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will o�en refer with deliberate ambiguity to ʻA 3� .̓ See John Cooperʼs chapter in this volume for a full analysis of these
structural relations, and Frede 2004 for a very helpful account of the underlying agenda and assumptions of Metaph. A.
Cf. especially Gabor Beteghʼs discussion of Anaxagoras and Empedocles in A 3–4.2
The locus classicus is the highly influential Cherniss 1935: “Aristotle is not, in any of the works we have, attempting to give
a historical account of earlier philosophy. He is using these theories as interlocutors in the artificial debates which he sets
up to lead ʻinevitablyʼ to his own solutions” (Cherniss 1935, xii cf. 342–50, 356–7; cf. Cherniss 1951; Ross 1924, vol. 1, 128;
Mansion 1961, 75; Stevenson 1974; Reale 1968 vol. 1, 151; Mansfeld 1986). Cherniss also holds that Metaph. A in particular
is ʻdialecticalʼ in a way which excludes its being ʻhistorical .̓ But Cherniss is not always consistent about precisely what he
means to deny, or explicit about what he takes the word ʻhistoricalʼ to imply. Guthrie 1953 plausibly defends Aristotle as a
historian of philosophy; but this is not the same as defending the claim that he is a historian of philosophy. Indeed, in
adjudicating the Cherniss-Guthrie dispute, Stevenson 1974 takes it as common ground that “Nowhere was Aristotle trying
to write a history of philosophy” (139). In general, the methodological question of what Aristotle is trying to do in
Metaphysics A 3�. has been badly muddied by value-laden debates as to how far he is fair and reliable as a source: I will be
concerned here with the former question only. For a recent and fair-minded discussion, see Collobert 2002.

3

See Mansfeld 1985 b and Lloyd 1997 and 2002 for di�erent kinds of doubts, with the comments of Laks 2005. It seems
clear that Aristotle sees his story as one of a coherent enterprise, to which his own project of ʻfirst philosophyʼ is heir (cf.
Frede 2004).

4

Cf. Mansfeld 19865
I here follow Primavesi in, with Mss family α, reading prôton in 983 28 (omitted by β and Ross) as well as in 983 29.6 a a

I here follow Primavesi in reading a kai which α includes and β omits at 983 31, and adopt a suggestion of Carlos Steel in
taking it as epexegetical (ʻi.e.̓ ).

7 a

Translations follow Primavesiʼs text except where noted. Translations are my own, though heavily indebted to Ross 1924;
my aim is to be a bit more literal than Ross, reproducing some of the sponta-neous-looking convolutions of Aristotleʼs
prose. Translations from elsewhere in the Metaphysics are from Ross, sometimes with revisions, and from other works of
Aristotle in the rot translations except as noted.

8

On the concept of an archê, see Stephen Mennʼs contribution to this volume, and Schofield 1997.9
Ross, 1924, 128 with supporting references to Metaph. A, 988 20 and α 993 30,  17, 20. On alêtheia in these contexts cf.
also Stephen Mennʼs contribution to this volume.

10 a a b b

The term is most o�en used by Aristotle for observations of animals (e.g. GA 721  15, HA 501 21); at A 2, 983  17, we might
translate it as ʻdiscern .̓ Cf. Nightingale 2004 on the connotations of theôria.

11 a b a

Cf. John Cooperʼs contribution to this volume for an account of the trajectory of this argument, and that of A i–10 as a
whole.

12

Cf. 986 13–15, 2–12, 987 27–8, and the striking image at 987 2–3 of his predecessors as wise men summoned to a council
(as at the opening of De Anima 1.2).

13 a b a a

See e.g. Theophrastus Phus. Dox. fr. 1–5 Diels, extracted from the exposition of Simplicius In Ph. ix.20.27�. cag. Simplicius
is here of course following Aristotleʼs own division in Physics I (presumably along with other intervening texts, including
his Theophrastan source). Cf. also the division of positions in Theophrastus De Sensibus and the Menôneia portion of the
Anon. Lond.

14

This is not to deny that the other predecessor-reviews are intended to eventually persuade us of a view which, however
gradually it may be disclosed, represents an antecedent Aristotelian commitment. What is unique to Metaph. A is its
explicitly and formally corroborative aim.

