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Introduction

The Aristotelian Physics

INTRO

Executive summary

I.1 what is more knowable and clearer to us vs what is more knowable and clearer by nature

I.2 change is a datum; what exists separately must be a reality;

I.3 against Parmenides: supervenience is anti-symmetric; grounding is irreflexive

I.4 ex nihilo nihil fit

I.5 change is always along a specific dimension, and always between opposites (in that dimension)

1.6 principles ought not be things said of something underlying, rejection of fragmentalism

I.7 the hylomorphic account of change

1.8 The lack (ignorance of music) is not a constituent (of the man who comes to know music), but a potentiality.

I.g against Plato: That which comes to be (the man, yet ignorant of music) is one in number, but does not have
to be one in possibility.

II.1 “phusis” / “nature” can be used for the matter, but also for the form

IL.2 both form and matter are the objects of study for the student of nature; against Plato: they treat ‘a man’ as if
they were like ‘a sphere’ / ‘concave’ where in fact it is like ‘snub’.

IL.g four causes: (1) that out of which as a constituent a things comes to be; (2) the form or model: what the being
would be (to ti €n einai), its genera and the parts which come into the logos; (3) the primary source of the

change or the staying unchanged; (4) the end, what something is for; and anything which comes to be on
the way to the end.

II.4 carlier opinions on chance

IL.5 Because not everything is either of necessity or for the most part, luck plays a role as cause: when something
like this comes to be by virtue of concurrence: e.g. a pale man comes to be a builder.

I1.6 two kinds of chance: luck and to automaton

I1.7 often, the three non-material causes coincide

I1.8 the “for something’ is present in things which are and come to be due to nature

IL.g if there is absolute necessity, it is teleological

III.1 at 20129-19: change is defined as “the actuality of that which potentially is, qua such”

III.2 changes are incomplete, refer to their end-state

ITI.g the agent’s action on the patient = the change in the patient

III.4 an actual infinite is either a substance or a magnitude

IIL.5 there is no actual infinite

III.6 some series are potentially infinite in the sense of indeterminably extensible

III.7 among them are number and quantity

IV there are places

IV.2 places are neither matter nor form

IV.g a typology of “in”



IV.4 place is the outer limit of the occupying body

IV.5 where places are

IV.6 why people think there is void

IV.7 what void would have to be

IV.8 there is no void

IV.g density without void

IVio time is not change

IV time is the number of change

IVi2 whatitis to be in time

IVag two different nows

IVa4 where times are

V.1 intrinsic and extrinsic change; coming/ceasing to be and motion
V.2 there is only accidental change of change

V.g change requires succession

V.4 types and tokens of change

V.5 opposing changes

V.6 rest is the steresis of motion

V1.1 the line is not composed of points

VI.2 solution to the paradox of the runner: both motion and time are continuous
VI.g there is no motion in an instant

V1.4 changing things are divisible

V1.5 changing things have infinitely many parts

VI.6 when change takes place

VI.7 there is no minimal or maximal velocity of change

VI.8 solution to the paradox of the arrow: times cannot be simultaneous
VI.g solution to the paradox of the stadium: velocities are additive
VI.io changing things are extended

VII.1 everything that moves must be moved by something; there must be a first mover
VII.2 moving requires contact, a kind of succession

VII.g only material things qualitatively change

VII.4 only changes of the same type can be compared wrt their rate
VII.5 the rate of change is proportional to the power that originates it
VIIL.1 there cannot be a first motion, nor can there be a last motion
VIIIL.2 there cannot be a becoming-to-be of motion

VIII.g some things are always in motion, some never, some sometimes
VIIIL.4 causes of motion are active and passive

VIIIL.5 moving is direct or indirect; some moving is by unmoved things
VIIL.6 because there always is motion, there must be some eternal moving and unmoved thing
VIII.7 locomotion is the primary motion

VIIL.8 the primary locomotion must be continuous

VIIIL.g rotation is the primary locomotion

VIIlL.1o the first mover is simple and unextended

The place of the Physics in the Aristotelian corpus

TBC



Chapter 1

Aristotelian science: why-questions

and archa:

1.1 What- and why-questions

1.1.1 The Socratic method

The so-called Socratic ‘method’, famously, is to ask, of a large number of phenomena x, what x is. In this way,
the Charmides asks, “What is temperance [sophrosuné]?”, the Laches “What is courage [andreia]?”, the Euthyphro
“What 1s piety [hosiotés]?”, and the Meno “What is virtue [areté]?”. In the appendix to his Stanford Encyclopedia
Entry on analysis, Michael Beaney writes:

On the whole, commentators agree that what Socrates is seeking are real rather than nominal defi-
nitions, definitions that specify the essential nature of the thing concerned rather than the properties
by means of which we can recognise it or the meaning of the term used to designate it. But there has
been more controversy over precisely what the presuppositions of the elenctic method are, and how
to respond, in particular, to the charge that Socrates commits the so-called Socratic fallacy. Socrates
appears to be committed to the principle that if one does not know what the F is, then one cannot
know if F is truly predicable of anything whatever, in which case it seems pointless to try to discover
what the F' is by investigating examples of it via the elenctic method. (Beaney 2014: appendix I)

According to Beaney, the Meno may be read as presenting (or at least: working on) a solution to this problem.
But what exactly is the problem? Beaney’s anachronistic terminology, contrasting — in the style of John Locke
(1632-1704) — ‘nominal definitions’ (definitions capturing the meaning of a word, as in “x is a bachelor ger <+ x is
an unmarried [eligible, adult, human, (Western?), (heterosexual?), (etc.?)] male”) with ‘real definitions’ (definition
capturing ‘what it is to be’ a (particular or type of) thing) incorporates heavy theoretical machinery, as does the use

of “essence”.

The “Socratic Fallacy” is often said to consist in the reliance on the so-called “priority of definition” principle: if
x fails to know what F-ness 1s, then x fails to know anything about F-ness (cf. Benson 19go: 1g). If even to ask what
F is requires knowing something about F (e.g. that we are interested in its nature), it follows the Socratic method is

pointless.

More generally, we have here a version of the paradox of analysis, which may be simply put as follows: Trying to
give some philosophical analysis of “p” (which may stand for any interesting philosophical claim, such as e.g. “any



state with an unequal income distribution is unjust”)' requires finding some “g” that is at least materially equivalent
with “p” (i.e.: true if “p” is; false if “p” 1s). If we suppose, however, that “p” is true, any true sentence “g” will
do, which makes philosophy too easy. So something stronger is required. The paradox then lies in the apparent
impossibility to come up with some strengthening of the biconditional (abreviated by “0'Z?”), which makes the

biconditional both non-trivial and a desirable outcome of philosophical inquiry:

(An) ﬁ\/(PHQ)

€9

It seems that &  must have at least the strength of metaphysical necessity: coinciding with “p” on its truth-value

v

by ‘cosmic coincidence’, as it were, does not make “g” by itself an acceptable analysis. Requiring & |, to be as

[335S 1}

strong as “it is true in virtue of the meaning of some words contained in “p”; on the other hand, is too strong, as
it would make (An) knowable on the basis of our understanding of “p” alone and so entailed that philosophical

analysis, while possible, is also pointless.

Perhaps for this reason, Alan Silverman, in another Stanford Encyclopedia entry, ties his otherwise quite similar
description of the method of the early, “Socratic” dialogues to the ‘mature’ Platonic doctrine of the so-called ‘self-
predication’ of forms as follows:

At the heart of the Socratic elenchus is the ‘What is X* question (where ‘X’ typically names an ethical
property). The answers offered to these questions fail usually because they are too narrow or too wide.
An answer is too narrow if it fails to include all cases. An answer is too wide if, while it includes all
cases of, for instance, piety, it also includes other things, cases of justice or impiety. We can infer from
these failed definitions a set of conditions Socrates places on an adequate answer to his ‘What 1s X’
questions. He is seeking an answer which picks out a Socratic Property, e.g., Piety, that is a universal
such that: it is found whenever and wherever there is an instance of Piety; and it ‘causes’ or ‘makes’ the
instance to be such as it is. Piety’s power to make, e.g., Socrates, pious derives from Piety’s itself being
pious. Piety self-predicates: Piety is pious. Because it is pious, when Piety is present to/in Socrates,

Piety causes Socrates to be pious. (Silverman 2014: sct. 1)

Independently of its intrinsic plausibility and potential theoretical benefits, the self-predicating character of Pla-
tonic forms is here said to be responsible for the fulfillment of a certain theoretical role, only quite imprecisely
characterised by “‘causes’ or ‘makes’ the instance to be such as it is”. But what is it about Platonic forms that
makes them suitable to play such a theoretical role? Against this backdrop, an important strand in Aristotelian

59 593

theoretising may be understood as aiming at removing the ‘scare quotes’ from “ ‘causes’” and “ ‘makes’”.

1.1.2 Finding the archai

TO DO If I find the time, I'll add here something on the general project of the Metaphysics: finding the archai of
things, which ground their ousiai, and on the different notions of “priority” in Aristotle (cf Peramatzis 2om).
According to Menn (2016: 1ag, p. 12), there are two families of views Aristotle opposes:

1. physicists: what is prior in time is prior in ousia
2. mathematicians, dialecticians: what is prior in logos (must be cited in the definition of another thing) is prior
n ousia
There is another dimension of variability in our understanding of “arché”: like “principle”, it can stand both for
what comes first in a theory of a subject matter and for what, according to a theory or by itself, comes first in the

subject matter.

Quite generally, knowledge is knowledge (of) what something is.?

[Tt}

1. The expression “p” is thus used as what is called a “schematic letter”, a typographic abbreviation of some assertoric sentence. If you want,
you can replace it anywhere with a sentence of your choice. One example, for example, would be the following: “p” abbreviates “Sam knows
that today is Monday”; “g” — the putative philosophical analysis — could then be: “Sam has the justified true belief that today is Monday”.

2. Cf,, e.g., Aristotle’s specification of the function of tragedy as “learning, that is, figuring out what each thing is” (Poet. 1448b16-17).



1.1.3 Priority in Aristotle

TO BE DONE

1.2 Euthyphro and the direction of explanation

1.2.1 Euthyphro questions

Socrates’ objection to Euthyphro’s proposed definition of piety as what the gods love consists in pointing out that
while

(Eu;)  The gods love x because x is pious.
is true,
(Eup)  xis pious because the gods love x.

1s false.

While this is an objection to a proposed definition (under the assumptions that (i) if it is not the definition of “piety”
that gives us reasons to choose between (Euj) and (Euy), nothing else does, and (ii) that we have reasons to think
that one, but also only one of them is true and that this itself should be explained), it also raises the more general
problem we met earlier. In what terms are we to distinguish between the two directions of explanation in the
supposedly true biconditional:

(Eup)  xis pious iff the gods love x.

This question is related, but not identical with, the question how we are to explain the (supposed) difference in
truth-value between (Euj) and (Euy), for this latter, but not the first, explicitly presupposes that there are no true
instances of “p because p”, the so-called “ “because” of the exasperated parent”.

Direction-of-explanation or ‘who wears the trousers’ questions are quite ubitquitous in philosophy. Perhaps they
even are what philosophy really is about, though of course that itself is a philosophical question (and it is, moreover,
unclear whether ¢ can be put into Euthyphro form). It nonetheless is quite plausible, in my view, to take philosophy
quite generally be concerned with Euthyphro questions; Euthyphro questions ask for a specific kind of explanation,
they are requests to ¢ some x, where

* ¢ is some explanatory relation such as account for, make intelligible, analyse, make conceptual room for,
provide for the possibility of,

* xissome very general phenomena of the word: (the nature of things belonging to) very general metaphysical
categories [particulars, properties, substances, tropes, events, states of affairs, agents, God, space, time| and
their (essential) relations, (the nature of) important classes of properties [modal, aesthetic, normative, moral,
epistemic, mental, quantitative, colours, vectors, |, (the nature of) a broad range of mental and bodily states
[belief, desire, knowledge, expectation, hope, emotions, feelings, sensation, perception] or processes [most
importantly, qualitative and substantial change]

In recent years, it has become fashionable to ask Euthyphro questions using the idiom of “grounding”.? In the
grounding literature, supposedly paradigm cases are often picked from the following list:

* the mental is grounded in the physical

* the normative is grounded in the non-normative

* the dispositional is grounded in the non-dispositional
* the legal is grounded in the social

3. Introductions to contemporary discussions of grounding are Clark and Liggins (2012), Correia and Schnieder (2012a), Trogdon (2013) ,
Hovda and Cross (2013), Bliss and Trogdon (2014) and Raven (2015).



* the moral is grounded in the non-moral
* the semantic is grounded in the social
* determinable properties are grounded in their determinates

Quite often, and without apparent awareness of heterogeneity, philosophers also say things such as:

» wholes are grounded in their parts
* sets are grounded in their members
* holes are grounded in their hosts (the things iz which they are holes)

1.2.2 A typology of Euthyphronic inquiry

TO DO: find a number of notable features Euthyphro questions have in common; organise them in a somewhat
elucidating way:

1.2.3 Kinds and senses of “because”

It is perhaps useful to note that merely drawing a distinction between different senses / types / kinds of “because”
does not, by itself at least, provide an answer. The Thomistic answer, e.g., distinguishes two different senses of
“because” — “the pious action is pious because the Gods love it” specifies the ratio essendi, while “the Gods love the
pious action because it is pious” talks to the ratio agendi — and so just supplants one incompatibility with another:
“But a motivational ‘because’ running in one direction is incompatible with a constitutional ‘because’ running in

the other direction, so Plato is right to see the alternatives as competing.” (van Cleve 1994: 581, fn. g)

MORE HAS TO BE ADDED

1.3 Platonism and Aristotelianism

In this section, I want to paint, in rather brush strokes, a (to me, at least) plausible picture of how Aristotle’s ap-
proach to metaphysics fit into (something like) the Platonic framework, and to highlight the ‘ecumenical’ theoretical
role the so-called “doctrine of the four causes” plays in this picture.

1.3.1 Physical mathematics vs. mathematical physics

Plato’s conception of mathematics may, with some qualifications, be called ‘Pythagorean’: mathematics describes
an eternal and unchanging, entirely formal but self-subsistent structure of entities that are not dependent on, nor
grounded in, nor abstracted from the objects of empirical knowledge (if we have such knowledge at all).

Aristotle has an entirely different conception: he finds mathematical structures within the empirical world, not just
mirroring but also grounding its law-governed dynamics and making it intelligible. The way mathematical struc-
tures are present ‘in’ the empirical world is the explanandum of the form/matter distinction. While matters are
certainly very complicated, forms are certainly not ‘in’ the things they are forms of in a way that would make them
separable.t Form/matter compounds should not be thought of as just thereby (i.e.: just in virtue of being com-
pounds) complex, 1.e. not as composites of two individually identifiable components — their matter and their form
— but as matter-that-is-formed, where the form is not a what-is (by itself), but a special type of a how-something
(i.e. the matter)-is, namely the what-it-is-(for-the-matter-)to-be-the-kind-of-thing-this-is. While this contrasts ‘im-
manent’ Aristotelian forms with ‘transcendent’ Platonic ideas, it leaves open the type of immanence, inter alia the

question whether Aristotelian forms are (general) universals or (particular) tropes.>

4. In fact, Aristotle takes separability as a characteristic of Platonic forms and argues against it, and hence against them.

5. Properties, if they exist at all, are entirely ‘qualitative’ entities that can be ‘exemplified’ (= had) and the exemplification of which plays
at least one of three theoretical roles: grounding resemblance, ‘making for’ qualitative identity, serve as truthmakers for quality attributions.
Universalists conceive of them as universal, i.e. numerically identical across different exemplifications, while tropists take them to be particulars,
at best exactly similar but never numerically identical.



Aristotle distinguishes four types of ‘causes’ and criticises Plato for focussing solely on one — the formal (type of)
cause. When a builder builds a house out of bricks according to a plan, we can ask four (types of) why-questions —
all variants, with different emphasis, of the question “why did the house come about?”:%

efficient cause how does the house come about? by the initiation of the (activity or process of) building, rather
than, e.g., by the initiation of a process of growing,

material cause out of what does the house come about? out of the bricks that then constitute it, rather than,
e.g., some wooden planks.

formal cause what makes it a house that comes about? a plan, account, definition of what a house is, rather
than, e.g., a plan, account, definition of what a church is.

final cause for what does a house come about? to provide shelter, rather than, e.g., to embellish the landscape.

Even at this high level of abstraction, however, the account has to be made more complicated than this:

* The theory of efficient causality has to take into account the distinction between potentiality and actuality,
which applies to (efficient) causes and effects symmetrically: in the same way as the (process of) building
actualises a way for the bricks to be —a way they previously were only potentially —, it also actualises a way
for the builder to be (being such as having built a house) she antecedently was only potentially.

* The theory of material causation has to take into account the relativity of the matter/form distinction: while
the bricks are matter-for the house, they may themselves have been formed out of mud, i.e. be themselves
formed matter. Whether the distinction ‘bottoms out’, ie. whether there is ultimate, or ‘prime’ matter, is a
disputed question.

* The theory of formal causation has to take into account that one and the same form explains why the house
is a house and why the house-builder is a house-builder, i.e. the ‘transmission’ and resultant commonality
of the form along relations of efficient causality (the problem is hairiest with respect to the conception of
perception as ‘uptake of form without matter’).

* The theory of final causation has to take into account that what it is for a house to be (to be a house) is both
what explains why the builder acts in the way she does and determines her success in doing so. Among other
things, 1t has to explain why a three-legged dog is possible, being both a dog and a less-than-optimal dog,
and why a house is for providing shelter and may still fail to do so (perhaps because it is incompetently built).

An important point emerges, even temporarily forgetting about such necessary qualifications: Aristotle thinks
of these four causes (or perhaps better: reasons, explanations, grounds, process-aspects?) not on the model that
contemporary theorists use when they talk, e.g., about causal overdetermination (different causes being individually
sufficient for one and the same effect) or the ‘causal closure’ of the physical (that effects of a certain — physical
— type can only have causes of that same type). Rather, it is an in principle open-ended taxonomy for talking
about the dynamics of things in the broadest sense, including not just qualitative change, but motion, qualitative
hetereogeneity, coming into being and ceasing to exist.

1.3.2 Ideas & participation vs. form and matter

I find it an attractive interpretative hypothesis that the complexity of Aristotle’s system is motivated, at least in part,
by his perceiving a need to make certain distinctions in order to avoid the roughly ‘Parmenidean’ account Plato
gives of fundamental reality. One major problem of such an account, in my own words, can be put as follows: it is
not possible that the changing reality (or at least the changing of reality) is only apparent because in order for us to
be mislead in this way (to falsely think reality changes) we ourselves (or the appearances we have) must be assumed
to change. Immutabilism is metaphysically possible, but dialectically self-undermining: if it were true, we could
never take it to be false; but we do; hence it is false.”

Perhaps it is this consideration that leads Aristotle to give so much critical attention to the relation Plato postulates
between the world of ideas and the empiricial world. A beautiful rose, for Plato, is beautiful in virtue of participating

6. Perhaps “why did the house come about?” can be heard as a question about the efficient cause, where “why did the house come about?”
would ask for the material, “why did ke house come about?” for the formal and “why did the house come about?” for the final cause.

7. It is also quite difficult to see how anyone could ever become convinced of immutabilism, if she was not so convinced already. Cf. p. 28
below.



/ partaking in the idea BEAUTY (or perhaps: the idea of beauty; or even: the idea of beautiful things). Aristotle
objects (i) that the relation of participation is mysterious, (ii) that it does not explain what it was introduced to
explain and (iii) that it leads to a vicious regress. It is mysterious because it is external, i.e. not uniquely determined
by how its relata are, but depending on further factors ‘outside’ of them. It is explanatorily impotent because it
does not show fow BEAUTY makes the rose beautiful, but only states that it does: not only does the relation just by
itself provide no basis to distinguish different ideas, nor (what could come to be the same thing) does it explain
their potency in making things, e.g., beautiful. Properties are what grounds, and thereby explains, the differences
between similarities-in-respect (e.g. the difference in the way two red things and two round things are each one
similar to the other). This is why an explanation in terms of them being related to different forms just pushes the
explanatory need up the relation: we then need an explanation of the difference between the forms, which is a
difference in quality itself (and, if forms are self-predicative, even itself a qualitative difference). The participation
relation by itself also does not seem to be of the right kind to provide such an explanation: the mere existence of
a further thing will not ‘tie’ the rose appropriately to the idea; we need the relation ‘as relating’, or ‘insofar as it
relates them’, but this invites a further why-question (why does it relate the rose to the idea?) which has not yet

received an answer.

Third and most importantly, postulating (the relation of) participation for explanatory purposes leads to vicious
regresses, commonly called ‘third man’ problems. One of them may perhaps be put as follows: A minimal require-
ment for BEAUTY to bestow, in some sense, beauty on the rose is for it to be itself beautiful (perhaps this is an instance
of “nothing can come from nothing”?). The commonality between the beautiful rose and beautiful BEAUTY is then
part of what explains that the rose is beautiful (or, perhaps better: what it is for the rose to be beautiful). This
commonality, however, is in itself in need of explanation, for it is of the same kind as the commonality between
two beautiful roses — which to explain BEAUTY was invoked in the first instance. No other way of explaining the
commonality between the rose and BEAUTY is available, however, than in terms of yet another super-form SUPER-
BEAUTY, itself beautiful, in which both the rose and BEauTY participate. Unless and until we have explained this
super-form (and all the infinitely many on top of it), we have not explained the initial datum, which is just to say
that Plato’s participation account of quality-possession has no explanatory power at all.

Plato, of course, had his reasons to introduce ideas. Only ideas, he might say, explain (i) how we can have knowledge
of things (the problem being particularly pressing, but not limited to, a priori knowledge), (i) why things are not
just coincidentially how we take them to be, but really do exhibit the patterns and structures we observe them to
have with some robustness or ‘necessity’, and finally (iii) that there are, or at least could be, eternal and unchanging
things. To the extent that the interpretative hypothesis sketched above is on the right track, we may expect Aristotle
to address these problems.

1.3.3 Mere appearance vs. the reality of change

Plato is an anti-realist or at least a reductionist about change: change is, or even must be, wholly explainable
in terms of unchanging things and is, at least to this extent, only apparent. Aristotle’s world, on the contrary, is
fundamentally dynamic: he takes the actuality of qualitative change (from red to non-red), intensification (from
slower to faster), growth (from thinner to fatter) and of substantial change (coming to be, ceasing to be) as a datum;
on the other hand, he also accepts “ex nihil nihilo fit”: all change is change of something, something happening
to something else, i.e. in all change, something must ‘underlie’.

His hylomorphic account of change in terms of an underlying matter changing its form between opposites aspires
to reconcile these opposing tendencies by providing a middle way between (i) the atomists who have unchanging
things and cannot explain how change emerges from their interaction because they falsely suppose that all change
is qualitative and (ii) the Platonists who admit only opposites, and nothing underlying and hence are committed
to construe all change as either extrinsic or existential (and hence, given further Parmenidean assumptions, im-
possible). We are thus drawn into different directions: to satisfy the incompatibility condition on change, we need
a succession of two different things; to satisfy the proper subject condition, we need an unchanging thing. If we
have only one of them, we do not have change. But do we have change if we have both? We call the first “form”,



the latter “matter”. Crucial question: in what sense does changing form + unchanging matter result in changing

compound? Two subquestions:

(1) what are the relations between (i-a) form and the compound, (i-b) matter and the compound, (i-c) form
and matter? they must be of the type that underwrites our epistemic right to infer what happens with the
compound from (and, more ambitiously, explain it by) what happens with matter and form;

(i) in what sense is the situation asymmetric enough to ascribe change to the compound? why do we privilege
the change in the form over the constancy in the matter?

