EMENDATIONS IN COSMOLOGICAL TEXTS

PL, Tim. 46c 7: The mechanism of vision has been ex-
plained and Plato now points out that what he has set forth is
owaitia, secondary causes unrelated to mind and soul. The
philosopher prefers the purpose cause which is a manifestation
of intelligent order in the physical world. d7ff.: 7oy 0¢ vo¥ xai
dmotiiuns doacTiy dvdyxn Tag Tij upoovos phoews aitiag mEWTag
ueradidxew, Soar 8¢ S’ dAAwy uév xwovudvaww, Etega & €& avdyxng
oyt plyvovtar, devrépag. The second half of the sentence
8oar 0¢...0evTépac must contain a description of the mechanical
causes and we understand that they take the form of some ob-
jects (b) moved by others (¥7’¢1Awv, a) and in turn moving 2
third group (érepa, c). To the one genitive 77jg &upoovos phoews
corresponds the other ...xwovuévar, &rega 6é. .. xwolvtwy; an
in both instances the genitives determine a type of aiziat, since
clearly vag ijc dupoovos pdoews aiviag (c8) is taken up by doar 4¢
(scil. airiar) in the second half of the sentence. This symmetry is
disturbed by yiyvovrar (12) whose presence seems due to a mis-
understanding of ¥n” which is to be taken with ¢Alw» but could
easily be misunderstood as introducing everything that follows
down to and including xwodvrwr. In Soph. 265c, a passage ad-
duced by Cornford (Plato’s Cosmology 157, n. 1) as support for
aiviow ylyvovrau the genitive forms a part of a quite different con-
struction. It seems necessary to excise yiyvovra.

Tim. 52b 6: The existence of ydpa and the fact that sense
petceived objects move into and out of a place (vdmog, 522 5-7)
causes serious errors concerning the true realities. We persuade
ourselves efval mov 0 v dnay & Tt Téme. .. (b4f.); hence what
has no place on Earth or elsewhere is considered oddév eivau.
Holding such views we approach the ¢idn in the wrong spirit:
Tadra O mdvra (i e. existence in space) xai TovTwy dAla ddedpa
xal 7epl Ty dumvoy xai GAndds giow Yndgyovoay U6 TaVTNG THS
dvetpdécws 0v dvvarol yryviueda dyeodévres diopilduevor Talnbés
Myew... (this “truth” is in the remaining part of the sentence set
forth in a rather involved manner?); the gist however is that

1) The most elaborate interpretation known to me is that of Cherniss
(now reprinted in Selected Papets, Leiden, 1977, 364f.). It is unimpeachable

1 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 124/1
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only images, not the dvrws dv exists in place). Of the sentence
just written out the latter part beginning vmo tadTng tijs dver-
podéewg is far easier to construe than the former. For ratta 7
ndvra... ddedpd we need a verb, preferably in the form of a
patticiple to which 7adra...ddedpd would be the grammatical
object. Ymolaufdvovres is the best I can think of. Between
dmdoyovoay and ¥xd it could easily drop out. If dmo in three suc-
cessive words is stylistically offensive, vmdoyovoar vmo{Aau-
Bdvovres éxy TadTng T. dv. may be a better proposal. Still another
possibility would be to insert Ymodaufdvovres after dverpdécws,
though since the dreaming is the cause why even after waking
up we cannot make the right distinctions it is clearly better not to
separate dretpdéews from ov dvvarol yryvdueda.

Tim. 532 5 ff.: The movement in the Receptacle causes some
separation of its ingredients. What is dense and heavy tends in
one direction, what is rare and light eic érépav...800av (532 1f.).
The result is summed up thus: dio o1 xai yweav Tadra dAla dAny
loyew, molv xal ©o nay é& adraw diaxoounddy yevéodar. Cornford
translates: “whereby the different kinds came to have different
regions even before the ordered whole consisting of them came
to be.”” One may wonder whether the notion of order should not
rather be made a part of the predicate. The “whole” comes into
being out of them by an ordering process. However even as
translated by Cornford the Greek would be ...xai 7oiv... not
mwoly »ai... The creation of the Cosmos (no matter how under-
stood) is treated as the great event which separates one state of
things from another; what matters at this point is that certain
conditions characteristic of the Cosmos had in a very limited
way developed even before this creation. To be sure this early
development before the creation (mpé todrov a8) lacked pro-
portion (éAdyws) and measure which were introduced ére ¢
éneyewpeito xooueiodar o way (b1). The decisive quality of this
all-important step must not be blurred by mpiv xai... We may
note that xa/ precedes mpiv in the sentence which opens the
description of the precosmic condition: ...dv 7e xai ydeav xai
yéveow elvar, Tola ToLyi], xai melv odpavov yevéodar (52d 3£.).2)

as far as grammar and usage go, though I have wondered at times whether
it adds enough to the sense and whether the thought which it negates would
not be an absurdity.