15

ʻSubsumeʼ does not correspond to any Aristotelian term, but seems right as a description of his overall strategy. What it
means for one position to subsume another is a delicate question, but I take it that theory y subsumes a rival x by showing
the following: (a) everything x gets right, y also gets right; (b) y puts these shared correct views more clearly and
perspicuously than x; (c) there are some things x gets wrong, and y can explain why they are wrong (and not vice versa);
and (d) there are some further things which y gets right and x does not (and not vice versa). This is, it seems to me, very
much how we intuitively judge the superiority of one explanatory scheme over another. And it goes naturally with a
progressivist conception of philosophy (cf. (VI) below), on which it is the task of each new candidate theory both to
capture what was valuable in its predecessors and to make progress beyond them. Cf. MacIntyre 1988 and 1990.

16

Cf. e.g. the works of Alasdair MacIntyre, including his 1984, 1988, and 1990, as well as Korsgaard 1996 and Brandom 2002.17
If with Primavesi we follow α in reading an adverbial prôton at 983 6 (rather than a genitive prôtôn with β), as I do in the
translation given here, there is no point in A 3 at which Aristotle actually labels any group ʻthe first philosophersʼ (or more
literally, ʻthe first who have philosophizedʼ). I will refer to the early materialists spoken of here using the phrase ʻfirst
philosophersʼ or ʻearly/earliest philosophersʼ for convenience; but it is worth remembering that Aristotleʼs phrasing is less
suggestive of a discrete group, and the scope of his allusion is vague.

18 b

Letters in translated passages are of course mine for ease of reference.19
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A complication is that in that case all the true materialists (and hence all the members of the ʻfirstʼ group) are monists. But
later, at 987 3–9, Aristotle seems to say that this group includes never-named pluralists (or dualists) as well.

20
a

That this is what Aristotle means by the phrase is clear from Metaph. A 5, 986 4–7.21 b

Thus at A 5, 987 7, the fact that the first philosophers regarded the archê as bodily [somatikê] is presented as a distinct
point from their having set down those archai as material.

22 a

Admittedly Simplicius takes it for granted that the apeiron is a stoicheion in the manner of the other monistic archai, In Ph.
IX.24.13. But Graham seems to me too quick to attribute this reading to Aristotle himself (2006, Ch. 2, 3.2, and 20 n. 55).

23

Physics A 4, 187  12�. seems to me to be decisive evidence against that identification.24 a

Granted, this suggestion is not only speculative, but presupposes that Aristotle conceived of Anaximanderʼs apeiron as
essentially indeterminate. And the original sense of apeiron in Anaximander is more likely to have been untraversable or
boundless – that is, spatially infinite rather than qualitatively indeterminate, though no doubt the apeiron was the latter as
well. See Graham 2006, 29–31 and Kahn 1960, 231�.

25

I cannot here enter into the long and complex history of scholarship on material monism: for a recent rethinking which
includes a helpful history and recapitulation of the standard view, see Graham 2006. Graham argues that material monism
as construed by the standard view was really the innovation of Diogenes of Apollonia, and o�ers a plausible alternative
reading of the earlier theories as versions of a ʻgenerating substance theory .̓ Considerations of space make it impossible
for me to engage properly with his arguments here, but note that we di�er importantly regarding the interpretive options
for A 3: Grahamʼs ʻmaterial monismʼ includes what I distinguish as material reductionism (2006, Ch. 3.2) and, unlike me, he
takes A 3 to be unambiguous in attributing both to the early monists.

26

DK31B8, B9, A28, etc.27
For Anaxagoras, DK59B10, A43; for the atomists, see DK68A37, B9.28
I here assume that we should take 983 17–18, quoted above, following Primavesiʼs text, with the dei found in all Mss. This
is controversial: Bywater and Ross here emend to aei (or, Ross suggests, Wirthʼs dein), “since the clause is still concerned
with what the early philosophers thought” (1924, 129). But it would hardly be extraordinary for Aristotle to drop into direct
discourse (and thus, in a loose way, propria persona) to voice the reasoning of the early philosophers. Compare for
instance 983 30–4, just a few lines later, where the whole reasoning of those who attribute doxai to the theologians is
given in direct discourse.

29 b

b

If this is the basic motivation for the archê, we might wonder why it must be supposed to persist eternally once the
cosmos has been enerated. Perhaps otherwise the ʻgenerationʼ to which it gives rise might just be seen as an arbitrary
Hesiod-style succession of new entities: if the pre-existent A is no part of any generated B, the generation of B is covertly ex
nihilo a�er all. Or perhaps, on the ʻreservoir monismʼ view, the persistence of the archê is necessary to guarantee an
ongoing, recyclable supply of beings of all kinds.

