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aroundthe axis of the world. After the digressionhe discusses
and criticizes a variety of theories meant to account for the
resting of the Earth. Although tbis discussionat 294aIOf.
openedwith the words: �~�a�l yae <5ij Ol nEel �-�r�i�j�~ �~�t�1�J�1�)�G�E�W�~ �~�a�i �-�r�i�j�~

�f�-�l�0�Y�i�j�~ ElerJll,Evot -reonot nOAAOl -rvyxavovGtv,none of the -reonot
actuallydiscussedfavors movement,andit seemsastonisbingto
seeAristotle conc1udebis criticism of the reasonsgivenfor f-lovfJ
and turn to a fundamentalprinciple in a sentencewbich reads
(294b 30ff.): �Ö�A�W�~ <5i �n�e�d�~ �-�r�o�v�~ ov-rw �U�Y�O�V�7�:�a�~ nEel �-�r�i�j�~ �~�l�V�~�G�E�W�~
ov nEel f-loe{wv SG-rlV rj �a�f�-�l�f�{�J�l�G�ß�*�'�Y�J�G�l�~�, aAAa nEel ÖAOV �n�v�d�~ ",al
�n�a�v�-�r�o�~�. None of the tbinkers examinedhas spokennEel �-�r�i�j�~
�~�l�v�f�J�G�E�W�~ but the natureof �~�(�V�'�Y�j�G�l�~ is the ÖAOV �~�a�l niiv regarding
wbich Aristotle finds bimselfat variancewith thesetbinkersand
wbich must be c1arified before convincing explanationsabout
the specific questionof the Earth's remaining at rest can be
advanced14). The sentenceimmediate1yfollowing makes this
c1ear:s; aex* yae <5welGdovnoueovSG-r{ �n�~ �-�r�o�i�~ GWf-laGl qn5GEl

I �,�,�:�)�~�, \ I I \ :)" ß'.$:'"
�~�l�V�'�Y�j�G�l�~ 'YJ ovuEf-lla, �~�a�l noueovcpvGEl f.lEV ov'" EGn, lq. u EGnv.
Sincetbis point of principlehasbeensettledearlierandis in fact
essentialfor Aristotle's entire cosmicsystem,he only needsto
reaffirm the basicdoctrinesconcerningnaturalmovementand
naturalplacesof theelements(294b 34-295a 9). As a description
of the issueat stake,the words nEel �-�r�i�j�~ �~�l�v�f�J�G�E�W�~ wbich disturb
us in 294b 3I are perfectlycorrect.That explanationsof prima
facie obscureexpressionsareat a later stageof the transmission
incorporatedin the text is a familiar phenomenon16).

In later passagesof tbis chapterwhereAristotle deve10ps
the implicationsof bis tenetsregardingnaturalmovementstwo

14) Not astonishingly,evenskillful translatorsfind it difficult to do
justiceto thephrase:n:eet ÖMV nvo,xat :n:ano,. Simplicius'exegesisis worth
noting: :n:(}0, TOV, OVTW AEyonu,:n:eet Tfi, xtV1)uew,Tfi, Yfi, eh, ovxexouu1),
xtV1)UW (526.lOf. Heib.).

15) A passagewheresomethingsimilar hashappenedand where the
intrusionof theexplanatoryremarkinto thetext haslikewiseso far escaped
detectionis de part. animo IV 5, 678a 28ff. Aristotle passesfrom the treat
ment of the blooded to that of the bloodlessanimals. The first major
differenceis ev{}v, YUe TTpJ Tiöv a:n:MlYXVwvä:n:aaavovx lXet rpuuw. He conti
nues:op,otw,0' ovoi nov lliwv dvatp.wvovoh.... �e�~ ovYUe UVViO'T1)X8VfJ niiv
a:n:MlYXVwv rpuat" ovoiv TOVTWVlXet [alp.a] &a TO Tfi, ovula, amWvelvat n
TOtOmOV :n:a{}o, [amfi, secl. Peck]. That some animals are lvatp.a others
aVaLp.a is included in theirovuta.Here too alp.a is the correctexplanatory
commentof areaderwho could not wait for Aristotle himself to identify
the substanceof a:n:Aayxva.I takea similarview of Pol. II 5. 1263 al Ta :n:e(}t
�T�~�V XTfiutv.
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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 or eddy ((jiV'Yj or (j{vrwu;), 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. 295 a 9-12: wcrfe Ei
ßiq. rJ yfj /lbet, (which Aristotle does not consider true), "at
avvfjA-ß-ev bd TC) fleaov cpeeOfl€v'YJ (jux -r:i/v (jiV'YjGlv' w{rr'YJv yae -er/v
al7:iav naVTe~ Uyovatv E" '7:WV lv '7:oi~ vyeoi~ "at neet '7:0V cUea
aVflßalVonwv (Aaflß&vone~)' The added participle provides sup
port for the otherwise rather floating words l" ... aVflßalVOV'7:Wv.
The other passage is 295 b 3-6: ci)..Aa flijv ov(je '7:ff (jivn ye '7:0 ßaev
"at '7:0 "ovcpov (bt)wetawt, &AAa '7:WV neOTeeOV vnaeXOV'7:WV ßaeewv
"at "ovcpwv '7:a f.l& el~ '7:0 fleaov [exewt, '7:0. (je lnmoA&l;,et (jta '7:ijv
"iV'Yjatv. Neither the idea that the vortex "defines" heavy and
light (seil. 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 295 b.6 ff.: 1}v äea "at netV
yevLa-ß-at '7:ijv (j{V'Yjv ßae'15 Te "at "ovcpov, IJ. '7:ivt (jtWetaw "at nw~
lnecpV"et cpeeea-ß-at f} nov; &neteov yae OV'7:0~ &(j{;va'7:ov elvat ävw f}
"a'7:W, (jtWetawt (je '7:0V'7:0t~ '7:0 ßaev "at "ovcpov.

