Chapter One 

Introduction to Change and Natural Science


What is change? My overarching aim in this dissertation is to understand Aristotle’s answer to this question in Physics iii.1-3. There, Aristotle defines change as the entelecheia or energeia of a potential being, qua potential. In presenting this definition, Aristotle purports to ground a previous definition of nature. He also claims to have succeeded in understanding change, while his predecessors, most of them influenced by Parmenidean arguments against change, tried but failed. The reception of Aristotle’s definition, unfortunately, has not confirmed his optimistic assessment.
 His definition has often been ridiculed,
 and even sympathetic commentators have disagreed wildly about its literal meaning and its purpose.

First, what exactly does the definition say? Since antiquity, commentators have struggled to make sense of several parts of this account. It appears to employ quite unusual notions of energeia and entelecheia on the one hand, and of “potential being” on the other. The phrase “qua potential” is itself obscure. A second, related question is whether the definition is defensible. We will see that however we contort the meanings of the terms of the definition so that its extension is correct, the definition thereby becomes circular. A recently popular interpretation avoids circularity, but attributes to Aristotle problematic views that are not found elsewhere in the corpus. I hope to provide a clear interpretation of Aristotle’s definition that avoids the charge of circularity while drawing on well-attested Aristotelian positions. I will attempt to determine the extent to which the requisite concepts of energeia and entelecheia, and in particular, of potentiality are either found in the Aristotelian corpus, or can be posited without too much strain on Aristotle’s system. Understanding what the definition literally says is only part of my aim, however, and not even a self-contained part at that. I also want to understand the purpose of the definition, and for this, we need to understand certain aspects of the context in which it arose.

This introductory Chapter will be structured as follows. In the first section, I discuss one way in which the question, “what is change,” took on a special significance for Aristotle. This has to do with the fact that the concept of change occupies a central place in Aristotle’s system of the natural world, and consequently, in his system of natural science, or “physics.” In the second section I explain another reason that the question is so significant for Aristotle, having to do with the need to situate change within an explanatory science, especially in light of severe skeptical doubts about that possibility. In that section, I will also provide an overview of Aristotle’s inquiry into principles in Physics i. In the third section, I give an overview of the purpose of Aristotle’s definition and, in broad terms, the resources he has at his disposal. These overviews serve as a necessary background for the more detailed discussion to follow. Finally, in section four, I give a summary of the line of argument I undertake in the remainder of the dissertation.

I – The Centrality of Change

What does natural science study? First, natural science is a branch of theoretical, rather than practical or productive knowledge: “Since natural science, like other sciences, confines itself to one class of beings, i.e. to that sort of substance which has the principle of its movement and rest present in itself, evidently it is neither practical nor productive. For the principle of production is in the producer—it is either reason or art or some capacity, while the principle of action is in the doer—viz. choice, for that which is done and that which is chosen are the same. Therefore, if all thought is either practical or productive or theoretical, natural science must be theoretical” (Metaphysics Epsilon 1 1025b19-26). The contrast between natural science and other theoretical sciences, however, is more complicated than this contrast between theoretical and other sorts of inquiry. Let us proceed in two stages. First, natural science is distinct from first philosophy, which Aristotle describes in a number of ways in the Metaphysics, notably as the study of being qua being and as theology. While natural science deals with “things which are inseparable from matter but not unchangeable,” (1026a13-14), theology, if there is such a science, will study “things which are both separable and unchangeable” (1026a16-17). The two criteria—being changeable, and being inseparable from matter—are closely related, insofar as matter is for Aristotle a necessary principle of change. Thus, the things that natural science studies will be defined with reference to their matter in the way that ‘snub’ will be defined with reference to nose (1025b26-a5). And so, for example, the study of the soul will fall within the purview of natural science “to some extent. i.e. so much of it as is not independent of matter” (1026a5-6). The opening chapter of  De Anima similarly claims that psychic phenomena are “enmattered accounts” (logoi enhuloi) (403a25). For this reason, they fall within the study of natural science, and a true phusikos should define them according to both their formal and material aspects (403a29-b13).

It might seem that we have distinguished natural science from theology—or “first philosophy”—on the grounds that they study different and exclusive classes of objects. But this simplifies Aristotle’s view. Aristotle raises the question “whether first philosophy is universal, or deals with one genus, i.e. some one kind of being” (Metaphysics Epsilon 1 1026a24-5). His controversial answer is that “if there is an unchangeable substance, the science of this must be prior and must be first philosophy, and universal in this way, because it is first. And it will belong to this to consider being qua being—both what it is and the attributes which belong to it qua being” (1026a29-32). I take it that Aristotle thinks there is an unchangeable substance, so that the science of being qua being will be universal in the way indicated. It too will cover the objects of natural science, presumably to the extent that they are beings, so that natural science and first philosophy can consider some of the same objects.