2) Tim. 53a 5ff. I would also not hesitate to compare Arist., de caelo
II 13, 295 b 6f.; 7y doa xai meiv yevéodar Tip dlvnw Pagd Te xai xovpov, even
though that passage refers not to the Platonic but to a Presocratic cosmo-
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Arist., Phys. IIT 5, 204b 26fF.: Some thinkers who entertain
the hypothesis of an infinite body do not identify this body with
one of the basic elements; for an infinite element would destroy
the others because the qualities characteristic of the elements are
contrary to one another. &yovat ydp mpds dAAnia évavriwow — olov
0 pv ane Yuyeds, T0 &’ Tdwe Vyedv, To O g Yeoudv, {1} 8¢ vij Enod),
v &l 1y & dmewgov, Epbagro v 7jon TdAla. The clause dv & 7y &
dnewgoy suggests that a full list of the elements including an
opposite to the vypdv preceded, (if olov indicates a selective
procedure this need not indicate that of the four elements only
three are used as exa.mlples. It is just as likely to refer to the oppo-
site qualities of the elements which are more than one in each
case; yet only the most important one is here selected).

Phys. IV 11, 2192 28: Although my proposal receives its
strongest support from the sentence which follows, I think it
well to go back five lines to a22 where Aristotle declares: dAdd
iy xal Tov yodvov ye yvwoilouey Stav Splowuey Ty xbvow, T@
7oTegoy xal Uoregov Spilovres: Cleatly pilew cannot here mean
“define” but is used for the separating off of parts or the placing
of boundaries®). We are cognizant of yodvosc when with the help
of movement we notice sequences of “earlier” and “later”
stretches: 6gilouey 0¢ T dAAo xal &Ado dmolafetv adrd (scil. the
successive phases or “befores™), xai uera&d vt adrdv &regov- In the
next sentence it is not the ueragy which matters but the modregoy
and JoTegov: Srav yap Erega Ta dxga Tod uéoov vorowuey, xal dvo
ety 7 Yoy Ta vov, T0 udv medregoy 0 & Votepov, TdTE KAl TOTTS
pauey elvar yoovor' (26-29). Obviously the dxpa are the eatlier
and the later »ov. While we are familiar with expressions of the

gony and conditions preceding it. And I notice with interest “even before”
in modern scholarly discussions of the subject (e.g. Vlastos, “The Dis-
orderly Motion in the Timaeus” in R.E.Allen (ed.), Studies in Plato’s
Metaphysics, London-New York, 1965, 390. See also Hans Herter, Kleine
Schriften (Miinchen, 1975) 342 and pass., who like Vlastos emphasizes how
utterly different conditions in the Receptacle as described here are from
those brought about by the Demiurge and the operation of a cosmic Soul.
moiv xai blunts the edge of this antithesis and makes us think of the cosmic
arrangement as something like the final outcome of the precosmic separa-
tions.

3) “einen Schnitt legen” Hans Wagner, Aristoteles Physikvorlesung
(= Aristoteles Werke in deutscher Ubersetzung herausgeg. von Ernst
Grumach, vol. 11, Berlin, 1976). I have not indicated every instance where
I have been confirmed in my views by Wagner’s translation or by his notes.
W.D.Ross, Aristotle’s Physics (Oxford, 1936) has also been regularly
consulted.
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“then and there” type and might also accept a “then and this”,
the Greek sentence seems to gain in clarity if after dre we insert
doilouey. That we do justice to Aristotle’s meaning is shown by
what follows: 70 yagp dolduevor & viv yodvos eivar doxel sxai
dmoxeiodw. (29f.)

Phys IV 13, 222b 4: Aristotle’s very elaborate investigation
of yodvoc and its relation to movement (or change in general,
xivnoug) has led him to study also the “now”, an important if in
some ways puzzling subject. We shall see later that it can be
regarded as separating “before” and “‘after”. With reference to
what goes on beforehand it is the “end”, while for what comes
it is the “beginning”. These characteristics of the “now” have a
bearing on ypdvog. énel 0¢ T0 viv TedevT) xal doyr) yodvov, GAL oD
700 adTo?, GAAG TOD uéy magrxovrog tedevt), oy O¢ ToD uéldovrog,
é’xm av c?icmeg 6 mﬁx/'tog & 1O avTO Tws TO xVETOY xal TO x0iloy,
oTws xai 6 yoovos del év doyij xai Tedevtfj. Ross (ad. loc.) quite
correctly observes that it is _unnecessary to make this sentence
finish & ©® ad1d mws doyny xai televriy “as strict grammar
would require”; but to read and construe &yoc dv....J yodvog del
& dpyi] xai televtf] remains harsh and the parallel with the citcle
which “has” at once “the” concave and “the” convex can be
achieved by supplying a 76 before the words év doyjj xai velevry].
From the “now” which actually is agxn xal rslsvn; time acquires
the characteristic of having (7o) & agy7j xai Televrij?).