30

Contra Jaeger and Ross, Primavesi double-brackets this interjection on ʻthe ancient viewʼ and the later comment, “And
this is peculiar to them” (see section V for the full translation of the passage), both of which are omitted from the β
tradition and Alexanderʼs paraphrase, as later supplements to the α-tradition (see his discussion, as Text 13). But his
reasons seem to me inconclusive, and there is nothing un-Aristotelian about the thought or language. As Jaeger notes ad
loc., the basic point is the same as that already made at 983 6–11. A very useful clarification is added en passant, however,
namely that it is in relation to ʻthe one and the whole nature ,̓ i.e. the cosmos as a whole, that the ancients denied
generation and destruction. So the passage is not entirely redundant.

31

b

What evidence there is includes Anaximenes DK13A5, Xenophanes DK21B29 and B33 (but Xenophanes goes unmentioned
in A 3), and Heraclitus, DK22B30.

32

e.g. Waterfield 2000, xiii.33
It is perhaps also worth noting that a reading of the earliest philosophers as material monists is not really optional for
Aristotle. If their archê is not an enduring substrate, then it fails to be a material cause; and it is certainly not a cause of any
other kind. Only by reading the first philosophers as material monists can Aristotle find a place for them among his
ancestors. Moreover, as we shall see below, Aristotle inherits a Platonic reading on which the ancient cosmogonies are
understood as analyses of ʻbeingʼ and ʻtruthʼ – that is, of what there really is – as Aristotle acknowledges when he
introduces them at 983 2–3. On that ʻontologicalʼ reading the persistence of the archê and its status as ousia is a given. So
Aristotleʼs reading here can be seen as overdetermined by a number of di�erent interpretive considerations.

34

b

What I call reservoir monism has some a�inities with Grahamʼs ʻgenerating substance theoryʼ (2006, Chapters 3–4), which
he proposes as a non-monistic reading of the early Ionians. I intend reservoir monism as a kind of material monism,
though, on the supposition that (a) it emphasises the eternal nature of the archê, understood as a persisting, ontologically
prior component of the cosmos as a whole, and (b) that a view can legitimately count as monistic without insisting on the
strict numerical identity of all beings, if it emphasises that a single (kind of) being has a fundamental, explanatory and
honorific status.

35

e.g. Waterfield 2000, xiii. See Algra 1999, 49–54 for a succinct statement of the reasons for doubt.36
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Cf. Barnes 1982, 41.37
On our very scattered evidence for pre-Aristotelian proto-doxography, see the work of Jaap Mansfeld, especially Mansfeld
1986.

38

This double mode of inquiry – into the question, “how many and what sort” – can also of course be applied to specific
kinds of beings: e.g. in the Philebus, both sounds (17 7–8) and pleasures (19 3). (For the doxographic import of this
passage, see the forthcoming work of Phillip Horky.) For the formula in Aristotle cf. De Caelo 277 25; EN 1115 5, 1135 14;
GC 329 3; HA 505 23; Mete. 338 23; PA 660 7; Ph. 194 17; Pol. 1299 31; Rh. 1368 32, 1369 29.

39
b b

b a a

b b a a b a b b

e.g. Cherniss 1935, 4 and 1951, 321–2. The doxa is repeated at De Caelo 294 29–30.40 a

As Ross notes, Aristotle always speaks of Thalesʼ views with caution: cf. De Caelo 294 29; De Anima 405  19, 411 8; Pol.
1259 6, 18. Cf. Snell 1944, 171–2. Cherniss suggests that Hippo is not only the source of the reasoning Aristotle here
attributes to Thales, but of that attribution: Hippo “may have sought in this way to lend it [sc. his doctrine of the archê]
authority a�er the fashion of antiquity” (1951,321).