The contrast with the third branch of theoretical science—mathematics—is similar. Though mathematics will study some of the same objects as natural science, it will consider them  “qua unchangeable and qua separable from matter” (1026a7-10). Aristotle elaborates in book ii of the Physics: “Now the mathematician, though he too treats of [surfaces, volumes, lines and points], nevertheless does not treat of them as the limits of a natural body; nor does he consider the attributes indicated as the attributes of such bodies. That is why he separates them; for in thought they are separable from change, and it makes no difference, nor does any falsity result, if they are separated” (Physics ii.2 193b31-35).

We can now understand how the concept of change defines the very subject matter of natural science and delimits its scope. The objects of study—whose behavior natural science sets out to explain—are changeable, and so have matter. What is more, natural science studies them and their behavior only to this extent, that they are subject to change and have matter.


Less abstractly, natural science includes what we might today think of as physics, chemistry, biology, and most of psychology. Aristotle’s Physics serves two foundational roles with respect to these more specific departments of natural science. From a pedagogical perspective the Physics functions as an introduction to natural science. It does so in part because it treats the natural world—its object of study—at the requisite degree of generality.  Accordingly the causes, principles and basic explanatory structure of the natural science of the Physics are the very same causes, principles and explanatory structure for the more specific sciences, but understood more generally. They will require further specification and refinement in particular sciences. Since the concept of change defines the scope of natural science, to understand what natural science is, what form it should take, and what it sets out to study, we must understand what change is. 

II - The Search for Principles

Besides the centrality of change, I mentioned another reason why the question of what change is was so important for Aristotle. This also stems from an aspect of change’s role in natural science. To start, note that natural science, and all of its branches presuppose the very existence of change as essential to their subject. But natural science deals with change in a distinctive way. Consider  the question: what is involved in having a science of the world insofar as it is subject to change? Aristotle’s answer, in Physics i.1, is as follows:

“In all disciplines in which there is systematic knowledge of things with principles, causes, or elements, it arises from a grasp of those: we think we have knowledge of a thing when we have found its primary causes and principles, and followed it back to its elements. Clearly, then, systematic knowledge of nature must start with an attempt to settle questions about principles” (184a11-16).

Without concerning ourselves for now about how this project is implemented, it is clear that the project is to construct an explanatory science of nature, one that allows us to understand the natural world on the basis of causes and principles. And since, as he says in the next chapter, “we may take as a basic assumption, clear from a survey of particular cases, that natural beings are some or all of them subject to change” (185a12-14) the basic causes and principles will be causes and principles of change, as the course of book i of the Physics confirms. If change is to be studied in this way, then change needs to be the kind of thing that is subject to explanation. And Aristotle’s definition of change, I contend, is in part intended to exhibit change as an explainable phenomenon. This is the second reason, understood in a general, preliminary way, why defining change is important for Aristotle. We want to know not only what change is, but also how it is that particular changes are subject to scientific explanation.


This claim means in particular that two apparently self-contained discussions—the inquiry into principles of Physics i and the attempt to define change in Physics iii.1-3—are conceptually continuous, whether Aristotle originally intended them to be part of the same work or not.
 Thus, what I will do now is give an overview of the relevant aspects of book i’s inquiry into principles. At the end of this discussion, we will arrive at a deeper understanding of the challenge Aristotle faces in defining change as part of a defense of the idea that change is explainable.


 After this brief passage claiming that to engage in natural science requires grasping causes, principles and elements, Aristotle proceeds to a terse methodological statement and then launches straightaway into an investigation of his predecessors’ views on how many, and what principles of change there are. He concludes that all of his predecessors employed opposite principles (188a19, 26-7) and offers his own justification for this position: “nothing whatever is by nature such as to do or undergo any chance thing through the agency of any chance thing, nor does anything come to be out of just anything, unless you take a case of concurrence” (188a32-5). The same holds for passing away (188b3-5). What this means is that the pale, for example comes-to-be from the dark, and not from “any chance thing” such as the musical, except in case, and only because the musical happens to be dark in a particular instance. Now, while Aristotle’s predecessors named particular pairs of opposites, such as density and rarity, or love and strife, he instead opts to generalize from particular cases. The opposite principles he eventually settles on are the “form” that something has after a change, and the privation of that form that characterizes the starting point of a change.


This sets the stage for Aristotle’s main innovation, that there are in a way three principles; matter is a principle in addition to the two opposites, form and privation. Matter is now (apparently enjoying the status previously accorded to privation) described as what things come-to-be from “not by virtue of concurrence” while things can come-to-be from privation only by concurrence.
 Both Aristotle’s motivation for this innovation—a puzzle about whether there are two or three principles—and the precise position he is putting forward, remain controversial. 