“Parthood” as an answer to the first two questions of (i) has problems with (ii). This has to do with it’s not directly
answering (i-c), ie. it’s not giving us a real, direct, relation between the form and the matter. But if the form is not

part of compound, in what way is it its form?

Aristotelian dynamics operates with a crucial, but unfortunately quite opaque, distinction between two modes of
being: potentiality, power or ground of possibility — dunamis — on the one side, and actuality, realisation or reality
— energeia — on the other. Though the distinction is supposed to have a much more general application (and its
difficulty is partly due to its very high degree of generality), perhaps the clearest case of the dunamis/energeia
distinction is the relation between a capacity for change and the changes to which it gives rise. All change is due
to a capacity for change, a dunamis: what there is constrains what must have been possible. Conversely, some
dunamis also explains the energeia it is a dunamis-for: what can be constrains what there is. Even in this perhaps
simplest case, however, the distinction is nof the one we are perhaps more familiar with between a disposition
(dispositional property, ‘potentiality’, ‘power’) like fragility and its manifestation, the shattering of a particular glass.
Dunamis and energeia are correlative, and the dunamis by itself explains or grounds its actualisation. Neither does
Aristotle have a simple counterfactual analysis: the dunamis 1s not what a thing would be under such-and-such

circumstances, but a way the thing is in the here and now.®

Aristotle’s realism about change is also a realism about our perception of it: when we start to see the redness of the
rose, we become related to redness —in a similar, though different way in which the rose becomes related to redness
when it itself becomes red. Cashing out the sense in which redness figures in its perceiver not just apparently, but

really, is in my view one of the hardest problems of Aristotle exegesis.

8. As with the matter/form distinction, the issue is further complicated by the fact that this distinction too is relative: something may, e.g.,
have a dunamis to have another dunamis.



Chapter 2

Physics I: Beginnings and Causes

2.1 The argumentative strategy of Physics 1

In his introduction to the Clarendon Aristotle Series edition of the first two books, Charlton (19g2) gives the following
overview of what is, according to him, a dialectical investigation of the things that are subject to change (as such,
1.e. insofar as they are subject to change). According to Charlton, the guiding question of Physics I 1s: What is there
/ what is in the world? (& fo on?), more specifically: what must there be if there is coming to be, passing away and
alteration? It is as a response to this question, that the form / matter distinction is introduced:

L1 intro

I.2+g there is becoming (against the Eleatic monists)

I.4 review of the Presocratics

I.5 among the principles of any physical thing are a pair of opposites

1.6 among the principles of any physical thing is a third thing

I.7 an analysis of becoming: if physical things have a form and are constituted by a underlying thing, we can
accept the results both of .5 and 1.6

I.8+9 this analysis explains the mistakes and the difficulties of the alternative theories

More specifically, we have the following dialectic (my interpretation):

I.1 When we want to know a thing, we are interested in a thing’s “primary causes” (archai), its “principles” (aitia)
and its “elements” (stoicheia). We should start with “what is clearer and more knowable to us” and proceed, by
analysis, to “what 1s more knowable and clear by nature”. This transition is from the compound to the elements
and from the universal to the particular.

I.2 There are four possibilities:

1. There is just one primary cause (arche) and it does not change [Parmenides, Melissus].
2. There is just one primary cause and it does change [‘physicists’, physikor].
3. There are a finite number of primary causes.

4. There are an infinite number of primary causes.

With (1), this one unchanging primary cause cannot be a quality or a quantity, but must be a thing (ousia); but then

it cannot have any qualities and cannot have any parts.

I.3 Ad (1). If there is just one primary cause, nothing can be predicated of it, and it cannot even be said to be. This
is absurd.

I.4 Ad (2). To explain the change in an underlying one, the physicists need notions of ‘mixture’ and of ‘separation’.
But these notions only apply to things that have parts, 1.e. are complex. But if there is just one primary cause, it
cannot have parts.

10



I.5 Ad (g). If primary causes are finite in number and are to explain change, we must assume that at least some of
them come in pairs of opposites.

[Ad (4): why assume there is an infinite number if we can ‘get by’ with a finite number?]

1.6 If there were just two primary causes, they would have to be opposites. But opposites must qualify something:
they are opposite ways to be, 1.e. presuppose something which is a certain way and also is another, opposite, way.

1.7 Aristotle presents his own account: in one sense, there are two principles (form and matter), in another sense

there are three (for the matter is “two in account”, and the form is “one in account”).

1.8 That the matter is “two in account” and that there is change between opposites, i.e. from what is not towards
what is (e.g. from cold, which is a privation, to hot) explains how we must qualify “ex nihilo nihil fit”: the lack of

hot, out of which something becomes hot, is something which is not, but it is also not a constituent.

I.g The Platonists rightly see that change 1s between opposites, but because they do not have an underlying thing,
have to say that they ‘yearn for their own destruction’, i.e. have an inner dynamic principle.

2.1.1 ‘“‘Better known by nature”

That the aim of science is to uncover what is “more intelligible by nature” is first stated in the Posterior Analytics
(APo 71bgg—72a5). Whatever else it is, the epistemic characterisation serves as an adequacy criterion for scientific
arguments: they not only have to be valid syllogisms, but their premisses have to be better known-by-nature than
their conclusions. Science (gpisteme) is said to be characterised by this aim: it not only reports the facts but explains
them by displaying their priority relations (APo. 78a22—28). The criterion also restricts the proper objects of science:
Only what is necessary can be known, properly speaking. whatever is known without qualification cannot be
otherwise (APo. 71bg—16).

This characterisation recurs at the beginning of the Physics:

néduke 8¢ &k TV yvwppwtépwy Npiv 1 The natural way of doing this is to start from  The natural course is to proceed from what is
680¢ xal oapeotépwy €m td oapéotepa tff  the things which are more knowable and clear  clearer and more knowable to us, to what is
pooel xal yvwpiphtepa * 0d yap tadta fuiv  to us and proceed towards those which are  more knowable and clear by nature; for the
e yvopipa kal ArAQG. (184a16-18) clearer and more knowable by nature; for the  two are not the same. (Aristotle 1992: 1)

same things are not knowable relatively to us

and knowable without qualification. (Aristo-

tle 2014: 699)

Somewhat ironically, Aristotle thus opens his treatise on natural things by a claim about what is natural to us (1)
680¢ . . . Tépuxe): to proceed from what is more knowable (yvwptp.otépov) and clearer to us to the things that are
so by nature (@baet) or simpliciter (ATADG).

2.1.2 Against monism

Physics 1.2 and 1.9 present an argument (or two arguments) against Eleatic monism. Aristotle starts by noting that
being is said in many ways (ToAhoy®dg Aéyetat o év: that what it is for a thing / ousia like a dog to be is one thing,
while that what it is for a quality like pale to be 1s another thing) and asks in what way the Eleatics want their claim
that everything s of one type to be understood: are they claiming that there are only things (like dogs), or only
qualities (like pale), or only quantities (like )? They must mean the first, because it is impossible that there be only
qualities and nothing having them:

00YEY Yop TV EAwY ywptotéy éatt Tapa Ty Fornone of the others can exist independently  Nothing can exist separately except a reality;
obolav: vt yop kol Ooxepévou Aéyetar  except substance; for everything is predicated  everything else is said of a reality as underly-
Tijg odaiag. (185a27-32) of substance as subject. (Aristotle 2014: 702) ing thing. (Aristotle 1992: 3)

In what sense do they mean their claim that all things are one — as parts identical to one whole, as indivisible or as

having the same essence? It cannot be the first, because the whole is a whole only if it has several parts and these

1



cannot be all identical to it. It cannot be the second because what is indivisible is point-sized. If they mean the

third, they claim — like Heraclitus — that there are true contradictions, that something e.g. may be hot and cold.

Aristotle’s discussion of a variant of this view by the “more recent of the ancient thinkers” is very interesting:

Sto ol pév o oty dgeilo, homep Avxdppwy,
of 8¢ iy AéEw peteppddutlov, Bt 6 dvdpo-
Tog 00 ASuxOC 0TV GAAG AshehrwTal, 000E
BadiCwy éotiv dAhd Badilet, tva ph mote T
éoti TposdmTovTee TOAAG Elvor Totdat To &V,
O¢ povay®Hg Aeyowévon Tob €vog 7) Tob Gvtog.
TOARG 3¢ T8 Bvtor §) Aoy (olov 8Ako TO hevxd
elvow ol povstx®, to ' adTd dpew: ToAA
dpa T €v) 1) Soupéaet, bomep TO Bhov xal Ta
uépn. évtabda (186a.) 8¢ #idn Nmdpovy, xai
ORoA6YoLY 0 & ToAkG elvau—GHomep odx &v-
Seybpevoy Tadtov &y Te xal oG elvau, pi)
Thvuxelpeve 8¢ Eott Yap TO Ev xal Suvdyet
xol évteleyeia. (185b27-186a4)

So some, like Lycophron, were led to omit ‘is’,
others to change the mode of expression and
say ‘the man has been whitened’ instead of
‘is white’, and ‘walks’ instead of ‘is walking’,
for fear that if they added the word ‘is’ they
should be making the one to be many — as if
‘one’ and ‘is’ were always used in one and the
same way. What is may be many either in def-
inition (for example to be white is one thing,
to be musical another, yet the same thing may
be both, so the one is many) or by division, as
the whole and its parts. On this point, indeed,
they were already getting into difficulties and
admitted that the one was many — as if there
was any difficulty about the same thing be-
ing both one and many, provided that these
are not opposites; for what is one may be ei-

Some, like Lycophron, did away with the
word ‘is’; others sought to remodel the lan-
guage, and replace “That man is pale’ “That
man is walking’, by “T'hat man pales’ “That
man walks’, for fear that by inserting ‘is’ they
would render the one many — as if things were
said to be or be one in only one way. Things,
however, are many, either in account (as the
being of pale is different from the being of a
musician, though the same thing may be both:
so the one is many), or by division, like the
parts of a whole. At this point they got stuck,
and began to admit that the one was many;
as if it were not possible for the same thing to
be both one and many, so long as the two are
not opposed: a thing can be one in possibility
and in actuality. (Aristotle 1992: 3)

ther potentially one or actually one. (Aristotle
2014: 704)

Lycophron’s worry, as reported by Aristotle, is that the copula would separate the subject and the predicable of
the predication and that this was incompatible with its truth, as its truth would require them to be one.!

1.5 reinforces this criticism by construing Parmenides as denying that being is said in many ways, i.e. holding that
being — what it is to be — is unitary, that there is just one way to be (this does not, as Aristotle points out, rule out
that there are many things, so yields only a weak form of monism). The problem with even this weak position that
Aristotle points out 1s that beng certainly 1s, but that it has another way of being than that to which it applies. The
reasoning may perhaps be reconstructed as follows: if being (i.e. the property of being) is unitary and is, then it is
the only thing that is; but then it cannot be a property of anything, for if it were a property of some x, then it would
be different from x, and because it is the only thing there is, x would not exist.

2.1.3 Against the physicists

In I.4 and L5, Aristotle considers two types of physicists: the first postulating intrinsically uniform matter, the
second postulating intrinsically multiform matter; the first reducing qualitative change to existential change, the
second existential change to qualitative change. In I.4, he argues agains the second (Anaximander, Empedocles,
Anaxagoras) that they cannot allow for alteration of their elements (for their qualitative characteristics is what
makes matter multiform, and matter cannot be multiform only contingently), so that everything there is is charac-
terised by a fixed propertion of different kinds of matter. This, however, is impossible, because some thing have a
minimal size and may still undergo change (just not qualitative change, but existential change): such change can
then not be explained by their losing any of the elements that make it up.

The argument against the physicists postulating uniform matter (Thales, Anaximenes, Heraclitus) can perhaps
be inferred on the basis of I.5. It is that they have the opposite problem: their only principle of change is a the
opposing pair of densification and rarefaction; these produce the things as they are. Hence for them all qualitative
change 1s a production of something new. But this new thing which is, e.g., hot is not a result of a change that is
Jfrom the non-hot, for it is wrong to say that it was not hot before.

1. Aquinas elaborates on this, making Lycophron first propose “homo albus”, and then proceed to “homo albatur”, ascribing to him the
view that in this latter sense “per hoc quod est albari, non intelligitur res aliqua, [...] sed quaedam subiecti transmutatio” (Commentaria in
octo libros Physicorum liber I lectio IV, §§26, Leoninum edition). “Homo albatur” would thus, for Aquinas’ Lycophron, not properly speaking
be a predication, but would perhaps be a ‘feature-placing’ sentence in Strawson’s sense.
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2.2 The problem of change

"ARISTOTLE-FORMS. TEX”

2.2.1 Variation and constancy in change

According to Haslanger (2003), the puzzle of change arises from the inconsistency of the following five claims:

1. Persistence condition: Objects persist trough change.

2. Incompatibility condition: The properties involved in a change are incompatible.

3. Law of non-contradiction: Nothing can have incompatible properties, i.e. nothing can be both P and not
P.

4. Identity condition: if an object persists trough change, then the object existing before change is one and
the same object as the one existing after the change; that is, the original object continues to exist through
change.

5. Proper subject condition: The object undergoing change is itself the proper subject of the properties involved

in change.

Because there is change (1), objects persist (4) and the properties which they (5) have are incompatible (2) which is
impossible (3).

The two main families of ‘solutions’ to the problem of change replace one of the blue lines above by a red one,
denying either the incompatibility of the properties involved (2) or the numerical identity of the persisting object (4).
The first view — endurantism — typically time-indexes the property: the thing is then said to ‘change’ from having
F-at-1 to lacking F-at-f. This turns line 1 red: the two properties, having F'-at-t; and having F'-at-t; are not the same
— what is had before the change is not what is lacked after it.> The second view either postulates temporal parts
and attributes the properties to their whole (perdurantism: a is said to ‘change’ by having a temporal part that is
F at t] and another temporal part that is not F' at f) or postulates temporal parts and attributes the properties to
them (exdurantism: a is said to ‘change’ by there being short-lived things a-at-f; and a-at-f> that are and are not
F respectively). The problem with these solutions that none of them leaves room for change — which is why the

occurrences of this word above are in scare quotes.

Aristotle has a different, more subtle and in my view also more plausible account of change: the change from the
a-that-is-F to the a-that-is-not-F is explained in terms of them having two aspects, one material one in which they
are one and another formal one in which they are not one. We discuss first the first, then the second aspect of this

view.

2.2.2 Hylomorphic change

It is a curious fact that when reviewing the theories of his predecessors in fundamental physics, Aristotle is more
interested in the number of principles they “used’ to ‘generate’ things than in their nature. He criticises the Eleatics,
who ‘use’ just one (chapters I.2 and I.4) and Anaxagoras, who ‘used’ infinitely many (I.4), concludes (L.5) that one
thing they got right is to use opposites (enantia) and argues that one pair of opposites will suffice (I.6). But which
one? As Bostock (1995: 3—4) notes, Aristotle shows no interest in the question, but rather offers, in 1.7, a &ypology
of opposites, in terms of “form™ (eidos) and “privation” (sterésis), which must be ‘added’ to the underlying thing
(hupokeimenon) to account for change. While form and privation are not, in general, opposites,3, all opposites fall
within the form/privation dichotomy. All opposites need to be predicated of some subject which, according to
the Categories must always (ultimately) be a substance, and such a predication either predicates the having or the
lacking of some form.

2. Or rather: if it is lacked after it, it is not because there was a change — having F-at-t; is also lacked, at 2, by a thing that remained F
throughout.

3. Quantitative properties and their relative lacks are (e.g. hot and cold), but properties in the category of substance are not (e.g. a tree, a
house, a statue, vinegar), because substances have no opposites (cf. e.g. Cat. 3b24-32).

13



Opposites (enantia) are principles (i.c. irreducible) because they come out of, but not from each other: the hot comes
out of the cold, but not from the cold, because the cold does not have in itself a tendency to annihilate itself. In
L5, Aristotle argues that this is true of all change: if something becomes F', it comes out of being not-F; if it ceases
to be F, it comes out of being F; if it becomes a house, it was not a house before; if it ceases to be a house, it was
a house before.

After having established in .5 that change needs diversity, 1.e. a pair of opposites, Aristoteles argues in 1.6 that

0bdevog Yop bpdpev TdvV Gvtwy odalay tévav-  [w]e do not find that the contraries constitute  [w]e never see opposites serving as the reality
o, THY &' dpy v 00 xad' moxetpévon St Aé-

veadai tvoc. (18gazg-30)

the substance of any thing[; bJut whatis a first ~ of anything, and yet a principle ought not to

principle ought not to be predicated of any be something said of some underlying thing.
subject. (Aristotle 2014: 716) (Aristotle 1992: 13)

9 <«

Because opposites are predicables, they presuppose an ousia (“reality”, “substance”) as their hupokeimenon. This is
a clear echo of the Categories, where Aristotle distinguishes ten categories of things, according to the grammatical

type of the words that represent them in sentences.

Aquinas finds another echo of the Categories in this passage:

Sed si ponamus sola contraria esse principia, oportet principium esse  ...if we hold that only the contraries are principles, it is necessary that

aliquod accidens de subiecto dictum: quia nullius rei substantia est  the principles be an accident predicated of a subject. For no substance

contraria alteri, sed contrarietas solum est inter accidentia. (Com- is the contrary of something else. (St. Thomas Aquinas 1999: ad loc.)

mentaria in octo libros Physicorum liber I lectio XI, §91, Leoninum
edition)

The two reasons are perhaps connected: they are if only predicables can be opposite to anything. This would be
so if to be ‘opposite’ already presupposes a dimension of comparison, if comparison is possible with respect to how
things are and if, finally, to say how things are s to predicate something of them.

In the quote above (18ga2g9-30), Aristotle construes ‘predication’ (i.e.: exemplification, the having of a property)
as a relation of ontological dependence: what is an ‘opposite’, 1.e. a dimensional characteristic (such as being hot
and being cold on the temperatur scale and being a house and not being a house along the temporal dimension of house-
construction), is placing something else on that dimension: that something else is the thing it qualifies. Opposites
are ways to be and every way to be must be a way for some thing to be. Things that something else to be the things
they are are dependent on such other things for their essence and identity; they are not self-standing entities and
cannot be principles.

Aristotle briefly considers the possibility that there might be more than one pair of opposites, more than one way of
things being different from each other than by either having or lacking qualitative characteristics. The argument
he gives to rule out this possibility is very interesting:

Gpo 38 nod adbvotoy Thetoug elvar Evovtih-
GELS TAS TPWTAS. 7) Yap obala €v Tt Yévog éatl
00 §vtog, hate TO TpdTepov xal Datepov Stoi-
G0LGLY AAAAWY al GpY ol L6VoY, GAN 00 T Yé-
Vet del yop év évt Yéver wia évavtinatg oy,
ool te ai evavtuneelg avdyeadat Soxobaty
eig plov. (18gh22-27)

Moreover, it is impossible that there should be
more than one primary contrariety. For sub-
stance is a single genus of being, so that the
principles can differ only as prior and poste-
rior, not in genus; for in a single genus there is
always a single contrariety, all the other con-
trarieties in it being held to be reducible to
one. (Aristotle 2014: 718)

Moreover, there cannot be more than one pri-
mary opposition. Reality is a single kind of
thing, so that the principles can differ only in
being prior or posterior to one another, and
not in kind. In any one kind there is always
one opposition, and all oppositions seem to
reduce to one. (Aristotle 1992: 14)

“ousia” is here to be understood as “thing”, whatever fundamentally is, so that its genus encompasses absolutely

everything.

?ARISTOTLE-FORMS. TEX”

4. Itis an interesting fact that Aristotle is both a pluralist about modes of being (“being is spoken of in many ways”...) and at the same time
allows for absolutely unrestricted quantification, over the genus of ousia.
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Even though we have, both 1n (2) and (3), something new coming to be (a musician in the first case, a musical man

in the second), the change of Socrates’ learning music as a whole is a qualitative, not a substantial change: this is

because the underlying thing remains the same (cf. p. 16 below):

"Ev 8¢ tobtotg &v T dmop.éyn mddog to adtd év-
oVTLOGEWS € TH Yevopévy xal Td @lapévtt,
olov &tay &€ dépoc D3wp, &l dppw Sopovi
1) duypd, obd Bel TodTov Ydrtepov Tadog elvar
eic O petafdihet. Ei 8¢ pr, éatar dihoiwatg,
olov 6 povatrdg dvdpwmog Epddpy, &vdpwrog
&' dpovsog éyéveto, 6 8" dvdpwmog dopévet
o a6, Bl péy obv todtou pwiy tddog Ay xod’
aOTO 1) povatxy) xal 1) dpovata, Tob pév yéve-
oL Ty &y, tob 3¢ @dopd: 8o dvdpdmon pév
tabto Ty, dvipomou 8¢ povstxold xol dv-
Jpomov dpodcon yéveotg xat edopd viv 3¢
nddog Toito b Omopévovtog. Ad dhkoiwate
o Totadta. (319b21-31)

If, however, in such cases, any property (be-
ing one of a pair of contraries) persists, in
the thing that has come-to-be, the same as
it was in the thing which has passed-away

if, e.g,

when water comes-to-be out of air,
both are transparent or cold — the second thing,
into which the first changes, must not be a
property of this. Otherwise the change will
be alteration. Suppose, e.g., that the musical
man passed-away and an unmusical man came-
to-be, and that the man persists as something
identical. Now, if musicalness (and unmusi-
calness) had not been in itself a property of
the man, these changes would have been a

If some affection in that which passes out of
existence remains in that which comes into ex-
istence, as transparent and cold do when air
turns to water, the thing which the change is
a change to must not be an affection of this.
Ifit is, the change will be an alteration. Thus
suppose a man who knows music ceases to ex-
ist, and a man who is ignorant of music comes
into being: the man remains the same. Now
if knowledge and ignorance of music were not
affections of this, it would be a case of coming
to be and passing away [...] but as they are,
it is a case of alteration.

coming-to-be of unmusicalness and a passing-
away of musicalness; but in fact a property of
the persistent thing. (Hence these are proper-
ties of the man, and of musical man and unmusi-
cal man, there is a passing-away and a coming-
to-be.) Consequently such changes are alter-
ation. (Aristotle 2014: 144-1145)

Itis because the end-product, the terminus ad quem, of the change (musical man)is not describable except by reference
to its starting point, the ferminus a guo (man, 1.e. unmusical man), and thus “parasitic on, called real because of its

relation to, anything which remains throught the change” (Charlton 1992: 75), that the change is an alteration.

It 1s to substantial change that Aristotle turns next. Substantial change occurs when something comes to be some-
thing, a thing (ousia); but whatever the process (change of shape, addition, substraction, composition or alteration),
something undergoes the process and thus must enter into it.

"ARISTOTLE-FORMS. TEX”

This analysis, according to Aristotle, applies to all change: everything that comes to be is composite and composed
of and coming out of the underlying thing (hupokeimenon) and the form (morphe), in the way musical man is composed
of man and knowing music and its analysis (dialusis) is complex, in terms of these two. This allows for all three answers
to the question how many principles of change there are:

one, because the thing that changes (that comes to be), musical man, is numerically one with amusical man;

two, because the thing that changes is two in form (eide: duo): the musical man is, essentially, the underlying thing,
man, but also, by concurrence (i.e. accidentally), the lack (steresis): amusical.

three, because in addition to these two, we have the form (knowledge of music which is one, and which also comes
to be.

2.2.3 The ‘Aufhebung’ of the predecessors

?ARISTOTLE-FORMS. TEX”

The Platonists, by contrast, attribute the principle of change to the form and take their dual matter (which Aristotle
takes to be the space/receptacle of the Timaeus) to be uniformly non-existent.> Because they thus think that all
change 1s from what-is-not, they cannot explain why the forms would undergo or initiate a change: their forms
are both absolute and unchanging, after all.

