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Melissus’s so-called refutation of mixture

Abstract: There is discussion among critics about the authenticity of Pseudo-Aristotle’s
account on Melissus in the De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia, and especially about the refutation
of mixture that he attributes to the latter. For there is no clue in the other testimonies and in the
fragments that the Eleatic made such a refutation. In this article, I aim to show that the argument
as it is presented is not genuinely Melissean, but inspired by some of Aristotle’s considerations
on colour-mixture in the De Sensu. I then claim that taking this source into account solves many
of the difficulties inherent to this demonstration against mixture, and reveals something on

Pseudo-Aristotle’s doxographical approach.

In the ancient doxography, the corpus of information concerning Melissus
appears to be very limited and, most of the time, it matches the fragments that
Simplicius has passed down to us. Most of the content of the commentaries
concerning this Presocratic can be summed up in four claims: being is one (BS5-
6), motionless/changeless (B7), ungenerated (B1) and infinite (B2-3)." Since all
these claims and their demonstration are provided in the fragments, the studies
on Melissus are based almost exclusively on the ten fragments of Diels/Kranz’s
B part, and make little or no use of the testimonies.

There are however a few ancient authors who have provided information
that differ from what is contained in the fragments, and in particular the so-
called Pseudo-Aristotle, author of the treatise De Melisso, Xenophane et Gorgia
(MXG). This author seems to offer a very trustworthy review of Melissus’s
theories and arguments.” The first part of the De Melisso (974a2-974b8) explains
the reasoning of the thinker from the eternity of being to the rejection of sense-

perception. On one hand, it meets the outline exhibited by Simplicius in his own

' These four claims can all be found in the summary of Philoponus, On Physics 51.1-2: 10 v
Gvapyov €ott, 1O OV €v éoTi, TO OV Amelpodv €oTl, TO OV AKivTOV €0TL.



summary of Melissus’s thinking,” on the other hand it matches the arguments in
B1 to BS.

The author however brings in three arguments that are not present in the
fragments and the other testimonies. The first argument explains why nothing
bigger can come from something that is smaller (9745-9), while the second one
explains why what is one is also equal, duotov (974*12-14). Finally, the last
argument rejects the possibility of mixture (974°18-974°3). The first two
arguments correspond perfectly to Melissus’s fragments: at the beginning of B7,
he states that being is both equal and does not grow bigger® with no justification;
since Melissus usually provides evidence for each attribute of being he is
defending, the arguments presented by Pseudo-Aristotle would fill the gap in his
reasoning.

The refutation of mixture is however unexpected: among the other authors
who dealt with Melissus, no one has ever attributed to him any word about
mixture or its impossibility. Moreover, the author associates this argument with
the negation of rearrangement and change and yet it does not appear in the
middle of B7 where it would be expected, after the arguments on rearrangement
and change and before the rejection of movement.

For these reasons the authenticity of the argument has been discussed. In
order to find elements for authenticity or rejection, commentators took into
consideration the historical aspect of the polemic against two specific models of
mixture, which is the main point of the argument in the MXG, but also the

argumentative coherence with other theses of Melissus.

? See Mansfeld (1988), p. 239: “The report about Melissus, when compared with what is in the
fragments of his book, seems to be rather reliable”.

* On Physics 103.13-104.15.

* Obtwg odv &idov éott kai Bmetpov kol &v kol Suotov mav. kol 0BT’ Gv dmoélotto obte ueiCov
yivoito oVTE PETOKOGUEOLTO oVTE GAYEl ovte dvidtar, “it is then eternal, infinite, one and all
equal. And it could neither perish nor become bigger nor rearrange itself nor suffer nor be
grieved”.
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« Apelt, Guthrie, Wiesner, and Merrill consider it genuine.” They
claim that a Melissean polemic against contemporaries is very plausible®
and that the rejection of mixture works perfectly with other theses
defended by Melissus.’

o Albertelli, Untersteiner, Loenen, and Reale contest its
authenticity.® Albertelli, who argued at more length against authenticity,
claims that the concepts used in the polemic, especially the notion of
gmdAra&lg, which he attributes to Democritus, are posterior to Melissus.
He also claims that Melissus did not require such subtleties’ in order to
refute the notion of mixture whose presuppositions (movement and

multiplicity) he had already rejected.