Phys. V 5. 229b 16ff.: What kind of changes (uerafoial)
and what movements (xwijoeic) should be considered contrary
to one another ? These questions and the various possibilities of
answering them have engaged Aristotle from the beginning of
V. 3. At 2292 27 he has decided in favor of changes to contraries
and from contraries, two kinds theoretically, but they coincide
often, since a movement from right to left is the contrary of one
from left to right and a change from health to illness the contrary
of one from illness to health. At 229b 14 Aristotle wonders how
to treat intermediate positions on the way from contrary to
contrary. They too are somehow contraries, he suggests and
supports this by using “grey” (pady) as an illustration. I doubt
however whether the sentence embodying the illustration has

4) A similar 74 indicating a concept or principle (though in this in-
stance it happens to be the absence of a principle and as a result the rule of
chance) should be supplied at II 8, 199b 14: &7 8der xai év Tois omdouact
ylyveadar {T0) Smws Ervyey. T0 Snwc rvyey is an alternative to 70 &vexd Tov
(199b 10; 30), 70 &£ dvdyxne (ibid. 34) and similar concepts.
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been transmitted correctly. My quotation includes the addition
and deletion that seem desirable: g &vavti ydp xgn-rat T
ueTabd 17 mmyat;, &y’ onore@a ay ,uetaﬂalln, olov 8x anLov ,usv &ic 70
Aevrov e 8x péravos (xal eig 10 uélay s éx Aevrod y, xal éx Aevxod
elc ooy ¢ eic uélav, éx 0¢ uélavos eic pawov g eic Aevxov [to
gauwdv]: It is hard to believe that Aristotle, especially after the
clause 8¢’ 6mdrepa v u., should have left one of the four possibi-
lities to the reader to supply.

Phys. VIII 1, 252a 15: While upholding his thesis of the
eternity of movement, Aristotle finds a good deal to criticize in
what he regards as arbitrary assumptions of the Presocratics.
Simply to declare d7¢ mépuxey orwe as he thinks they do cannot’
provide a valid oy for a physical system (252a 5 ff.). Anaxagoras
who posits a single doysj — obviously a reference to the Nodc —
lays himself open to a special attack. He supplies no cause for the
transition from the initial wdyta duod without motion to the
motion caused by Notc and he fails to explain why this happened
just at one particular time: gAda uny 000éy ye draxtov Tadwv pioet
xal xara QUow: 1] yag @il aitia mdow tdéews. 10 & dmelpov mEOs
70 dretgov 000éva Adyov Exer Tdéis 6é mdoa Adyos. Here Adyog, as the
commentatores observe, is to be understood as “numerical ratio”.
70 0’ dmegoy xgovov Tigepew, elva anﬁnvaa 70TE, TOVTOV 08 ,unés,umv
elvar 6La(pogav e viv udAdov 7) wodTegov, und’ ad Twa Tabw Exew,
0dxétL poews Bpyov. 1 find it difficult to make sense of the words
T0%7T0V 08 Undepiav elvar duapopdy unless 1 add aiviav (after unde-
ulav); for Aristotle evidently misses not a difference between rest
and motion but a different condition which would account for
the transition from rest to movement. Why should movement
arise at one particular point of time rather than at another? We
read immediately afterwards that Nature acts either dnAdg of,
i.e. if its way of action changes there is a reason for it: Adyow
&yer o un dmhoty (17-19). And when Aristotle next turns to
Empedocles, he does find 7d&is in his scheme (21) but again dei

7oV Aéyovra un pdvar udvov, GAAa xal Ty aitiav adtod Adyew (22£.)°).

5) I may as well admit that I feel uneasy also about the passage dealing
with the omissions of Empedocles. My suggestion may prompt somebody
else to come forward with a more satisfactory explanation. Empedocles’
assumptions (dmoredévra, az25f.), i.e. Philotes and Neikos plus the descrip-
tions given of them do not account for their regular alternations in the
cosmic processes.: 090 Tott’ 7w 10 DiAdtoe 1) Nelner elvar, dAla ©ij pév ©o
ovvayew, T® 0¢ To duaxpivew (a 26f.), el ¢ mpoadiogieiTar To év uéger, Aextéoy
{Oua Ti xal un pdévov) ép’ dy ofrwg, domep §Ti ocvvdyet Tods dvdodmovs 7 prAia
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Phys. VIII 3, 253b 22: Changes, extensions, activities and
much else may be divided into successive parts or portions but
it must be asked whether it is always correct to apply this view-
point. We may here content ourselves with two of Aristotle’s
illustrations: If a certain number of men haul a ship in a certain
time a certain distance it is their cumulative effort which achieves
this and it would be wrong to suppose that say a third of that
number haul the boat a third of the distance. The same kind of
reasoning applies to the melting of an object through the action
of moisture (Aristotle speaks of “drops”, oraiayuoil b14fF.). It
is doubtless correct to say that “the amount removed is divided
into a number of parts”: diarpeirar. .. T0 dpatpedey eic mAslw even
though the parts were not removed separately but everything
at the same time (19-21); but when the Mss continue gavegoy
0%y ¢ oVx Gvayxaiov del Tv dmiédvar, Sti Sargeirar 1 pdiowg &ig
dmetoa. .., (21-23) it seems better to write diatpers) because to
potential divisibility there is indeed no limit; whereas what
actually happens is something different: §Aov mové dmévar (21-23).
The observation about another type of change in the next sent-
ence 1s apt to suppotrt my suggestion: oV ydp &l ueolaTOV €iG
dmewpa 6 dAAotovuevor, dud TodTo xai 1 dAlolwas, GAL a&doeda yiy-
vetaw oAddsxg. .., (231F).