41 a a a

a

The Mss family β has instead kai toutô zôn, “and it lives by this”, so that heat, continuing as subject, is said to live by
moisture, and animals are not invoked. This may actually seem preferable as far as sense goes. For it suggests that we
read “and it lives by this” as epexegetical of the preceding phrase, giving an explanation of how the hot is ʻfromʼ the moist.
(And it does seem to have been a common Presocratic doctrine that fire is ʻnourishedʼ by moisture, so that the fire of the
heavenly bodies must depend on exhalations from the sea (Meteorology 11.2, 354 33–5a32) (see also the following note).)
This reading also gives a cleaner argument to [d]–[f] as a whole, as a simple syllogism that the moist is archê of the hot. My
reasons for nonetheless preferring α (even apart from considerations of textual tradition and authority) are given above.

42

b

This may sound odd to us, but the hot and the moist were standardly linked in both cosmological-meteorological and
biological-medical contexts. For the medical version, see On Regimen 1 and Lloyd 1964. The view that the sun was
somehow nourished by moist exhalations seems to have been widespread, and not restricted to Heracliteans (though this
is controversial: cf. Cherniss 1935, 133–6, Kirk 1954, 264�, and Graham 2006, 58–62). In the Meteorology, Aristotle reports
the reasoning behind this view as involving an inference from observable fires: “the fire we are familiar with lives as long
as it is fed, and the only food for fire is moisture” (355 3–5).

43

a

The latter does not quite follow, since the ʻbyʼ relation which links heat to animal life, represented by the dative at 24, is
perhaps not quite the same thing as one thing ʻcoming fromʼ [ek] the other: but the general relation of priority here is
plausibly a transitive one.

44 b

Cf. Ross ad loc., who speaks of Aristotle as o�ering “two reasons” to Thales in toto, from nutriment and from seed (1924,
129, cf. 125).

45

Cf. Ross ad loc. 1924, 129, with references to Burnet, Zeller and Doring. Simplicius In Ph. ix.23.21–9 attributes [c] to Thales
and Hippo alike.

46

405  i–5, my translation. The moistness of seed is also noted in the brief account of Hippo at Hippolytus Ref. 1.16.47 b

Schol. Homer. Genev.197, 19 Nicole, on Iliad XXI.195 = DK38B1, trans. Barnes 1987.48
DK86B6; cf. Snell 1944, Mansfeld 1983, 1986, Frede 2004. A thorough and helpful study of Hippiasʼ work, which anticipates
much of my argument in this section, is Patzer 1986. The title of the work described in B6 is unknown; the title Sunagôgê
(ʻCollectionʼ) would be appropriate, and is attested for Hippias, but the content attributed to it in DK86B4 is di�icult to
square with the description in B6.

49

See Mansfeld 1985a, 132–4 and Palmer 2000, 184–5. Note that this does not mean or entail that the poets were themselves
unclear: Aristotleʼs remarks about the unclear state of our knowledge about certain views (cf. 984 18) should not be
conflated with his complaints that various authors have expressed themselves unclearly. The latter criticism is used
principally against philosophers, notably Xenophanes and Empedocles (986 21–5, 993 22–4, cf. 985 4–6 etc.), rather than
poets (contra Mansfeld 1986, 41–4). On the ʻcriterion of clarityʼ and Aristotleʼs use elsewhere of the theologoi, see Palmer
2000.

50
b

b a a

Water = Oath, Oldest = Most Honoured, Oath = Most Honoured; therefore Water = Most Honoured and therefore Water =
Oldest, i.e. water is the archê. Not a valid syllogism for class inclusions, of course, but these are identities.

51

Thus Frede 2004, for instance, overstates the extent to which Aristotle is concerned in Metaph. A 3 or elsewhere to “make a
clear cut” between the philosophers and their predecessors. Palmer 2000 and Sassi 2002, 66–70, o�er more nuanced
views. Palmer 2000, 182 indeed makes a strong case for the claim that “it is not the case that for Aristotle the history of
philosophy begins with Thales”.

52

Both passages use ôligôrêsan and deny that the earlier thinkers worried [phrontizein] about our understanding (Sophist
243 6–7; Metaph. iooo  10–1). Frede 2004, 43 notes the parallels.

53
a a

Cf. also 988  17 on the use of earlier philosophers as ʻwitnesses ,̓ and Eudemian Ethics 1216 26–35, discussed below. The
basic criticism here goes back at least as far as Platoʼs Protagoras, where Socrates retroactively rejects Protagorasʼ
proposal that they discuss ethical issues via the poets. Poets cannot be interrogated about what they say; people interpret

54 b b
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them di�erently and these conflicts can never be decided. So we should set the poets aside and test our own logoi in
discussion (Prot. 347 –8a).e

See Zhmud 2006.55
I do not mean the phrase ʻpredecessor textʼ to imply anything about exactly how Aristotle used either Hippias or the
Sophist. But I do mean to suggest a closer relation than would be conveyed by ʻsource .̓ These texts do not just supply
Aristotle with raw materials; their mode of presentation has detectable e�ects on his own.