The most recent studies concerning Melissus implicitly agree with the
second opinion, since the argument is almost never mentioned: it is especially
noteworthy that Curd (2004), while referring in her index to “Melissus’s
argument against mixture”, does not even allude to the MXG in the quoted
passage but relies only on BS8. This however rather reflects a lack of
consideration for the passage than a conscious rejection of its authenticity. On
the contrary, studies on the MXG itself tend to claim that the material provided
by their author is valid, but without providing any strong evidence. We will
however try to provide evidence in order to state that, at the very least, the
polemical part of the argument against mixture (i.e. the criticism of two models

of mixture) does not belong to Melissus. For the purpose of our demonstration,

> Apelt (1986), pp. 738-742, Guthrie (1965), p. 116, Wiesner (1974), pp. 130-147 and Merrill
1998, pp. 127-128. See Apelt p. 738: “doch ist es unzweifelhaft, dass hier echt Melissische
Gedanken vorgetragen ist”.

% See Apelt (1886), pp. 739-740 and Wiesner (1974), pp. 131-138.

7 Apelt 1886, pp. 738-739 explains that mixture was a greater danger for Melissus’s system than
all other kinds of change, since it fulfils the criterion of unity. On the other hand, Wiesner
(1974), p. 141 finds a connection with the rejection of sense-perception in BS: just as Melissus
rejects in this fragment the multiplicity that we see by referring to the criterion of immutability,
he would reject mixture by referring to the criterion of unity.

¥ Albertelli (1939), pp. 224-225, Untersteiner (1956), pp. CV-CVI, Loenen (1959), p. 179, n. 9
and Reale (1970), pp. 305-308.

? P. 225: “non aveva nessun bisogno di sottilizzare tanto”.



we will first introduce the argument and exhibit some difficulties related to its
polemic against two models of mixture; these difficulties can be solved by
finding the source of Pseudo-Aristotle, which, as we will see, is not Melissus’s
work. This will not allow us to assert that there was no argument against mixture
by Melissus, but it reveals something of Pseudo-Aristotle’s approach and
weakens the trust we may grant to his account on Melissus, and in general to the

MXG.

1 The argument (MXG 1, 974a18-974b3)

(1) Towodtov 8¢ Ov 1O €v AvddLVOV TE Kol AvAAyNTOV VYIEG TE
Kol évocov gival, obTe petoKoopovpEvoV BEcel oDTE ETEPOIOVUEVOV
gldel obte pryvopevov GAA®: KoTd TEvTo Yop TODTO TOAAG TE TO €V
yiyvesBar xoi tO un Ov tekvodoBor kol tO OV @BeipecBHon
avoykaleoOar tadta 8¢ adbvarta sivar. (2) kai yop £l 1O pepiydai Tt
&V €k mAelOvVeV AEyolto, Kal €in TOAAG T€ KOl KIvoOpEVe €1G GAANAQ TAL
apaypota, (3) kol 1 g i (3a) og &v €vi ovvleoig €in TV TAEOVOV
(3b) i i gnaArééel olov émmpdodnoic yiyvorro tdv uidéviov: (4a)
gkefvog p&v v Sdnio yopic dvio eivar o prxdévta, (4b)
gmmpootnoemg 6’ ovdong €v 1] Tpiyel yiyveohot Gv £Kkactov Qavepov,
APUPOVUEVOV TRV TPMOTOV TAV V1T dAANAQ TEBEVTOV TOV Hydévimv:
(5) OV 00détepov cvpPaivety. (6) S TOVTOV & TV TPOTMV KAV Elvar
TOALA KAV MUV PeTO QaivesOat Lovac.

(1) Since the one is such, it is without pain and grief, healthy
and without disease, and it is neither rearranged in its position nor
changed in its form nor mixed with anything else; for in all those
cases it is necessary that the one becomes many and that non-being is
engendered and being perishes; and this is impossible. (2) For even if
mixture was said to be some unity from a plurality and if there were

many things that are moved toward one another, (3) mixture (3a)



would either be a combination of many things into some sort of unity
(3b) or it would be produced like a superposition of the mixed things
by interweaving; (4a) in the first case the mixed things would be
obviously distinct, (4b) in the case of the superposition, each one of
them would become apparent by rubbing off, when the first mixed
things, which lay one upon another, are destroyed; (5) but neither
happens. (6) He thought that in both ways it would be multiple and

that it is only [in those ways] that it would appear to us.

We read the argument as following:

1. The author states the main thesis of the first part of B7: all
changes are impossible for two reasons, since they would contradict the
unity of being by creating multiplicity and the impossibility of generation
and corruption by engendering a non-being and destroying a being.