In particular, it is not clear what is essential to the third principle, matter. Aristotle introduces matter as a persistent logical subject. By “logical subject” I mean a subject of predication for the privation or the form or both, as the phrase that he sometimes uses to refer to matter, “underlying thing,” suggests.
 If it is a logical subject for both the privation and the form, it will persist through the change. Accordingly, much of the debate in the secondary literature concerns the essentiality of one or both of these features (subjecthood and persistence) to Aristotle’s concept of matter. It is beyond doubt that in many ordinary cases, such as a man becoming cultured, or bronze being made into a statue, there is a persistent logical subject. But it is uncertain whether these features—persistence in particular—are necessary for something to serve as “matter” and even if they are, whether they are part of what it is to be matter. The texts I will be dealing with are primary locations in which these controversies arise.
 While I will not attempt to settle these issues here, I do hope to show how Aristotle’s treatment of the Parmenidean challenge in book i, and his definition of change in book iii, depend less than is usually thought on whether matter is a persistent logical subject or not.


Another, perhaps more important, feature of matter is that it is potential being; it is potentially the product of the change in which it functions as matter. And indeed, the relative absence of this feature from book i of the Physics, and the highly figurative characterization it receives when it is finally mentioned in chapter nine, suggest that book i provides but a preliminary sketch of the nature of matter. To this extent, we should remain open to the possibility that subsequent discussions of change can provide insight not only into the nature of change, but into the nature of matter as well. This aspect of matter—that it is potential being—will be essential to Aristotle’s account of change in book iii.

Aristotle supports his theory of principles by showing how it, and it alone, can resolve a longstanding difficulty about change. Indeed, change had been a problematic issue in philosophy from the very inception of the discipline and Parmenidean strictures against change exercised almost all of Aristotle’s predecessors and contemporaries. Some demoted the realm of change to a lesser degree of reality (e.g. Plato), while others limited the kinds of change they were willing to countenance (so the atomists, Anaxagoras, and Empedocles). Aristotle inherited from the Parmenidean background a set of problems and constraints that any account of the natural world must face up to. As I mentioned earlier, he wants to take it as an assumption
 that things are subject to change, but in order to do so he has to explain what is wrong with his predecessor’s skeptical outlook towards change. He could not simply ignore these difficulties about change. But what are these difficulties about change? And how does Aristotle’s treatment of them fit into the project of Physics i? Answering these two questions will show more specifically why defining change is so important for Aristotle. 

One of the problems with answering the first question is that neither Parmenides’ poem, nor Aristotle’s account of Parmenides—let alone his followers—contains just one, unitary line of argument against the possibility of change. Aristotle is even inconsistent about the views he attributes to Parmenides. Throughout Physics i.2-3, for example, Aristotle takes up Parmenides’ view that all is “ungenerated, … imperishable, whole and of a single kind and unshaken and complete” (fragment 8 3-4). Here Aristotle focuses primarily on the way that this position fails to appreciate his principle of the homonymy of being—that there are several kinds of being: “His [Parmenides’] false assumption is that things are said to be in only one way, when [in fact] they are said to be in many” (186a24-26). And surely someone who conflates e.g. not being pale with not being simpliciter might think “what is not” cannot be thought or spoken of and have trouble understanding change.

But Aristotle does not always attribute this position to Parmenides.
 And in fact, I think that Parmenides’ failure to appreciate the homonymy of being is fairly peripheral to Aristotle’s treatment of the dilemma in Physics i.8. Rather, as it is presented in book i, the Parmenidean dilemma is a problem about the explicability of change. Change, by its very nature, appears to resist explanation. This is why Aristotle addresses the dilemma within book i’s inquiry into principles, and also why he is so concerned to show that his new account of the principles can defuse the dilemma. 

At the beginning of this section I claimed that Aristotle’s definition of change is continuous with the project of book i insofar as it attempts to exhibit change as an explainable phenomenon, the primary object of study of natural science. We can now see how formidable a challenge Aristotle faces in doing so. For the Parmenidean arguments made it difficult—to some, impossible—to see how change could be explained, or in some cases, even exist. Since these problems of explanation are encapsulated in the dilemma as Aristotle presents it in Physics i.8, my second chapter will focus on that text in order to understand the challenge of situating change within an explanatory science in light of these difficulties. One of the central contentions of this dissertation is that the definition of change can only be understood in light of this broader explanatory project, and in particular, the difficulties about change that Aristotle brings up in Physics i.8.

III - A Definition of Change


In this section I offer some important background for understanding the definition of change in its immediate context, Physics iii.1-3. First, I will explain Aristotle’s explicit purpose in defining change. Then I will turn to the basic resources that he has at his disposal in defining change, as well as one resource that he importantly does not have at his disposal.

Change and Nature

In Physics i, we have a firm grasp neither of what change is, nor of what a nature (phusis) is. The situation changes drastically in books ii-iv. In fact, Aristotle begins book ii with a distinction between things that are “due to nature” and those with “other causes,” like artifacts—at least considered apart from the particular natural material they happen to be made of. The discussion culminates in a definition of nature as “a sort of principle and cause of change and remaining unchanged in that to which it belongs primarily of itself, that is, not by virtue of concurrence” (ii.1 192b21-23), and subsequent defense of the doctrine of the four causes is in part directed at answering the question whether form or matter most deserves the title “nature.” 