56

“Then in the third book [of his Homeric Studies] he says that the later natural scientists also agreed that the water which
surrounds the earth for most of its extent is Ocean, and that fresh water comes from this.” Trans. Barnes 1987.

57

“It is therefore entirely possible that at least some of Hippiasʼ quotations were taken over by the Stoics, and that they lived
on in the professional literature explaining the poets, or the Poet, as well as in the doxographical accounts” (1985a, 143).
We cannot be sure that Hippias cited Iliad xxi, 195–6, but it would have been extremely pertinent (cf. Guthrie (1962–5) vol.
1, 60; Mansfeld 1983, 88 n. 17, 90, 93 n. 35). Xenophanes 21B30, also on the ocean as source, follows almost at once in the
Geneva scholia ad loc. xxi, 196. Patzer 1986 agrees that DK38B1 would have fit Hippiasʼ purposes in relation to the locus
discussed by Snell.

58

Patzer 1986, 40–1 also finds it likely that Aristotleʼs reference to Hippo is prompted, in a polemical spirit, by his inclusion in
Hippias.

59

Frustratingly little is known of the practicalities of Greek reading, writing and reference in Aristotleʼs time or earlier. For
discussion of these questions, see the work of Tiziano Dorandi, including Dorandi 1997.

60

The interpretation of the contrast here has been controversial: for the term translated as meaning that Anaxagoras was
later [husteros] in his activity might equally well be read as expressing philosophical inferiority. Of the two, Aristotle does
seem to have the higher opinion of Empedocles (see OʼBrien 1968). On the other hand, 984 15–20 does not entail that
Anaxagorasʼ work cannot have been later than Empedoclesʼ; and it is hard to see why Anaxagorasʼ inferiority would be
relevant here, least of all as an excuse for discussing him a�er Empedocles. If anything, given the progressivist orientation
of A 3, Aristotleʼs presentation should be in order of ascending merit. For recent discussion and references, see Menn (ms),
Sider 2005, 3–11 and Curd 2007, 130–7, as well as OʼBrien 1968 and Mansfeld 1979–80. For our purposes the important
point is fortunately the unambiguous one: Aristotle is warning that birthorder and diairetic order have here come apart,
and that he has deviated from the former.

61

b

Why Hippasus precedes Heraclitus is a mystery, since Heraclitus is standardly taken to be the earlier of the two figures.
(For detailed argument that Hippasus should be assigned a birth date of roughly 510–500 bc, see von Fritz 1945, 242–5.)
Aristotle never explicitly refers elsewhere to Hippasus, and so little is known of him that it is hard to guess what non-
chronological basis Aristotle might have for listing him first – apart from his distaste for Heraclitus.

62

Trans. Cornford 1934.63
Cornford ad loc. is silent on the identities of the two-and three-archai theorists. Pherecydes is o�en mentioned as a
candidate for the latter: but see the cautious remarks of Schibli 1990, 195–6.

64

For a much more nuanced discussion of the internal logic claim – of how exactly the phenomena and puzzles to which
Aristotle here alludes are supposed to have shaped the thought of various groups of Presocratics – see Gabor Beteghʼs
contribution to this volume. My concern here is with the basic methodological presuppositions of any such claim, and the
implications for Aristotle as a ʻhistorian of philosophy .̓

65

Unfortunately, Aristotle does not spell out how it does so. In addition to Gabor Beteghʼs discussion in this volume, a
suggestive account is presented by Irwin 1988, 158: “〈the material monists〉 have to explain the variation of non-essential
properties at di�erent times; and they cannot simply mention the permanent subject and its composition, since these
alone do not explain why the changes happen at some times and places rather than others. Even though they do not
initially recognize the e�icient cause, their own questions, not some questions raised by another theorist from within
quite a di�erent theory, require the recognition of an e�icient cause”. This is an attractive picture of how philosophical
investigation might progress as a series of self-propelling problems and solutions. The di�iculty is that it presupposes that
Aristotleʼs monists were all along trying to explain “the variation of non-essential properties”, and it is not clear to me to
what extent this was (or was seen by Aristotle as) their focus.