5. Or, at least: part of what is not. Charlton mentions that Cherniss (1944: 92) points out that Aristotle says in Met. N 1089az2o-21 that by
“what is not” Plato meant what is false, or, at least, what is negative described (as not earth, not air, not fire, nor water, 7im. s1as).
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(Physics 1.g is one of the rare places where we find some discussion of what some think is a doctrine of Plato’s
different from the theory of ideas: the theory of principles or the ‘unwritten doctrine’. It seems that Aristotle is
discussing a passage from the Zumaios (uploaded). The bits at the end of the October g session that were cut off
and not recorded consisted of some jokes I made about the receptacle story (and its sexism).)

2.3 The puzzle of matter

In Aristotle’s preliminary analysis of change, talk of the Aupokeimenon of change plays a double role: it may designate
that of which we say that it changed, the logical subject of change, always a substance; and also that within which
the change takes place, which typically is not a substance but matter, fule. That it is both is required by the fact
that the fupokeimenon is both what is constant during the change and what comes to be, though it is not the only
thing that comes to be — what comes to be is something which is both a form and matter.

2.3.1 Matter as the subiectum / hupokeimenon of change

The hylomorphic account of change is in terms of an underlying matter changing its form between opposites: the
man is underlying, only potentially knowing music; the form changes from ignorant of music (or: that which is
ignorant of music) to knowing music (or: that which knows music); the thing that comes to be is knowing music

man, a composite of man and knowing music.

Charlton (1992: 79) says that “Aristotle’s matter-form distinction is primarily [...] a distinction between constituent
and thing constituted, between what a thing is made of and what that of which it is made makes or constitutes”.
The third thing — matter — is “not a third factor over and above the opposites; it is the same thing as one of the
opposites, viz. that from which the change takes place, but under a different description.” (Charlton 19g92: 73) —
they are one in number but two in logos (1goai5-16).

Shields 2015 reads I.7-8 as an “argument for matter and form”:

Encapsulating Aristotle’s discussions of change in Physics 17 and 8, and putting the matter more crisply
than he himself does, we have the following simple argument for matter and form: (1) a necessary
condition of there being change is the existence of matter and form; (2) there is change; hence (3)
there are matter and form. The second premise is a phainomenon; so, if that is accepted without
further defense, only the first requires justification. The first premise is justified by the thought that
since there is no generation ex nihilo, in every instance of change something persists while something
else 1s gained or lost. In substantial generation or destruction, a substantial form is gained or lost; in
mere accidental change, the form gained or lost is itself accidental. Since these two ways of changing
exhaust the kinds of change there are, in every instance of change there are two factors present. These

are matter and form.

How do we argue in favour of (making) a distinction? By making it and showing the benefits of doing so; these
benefits are cashed out in terms of explanation: it has to be shown that the explanation of some phenomenon,
P, 1s better, other things being equal, if it is given in two parts, i.e. with respect to p-under-the-aspect-F and to
p-under-the-aspect-G. For this to work, there must be such things as ‘p-under-the-aspect-F’, and the two must
be different. That they are, 1.e. that the distinction is not empty, is something presupposed, not shown by such an
explanation.®

Even granting that this is an ‘argument for’ the distinction, the problem with it is that the crucial premiss — that there
is no generation ex nihilo —requires an analysis of substantial change (the coming or ceasing to be of substances, i.e.,
in Aristotelian terminology, of generation and corruption) that seems to presuppose the matter/form distinction.

6. Perhaps an example helps. We are all familiar with the talk of ‘motives’ or of actions being ‘motivated’, done ‘on purpose’ or ‘intentionally’.
Suppose we want to explain what motives are, what it is for an action to be done ‘for the sake of something’. At this point, many philosophers
will want to distinguish between reasons and causes. Whether or not this is helpful then of course depends on whether there is such a distinction
and whether both reasons and causes, at least potentially, fall within the remit of “motive”.
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Within the broader category of change, De Gen. et Corr: distinguishes alteration and other types of non-substantial
change from generation in terms of what underlies:

Since there is something which underlies, and the affection whose nature is to be predicated of this is
something else, and since either of these can change, it is alteration when the underlying thing remains,
being perceptible, but changes in its affections (whether they are opposites or intermediate) ...But
when the thing changes as a whole, without anything perceptible remaining as the same underlying
thing (for example, when the seed as a whole becomes blood,[] or water air, or air water), a case of
that sort is generation. (319b8-18)

When the change of opposites is in quantity, we have increase or decrease; when it is in place, we have
locomotion; when it is in an affection and a quality, we have alteration. But when nothing remains
of which the other is an affection, or any kind of accident, then we have generation or destruction.

(319bg2—320a2)

A substance x comes into being not from nothing, but from another substance y. But to distinguish generation
from non-substantial change, x has to be new, i.e. x and y have to be different, which is expressed as there being
nothing perceptible remaining (first quote) or there being nothing at all remaining (second quote). The thing which
does not remain (or at least is not seen to remain), but underlies, is matter.

According to Bostock (1995: 6), in 1goagi—bio “Aristotle is arguing that any case of coming to be is a case of coming
to be _from something, so that there is always something that forms the starting point of the change”, and any case
of coming to be is a case of becoming:

...considering now the mere concept of becoming we may argue that if one thing is properly said
to become another then obviously there must be something which does not persist throughout the
change, for otherwise there would be no change; but equally there must be something which does
persist throughout the change, for otherwise the change would merely consist in one thing coming to
be where another had ceased to be, and there would be no reason to say that the one became the other.

(1995: 6)

Again, what there is ‘reason to say’ depends very much on the example: it is perfectly appropriate, e.g., to say that
when there was light, the world became illuminated, but it is much less clear that ‘the world’ is the kind of thing
that underlies, that the coming-to-be of light was a change in something (air, presumably). That itis is a substantial
claim about light, not something to be read off the grammar of the description.

2.3.2 There cannot be genesis ex nihilo: the puzzle of prime matter

2.3.3 What, on earth, are Aristotelian forms?

"ARISTOTLE-FORMS. TEX”
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Chapter g

Physics II: Nature, teleological

explanation, chance and necessity

3.1 Nature, natures, and the natural

After having shown that the analysis of change in terms of variation and constancy requires a distinction between
matter and form, Aristotle starts the second book with a different question. Rather than asking what the world
must be like in order to exhibit change, we now ask what is characteristic of changing things and introduce the
fourfold distinction of ‘causes’ or principles. According to Charlton (1992: xvi-xvii), the leading question is: What
1s explanation in the natural sciences? Aristotle then takes us through the following steps:

IL.1 its objects are natural things, distinguished from artefacts: things that have a nature = a source of their be-
haviour in themselves

II.2 natures can be form, but they can also be matter

II.3+7 fourfold classification of causes / types of explanatory factor

II.4-6 chance and luck can be fitted into this classification

I1.8 validity of teleological explanation (= explanation by form)

3.1.1 Natural things and artefacts

A central conclusion of the whole of the Physics 1s that nature, phusis, itself is a final cause. “Nature” is used in
two ways: as a subject of predication — “nature is an internal source of movement and rest” — and as a predicate,
“...is natural” or “...has a nature”: nature (in the first sense) is, according to some, the matter (and, according to
others and Aristotle himself, the form) of things that have natures, i.e. things that are substances. The first sense is
reducible to the second: to say that the nature of something is F' is just to say that it is F' by nature, 1.e. naturally F.

Aristotle starts Phys. IL.1 by stating what natures are. Some nature is a principle of change in the things in which
it inheres (a) primarily (not in virtue of inhering in something else) and (b) per se, 1.e. not per accidens (192b21—23).
Both conditions distinguish natural things from product of craft: (a) artefacts, such as a bed or a coat, have inner
principles of change, but only indirectly so, because their matter has them; (b) while healing of the doctor by herself
also has an ‘inner’ principle, this is only accidentially so. The two distinctions cross-cut:

* The first distinction is between things to which natures belong: they may belong to two things, but only
to one of them primarily (profos and then are principles of change only for the latter. The nature of the
wooden bed is the principle of change only of the wood, though it also belongs to the bed. It belongs to the
bed, however, only “per accidens” (Aquinas, Commentaria in octo libros Physicorum liber II lectio 3, §142,
Leoninum edition).
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* The second distinction, between having a property kath’auto (per se) and kata sumbebékos (per aliud) rules
out the doctor curing herself having a principle of change in herself and thus being a natural thing. Even
though she produces a change in herself, she is not her own patient kath’auto, but only kata sumbebekos, by

concurrence’.!

Artifacts and natural beings are contrasted in terms of the efficient cause involved in their production: “None of
them [that is, artifacts] has in itself the principle of its own production” (192a27—28). Can we then conclude that a
thing is natural iff it has an inner principle of change? Yes, if we understand “principle” in a broader sense than
“efficient cause”: while natural things may rely and depend on things external to them for exercising their natural
capacities (as e.g. nutrition, perception, locomotion), the change is still appropriately ‘internal’ to them (and not
to its external efficient cause) if the ‘good of” the change (its telos) is internal to them.?

This 1s so even in substantial changes, i.e. where an animal or a plant ‘brings forth’ / produces an animal or a plant
of the same kind. In such cases, “the nature of an entity is the element common between it and what generated
it” (Stavrianeas 2015: 58) and is transmitted — this last feature is what distinguishes natural generation from the
generation of artefacts, where the form is typically changed (medicine, e.g., brings about health, not medicine):
Even though its efficient cause is the form of the parent, the coming-to-be of the child still has a principle that is
‘in it’, because it shares its form with the parent.

We here find the new-age saying “become the person you (already) are” written large, and feel the strength of the
Parmenidean dilemma: if you are already that person, then you cannot become it; but if you are not, then this is
not the person you become. The solution, as in Physics 1.8-q is to distinguish what you are actually from what you
are potentially — we get the even more fashionable “realise your potential”.

3.1.2 Why natural science is not mathematics

In what way does the study of nature(s) involve the study of form(s)? Aristotle tackles this question in Phys. 1.2
from a slightly oblique angle: in what way does the mathematician differ from the person who investigates nature?
Aristotle generates a concern about this by highlighting two related but distinct points: First, the objects investi-
gated by the mathematician, such as points, lines, planes, and solids are features of natural bodies; and second, it
is apparently a goal of the natural scientist to grasp the nature of the sun and moon, and to determine whether
the earth or the cosmos is spherical or not. But these would appear to be the concerns of the astronomer, who is
a type of mathematician (193b22—30).

This initial set-up already puts some distance between Aristotle and the Platonists. This makes sense, as Aristotle
not only wants to explain how natural science differs from mathematics in his sense, but also how it differs from
the Platonist conception of mathematics, which subsumes (according to Aristotle, anyway) natural science. The
Platonists misconstrue natural science by ascribing to it the method of mathematics:3

hovddvoust 8¢ tobto motobvteg xal of tac  The holders of the theory of Forms do the Those who talk about ideas do not notice that

3o Aéyovteg o Yop puotnd ywpilovsty ft-  same, though they are not aware of it; for they  they too are doing this: they separate physical

Tov vTa Ywptata TV padnpatiedy. (193bgs-  separate the objects of natural science, which  things though they are less separable than the

194a1) are less separable than those of mathematics.  objects of mathematics. (Aristotle 19g2: 26)
(Aristotle 2014: 733)

Quite surprisingly, Aristotle seems to be claiming that the forms of natural objects are separable o some degree! At
Met. H 10422a28-9, Aristotle says that Aristotelian forms are separable in account:

1. Somewhat confusingly, Aquinas (§145) also translates the second term of this second distinction as “per accidens”, opposing it to things
“coming to be through an intrinsic principle” (fiunt a principio intrinseco).

2. Because the felos is not necessarily realised (and may even always fail to be realised), this must be modified: the principle of change is
internal (at best) insofar as its telos would be realised in the thing changing in the ‘natural’ course of events, even if the efficient cause of the
change is external. Two further modifications are then still necessary, as Stavrianeas (2015: 57-58) points out: Because not all change is even
potentially good for the changing thing, its principle is internal at most in the sense that the change is constrained by the changing thing’s
“formal nature”. Also, the effect produced in the changing thing must stand in a per se, i.e. non-accidental relation to the change.

3. As will be discussed in sct. 3.1.3, they also misconstrue mathematics, by ascribing to it the method of metaphysics.
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...an account can be given of the form of thing which is separate from, does not involve, the account
of its matter. Thus if some bronze constitutes a sphere, we can give an account of a sphere without
mentioning bronze. It should be observed that though, in consequence of this, we might say that
sphericality is separate from bronze, or from what it would be to be bronze, we are not entitled to say
that a sphere 1s separate from bronze. Spheres are not something over and above lumps of material.
(Charlton 1992: 94)

It seems quite clear, however, that separability i this sense is not at issue here.

Aristotle’s own distinction between mathematics and natural science is made in terms of the ways in which mathe-
maticians and natural philosophers respectively consider the objects of their study: mathematicians consider them
as separable (whereas they are not), because they are separable-in-account, while the natural philosophers do not.

Tepl To0TWY P&y 0bv Tparypotedetal xal b pa-
% z ,)\)\r '7 KA . = ’ z
Inpatinde, GAN ody 1) Quotnod copatog Té-
pag Exaatov: 008 o upBelnrita Jewpel 7
Totobtotg obat supféBnrey: 3o xal ywptlet
Y WPLSTX Yap TH VONGEL XYNGEWMS EGTL, XAl 00-
3ev Srapépet, 00 Yiyveton Jebidog ywptlov-
Twy. (193b30-34)

Now the mathematician, though he too treats
of these things, nevertheless does not treat of
them as the limits of a natural body; nor does
he consider the attributes indicated as the at-
tributes of such bodies. That is why he sepa-
rates them; for in thought they are separable
from motion, and it makes no difference, nor
does any falsity result, if they are separated.
(Aristotle 2014: 733)

...but the mathematician does not consider
Nor
does he consider things which supervene as
That is why
he separates them; for they are separable in

them as boundaries of natural bodies.
supervening on such bodies.

thought from change, and it makes no differ-
ence; no error results. (Aristotle 1992: 26)

The abstraction mathematicians make of the objects of their study is in turn interpreted by Aristotle as an ab-

straction from change; natural things, on the contrary, cannot be abstracted in this way. Aristotle puts this rather

enigmatically: expressions for natural things are like “snubnosed” and not like “concave”:
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This becomes plain if one tries to state in
each of the two cases the definitions of the
things and of their attributes. Odd and even,
straight and curved, and likewise number,
line, and figure, do not involve motion; not
so flesh and bone and man — these are defined
like snub nose, not like curved. [...] Since two
sorts of thing are called nature, the form and
the matter, we must investigate its objects as
we would the essence of snubness, that is nei-
ther independently of matter nor in terms of
matter only. (Aristotle 2014: 733, 734)

That becomes clear if you try to define the ob-
jects and the things which supervene in each
Odd and even, straight and curved,
number, line, and shape, can be defined with-

class.

out change but flesh, bone, and man cannot.
They are like snub nose, not like curved. [...]
Since there are two sorts of thing called na-
ture, form and matter, we should proceed as
if we were inquiring what snubness is: we
should consider things neither without their
matter nor in accordance with their matter.
(Aristotle 1992: 26, 27)

“Subnosed”, siMos, made its first appearance in the Physics at 1.5, 186b23-24 where it was said to be a per se accident
of / to supervene on NOSE, because NOSE enters into the definition of sNuB.

Simos is thus said of Socrates because of and in virtue of his having a concave nose; or rather: because of and in
virtue of his nose having concavity, being concave. At Met. Z 1030bg2-4, Aristotle says that “simos” is said of Socrates
not because there is a definite feature, sNUB in it, but because there is something else (CONCAVE) in something else
(Socrates’ nose).

This feature of sNUB, according to Aristotle, brings out how the student of nature cannot abstract from the matter
and concentrate only on the form (as the mathematicians do) nor abstract from the form and concentrate only on
the matter (as the atomists do). For if we do the former, we only have NoSE and coNcavE, and we cannot, using just
them, describe Socrates as having a concave NOSE, rather than, e.g., having a nose and a concave mouth. If we do
the latter, we will similarly not describe him adequately, for we will attribute him both having a nose and being

concave, but not having a nose of a certain form.

This account ‘involves’ matter in at least two ways:
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* By calling Socrates “snubnosed”, we are talking about his matter: we are saying, of his body, that it has a
material part, picked out by “nose”, which has the property designated by “concave”. On the level of forms,
we have: SNUB is the same form (“the same in account”) as GONCAVE NOSE; it is correctly analysed into these
two simpler forms. But NOSE and CONCAVE are not forms of Socrates, nor of any part of his form, but of some
part of his body which is his matter.

By calling Socrates “snubnosed”, we are saying that his nose is CONCAVE: we are not just co-predicating two
forms, as we do when predicating ANTHROPOS MUSIKOS, but we are predicating something itself predicationally
structures: having a nose which is concave. It is the matter of the nose that is CONCAVE, so in this sense “nose”
occurs in our account as standing for the matter, not the form of Socrates’ nose.

Both these two have consequences with respect to separability. Whereas PALE or CONCAVE are forms of Socrates and
of his nose respectively because they have definite features, this is not the case for SNUB, nor is it for MAN: Socrates
1s a man iff and because something is in something else, 1.e. because certain capacities are in flesh and bone or a
particular sort of organic body.

I am not sure, however, that the requirement to specify the matter is specific in the way Lennox (2015: 20) seems to
think it is:

It is of the very essence of a living thing, and more generally of any natural object, to move, behave,
act, and change in specific ways; in fact, in specifying what it is to be an eye or a leaf — or even air —
one must mention capacities to function or change in specific ways. But it is also the case that those
capacities are the capacities of specific materials, and thus any such definition must refer to a material
structure constituted in precisely the way it must be in order to have the capacities to move and change
as an eye or a leaf.

It is clear, however, that Aristotle criticises the “ancients” (specifically mentioning Empedocles and Democritus)
for having been (uniquely, or at least mostly) ‘concerned with matter’ and underestimate the degree to which the
student of nature must also know “the form or essence” (to eidos and to ti estin, 194b10). Against them, he argues that
without asking questions about forms we cannot ask about the final causes and the outcome of natural processes.

3.1.3 Why natural science is not metaphysics

Even though natural science must concern both matter and form, it concerns matter en-formed (i.e.: insofar and
to the extent that matter ‘occurs in’, ‘is part of the account of” or ‘is required by’ natural forms), and form en-
mattered, i.e. not forms ‘as separable’. Itis in this last characteristic that distinguishes it not just from mathematics,
but from ‘first philosophy’ as well:
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How far then must the student of nature know
the form or essence? Up to a point, perhaps,
as the doctor must know sinew or the smith
bronze (i.e. until he understands the purpose
of each); and the student of nature is con-
cerned only with things whose forms are sepa-
rable indeed, but do not exist apart from mat-
ter. Man is begotten by man and by the sun
as well. The mode of existence and essence
of the separable it is the business of first phi-
losophy to define. (Aristotle 2014: 735-6)

Up to what point, then, should the student
of nature know the forms of things and what
they are? Perhaps he should be like the doc-
tor and the smith, whose knowledge of sinews
and bronze etends only to what they are for;
and he should confine himself to things which
are separable in form, but which are in matter.
What it is which is separable, and how things
are with it, it is the work of first philosophy to
define. (Aristotle 1992: 28)

Itis not clear how the last remark about first philosophy being occupied with ‘what is separable’ is to be understood.

Charlton seems to think that metaphysics studies ‘forms as such’

That which is separable (bi4) is probably that which is separated in account, e.g. roundness, what it

would be to be to be [sic] a man (if that is separable); and it is for first philosophy, for discussions like

those in the Metaphysics, to determine how it is with such things, i.e. whether such expressions apply
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to entities in fact separate from quantities of matter, or have application only because it is possible to
give separate accounts, distinguish separate possibilities, etc. (Charlton 19g92: g8)

We have seen above that whether or not the matter of form/matter composites is itself an object of physical study,
form certainly 1s. But how is physics concerned with (immutable) forms if it is to study the principles of change
in things? According to Lennox (2015: 29), it is this quite formal characteristic of physical inquiry (stemming from
Aristotle’s definition of what a science is) which is responsible for Aristotelian physics asking teleological questions
and giving teleological answers:

...the natural philosopher’s investigation of form is distinct from that of the metaphysician. Specif-
ically the natural philosopher is to study the formal nature i so_far as it is that for the sake of which the
materials that make up the material nature are present. 'Thus, the natural scientist should study matter to the
extent that it is for the sake of the form. (Lennox 2015: 29)

I do not think that we should take Aristotle’s focus on teleological explanation to be built into the very demarcation
of natural from first philosophy. Rather, its focus is on natural things, i.e. those exhibiting change, or on kinesis more
generally, and on its four types of causes (that one of them, the final cause, is of particular importance, is a claim
Aristotle argues for, not one he builds into the very conception of natural philosophy). In the Metaphysics, Aristotle
makes a startling claim about what he (there, at least) calls “physics™:

if there is no other substance beyond the ones constituted by nature, physics will be the first science
(E11026a27-29)

There are two notions of priority in play: between the “first” and all the other sciences and between the objects
of such a first science and the objects of all the other sciences. Even though they closely match, the two ordering
relations are not to be identified: metaphysics, after all, is the science of all being, albeit of being under a special
aspect, gua being,

Commenting on the initial paragraph of Book I of the Physics, Aquinas explains Aristotle’s demarcation of mathe-

matics from metaphysics on the one and from natural science on the other hand thus:

Sciendum est igitur quod quaedam sunt quorum esse dependet a ma-
teria, nec sine materia definiri possunt: quaedam vero sunt quae licet
esse non possint nisi in materia sensibili, in eorum tamen definitione
materia sensibilis non cadit. Et haec differunt ad invicem sicut curvum
et simum. Nam simum est in materia sensibili, et necesse est quod in
eius definitione cadat materia sensibilis, est enim simum nasus curvus;
et talia sunt omnia naturalia, ut homo, lapis: curvum vero, licet esse
non possit nisi in materia sensibili, tamen in eius definitione materia
sensibilis non cadit; et talia sunt omnia mathematica, ut numeri, mag-
nitudines et figurae. Quaedam vero sunt quae non dependent a ma-
teria nec secundum esse nec secundum rationem; vel quia nunquam
sunt in materia, ut Deus et aliae substantiae separatae; vel quia non
universaliter sunt in materia, ut substantia, potentia et actus, et ipsum
ens.

De huiusmodi igitur est metaphysica: de his vero quae dependent
a materia sensibili secundum esse sed non secundum rationem, est
mathematica: de his vero quae dependent a materia non solum se-
cundum esse sed etiam secundum rationem, est naturalis, quae phys-
ica dicitur. (Commentaria in octo libros Physicorum liber I lectio I,
§§3-4, Leoninum edition)

It must be understood, therefore, that there are some things whose
existence depends upon matter, and which cannot be defined without
matter. Further there are other things which, even though they cannot
exist except in sensible matter, have no sensible matter in their defini-
tions. And these differ from each other as the curved differs from the
snub. For the snub exists in sensible matter, and it is necessary that
sensible matter fall in its definition, for the snub is a curved nose. And
the same is true of all natural things, such as man and stone. But sen-
sible matter does not fall in the definition of the curved, even though
the curved cannot exist except in sensible matter. And this is true of all
the mathematicals, such as numbers, magnitudes and figures. Then,
there are still other things which do not depend upon matter either
according to their existence or according to their definitions. And this
is either because they never exist in matter, such as God and the other
separated substances, or because they do not universally exist in mat-
ter, such as substance, potency and act, and being itself.