The account of nature gives us a more precise account of the scope of natural science than was apparent earlier. Aristotle is often at pains to emphasize that natural science studies the world insofar as it is subject to change. But natural science does not study all change. It does not study e.g. the making of artifacts. We can now see that the immediate object of study is nature. But since nature is itself a principle of change, we are in effect studying change, specifically, natural change.

Accordingly, at the beginning of the discussion of change that comprises Physics iii.1-3, Aristotle gives this reason for turning again to change: “Since nature is a source of kinēsis and metabolē
 and our inquiry is about nature, we must not be mistaken about what kinēsis is. For if we are ignorant of this, we will necessarily remain ignorant of nature” (200b12-15). He has in book ii defined nature as an internal principle of kinēsis and rest (192b13-14, 192b21-23), and so we must understand what kinēsis is if we are to understand what nature is. Aristotle goes on to point out that kinēsis is one among five concepts that are thought to be essentially related to one another and so, presumably, also central to understanding nature. Thus the explicit purpose of the definition of change is to enable us to understand the concept of nature (phusis), which is the immediate subject of natural science.

Potentiality, Categories, and Time

I will now sketch out in very broad outline the way that Aristotle’s definition draws on categorial being and his division between potential and actual being. I will also contrast his approach with a different one that draws on temporal notions, a resource to which Aristotle is not entitled. After sketching out the connections between the five concepts to be treated in books iii and iv, Aristotle returns to the topic of change and introduces the notions of actual and potential being in a way that emphasizes their connection to the categories:

For on the one hand some things are only actually [entelecheiai] and on the other some potentially and actually, either [being] this something, so much, so qualified and similarly among the other categories of being. (200b25-28)

The division between potential and actual being is here said to apply to each of the categories of being. Aristotle is more explicit a few lines later:

There is no change apart from the things (pragmata). For what is being changed is changed either according to substance or according to how much or according to quality or according to place, but there is nothing common to them to be found, as we say, which is neither this nor so much nor so qualified nor any of the other categories. So that there will be neither kinēsis nor metabolē (transformation) apart from what we have said, since there is no being apart from what we have said. (200b32-a3)

I want to emphasize that Aristotle is not merely limiting the scope of change to the categories. He is also claiming that things are changed “either” according to one category or according to another, and that there is nothing “common” among the categories. One of Aristotle’s main concerns is to distinguish the sub-types of change from one another.
 This becomes yet clearer when he returns to making divisions within each category:

Each of these [categories] belongs in two ways to all things; for example the this—its form or privation—and according to quality—for the one is pale the other is dark—and according to quantity—the one is complete the other incomplete. And similarly according to place the one is above the other below, or the one light the other heavy. So that the forms of kinēsis and metabolē are as many as those of being. (201a3-9)

The division is between “two ways” in which predicates within each category of being may belong to something. And potential and actual being in each category will be the poles of each kind of change.
 Thus, I take Aristotle to be partly, if not primarily, interested in offering definitions of the different types of change, each restricted to a single category.
 We shall see this further confirmed once Aristotle actually offers his account of change.


Aristotle’s introduction to change in these lines does not explicitly make any restriction to the number of categories in which change occurs. In fact, if anything, it seems to claim that there are as many forms of kinēsis as there are of being. I see no way to avoid reading the text in this way. Nevertheless, it is clear enough throughout the corpus that Aristotle’s considered view is more restrictive, as indicated by the fact that the examples he offers of potential and actual being, as well as the definitions of sub-types of change to come, are restricted to the four categories of substance, quality, quantity and place.  
As we have seen, Aristotle’s main resource in defining change, and the different types of change, is the distinction between potential (dunamei) being and actual (entelecheiai) being as applied to, and cutting across, the categories. More specifically, change and various kinds of change are defined in terms of potential being in the categories of substance, quality, quantity and location. But why employ the notion of potential being at all? Perhaps the best way into this question is to consider why Aristotle is not entitled to define change in a more obvious way. Now, exactly what kind of thing change is defined as being is quite controversial. But whether defined as a kind of process, or state or event—or perhaps a series of states or events—we may ask why he does not define change as the process (or state or event) that something undergoes or enjoys between its not being F and its being F. Such a definition seems to capture the idea from Physics i.5-7 that change is between contraries. An immediate problem is that this kind of definition makes essential reference to time, both in specifying that the item is first not F and later F, and in its claim that change is what occurs between these two states. Aristotle thinks that change is prior to time, and so cannot employ temporal notions in his definition of change (Physics iv.10-14, esp. 220a25-6). What is more, there are several processes (states, events, etc.) that might occur between the two poles of change. For example, Socrates might play volleyball or doze off at the beach while getting a tan—between being pale and being dark. Simply occurring between the two poles is not enough to distinguish change from other processes (states, events, etc.) that might occur at that time.
 Aristotle has a different way of picking out the relevant process (state, event, etc.) altogether. 

