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ARISTOTELIAN DUNAMIS AND SEXUAL DIFFERENCE
AN ANALYSIS OF ADUNAMIA AND DUNAMIS META LOGOU IN METAPHYSICS THETA

Asis well known, according to the Aristote-
lian theory of sexual difference, the female is a
sort of deformed or mutilated male. The word
Aristotle uses for this deformation of the fe-
male is anapéria, the most common usage of
which refers to male castration.' In sexual re-
production, a female offspring is produced be-
cause of some fault in the proceedings, most
commonly an inadequacy of heat in the repro-
ductive process, and furthermore, in herself
the female does not possess the capability to
create a seed that would carry forth her form to
subsequent generations. The female contrib-
utes matter to the offspring, not logos, move-
ment, or form, and this is because she is, for
Aristotle, characterized by “a certain inabil-
ity” (adunamia).* Everywhere, then, the fe-
male is identified with lack, incapacity, falling
short, and failure, while the male contribution,
the sperm, is by contrast described as possess-
ing “great potency” (megalén echei dunamin).?

This essay attempts to think through the ac-
count of dunamis given in Metaphysics Theta
taking the question of sexual difference as a
guide. In Theta, Aristotle carefully elaborates
the definition of dunamis and in this way pre-
pares the ground for the discussion of
energeia, the teleological culmination of Aris-
totelian metaphysics and cosmology. He first
gives the primary definition of dunamis, a
“principle (arché) of change in another or in
the thing itself qua other,” about which much
may be said in its own right.* Here, I will limit
my investigation to two subsequent modes of
dunamis discussed in Theta 1 and 2, namely
adunamia, incapacity, and dunamis meta
logou, potentiality according to logos or ratio-
nal potentiality (given the range of meanings
covered by Greek logos—word, account, for-
mula, reason, narrative, discourse, calculation,
etc.—I will leave it untranslated). While femi-
nist philosophers have rightly focused on the
connections between form and the masculine,
and matter and the feminine in Aristotle’s ac-
count of substance, Aristotle’s formulation of
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being according to potentiality and actuality
cannot be mapped so easily on to conceptions
of gender. This issue has been largely ignored
by feminist commentators, with the exception
of Charlotte Witt, whose investigations lead
her to conclude that Aristotle’s hierarchy of
gender is not fundamental to the constitution
of his Metaphysics.’ By contrast, in what fol-
lows I will show that paying close attention to
the tropes and figures of sexual difference of-
fered by the text will disclose an agonic en-
counter between the dunamis meta logou, the
rational Jogos of the scientist, and materiality
as dunamis alogon, irrational dunamis, in
which the most fundamental stakes are those
of gender. This approach will also assist in
identifying and teasing apart a knot comprised
by the anxiety of masculine impotence and the
threat of feminine weakness and lack inherent
in the notion of adunamia, as well as resolving
some interpretive difficulties in Book Theta.

* % ok ok ¥k

Atthe close of Metaphysics Theta, Aristotle
turns to the dunamis-energeia couplet in an at-
tempt to provide a solution to the problem of
the unity of substance. This, briefly stated, is
the problem of how particular substance, a
“this,” tode ti, for example a bronze sphere, can
be thought of as a unity. Up until this point, Ar-
istotle has analyzed the “this” as a composite
of matter and form, the bronze on the one hand,
the sphere on the other. Neither in itself is suffi-
cient as a candidate for substance, for neither
fully accounts for the unified substance that
one can hold in one’s hand, that is, the “this,”
which is Aristotle’s concern. However, if both
matter and form are present in the “this,” the
hylomorph, what is it that subtends their ap-
parent unity? He writes that “the proximate
matter and the form are one and the same; the
one exists potentially, the other as actuality
(men dunamei, to de energeia). Therefore to
ask the cause of the unity is like asking the
cause of unity in general; for each individual
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thing is one, and the potential and the actual
are in a sense one.”® Aristotle thereby seeks to
resolve the question of the unity of the com-
posite hylomorph via the concepts of potenti-
ality and actuality, which presuppose a unity of
the substance, but give an understanding of
that unity in different ways, in different re-
spects. Whether Aristotle coherently or con-
vincingly solves this problem is a large and dif-
ficult topic, beyond the scope of this work, and
itis also true that in the course of the investiga-
tion of dunamis and energeia in Metaphysics
Theta he does not once even mention, let alone
discuss, the question of the unity of the
hylomorph. But what are some of the conse-
quences of this rather mysterious turn in Aris-
totle’s thinking?

