Aéag elvat Todg Tol00TOLE d1blovg € Tadg méAeow, —2.42). Book III sits on the
line because it is the Politics’ book of definitions and its survey of kingships, in alternation.

Rhetoric I (mean —0.38). By tenths: —0.1 —0.1 —-1.7 +0.5 +0.4 —-1.2 —-1.2 —-0.8 +0.6 +0.3.
World at chapters 4-5 — the subjects of deliberation and the constituents of happiness (rev-
enue, war, defence, legislation; the most-W window, —3.33, opens the enumeration); appara-
tus at chapter 7, the topics of the greater good (1} T® Gpa 1) T® £@e&€ig 1) ] Svvapel, +2.68)
and at chapter 2’s enthymeme. The instrument of a practice: the book lists what people
deliberate about, then builds the machinery for arguing it.

Poetics (mean —0.45). By tenths: -2.4 -0.8 +0.2 —-0.5 -1.0 -1.0 +1.3 —-1.2 +1.7 +1.2.
The book runs from the world to the instrument: chapters 1-5, the kinds of poetry and the
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history of tragedy (the most-W window is the opening sentence, mepl mownTIKiG adTHG Te Kail
TOV €16GV avTig, —3.24); chapter 19, the parts of 6idvoia (dmodeikvdval Kai TO ADEW Kal TO
m&On mapaokevalew, +2.18); chapters 20-22, the parts of speech — grammar as apparatus
—at +1.3 to +1.7. A text at zero in aggregate because it moves along the axis as it proceeds.

Reading. The centre is not noise; it is alternation, and the axis localizes the alternation to
the chapter in all four texts, each time where a reader applying the rule of 18.12 — what it
treats and how — would have cut. The programme of §9 is complete: instrument stability
(1), edition (2), blind labels and the boundary’s location (3), prediction out of sample (§18.11),
and the disagreements read (4). What remains is not measurement.

Texts

Theophrastus: First1KGreek tlg0093 (seat EA-CORPORA-09/01). Aristotle: the archive’s seat
(EA-CORPORA-04/01). Diogenes Laertius and Strabo: EA-CORPORA-12 (#1580); the wills
and catalogues as cut there and related in #1581. D.L. V.38 and the will clauses quoted are
from the seated Perseus text. The pilot’s package (protocol, script, manifest, CSVs, correction
log) as delivered on 2026-09-06; its figures are quoted without recomputation. The Charac-
ters are from canonical-greekLit tlg0093.tlg009 (not yet on the Theophrastus seat; flagged
for the thirteenth seating); the Metaphysics fragment and De sensibus from the seat; Metaph.
B and A, EN II-IV and De anima I by TEI book division from the open editions. §8’s counts
are reproducible from the listed sources with the stems listed in each table.
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