It is difficult to say anything useful at this level of abstraction, so I will rely on my own interpretation for illustration, though most interpretations agree on the general strategy. I take Aristotle to define change as a kind of activity. Now, he distinguishes one among several activities that something might engage in between being not F and being F by specifying that he means the activity “of the potential [F] as such.” Whatever this amounts to exactly, it enables Aristotle to pick out the right class of activities because it draws on an intrinsic connection between being a potential F and engaging in the activity of becoming F. In my view, this is an explanatory connection. Becoming F is the activity that is intrinsically explained by something’s being a potential F. Now, my own interpretation is not alone in accounting for this aspect of the definition. The dominant interpretation, which I will dispute, takes Aristotle to be defining change as the “constitutive actuality” of a potential being.  This means that change is a potential being’s state or condition of being most fully actual, or most fully a potential being. On this interpretation also, what distinguishes change from other (in this case) states or “actualities” of the potential being is an intrinsic connection to the potential being. Change, on this interpretation, picks out the potential being’s condition of being actual, or more perspicuously, the condition of being most actually the potential being.

This intrinsic connection between potential being and the change, I will argue, connects Aristotle’s definition of change to his claim in Physics i, clarified by his treatment of the Parmenidean dilemma, that matter is the intrinsic (“not by virtue of concurrence”) source of change. Because of this, it enables Aristotle’s definition to function as a completing factor in his response to Parmenidean concerns about the possibility of an explanatory science of change. 

IV - A Summary of What is to Come

In Chapter Two I analyze Aristotle’s presentation and refutation of the Parmenidean dilemma in order to understand the relevant difficulties about change. In particular, I distinguish two different problems about change and show that they are not vestiges of some antiquated worldview, as is traditionally thought, but rather serious challenges both for Aristotle and for anyone else theorizing about the natural world. The dilemma raises a question about what the source or origin of a change can be, and concludes that an (allegedly) exhaustive list of candidates contains no viable one. Within Aristotle’s investigation of the principles (archai) needed for natural science, this is a demand for an explanatory principle of all four kinds of change rather than, as is often thought, a demand for a persisting or merely pre-existent entity, necessary to ward off an alleged threat of generation ex nihilo. Accordingly, Aristotle’s initial response is to provide the formal tools necessary to speak meaningfully about change within the discourse of an explanatory science. In particular, in such a context, one is not bound by formal argument to endorse either of two problematic alternatives: that something comes-to-be from something of the very same kind as it, or that something comes to be from what lacks that kind of being—the privation. These two alternatives are not exhaustive. It is no accident, in my view, that Aristotle introduces these formal tools—the distinction between per se and per accidens claims, and that between unity in number and unity in being or account—in the first book of his introductory lecture course on natural science. For these are central to any explanatory science, and as we will see, he draws upon them in his account of change in book iii.


But formal distinctions will only take us so far. Aristotle’s initial response gives us no reason to think that an appropriate source of coming-to-be can be found, nor does it tell us what such a being is like. Drawing on Aristotle’s references to what he calls a “different way” of responding to the dilemma and other texts, I attempt to sketch out this other solution, one which requires a major innovation in his ontology, the introduction of potential being. Aristotle only hints at this notion in the first book of the Physics for obvious reasons. At the very beginning of their introduction to natural science, Aristotle’s students are hardly prepared to understand the relevance of potential being. Although it is not explicitly offered as a response to the Parmenidean dilemma, Aristotle’s definition of change in book iii of the Physics makes clear the dependence of change on the notion of potential being.  

In Chapter Three I turn to Aristotle’s official definition of change as the “entelecheia of a potential being, qua such [potential]” (201a10-11). In other passages he uses the term energeia instead. A longstanding puzzle about the definition stems from the thought that the entelecheia of a potential house, for example, on the most natural reading of this phrase, would be the house itself, or perhaps some aspect of the house. (The term entelecheia, usually understood as “actuality” is etymologically and semantically connected to the term telos.) But Aristotle needs to pick out the change, e.g., the process of becoming a house. Thus, traditional interpretations have supposed either that entelecheia awkwardly (and uniquely in the corpus) means the process of actualization, or that the relevant potentiality is for becoming, rather than for being (e.g. a house). But both of these concepts—actualization and potentiality for becoming—themselves invoke the notion of change being defined. Both strategies make the definition circular. This puzzle, of how to secure the right extension without circularity, has been extremely influential in shaping interpretations of the definition of change. 

The bulk of Chapter Three, however, is devoted to evaluating the dominant interpretation of Aristotle’s definition of change, which provides an ingenious solution to the puzzle. On this view, as I mentioned, change is the “constitutive actuality” of a potential being, that is, a potential being’s state of being most real or actual. Unlike the two strategies I mentioned above, this interpretation employs neither the dynamic notion of actualization, nor the notion of a potentiality for change, both of which would invite a charge of circularity. It opts instead for a notion of actuality, as the term entelecheia in particular suggests. Besides circularity concerns, this is often supported by an appeal to Aristotle’s need to respond to skeptics about change—especially Parmenidean skeptics—by defining change as something real and actual, as opposed to unreal or illusory. This interpretation manages to pick out changes by employing an admittedly specialized notion of “constitutive actuality” of a potential being. It typically supposes that this specialized notion of entelecheia is signaled by Aristotle’s use of the phrase “qua such [potential].”