Once we start thinking about potentiality,
about possibility, we introduce not only the
idea of otherwiseness, but also the idea of
some future occurrence. Dunamis and
energeia point to, fundamentally, the pro-
cesses of coming to be occurring in and un-
folding through time. In other words, though
this remains unthematized by Aristotle him-
self, the introduction of the notions of dunamis
and energeia into his account of metaphysics
marks a shift in his analysis away from static
causes of static phenomena, and toward a first
philosophy and ontology involving change
and generation, phenomena that are, at bottom,
temporal. Reading dunamis and energeia in
this way raises an obvious hermeneutic diffi-
culty, since positing temporality as such as a
fundamental category of philosophical analy-
sis has perhaps only become possible in a post-
Hegelian and post-Heideggerian world, while
Aristotle’s understanding of time is limited to a
short analysis in the Physics in which it is un-
derstood not as fundamental to being or first
philosophy but as dependent on and corollary
to motion. What I would like to bring to the
fore here, however, is that to begin to think
about a thing in terms of its genesis over time is
to introduce a certain insecurity into the ques-
tion of substance. For if matter is understood as
the sphere’s potential to exist, and the form as
its actual existence, then matter also represents
the possibility that the sphere might also not
exist, and the substantiality of the form is
thereby called into question as less than guar-
anteed.
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Dunamis covers a range of meanings in
English, including capacity, potentiality, pos-
sibility, potency, power, and capability.
Energeia can mean actuality, activity, being in
act, literally it is en ergon, being in the work. It
is tempting to think of energeia (or the
entelecheia with which it is often substituted)
as a process, a “being at work,” or “being-to-
wards-the-end,” a kind of becoming in relation
to a final cause. However motions, and by ex-
tension the processes of becoming, are defined
by their incompleteness for Aristotle, while as
Heidegger emphasizes it is in the work as be-
ing at the end that energeia is most fully real-
ized: “In Greek thought energeia means
‘standing in the work,” where ‘work’ means
that which stands fully in its ‘end.”” The rela-
tion to form is then made explicit when he
says, “in Greek thought telos and ergon are de-
fined by eidos; they name the manner and
mode in which something stands ‘finally and
finitely’ [‘endlich’] in its appearance.”” For
Heidegger, then, energeia is the fulfillment of
being as presencing: “Energeia fulfills the es-
sence of intrinsically stable presencing
(Anwesen).”® Energeia and entelecheia should
therefore not be understood as processes, as re-
alization or actualization or becoming, but
rather as being at the end, being in complete-
ness, without residue or excess. The work at
the heart of energeia is therefore not the work
of doing, but may also be exemplified as the
product of that work, the work as artifact, the
result of productive, technical activity, poiésis,
and thus represents the achievement of the ac-
tive masculine mastery of the maker standing
over what underlies, the passive, feminized,
substrate.® In what follows I will keep dunamis
and energeia largely untranslated so as to not
lose the scope of their sense.

At the end of the definition of dunamis in
Metaphysics Theta, Aristotle defines
adunamia and the adunaton, incapacity and
the incapable, as the privation, sterésis, of
dunamis. Incapacity is the contrary, the priva-
tion of a capacity, and this incapacity is an in-
ternal condition of possibility carried within
every capacity. In coming-to-be according to
the Aristotelian matter/form scheme, privation
is a necessary element. In generation, a thing
moves from one state to another in the process
of becoming the thing it will eventually turn
out to be: to use some Aristotelian examples, a
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seed becomes a plant, an unmusical man learns
music, wood and stones become a house. In
each case, there is a preliminary state and a
movement to a final state or felos, and an un-
derlying substrate, the matter, that remains
constant or at least abides throughout the pro-
cess in some sense. In the Physics, Aristotle
analyzes the preliminary state as an absence
of, a privation (sterésis) of the form of the gen-
erated object, though strictly speaking the
prior state is not to be understood as form/ess,
for matter cannot exist without some form.
Matter, for Aristotle, is what provides the pos-
sibility that things in the sublunary realm may
be and also not be, it subtends the possibility of
all generation and destruction.'® Neither form
nor matter in themselves are generated or
destroyed, but the capacity of the matter to
admit of privation is what makes change and
becoming possible.