2. However, he takes into account the hypothesis that there could be
mixture since it can be considered that mixture, contrary to the other cases,
creates a form of unity (kai yap introduces the long explanation why even
in the case of mixture there is no unity). This hypothesis supposes as a
necessary condition the existence of many moved objects.

3. In this case there would be only two possible models of mixture:

(a) Combination (c¥OvOeoig), i.e. the mixed things are one
next to another.

(b) Superposition (émmpdcOnoic), i.e. the mixed things are
one upon another. The author also describes this phenomenon with
the word émaAldéer (interweaving), but does not keep the term in
his second description of the process (4b) nor in his criticism (MXG

11, 177°4-11)."°

" "EraidGElc is a correction made by Miller (1851) since all manuscripts have the reading
amaAraéel, which means “release” or “going away”. This word would make the sentence quite



4. According to both models of mixture, it would become visible
that they include distinct ingredients:

(a) In the first case, the mixed things would obviously

(d1adnAa) be distinct.

(b) In the second case, it would become visibly distinct

(8xaotov eavepov) if the first layer is rubbed off.

5. Both possibilities are rejected since “neither happens”, i.e. both
models are inconsistent with what is actually true. This can be interpreted
in two different ways, depending on the referent we give to Gv: either the
things are not mixed in those ways (3a and b) or they do not appear to be
mixed in those ways (4a and b). We will discuss later on the difficulties
related to this sentence.

6. According to Melissus, appearing in either way does imply
multiplicity, and those are the only two ways for mixture to appear.

Therefore mixture is not possible'’.

obscure: only Cassin (1980), p. 167 keeps the manuscripts’ reading but has to translate it by “par
séparation”, which is hardly a possible meaning for dndAlo&ic.

The meaning of the second part of this sentence (k@v Huiv deto Paiveshal poévwg) was often
considered as obscure. First, the text is uncertain: ¢€to is a reconstruction by Diels of a defective
transmission (the manuscript L has & et and the manuscript R ®g 10). Apelt offers to read @g
€oti, but most editors follow Diels. Therefore, a first reading of the sentence is that not only
there would be multiplicity, but only this multiplicity would appear to us (see Cassin (1980), p.
173). This interpretation makes however the author attribute to Melissus much more regards for
perception than he ever had. Another solution, provided by Mullach (1883), is to introduce a
negative, in order to mean the following: “it would be multiple and would not appear to us as
single”. Apart from the fact that it has to change the text, this solution presents the inconvenience
of giving to ué6vmg a meaning it usually does not have: pévog means “in a single way” and not
“as something single”. We may understand this sentence if we remember that the question of the
appearance was the main point of (4). If we understand d16 TovT®OV TOV TPOTOV Not as referring
to the two models of mixture but to the two ways in which they would appear, and if we consider
mixture as the subject for both verbs, the sentence means: “in those two ways of appearing it [i.e.
mixture] would be multiple and that is the only two ways it [i.e. mixture] could appear to us
according to him”.



2 Two problems

Two problems can be raised, an argumentative and a historical one. First,

there seem to be two interwoven lines of argument in this passage:

* An argument on unity and plurality: in order to exist, mixture
should result in unity; yet it does not, since in all cases mixture leaves the
components distinct; mixture is therefore impossible. This argument raises
no great issues, and is described by all commentators, without any
consideration for the second one.

* An argument on appearance: mixture would follow two models,
which would have a different kind of observable result. But “neither

5 12

happens”.

This second argument rests above all upon the sentence ®v ov&tepov
ovpPaiverv, which raises two questions: what are the things that do not happen
and what is the role of this assumption in the argument? If it is not the case that
mixture follows the two presented models, i.e. combination and superposition,
we would still expect an argument to prove it. If it is not the case that it appears
as described, i.e. with distinct ingredients, the argument looks flawed: first, it
can happen that we see the mixed things as distinct, secondly, it could just mean
that the components are too small to be seen, not that there is no mixture. In both
cases, the argument can hardly prove that there is no mixture at all.