Phys. VIII 4, 2552 9ff.: Every object moved owes the im-
pulse of the movement to something, though not always or
necessarily to something other than itself. Living beings in
particular are self-movers. But what are we to think about ob-
jects heavy and light? If these objects move toward the avri-
xeluevor témo, i.e. heavy things upward, light downward, this
motion is called fig or contrary to nature. Thus the motion
downward of heavy, upward of the light things must be giaet,
but what causes them to move? To say that they are moved by
themselves is impossible since this is a peculiar capacity of living
beings. Also if they can move themselves, they should also be

xal pedyovow oi §xdpoi dAMjAovs. TotTo ydg vmotideTar xal dv TH bAw eivar.
gaiverar yag &l Twvaw ottws (a 27-31). Empedocles, as I understand the text
has provided illustrations, which amount to proofs, of how Love and Strife
operate; more specifically he has pointed to their manifestations in human
life and assumed the same & 7® 64w (30). But periodic alternation is not
explained in this way: 76 8¢ xai 6 iowy yedvawy detrar Adyov Twds (31£.). 60
lowy yodvww goes even beyond the év uéper of a 27ff., and I cannot help the
impression that the logic of the sentence &i 6 mgoodiogieirar. .. points to the
demand for a reason of the év uéper, the ruling “in turn”.



Emendations in Cosmological Texts 7

able to do the opposite: xai iotdvar dv éddvaro adra avrd: Ayw
&’ olov, &l To¥ Padilew altiov adtd xal Tov ur Padilew. The next
sentence (a 9f.) runs: dot’ &l 7’ aVTd 16 Bvw Pépeadar TP mvpl,
dfjAov 8t én’ avt® mal 10 xdrw. Is this another illustration of
“being able to do the opposite” ? We would not expect to see it
introduced by dore. Somehow this second example seems
pointless. When we read the next sentence: dAoyov 6¢ xai 7o ulay
xiymow wweioGa povmy V@’ adtdv, elye adra favra xwodow we
realize that this is the argument which the second example
illustrates. Evidently the two sentences must exchange their
places: ddoyov 6¢ xai — elye 6. . nwodow: BoT’el. ... xal T0 xdTw.

Phys. VIII 7, 260a 20ff.: O3 uny dAla xai Ay momoaué-
voug Gy uallov Eotaw swepl tovTwy (scil. about the first mover and
the first movement of the Cosmos) pavegdv. oxentéoy yap mdrepoy
&vdéyeral Twa xivnow elvar ocwveyd] 1) 0¥, xal &l vdéyerar, Tis atty,
xal Tic TN TOY mvijoewy* OfjAov ydp i¢ elmep dvayxaiov uy del
xiynow elvat, oty 08 7j0e nal cvveys, 6Tt TO TEDTOY 2vOTV 1vel
TavTyy TIY ®ivnow, Ty dvayxaiov play xal Ty adTiy elvar xal
owveyf] xal mpdtny. The sentence beginning oxentéor yap....
leaves us with the impression that Aristotle is about to examine
three questions: 1) Is there such a thing as a continuous move-
ment? 2) If yes, what kind of movement is it? 3) Which move-
ment is to be considered the first? We understand however that
in the last words of the passage quoted he anticipates some of
his findings including the identity of the first and the continuous
movement (with a kind of enthusiastic conviction he expands
owveyf] into ulay xail Ty adiy. xai cvveyd]). Suspicion is however
aroused by the appearance of the words wpdty 8¢ 7jde xai cvveyris
earlier in the same sentence. For not only does the concluding
part of this sentence 7y dvayxaiov...mpdrny lose much of its
force if its essence is announced beforehand; it is also far motre
natural to read the einep dvayxaiov uév del xivnow elvar as meaning
that there must always be movement than as asserting the exi-
stence of one particular continuous movement. That movement
Gel 7y xai Gel orat, as something addvarov xai drmavorov (250b
13£.) is the first and fundamental thesis of Book VIII established
in ch. 1 and defended against contrary theories in ch. 26). The

6) I add a number of other suggestions without doing more than a
minimum to support them since arguments as far as they might be necessary
would require a disproportionate amount of space: II 1, 1932 12ff.: ac-
cording to Antiphon, if a bed wete to rot and put forth a shoot this odx &v
yevéodar xAivyy dAda EdAov, dc TO udy xava coufefnxoc dndoyov, T xara
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clause mpdrn 0¢... originated with a reader whose under-
standing was incomplete and who could not wait.

de caelo I 7, 276a 12ff. It will be necessary to put here the
concluding sentences of I 7 although our concern is with their

vouov duddeow xai [Tiw] Téyvnw, whereas the substance (odoia) is that which
persists. — ITI 6, 2062 211f.: GdAL’ énel moAAayds T6 elvau, domep 1) fudoa Eote
®al 6 Gyaw T del dALo xai GAAo plyveadar, oUtw xai o dmeigov (scil. exists as
GAdo xai GAAo in infinite divisibility, 26ff.): xai yag éni TodTww <76 &oTL 2ai
Svvduer xai dvegyeiq. *Ordumia yag 80Tt xal 1@ dtvacdar Tov aydva plyveada
xal T piyveadar. (Aristotle has introduced the opposition of dvvduer and
évredeyeiq viz. évegyeiq at a 14 for 76 elvarand has used it ever since.) — IV 2,
109b 6ff. (from some point of view “place,” Tdmog, could be identified with
the eldog) 7} 0¢ doxel 6 Témog elvar T SudoTnua Tod peyédove, 1 GAn. Totro pag
[vegov ToD peyédous, Totro 8°] éoti TO mepLeypevoy o TOD idovg xal doioué-
voy. Wagner’s rendering “Erstreckung der AusdehnungsgréBe” has caused
me to think once mote about the deletion but I cannot see that the words
in question serve a purpose; conceivably they might be treated as paren-
thesis intended to justify the use of the word didornua but at b4 uéyedog
itself is the right word for the same thought, nothing éregov being needed.
=1V 11, 219b 26 %aiéy Tobroig 6 uév mote dv <T6) vivéoTt 76 adTd (To MEdTEQOY
Y0 #ai $oTedv E0TL TO v 2evijoe). .. “the now” is the subject of the argument
throughout this section of Book IV and the translators and exegetes whom
I have consulted in effect deal not with »& but with <z6)> viw.