In the context of the definition of adunamia,
incapacity, in Theta 1, Aristotle writes that
there are several senses of privation—the first
distinction he gives is between a simple case of
not having an attribute, and a thing not having
something when it should possess it by nature.
The latter case is further qualified—*if it does
not have what it should by nature have, either
(a) not at all, or (b) not when by nature it should
haveit....In some cases, we say that things are
deprived (esterésthai), if by nature they would
have something but by force (bia) they do not
have it.”"' As is often the case with Aristotle’s
abstract classifications, there is some figure he
has in mind which leads to the schema, and
identifying this figure helps to clarify it. If we
turn to the philosophical dictionary of Book
Delta, we find such a figuration of adunamia.
He explains, “For we would not use the expres-
sion ‘incapable of begetting’ similarly for a

child, a man, and a eunuch.”? The primary

concrete referent for adunamia thus corre-
sponds for Aristotle, as impotence does for us,
to a lack of generative power on the part of the
male. A child is incapable of begetting by na-
ture, the man is incapable of begetting as a re-
sult of a fault in nature—impotence or “erec-
tile dysfunction” as it is now known, and the
eunuch has been deprived of his natural po-
tency against nature, by the use of force.

The female, on the other hand, qua figure
for matter and qua deformed being, has a cer-

tain adunamia as part of her very nature. In
Generation of Animals Aristotle writes:

But the male and the female are distin-
guished by a certain ability (dunamis) and
inability (adunamia). Male is that which is
able to concoct, to cause to take shape, and
to discharge, semen, possessing the princi-
ple of the form. . . . Female is that which re-
ceives the semen, but is unable
(adunatoun) to cause semen to take shape
or discharge it. And all concoction works
by means of heat. Assuming the truth of
these two statements, it follows of neces-
sity that male animals are hotter than fe-
male ones, since it is on account of cold-
ness and inability (adunamia) that the
female is more abundant in blood in certain
regions of the body."”

The ability and inability, dunamis and
adunamia, described here are on the one hand
the ability of the male to form a potent residue
in the form of the sperm, capable of acting as a
primary motive force for the fetation, and on
the other hand the inability of the female to
produce a residue with a comparable active
power. The presence of dunamis in reproduc-
tion is characterized by the heat of the male,
enabling concoction, while the lack—
adunamia—is shown by the female’s cold-
ness.

The implicit association of the feminine
with privation, sterésis, is further cemented
when we remember that in Greek the womb,
the hustera, is homonymically, and arguably
etymologically related to husterésis, a coming
short, a want or need, and the husteron, the lat-
ter, inferior, weaker, later, or futural.'* A man,
on the other hand, is the proteron, the fore-
most, and only against his nature does he suffer
a privation of dunamis, impotence (while the
eunuch suffers this privation by force). The
specter of castration in the definition of
adunumia can therefore be read as a figure for
the possibility that feminine matter, as the pos-
sibility of not-being, can always waylay, dis-
rupt, or in some violent way prevent the un-
folding of becoming. This specter finds
resonance in the definition of privation given
in Metaphysics Delta, wherein the example
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given for all the kinds of privation is that of
blindness. The types of privation follow the
same scheme as that given in the section on
adunamia: not having a thing by nature, for ex-
ample the plant is said to be deprived of eyes;
not having something by genus, like the blind-
ness of a mole; not having something which by
nature it ought to have, like a blind man. The
fourth kind of privation is given as *the taking
away of something by force.”"* Aristotle does
not give an illustration in this case, but the ab-
sent figure of the man who is blinded by force
is easily supplied, and the Freudian resonances
of this image are inescapable.

