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passages seem capable of improvement. I offer my suggestions
with less confidence than at 294b 31. Both passages relate to the
vortex ot eddy (divn or divnoig), the theory so popular with the
later Presocratics. In Aristotle’s view it is misconceived since it
introduces an “outside” factor and explains by “force” a be-
havior that is in the nature of the elements. 2952 9-12: do7e &
Bia % yij uéver, (which Aristotle does not consider true), xai
owijlev émi 16 péoov pegouévy dua Ty Shmow: TadTyy yag T
aitiav wdvtes Aéyovow éx Tdw & Toig Uygois xal meol TOV Géoa
ovpfawdvrwy {(Aaufdvoyres) The added participle provides sup-
port for the otherwise rather floating words éx...cvufawdvrw.
The other passage is 295 b 3-6: dAda uny 090¢ t4j divy ye ©0 Pagd
xal 70 xopov {OuydoioTar, GAAd T@v TedTepoy SmapydvTwy Pagéwy
xal xoVpwy Ta uv eic 10 uéoov Eoyetar, To 8¢ Emimoldier v THw
xiynow. Neither the idea that the vortex “defines” heavy and
light (scil. by their different reactions to it) nor Aristotle’s re-
jection of this idea would be inconceivable or pointless but the
question at issue here is not their definition but the separation
and the movement in opposite directions of heavy and light ele-
ments; see the concluding remarks 295b.6ff.: 7y doa xai molv
yevéadar Ty Oy Pagd Te xal xodpov, & Tive dudoioTo xal TGS
émepinel péoeadar 7 moT; dmelpov yag dvros addvaroy elvar dve 7
xdTw, duptoTar 08 TovTois To fagd xal xodpoy.

de caelo III 1, 3002 14. In the course of his extended pole-
mic against Plato’s construction (in Tim. 52) of the regular
solid bodies from planes (énineda) Aristotle argues that if Plato
were right it would be possible to resolve solid bodies into
planes, planes on the same principles into lines, and lines (yoau-
pai) into points (oteyuai, 300a 7-10ff.), but at this final stage
there would no longer be a body since points have no extension.
The idea underlying this reductio ad absurdum is that just as
points which have no extension cannot compose a line, lines
cannot build up planes or planes bodies. By the same method,
Aristotle continues in 3o00a 12, time could also be dissolved:
700g ¢ TovTowg xal &l ¢ ypdvos duolwg Exel, dvaipoir’ & mote 7)
&vdéyout’ Gy dvaugedijvar o yag vov To drouov olov aTiyur) yoauuis
éotiv. On the meaning of this sentence some light is shed by the
disquisitions in Physics IV concerning the relation of the “now”
to “time”. The thought most relevant for the passage in de caelo
is that the »0» is not a “part™ (uépog) of time in the sense that a
stretch of time could be composed of “nows”: 16 8¢ viv 09 uéog*
HETQET TE YaQ TO uégog, xal cvyxeiodar el T0 SAov &x TdY uepdv:



16 Friedrich Solmsen

6 08 ypdvos oV doxel ovyxeioBar éx taw vov (IV 10, 2182 6-8)16),
In de caelo 300a 14 we understand that in the hypothetical
destruction (draipeoic) of time the »o» would be the final stage
of the process in which extension is no longer present. In this
respect it does correspond to the oriyus; which, as we have
learned, is the last stage in the resolving of bodies (aTiyuds udvoy
elvat, odua 0¢ undév, 300a 12) — and the last stage in the reductio
ad absurdum of Plato’s scheme. But to compare the »5v in this
argument to “a point of a line” fails to bring out its function in
the structure — or the destruction — of time. If Aristotle in this
brief reference to a possible similar “analysis” of time wished to
make clear what part the »d» plays in his thought experiment he
is more likely to have referred to it as olov oruyus) yodvov, “a point
of time, as it were”.18)