Apelt (1886), p. 742, followed by Reale, Guthrie and Wiesner, avoids the
difficulty in the following way: he translates cvpPaiverv with “passe” in
German, “fits”, from the convenire meaning of cuuPaivetyv mentioned by Bonitz
(1870), p. 713. The sentence would then mean: “none of these are suitable”, i.e.
none of these descriptions of mixture fulfil the criterion of unity. But the few

examples given by Bonitz for this meaning of the verb cupPaiverv all exhibit as

'2 Both arguments appear in (6) if read as translated.



subject a reasoning:'® cupPaiver means “happen” for a thing and “be true, apply”
for a thought or speech. The other critics then translate as we did with the usual
meaning of cuppPaivet, but do not interpret this sentence in their commentary.'*

The second issue is the attribution of the second model of mixture, the
superposition (émmpocOnoig) model. The cuvbeoig theory can be attributed to
Empedocles: Aristotle describes with this term his conception of mixture.'> The
author of the MXG himself at least knew that Empedocles developed a theory of
mixture since he quotes a little after Empedocles’s B8, according to which
everything comes to be through mixture.'® But the second depiction of this
phenomenon finds no taker. Mullach (1883) was the first to suggest that it could
be the atomists because of the use of the term émdAla&ig, which Simplicius
attributes to Democritus as a synonym of cvumhokt;'” he was followed, though
with little enthusiasm, by most critics.'® Cassin (1980), p. 171, suggests that it
could be Anaxagoras, but without any strong commitment. Since actually no
known atomist or altogether no thinker developed a theory of mixture through
layers, all critics remain very cautious.”” The term itself émmpdoOnoic is odd,
since this very technical word usually describes eclipses, meaning “occultation”,
and not a superposition of layers.”’

We can go further by saying that this model of mixture does not make

much sense: a superposition of layers is not usually called mixture.”' It seems

"> The only exception is a passage quoted from the De Caelo 297°4, whose subject is T
eawoueva. However the meaning of cvpPaivewv in this passage is rather “happen” than “is
suitable”.

'* See Albertelli who translates p. 217 with “tutto cio & impossibile” and rejects in his n. 10 p. 225
Apelt’s translation, Hett (1936) or Cassin (1980) who translate respectively with “neither of
which things happens in fact” and “mais des deux, ni ’un ni I’autre ne se produit”. But neither of
them provides a commentary on this point.

'> On Generation and Corruption 11.7 334™26.

1911, 975°7-8.

"7 Comm. In De Caelo 609.23-24

'® See Apelt (1886) p. 739, Wiesner (1974) p. 134, Albertelli (1939) pp. 224-225 etc.

' Wiesner concludes p. 138 “wenn sich der historische Hintergrund auch nur fiir die oOvOeotc,
nicht fiir die émnpocOnoig erhellen 14Bt...” and Cassin p. 171 “nous n’avons pu rapporter [le
terme émnpdoOnoig] plus précisément a une doctrine physique”.

2% See for example Aristotle’s De Caelo 11.13 293°22.

2! Cassin gives the example of a mixture of oil and water that would be called oil.



difficult to justify why the mixed things would form such layers and how this
explanation of the phenomenon would help to understand it. This theory is
actually very similar to the first one, since the mixed things remain distinct, but
adds to it the implausibility that they would arrange themselves in distinct layers
one upon another, without having any obvious advantage.

We can solve both the argumentative and the historical problem if we find

the source for this passage, which was unnoticed by former commentators.

3 The source

A depiction of those two models of mixture can be found in Aristotle
himself, De Sensu et sensibilia 3 439°19-440°25, where he explains how the
different colours may come to be from the mixture of black and white. He first
considers two possible models for this mixture: one where the elements of colour
are one next to the other and one where they are one upon another; he concludes

by giving his own concept of a mixture that is “wholly blend together”:

‘Evoéyetar p&v yop map’ GAAnAo ti0épueva 10 AevkOvV Kol TO
pélav, GcO’ ékdtepov pEv sivarl adpatov S8 okpoOTTO, TO & £
apeoiv opatdv, ot yiyvesOar. |...]

gl HEV oDV TPOTOC THC YEVEGEMC TV YPOUATMY 0VTOC, £1C 88 TO
paivesBor 81 GAMAov, olov éviote ol ypageic molodotv, £Tépov
xpoav €9’ ETépav Evapyeatépay Emareipovies, Momep dtav v Hoati TL
7| 8v aépt PovdovTar Totjcar PavOpEvoY, Koi 0iov 6 fA1og kad’ ooV
HEV AgukOg Qaivetat, o1d 8’ dyAvog Kol Kamvod Gotvikodg. |...]

el & &ott pEg TV cOUATOV Ui uévov TOV TPOTOV TOVTOV
Ovrep olovtal Tveg, map’ dAANAa TV Elayictov TI0epEVDY, AdNA®V
O’ MUiv dw v aicOnoty, GAL’ OAm¢g TAvVIN TAVTOC, GOoTEP &V TOIG

v 5 r v 22
mept pigemg eipnrot KaboAov Tepl ThVTOV.