Aside from Oedipus there are, of course,
other blindings in Greek mythology. Notably,
in this context, we may turn to the figure of
Tiresias, the blind seer who predicts Oedipus’s
fate. There are two principal accounts of
Tiresias’s blinding, both of which foreground
complex themes of sexual difference. Accord-
ing to the first, Zeus and Hera were arguing
over who experiences the greatest pleasure,
men or women, and consulted Tiresias.
Tiresias had had experience of both: he had
once attacked a pair of copulating snakes and
been changed into a woman. After seven years,
he attacked copulating snakes a second time,
and was changed back into a man. He testified
that women’s share of pleasure was 9/10ths,
while men’s share only 1/10th. Hera was so an-
gered by his response that she blinded him, but
as arecompense, Zeus made him into a seer. In
the other version, Tiresias inadvertently comes
upon Athena bathing with her favorite nymph,
Chariclo, who also happens to be his,
Tiresias’s, mother. He is blinded “for having
trespassed all bonds when he beheld the god-
dess’s naked body.”'®* However, Chariclo
pleads for her son’s clemency and Athena
takes pity on them. While she cannot reverse
the law of Chronos, which decrees a heavy
price for beholding a naked immortal unbid-
den, she instead grants him the power of fore-
sight. In each case, a woman is responsible for
depriving Tiresias of his eyesight. These other
blindings, we might say maternal blindings,
anterior to the more storied blinding of
Oedipus, illustrate yet another association of
the feminine with privation and impotentiality
of the masculine. However, this passage from
ontic deprivation of sight—or castration—at
the hands of a woman, to possession of fore-
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sight, sight on the ontological level, can be
read as a granting of the phallus, phallic power,
in exchange for the penis. Callimachus ex-
plains that Athena is able to give this gift only
because she was not born of a woman, but
sprung from Zeus’s head fully formed, and
therefore is an agent of Zeus’s masculine,
phallic power. Nicole Loraux reads Tiresias as
a figure for the openness to femininity of
Greek heroic masculinity, that “a man worthy
of the name is all the more virile precisely be-
cause he harbors within himself something of
the feminine.”"” According to Loraux’s logic,
the adunamia or inability we find in the Aristo-
telian text, feminine passivity, the dunamis tou
pathein, the capability of being acted upon,
should be instead read as the desired and cov-
eted feminine pleasure which the most virile of
heroes should and do incorporate. While the
epic and legendary figures she reads, such as
Herakles, may indeed incorporate the
feminine into their masculinity, Aristotle can
apparently brook no such ambiguities, and the
feminine in his texts is rather relegated to a
threatening and symptomatic function.
Heidegger, in his refusal to countenance
sexual difference as a philosophical issue, and
in the profound teleologism that undergirds his
understanding of ousia as parousia,
presencing, entirely erases this dimension of
sterésis in his essay on phusis, nature or grow-
ing, in Aristotle. He reads sterésis as
absencing, but an absencing understood only
on the basis of presence. In this way the lack,
the “goneness” that he says irritates us, is con-
stituted as a positive manner of being. In
phusis, “while the blossom ‘buds forth’
(phuei), the leaves that prepared for the blos-
som now fall off. The fruit comes to light,
while the blossom disappears.”'® For
Heidegger, sterésis is therefore an absencing
in presencing, the presencing of an absencing,
and there is no attention paid to the fact that it is
the dunamis of matter as capacity for being and
not being, as harboring the capacity for priva-
tion, that allows for these successive stages of
presencing, nor that such privation could ever
present a difficulty, a loss, a tragic dimension,
for presencing. In fact, Heidegger’s translation
of the passage on adunamia as impotence en-
tirely erases the relevant differences in aetiol-
ogy we are foregrounding here, rendering it as,
“for are we not inclined to call the boy, the
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man, and the eunuch powerless to procreate in
the same sense?”"” And instead of noting the
implicit anxiety of a masculinity under threat
in Aristotle’s categorizations, his translation of
dunamis as force (Kraft) leads him to under-
stand the relation of impotence to procreation
as revealing only a positive and naturalized
connection between potency and life: “This
points to a special bond between ‘force’ and
‘life’ (as a definite mode of einai, of being), a
bond with which we are acquainted from daily
experience and common knowledge, without
scrutinizing its inner essence and good.”* So
for Heidegger, privation and impotence are
only seen in a positive sense, as a stage that is
glossed over, surpassed, and overcome on the
way to being.