IV 13, 2222 20ff. Time can always be considered as situated between a
beginning and an end. Thus ndg dv ein yodvos memepaouévog. do’ 0w vmo-
Aelpe; 1) o, eimeg del e nivnois; dAdog 0Dy {xai dAdoc> 7) 6 avrog moAddic;
Ofidov GTu dog v 1) %ivnoig, 0¥t w xai 6 ygdvog. ... The reasoning which follows
leads to the conclusion: xai did Todro doxel del évegog (scil. ¢ yodvog, 222b
4f.). Note also didog xai dAlos in Simplicius’ comments on the passage
(751.5, 6 Diels). — 14, 222b 33ff.: Aéyw d¢ darTov mweiodar T6 medTegov ueta-
BdAdov eig T6 vmoxsiuevoy xara TO adrd Sidornua {Tiw adTiw) xal Spaliy
®ivnow wwoduevoy olov éni Tijc @ogds, &l dupw xard Tiw meoupeod] xweiTar 7
dupw xara iy eddeiav... The two examples illustrate 7o avenp.

V 4, 228b 15f.: & 8¢ dAAws mage Tag elonuévas Aéyerar pia xivnowg 1
opalis. 1) yag dvdualos ot g [09] doxel pia, dAde uallov 7 duaric, bomep 1
eddelar 7 yag dvdualos duaietr). Zouxe 8¢ Stapégew g T6 udriov xal frrov. —
5. 2292 7: &T1 8¢ drogratéor mola xbivmous dvavria {mola) xwicet, xal mepl povijc
0¢ Tov adroy Tedmoy seems to be the correct heading for the disquisition which
fills the remaining chapters of Book V; see also Simplicius goo. 19.—
6.229b 28f.: mdregov T7] dvratda povii 1) éx Todrov 7 7 sic ToTTO HivNOIS
avrixerra; 0fjAov 6n) 6tu,énmei dv Svoiy 1) xivnows Smoxeiuévors {uiriov 8¢ Adyetar
&g 6 1) nivynwig 7) € 00, Tf pév &x TovToV €l TO dvavtiov 1 év TovTew Movh (scil.
dvtixerar), T & éx T0b évaviov ¢is ToTTo 1) v T évavtiey. For the premiss
here supplied see 229228-b2; I do not see how the argument could convince
without it. — V18, 2392 35 ff. : év 62 7 v Eove e dei xavd T uév & (a moving
body is “over against something”), 0% uévror 7jgeuei. odive pog xweicdar odre
Tjosuely EoTw & TQ vow, dAA ) sewvelodar uev GAndec év T@d viw xai elvar xavd e,
& yoove O’ 0dx évdéyeTar elvar xard Tu [1joepow]. avuPalver yap T6 pegduevoy
7eeuew. The body which is in movement cannot be in a period of time “over
against something.”
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relation to the chapter as a whole: ¢t 09 maga gdow T uéver 7
pégeTan, dvdyxn Ttwog elvar dAAov ToDTOV TOVY TOMOV MaTA QPhOW
(vovTo 0¢ ooy éx Tijc émaywyiis) dvdyxn On ) mdvra 7 Bdoog
Exew 1) xovpdTnTa, GAAd Ta udy Ta 8 od. 8ti uéy Tolvvy 0vx EoTL TO
o dua 100 TavTog dmelpov, éx TovTwy pavepdy. Throughout ch. s 5—7
Atistotle has built up a terrific battery of arguments against the
existence, nay against the possibility of conceiving an infinite
body. The last sentence written out above is a fittimg conclusion
of these arguments. Having read it, we are prepared for a new
subject to be taken up in ch. 8. But while this sentence is definitely
in place, the presence of neither of the others can be justified.
To begin with the latter dvdyxn &)..., it will be well to remember
that of the traditional four elements two are light and two
heavy. The introduction of the fifth body changed this situation.
As it moves neither downward nor upward but performs a
circular movement, it is no longer cotrect to say that every ele-
ment must have either weight or lightness, and Aristotle himself
makes clear this conclusion as explicitely as could be desired
immediately after incorporating the new element in his system:
pavegoy Gti oUTe xovpoTnTa o¥Te Bdgos Exer odua dmay (I 3,
269b 19f.; see also b2o-270a 12). At the end of the disquisitions
about the possibility and about the hypothetical implications of
an infinite body the observation that not all bodies are either
heavy or light?) is utterly out of place and no connection, how-
ever remote with anything contained in the preceding chapters
can account for its presence.