22 De Sensu et Sensibilia 3 439°19-22, 440%6-12, 440%31-440°4.



It is possible that the white and the black are juxtaposed in such
small parts that either is invisible, though the joint product is visible.
[...]

This then is one way to explain the coming to be of colours,
another is that they appear one through another, e. g. when painters
overlay a colour upon a more vivid one, as when they want to
represent something in water or in a haze, and in the case of the sun,
which in itself appears white but looks crimson through a fog or
smoke. [...]

If there is a mixture of bodies, it is not merely such as some
suppose, 1.e. by juxtaposition of minimal parts, which, owing to sense,
are imperceptible to us, but a mixture by which they are wholly blend
together, as we have described in the treatise on mixture about all

. 2
cases in general.”’

The two models described here correspond exactly to the ones we find in
the MXG: on one side a juxtaposition of small particles, on the other a
superposition of layers, for whose illustration Aristotle gives two examples: the
picture with several layers of painting and the sun that is seen through fog or
smoke. He names in 440°16 the first model v mop’ Ao Oéowv and the
second tnv émmoéractv. The identification of the second depiction with our
model in the MXG is confirmed by another passage of Aristotle’s Meteorology,
where he describes again the phenomenon of the sun’s purple colour, but this

time with the term émmpocOnoic:

Al 1€ Yap TLKVOTEPOL OlaPUVOLEVOV EAATTOV OO Kol
AvaKAooty deXOUEVOC O GNP TAVTOSATO YPOUATO TOMGEL, LOAGTO O
QOWIKODV 1| Topevpodv, S1d TO TaDTO UAAGTO €K TOD TUPMOIOVE Kol

Aevkod  @aivesOon  ueyvouévov kate Tae  Emmpoodioelc, 0lov
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dvioyovto té 8otpo Kol Svopevo, &av N Kadpo, Kol S Komrvod
powwkd paiveror.®*

For a weaker light shines through something denser, and air,
catching a reflection, makes all kinds of colour appear, especially
crimson and purple, for these colours generally appear when fire-
colour and white are mixed by superposition, €. g. the stars when they

rise and set look crimson in a hot day and through smoke.*

Alexander of Aphrodisias at least made the connection between the two
texts since in his commentary of the passage of the De Sensu, he uses the term
émmpooOnoic.’® The author of the MXG obviously also did so.

Reference to this so far unnoticed source can help us in two ways:

1. first, the distinction between two models of mixture can be found
in Aristotle rather than in Melissus, the use of the Aristotelian term
EmmpooOnoic shows that the author of the MXG inspired himself directly
from Aristotle: either from a parallel that he draw between the De Sensu
and the Meteorology, or from another lost text.

2. secondly the two models of mixture do not concern all kinds of
mixture but only the specific case of colour mixture: most of all the
superposition model, which appeared as odd as a description of mixture

altogether, makes suddenly sense as a description of colour mixture.

This may not allow us to reject definitly the attribution of the argument to
Melissus, even if it strongly undermines it: we could assume that Aristotle took

over a distinction he found in Melissus. In order to support the hypothesis that

3 Translation Beare (in Barnes 1984) modified.

* Meteorology 1.5 342°5-11.

*3 Translation Webster (in Barnes 1984) modified.
**In 61.9 and 62.12.
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Melissus is still the author of this argument, one could assert that Pseudo-
Aristotle’s source was the lost Aristotelian treatise On Melissus.”’

We can go further by using this source in order to solve the problems that
we raised before: the attribution of the émumpdobnoig theory and the strange
rejection of the fact that mixture appears according to the two models. This will
allow us to examine further the probability that Aristotle used an argument that

was already to be found in Melissus’s work.

3.1 Attributing the superposition theory

It is possible to attribute the superposition-theory of colours to some
precise thinkers since just after his presentation of this model, Aristotle begins a

criticism of the theory of vision through emanations, dmoppoia.:

To pgv ovv, domep ol dpyaiol, Aéystv GmoOppolav €ivorl THV
r e ~ \ 4 b 4 b4 2
xpOav Koi Opdcar didt TotadTny aitiav dromov.”
Therefore saying, as the ancients do, that colour is an emanation

and 1s seen in this way is absurd.

He then obviously considered that the thinkers who had such a theory of
colour also claimed that we see them because of emanations: the colour is mixed
since the emanations from the underlying colour are mixed with the ones of the
colour laid upon it before reaching our eye. There is a parallel assertion in the De

Anima 11.10 422°14-15:

To o0& ypdpo ovy oVtwg Opdton TP piyvucHor, ovdE Toig

AmToppPOiNIC.