Now metaphysics deals with things of this latter sort. Whereas math-
ematics deals with those things which depend upon sensible matter
for their existence but not for their definitions. And natural science,
which is called physics, deals with those things which depend upon
matter not only for their existence, but also for their definition. (St.
Thomas Aquinas 1999: ad loc.)

We have here two types of dependence on matter: something x may depend on something material y either “for
its existence” (in the sense that x could not exist without y) or “for its definition” (in the sense that x could not
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be the thing that it is without y, or perhaps without y being the thing that i is). Metaphysics deals with things

independent in both ways, mathematics with things independent in the second but dependent in the first way and

natural science with things that depend on material things in both ways.

3.2 The four causes

INTRO

3.2.1

‘“aition” is said in many ways

In II.g, we find an enumeration of different sorts of things which may be given as a:tia:
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Now that we have established these distinc-
tions, we must proceed to consider causes,
their character and number. Knowledge is
the object of our inquiry, and men do not
think they know a thing till they have grasped
the ‘why’ of it (which is to grasp its primary
cause). (Aristotle 2014: 736)

These distinctions having been drawn, we
must see if we can characterize and enumer-
ate the various sorts of cause. For since the
aim of our investigation is knowledge, and we
think we have knowedge of a thing only when
we can answer the question about it ‘On ac-
count of what?’ and that is to grasp the pri-
mary cause...(Aristotle 1992: 28)

The quest for knowledge is a search for an understanding of the archar and these are here further characterised as

“causes” (atiar) and the “why” (fo dia t) of things. These are said to be their “primary causes”, the knowledge of

which gives us knowledge of the things.

Again, Aristotle 1s not seeking to decide between them, but just lists the different ways in which something may be

said to be an aition of something else:

v pév oby tpomoy afttoy Aéyetar to EE ab
yiyvetai T dvumtdpyovrog, oloy 6 yoxds Tob
av3pLavtog xal 6 Gpyvpog TS LA xal Ta
TobTwyY YV
EANY A\ \ e 2\ \ 2 ~ "
dAhov 8¢ To eldog xal TO Tapddetypa, Tobto 8
éotiv 6 h6yog 6 1o Tl Ty elvar ol & TodToL
véwn (olov tob 3té was®y té 0o Tpdg &y, nal
Bhwe 6 dptdpbe) xal T pépn Té év TH AdYw.
€t 6%ev 1) dpyY Tic petafoliic M TpwTn 1)
i Hpeproeng, olov 6 Bovkedsoag atttog, xal
6 o Thp Tob Téxvou, xal GAwS TO Totoby Tod
. - . .
ToLovpévou xal o petafdAloy Tob petafBui-
hop.évou.
gt e TO Téhoc Tobto & dotiv TO ob Evexa,
olov tob meptmately N Oyletor dud Tt Yop Tept-

ne, 1}

motel; apéy "ivo dytadvn”, wal einévteg ob-
Twg oldpeda drodedwxévar o aitiov. xal oo
3% xwvhisavtog dakou petald yiyvetar tob Té-
houg, ofoy Tiic dytetag 7 ioyvasto A ) xddapsic
1) T Qdppoxa 1) Té Spyaver TAVTH Yap TadTo
700 Téhoug Evexd éoTuy, SLapépet 3¢ GAMHAY
oO¢ Gvta To pév Epya T 8 pyava. (194b2g—

105a2)

In one way, then, that out of which a thing
comes to be and which persists, is called a
cause, e.g. the bronze of the statue, the sil-
ver of the bowl, and the genera of which the
bronze and the silver are species.

In another way, the form or the archetype,
i.e. the definition of the essence, and its gen-
era, are called causes (e.g. of the octave the re-
lation of 2:1, and generally number), and the
parts in the definition.

Again, the primary source of the change or
rest; e.g. the man who deliberated is a cause,
the father is cause of the child, and gener-
ally what makes of what is made and what
changes of what is changed.

Again, in the sense of end or that for the sake
of which a thing is done, e.g. health is the
(‘Why is he walk-
ing about?” We say: “To be healthy’, and,

cause of walking about.

having said that, we think we have assigned
the cause.) The same is true also of all the
intermediate steps which are brought about
through the action of something else as means
towards the end, e.g. reduction of flesh, purg-
ing, drugs, or surgical instruments are means
towards health. All these things are for the
sake of the end, though they differ from one
another in that some are activities, others in-
struments.(Aristotle 2014: 736-737)
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According to one way of speaking, that out
of which as a constituent a thing comes to
be is called a cause; for example, the bronze
and and the silver and their genera would be
the causes respecively of a statue and a loving-
cup.

According to another, the form or model is
the cause; this is the account of what the be-
ing would be, and its genera — thus the cause
of an octave is the ratio two to one, and more
generally number — and the parts which come
into the account.

Again, there is the primary source of the
change or the staying unchanged: for exam-
ple, the man who has deliberated is a cause,
the father is a cause of the child, and in
general that which makes something of that
which is made, and that which changes some-
thing of that which is changed.

And again, a thing may be a cause as the end.
That is what something is for, as health might
be what a walk is for. On account of what
does he walk? We answer “To keep fit" and
think that, in saying that, we have given the
cause. And anything which, the change be-
ing effected by something else, comes to be
on the way to the end, as slimness, purging,
drugs, and surgical instruments come to be
as means to health: all these are for the end,
but differ in that the former are works and the
latter tools. (Aristotle 1992: 28-29)



In this very first introduction of “aition is said in many ways”, Aristotle characterises the different ways in terms of
participle constructions:

that out of which as a constituent (o ex ou gignetai i enuparchontos), asked of something that comes to be;
that what it really is (o & en einaz), asked of something that has an account of what it’s being would be;
the where it comes from (archeé), asked of something that is changed (or stays unchanged) or is made;
the what something is for (i hou heneka), asked of something that is for an end, as a tool or as an activity.

In particular with respect to the final cause, Aristotle presents these constructions as means of picking out that of
which we speak if we understand the question “on account of what?” (dia #?) in one of the respective senses.

He then illustrates how several of these participative constructions apply to a statue: that out of which is the bronze,
that where it comes from is the art of statue-making. They both are causes of the statue as a statue, but not in the
same way: The bronze is a cause of the statue as matter, the art of statue-making is a cause of it as that from which
the change proceeds. Labour is where strength comes from (its efficient cause), while strength is what labour is
done for (its final cause).

MORE

Aristotle then proceeds to make the even more startling claim that not just can be different things causes in different
ways 1n which “cause” is said, but that one and the same thing can be one type of cause in different ways: “the
same thing is the cause of opposites”. The presence of the steersman is the efficient cause of the ship’s being saved;
the absence of the steersman is the efficient cause of the ship’s being lost, in the sense that the loss of the ship is
“set down to it”.

Especially in this last use, it is clear that Aristotle is using the ways in which “cause” is said to distinguish between
different types of explanation.

3.2.2 The four causes as explanations

In Met. A, we have the following list:

material “constituent out of which” (1013a24)

formal “form and pattern” (1013a26)

motive / efficient “first origin of alteration or rest” (1013a2q)
final “a thing’s fulfilment” (1013a32)

To the question, “why is this a statue?”, Aristotle can give four sorts of answers: This is a statue because it is made
of marble; because it is in the shape of David; because Michelangelo sculpted it; because Michelangelo wanted to
depict the figure of David in marble (because he needed the money, perhaps).

Shields 2015 illustrates and summarises this as follows:

Aristotle’s attitude towards explanation is best understood first by considering a simple example he
proposes in Physics 11 3. A bronze statue admits of various different dimensions of explanation. If
we were to confront a statue without first recognizing what it was, we would, thinks Aristotle, spon-
taneously ask a series of questions about it. We would wish to know what it is, what it is made of,
what brought it about, andwhat it is for. In Aristotle’s terms, in asking these questions we are seeking
knowledge of the statue’s four causes (aitia): the formal, material, efficient, and final. According to
Aristotle, when we have identified these four causes, we have satisfied a reasonable demand for ex-
planatory adequacy.

More fully, the four-causal account of explanatory adequacy requires an investigator to cite these four

causes:

material that from which something is generated and out of which it is made, e.g. the bronze of a
statue.
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formal the structure which the matter realizes and in terms of which it comes to be something
determinate, e.g:, the shape of the president, in virtue of which this quantity of bronze is said to
be a statue of a president.

efficient the agent responsible for a quantity of matter’s coming to be informed, e.g. the sculptor
who shaped the quantity of bronze into its current shape, the shape of the president.

final the purpose or goal of the compound of form and matter, e.g the statue was created for the
purpose of honoring the president.

In Physies 11 g, Aristotle makes twin claims about this four-causal schema: (1) that citing all four causes
1s necessary for adequacy in explanation; and (i) that these four causes are sufficient for adequacy in
explanation.

3.2.3 The four causes as ‘becauses’

In De Anima, however, things seem a little more complicated:

The soul is the cause and source of the living body. But cause and source are meant in many ways [or
are homonymous]. Similarly, the soul is a cause in accordance with the ways delineated, which are
three: it 1s (1) the cause as the source of motion [= the efficient cause], (ii) that for the sake of which [=
the final cause], and (iii) as the substance of ensouled bodies. That it is a cause as substance is clear,
for substance is the cause of being for all things, and for living things, being is life, and the soul is also
the cause and source of life. (DA 415b8-14)

3.3 Chance and necessity

INTRO

3.3.1 Aristotelian chance

II.4 asks whether there is chance, IL.5 what it is and I1.6 then distinguishes two type of chance: luck, and to automaton.

He starts in 1.4 by pointing out that even if, as many believe, everything has a cause, there might still be chance.
But even if there is chance, it is not responsible (IL.5) for things which come to be, in the same way, always or at
least for the most part. This is, at first, an almost linguistic observation: if we know of something that happens a
certain way, that similar things always happen this way or that it is natural for them to happen this way, we have the
justification we need to question someone else’s claim that it happened by chance. Observations of exceptionless
and ‘natural’ (ceteris paribus) regularities are inimical to diagnoses of chance because, rightly or wrongly, we take
the former as evidence for the presence of an underlying cause.

Physics 114 introduces “luck” and “the automatic” as causes, both for the being and the coming to be of things. Call-
ing luck the cause of the unexpected encounter at the market (or calling the encounter an “automatic outcome”) is
opposed to saying that it has a “definite cause”, and to saying that is has a cause among the list recognised e.g. by
Empedocles. 1.5 then narrows down the things that may be said to be caused by luck or the automatic, excluding
first things that are “of necessity and always”, then “that which is for the most part”, and finally restricting its
application to things which “come to be for something”, said to include things that “might be done as an outcome
of thought or nature”.

The things that come to be for something’ are the outcome either of nature or of thought. Things that come to
be by chance belong to the latter group, and, within it, are those that come about by virtue of concurrence, i.e. are
the things which, though they might have been done for something, in fact were not. So we get as the Aristotelian
definition of chance: a cause by virtue of concurrence of things which come to be neither always nor for the most
parts and are such as to be for something:

IL.5 then says that things that are comes to be by virtue of concurrence, i.e. things that have causes which are its
causes by concurrence, may be said to come about by luck (to be outcomes of luck or automatic outcomes), even if
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they also have determinate causes. With actions, such determinate causes are the intentions to bring them about,
and actions which realise another, concurrent intention than the one that motivated them are outcomes of luck.
The example of going to the market is instructive: when Socrates both intends to go to the market and also intends
or wishes to meet his friend Theatetus (though does not intend to meet him by going to the market), it may happen
that by realising his first intention, he also realises his second intention: going to the market, he meets Theatetus
by chance, as we say. We may assume that the going to the market and the meeting of Theatetus are one and the
same event, or even action; though both intentions are realised by it, the action was motiwated (i.e.: caused) only by
the first one; it was not done for the second intention of meeting the friend.

I1.6 extends the category of what comes about by luck (ie. by concurrence) to the wider category of automatic
outcomes. Luck is a characteristic of intended outcomes of actions that were not motivated by what they brought
about, and thus restricted to activites of things capable of choosing, excluding inanimate objets, animals and
children. Automatic outcomes are things that happen for someone’s good, because of an activity of them, but
include unintended consequences.

II.7 brings us back to the four causes, not introduces as “the many things the quesiton ‘On account of what?’
embraces: the ‘what is it?>’ (formal cause), ‘what in the first instance effects the change?’ (efficient cause), ‘what
is the thing for?” (final cause) and ‘what is the thing of?’ (material cause). Aristotle notes that often we have
coincidence, not just of the formal with the final cause (where what a thing is is what it is for), but also of the
formal/final cause with the form of the efficient cause, as when“a man gives birth to a man”.

In II.7, Aristotle argues that we need not just three causes, but all four (i.e. that a full explanation of natural
phenomena must appeal to all four causes), because the final cause is implicitly presupposed in the questions what
something is and what causes its motion (cf. Kelsey 2015: 40). I1.8 argues that nature (in the sense of form), because

it is a principle (arche), is a final cause:

...Aristotle’s use of the definition [of nature as the principle of kinesis| here complements the use he
makes of it in II.7. There the moral was that nature (as form) can be a motive principle ¢fit is an end,;
here [in II.8] the moral is that nature will be such a principle only if it is an end. (Kelsey 2015: 43)

Physies 11.8 presents Aristotle’s case for the centrality of final causation for the study of nature. The main argument
1s that it is only by appeal to final causes that we can explain regularities, both those that hold by necessity (i.e.:
without exception, always) and those that hold for the most part. The reason given is that the only alternative
explanation (that things are the outcome of luck or coincidence) is acceptable only for things we recognise as
exceptions.

Natural things —i.e. things that have an inner principle of change — are and come to be due to nature; their inner
principle of change is thus their ‘for something’, the final cause of their being and coming to be, and this is also
their form, i.e. their nature-understood-as-form. It is the final = formal cause, its nature-as-form that explains the
progression in the changes a natural thing naturally undergoes:

©haeL Yap, 6o Gmé Tvog év abTolg dpyTic suv-
ey xvodpeva depueveitat eic T télog 4’
Exdatng 8¢ 0d o adtd ExdoTolS 003E TO TUY6Y,
del pévtot émt o adTé, v pA) Tt éumodion. T
3¢ ob évexa, xal & TobdToL Evexa, Yévotto &y
%ol 4o TOYNG ...0AN" BTay Tolto alel 1) g émt
o ToAD yévmrat, 00 cupBelnudg 008" Ao ThH-
yme: év 88 Tolg puat xoig detl obtwe, dv pni T
éumodion. (199bi5-20, 24-26)

For those things are natural which, by a con-
tinuous movement originated from an inter-
nal principle, arrive at some end: the same
end is not reached from every principle; nor
any chance end, but always the tendency in
each is towards the same end, if there is no im-
pediment. The end and the means towards it
may come about by chance. [...] But when
an event takes place always or for the most
part, it is not accidental or by chance. In
natural products the sequence is invariable, if
there is no impediment. (Aristotle 2014: 753)

26

A thing is due to nature, if it arrives, by a con-
tinuous process of change, starting from some
principle in itself, at some end. Each princi-
ple gives rise, not to the same thing in all cases,
nor to any chance thing, but always to some-
thing proceeding towards the same thing, if
there is no impediment. What something is
for, and what is for that, can also come to
be as the outcome of luck ...[...], but when
a thing comes to be always or for the most
part, itis not a concurrent happening, nor the
outcome of luck. Now with that which is nat-
ural it is always thus if there is no impediment.
(Aristotle 1992: 4142)



3.3.2 Autonomous causation

When Aristotle characterises natural things as those that have an inner principle of change, does he not contradict
what he will later say in Phys. VIII that nothing changes itself? It depends on what we mean by “change”. If the
change that something x undergoes is by its form, then s is what changes it; if the ‘change’ is by its matter, it is

not really change.

The latter claim — of ‘autonomous causation’ — concerns those cases of a passage from potentiality to actuality
that do not, according to Aristotle, constitute a change. In De An. II 417b1-16, Aristotle makes the claim that a
man who passes from (i) having knowledge (of what a dog is) but not exercising it to (ii) exercising this knowledge
(encountering a dog, she knows that this is a dog) does not tkereby undergo change. The lack of opportunity for the
exercise of the knowledge, 1.e. the fact that the perceptual situation of the knower does not present her with a dog,
is an impediment, and the impediment is an impediment for the manifestation of the change, not for the change
itself.

That natural things have an imner principle of change means that nothing additional, nothing external is needed for
them to change: their change is initiated by themselves and this initiation can only be impeded by something ex-
ternal. Such ‘changes’ (or rather: passages from potentiality to actuality) that happen by themselves are attributed
by Aristotle to nature-as-matter. It is in this context that he uses “a word for nature which seems to mean active
striving: hormé, An. po. 11 g5a1, Phys. 11 192b18-29, Met. A 1023a9,18,23, and, most importantly because it is a careful
passage, E.E. 11 1224a18-bg.” (Charlton 1992: g2).

3.3.3 The priority of teleological explanation

IL.7. often, the three non-material causes coincide: the form / what a thing is = (the form of) the thing which
effects the change = what the thing is for. E.g. a human x produces a human; cause 1s: human. Human is the
form of x; x effects the change (in the underlying matter); human is what the change (the becoming human) is for.
(the standard interpretation seems very different: that the efficient cause is a form operating a tergo, and the final
cause a form operating a fronte) — cf Mure (1932: chi)) cf De An II 415b8-27

8. the ‘for something’ is present in things which are and come to be due to nature

g. if there is absolute necessity (as opposed to ‘necessity only on some hypothesis’), it is teleological (on the distinc-
tion of necessities, cf Met A 5)
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Chapter 4

Physics I1I: Motion and the Infinite

Aristotelian change

4.1

That there i1s change, according to Aristotle, is something we may just assume. To think we have to argue for
the existence of change is “to seek an explanation whenwe are in the position of not needing one” and shows a
lack of metaphysical taste (254a30-41, 1999: 9). Nevertheless, Aristotle argues for this fundamental and self-obvious
presupposition: to assume otherwise, to assert that there is no motion, is to be in a pragmatically instable state,

because, for metaphysical reasons, no one could ever become convinced of immutabilism. This argument is made

by Aristotle in Physics VIIL 3:
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4.1.1  What change is

Now we have said before that it is impossible
that all things should be at rest: nevertheless
we may now repeat the point. For even if it is
really the case, as some assert, that what is is
infinite and motionless, it certainly does not
appear to be so if we follow sense-perception:
many things that exist appear to be in motion.
Now if there is such a thing as false opinion or
opinion at all, there is also motion; and simi-
larly if there is such a thing as imagination, or
if it is the case that anything seems to be dif-
ferent at different times; for imagination and
opinion are thought to be motions of a kind.
(Aristotle 2014: 932)

We have in fact already argued that itis not
possible for all things to be at rest, but we
shall argue the point again now. For if things
are truly like this, as some claim, and what-is
is infinite and motionless, at least this is not
at all how it appears to the senses, but many
being seem to move. If; then, there is false
opinion, or opinion in general, there is also
motion, and even if there is only imagination,
or even if opinion varies, still there is motion.
For imagination and opinion are considered
to be kinds of motion. (Aristotle 1999: 8)

Physies 1111 starts with an investigation of change, culmination in a definition (201a9-19); IIL.2 then characterises

change further, as transmission of a form (202ag-12) and III.3 locates change in that which is changed.

IIL.1 says that everything is either only actually or actually and potentially of one of the categories of being (“that-

which-is”):
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Some things are in fulfilment only, others
in potentiality and in fulfilment—one being
a this’, another so much, another such and
such, and similarly for the other categories of
being. [...] There is no such thing as motion
over and above the things. Itis always with re-
spect to substance or to quantity or to quality
or to place that what changes changes. But



it is impossible, as we assert, to find anything
common to these which [201a1] is neither ‘this’
nor quantity nor quality nor any of the other
predicates. (Aristotle 2014: 757)

Things are — some only actually, some poten-
either (a) a ‘this’; or (b)
so much; or (c) of such a kind, and likewise

tially and actually

they are in the other categories of that-which-
is. [...] There is no change apart from actual
things; for whatever alters always does so in
respect either of substance, or of quantity, or

of qualification, or of place, and there is, as we
assert, nothing to be found as a common item
superior to these, which is neither a ‘this’ nor
a quantity nor a qualification nor any of the
other occupants of the categories ...(Aristotle

1993: 1)

This 1s an expression of both Aristotelian realism and of his ontological pluralism: there is no such abstract thing
as ‘the’ change or ‘the’ motion — what changes or moves are always actual things that underlie the movement or
change. Everything there is belongs to one of the ten categories, and this is also why there is no such thing as

CEINT3

“everything”, “the universe”, “being”: there is no highest genus of being, nothing which transcends the categories

and does not belong to any single one of them.

Of things said without combination, each signifies either: (i) a substance (ousia); (ii) a quantity; (iii) a quality; (iv) a
relative; (v) where; (vi) when; (vii) being in a position; (viii) having; (ix) acting upon; or (x) a being affected. (Cat.
1b25-27)

DISCUSS EARLIER DISCUSSION THAT, IF THERE WERE A HIGHEST GENUS, THERE WOULD BE

JUST ONE DIMENSION OF VARIATION

With things in every category, there is a dimension of contrast characterised by ‘opposites’:
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Now each of these belongs to all its subjects in
either of two ways: namely, substance — the
one is its form, the other privation; in quality,
white and black; in quantity, complete and in-
complete. Similarly, in respect of locomotion,
upwards and downwards or light and heavy.
Hence there are as many types of motion or
change as there are of being. (Aristotle 2014:

757759)

But each [occupant of a category] is present
in everything in two ways, e.g. the ‘this’ (one
case of it is the form, the other is the priva-
tion); and in respect of qualification (one case
is white and the other black); and in respect of
quantity (one case is complete and the other in-
complete). So too in respect of locomotion, one
case 1s above, the other is below, or one case is
light, the other is heavy. So that there are just
as many species of change and alteration as of
that-which-is. (Aristotle 1993: 2)

MORE ABOUT DEGREES OF FREEDOM AND DIMENSIONS OF INDEPENDENT VARIATION

Having noted that for each of the things in any of the categories, we can say that it is a certain way, Aristotle

notes that it can change the way it is, giving his famous definition of change in terms of the actuality/potentiality

distinction, as relativised to one of the categories:
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We have distinguished in respect of each class
between what is in fulfilment and what is po-
tentially; thus the fulfilment of what is poten-
tially, as such, is motion — e.g. the fulfilment
of what is alterable, as alterable, is alteration;
of what is increasable and its opposite, de-
creasable (there is no common name for both),
increase and decrease; of what can come to
be and pass away, coming to be and passing
away; of what can be carried along, locomo-
tion. (Aristotle 2014: 758)

There being a distinction, in respect of each
kind [of being], between [being] actually and
[being] potentially, the actuality of that which
potentially is, qua such, is change. For ex-
ample: the actuality of what admits of qual-
itative change, qua admitting of qualitative
change, is qualitative change; of what admits
of increase and decrease (there is no com-
mon term to cover both), it is increase and
decrease; of what admits of coming-to-be and
ceasing-to-be, it is coming-to-be and ceasing-
to-be; of what admits of locomotion, it is loco-
motion. (Aristotle 1993: 2)

Tor each of the categories, we get a type of change: (THIS IS HIGHLY SPECULATIVE)

substances have the potentiality to come to be and there is change when they have come to be (substantial

change);
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quantities have the potentiality to increase and there is change when have increased (increase);

qualities have the potentiality to alter and there is change when they have altered (alteration);

relatives have the potentiality to be gained and lost and there is change when they have been gained or lost
(Cambridge change);

places have the potentiality to be occupied and there is change when they become occupied (motion);

times have the potentiality to be present and there is change when they become present (time);

REMARKS ON THE ACTUALITY/POTENTIALITY DISTINCTION BEING BROADER THAN the mat-

ter/form distinction

‘Being is said in many ways’: according to the categories, with respect to degree: opposites (which are not proper-
ties), and with respect to mode: actual / potential, to be potentially F is a way of being F'.