The case for the other sentence év¢...éx ijc émaywyijs (2762
12—-15) is hardly better. Immediately before this sentence it has
been established that an infinite body can have no place and is
not able to perform any movement (276a 8-12). There is no
question of its remaining in or moving to a place wapa gidow?).

7) Stocks’ rendering of the sentence is correct. Guthrie and Moraux
understand that some elements have weight, others lightness. This is exclu-
ded by the sentence structute: us) wdvraqj... 7... (not all have either the one
or the other) dAda Ta uév Ta & o?. The alternative applies to some elements,
not to others.

8) Guthrie and Moraux read at the beginning of the former sentence
&1 ei, which has strong Mss support, and treat gvdyxn 61 as the main clause
of the sentence. Legitimate as this procedure is, it does not produce a better
sense (if any at all) nor does it make the sentences more relevant to the
context. My discussion of a 15 in Atistotle’s System of the Physical World
(Ithaca, N.Y., 1961) 303 n. 49, was inadequate. Whether we read dvdyxn &)
or av. 0¢, “a connection with the argument against infinity” cannot be
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We have probably no choice but to bracket &7t 0%...7a & od,
although we cannot explain how the sentences came to be
placed here.

de caelo I 8, 276a 22ff.: dnavra yap xai uéver xail xveitar xai
navd, gbow xal fiq. xara poow udv, v G uéve [un Bial, xai péoetar,
xal &ig Ov pégeTar, xal uéver &v @ O0¢ Piq, xai péoerar Bia, xai eig by
Bia péoetau, Bia xai uéver. The wordsur) Biq which I have bracket-
ed disturb the simple and clear-cut statement of correspondences
and do not help to bring the antitheses into focus.

de caelo I 8, 2772 12ff.: The natural movements of the ele-
ments have their definite terminus in Aristotle’s cosmos: §zc &
dote 11 00 Tépuxey 1] yi] péoeadar xal To o, dijAov xal &x Tiw
dAAwy. What ta dAAa means is not immediately clear; nothing in
the preceding argument (276b 26-277a 11) provides light. How-
ever with the next sentence we begin to see what Aristotle has in
mind: §Awg yap T0 xvoduevov & twos els T puetaPdider. ... mica
0¢ memegaouévn perafols], olov To Vywalduevov éx véaov eis Vyieiay
xai 10 avavduevoy éx puxodTnros eic uéyedos. These are the dila
which make it possible for Aristotle now to conclude: xai 70
peoduevoy doa: xal yap Todto yiveral modev moi (a 17f.). Against
adding {uerafoddv) after éx T@v dAAwv it might be argued that
in a treatise, as distinct from a work of literature a certain
stylistic casualness should be tolerated. Although I find little or
no casual phrasing in these sections of de caelo, I did feel some
hesitation before I noticed the similar passage in IV 3 (3102
20ff.): el uév 0By 10T pépeodar gis Tov adTod Tdmov ExacTov Suoiwg
dmodnmréoy dome xai mepl Tag dAras yevéoews xai uerafoids. Here
too the observations that follow use the analogous condition in
the other types of physical change?).

de caelo I 9, 279a 22: Divine beings have the best life
(o) and are not in need of anything while they continue 7oy
dnavre aidwva. Aristotle next explains the meaning of aidw,

established, Verdenius’ arguments and efforts (in Ing. Diiring [ed.],
Naturphilosophie bei Aristoteles und Theophrast, Heidelberg, 1969, 272)
to secure it notwithstanding. At 275b 23 I suggest that &i 0% [70] xata piow
xal magd pUow évdéyetar xuwndipar. ... is the correct conclusion to the argu-
ment which begins at a 18.

9) For I 9, 278a 28fF. the corrections I propose will now be found in
Kleine Schriften (Hildesheim, 1968) 1. 434. Verdenius who considers them
unnecessary (loc. cit., n. 8, 273) fails to take Simplicius’ paraphrase into
consideration. What he says about Greek usage may be correct but is
hardly to the point, since Atistotle clarifies the relation of adgé to yovadrne
in a special clause.
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a word that strikes him as “inspired”: 76 yap Tédog 76 megiéyov Tov
Tij¢ ExdoTov Lwijs yo0vo. .. alow éxdoTov xéxlnTar. xaTd Tov adToy
0¢ Adyov xal T ToT mavrog 0Bpavod Tédog xai TO TOY mdvra yodvov
xal Ty dmepiow (i.e. infinite time) megiéyov [Tédog] aidw éorew, o
700 aiel elvaw eidnpws Ty drwvvulay, Gddvatos xai deiog. 1 do not
think I am insensitive to the sublime quality of the style but I
cannot persuade myselfthat the repetition of 7élog contributes to
this quality. In the preceding sentences we were introduced to
70 TéAog 6 mepiéyov and learned incidentally to think of an
individual’s lifetime as the (grammatical) object of megiéyov.
Thus there can be no doubt that after 70...00%0av05 7éloc the
word 7élo¢ must be the noun that is modified by megiéyov. The
renewed occurrence of this noun is not only gratuitous but
actually interferes with the enthusiastic tone kept up throughout
this section0).