% % %k %k %k

Turning now to the second chapter of Theta,
we find Aristotle introducing a distinction be-
tween nonrational, alogon, dunamis, and the
dunamis that pertains to logos, dunamis meta
logou. He explains that some dunameis are
present in inanimate things, while others are in
living beings, and in the soul, and in soul that
has reason, logos. Hence all the arts (technai),
and what he calls the productive sciences, are
dunameis meta logou. He then states the fol-
lowing: “every dunamis meta logou is capable
of causing both contraries, but every
nonrational dunamis can cause only one; for
example, heat can cause only heating, but the
medical art can cause sickness as well as
health.””' As he develops this position, he ex-
plains that the sciences (epistémas) are poten-
cies of both contraries, and the scientific man
(epistémén) can produce both contraries, hav-
ing both a soul that is a principle of motion, and
logos which, through denial or negation and
removal, makes the contrary clear. He con-
cludes that “things which are capable with re-
spect to reason [that is, things that have
dunamis meta logou] produce contraries in
things without reason, for the contraries are
held together in a single principle, in logos.”?
Logos, then, encompasses and reveals con-
trariness, opposition, and its potency is pre-
cisely that of producing both contraries. That
which has dunamis alogon, without reason, is,
on the other hand, bound to one outcome only.

This formulation is certainly both surpris-
ing and puzzling in light of the Aristotelian
definition of matter, given earlier, as the possi-
bility of being and not being. Matter, the
alogon par excellence, bears the potential for
the most fundamental of contraries, that of be-
ing and not being. It is the source of the unex-
pected or chance outcome, the fact that al-
though a certain outcome may be normal or
usual, it is not inevitable, and its contrary may
come to pass. In the very simplest example, it
is certainly true that something with the power
of heating, say fire, can only produce heat.
Even if the material nature of fire means that
something can go wrong, that heat may not be
produced at all, it is still the case that fire pro-
duces heat and not cold, and certainly not heat-
or-cold. However, this register of the inevita-
bility of physical necessity is one that Aristotle
consistently polemicizes against elsewhere—
in the Physics, he argues that the kinds of regu-
larity we see in nature, what happens “always
and for the most part,” issue precisely not from
physical necessity but from final causes, for
the sake of some good, for example to keep the
cycles of nature going. Thinkers who believe
that, “since the hot and the cold and each of
such things are by nature of such-and-such a
kind, certain other things must exist or come to
be,”” are shown to be quite wrong. This is be-
cause all those phenomena which could be at-
tributed to physical necessity alone, outside of
final cause, are those which fall outside the ex-
pected—such as frequent rains in summer or
heat waves in winter—and these are shown to
be the result of chance, automaton, or coinci-
dence, sumptoma. Matter and its motions pro-
vide less for a unitary outcome than for the
possibility that something may be otherwise,
that its contrary may come to pass, in defiance
of our expectations.

Indeed, the unsustainability of this idea that
potencies without reason lead always to the
same outcome, while rational potencies lead to
either contrary, is more sharply disclosed by
Atristotle’s other example in this section, when
he says that in the medical art, “the healthy
produces only health” but the doctor—the sci-
entist or epistémén—may produce both health
and illness.? Through his knowledge, his sci-
ence, the doctor may indeed lead the body to-
ward health, or toward sickness. That the body,
the alogon here, may or may not comply with
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the doctor’s ministrations, and may also harbor
within itself the capacity for both health and
illness in spite of the doctor’s art rather than
because of it, is not afforded consideration. As
soon as we leave the very simplest of contexts,
the vagaries of matter begin to intervene and
give contrariness—no logos is required. The
scene of sexual reproduction illustrates this ca-
pacity of matter in its relation to logos with
schematic clarity. The sperm is the vehicle of
logos, the principle of motion and the formal
principle for the fetation. However, it is the
unpredicatability of the matter, its indetermi-
nate potential for both the presence of heat and
its privation, that determines whether the logos
of the sperm will gain the mastery and result in
a male offspring, or if instead it will be mas-
tered, resulting in the destruction and change,
existasthai and metaballei, the violent
unmanning which results in the production of
the contrary, the female.