2 A work in one book mpdc ¢ Mehicoov is referred to by Diogenes Laertius (V.25.23) and
Hesychius of Miletus (Life of Aristotle 86). It is however not impossible that they refer to the
Pseudo-aristotelian text.

*8 De Sensu et Sensibilia 3 440°15-17.
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Colour is not seen because of mixture nor because of

emanations.

T® piyvoeOau refers to the first model of mixture, taig dmoppoiog to the
second one.” It confirms that there is a strong association between the layers-
theory of colour and the emanation-theory of vision.

There are as far as we know two ancient thinkers who had a theory of
vision through emanations: Empedocles and Democritus.*® Aristotle could have
thought of both thinkers, but probably rather of Empedocles since he mentions
his theory of emanations a little before our text in the De Sensu. As for the
author of the MXG or its source, he could rather have thought of Democritus:
this would explain the use of the term éndila&ig, which belongs to Democritus,
in the first description of the phenomenon in the MXG. The thinkers who
conceived both models of colour-mixture can be the same ones, since the two
models are not in conflict but mixture by superposition is a specific case of
mixture by juxtaposition: it could have been used by some thinker in order to
illustrate the way emanations work.

Let us now consider the possibility that Melissus himself criticized this
theory of mixture. This task raises the difficult question of the chronology of
Presocratic thinkers. There is relative agreement on the fact that Democritus is
posterior to Melissus. The anonymous author of the MXG would then have
linked this theory to an atomistic vocabulary either by himself or from a source

posterior to Melissus, possibly Aristotle himself. As for the criticism of

¥ Aristotle admittedly calls also the second model “mixture”, but the layers-theory is only a
mixture in a peculiar sense: the layers themselves are not mixed, only the colour that emanates
from them.

3% Aristotle himself attributes the term to them: to Empedocles in the De Sensu 2 438°3-4, a little
before our passage, where he claims that it is one of the two ways in which Empedocles
explained vision (the other one being when a light issues forth from the eyes), and to Democritus
in the De divinatione per somnum 2 464%5-6 about the images in dreams. We also know from
Theophrastus (De Sensu 73-78) that Democritus developed a theory of colour-mixture, moreover
Plato in the Meno 76¢ claims that according to Empedocles colour is an emanation: &€otwv yop
xpéo dmoppon ypnudtwv. We can also refer to B23 where Empedocles describes two painters
using several colours: it could explain the example taken by Aristotle of the painter.

13



Empedocles, the question is subject to debate: was Melissus’s work prior to
Empedocles’s and is there a criticism of Empedocles by Melissus?’' We will
not take over this question here, but will leave open the possibility that Melissus

criticised Empedocles’s theory of mixture in his work.

3.2 Colour-mixture and vision

As we saw, the sentence @v ovdétepov ovpfaivety did not make much
sense in the argumentation: why would Melissus reject that the mixture happens
in this way, without making any demonstration? Or if we understand that ®v
refers to the way the mixture appears, how could he say that the mixture does not
appear as separate? If we consider that the whole criticism of the two models
originates from Aristotle, we can understand why he considers that “it is not the
case” that mixture appears as distinct: the question of vision is a major one in the
De Sensu passage. For Aristotle considers that a true mixture of colour is not one
that looks red if we see it from far away but would appear as a juxtaposition of

black and white if we looked closer, but it should look red in all cases:>?

‘Ot avaykn peryvouévov kol tag xpoag peiyvocbat, dfjilov, kol
ATV TV oitiay givol kupioy Tod ToAAIG sivol xpoac, GAAL pf TV
gmmoélacty unde v mop’ dAAnia Béotv: o yap mOppwbev pgv
gyyObev & od paiveton pia ypoa TdV pepetypévav, dAld Tavtodey.™

It is clear that necessarily the colours of the mixed things are
also mixed, and that this is the reason why there are many colours, not

the superposition nor the juxtaposition: for it is not true that the colour

! The answer to this question mostly depends on the interpretation of BS, where Melissus
criticises the ones who believe that there is “earth and water and air and fire and iron and gold”:
is the mention of the four elements a reference to Empedocles? Coxon (1986), p. 265 assumes
that it is obvious, but this position can be contested: for example Makin (2005) considers that
Melissus’s opponent is just some “Bluff Realist” who believes in the truth of sense-perception.
For those difficulties of chronology, see Curd (2004), pp. 17-18 and p. 206, n. 72.

32 This is why in the De Anima’s text we quoted above Aristotle claims that the vision of colours is
not caused by mixture.