 I argue that this position misconstrues both the grammar and force of the phrase “qua potential” and the many variations of it in the subsequent text, and that Aristotle did not have the concept of the “constitutive actuality” of a potential being. In light of this, I reconsider the main motivations for this kind of interpretation, which stem from the circularity problem and Aristotle’s need to respond to skeptics about change.

In Chapter Four, the central chapter of my thesis, I work out and support a novel interpretation of the definition of change. My interpretation contains two main innovations. First, it provides an account of what Aristotle means by the phrase “potential being qua such” that respects the grammar of Aristotle’s text, and accords with the standard and grammatical usage of phrases like “qua F,” notably, those in Physics i.8. The qua-phrase ensures that the definition picks out the proper, non-accidental activity of a potential being. Second, I depart from traditional interpretations in taking entelecheia and energeia—with special weight on the latter—to signify a broad notion of activity that is distinct both from the notion of actuality and from that of actualization. I address the etymological and textual concerns that such a departure raises. Since there are activities (such as divine activity) that are not changes, the notion of activity is broader than that of change. This is a well-attested Aristotelian doctrine, unlike that of the “constitutive actuality” of a potential being. I show in particular how the usual motivations for the dominant interpretation, once properly understood, support my interpretation at least as well.

On my view, Aristotle’s definition of change is by genus and differentia. The genus is activity and it is differentiated by the qualification “of a potential being.” This narrows the scope of the definition so that it includes only what Aristotle calls “incomplete” activity—the activity of something incomplete, i.e., potential in the relevant sense. I explain how Aristotle’s definition excludes two classes of activity, (i) “changes” in the categories of relation, and of acting and suffering, and (ii) activities like pleasure, contemplation, and (continuous) perception, which are consistently classified as complete. I offer somewhat speculative suggestions about the precise rationale for limiting the scope of change in this way. The more difficult and interesting thesis I put forward is that the definition also excludes (iii) an agent’s activity of changing something else. One reason this case is controversial is that such activities are often classified as incomplete, and accordingly, as changes. 

To explain Aristotle’s position on agency, I analyze the key sections of his discussion in Physics iii.3 of the relation between the activity of the agent and that of the patient. Basically, Aristotle defines change as an activity that is essentially of the patient, and so as a kind of passive activity.
 The activity of the agent is merely one-in-number with the corresponding passive activity. It is essentially of the agent rather than the patient. Since the agent is an incomplete being, this activity is not, as such, a change according to Aristotle’s definition. This creates an apparent conflict with texts in which agent-activities, like housebuilding, are characterized as incomplete, and on that basis, as changes. I show that there are in fact two different, but systematically related, ways of drawing the incomplete-complete activity distinction. Aristotle’s exclusion of agency from the scope of change requires only that agency is incomplete in one of these senses. Finally, and again somewhat speculatively I consider why Aristotle excludes agency from the scope of his definition of change, especially in light of certain comparisons between agency and the other two classes of activity that are excluded.

While at this stage, we can make some headway in staving off the threat of circularity in certain forms, we cannot yet do so fully. The remaining threat is that the notion of a dunamei on (potential being) in terms of which Aristotle defines change, is itself to be understood in terms of change. In fact, the kind of dunamis at issue seems to be what Aristotle elsewhere calls “capacity in accordance with change,” and defines in terms of change. 

The aim of Chapter Five is thus to locate a concept of potentiality that is suitably prior to that of change. For this purpose, I turn to the intricate text of Metaphysics Theta, Aristotle’s treatise on potential and actual being, in order to sort out the different senses of dunamis and energeia that are distinguished there. Aristotle structures the treatise around a distinction between capacity in accordance with change—the kurios (strict or established) sense of dunamis—which applies to the agent’s and patient’s capacities to change or be changed by something else or by themselves qua something else, and a new and different sense of dunamis that is (more) useful for Aristotle’s present purpose—the “useful sense.” There are two opposed families of interpretation that have gained currency in recent scholarship, both of which seem to offer a way out of the circularity problem regarding the definition of change. The more prominent of these, the “ways of being” interpretation, takes the useful sense of dunamis to be that embodied in the adverbial dative usage of the term dunamis, typically in the phrase dunamei on (“potential being”). This adverbial dative use is taken to signify potentiality as a way of being something, rather than capacity, like the kurios sense. The definition of change employs the adverbial dative construction in its talk of “potential being.” Thus, if its signification is different from that of the kurios sense, there is the prospect that change is defined in terms of a “way of being” rather than in terms of capacity in accordance with change, and so without circularity. The second kind of interpretation claims instead that the useful sense of dunamis refers to a different kind of capacity. It offers the hope that change is defined in terms of this different kind of capacity rather than in terms of capacity in accordance with change. 