de caelo I 10, 2802 4: In the section 279b 32-280a 11 the
repeated occurrence of 76 adtd has created difficulties for the
modern interpreters and may well be responsible for a corrup-
tion. Aristotle argues against those who defend Plato’s cosmo-
gony in the T7maens by comparing it with the construction of a
geometrical figure!!). On this view the cosmogony would be
pedagogical rather than truly scientific in intention. Aristotle
rejects the compatison: rodto &’ dotiv, domep Aéyousey, 0 0 adTd:
He explains: &v uév yagp tjj moujoel Tév dayoauudrwy mdvtwy Te-
vt elvar dua 10 adTo cvuPaiver.... What does 76 adré mean
here ? In Moraux’ rendering: (in the construction of figures) “si
’on en suppose tous les éléments donnés simultanément, le ré-
sultat reste le méme,” the last five words offer no light. More-

10) By, 290a 34ff.: if the Pythagorean doctrine of a music performed
by the heavenly spheres were correct the tremendous sounds ought not
only to be heard but have still another effect: o ydp dmegBdidovres yipor
Suaxvaiovor xal Ty dydywy cwpudrwy Tods Syxovs, olov 6 Tijs foovtijs SuloTnot
Al9ovs xal Ta xaprepdTara T@Y cwudrwy. TocodTwy (scil. the bodies of the
planets; cf. 290b 181L.) d¢ pegouévwy xal Tod Yépov Sudvros meds (= in pro-
portion to) 76 @egduevoy udyedoc, morlanidaioy [uéyedog] dvayxaiov dpix-
veioDai te Oetgo xai Trw loydy durjyavov elvar Tijs fias. The noun to be sup-
plied to moAdamAdoior is not once again udyefos but yiégog. — At B 14, 296b
16 the disquisition regarding the terminus of a movement — is it the center
of the Earth or the center of the Cosmos? — has reached its solution and the
logic of the argument (which is too long to be quoted in full) requires:
péoetar doa (ydp Mss.) xai éni To Tijc yijg uéoov.

11) The target of his polemic is Xenocrates, as we know from Sim-
plicius de caelo 303. 33ff. For further references see Moraux’s note ad loc.
and Guthrie, HGPh. 5. 302f. and nn.
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over from what follows in the Greek it will be seen that the
attempt to connect dua with ndvrwy Tedévrwv elvar misses the
point of the argument, for which contrary to appearances and
first impressions dua is more important than 76 avrd12). Aristotle
continues: & ¢ Taic TodTwy drodeifeow (i.e. constructions of the
Cosmos) 0? radrdy, GAN advwarov. Here the comparison is once
mote rejected, while GA4” éd6varov points ahead to the proof that
in the cosmogony dua is inconceivable. The conditions posited
for the original and for the later state of things are at variance:
Ta yap Aaufovdueva modtegov xai Uotegov vmevavvia dotiv: 8
drdxtwy ydo mote TeTayuéva yevéodar paciy, dua 8¢ T adTo draxtoy
elvor xal Tevayuévoy Gdbvarov, GAN dvdyxn yéveow evar T
xwoilovoay xai yodvov: &v ¢ Toic diayoduuacy 000 TG yodvew
neydototar. The last sentence here written out states with all
desirable clarity that the crucial question is whether there must be
a time interval (which would of course exclude dua). That the
result of the construction is “the same” as the redévra (or
AapBaviueva modrepov) is asserted nowhere except in the sentence
which causes trouble. In the two other sentences where radzdy
(o1 76 ad7d) occurs it relates clearly to the identity or comparabi-
lity of geometrical and cosmological constructions. Giving dua
its proper weight I should read in a4: mdvrwv Tedévrov civa,
dua av7d (i.e. the figure) ovpPaiver. The corruption may be due
to a misunderstanding or to a mechanical adjustment; it is
hardly necessary to suppose that besides 70 ad7d in the preceding
(and in the following) clause Ymevartia too has contributed its
share to the confusion.

de caelo I 12. 283a 11: Aristotle is combatting the theory
that something that has been defined as indestructable (dpdagrov)
may yet at some time suffer destruction. The truth is that what is
indestructible must last forever, i.e. an infinite time. After having
brought forward other arguments he asks: &z v/ udAdov &ni T@de
1O onuele del v mpdtepoy dpddon. ... The translators understand
correctly: “why was it destroyed at this particular point of time

12) Guthrie’s translation is open to the same criticism. Since the word
dua occurs only once (280a 7) in the argumentation designed to expose the
absurdity of the opponents’ comparison, the unfair deal which it has
received at a4 may be excusable. Still the simultaneous existence of opposite
condition is the crucial issue. At 2802 11 dua is used for the different put-
pose of indicating a simultaneous championing of incompatible theories.
Stocks does better: “the required figure forthwith results” but his ex-
planatory note: “‘the same’ as that demanded in the vnddeoic” fails to
convince.
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rather than at any other....” ? However Aristotle’s way of ex-
pressing such thoughts is udtlov éni t@de 7) T@®de T® onueiw,
which we do well to restore here. Cf. e.g. Phys. IV 8. 215a 19f.:
(in the void) 0ddeis dv &you eimetv duo Ti nvndeév omjoeral mov: Tl
yap pdllov évratda ) dvraivda; or 111 4. 203b 27.