Why is change the actuality of a potentiality as potentiality and why is it not the actuality of a potentiality as
actuality?

THIS IS IN "ARISTOTLE-RELATIONS. TEX”

4.1.2 Active and passive change

In IIL.2, Aristotle argues that the account of change as the actualisation of a potentiality as potentiality solves
the problems of his predecessors. To ‘locate’ change in (i.c.: to identify it with) the opposites (hot and cold, e.g)
between which the change (of getting warmer, e.g.) occurs would require locating it (identifying it) more specifically
with the privation: the getting warmer cannot be the being hot, so it must be the privation of cold.

Already in ITI.1, Aristotle said that natural things that produce change are themselves changed because they have
an inner principle of change. When they produce change, a potentiality is actualised and in this respect and
because this potentiality is ‘in’ them, they change. This becomes clearer at 202a3-5: things that produce change
are themselves changed if (and also because) they are potentially changeable, i.e. have an inner principle of change.

4.1.3 The location of change

III.g addresses the question of the location of change. “Location” is not to be understood just spatially; because
change is, one the one hand, nothing over and above what undergoes it — because “change 1s in the changeable”
—, but also, on the other hand, between opposites, i.e. between some F and some G such that nothing in actuality
can be both F' and G, we have to distinguish between what changes and what is changed and we have to ask which
of the two the changeable (i.e.: the change) is.

Aristotle first gives his ‘one in number, but two in account’ account of the manifestation of reciprocal powers. The
change, the warming of the air, occurs when the potentiality of the fire to warm is activated, as potentiality, and
when the potentiality of the air to be warmed is activated, as potentiality. The two potentialities, as potentialities,
are different, for it is one thing to warm and another thing to be warmed (for not everything that warms is also
thereby warmed). As actualities and “in operation”, however, they are one and the same:
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The solution of the difficulty is plain: motion
is in the movable. It is the fulfilment of this
potentiality by the action of that which has
the power of causing motion; and the actu-
ality of that which has the power of causing
motion is not other than the actuality of the
movable; for it must be the fulfilment of both.
A thing is capable of causing motion because
it can do this, it is a mover because it actually
does it. Butitis on the movable that it is capa-
ble of acting. Hence there is a single actuality
of both alike, just as one to two and two to
one are the same interval, and the steep as-
cent and the steep descent are one—for these
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are one and the same, although their defini-
tions are not one. So it is with the mover and
the moved. (Aristotle 2014: 761)



Again — a point which makes difficulty — it
is manifest that the change is in that which
is changeable. For it is the actuality of this,
brought about by that which is productive of
change. Yet the operation of that which is pro-
ductive of change, also, is not other — there

must in fact be an actuality of both — for it is
productive of change by its being capable of
so doing, and it produces change by its oper-
ation, but it is such as to operate on what is
changeable; so that the operation of both is
one in the same way as it is the same interval

from 1 to 2 as from 2 to 1, and as the uphill
and the down-hill
definition is not one, and similarly with that

these are one, yet their

which produces and undergoes change. (Aris-
totle 1993: 4)

There is just one process of warming and it realises both the potentiality of a@ to warm b and b’s potentiality of
being warmed by a. But where is it, where does it take place and what things are undergoing it? Aristotle discusses
what he calls a “formal difficulty” (aporia logike) with respect to the warming (“A”) of b by a and the being warmed
(“B”) of b by a.

We assume, first, that A and B have different operations in that A is active and B passive: A is the action of a and
B is the being acted upon of b. Even under that assumption, however (and also independently of it), A and B are
both changes and have equally good claims to be ‘the’ change in the situation. But then we have no good answer
to the question where A is:

» If A 1s ‘in’ a then, because A is a change, either a changes or it is the case that a ‘has’ change (in itself) but
does not change.
* If A and B are ‘in’ b, then b undergoes one change in virtue of ‘having’ two changes.

Both horns of the dilemma lead to absurdity and we have to deny the assumption that created the dilemma: A
and B do not have different operations.

We thus conclude that A and B have the same operation — they are in one sense one, even though they differ in
form. Aristotle notes two difficulties with this view:

1. Will it not then follow that everything that warms is also warmed? A, after all, 1s the warming and B is the
being warmed and if they are one and are @’s (in the sense that A is a’s), will it not then follow that a both
warms and is warmed?

2. If Bisin b and A and B are one, will it not follow that A is in b as well? If A is in b, however, what prevents
us from saying that b warms (and not just: is warmed)?

Aristotle gives a negative answer to the first and a positive answer to the second question, explaining why in both
cases the absurd consequences do not follow.

With respect to the second problem, Aristotle points out that A is in b in the sense in which b is A’s object (and not
in the sense in which b would be A’s subject): A is on b and in this sense in b.

With respect to the first problem, Aristotle introduces another, suz generis type of identity, in addition to identity-in-

form and identity-in-reality:'
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1. We will come back to this passage in more detail in sct. ?? on p. ??.
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It is not absurd that the actualization of one
thing should be in another. Teaching is the
activity of a person who can teach, yet the op-
eration is performed in something — it is not
cut adrift from a subject, but is of one thing
in another. There is nothing to prevent two
things having one and the same actualization
(not the same in being, but related as the po-
tential is to the actual). Nor is it necessary
that the teacher should learn, even if to act
and to be acted on are one and the same, pro-
vided they are not the same in respect of the
account which states their essence (as raiment
and dress), but are the same in the sense in
which the road from Thebes to Athens and
the road from Athens to Thebes are the same,
as has been explained above. For it is not



things which are in any way the same that
have all their attributes the same, but only
those to be which is the same.

[...] To generalize, teaching is not the same
as learning, or agency as patiency, in the full
sense, though they belong to the same subject,
the motion; for the actualization of this in that
and the actualization of that through the ac-
tion of this differ in definition. (Aristotle 2014:

763)

Or can it be that: (a) it is not absurd that the
operation of one thing should be in another
(for teaching is the operation of that which is
disposed to teach, but it is on something, and
not cut off, but is of this on this); and (b) there
is, also, nothing to prevent the operation of
two things being one and the same, not as
the same in being, but in the way that what
potentially is is related to what is operating,
and (c) it is also not necessary that the teacher
learns, even if to act upon and to be acted
upon are the same thing, provided they are
not the same in the sense that the definition
that gives the ‘what it was to be’ is one (as with
‘raiment’ and ‘clothing’), but in the sense in

which the road from Thebes to Athens is the
same as the road from Athens to Thebes, as
was said earlier? For it is not the case that all
the same things are present in things that are
the same in any sense whatever, but only of
those of which the being is the same.

[...] But speaking generally, the teaching is
not the same, in the primary sense, as the
learning, nor the acting-upon as the being-
acted-upon, but that in which these things are
present, namely the change, [is the same as
being acted upon]; for to be the operation of
A in B, and to be the operation of B by the
agency of A, are different in definition. (Aris-
totle 1993: 5-6)

Even if A and B are the same in being, as long as they differ in form (in what it is to be an A and to be a B), they

may manifest this formal difference without contradiction.

4.2 The nature of kinéseis

4.2.1

Powers, processes and events

4.2.2 The location of change

4.2.3 Change is of forms

There is an apparent tension between two Aristotelian claims:

* The ‘variation’ element in change is the pair of opposites; it is with respect to this pair of opposites, i.e. to

form, that the starting-point of a change differs, and is opposed to, its end-point.

* Forms, including those forms involved in change, do not change — not because they are un-changing, as
Plato thought, but because they are not the right kind of thing to be changeable at all.

Aquinas makes this quite clear in his commentary on Physics 1.5:

Album enim non fit ex musico nisi forte secundum accidens, inquan-
tum musico accidit esse album vel nigrum; sed album fit per se ex non
albo, et non ex quocumque non albo, sed ex non albo quod est ni-
grum vel medius color: et similiter musicum ex non musico; et non
ex quocumgue non musico sed ex opposito, quod dicitur immusicum,
idest quod est natum habere musicam et non habet, vel ex quocumque
medio inter ea. (Commentaria in octo libros Physicorum, liber I, lec-
tio X, §78, Leoninum edition)

4.3 The Aristotelian infinite

For white does not come to be from musical except accidentally inso-
far as white or black happen to be in the musical. But white comes to
be per se from the non-white, and not from just any non-white, but
from that non-white which is black or some mean colour. And in like
manner, the musical comes to be from the non-musical, and again not
from just any nonmusical, but from its opposite, which is called the un-
musical, i.e., from that which is disposed to be musical but is not, or
from some mean between these two. (St. Thomas Aquinas 1999: ad
loc.)

The third book of the Physics started with the observation that “change is thought to be something continuous”
(suneches, 200b17) and that it thereby has to to with the infinite (to apeiron. 111.4 now distinguishes different senses
of “infinite” and IIL.5 argues that there cannot be a self-subsistent infinite, while II1.6 discusses the sense in which
there can be, and is, a potential infinite, which III.7 characterises as derivative and with respect to which III1.8
argues that it is not a principle.
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4-3.1

Against the actual infinite

If there is such a thing as ‘the infinite’, then it is either a substance (as the Pythagoreans and Plato think) or of a

substance (as the natural philosophers think). If it is a substance, we can ask a number of unanswerable questions

about it:

origin If there 1s an infinite, where does it come from? It cannot come from anything (outside itself), so it must be

a principle (arche).

composition If there is an infinite, what is it composed of ? It cannot be itself divisible, but only insofar as it has a

quantity; but then it is its quantity and not it itself that is infinite.

complexity If there is an infinite, does it have parts? If it has parts, and finitely many of them, some of them must

be infinite themselves; this infinite part will then be both a proper part and identical to the whole (because

it, too, 1s infinity), which is impossible. If it does not have parts, it is not infinite as a substance, but in some

other way. If it has infinitely many parts, it is not itself infinite, but infinite-in-number. If the infinite is

infinite-in-number only, then this number cannot be ‘separated’, i.e. “existing as the number of an actually

realized totality” (Hussey 1993: 79), for such a number is essentially countable and it 1s impossible to count a

number that is an infinite plurality of units, for each unit would have to be counted separately.

place

If there 1s an infinite, where is it? The infinite cannot be a body, because bodies are essentially bounded

(‘formal’ argument) and because such a body would have to be in a place. It cannot be in any place because

such a place would have to be infinite and infinite places are impossible because we cannot characterise

them in terms of above/below, left/right, forwards/backwards.

motion If there is an infinite, is it in motion or at rest? It cannot be in motion, for it takes up a place that is infinite

in extent and so cannot change. It cannot be at rest, for to be at rest means not to be in some adjacent place.

4.3.2 The potential infinite

II1.6 opens with the other horn of the dilemma: there must be an infinite, in some sense, and as an accident of

things, because we cannot otherwise understand the series created by time, divisions of magnitudes (continuity)

and number. He then says the following about the mode of being of the potential infinite:
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For generally the infinite has this mode of ex-
istence: one thing is always being taken af-
ter another, and each thing that is taken is al-
ways finite, but always different. [Again, ‘be-
ing’ is spoken of in several ways, so that we
must not regard the infinite as a ‘this’, such
as a man or a horse, but must suppose it to
exist in the sense in which we speak of the
day or the games as existing—things whose
being has not come to them like that of a sub-
stance, but consists in a process of coming to
be or passing away, finite, yet always differ-
ent.] (Aristotle 2014: 776), adding “Ross ex-
cises the bracketed sentence as an alternative
version of 206a18-29.” (2014: 980)

In general, the infinite is in virtue of one
thing’s constantly being taken after another —
each thing taken is finite, but it is always one
followed by another; but in magnitudes what
was taken persists, in the case of time and the
race of men the things taken cease to be, yet
so that [the series] does not give out. (Aristo-

tle 1993: 14)

In IIL.7, Aristotle contrasts the two types of potential infinity he accepts. Number is infinite ‘upwards’, but not

‘downwards’: one / unity / 11s indivisible, and numbers are pluralities of it and for any number, there is more. But

there is no infinite number, and the infinity of arithmetical operators is not ‘separable’:
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(207b10-15)
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But in the direction of largeness it is always
possible to think of a large number; for the
number of times a magnitude can be bisected
is infinite. Hence this infinite is potential,
never actual: the number of parts that can be

taken always surpasses any definite amount.



But this number is not separable, and its in- But in the direction of more it is always possi-
finity does not persist but consists in a process  ble to conceive of [more] — since the halvings
of coming to be, like time and the number of  of magnitude are infinite. Hence [the infinite
time. (Aristotle 2014: 780) in number] is potentially, but not in actual op-

eration, though what is taken always exceeds

any deflnite multitude. But this number is not
separable, and the inflnity does not stay still
but comes to be, in the same way as time and
the number of time. (Aristotle 1993: 17)

Quantity, by contrast, is infinite ‘downwards’, but not ‘upwards™ continuous quantities can be divided into in-

finitely many parts (and thus have these parts ‘by division’ potentially), but we cannot add infinitely many separate

parts to anything and construct ‘by addition’ something which is actually infinitely big.

4.3.3 Beginningless time

[13

Hussey (1993: xxv) describes Aristotle’s

startling onclusion about the past” as follows:

Straightforward realism about the past is no longer possible, since Aristotle holds that there was no

beginning of time. He wishes therefore to say e.g, that there have been infinitely many yearly cycles

of the sun before the present. But this cannot refer to a completed infinity. On his own account of

infinity, it has to be true that, for some number 7, there have been n previsous yearly cycles and there

have not been, but could have been n+ 1 previous cycles. It is difficult to give any sense to this unless

the past is in some sense a creation of the present. On such a view, the past is some thing created by

memory and historical records in a lawlike fasion, just as the number series is something created by

mathematical operations in a lawlike fasion.” (Hussey 1993: xxv)
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Chapter 5

Physics IV.1-g: Place and the Void

5.1 The ontology of places

We get, I think, a good grasp of the intellectual distance between Aristotle and us by noting that for Aristotle the
existence of places, and the pressing need to give a philosophical account of them and their nature, follows just from
the claim that at least some things are somewhere; and that, at the same time, uncovering the ‘quantificational’
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character of the “...is somewhere” predicate does not commit us, by his lights, to treat places as iems in our
ontological inventory of what there is. To treat them as such would be to treat them as subjects (hupokeimena) or

perhaps even as substances (ousiaz).

5.1.1 The need for an account of place

Aristotle starts in IV.1 by noting an aporia with respect to place (topos) — where things are:

in favour: One thing can come to occupy the same place that was occupied by another thing before, so we should
distinguish between a place and what occupies it. Places are not just where things are, but also where they
go and where they come from. Places have dimensions and are extended in those.

against: Places are not bodies (somata), but share their dimensions. Place can be two-, one- or zero-dimensional:
but can we similarly distinguish two-dimensional and zero-dimensional places from their occupants (surfaces
and points)? What are places composed of, how are they causally active, where are they, can they change?

In IV2 he notes, in addition, reasons for and against identifying it with either the form or the matter:

the form: Its place is where a thing is, what the thing is in, what surrounds the thing — so it is its form (eidos) or
shape (morphe). But it cannot be its form, because it is separable from it (and can come to be occupied by
something else).

the matter: The place where a thing is has a magnitude and is extended; what is extended and formed a certain
way 1s matter (hyle). But place cannot be the matter of a thing if it surrounds and contains it (that is: its

matter).

The place of a thing both surrounds it (periechein), i.e. “circumscribes [it] without including [it] as a component
part” (Hussey 1993: 104), and is also coextensive with it. Because it surrounds, it is outside and cannot be its matter;

because it is coextensive, it is extended and cannot be its form.

FROM HERE ON, THE STUFF IS IN "ARISTOTLE-PLACE. TEX”

5.1.2 Places as what is changed in motion

"ARISTOTLE-PLACE. TEX”
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5.1.3 Inner and outer boundaries

»ARISTOTLE-PLACE.TEX”
5.2 The superiority of Aristotle’s account of places
INTRO

5.2.1 Places as derivative

Aristotle’s account of places as derivative, lower-dimensional limits of bodies has some interesting consequences:

"ARISTOTLE-PLACE. TEX”

5.2.2 The location of places: places are not shadows

"ARISTOTLE-PLACE. TEX”

5.2.3 The location of the universe and its rotation
”ARISTOTLE-PLACE. TEX”

5.3 Nine arguments against the possibility of void
TO BE DONE

5.3.1 There cannot be void around things

5.3.2 There cannot be void within things

5.3.3 The world as a plenum
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Chapter 6

Physics IV.10-14: Time

6.1 Time and change

As with space, Aristotle starts his discussion of time with a consideration of reasons for and against its existence.
The considerations against it are the following:

Passing away If there is time, some of it has been and is not, and some will be and is not. So if there is time,
some parts of it are not.

Constitution Time is complex and a whole, but it never (i.e. at no time) has all its parts, it never s the whole
they compose.

Extension Time is temporally extended, but the only part of it that is (and hence the only part it has, for to have
a part that part must exist) is an unextended instant, and an instant, lacking temporal extent, cannot make
up time.

Change Time is dynamic, it passes, but it is difficult to see how the only part of it that exists — the present — may
be said to change at all.

The present For time to pass, the present must recede; but it cannot pass into utter non-existence, because there
is some time that is past; to say, on the other hand, that it recedes (only) in the sense of stopping to be present,
1s not saying anything, because it cannot be present at any other time than it is. Neither does it help to say
that the present is extended, because then it has two boundaries, and only one of them can be the present.

These are difficult problems: even if time exists — and this, after all, we have presupposed when we have presup-
posed that there is change — it seems a rather strange beast. One thus understands why some may want to say that
time, if it exists at all, exists only “dimly” or “barely”.

The contrary case, that there is time, is made only cursorily. This may have two reasons: we may, if not of all then
certainly of many things, ask when they are — so there is a time at which they are, so there are times and there is

time. We have also presupposed at the outset that there is change, and change is always in time.

If there 1s time because there is change, however, can we identify the two? Aristotle considers several ways to do
and concludes that we cannot. Time could be change in the sense of being the thing that (primarily) changes,
e.g. the revolution of the universe. If this is a thing, however, then it does not change (and there could be several
of it); if it is a process, then it does change, but within time, so it cannot e itself time. Time could be change in the
sense of being identical to each and every alteration: but these are in the things that change, and time is not; they

are fast or slow, and thus in time in different ways, but time cannot be faster or slower than it is.

6.1.1 No time without change

With time, we have, at least, a double problem. The first one concerns the reality of time: to be real, time must
be temporally extended and it is difficult to see how it can be. This problem is the problem of what Aristotle calls
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“the before” (to proteron) and “the after” ({o husteron), of instants that are past or future (green arrow) in relation to
the one instant that is the present (red arrow):

In what sense is time ‘made up’ of all these instants, what ontological status have the green ones, in what sense are
they part of time? We want to say, of course, that some of them wi/l be red and others have been red — but as in the
case of the problem of change, the difficulty is to see why saying this should help.

The other, correlative, but distinct problem concerns the passage of time. Not only does time extend into non-
being, but it also changes with respect to it; it passes and things that were future become present and then past.
This is the problem of understanding the difference between the situation pictured above and the following:

>

The two situation do not differ in their ontology, one might say, they depict the same elements; but they depict
them differently, and as differently: between the first and the second situation, time has ‘moved on’, and brought
about a change in which of the instants is present. But how can that be?

After having concluded in IVio that time is not the same thing as change, Aristotle reconsiders their intimate
relationship in IV, The first link is epistemological: it is our own undergoing of change that makes us notice
change. I find it plausible to assume that for Aristotle there is even a tighter link. Noticing change is undergoing
change oneself: I cannot see the cat moving, e.g., if I do not see it differently at different times. When there
is change in my perception, I always notice it (though perhaps not all of it): seeing a difference is seeing things
differently and this difference is itself (part of what is) seen.’

Aristotle concludes from the epistemological link that time and change stand in a relation of ontological depen-
dence, that even though time is not identical with change, it is not ‘separable’ from it either, that time is an ‘aspect’
of change. This explains, in his view, the mutual dependence of their perceptions: time and change are “perceived
together”. Being an aspect of change, time inherits the extrinsicness of some of its essential properties. A change is
e.g said to be continuous because it is a change in a continuous magnitude. The time of that change, which itself
1s of the magnitude, is thus continuous for the same reason: because the magnitude in question is continuous.

Our perception of time thus has a quite different epistemological status than our perception of e.g. stones. Temporal
experience is, if it is of temporality, i.e. change, necessarily itself temporal, i.e. changing: to say of a given clock
that it runs fast or slow, goes more or less quickly or that it has stopped, s to say these things of the given clock in
relation to another one that is ‘held steady’. We do not need a ‘clock’ in the normal sense of the word to do this:?
any regular process, e.g. (normally) our heart-beat will do — “regular”, of course, itself being a relative temporal
qualification. We measure temporal change in relation to temporal change; there is no ‘outside perspective’ on
time at all.

These remarks about the centrality of time measurement are followed by a difficult passage, where Aristotle dis-
cusses whether the same can be said of the dimensionality of time:

1. This does not mean that Aristotle here has to postulate an introspective faculty, which monitors the perceptions (perceives them?) and
notices their difference. Difference may be ‘given’ in perception in other, cognitively less demanding ways, as when we see something surprising
— we are surprised to see this (pupil dilated, startled), but for this it is not necessary that we see something as surprising.

2. Indeed, it appears quite doubtful that there is such a thing: “clock” does not appear to be a semantically unified concept at all.
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The distinction of before and after holds pri-
marily, then, in place; and there in virtue of
relative position. Since then before and af-
ter hold in magnitude, they must hold also in
movement, these corresponding to those. But
also in time the distinction of before and af-
ter must hold; for time and movement always
correspond with each other. The before and
after in motion identical in substratum with
motion yet differs from it in being, and is not

Now the before and after is in place primar-
ily; there, it is by convention. But since the
before and after is in magnitude, it must also
be in change, by analogy with what there is
there. But in time, too, the before and af-
ter is present, because the one always follows
the other of them. The before and after in
change is, in respect of what makes it what it
is, change; but its being is different and is not

change. (Aristotle 1993: 4344)

identical with motion. (Aristotle 2014: 820)

Aristotle here discusses the difficult question if; and if so, in what sense, we can attribute temporal qualifications to
time itself and wants to exhibit a way in which we can. It was said earlier that it makes no sense to talk of “time in
time”, i.e. to say of some part of time, e.g. the present, that it was future and will be past. Every time is essentially
the time it is and could not be at any other time, for that would mean that it were another time. As an aspect of
change, which is a change in some intrinsically ordered ‘pair of opposites’, e.g. the continuum from hot to cold,
time may indirectly be said to exhibit temporal order. Let us picture Socrates sitting by the fire, warming up:

We have a change, of an underlying thing (Socrates), between a pair of opposites, i.e. from cold to warm. This
change is a change in magnitude: it is between a lower point in the temperature dimension (depicted in the middle)
and a higher point in that dimension. It is also directed: it is from cold to hot and this is why it is a warming-up,
rather than a cooling-down of Socrates. Saying that it is a warming-up, however, is already saying that the process
is temporarily directed, that the lower point in temperature is before the higher point, which is affer.

Aristotle discusses here the ontological status of the green arrows in the first picture above and asks what it means
to call them “before” and “after” respectively. He answers that these denominations mark the inner temporal
structure of a process which is intrinsically directed, i.e. which is a change from one of two opposites fo the other.