My analysis of the programmatic passages of Metaphysics Theta reveals that the first kind of interpretation wrongly identifies the useful sense as potentiality (a way of being) as opposed to capacity. In fact, the relation of the adverbial dative usage (signifying the way of being, potentiality) to the ordinary referring use of dunamis (signifying capacity) is a default, definitional connection that Aristotle takes for granted. While the second interpretation is correct in holding that the “useful” sense of dunamis points to a different kind of capacity, we cannot rely on this fact to avoid circularity. For the definition of change employs, at least for many kinds of change, capacities in the kurios sense, rather than capacities in the innovative useful sense. 

I claim that Aristotle does not explicitly offer us the requisite concept of dunamis. Thus, I turn to the question of whether Aristotle could reasonably and consistently have such a concept. The position he needs, I believe, is as follows: capacities in the kurios sense, though they are characterized as being for change, admit of a more fundamental characterization, as capacities for being. For example, the bricks’ capacity to become a house can be more fundamentally characterized as a capacity to be a house.

Seeing how Aristotle could hold this position requires some revisions in the traditional framework for understanding the status of, and relation between, the two senses of dunamis I have mentioned, the kurios and useful senses. I first address one natural objection to this proposal: that since the kurios sense is (because it is kurios) the primary and fundamental notion of dunamis, it cannot be supplanted by a different and more fundamental concept of dunamis. In response, I argue that kurios here means “established” and “familiar” rather than “primary,” as in more fundamental, so that there is no problem with supplanting a kurios concept. Finally, I analyze Aristotle’s claim that the different senses of dunamis (the two kinds of capacity) are connected by analogy. Typically this is taken to mean that there are two fundamentally different kinds of entity with no common nature, whose essence is captured by the meaning of the kurios and useful senses of dunamis respectively. I argue that Aristotle’s use of analogy can plausibly be read as an attempt to offer a general notion of dunamis that transcends the two “senses” that he distinguishes in book Theta. This somewhat speculative suggestion lends independent support to the idea that we have not gotten at the fundamental nature of any kind of dunamis by understanding the kurios sense, capacity in accordance with change. For if the suggestion is correct, even these capacities can be characterized by a more fundamental general notion of dunamis.

Chapter Two

Aristotle’s Parmenidean Dilemma

Introduction

 
Among the various treatments of the Parmenidean dilemma within the Aristotelian corpus, one of them carries pride of place. It appears in chapter eight of the first book of his Physics, which comprises introductory lectures to the study of nature, and is in large part devoted to an inquiry into the number and nature of principles needed to understand the natural world. As it is treated here, the dilemma presents a formal challenge to the possibility of explaining all kinds of changes, rather than a problem of generation ex nihilo, as is often thought. Thus his response is not to supply such an entity from which generation proceeds. In fact, he is careful to avoid, as much as possible, specifying the nature of the matter for any kind of change.  Rather, Aristotle’s presentation of the dilemma is a vehicle for him to introduce and exhibit certain formal tools that are both central to the analysis of principles of change and applicable to any explanatory science of nature. By understanding his employment of these formal tools to resolve the dilemma, and appreciating their limitations in light of further challenges to the possibility of change, we will eventually be in a better position to understand Aristotle’s treatment of change in book iii.


But first some background. While many thinkers appreciated the need for specific opposite principles of change, such as rarity and density, or love and strife, Aristotle, abstracting from the specific features of particular changes, employs the opposite principles, “form” and “privation.” In change, the relevant privation or lack of a given form gives way to that form.  A sick man, for example, presently lacking health, will, after becoming healthy, have the “form,” health. In chapter 7 of book i, having offered a series of arguments that an additional third principle of change, or “coming-to-be” as he calls it there, is needed, Aristotle relies partly on ordinary speech patterns to reveal, in a preliminary way what this third principle is. This new principle he calls an “underlying thing,” (191a15, 191b13-192a19) and later “matter” (192a3, 5, 22). Though it is a new principle, Aristotle claims that it is in a certain way the same as the privation so that there are “in a way two, and in a way more” (191a14-15) principles, thus solving a puzzle about the number of principles that was given earlier in the book.


In the next chapter (i.8) Aristotle turns to the Parmenidean dilemma partly in order to showcase the value of the account of the principles just given. For it is “in this way alone,” he tells us (191a23) that the puzzle to follow can be resolved. But while “this way” refers back to his account of the principles, it is not clear what features of that account he is drawing on. 

The Parmenidean dilemma argues that coming-to-be is impossible. It does so by claiming first that “whatever comes to be must do so either out of what is, or out of what is not” (191a28-30). These two alternatives are thought to be exhaustive. But neither provides a viable option for what coming-to-be is from. It cannot be from “what is,” because, Aristotle tells us, “it already is” (191a31). But nothing, he tells us, can come-to-be from “what is not” because “something must underlie” (191a32). Since neither alternative is viable, coming-to-be is impossible.


I take it for granted that the product of coming-to-be is (at least an instance of) “what is.” This is necessary for the objection that “it already is” to apply. Thus we may understand the two alternatives that the Parmenidean argument considers as: 


(a) “what is” comes-to-be from “what is” and 


(b) “what is” comes-to-be from “what is not.”