66

Mansfeld 1985b, 3–10; Palmer 2000, 196–202.67
Cf. Frede 2004, 13–14.68
On Peripatetic doxography as dialectic more generally, see Mansfeld 1992 and Baltussen 1992.69
So the Metaphysics shows that a predecessor-review and a working out of aporia are, or at least may be, distinct
dialectical operations (whereas in Physics I, say, they seem to be combined, cf. I 8, 191 23–5). Aristotle concludes in A 10
with a reference to what sound like two distinct sets of aporiai (993 24–7). The identity of these is controversial, but at any
rate those of A 8–9 are clearly a completion of the predecessor-review, whereas the aporiai of B are forward-looking. See
John Cooperʼs discussion in his contribution to this volume.

70
a

a

In his only other use of metabibazein, in Topics viii, Aristotle insists that someone who wants to metabibazein correctly71
b
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must do so dialectically rather than eristically (161a33–4). Metabibazein is also used at Phaedrus 262 5, for step-by-step
dialectical misdirection; cf. also Platoʼs uses at Gorgias 517 5 and Laws 736 4 (again for small incremental redirections).

b

b d

Cf. also Smith 1999, with a discussion of metabibazein on 3–4: “Getting everyone to agree with our view a�er a ʻchange of
mindʼ means leading each person, from premises he accepts, to accept our view” (4).

72

Also, as we can see from A 3�. itself, clarification-dialectic is the kind of enterprise for which a collection of doxai would be
a necessary resource, and Mansfeld 1986, 25 has noted that such collections are proposed for dialectic in Topics 1.14; cf.
Mansfeld 1992.

73

No doubt A 3�. is preparatory to the consideration of aporiai, and might thus be classed as an elaborate way of tithenai ta
phainomena; but it is hardly the case that the rest of the Metaphysics is simply concerned to vindicate as many of those
phainomena as possible.

74

Strictly speaking, according to Topics i 12, a dialectical argument is either an induction [epagôgê] or a deduction
[sullogismos]: I see no good way to read A 3 as either. Moreover, the dialectic described in the Topics (most of the Topics,
anyway) seems to be essentially refutative, while clarification-dialectic also has a constructive function and a positive
upshot. But how far all Aristotelian dialectic is supposed to be refutative in form, how the refutative dialectic of Topics viii
is related to any broader genre, and whether the Topics is actually consistent are all, to me, very murky questions. Cf.
Brunschwig 1967, esp. xxix–xxx on the refutative character of dialectic, and Smith 1993 and 1999.

75

I cannot here engage with the rich and complex reading of Aristotelian dialectic o�ered in Irwin 1988. But if I am right to
connect the method of Metaphysics A and Γ with the Eudemian Ethics and the Sophist, the gap between the Topics and the
dialectic of the Metaphysics is not primarily to be explained in developmental terms. For a contrasting, restrictive view of
what Aristotelian dialectic amounts to, cf. Smith 1999.

76

For instance, in her Tanner lectures, The Sources of Normativity, Christine Korsgaard constructs an account of normativity
in part by way of engagement with such predecessors as Grotius, Hume and Kant. I have elsewhere compared Korsgaardʼs
eirenic history here with Simpliciusʼ Neoplatonic harmonizations of earlier philosophers (Barney 2009). This is not a
coincidence: as I argue there, this mode of argument is both natural to historically informed philosophizing and, in
Simpliciusʼ case, an Aristotelian inheritance.

77

See Zhmud 2006 for a full account, especially Chapter 4.78
Ibid. 136–40.79
Cf. the sensible Jaeger 1937, 354, contra Cherniss 1935: “We must not separate Aristotleʼs interest in the history of
philosophy from his historical research in all these other fields of civilization” Zhmud 2006 points to Aristotleʼs treatise De
Inundatione Nili (preserved only in a Latin abridgement), which gives a doxographic survey of earlier opinions on a
problem which Aristotle takes to have been conclusively solved. Zhmud 2006, 143–4 may go too far in inferring the
primacy of historical motivations in Peripatetic doxography; but clearly such motivations had some independent force.

80

In the terms of Rorty 1984, these features place Metaph. A 3 in the category of both rational reconstruction and (ʻWhiggishʼ)
Geistesgeschichte.

81
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