de caelo 1II 12, 291b 24f.: dvoiv & dmopiaww oVoour, meol v
eindTws dv 60TIc0DY dmopijoete, mewpatéoy Aéyew TO pawduevov,
aidotc a&iav elvaw vouillovrag Ty mpodvuioy pudidov 7 Ypdoovs, &l
Tig 0a 70 QrAocopiag Oy xal uirag e0moplas dyamd Tepl Y TAG
ueyiorag &youev droplas. In venturing on something for which the
evidence is hardly sufficient Aristotle bespeaks the reader’s (or
listener’s) indulgence. His attempt deserves to meet with aidwg.
“evidence of modesty”, Guthrie’s rendering of aidodc d&iav,
does not do justice to Aristotle’s thought. Neither thirst for
truth nor the venturing from a small basis of asserted facts into
the realm of hypotheses can be regarded as “modesty”. And to
translate 4&iay by “evidence” violates the meaning of this word.
LS]J which puts the passage in a category of its own and propo-
ses “more like modesty than rashness” does not help matters.
Instead of coming forward with new meanings of #io¢ we ought
to recognize the impossibility of arriving at a satisfactory sense
as long as we connect d&oc with the two genitives aidodc and
Jodoovs. The remedy is to change dodoovg to Jpdoog, making it a
direct object of vouilovrac. If the dual construction of wouilew
which results from this change appears too zeugmatic for com-
fort it might be necessary to delete the article] before moodvuiar.
To preserve the normal meaning of &g and leave the beautiful,
remarkably personal sentiment of the passage undamaged?®)
I would be ready to make this additional change but I hardly
think it necessary.

de caelo IT 13. 294b 31: The subject of the last two chapters
of de caelo II is the Earth. Beginning in ch. 13 with its place in
the Cosmos, Aristotle after a while (293 b 16) turns to the que-
stion whether it is at rest or in movement. This claims the larger
part of ch. 13; for even what is said about the Earth’s shape
(293b 32-294a 10) constitutes only a brief digression into a
topic closely related to rest or movement. Immediately before
this section at 293b 30 Aristotle briefly refers to Plato’s sug-
gestion (77m. 40B) that the Earth performs a winding motion

13) For a similar defense of the philosophical mpodvuia see B 5,
287b 28-288a 2. Note also 13, 2942 11ff.
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around the axis of the world. After the digression he discusses
and criticizes a variety of theories meant to account for the
resting of the Earth. Although this discussion at 294a 10f.
opened with the words: xai yap &) oi megl tijs muvijoews xai Tijc
povijs eignuévor Tdmor moAlol Tvyydvovow, none of the rodmor
actually discussed favors movement, and it seems astonishing to
see Aristotle conclude his criticism of the reasons given for uovij
and turn to a fundamental principle in a sentence which reads
(294b 30fL.): dAwg 02 mpos Tods oTrw Aéyovrag meol Tijc xviioEwe
00 mepl popiwy Eotiv 1) dupiopiitnows, dAia mepl SAov Twog xai
navrds. None of the thinkers examined has spoken mepl 7ijc
awijoews but the nature of ximous is the lov xal niv regarding
which Aristotle finds himself at variance with these thinkers and
which must be clarified before convincing explanations about
the specific question of the Earth’s remaining at rest can be
advanced!¥). The sentence immediately following makes this
clear: & doyijc yap diogiotéor mdTegdy oti Tis Tois cduact pioe
ximots 7| od0epia, xal mdtegov gioel udy odx dot, Pl & EoTw.
Since this point of principle has been settled earlier and is in fact
essential for Aristotle’s entire cosmic system, he only needs to
reaffirm the basic doctrines concerning natural movement and
natural places of the elements (294b 34-295 2 9). As a description
of the issue at stake, the words zepi 77jc #mjoews which disturb
us in 294b 31 are perfectly correct. That explanations of prima
facie obscure expressions are at a later stage of the transmission
incotporated in the text is a familiar phenomenon5).

In later passages of this chapter where Aristotle develops
the implications of his tenets regarding natural movements two

14) Not astonishingly, even skillful translators find it difficult to do
justice to the phrase megi 6Aov Twwds xai mavrds. Simplicius’ exegesis is worth
noting: mgdg Tods oftw Adyovrug megl Tiic xwioews Tiis Yijs ¢ 0vx dyovong
xivnow (526.10f. Heib.).

15) A passage where something similar has happened and where the
intrusion of the explanatory remark into the text has likewise so far escaped
detection is de part. anim. IV 5, 6782 28 ff. Aristotle passes from the treat-
ment of the blooded to that of the bloodless animals. The first major
difference is ed8dg ydg Tiw Tdr onAdyyyov drnacay ovx el piow. He conti-
nues: 6uolws & 090€ T@w dAAwY dvaiuwy 090y . ... E€ o ydg auvéoTnxey ¥ Taw
onddyyvov @iois, 0v0er Tovtwy Exer [alual did To Tic odolag adraw elvai Tt
Towodrov mddos [adrijc secl. Peck]. That some animals are &awua others
dvawpa is included in their odoia. Here too alua is the correct explanatory
comment of a reader who could not wait for Aristotle himself to identify
the substance of omAdyyva. I take a similar view of Po/. II 5. 1263 a1 7a 7ol
Ty xTiiow.
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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:
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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.

University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill Friedrich Solmsen

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.