De caelo IIT 2, 301a 5f.: Some cosmological systems in-
cluding the Timaeus embody the assumption of “disorderly
motion” before the formation of the Cosmos. After pointing
out various difficulties or fallacies inherent in this assumption
Aristotle comes forward with the following argument: &t 70
ataxTws 009y oty Exegov 1) TO maga pvow: 1) yae talig 1) oixeia
alodnTdv piboi dotiv. GAAa uny xal TodTo dromov xal aédvatov, To
Greewpov drantov Eyew xivnow: The translators are at one in giving
the word dmegorv a temporal sense (“disorderly movement, in-
finitely continued”, Stocks; “disorderly motion continuing
infinitely” Guthrie; ‘“un mouvement désordonné infini”,
Moraux). That we need this sense becomes evident in the sen-
tences immediately following: &o7t yag @ioig dxelvy TdV moayud-
Ty olay Eye Ta mheiw xal Tov whelw yodvov: cvufaivel 0By adTois
Tovvavtiov Ty pgv araliay elvar xavo gdow, Ty 6¢ Tdéw xai Tov
®oouoY Tapa pUow* xaitol 000y ¢ ETvye yiyveTal T@Y xaTda QUow
(a7-11). But prior to 301a 6 we read of the dmewor (300b 313
cf. 10), dmepa xwodueva and xwodvra (300b 31f.; 33£.), dmelpovs
@oods (301a 1) and it is not easy all at once and without any
warning to shift to a temporal sense. Simplicius’ paraphrase:

16) Cf. also for the parallel place of the »@v in time and the ozvyus in a
body Phys. IV 11, 220a 5fL., esp. 9—11, and 18ff.: xal éTv pavegov 6T 0ddew
J6pLov TO v TOD Xdvov.... domep 090’ 1) oTiyun Ths yeauuss. The point is
not a “part” of the line. The phrasing of this passage which outwardly
resembles that in de caelo does nothing to support the reading of the Mss.
True support is provided by Simplicius’ commentary in de caelo (579.16
Heib.) whete olov oriyun yoauudc éotw is quoted. This may cause hesitation,
at least before one remembets that there are errors common to the Mss and
late ancient commentators.
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...GTomov xai advvatov To dmewpov &y dmelpw yodvew draxtov Eyew
xivmow (589. 11) sets us wondering whether he knew two
readings, 76 dmetpov and 7o dretpov yoovov ? Ot two interpretations
of the word dnewor in 3012 7?2 And did he conflate either the
readings or the interpretations? Without indulging longer in
such speculations we may as well decide to introduce the
necessary but far from obvious temporal meaning by the addi-
tion of the crucial word: 70 dmewpov (yodvov) draxtov Eyew xivy-
ow. An alternative change: 76 dmewov (yodvov T6 dmetgovy draxrov
Eyew xiynow may also have its attractions but I see no need for
making the dneigov the grammatical subject for the disorderly
movements?l?).

Metaph. A 2, 1069b 20ff. yéveoig, as Aristotle hete once
again sets forth comes to pass &x u dvrog as well as & dvrog; for
the matter from which a particular object arises exists as an v
but with reference to what develops from it this existence is only
potential, not actual (...8& dvros ylyverar mdvra, dvvduer uévror
dvrog, b 19f.). What follows reads in Ross’s edition (Oxford,
1924): xal 1007 ot 10 *Avalaydpov & Péltiov ydg A “Suot
ndvra” — xal *Epmedordéovs 10 uiyua xai *Avalyudvdoov, xai dg
Anudroirds pnow — “fy Suot mdvra dvvduet, dvegyela § ot dore
Tijs ¥Amg dv elev yjuuévor. The grammatical subject for elev fuuévor
is of course the Presocratic thinkers previously referred to.
Jaeger’s text (Oxford, 1957) differs from Ross’s in having 7y uév
ndvta dvvduet, évegyeiq 6’0V instead of 7y ot mdvra... uév is
Jaeger’s own conjecture for rjuiv, the reading common to all
Mss, except that E, one of the two leading codices has also uo®
with the addition of yp. ¢uo? has enjoyed an astonishing favor
with the editors until Jaeger pointed out that it stands in the way
of what Aristotle means to say!8). His uév which is probably the
best correction of the impossible 7juiv removes one difficulty but
others remain. If Aristotle here as so often makes the point that
the Presocratics have grasped the material principle (or the