How are we then to understand Aristotle’s
argument in this section of Metaphysics
Theta? How may we account for his attempt to
establish dunamis meta logou as a capability
for contraries, when it is clear that there are
many instances in which the specifically
alogon also gives a capacity for contraries? His
emphasis in this context on the productive arts
and sciences would seem to indicate that he is
interested in specifying and establishing the
role of the craftsman, scientist, or doctor as de-
finitively determining between contraries. The
rational soul is distinctive in that it can make
decisions, it is not merely driven by necessity,
whether physical or teleological. It can desire
or choose one thing over another. Indeed later
in Theta Aristotle makes the following clarifi-
cation: “So in the case of the rational dunameis
there must be something else which decides,
and by this I mean desire or choice. For which-
ever of two things an animal desires by deci-
sion (kurids), this it will bring about when it
has the dunamis to do so and approaches that
which can be acted upon.”” Although matter
provides the possibility that any given thing
may be otherwise, perhaps the point here, and
this is emphasized by Heidegger, is that the po-
tentialities of the unreasoning world do not act
by retaining the possibility of more than one
contrary. Things in the realm of logos, on the
other hand, constantly retain the possibility
that they might go either of two ways, until the
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moment of decision fixes the course of events.
As Heidegger puts it, “Thus logos . . . is con-
stantly what excludes, but this means that it is
what includes the contrary with it. What this
says is that the contrary is ‘there’ and manifest
in a peculiar way in the very fact of avoiding it
and getting out of its way.”?

In work, in techné, and in epistémé, then,
there is a decision, kurion, a mastery. The
craftsman, the poiétés, decides, creates a
boundary in making the work. Heidegger
draws our attention to the fact that in produc-
tion of the ergon, the work, the eidos, its form,
is already seen in advance:

Itis seen precisely in what it comes to in the
end, if it is to be fully ended and finished. In
the eidos of the ergon, its being-at-an-
end—the ends which it encloses—is in ad-
vance already anticipated. The eidos of the
ergon is telos. The end which finishes,
however, is in its essence, boundary, peras.
To produce something is in itself to forge
something into its boundaries, so much so
that this being-enclosed is already in view
in advance along with all that it includes
and excludes.”

Poiésis, then, is understood here as the instal-
lation of a boundary, a decision, a cutting-off
of other paths. It is a boundary that excludes
that which is not, and may be understood both
spatially—the potter determines the shape of
the pot; and temporally—the potter deter-
mines the being-at-an-end of the productive
process, decides when it is what it will be in its
final form. In this de-scission, in the cutting
away, in the mastery and decisiveness inherent
in the energeia of production as the ergon, the
work, takes shape and becomes concrete, we
may discern a continual loss at every moment
of what might have been, an annihilation of the
contrary, even as the dunamis for the contrary
is retained in the logos. The possibility of con-
trariness in the logos therefore puts the crafts-
man, the architect, the doctor, in a position of
absolute mastery vis-a-vis the work and the
body, in which he holds in his hands the re-
sponsibility for establishing boundaries, creat-
ing limits on space and time from the capaci-
ties given by the logos. On this reading, it may
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then be unsurprising that Aristotle establishes
the power over contraries, and in particular
over the primary contrary of being or not be-
ing, of possession and privation,”® in the hands
of the craftsman and doctor, directly after the
discussion of the possibility of privation, im-
potence, and its immediate resonances with
castration. In the dunamis meta logou, the
specter of castration is itself mastered and held
at bay as the contraries of being and not being
are held, both together, in the logos, and the
very tools for decision and determination of an
impermeable boundary between inside and
outside, as the form of the work, are placed in
the master’s hands.

The problems caused in natural coming-to-
be by the chance vicissitudes, coincidences,
and compulsions of material necessity which
act to thwart the ends of nature, are thus set
aside in this explanation of dunamis alogon.
Instead, Aristotle offers an image of necessity
in nature that is not haunted by such contrari-
ness: “when the agent (poiétikon) and the pa-
tient (pathétikon) approach each other, the for-
mer must act and the latter must be acted upon,
each in the manner in which it is capable.”?
Every coming-to-be in nature is, therefore, on
this view, exactly what it will have been; there
are not two choices to be determined by deci-
sion. What is could not have been differently.
At this moment in Aristotle’s text the distinc-
tion between alogon dunamis and dunamis
meta logou is seen from the point of view of the
thing already at completion, in entelecheia or
in energeia. Time has stopped. Becoming has
come to an end and rests in being. Change and
chance, the possibility of not-being, are cast
aside. The phenomena of nature are now seen
as absolutely necessary. Given the capabilities,
the conditions, the various states of heat, cold,
dry, damp, at any given moment, they could
not have turned out differently. On the other
hand, so the argument goes, the results of
techné and science can always be different,
due to the enduring co-presence of the contrar-
ies inherent in the logos. Heidegger, for whom
the logos signifies “the laying that gathers,”
emphasizes not the decision-making power of
the craftsman as a result of his possessing lo-
gos, but the ontological givenness inherent in
logos itself: “No judgments and forms of judg-
ment are meant here, but the inner movement
and lawfulness which lies in the openness of