3 De Sensu et Sensibilia 3 440°14-18.
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of the mixed things appears as one from afar but not close up, but it

appears so in every case.

This is the point Pseudo-Aristotle is referring to when he says that the two
models of mixture would visibly have distinct ingredients: if we look closely
enough (without any consideration of the possibility or not for an actual eye to
do so) or if we rub off the surface, we would see that the mixture is not a true
one but a trick of the eye, and that there is actually no mixture. Then we can
understand the sentence @v oVd¢tepov cvpPaiverv: it is not the case that in
mixture, i.e. in true Aristotelian mixture, we can see the components as distinct.
The author of the MXG initiates here a criticism of models of mixture that rely
only on vision and not on a homogeneous blend.

This consideration is definitly not a Melissean one, but an intrusion of
Aristotelian considerations of colour-vision: Melissus would not rely on vision
to reject mixture, and would not consider that mixture does not have visibly
distinct components. We can then conclude that the argument relying on the
distinction of two models of mixture and especially on the way they appear does
not come from Melissus but from Aristotle, since its main point is that colour-
mixture does not appear as separate but should look homogeneous from an

Aristotelian point of view.

4 Understanding this insertion

We come therefore to the conclusion that the anonymous author
introduced the distinction between two models of mixture in his account of
Melissus, and that it is not the trace of a polemic of Melissus’s against his
contemporaries but of an Aristotelian polemic about colour-mixture. He clearly
prepares thus his criticism of the rejection of mixture by taking up a dialectical
discussion he found in Aristotle himself. This criticism, which appears at the end

of the De Melisso treatise, takes up two points from Aristotle: first, that a
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mixture that creates a true homogeneity is possible, secondly, that there are no

ultimate bodies:

Ty yap piéwv obt’ émmpdcdnoy TowdTnv sivon obte cHvOectY
gikog olov Aéystl, dote fj yopig e0OVC etvar, || kol AmToTPIPdivTny 86’
éminpoolev €tepa €Tépov Qaivesbar yopic GAAMA®V TODTO, OAA
obTm¢ cvykeichHat Taybévta dote 60TIODV TOD pIyvLuEVOD TTap’ OTIODV
® piyvo<ton yiyve>olou pépog obtme, Go<te> pn dv Anedijvar
ovyKeipeva, GAAX peptypéva, und’ O6moloodv avtod pépT. €mel yop
0VUK £0TL DU TO EAAYIOTOV, Gmay AmovTL HEPOG LEUIKTOL OUOImG Kol
10 8hov.™

For it is unlikely that mixture is the superposition or the
combination he described which would imply that the [mixed things]
are immediately distinct or look distinct one from another when what
is on top is rubbed off; but it is combined in such an order that each of
the mixed things, when beneath whatever it is mixed with, is a part of
it in such a way that they are not considered as combined but as
mixed, and not as any part of it.”> For since there is no smallest body,

each part is mixed with each one and so is the whole.*®

The last criticism is the main point in Aristotle’s treatment in the De Sensu
of the first model, which supposes according to him the existence of ultimate
bodies. The first one relies on a description of the Aristotelian model of mixture;
this model is sketched in the De Sensu but most of all developed in the treatise
De Generatione et Corruptione (GC).>” Our anonymous author could have found

this whole discussion by Aristotle convenient for his purpose and taken it up as a

* MXG 2 977°4-11.

35 The construction of this sentence is intricate and the last bit difficult to understand, but the idea
arises that a mixture makes of all its components a part of a whole.

3¢ Bollack (1992) curiously introduces this passage in his edition of Empedocles, without giving
any explanation for this choice.

*7 We can find both criticisms in the GC 1.10 3285-9.
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whole. But by doing so, he had to generalise to all kinds of mixture an analysis
specific to colour-mixture; it is strange that he did not rather choose to take up
the argument in the GC. The reason could be a misunderstanding of some

intermediate source.

5 Some consequences

We reached therefore several conclusions:

* The source of Pseudo-Aristotle for the dialectical argument
against mixture is not Melissus himself, but Aristotle.

* Our first argumentative problem can be explained by the
reference to a rejection of mixture-models that do not create a true blend
but only a superposition or juxtaposition of visibly distinct elements.

* Our historical problem also disappears since we have found
potential defenders of the layers theory, i.e. Empedocles and Democritus.
Moreover the strangeness of the second model vanishes if we consider that
it does not describe just any kind of mixture but the specific phenomenon

of colour-mixture by superposition of different colours.