The change is from the cold to the hot (and thus a different change than the change from hot to cold would be),
and gives the magnitude a ‘before’ and ‘after’ structure: before the warming up, Socrates was cold, and affer it, he is
now warm. Time, because it is an aspect of this change, inherits this structure: the time when Socrates was cold
may be said to be before the time when Socrates is warm, even though the times themselves have not receded into
the past.

The temporal characterisation of what is happening with Socrates is in this way derivative on and posterior to the
process we are observing: it is because this process is a warming up that #; is related to the blue end of the arrow
and 7 is related to the red end of the arrow. If they were differently related (f; to red and #, to blue), the process
would be a cooling-down. That the two instants are so related is all there is about them: nothing in the situation
makes it impossible that it could also be pictured this way:
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This is the same picture because the intrinsically temporally directed process is the same: the earlier instant is still
associated with the blue end of the arrow, the later instant with the red end. The situation, of course, would be
different if we changed only one direction of the two arrows: we would then depict a cooling-down rather than a

warming-up.

In the last sentence of the quoted passage, Aristotle addresses the question of the ontological status of non-present
instants, saying that they are not different in number or reality from the ongoing process: they are what makes
that process what it is (i.e. a warming-up, rather than a cooling down): they are its moments, but they differ from
it in being or in account. What is is to be a process of warming up is not the same as what it is to be an instant
of high-temperature (nor what it is to be an instant of low-temperature). What it is to be the before and the after
1s for the instants to be related in some way to different stages of that process, not what it is to be these different

stages.

But what exactly is it what we do when we describe a intrinsically temporally structured process in terms of the
before and the after, two instants differing not in reality but only in being? To temporally locate the successive
parts of a process, we ‘clock’ them, 1.e. we notice their passing by marking off two ‘nows’:
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But we apprehend time only when we have
marked motion, marking it by before and af-
ter; and it is only when we have perceived be-
fore and after in motion that we say that time
has elapsed. Now we mark them by judging
that one thing is different from another, and
that some third thing is intermediate to them.
When we think of the extremes as different
from the middle and the mind pronounces
that the ‘nows’ are two, one before and one af-
ter, itis then that we say that there is time, and
this that we say is time. For what is bounded
by the ‘now’ is thought to be time — we may
assume this. (Aristotle 2014: 820)

But time, too, we become acquainted with
when we mark off change, marking it off by
the before and after, and we say that time has
passed when we get a perception of the before
and after in change. We mark off change by
taking them [the before and after in change]
to be different things, and some other thing
between them; for whenever we conceive of
the limits as other than the middle, and the
soul says that the nows are two, one before
and one after, then it is and this it is that we
say time is. (What is marked off by the now is
thought to be time: let this be taken as true.)
(Aristotle 1993: 44)

Aristotle here makes the step from temporal perception to perception of time and to what it is we then perceive,
1.e. time itself. What the step exactly consists in is difficult to say. Here is an attempt: The marking-off is done by
us, functioning as a clock, and it is done by positing one identical mark — the ‘now’ — twice in succession, marking
two boundaries and thus an interval, i.e. (part of) what time 1s. What we judge to be different from one another
are the two instants which are identical in number but different in being. The way we judge this is by ‘marking off”
two ‘nows’. We can do this, while watching the cat move or Socrates warming up, by saying “now” and “now”.
By saying that we say the “same thing” twice, we automatically say that we say it at different times, and so that we
‘mark off” different instants.# As these two instants do not differ intrinsically, however, we cannot but ‘mark’ them
‘off” in the same way, by “now” and we are right in doing so (they are present when we ? mark’ them ‘off’, after

3. Perhaps a way of making sense of this is the following: the temporal qualifications qualify directly only the magnitude, and only indirectly
the process.

4. We can make this explicit by saying “Socrates is warming up” first, and “Socrates has warmed up” later — we would still have said, in a
sense, the same thing twice. We will return to this point later.
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all). They are both nows and differ only in that the one is ‘marked off” as the before and the other one is ‘marked

off” as the after.

What we ‘mark off” in this way us time. We thus get the famous account of time as the number (measure, rate) of

change:
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For time is just this — number of motion in
respect of ‘before’ and ‘after’. Hence time is
not movement, but only movement in so far
as it admits of enumeration. An indication of
this: we discriminate the more or the less by
number, but more or less movement by time.
(Number,

we must note, is used in two ways — both of

Time then is a kind of number.

what is counted or countable and also of that
with which we count. Time, then, is what is

For that is what time is: a number of change
in respect of the before and after. So time is
not change but in the way in which change
has a number. An indication: we discern the
greater and the less by number, and greater
and less change by time; hence time is a kind
of number. But number is [so called] in two
ways: we call number both (a) that which is
counted and countable, and (b) that by which
we count. Time is that which is counted and

counted, not that with which we count: these  not that by which we count. (Aristotle 1993:

are different kinds of thing.) (Aristotle 2014:  44)

821)

The two marks by which we mark off an interval are in one sense the same and in one sense different: they are the
same in reality and in number, because they are both borders between the past and the future, and what it is to
be such a border (‘whatever it is that makes it a now’) is thus the same. Though the now remains numerically the
same, it undergoes a change (it is the underlying thing of the change which is the passing of time): the two ‘nows’
are different in definition (‘their being is not the same’) because each of them is the now of something changing,

and what it is to be that changing thing changes during (and because of) the change.

The being of the now changes from before to after (i.e.: it was the before, and becomes the after), and it is this
difference in being that is counted by our marking off the two respective instants.

6.1.2 Time is a number

Ifhe could have heard Aristotle saying that time is a number, Plato would probably have felt vindicated: what good
1s it building your whole philosophy around the assumption that there is change, if you end up saying that time,
indispensable for and inseparable from change, is an abstract mathematical object, unchanging and absolute? To
not give Plato such shallow satisfaction, it is very important for Aristotle to be able to say that time is a number
only in a sense. But in which sense? This question is answered in the last sentence of the quote above: While time
1s a number and numbers essentially are for counting, it is not that by which we are counting but that which is
counted.

Number words, in Greek, English and any other language I know of, are systematically ambiguous between a
predicative and a noun-use. When I say that there are three horses, I say that their number 1s three, and vice
versa: in its first occurrence, however, “two” was qualifying predicatively the horses (collectively, of course, not
individually), while in its second occurrence, it stands for that thing which is the number two. Atleast for “one”, the
first use 1s marked in many languages by gender: I cannot say “ein Frau” or “un femme”, even though the number
of women (salient in a certain context) may be said to be “eins” (German even uses a noun that is syntactically
different from the male number predicate) or “un”. In its second meaning, “two” stands for what we count by (the
number), in its first for what we are counting (the horses).

The two uses of number words are connected, however: when I say that there are two (flowers, say), I am number-
ing them by “two”, but also saying of their number (two) that it is two. I am counting them, but also their number.
What I am counting are units, one horse and then another horse: the units are the same (what it is to be one for
the first horse is what it is to be one for the second horse), but I am counting them/it twice, so in this sense I am

counting two units, 1.e. am counting to two, 1.e. am counting the number of the two horses.

What we mark off when we measure time are nows, and time is the number of them, i.e. a measure of how many

of them there are (counting by difference in being, not by numerical difference). The length of what we mark out
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is recurring (“we’ve been waiting for him again for five minutes”), even though what is recurring (this five minute

wait, that five minute wait) is not: it is not recurring identically, as it were, but only with respect to its length.
6.1.3 Continuity

Because the ‘now’ is extrinsically individuated by the thing it is the border off, there would be no ‘now’ in an
instantaneous or atemporal universe: there would be no ‘now’ if there were no time and there would be no time
(nothing counted) if there were no now.

6.2 The reality of time

What kind of reality does “time is the number of change™ attribute to time? Hussey, along with many others, takes
Aristotle to think that time 1s a quantily:

Aristotle’s thought is that (roughly) there is nothing more to time tna that it is a measurable quantity
which attaches to changes in just the same sort of way as e.g. length and heaviness attach to material
bodies. There is, in particular, no unified, all-embracing, self-subsistent “Time’: there are just changes
having greater and lesser quantities of time-length. (Hussey 1993: xxxviii)

While I agree with the second assertion, the first one is straightforwardly false: Aristotle does not say that time is a
quantity or magnitude, but says that it is the number, 1.e. a measure of some such quantity or magnitude.

6.2.1 Two different nows
6.2.2 Ways of being in time

6.2.3 The infinity of time

6.3 Measuring and counting

6.3.1 Sortal-relativity
6.3.2 Aristotle’s structuralism

6.3.3 Time as a number
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Chapter 7

Physics V+VI: Motions

7.1 The change that is motion

Physics Va distinguishes three ways in which one and the same change may be described:

accidental change (kata sumbebekos): the musician walks, who happens to be Socrates — a change of the musician,
but which happens to be ¢f the musician (rather than of a non-musician) only accidentally;

intrinsic change (kath’auto): the body is healed because the eyeis healed — a change of the body, which it undergoes
in virtue of a change in one of its parts;

essential change: a thing becomes actually what is was potentially — the body which is capable of being healed
is healed and thus realises the potentiality it has.

It is the third type of transition that is directly attributed to the thing underlying the change — the matter changing
from one opposite to the other — and the change is ‘named’ after its end-point: after “warm” if it is a warming-up
and after “cold” if it is a cooling-down. This ‘endpoint’, a form, is not itself changed in the change.

A change from a non-subject to a subject is a coming-to-be (geness). If the change is between opposites, what comes
to be is a so-called ‘accidential unity’, white Socrates or a musician. If the change is from unqualified non-being
to being, what comes to be is a self-standing Aristotelian substance, e.g. a house. A change from a subject to a non-
subject is a ceasing-to-be (“perishing”, phthora), either of accidential unities or of substances. Changes between
subjects are the third category, and every motion (kinesis) is such a change from subject to subject, i.e. neither a

coming-to-be nor a ceasing-to-be.

Change in the category of quality is alteration (alloiosis), change in quantity is increase (auxésts) or decrease (phthisis),
change in place is

7.1.1  Types of change

In Vi, Aristotle considers the question whether there can be change of change and argues that there can only be
accidental change of change. For the conclusion that there cannot be non-accidental change of change, he offers
four arguments:

* change requires a subject / underlying thing, and change is no such thing;

* if there were (genuine) change of change, change would never start: for it would have to change first in order
to start, 1.e. undergo a change which itself would have to change to start etc.;

* a problem at the level of potentialities: if a becoming-to-be would also be a ceasing-to-be, it would have to
have the potentiality to cease-to-be; to have this potentiality, it would have to exist; but if it already exists, it
cannot have the potentiality to become-to-be;'

1. The analogue for non-substantial change is less plausible: if a darkening would also be a whitening, it would have to have the potentiality
to become white; to have this potentiality, it must be dark; but if it already is dark, it cannot have the potentiality to become dark.
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The cases of accidential changes of changes he has in mind seem to be ‘pendulum’ changes, as when someone gets
sicker and sicker, reaches a turn point and then becomes healthier again. Changes between substances are from
one form to another and the ‘accident’ involved at the turning point is that the opposite which is the end-point
(sickness) is concurrent with its opposite (health) being present in potentiality.

V.g defines a number of terms that, while themselves topic-neutral, will be applied to both time and change, starting
with the most general and primitive one: being in succession. Something a is said to be “in succession” if it is after
/ succeeds something b and does so directly, i.e. without having anything of the same kind as a between a and b.
Something which is in succession and in contact with what it succeeds 1s said to be “contiguous”. Two things are
said to be “in contact” if their extremities are together, i.e. in one primary place.

Something contiguous is said to be “continuous” if it not only is in contact (“touches”) the thing it succeeds but
“the touching limits of each become one and the same and are, as the word implies, contained in each other” —
i.e. if it shares its border (that by which it is in contact with the thing it succeeds) with the thing it succeeds.

7.1.2 The unity of motion

V.4 discusses identity criteria for types and tokens of motions: two motions are type-identical if they are of the
same of the three types (“one generically”) and if they belong to the same lowest species with respect to their pair
of opposites (“specficially one”).

Two token motions of the same type are identical (“one in an unqualified sense”) only if they are the same in three
respects:

that which: they have the same underlying thing;
that in which: they have the same medium;
that during which: they take up the same time.

With respect to the question whether token motions are repeatable, Aristotle explores both possibilities. If we are
happy to accept intermittent existence, we can say that Socrates undergoes the very same alteration twice; if not,

not.

7.1.3 'The nature of steresis

In V5, Aristotle distinguishes different ways in which changes may be opposed to each other. If A and B are
contraries (e.g.: warm and cold), the following may be said to be contrary motions:

from A and to A

—

2. from A and from B
3. toA and to B

4. from A and to B

5. from A to B and from B to A

He first excludes case (4): these are not really contrary, for they are the same in number and reality, and differ only
in account. By the same reason, cases (2) and (3) are really just one phenomenon; and it is in turn the same as (5)
and (1), for the motion to A is always, mediately or immediately, from B (and vice versa).

In V6, states of rest (heremia) are characterised as contraries of motions, in the following way:

* resting in A is the contrary and privation of the motion from A to B
* resting in B is the contrary and privation of the motion from B to A

They inherit their contrariness from the motions they are privations of: just as the motion from A to B is contrary
to the motion from B to A, so it the rest state A to the rest state B.
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7.2 The instant of change

In VI, Aristotle draws some surprising consequences out of the seemingly innocent definitions of topological
terms in book V.g.

Everything that is not scattered must be gunky (“nothing continuous can be composed of indivisibles™).

Because motion is gunky, so must be the magnitude within which it moves, the time during which it moves and
the thing that is moved by it. The reasoning is per absurdum: if any of these was composed of indivisibles, motion
would have partless parts.

The connection between the continuity of motion and of time is then exploited to solve Zeno’s paradox of the

runner in VIL.2
Aristotle first gives an argument that time is continuous
and so is magnitude

Everything continuous has parts

7.2.1 What can happen in an instant
It was asserted already that the present (fo nun) does not have parts. That time is continuous now allows to fill in a
missing premiss in the argument given earlier. The argument was:

1. The present is the boundary of the past.

2. The present is the boundary of the future.

3. If these two boundaries were different, they would be apart from each other, and there would be time
intermediate between them.

4. This intermediate time would be divisible, and so the present itself would be divisible.

5. The present would be divisible i zme, so part of it would be in the past and part of it in the future.

6. But then it could not be the boundaries it is.

Because the present is also in time, time contains an indivisible part.
From the indivisibility of the present it follows that there cannot be instantaneous motion, nor instantaneous rest.

In VI.4, Aristotle argues that every change is temporally divisible, and that every change is divisible into sub-
changes.

Aristotle next (VI.5) addresses the problem of the starting-point of a change. If something changes from A to B, it
ceases to be A at the start of the change. So what is it while it is changing? B, Aristotle answers.

To make this palatable, Aristotle distinguishes the ongoing of a change from its completion.

Changes do not have starting-points, nor do they have a first stage.

7.2.2 The progressive paradox

Every change has a ‘primary time’, i.e. an exact duration, and it fills it in the sense that it happens at every part of
it. Because time is infinitely divisible, so is change: whenever something is changing, it has been changing before.
VI.7: There cannot be a finite motion in an infinite time, nor can there be an infinite motion in a finite time.
VL8: Rest.

In VI.g, Zeno’s arguments against the possibility of motion are addressed. Aristotle ascribes to him four:

Bisection
Achilles

the flying arrow
Race-course
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VLo argues that the quantitatively indivisible can only move per accidens, by being a part of something that moves.

7.2.3 The ‘at-at’ theory of velocity
7.3 Answering Zeno

7.3.1 Zeno’s arguments
7.3.2 The Aristotelian continuum

7.3.3 Infinite motion
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Chapter 8

Physics VII+VIII: Movings, the First
Motion and the First Mover

INTRO

8.1 Physics VII: A first stab

get on book 7, in biblio: Wardy (1990)
8.1.1 The regress of motions

At the very start of VIL1, Aristotle gives a somewhat curious argument for the conclusion that everything moving
is moved by something else than itself. Let a be something that moves, and “p” abbreviate the desired conclusion
that a is moved by something different than a:

1. Ifitis not the case that a has the source of its motion in itself, then p.

2. Let us suppose a has the source of its motion in itself.

3. A sufficient condition for a is moved by b: necessarily, if b were to stop (“cease from its motion”), then this
would cause a to be at rest.

4. ahas a proper part, ¢ (“everything that is in motion is divisible”).

5. If ¢ were not in motion, then a would not be in motion, or at least it would not be in motion “essentially
and primarily”.

6. So a is moved by ¢, hence p.

From the irreflexivity of ““...is moved by ...”, Aristotle argues for the existence of a first mover:

P1 Nothing moves itself.

P2 Something, a;, moves.

P3 Whatever it is that moves anything, must also be in motion.

C1 aj 1s moved by az, which is moved by a3, etc. a, being moved by a1, the series is infinite. (from P1-Pg)

P4 The motions of all members of the series are simultaneous.

C2 Each motion of a member of the series lasts for the same (amount of) time than the motion of a;. (from P4?)

Cg The motion of the whole series is infinite, because it contains infinitely many numerically different sub-motions.
(from C1 and Cz2)

P5 There can be infinite motion in a finite time only if it is done by (or, at least, is attributable to) many things.

P6 Being moved by something requires being either in contact with it or continuous with it.

C4 All members of the series are in contact or continuous with each other. (from Ci and P6)

C5 Hence they are not “many things” in the sense of (P5). (from Cyg)

C6 The time of the motion of the whole series in finite. (from Cz2?)
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We derive a contradiction and have to deny one of the premisses. Aristotle thinks that we should deny (P3) and
stop the regress with a first mover which is unmoved.

There are, of course, plenty of gaps in the argument. Here are some of them:

* Itdoes not follow from the irreflexivity of “...is moved by ...” that there may not be circles, i.e. that there may
not be some i < n such that a, 1s moved by a;. This violates reflexivity only if the relation is also transitive
and if for every thing in the series there is just one thing it is moved by.

* Itis not clear why we should think that the combined motion of the series takes up a finite time (or even the
same time as motion of ay, as Aristotle seems to think).

* What justification is there for (P5)? Will not (P5) lead to Zenonian paradoxes?

In VII.2, Aristotle explicates the requirement that for a to move b, a and b have to be ‘together’ (to hama) or in
contact (fo haptomenon), for the three types of motion:

local, i.e. wrt place if b’s locomotion is ‘from a’, a imparts it and so a must be adjacent to b. There cannot be
something in between a and b, because a is changing b’s position with respect to its own place (pushing it
away or pulling it towards it)

qualitative if b’s alteration is ‘from a’, then, because b’s alteration could occur in animate things, a is a sensible
thing that changes the sensible characteristics of b or their degree. If a changes b’s sensible characteristics, it
is either continuous with it (via air in hearing and smelling, via light in sight) or adjacent to it (as the flavour
1s In tasting).

quantitative if b’s increase/decrease 1s ‘from a’, a either starts the increase by becoming attached to b and one
with b or a starts the decrease by being a part that becomes detached from b, and in both cases a is continuous
with b.

8.1.2 Regresses and types of well-foundedness

STILL TO COME, FROM THE "BEING WITHOUT FOUNDATIONS” PROJECT

8.1.3 Alterations

VILg is a defense of the presupposition made just before in VIL2 that alteration is always ‘from’ sensible things,
and only of things that are “said to be essentially affected by sensible things”. The argument is, at first sight at
least, a blatant non-sequitur. Aristotle discusses two cases of change, argues that none of them are alterations and
notes that, in many cases at least, changes of the second kind (acquisitions of states of the soul) occur in sensible
things, more particularly in the sensitive part of the soul, concluding from this that alterations always occur, except
accidentally, only in the sensitive part of the soul.

* When form or figure are changed, this change is not an alteration. When the bronze is sculpted into a statue,
or the wood into a bed, this is not a qualitative change, attributable to the wood or the bronze. Rather, we
have a bronzen statue and a wooden bed. When a quantity of iron 1s melted into a bronze and changes its
figure, this is also no qualitative change, attributable to the hot fluid. Rather, we now have bronze (and not
justiron in a different shape). In substantial change generally, what comes into being is not altered (changed
qualitatively), and the coming into being is not an alteration, even if there is an underlying thing (which
perhaps necessarily there is).

The acquisition of a state is also not an alteration, for the state 1s either perfect or less than perfect and more
or less corrupt. If it is perfect, its acquisition is not gradual: only the endpoint is the perfect state. If it is
less than perfect, it falls short of its thing’s nature and this is again not a gradual transition, but a binary
change from perfect to less-than-perfect. This binary change depends upon particular relations to other
things, and whether or not these relations hold is a yes-no question, even when alterations in the other relata
are necessary for the relation to hold.

VII.4 discusses the commensurability of motions. and notes first that local, qualitative and quantitative changes are
pairwise incommensurable, for lengths (of local mouvements), affections (of qualitative change) and magnitudes
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(of quantitative change) cannot be equal to each other. With respect to locomotion, he discusses at some length
what diagnosis can be given of the (assumed) incommensurability of the length of a straight and the length of a
circular line. To assess questions of commensurability of motions of a given type (local, qualitative or quantitative),
we have to divide the type into species, and these species are derivable from the species of things that undergo

these motions naturally and primarily.

For alterations (qualitative changes), this recipe is applied thus: a becoming white and a becoming healthy cannot
be compared with respect to their speed because WHITE and HEALTH are specifically different, 1.e. differ as species
(of affections).

VII.5 observes that among motive force, restive force (e.g. weight), time and distance, the last three are pairwise
directly proportional to each other, but that motive force is not, as it is subject to a threshold principle: it must be
of some quantity to be able to move at all. The same is then said to be true of alteration: the amount, the extent of
alteration and its time are pairwise proportional (half the alteration in half the time; alteration of half the object in
half the time; half the time for half of the alteration or for alteration of half of the object; double the alteration for
half of the object; half of the object altered for half of the alteration), but this does not hold for that which causes
the alteration: it must be active or become activated beyond a certain threshold to cause any alteration at all.

8.2 A fresh start: Physics VIII

8.2.1 The eternity of motion

In VIIIi, Aristotle argues for the eternity of motion: that there always were things moving. The starting point is
an instance of the general definition of change (Phys. IIL.1 201a10-11), specialised to the special case of motion, and
the observation that, even as actualised, a potentiality is always a potentiality ¢f something:

papdy 37 thy xbwno elvar évépyetay tob xi-  Motion, we say, is the actuality of the mov- Now we say that motion is the actuality of the

yNToB §) xovnTéy. dvoryxaiov Bpo Odpyey T able in so far as it is movable. Each kind  movable in so far as it is movable. It is nec-

Tpaypato T duvdpeva xwveicdor xod éxd-  of motion, therefore, necessarily involves the  essary, therefore, that there should be objects

oty xivnau. (251a8-12) presence of the things that are capable of that ~ which are able to move with each kind of mo-
motion. (Aristotle 2014: g21) tion. (Aristotle 1999: 2)

To show the eternity of motion, Aristotle proceeds to show that the coming to be of motion “implies a change
previous to the first motion”, which is absurd:

P1 If there is motion, there must be something movable.

P2 If the movable does not exist eternally, it came into being

Pg If it came into being, then this coming to be itself was a change or a motion (metabolé or kinesis), prior to the
motion in (P1).

P4 The movable cannot exist eternally and always be at rest, for rest is the privation of motion and in need of a
cause (aition).

P5 So if the movable did not come into being, it was either already moving or it came to be in a state of rest, in
both cases by a motion prior to the motion in (P1).

C In both cases, there was motion before the motion in (P1).