17) On the text of de caelo III 4, 303216 where after dnea . va
aynpaza (scil. of the atoms for the Abderites, a11 f.) I propose to read: dg
ovoay avtipy (adrdv Mss.) Tip plow olov mavenegulay mdvrwy T@v oTotgelw,
see Phronesis 22 (1977), 278 n. 59.

18) non omnia ‘potentialiter mixta’ fuisse sed omnia ‘potentialiter
extitisse’ mavult Ar[istoteles] explains Jaeger in the apparatus ad loc. All I
could add is that it is hard to imagine what meaning Aristotle might have
associated with 6uo® mdvra dvvduer. At b 29ff. he declares the Juo® to be
inadequate. Not this but the existence dvvdue is his idea of ¥An. Everything
may be visualized in a state of potentiality before it actually comes to be.

2 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 124/1
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material cause), it can hardly be right to place most of their
doctrines between dashes, a device whose use in our texts fre-
quently makes one wonder whether there was anything ana-
logous to help the Greek readers. Moreover granting that the
sentence 7y uéy wdvra... ¢’ o represents Aristotle’s own position
and that it i1s pointed especially but, after duod is removed, no
longer exclusively against Anaxagoras, the passage embodies
two thoughts whose mutual relation is far from comfortable.
One of these thoughts is that the Presocratics were headed for
the material principle; this would be expressed as follows: xai
1097 o7t 0 "Av. & [PédTiov yag 7| “o,uov ndvTa’ ] xal *Eur. ..
gnow [y uév ... 8’0T]. dove Tijc TAns dv eley Nuuévor, ¥Ans belng
for Aristotle in this context equivalent to potentiality. The se-
cound thought is to be found in the clauses that I have bracke;ed
for the reconstruction of the first: SéAriov ydp ) “6uod mdvra”
“fv udv 7. 8., &. 8. o¥”’. To avoid the awkward interruption of
one thought by parts of the other I suggest transposing the
words féAriov yag 77 oyov mdvta to the more appropriate place
1mmed1ately before ﬁv ,usv wdvra....”” What results: BéAziov yap
7] “6uot mavra” “fy udv mdvra 6vva,usz, évegyeiq &0t may easily
be an afterthought of Aristotle noted down in the margin (or
whatever corresponded to it)19); when incorporated in the text,
the note was split, perhaps by accident, perhaps owing to a
misunderstanding of someone who took the words féAziov yap
7] “Ouo? mdvta” to show that Aristotle preferred a simple & to the
more familiar description of the initial state of things in An-
axagoras 20),

Diog. Lart. IIT 73. Is it really the case that the necessary
addition of one word in the report about Plato’s doctrines:
x00vov Te yevéodar eindva tod ddiov {aid@voc) has not yet been

suggested ? Cf. Pl., Tim. 37d 5.
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19) Cf. e.g. Moraux’s remarks about ‘“Nachtrige.”” AGPh 43 (1961),
37ff. and Jaeger in the praefatio to his edition XVIIff.

20) The somewhat unusual descriptions which Aristotle in this
passage offers for the initial state of some Presocratics — Anaximandet’s
piyna, Anaxagoras’ év — are satisfactorily accounted for by Ross, ad loc. —
Consideration might be given to the possibility that the “afterthought” is
rather the passage which Ross and Jaeger place between dashes. This is less
likely because as the last sentence quoted shows Aristotle has in mind
more than one Presocratic.