These analyses obviously weaken the hypothesis of the existence of any
argument against mixture in Melissus’s work. They are therefore two
possibilities: the more global argument, according to which there is no mixture
because it cannot create unity but remains plural, may be genuine and the
anonymous author would have added considerations borrowed from Aristotle. It
would then have been after B7, either directly after it or rather, as Wiesner
suggests, together with B8 in the general rejection of sense-perception (see n. ).
Apelt and Wiesner are right to notice that a rejection of mixture could fit in
Melissus’s general argument. Such an hypothesis could find support in the
existence of at least another Eleatic argument against mixture that can be found

in GC 1.10 327*34-b6: Aristotle asserts that some (twveg) deny the possibility of
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mixture. The argument in GC is very different of the one in the MXG, and it
makes an assimilation difficult, but many critics noticed the Eleatic tone of the
text,”® and it could be the trace of the existence of Eleatic refutations against
mixture.

It remains however difficult to attribute with certainty such an argument to
Melissus and to save some elements in a spurious argument, without any support
in the whole doxography nor in the trustworthiness of the author, which has been
proved deficient, especially since, as our author indicates himself*, mixture
presupposes both multiple elements and movement, whose existence Melissus
already refuted. It could then seem more probable that the whole argument is
spurious and was added for some reason about which we can only hypothesize:
Pseudo-Aristotle could have thought that mixture escapes the two reasons that
make all other kind of change impossible, i. e. the impossibility of generation
and the creation of multiplicity, and he would have wanted to fill this gap by
considering this particular case. Or the author might have wanted to add mixture
to the list of the changes that Melissus rejected, following the cases studied in
the GC: Melissus refutes generation, alteration and growth, he should have,
according to Pseudo-Aristotle, also refuted mixture. Another possibility was
suggested by C. Rapp in the first presentation of this paper: the author could
have been influenced by the atomistic trilogy oynua/Bécic/tai, as described by
Aristotle at the end of the Metaphysics A.4: we have already 0¢o1¢ in the greek
text, €{0og, which could be an equivalent for oynua, and mixture would then
play the role of té&ig. We could also consider Pseudo-Aristotle’s account of
change: in 977°3-4, just before his criticism of mixture’s negation, the author
claims that change can happen if the bodies are multiple since they are then

mixed and separated:

...Kol €l TOALG, CUUUGYOUEVOVY KOl SIOKPIVOUEV®DV AAANAO1G.

¥ Solmsen (1960) p. 369, n. 5 attributes this argument to Zeno.
39.974%24-25. See Albertelli (1939), pp. 224-225.

18



And if [beings] are many, [they would] be mixed one with

another and separated.

Our author then explains the change among multiple beings by mixture: he
would then have wished to refute Melissus on this precise point, and invented
some argument for the Eleatic to defend.

Whether or not there was any lost argument against mixture by Melissus,
Pseudo-Aristotle intervened in his presentation of the thinker. It means that he
does not want to present merely what Melissus said but what he should have
said. His main preoccupation is not authenticity or accuracy, but the
reconstruction of a coherent and complete argumentation, whether the arguments
were actually used by the author or not. This throws suspicion especially on the
two other arguments, which we mentioned in our introduction, that are not
present in Melissus’s fragments, i.e. the one about growth and the one about
equality. As we said, they would fit within the global argumentation of Melissus,
but since we saw that the author is not afraid to add arguments that according to
him would complete Melissus’s development, we can only consider them with
the greatest caution.*’

These considerations have also strong consequences for the reception of
the MXG altogether: the chapter on Melissus always seemed to be the most
reliable and could give some credit to other accounts where the lack of
fragments do not allow a strict textual parallelism.*' It appears that even in the
presentation of the philosopher’s thoughts, where he is supposed to be the
closest to the text, Pseudo-Aristotle could introduce personal reflections and
even insert a whole argument without distinguishing it from his report on the

thinker. This should increase the usual scepticism toward Pseudo-Aristotle’s

“* For a rejection of the argument on growth, see Albertelli (1939), p. 224, n. 2 and Loenen
(1959), pp. 69-70.

1 See Wiesner (1974) p. 167: “Der Melissosbericht macht auf den ersten Blick einen recht
zuverldssigen Eindruck”. He undermines this affirmation by showing that there are points where
Pseudo-Aristotle was influenced by his own interpretation, but this does not concern the first part
of the De Melisso and Wiesner only sees small distortions, no true fallacy.
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account: for not only does he have a personal understanding of the thinkers that
influences his presentation, but he can go as far as to insert an argument that

could fit in the demonstration.
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