(P4) is widely regarded as the least plausible premise:' it says that we need a cause for the fact that the potential
of the movable to move was not activated before. It is true that Aristotle does not in general require causes for
states of rest (and instead accepts the absence of a cause for motion as a sufficient explanation),” but the situation
here is special, because we are inquiring about the possibility of some movable’s rest-state that has no beginning in
time. That this is impossible will Aristotle try to show next: the only thing that could have prevented the movable
from moving from eternity is a lack of ‘contact’; overcoming such a lack of ‘contact’, however, requires motion, so

1. Graham (1999: 44) calls it “the most puzzling step”.

2. This is why Graham (1999: 43) feels obliged to add an extra premise: “There must be some change to cancel to cause of [the mover’s]
being at rest” — “the need for a cause to climinate the obstacle or to ‘turn on’, as it were, [the movable]”. But not only is this premise not
needed, it is also not Aristotelian: Aristotelian powers, as we have seen, do not need to be ‘turned on’.
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there must have been a prior motion to bring the movable into contact with its ‘manifestation partner’, to produce

motion. For there to be motion, there has to be contact, and this itself has to be brought about by a prior motion.

This is said, in so many words, in 251a28-bio:

GAN' obv door ye duvartd motely xod TAGYELY
) wwvely, to 8¢ xivelodat, 0d TAvTwS Suvatd

oy, AN 8L Eyovta xat TANGLdovTa GANY-
Aotg. (251b1-bg)

But at any rate all things that are capable of
affecting and being affected, or of causing mo-
tion and being moved, are capable of it not
under all conditions, but only when they are
in a particular condition and approach one
another...(Aristotle 2014: g22)

But things that are able to act or to be acted
on, or to move things and be moved, respec-
tively, are not able to interact under any con-
dition whatsoever, but only if they are in a
certain condition and approach each other.
(Aristotle 1999: 2)

So perhaps we can grant Aristotle (P4). (Pg), however, is perhaps even more problematic: while becoming-to-be
certainly counts as a ‘change’, why should we take it to be kiesis in the sense of the type of thing of which the
argument is supposed to show that there cannot be a first one?

The second argument infers the eternity of motion from the eternity of time:

P1 If time has come to be, it has come to be at an instant. (“Time cannot be thought of apart from the now.” /
adunaton estin kai emai kai noésai chronos aneu lou nun).

P2 The now is a ‘middle’ (mesotés), it has a beginning and end at the same time, “for it is the beginning of the future
time and the end of the past” (arché tou esomenou chronou) and teleute tou parelthontos [chronos)).

P3g Because it has both a beginning and an end, there must be time on both sides of the now.

C1 So time has not come to be.

P4 If there is time, there must also be motion, “if indeed time is a kind of property of motion” (fo chronos pathos ti
knéseos).

Cz2 So motion has not come to be.

The argument from (P1-Pg) to (C1) assumes that if time has to come to be, it has come to be at an instant in the
sense of a ‘now’ in the sense of (P2).3 (P1) is the crucial premise: it is perhaps an instance of the more general
claim that whatever ‘happens’ to time ‘happens’ in time. I find even the more general claim rather plausible:
time, among other things, is a temporal expanse and its topological and metrical properties are properties of that
expanse, 1.e. give it an inner structure. This inner structure, by the nature of time, is itself temporal and can only be

temporal: there is no way for time to have properties that are not also ascribable to its parts and so are temporal.

(P4) is not just a statement of ontological dependence: the conceptual connection between time and motion is
closer than metaphysically necessary covariation of existence. The idea that time has come into being does not
make sense, according to Aristotle, because it would have to happen at some one time. But not only cannot it be
at a time (for then there would be a time before that), it also cannot fappen at all. The becoming-to-be of time, like
any other becoming-to-be, would be a motion and so have an intrinsic temporal structure — but this is impossible,
if it is time itself that comes to be, for time just is this: the intrinsic temporal structure of comings-to-be. If such
structure cannot come to be, it must have always existed, and so there always were things it was the structure of.4

At 251b28-252a5, Aristotle says that the ‘same argument’ as the first shows that motion does not cease to exist: if
some motion ceases to exist, only the actuality does, not the movable of which it is the motion; if this movable also
ceases to exist, then this is a motion later than the first one, presupposing another movable the actuality of which is
the second motion, the ceasing to exist will be a third, subsequent motion etc. I frankly do not find this argument
convincing at all. It is one thing to say that if the mover ceases to move that which is moved, then this requires a
earlier motion, e.g. a loss of contact. But why think that this earlier motion also has to be later, that it has to go on

3. Though my reconstruction makes it depend on that assumption, I still find it more plausible as the one ascribed to Aristotle by Graham
(1999: 47), which depends on two premises I find problematic: (i) that “[t]he existence of the now is a necessary condition for the existence of
time”, which ascribes to Aristotle a two-way dependence relation between the now and time, of “mutual entailment” (1999: 48); and (ii) that
we inductively infer that what is true of the now is true for any arbitrary moment of time.

4. One may think that (P4) clashes with the priority of change over time: if time is posterior to change, we cannot also make change posterior
to time by inferring properties of the former from properties of the latter. Such a circularity objection, however, is much too quick: Aristotle has
a rich repertoire of different notions of priority and can easily distinguish the two relations: he could say, e.g., that while time measures change,
but change realises time.
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until after the first motion has ceased to be? Why could not the actuality go out of existence at the same time as
the potentiality? Why must the potentiality linger on even after the actuality has ceased to exist?

Fortunately, there is no need for a parallel to the first argument (from the definition of motion) if the second
argument (from the eternity of time) works: for the second one is perfectly symmetric with respect to past and
future and equally plausibly shows that motion cannot have a beginning and that it cannot have an end.

The third argument is perhaps meant to back up (Pg) of the first argument. It seems to involve something like
a causal closure condition (in Aristotle’s sense of “cause”, i.e. perhaps something more akin to a version of the
principle of sufficient reason). Again, it proceeds by an investigation of what it would mean for motion to have a
beginning, but now asks whether this would be compatible with the “orderly” course of nature (252an1-12). It would
not, answers Aristotle, if time is linear, because the coming into being of motion would divide such a time into
parts (the time before there was motion, the time after there was motion) that do not stand in a proportion: there
would thus be no possible explanation of why motion came into being at this, rather than any other time.

Aristotle concludes VIIL1 by claiming that motion is eternal.5

In VIILg, Aristotle argues that (1) some things never move, (i1) some always move and (ii1) some only sometimes
move. He does so by arguing against four alternatives: that nothing ever moves (establishing Ja), that nothing ever
is at rest (establishing (7) V (iif)), that whatever is at rest (or moves) always is at rest (or moves), and that everything
which is at rest (or moves) sometimes moves (or is at rest) (establishing (i) V (if))

no motion It is not possible that nothing ever moves, for we may assume that nature is a source of motion, as
the contrary claim (that nothing ever moves) “calls into question the whole of experience rather than some
part of it and not only in relation to the natural scientist, but in relation to virtually all the sciences and all
judgemetns, since they all make use of motion” (253a34-253b1, 1999: 7).%

no rest It is not possible that nothing ever is at rest, for “nature is a principle of rest no less than of motion™ (253bg,
1999: 7), and there is a threshold principle for all four types of motion. For increase/decrease, there must a
turning-point: nothing can grow indefinitely (as the universe is finite), not decrease indefinitely (as there are
no points); when increase turns into decrease or decrease into increase, the thing underlying the change is
at rest. Tor alteration, a fixed amount of underlying gradual change gives rise to some discrete change at a
higher-level: with respect to these higher-level qualities, the thing is at rest before and after that change. For
locomotion, it is merely asserted that at least sometimes, things are (at rest) in their natural place.

no starting/stopping It is not possible that nothing ever comes to rest or comes to move, for there would be no
coming-to-be and no ceasing-to-be, “[f]or if something changes into this, it comes to be this or to occupy this,
and if it changes from that, it ceases to be that or to occupy that” (254a11-12, 1999: 8). This is an interesting
observation:’ because every qualitative change also brings into being something — at least an accidental
unity, white Socrates, or a lesser entity such as the place of the yellow billard ball (which was the place of the
red billard ball just seconds ago), it is plausible to assume that every substantial change is underwritten by
some qualitative change: this change, to be what brings into being something that did not exist before, has
to start and cannot have been going on forever. This establishes (iii).

only starting/stopping That it is not possible that everything starts or stops, is here not shown but merely asserted.®
The unmoved mover of VIIL 5 is always at rest (never starts), the outermost cosmic sphere of VIIL6 is always
moving (never stops).

5. Itis not clear to what extent Aristotle’s arguments apply not only to Anaxagoras’ cosmological model where motion begins once and for
all after an indefinite period of rest, but also to Empedocles’ view that motion and rest forever alternate (cf. Graham 1999: 58-59). Perhaps this
is partially addressed in VIII.2, where Aristotle considers an objection from the analogy with animal motion, starting seemingly spontaneously.
He rejects the analogy, holding that animals, because they are living things, are always in motion.

6. He backs this up with an additional argument which we discussed already at p. 28.

7. Itis not, contra Graham (1999: 70-71), an illicit assimilation of coming/ceasing-to-be to “corollaries of motion”, nor an attempt to reduce
substantial change to another species of change.

8. Even if this fourth scenario were excluded, Aristotle would not yet have established (i) and (ii). From the exclusion of the first two scenarios
we only get that there is something that sometimes moves and something that sometimes is at rest. The exclusion of the fourth does not show
that these things did not start to move nor start to be at rest, but only that there are some things that move (or are at rest) always if they ever
move (or are at rest) at all.
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Aristotle does not take his argument to be conclusive, but says that we still have to show that not all things fall
under (ii1), and that some fall under (i) and some under (i1).

8.2.2 Motion is always owed

Having established that there always is motion, i.e. that always, some things are moving, Aristotle asks why they
are moving, concluding in VIIL.6 that they are moved by something which itself is unmoved, an unmoved mover.

Physics VIIL.4 argues that everything that moves is moved by something, distinguishing between incidental / ‘acci-
dental’ (kata sumbebékos) and intrinsic / ‘essential’ (kath’auto) motion and between motion by nature and motion by

force.

Things moved by nature seem to be the easier case: they seem to be moved by themselves, for nature is their inner
principle of change.

Things moved by force move either incidentially or intrinsically. If they are moved incidentially, then this coinci-
dence is what moves them, and so they are moved by something. The difficult case is intrinsic motion by force:
why is due to something? This class is discussed by Aristotle under the heading of elemental motion: to what is
the motion of the four elements due? Aristotle says that while they move by nature, they do not, strictly speaking,
move themselves. While it is true that everything that moves by itself also moves by nature, the converse is more
difficult to establish: while the elements move by nature, they do not seem to initiate their own movement. Moving
‘by nature’ thus cannot just mean, as it does in the case of animals and natural things more generally, having an
inner principle of change whereby one is moved. In the case of the elements it means having a potentiality that is
actualised in a way that makes its manifestation spontaneous in the absence of blockers.

Aristotle illustrates this with the help of the first/second actuality distinction and the example of knowledge. Ac-
tualising one’s potential to know dogs, by learning about dogs, brings us into a state where our knowledge about
dogs is spontancously applied whenever the conditions are right (e.g. whenever we see a dog): no further trigger
1s needed, though of course the manifestation of our knowledge may be impeded (e.g. by sleep). Movement by
force of the elements is such an impediment, and their natural motion is a second actuality, a manifestation of an
already activated potentiality:
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But the fact that the term “potentially’ is used
in more than one way is the reason why it is
not evident whence such motions as the up-
ward motion of fire and the downward mo-
tion of earth are derived. One who is learn-
ing a science knows potentially in a differ-
ent way from one who while already possess-
ing the knowledge is not actually exercising
it. Wherever something capable of acting and
something capable of being acted on are to-
gether, what is potential becomes actual: e.g
the learner becomes from one potential some-
thing another potential something (for one
who possesses knowledge of a science but is
not actually exercising it knows the science
potentially in a sense, though not in the same
sense as before he learntit). And when heisin
this condition, if something does not prevent
him, he actively exercises his knowledge: oth-
erwise he would be in the contradictory state
of not knowing, (Aristotle 2014: 936)

Itis because ‘potentially’ is said in many ways
that it is not apparent by what such things are
moved — e.g. fire up and earth down. There
are different senses in which the learner and
one who already has knowledge but is not
exercising it are potentially knowers. Every
time the active and the passive powers come
together, the potential always becomes ac-
tual; e.g. the learner moves from being poten-
tially one thing to being potentially another
thing (for the person who possesses knowl-
edge but is not using it is potentially a knower
in a way, but not in the way he was potentially
a knower before he learned). And whatever
he is in this latter condition, if nothing pre-
vents him, he actualizes and uses his knowl-
edge — otherwise he would be in the contradic-
tory condition of ignorance. (Aristotle 1999:
11)

When the cold changes into the hot, it automatically and spontaneously burns — no further change is necessary.

It will not burn if it is impeded, but this is a mere defeater condition: the lack of impediment is not an enabling

condition for the burning, it is not part of its causal history.
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But why do they move the way they do, i.e. what are their natural motions? Aristotle’s answer to this question is

instructingly laconic:
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But, be it noted, this is the question we are
trying to answer — how can we account for
the motion of light things and heavy things to
their proper places? The reason for it is that
they have a natural tendency towards a cer-
tain position; and this is what it is to be light
or heavy, the former being determined by an
upward, the latter by a downward, tendency.
As we have said, a thing may be potentially
light or heavy in more ways than one. Thus
not only when a thing is water is it in a sense
potentially light, but when it has become air
it may be still potentially light; for it may be

This brings us to the crucial question: just
why do the light and the heavy move to their
own place? The explanation is that it is their
nature to go somewhere, and this is what it
is to be light or heavy, the one being defined
by up and the other by down. Things are po-
tentially light and heavy in many ways, as we
have stated. For when something is water, it
is potentially light in a way, and when it is air,
it is still potentially light, for something may
impede it from being up. But if the impedi-
ment is removed, it becomes active and goes
ever upward. (Aristotle 1999: 11)

that through some hindrance it does not oc-
cupy an upper position, whereas, if what hin-
ders it is removed, it realizes its activity and
continues to rise higher. (Aristotle 2014: 937)

The contraries of ‘light” and ‘heavy’ define a dimensional magnitude that is itself ‘spatial’: to be light just is to have
a natural upwards tendency: what is light is what goes upwards and what goes upwards is what is light. When
water actualises its potentiality to become light / air, it retains its potentiality: it realises it further by an upward
movement, and does so spontaneously, i.e. unless it is impeded. The distinction between the first and the second
actualisation of water’s potential to go up (by becoming air) thus both explains why water cannot go up (but only
air does) and why, when it has become air, it does not need a further cause to go up.

This account of elemental motion concludes the argument that everything that moves is moved by something.
Things that move by force are moved incidentially, hence moved by something. Things that move by nature either
move by themselves (cause themselves to move, as animals do) or (as the elements do) they move in virtue of having
a source of motion by being acted on: they are moved by their very essence, by retaining their potentiality to move
as a potentiality even when it 1s actualised by elemental transformation.

8.2.3 Elemental motion and the transmutation of elements

My account of Aristotle’s reasoning in VIII.4 that the elements move by nature, not by themselves but still by
something (i.e.: their nature) has been harshly criticised by many authors. Graham (1999: 85) says about a similar
proposal by Lang (1984):

The element surely actualizes itself, but Aristotle never says here or elsewhere that the elements are
moved by, much less primarily moved by, their actuality. To say this would, I believe, be a category mistake:
an essential cause cannot satisfy the phrase ‘moved by —. [...] ...“The air was moved by its lightness’
would be ill-formed in Aristotelian logical grammar (though the sentence “The air moved up because
it was light’ would be both well-formed and true.)

The worry about logical grammar is quickly dismissed: there is no reason that natures must be expressed by words
like “lightness”, “humanity” or “equininity”. The error is deeper, however: Aristotle does not (try to say) that
air moves by its lightness, but that it moves by its nature. Natural things generally are movable by their natures,
insofar as having a nature is having an inner principle of change. The elements are special in that they are not
just movable, but actually moved by their natures: their nature is to have a certain tendency of motion, and that
tendency is always actualised, though not always fully so (as it can be impeded).

That Graham accepts the because-statement and even thinks that it “give[s] a self-sufficient explanation [and]
make([s] the explanation the equivalent of an irreducible law of nature in modern physics” (1999: 85) 1s also quite
puzzling: if the because-statement is true and irreducible, then it gives the aition of the motion, and the aition in
question can only be the formal cause, which in the case of elemental movement is also the final cause.
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“The air moved up because it was light”, if not of the form “p because p” and true at all, is — as a whole, and not

«

just on its right-hand side — a statement about what air is: “air”, “light” and “moving up” are just descriptions of
the very same element. This explains why the moving of some air is caused, according to Aristotle, by whatever
caused the existence of the air in question: that by which the air came to be is the thing that moves it, because for

it to be is for it to move a certain way (namely up).

MOVEMENT OF THE ELEMENTS VII.4 and VIII.4 WHERE IS THIS FROM? Aristotle denies that elements
are self-movers, and holds that their local motion has an external efficient cause (i.e. the active power that moves
them 1s always external), while they themselves possess merely a passive principle of change (Phys. vii.4, 25526—18;
256a1—2). Stavrianeas (2015: 57-58) , following Bodnar 1997 and Gill 2009: even though elemental motion needs a
per se efficient cause that is external to it, it requires no external stimulus to become active and is thus a capacity
to be changed in itself qua itself, and hence natural. AGAINST Matthen 2001, Scharle 2008, Katayama 2ou

8.3 The unmoved mover

8.3.1

The regress of movers

Physics VII1.5 argues that there 1s a first mover and that it is unmoved, by way of a number of regress arguments,
showing the relative priority of types of movings,

* distinguishing between direct and indirect transmission of motion, arguing that there must be some direct
transmission;

The first regress argument reduces indirect to direct transmission of motion. Motion is transmitted indirectly from
a to b if a moves b by moving something else, ¢; ¢ may move b also indirectly, by moving d, etc. In this progression,
we have a relation of priority: while a@ could be moving b in some other way, ¢ would not be moving b if it were
not the thing by which a moves .9 It is also a regressive progression: b may be said to be moved by d (the thing
by which it is moved by ¢), and by ¢ (the thing by which it is moved by a), but ultimately it must also be moved by
a first member in the series, a. If there were no first member, it would not be moved by any of the intermediate
members, for all they do is to transmit the motion they received from the original source of the movement.

In cases where motion is transmitted indirectly, the transmitting elements must themselves be moved, and indi-
rect transmission must ultimately reduce to direct transmission: something moving something by itself. Aristotle
presents a second version of this argument, focussing on the attribution of the moving: to attribute b’s movement
to a (and not just to d and c), we have to reach back from b, via d and c, to a. If the series of intermediate causes
were infinite, we would not be able to do this and never reach a, i.e. never be able to attribute the movement of b
to a.

Aristotle adds a second argument: transmitted motion is contingent, so if every motion were transmitted, every
motion were contingent, so it would be possible that there is no motion, which it is not:

el Y&p OO XLVoLPEVou XIVETTAL TO XIVOLILEVOY
T, ToL ToDTo DTApYEL TOlE TPAYWLAGLY XaTA
ouuBeBnrie, Gote xvely pév xvodpevoy, od
wévtot St to wwvelodat adTh, 1) 08, dAhd xad'
abté. mpGToy pév obv el xatd cupBefnrée,
obx dvdynn xivelodal to xvolv. el 3¢ tobto,
3o 0¢ évdéyetal Tote undéy xvelodat Thv
Bytwy- 00 Yap dvaryxaiov o sup.BeBnroc, GAN'
évdeybpevoy ui elvar. éav obv Jdpev to duva-
Tov elvat, 0038y ddbvartov supBrcetar, Peddog
3" Towe. GG To nivnoty pi etvar &ddvatoy: 3¢-
Setxtat Yop TpoTEPOY HTL AvayRn %ivNoLy del
elvat. (256b4-13)

If everything that is in motion is moved by
something that is in motion, either this is an
accidental attribute of the things (so that each
of them moves something while being itself in
motion, but not because it is itself in motion)
or it belongs to them in their own right. If]
then, it is an accidental attribute, it is not nec-
essary that that which causes motion should
be in motion; and if this is so it is clear that
there may be a time when nothing that exists
is in motion, since the accidental is not neces-
sary but contingent. Now if we assume some-
thing possible, nothing impossible will follow

(though something false may). But the non-
existence of motion is an impossibility; for we
have shown above that there must always be
motion. (Aristotle 2014: 940)

9. Linterpret 256a10-11 thus as being concerned with essential dependencies between movings, rather than some general ontological depen-

dence in the way Graham (1999) does.
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If everything that is moved, is moved by a
moved, either this attribute belongs to things
incidentally, so that what is moved causes mo-
tion — not, however, because it itself is moved
— or it does not belong to them incidentally

but intrinsically. In the first case, if the mover
is moved incidentally, it was not necessary for
it to be moved. But if so, clearly it is possible
that at some time no entity is in motion. For
the incidental attribute is not necessary but

contingent. Thus, if we assume what is possi-
ble, nothing impossible will result, although a
falsehood may. But for there to be no motion
is impossible. For it has been proved earlier
that motion is impossible. (Aristotle 1999: 13)

The argument may be laid out as follows:

A Suppose every thing that is moved is moved by something else that is moved.

P1 Being moved by something else that is moved (= F) is a property had either incidentially (kata sumbebékos) or
intrinsically (kath’auto).

P2 If F 1s had incidentally, it 1s had contingently (not necessarily: ouk anagke).

Pg If F is always had contingently, it is possible that it could not be had at all.

P4 Ifitis possible that F' is not had at all, it is possible that there is no motion.

P5 It is not possible that there is no motion.

C Hence our supposition is false: there is a thing that is moved but not moved by something else that is moved,
but rather either moved by something self-moved or by something unmoved.

Aristotle’s explication of (P2) is very interesting. If an attribute (e.g. F) belongs to some thing incidentally, he says,
“what 1s moved causes motion — not, however, because it itself is moved” (256b6-7). Some thing, a, would thus have
F by coincidence iff (i) a is moved by b, (i) b is moved but it is not the case that (i) because (ii), but (i) has some
other explanation: (i) because of some fact involving some other thing. But in this case there is no link between (i)
and (i) and they could, at least in principle, fail to co-obtain: (i) could be the case even if it were not the case that
(i1), in which case we had no assurance that F' is had by a.

The crucial premise, of course, is (Pg), the step from distributive contingency (for any x, it is possible that it is G)
to collective contingency (it is possible that for all x, Gx). This is clearly not a logical step,', so it is in need of an
argument which Aristotle unfortunately does not provide.

In addition, (P4) is quite questionable: if nothing is such that it is moved by something else that is moved, then
either (i) nothing moves or (ii) everything that moves is either unmoved or moved by something that is not moved.
Why should, under the possibility operator, (i1) collapse under (1), 1.e. why should we be able to conclude from the
possibility of (either (i) or (i1)) the possibility of (i1)?

The third argument is introduced by a tripartite distinction between the mover, the moved and the means: the
mover moves, but is perhaps not moved; the means transmits motion, moves and is moved; the moved is moved,
but does perhaps not move. With respect to this distinction, Aristotle claims that the transmission of motion must
originate in something that is — at least under a certain aspect — not itself in motion:
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...and the mover — that is to say, that which
causes motion in such a manner that it is not
merely the instrument of motion — must be
unmoved. Now we see the last things, which
have the capacity of being in motion, but
do not contain a motive principle, and also
things which are in motion but are moved
by themselves and not by anything else: it
is reasonable, therefore, not to say necessary,
to suppose the existence of the third term
also, that which causes motion but is itself un-
moved. (Aristotle 2014: 941)

But the mover, in so far as it is not the means,
isunmoved. When we observe the last moved,
which is able to be moved but does not have
its own source of motion, and what is moved,
not by another but by itself, it is reasonable,
not to say necessary, to suppose that there is
a third thing which causes motion while being
unmoved. (Aristotle 1999: 14)

This is a quasi-conceptual argument: distinguishing, as we can, among the things at least partly responsible for
some motion between those that are themselves moving and those that are not, we characterise those of the first
class as ‘means’ or ‘instruments’, vehicles through which the motion is imparted. It then appears very plausible

10. Though perhaps Aristotle regards it as such.
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to suppose that not everything responsible for the motion can be of this kind, 1.e. that the second class cannot be
empty: something must originate and not just transmit the motion.