de caelo III I, 300a 14. In the course of his extended pole
mic against Plato's construction (in Tim. 52) of the regular
solid bodies from planes (lntne(ja) 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 (yeafl
flai) into points (anYflai, 300a 7-IOff.), but at this final stage
there would no Ionger 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 300a 12, time could also be dissolved:
neo~ (je '7:0V'7:0t~ "at ei ci xeovo~ cifloiw~ [Xet, &VateoiT' äv nOte f}
l1!MXOtT av &vatee-ß-fjvat' '7:0 yae viiv '7:0 ä'7:0flOV o[ov anYflij yeaflflfj~

la'7:iv. On the meaning of this sentence some light isshed 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 viiv is not a "part" Cf.lieo~) of time in the sense that a
stretch of time could be composed of "nows" : TO tJe vvv ov fleeo~'

fleTeeL Te yae '7:0 fleeo~, "at avy"eia-ß-at bei TO 8AOV l" TWV fleewv'
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(} (Je xeoVOt; ov (Jo"ei avy"eia{}at l" niw vvv (IV 10, 218a 6-8)16).
In de caelo 300a 14 we understand that in the hypothetical
destruction (ava{eeatt;) of time the vvv would be the final stage
of the process in which extension is no longer present. In this
respect it does correspond to the aTtYfJ/1j which, as we have
learned, is the last stage in the resolving of bodies (aTtyp,at; p,ovov
elvat, awp,a (Je p,'Yj{}sv, 300a 12) - and the last stage in the reductio
ad absurdum of Plato's scheme. But to compare the vvv 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 vvv plays in his thought experiment he
is more likely to have referred to it as olov aTtyp,~ xeovov, "a point
of time, as it were".16)

De caelo III 2, 301 a 5f.: Some cosmological systems in
cluding the Timaeus embody the assumption of "disorderly
motion" befme the formation of the Cosmos. After pointing
out various difficulties or fallacies inherent in this assumption
Aristotle comes forward with the following argument: eTt TO
ani"TWt; OV{}sv laTtv lueov i) TO naea qA;alv' rj yae TMlt; rj ol"e{a
ala{}rrrwv qA;att; lady. aAAa p,~v "al TOVTO a-ronov "al aavvaTov, TO
aneleOV aW"TOV exelv ,,{v'YjalV' The translators are at one in giving
the word aneteOV a temporal sense ("disorderly movement, in
finitely continued", Stocks; "disorderly motion continuing
infinitely" Guthrie; "un mouvement desordonne infini",
Moraux). That we need this sense becomes evident in the sen
tences immediately following: eaTt yae qA;att; l"e{v'Yj TWV neayp,6.
TWV olav exel Ta nAefw "al TOV nAefw xeovov' avp,ßa{vel o15v aVToit;
TovvavT{ov T~V p,ev aw~{av elvat "aTa qA;alv, T~V (Je T6.~lV "al TOV
"oap,ov naea gJva[V" "ahol oV(Jev cht; hvXe y{yVEiat TWV "aTa qA;atv
(a7-II). But prior to 30Ia 6 we read of the aneteOv (300 b 3I;
cf. 10), anetea "lvovp,eva and "lVOVVW (3°° b 31 f.; 33 f.), anefeOVt;
gJoe6.t; (3 ° 1a 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 VVv in time and the GnYflil] in a
body Phys. IV II, zzoa 5ff., esp. 9-11, and 18ff.: uailn cpave(10v ön ovaev
p,O(1WV TO vVv TOi! X(1avov .... wGne(1 ova' iJ GnYfli} Tij~ Y(1aflP,ij~. The point is
not a "part" of the !ine. The phrasing of this passage which outwardly
resembles that in de caelo doe& nothing to support the reading of the Mss.
True support is provided by Simplicius' commentary in de caelo (579.16
Heib.) where 0[011 GnYfli} yeaP,flij~ eGnll is quoted. This may cause hesitation,
at least before one remembers that there are errors common to the Mss and
late ancient commentators.
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... ä:r:onoy ~al d<Wya.oy .0 lhteteOy lv dneteq> xeOYq> am~.oy exst'lJ
~[YrJat'lJ (589' 11) sets us wondering whether he knew two
readings, .0 lhteteOy and .0 lhteteOy xeOYOy ? Or two interpretations
of the word lhtSteOy in 301 a 7? And did he conflate either the
readings or the interpretations? Without indulging longer in
such speculations we mayas weIl decide to introduce the
necessary but far from obvious temporal meaning by the addi
tion of the crucial word: .0 ansteOy <xeOYOy>am~.oy exety ~[YrJ

aty. An alternative change: .0 ansteOy <xeOyOy.o aneteOy>am~'roy

lixstY ~[YrJatY mayaIso have its attractions but I see no need for
making the lhtSteOy the grammatical subject for the disordedy
movements I7).