the world and which presents itself for the
Greeks primarily and essentially in logos and
as logos.™ Where Heidegger sees inner move-
ment in the logos, in this account of dunamis
meta logou we can see rather a vision of static
eternity, of full and unchanging presence, in
which no loss or privation may be counte-
nanced. By paying attention to the figures
through whom logos is manifested, and the
product of their labor at the moment of com-
pletion, the ergon standing fully upright in its
being-at-its-end, the healed body or indeed,
the mutilated eunuch, we find the unassailable
sign of the phallic, architectonic, power of the
craftsman.

The point of view expressed at this stage in
the definition of dunamis remains as symp-
tomatic, an aporia in Aristotle’s text and
thought, in that it apparently abolishes in one
gesture the possibility inherent in materiality
that something might not come-to-be. At this
moment, which is by no means the crowning
moment of the discourse but a stage on the way
to establishing the priority of energeia over
dunamis, Aristotle instead foregrounds the fig-
ures of the craftsman and doctor as possessing
rational power—dunamis meta logou—over
the contrariety of being and not being, sub-
stance and privation, over adunamia as mascu-
line impotence and feminine lack as its sign
and threat. The contraries that inhere within
matter, motion, nature, and dunamis, of being
and not being, of being and its privation,
among which we may count the exemplary
contrary of sexual difference itself, are thereby
absorbed into the contraries of the logos, and
made subject to the choice and decision of the
scientist and maker. The insecurity of the no-
tion of dunamis, the fact that processes
occuring through time may always be subject
to the random interventions of materiality, is
mastered. Through the fantasy of totalization
circulating in the logos, the symptomatic
threats of materiality and sterésis, including
the coming short (husterésis) of the feminine
matrix (hustera); the deformity (anapéria or
castration) of the female; and the errant,
obstructive, deviating, and mutilating
possibilities of feminine matter, are thereby
quelled and suppressed.

Giorgio Agamben reminds us in his essay
on potentiality in Aristotle that dunamis also
contains at its heart adunamia: “Every human
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power is adynamia, impotentiality; every hu-
man potentiality is in relation to its own priva-
tion.”*' Agamben goes on to argue that human
freedom itself consists in being “capable of
one’s own impotentiality, to be in relation to
one’s own privation.”* In closing, I want to
suggest that Agamben’s call for acceding to
one’s own impotentiality and one’s own priva-
tion, as well as for a “potentiality that con-
serves itself and saves itself in actuality,” his
call to understand freedom as radical passivity
or receptivity, may be productively re-read in
relation to the topology of sexual difference I
have offered here. We may amend Agamben
by calling for a non-anxious relation to castra-
tion, which would not need either the shield of
a logos that defines itself in opposition to ma-
teriality, nor a dream of the energeia of full
presence, to protect itself from the threats of
feminine materiality and privation. At the
same time, we should recall that feminine ma-

teriality is for Aristotle not only a supine, pas-
sive, receptive substrate accepting the imprints
of masculine form, or even just a sign for priva-
tion or lack, but also a restless and symptom-
atic lability within materiality. Such restless-
ness gives an alternate kind of motion, opaque
and incalculable, and thus also suggests an-
other register of temporality, a feminine tem-
porality of becoming as interruption, not tied
to the inevitability of entelecheia and energeia
as presencing. As a final gesture or indication,
itself something of a clinamen or swerve, the
motile incorporation of privation characteris-
tic of matter may also be seen reappearing on
the side of logos, not as its capacity for nega-
tion and the encompassing of contraries, but
rather as the endless, restless push to multiple
figurations that inhabits it as its necessary con-
dition, and which makes thinking, and there-
fore philosophy, possible.*
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