As in the previous regress, we start with something which is moved and moving by itself, not accidentally. We then
look at the chain of its moving movers (its F'-chain, in the terminology from before) and conclude (because there
cannot be an infinite F'-regress) that it has a last member. This last member, because it is a member of the chain,
has a mover, but because it is the last member, this mover does not belong to the chain, i.e. is not itself moved.

Perhaps unsure of the soundness of the first three, Aristotle produces yet two other arguments to show that there
is a first (i.e. unmoved or self-moving) mover. The first one addresses the regress of movers directly, arguing that,
because there is only a finite number of types of motion and because moving is transitive, every agent of a motion
of type F will itself be a patient of a motion of the same type F', which is said to be impossible. But it clearly is
not: far from being “absurd” (alogon) and “impossible” (adunaton), it is quite often actually the case that the teacher
is learning (I hope it is the case in our very own situation). This is why Aristotle says that “one must carry to the
individual cases”, 1.e. consider the regress not with respect to teaching but with respect to, e.g., teaching-that-p,
not with respect to throwing but with respect to, e.g., throwing in a certain manner. If we do this, however, I see
no reason to grant Aristotle the assumption that (even by his own lights) the number of these infima species of motion
is finite."

The fifth argument considers a regress not of movers, but of movables. “The movable” / “i kineton” in English as
in Greek is ambiguous between “what can move” and “what can be moved”. The fifth argument, however, does
not really concern the existence of a first mover. Taken as such an argument, it simply asserts and does not argue
that if we individuate the ways of being movable finely enough, it will be absurd that whatever is potentially an
agent of a certain type of motion, necessarily is also potentially a patient of it.

The ambiguity is much more relevant for the next step in the overall-argument, which, “making another begin-
ning”, is to ask in what sense self-moving is possible. The claim with respect to the ambiguity of “movable” is that
nothing can be ‘it’s own’ movable in both senses of that word, i.e. be agent and patient of the very same process
of moving. The overall conclusion will then be that the first mover is intrinsically such that it moves, that it itself
is unmoved and that it does not move its parts.

Aristotle starts by recalling the earlier claim that everything that is moved is continuous, 1.e. “is divisible into parts
that are at every stage divisible”. If something moved is moved by itself, it thus must have parts. In order to show
that a thing, as a whole, cannot move all its parts conjunctively, Aristotle gives a better argument for the irreflexivity
of the infima species of motion, i.e. that e.g. nothing can teach and learn the same thing by the same process:
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Moreover, we have established the fact that it
is the movable that is moved; and this moves
potentially, not in fulfilment, and the poten-
tial is in process to fulfilment, and motion is
an incomplete fulfilment of the movable. The
mover on the other hand is already in actual-
ity: e.g it is that which is hot that produces
heat, and in general that which produces the
form possesses it. Consequently, the same
thing in respect of the same thing will be at the
same time both hot and not hot. So, too, in
every other case where the mover must have
the synonymous property. Therefore when a
thing moves itself it is one part of it that is the
mover and another part that is moved. (Aris-

totle 2014: 944)

Further, we have explained that the mov-
able is what is in motion; but it is in motion
through potentiality, not through actuality,
and the potential is in process to realization,
and motion is the incomplete realization of
the movable. But the mover is already actual
— for instance, the hot heats, and in general
what has the form produces it in others. So
the same thing will be hot and not hot at the
same time in the same respect, and likewise
with everything else in which the mover must
have the same name as the moved. Therefore
one part of the self-mover causes motion, and
one part is moved. (Aristotle 1999: 15-16)

That this argument is supposed to be conclusive is shown by the invocation of the law of non-self-contradiction.
The contradiction is supposed to arise from the supposition that the very same thing moves itself, is a movable in
both senses of potentially being moved by itself and actually moving itself. Motion, it is recalled, is the actualisation

1. Indeed, there will necessarily be an infinity of them, at least if velocities are counted among the ‘manners of locomotion’.

76



of the potentiality as a potentiality, so it is as movable that the movable i1s moved; to be the efficient cause of such moving,
it must also be moving as actually movable. In the first, passive sense of “movable” (being potentially moved), the
actualisation must not yet have been completed (for otherwise the thing would not be being moved, but rather
having been moved); in the second, active sense of “movable” (potentially moving something), the actualisation (of
the power to move) must have been completed (for without actualisation of the its power to move, the thing would
not be moving anything). The very same potentiality, therefore, must and cannot be completely actualised, which
is a contradiction.

Having established that nothing can move itself in its entirety, Aristotle excludes the other case where the self-
moving thing would not have an unmoved part: something could be self-moving in the sense of having two parts,
a and b, such that a moves b and b moves a.

8.3.2 Material for a cosmological argument?

Barry Miller (1982, cf. also his 1992: 9613, where the argument is included under the heading “Why existence?
The ultimate answer”). Miller allows that a series of causes can stretch back indefinitely, but he thinks that one
particular kind of series needs to terminate: a series where the cause is “unfolded” into further causes on which it
depends. So it may be true that a is caused by b, and that a is caused by (b insofar as b is caused by ¢), and that a
1s caused by (b insofar as b is caused by (c insofar as c is caused by d)), and so on. Such a series, Miller argues, has
to terminate, because we would otherwise have what he calls an “open sentence”.

8.3.3 The primary motion: eternal, of place, continous, in a circle

Physics VIIL6 argues that the first mover is eternal, on the grounds that some of the moving it does is eternal.

Physics VIIL7 spells out different ways in which locomotion, change of place, is the primary motion. Growth and
decrease (change in size) cannot be primary, because it by itself only accounts for the element of constancy in
change; the variation element must be accounted for in terms of qualitative change, i.e. alteration. This alteration
1s brought about by a change in something else, an intensification or weakening of some external influence. Ulti-
mately, such intensification or weakening must be due to a change in relative distance, the mover moving closer
to or away from what it moves. Aristotle then distinguishes three notions of priority:
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the others; and there is also priority in time  priority in essence. (Aristotle 1999: 22)
and priority in being. (Aristotle 2014: 954)

In all three senses, locomotion is primary:

existence Locomotion is primary with respect to existence, for (i) growth/decrease and alteration presuppose
(the existence of) locomotion and (ii) there would be locomotion even if there were no growth/decrease nor
alteration, for there must be continuous motion and only locomotion can be continuous.

time Locomotion is primary with respect to time becaues eternal things cannot grow nor decrease and cannot
alter.

essence Locomotion is primary with respect to essence because growth/decrease and alteration of natural things
is_for their locomotion, i.e. locomotion is the telos of the changes of the other two types.

Physics VIIL8 argues that primary locomotion is in a circle, on the grounds that only circular motion is continuous.
VIII.g further characterises the eternal circular motion as uniform.:

Physics VIILio finally argues that the first mover must be simple, on the grounds that because its power must be
infinite (causing motion that goes on eternally, i.e. for an infinite amount of time), it cannot have any magnitude

(either finite nor infinite).
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Chapter g

On the relevance of the Physics

9.1 Aristotelian power structuralism?

9.1.1 Marmodoro on Aristotelian physics

In her also otherwise quite excellent defense of the Aristotelian view that perception is uptake of form without
matter, Marmodoro (2014) gives a brief, and very readable overview of Aristotle’s physics and metaphysics. I find
it interesting because it connects an interpretation of Aristotle’s view to contemporary strands in metaphysics, and
for this reason propose it as an interpretive foil, to be ‘tested’ as we go along'

In her ch. 1, Marmodoro (2014) presents the hylomorphic account of change in terms of an underlying matter
changing its form between opposites. She attributes to Aristotle two main views of contemporary relevance (2014:

3):
» that all properties are causal powers (Buvdp.etg, potentialities);
* that causation is the activation of such powers (v évepyela or évepyeia, actuality).

Contrary to many contemporary theorists (who normally think that the disposition does not ‘survive’ its manifes-
tation), Marmodoro’s Aristotle will accepts actwated powers as such, i.e. things that are both powers and actual:

...the actuality of a power is to be interpreted as its state of activation; its exercising powerfulness. For
Aristotle, a power does not cease to be powerful while activated, nor is its powerfulness reducible to
mere potentiality... The powerfulness of a power is either the potentiality to bring about change, or
the actuality of bringing about change. (Marmodoro 2014: 4-75)

Marmodoro illustrates the point with the first vs. second actuality distinction from De Anima (cf. IL.1 g12a10-11, 21-27
and II.5 417a22-29, 417b2-16). I potentially know Finnish, because I have the capacity to learn Finnish which I would
then actualise by speaking Finnish. Learning Finnish is the first actualisation of the my capacity to know Finnish,
speaking it the second. The potentiality to second-actualise my potential knowledge of Finnish (i.e. the capacity
to speak) is not only compatible with but presupposes its first-actualisation (my learning Finnish).

In the context of De Anima, the distinction (I surmise) is supposed to allow Aristotle to combine two intuitively
plausible claims: (i) that the colours we see depend for what they are (and not only: for how we see them) on how
we see them, inter alia on our (types of) eyes; (i1) even before the first eye evolved, burning lava (e.g.) was red (i.e.: it
is not the case that coming into being of the first eye made things have the colours they (now) have). It allows him
to do this because eyes enter only into the second actualisation of the colours, light is responsible for the first one:

1. An initial suspicion with respect to its overall interpretational adequacy arises from the quite startling fact that Marmodoro does not discuss
the matter-form contrast at all. While I think it is true that it serves the same, or at least a very similar purpose as the potentiality-actuality
distinction, I still surmise that both have to be taken into account to get the full picture. But we will have to assess this suspicion during what
lies ahead.
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light makes colours visible (and actualises them, for they are visibilia), but eyes make them seen and thereby realise
their ‘“full’ potential.

Marmodoro seems to generalise this account quite widely (though perhaps I've misunderstood). The potentiality
of water to break, for example, is first-actualised by its freezing, and second-actualised by its being crushed. When
the ice is crushed, it is no longer breakable (“brittle”), but its potentiality to break is retained at the stage of its first
actualisation (when it is ice). So this is a case where some power (to break) is actualised (by freezing) and retained
as a power (at least at the stage of its first actualisation).?

Not only is the actualisation of the power (ie. the change it produces under the right circumstances) compatible
with its continued existence as a power, it is also wtrinsic to the power:

Being activated 1s simply exercising the powerfulness that defines what the power is. (Marmodoro
2014: 10)

While the ‘powerfulness’ of powers has to be distinguished from their activation, it is not in need of a categorical
basis: powers do not need to be grounded in something which is not a power — they are “pure”, in contemporary
parlance.

The activation of a power is a state of it, an “activity” the power is “engaged in” (Marmodoro 2014: 13), either
instantaneous (energeia, praxis) or temporally extended (kinesis in the strict sense, process). The latter allow for a
distinction between partial and full realisation; only when fully realised does the product “follow’ and its end (lelos)
1s realised; however, the process is actualised already before and the change is taking place: the change is the
house-building, the actualisation of the potentiality qua potentiality (while, presumably, the house would be the
actualisation of the potentiality qua actuality).

The actualisation of a power depends on contact (thixei, Phys. 202a5-g) with its correlative power, on which it
is existentially dependent (the power to heat is activated when its bearer is in contact with something heatable).
Powers are thus relative, but not for this reason relations: the power to heat, e.g., is ontologically dependent on the
power to be heated (if the second were not to exist, neither would the first, and vice versa), but this dependence is
grounded in some of its monadic properties. The power to heat and the power to be heated can only exist (i.e., for
Aristotle: be exemplified) together, but not because they are de-relativisations of a conceptually and ontologically
prior ‘x heats y’ relation, but primitively so. To make it plausible that this applies not just to the activation of
powers, but to powers-in-potentiality, Marmodoro refers to Aristotle’s views of possibility:

...i1f there is nothing that can be so affected, how can there be a power whose nature is to bring about
that effect? Aristotle believes in some form of the Principle of Plenitude — namely, that what is possible
will happen. If so, then it follows that he believes that the end of each power in potentiality must be
realizable. (Marmodoro 2014: 32)

When the activation conditions are fulfilled, the activation follows by natural necessity: unless something external
nterferes and _for the most part, both the active and the passive powers become activated. When the resulting powers
are different from those activated (but also: only then),® we have change. When the active and the passive power
come together, they become activated. This mutual activation of the powers is causation (rather than: has a causal
effect):

The interdependence of the relative powers translates into their mutual qualitative transition to exercising
their powerfulness, which is what their causal interaction consists in. (Marmodoro 2014: 34)

In this causal interaction, Aristotle says, we have a transmission of a form from the active to the passive power (or
rather: from the thing exercising the active power to the thing (possibly itself, but qua another) exercising the passive

2. One may be forgiven to wonder whether really it is plausible that water (i.e.: the liquid, here in the glass in front of me) is breakable? It
has, for sure, the potentiality to turn into something (perhaps: something identical to it) that is breakable, namely ice, but does it (the liquid, the
contents of the glass in front of me) have the capacity to break?

3. This additional claim is made by Marmodoro on p. 2014: 33, though on p. 2014: 39 she calls “change” the “actuality or activation of the
passive power”.
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power). The transmitted form is then the “principle or cause” (arche or aition) of the motion (kinesis) (Phys. 202a9-12).
Even though causation is symmetric (it is the joint activation of correlative powers), the form is transmitted from
the one # the other, though Marmodoro stresses that this is just a figurative way of talking (though also admitting
that we cannot explain for what it is a metaphor):

The transference of the form of the active power to the passive one is not a description of the mecha-
nism of causal efficacy, but only of the type of qualitative change that takes place in the passive power.
Aristotle has identifed a ground-level activity that cannot be explained by more primitive ontological
tools. (Marmodoro 2014: 37)

While it is, in her view, inexplicable (and only metaphorically expressable), the ‘transmission of form” has to be itself
a process, which takes time and may be interrupted before it is completed: the change is thus the gradual reception
of the form by the passive power (i.e.: the activation of a thing’s power to receive the form), itself a process.

The so-called ‘Actualities of Motion’ dilemma in Physics I11.g may be understood as questioning the compatibility
of symmetric causation with asymmetric (even anti-symmetic) transmission of form. We will come back to this

argument when discussing the third book.

9.1.2 Criticism

Non-exhaustibility of powers. Crucial to Marmodoro’s conception of Aristotelian powers is her conception of
their ‘powerfulness’: that they become activated and produce change while at the same time remaining powers, 1.¢.
powerful. In other words: for Marmodoro, in contrast to most contemporary friends of dispositions, the activation
/ manifestation of a power is not an event (produced by that power, or by the power and its ‘manifestation partners’),
but a state of that very power.

The first-vs.-second actualisation contrast does not quite do this, as it allows for a weaker reading according to
which the first potentiality is strictly speaking only the potentiality to acquire a certain skill (speaking Finnish, for
example), which 1s lost when activated, while it is only loosely describable as the potentiality to activate the skill
(which, of course, is retained when the skill is acquired). This may be corroborated by the earth-wood-casket case
(Met. 1049218-23) Marmodoro (2014: 66, fn. 14) herself cites: while earth is potentially wood and wood is potentially
a casket, earth, strictly speaking, is not a casket.

Intrinsicness of the activation to the power. Though Marmodoro (2014: 67-68, fn. 26) is right to distinguish
her view from the even more extreme position of Martin (2008: 71) that not only the activation but the very manifes-
tation of the power is intrinsic to it, that ‘directedness’ is intrinsic is still a strong and somewhat implausible claim.
Powers are not activated all by themselves, but only under certain circumstances (the heater has to be turned on,
for instance)t — why should we not then attribute this activation not partly to the other factors too?

It is true that Aristotle takes the occasion (I should not say: cause) of the activation (fulfilment, the passage from
potentiality to actuality) to be something he calls “contact” and conceives of it as something like (what we would
call today) an “enabling” or “triggering condition”; it is equally true that the type of contact needed and the type of
possible activation partners may be, perhaps even have to be, mentioned in the definition of the power in question.
But it still does not follow that the activation is intrinsic, for things may be defined by extrinsic properties.
Presumably, Marmodoro’s reason not to think that powers are extrinsically individuated is that their telos, the form
they are able to ‘transmit’, is ‘given’ (specified? determined?) by their activation partners, the correlative passive
powers, to which they stand in a relation of ontological dependence which is not a relation. This is certainly true,
but not a sufficient reason. For they also also intimately related to their passive powers in another way: when
power pp becomes activated together with its passive correlate p2, the process (or activity) which is the activation
of p1 is (the very same thing as) the activation of py. Aristotle even says that this “sameness-in-actuality” grounds the
ontological dependence:

4. The dependency on other factors is precisely what is missing from Marmodoro’s example of “the relation of a girl to the woman she
becomes [said to be] intrinsic to that person” (2014: 20).
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Since the actualities of the sensible object and of the sensitive faculty are one in actuality, while differ-
ent in their modes of being, actual hearing and actual sounding appear and disappear from existence
at one and the same moment, and so actual savor and actual tasting, etc., while as potentialities one
of them may exist without the other. (DA 426a15-21, cited in Marmodoro (2014: 44), emphasis added)

Purity of powers. While it is certainly an acceptable interpretative hypothesis to take Aristotle’s powers to be
pure, it is not mandated by Aristotle’s characterisation of them as originative sources of change in Met. 1046a9-11.
Indeed, Marmodoro herself allows for cases where a power (such as weight) is exercised without there being any
change (neither a process nor an activity), such as with the the floor sustaining my weight (2014: 33).

To me, the ‘purity’ of powers, their lack of non-dispositional properties, makes the existential dependence be-

tween reciprocal powers quite mysterious. The power to heat and the power to be heated, Marmodoro says, are
existentially dependent: neither could exist without the other. This existential interdependence applies to powers
also in their merely potential state:> even for some piece of wood to have the capacity to heat, there must be things
that can be heated. This is quite startling: why could there not be things that are see-able, in principle, such as
rocks, without there being anything that has the capacity to see them (e.g. because no eyes have evolved)? This
makes only sense to me if see-able things have another, non-dispositional or categorical property that makes them
see-able, present already before the evolution of the eye and in virtue of which things become see-able once an eye
has evolved.
Marmodoro’s invocation of the ‘principle of plenitude’ does not help: even if everything that is possible will even-
tually happen (i.e.: what never happens could not have happened) and thus forever unactivated powers are impos-
sible, ontological dependence is usually taken to be synchronic (and if it is a genuine diachronic relation, we have
a rather new and startling way in which the past determines the future!).

9.1.3 The application to the philosophy of perception

TO BE DONE

9.2 Relations and their monadic foundations

9.2.1 The ‘problem of relations’

Aristotle held that relations are “the least of the things there are®

9.2.2 Correlative powers

9.3 The topic of the Physics: kinesis

The Physics is a “lecture concerning nature” (physike akroasis) and what is characteristic of natural things (things that
exist by nature) is that they have in themselves a source or principle (arche) of kinesis (Phys. 111 192b14). It is often
remarked that the customary translation as “movement” or “motion” is too narrow and that “kinesis” applies to
all kinds of changes. Together with its contrary (stasis, sometimes translated “rest” or “stability”), it covers any
time-occupying physical process (cf. Yavetz 2015: xii).

MORE ON WHETHER kineseis CAN BE THOUGHT OF AS PROCESSES tout court

9.3.1 Actuality / potentiality vs. form / matter

TO BE DONE

5. Marmodoro is clear about this implication of her interpretation of the ‘powerfulness’ of powers 2014: 68, fn. 32; g2, though she also
very misleadingly says: “Pros # properties are monadic properties such that their manifestation or activation depends counterfactually on the
activation of their correlatives.” (2014: 29) — it is not just their activation, but their very existence which so depends!

6. Cf. Met. N 1088a22. Ross translates this as “the relative is least of all things a real thing or substance” (1924: 1719), whereas Julia Annas
translates “relatives least of all are entities or real objects” (1976: 18). Aristotle argues against (the fundamentality of) relations partially on the
ground that they give rise to Cambridge changes (cf. Met. N 1088ag0-1099ba).
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In some sense, Aristotle holds the startling thesis that there are two ways of something, a, to be F: to be F in
potentiality or potentially and to be F in actuality or actually. “Actually” and “potentially” are thus ways for
something to be F in the way “quickly” and “slowly” are ways for someone to be walking.” This is a startling claim
because we normally understand “potentially” or “in potentiality” as enlarging rather than restricting the field in
which “F” may be correctly applied. But perhaps not always: if I characterise someone as a “singing philosopher”
or as a “red cat”, I am not saying that she is always singing or that the cat is red also when it is is sleeping in the
dark cellar, but rather that she has the (developped, practical) ability to sing and that the cat is such as to appear

red in normal circumstances.

Socrates, if he is anything at all, is a philosopher. But what is this: to be a philosopher? Is it a determining, ‘fully
actualised” property like being snub-nosed, a way for things to be, a state they are in? Or is it rather implicitly,
‘covertly’ dispositional, a matter of, when triggered and in the right circumstances, to be philosophising? And what
1s the latter thing: to philosophise? To manifest a pre-existing disposition, realise an otherwise dormant potential,
or to perform an action (of saying, writing, thinking?) that conforms to certain conditions (topic-wise, quality-wise,
manner-wise?)? Is Socrates a philosopher when he is asleep, dead drunk, permanently lobotomised? When did he
become a philosopher, and in what way? Is he philosophising only when he thinks or speaks clearly, or only when
he says intelligent things about philosophical matters (does he ever?)?

How much philosophising does one have to do to be a philosopher?

Deleuze on virtuality

9.3.2 Absolute and relative fundamentality

IAM NOT SO SURE ABOUT THE FOLLOWING, HAVE TO LOOK UP WHAT Fine (2012) SAYS ABOUT
THE RELATIVE / FUNDAMENTAL CONTRAST

It is an important, albeit sometimes not sufficiently recognised fact about many of the crucial concepts of Aris-
totelian metaphysics that they have both a relative/comparative and an absolute/maximalist form. We thus speak
of “the essence of”, “the substance of ”, “the form of” and “the matter of” some things, but also of “essences”,
“substances”, “forms” and “pieces of matter”. We may take either of these as prior, and then try to define, or at
least characterise, the other in terms of it:

X is an essence/substance/form / x is matter gef <> Jy(x is the essence/substance/form/matter

(rel) of y)

Alternatively, we may also choose to take the other direction of explanation:

(abs) x is the essence/substance/form/matter of y gef <> R(x,y) Ax is an essence / a substance / a form

abs .
/ matter to degree n; Ay is an essence / a substance / a form / matter to degree ny Anj < na

While (rel) is certainly more natural, it is not without problems. If the relation being the essence (substance/form/matter)

of is irreflexive (i.e. never relates a thing to itself), then there are essences/substances/forms/pieces of matter only

if it bottoms out — i.e. if there are things that have essences but are not essences, have substances but are not

substances, have forms but are not forms and have matter but are not themselves matter.

9.3.3 Constructional ontology

As Bostock (1995: 12, cited after reprint) has remarked, Aristotle, unlike his predecessors, is not so much concerned
just with listing the basic the ‘ultimate ingredients of the world’, but rather to explain the generation (genesis) of the

world as we know it from more fundamental elements.

7. The relevant contrast here is with characterisations that either entail or are at least compatible with a’s not being F, as e.g. “false friend”
and “apparent friend”.
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