Metaph, A 2, 1069b 20 ff, YSysat~, as Aristotle here once
again sets forth comes to pass e~ fti] ono~ as weIl as e~ ono~; for
the matter from which a particular object arises exists as an oy
but with reference to what develops from it this existence is only
potential, not actual (.. .e~ oy.o~ Y[YY8<at naym, (jvyaftst ftSy.ot
oy.o~, b 19f.). What follows reads in Ross's edition (Oxford,

) , -,,, \ 'A t I • ß'1 \" "l." -1924 : ~at .ov. san.o yar;ayoeov SY' S/l.UOY yae 17 oftov
naym" - ~al 'El-tns(jo~Uov~ .0 ftiyfta ~al 'Aya~tftay(jeov, ~al w~

LJ'f}ft6~et.o~ qn]at'lJ - "1}y OftOV naym (jvyaftet, lvseyetq. 15' ov'" wau
.ij~ VA.'f)~ ay el8Y ljftftSYOt. The grammatical subject for sl8Y ljftfdyot
is of course the Presocratic thinkers previously referred to.
Jaeger's text (Oxford, 1957) differs from Ross's in having 1}y pi:v
naym (jvyaftet, lvseyetq. 15'ov instead of 1JY OftOV nay.a ... ftEY is
Jaeger's own conjecture for ljftiy, the reading common to all
Mss, except that E, one of the two leading codices has also oftov
with the addition of ye. oftov has enjoyed an astonishing favor
with the editors Wltil Jaeger pointed out that it stands in the way
of what Aristotle means to sayIS). His ftSY which is probably the
best correction of the impossible ljftiy 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, 30P16 where after änsl0l ' Ta
GxiJp.aTa (seil. of the atoms for the Abderites, all f,) I propose to read: 00;;
OVGav airr1]v (airrwv Mss.) Tr,v Vn5mv olov 1T.avG1T.sep.iav 1T.aVTWV TWV GTOLXdwv,
see Phronesis zz (1977), z78 n, 59.

18) non omnia 'potentialiter mixta' nÜsse sed omnia 'potentialiter
extitisse' mavult Ar[istoteles] explains ]aeger in the apparatus ad loc. All I
could add is that it is hard to imaginc what meaning Aristotle might havc
assoeiatcd with op.ov naVTa O'IWap.sL. At b Z9ff. he declares the op.ov to be
inadequate. Not this but the existence o'IWap.u is his idea of v).7}. Evcrything
may be visualized in astate of potentiality before it actually comes to be.

2 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 124/r
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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 rjv!Ji:v :TUIVW . .. (j' ov represents Aristotle's own position
and that it is pointed especially but, after oftov 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: xal

- , " "A" [ß'1 \" "~ - , "] "ETOVT 8aTt 1'0 '11. 8'11 8ATtoV yae 'YJ oftOV naVTa xal ftn . ...
fP'YJGlV [?lV!Ji:v ... (j'ov]. wau Tfj~ {JA'YJ~ av 8leV ijftftSVOl, VA'YJ~ being
for Aristotle in this context equivalent to potentiality. The se
cound thought is to be found in the clauses that I have bracketed
for the reconstruction of the first: ßSATtOV yae 1) "oftOV navw"
"?lv!Ji:v n. (j., €v. (j. ov". To avoid the awkward interruption of
one thought by parts of the other I suggest transposing the
words ßSATtOV yae 1) oftov navw to the more appropriate place
immediately before "rjv ftw navw ...." What results: ßBATtOV yae
1) "OftOV navw" "rjv p,Ev naVTa (jvvaft8l, €v8eydq. (j'ov" 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 sp1it, perhaps by accident, perhaps owing to a
misunderstanding of someone who took the words ßBATtOV yae
1) "oftOV navTa" to show that Aristotle preferred a simple BV to the
more familiar description of the initial state of things in An
axagoras 20).

Diog. Lart. In 73. Is it really the case that the necessary
addition of one word in the report about Plato's doctrines:
xeovov 1'8 Y8vsa{}m elxova TOV al(j/ov <alwvo~>has not yet been
suggested? Cf. PI., Tim. 37 d 5.
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19) Cf. e.g. Moraux's remarks about "Nachträge." AGPh 43 (1961),
37ff. and ]aeger 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 - Anaximander's
p,iyp,u, Anaxagoras' S." - 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 ]aeger place between dashes. This is less
likely because as the last sentence quoted shows Aristotle has in mind
more than one Presocratic.