The first and main part of Aristotle’s solution is to distinguish between what I will call per se and per accidens versions of these two alternatives. The per se versions are never true and to this extent the Parmenidean is correct. But we are committed not to them, but at most to the per accidens versions of the two alternatives. Aristotle then shows, in part by employing an extremely odd example, that neither of these is problematic—at least not in a way that rules out the possibility of coming-to-be. 

I – A Standard Picture and an Alternative


On a standard picture of the dilemma—surely the most natural one—its crux is a problem about generation ex nihilo, of something arising from nothing, or “sheer emergence,” as it is sometimes called.
 A strength of this interpretation is the intuitive plausibility of the idea that generation ex nihilo is impossible.


This kind of interpretation normally involves treating the word “is” in the phrases “what is” and “what is not” as signifying existence. “What is” refers indiscriminately to any existent thing, and “what is not” refers to nothing at all. Thus, on this interpretation, the supposition that “what is” comes-to-be from “what is not” describes the case of sheer emergence. Since there is nothing at all from which generation proceeds, there is in particular nothing to “underlie.” On such an interpretation the general shape of Aristotle’s answer to the dilemma must be to insist that generation starts from something rather than nothing. So understood, the dilemma would pose a challenge only to change in the category of substance (generation and destruction) rather than to change in quality, size, or place
.
 


I shall set out and defend an interpretation of a different kind, a predicative interpretation. I take the word “is” to signify predicative being—being this or that kind of thing. On this reading, the phrases “what is” and “what is not” are incomplete expressions, shorthand for “what is F” and “what is not F,” where F is a predicate signifying a kind of being—human, animal, pale, colored, etc.—that characterizes the product.

The completing predicate might, for all that has been said, come from each of the four categories (substance, quality, place, and quantity) in which (Aristotle thinks) change occurs. And it might be of any level of generality within those categories (e.g. dog, animal, and even substance). Thus, the predicative reading allows, but does not require, that the dilemma apply to changes in various categories and that are described at different levels of generality. On this view, the scope of the dilemma mirrors that of Aristotle’s discussion in the previous chapter, i.7, which treats principles of all kinds of change.

On the predicative reading “what is” and “what is not” are both exhaustive and exclusive in the following sense: for each kind F and object x, x is either F or not-F but not both. Furthermore, we can see why the first horn of the dilemma, which considers the possibility that “what is” comes-to-be from “what is” is subject to the objection that “it is already.” The putative origin, for example, of coming-to-be “what is musical” is itself musical already. But what about the other alternative, that “what is F” comes-to-be from “what is not F?” This alternative does not seem problematic at all, as the following two considerations indicate, and so the predicative reading appears to render the dilemma a non-starter.

Suppose we supply a completing predicate from the category of substance, so that we are considering the possibility of, for example, coming-to-be canine from “what is not canine.” This possibility need not involve coming-to-be from nothing at all, since what is not canine can nevertheless be something else and so exist. There is, in particular, no threat of “sheer emergence,” and so it is not clear what threat there is.
Recall that one potential advantage of the predicative reading was that it might include non-substantial change within the scope of the dilemma. But as Michael Loux points out,
 this seems to trivialize the dilemma even further. For example, suppose we are inquiring about how “what is musical” could come-to-be. The ontology of Aristotle’s Categories requires a substance, say a man, of which non-substances like “what is not musical” are predicated. Thus we are not limited to “what is musical” and  “what is not musical.” We have a third alternative: the man comes-to-be musical. Thus, by (i) holding that “what is not” explicitly picks out an existent being, and (ii) admitting non-substantial change within the scope of the dilemma, the predicative reading seems to weaken it to the point of triviality. 


To resuscitate the appearance of a dilemma in light of these considerations, interpreters who endorse the predicative reading must explain Aristotle’s rejection of coming-to-be from “what is not,” Thus some see the threat not as the “sheer emergence” of a new entity out of nothing, but instead as the “sheer replacement” of one entity by another.
 This might occur if God were to destroy and create each being anew at each moment. The situation of sheer replacement is in effect no better than that of sheer emergence since the first entity plays no role in the change; the “product” might as well have emerged out of nothing. Aristotle’s task, on this view, is to distinguish genuine change from sheer replacement. And to do so, it is suggested, he must posit a persistent entity, perhaps also one that is the logical subject first for the privation, and later for the form. The demand that something “underlie” can then be understood as a demand for such an entity. 

In fact, I think that the threat of sheer replacement is less grounded, both philosophically and textually, than is often thought and that the case of sheer emergence is at best one of many cases—and a peripheral one at that—envisioned by the “from what is not” horn of the dilemma. More importantly, claims about the nature of matter and its subjecthood and persistence, as are thought necessary to resolve the “sheer replacement” problem go beyond the kinds of resources that Aristotle’s treatment in Physics i.8 exhibits.

Code and Lewis
 also endorse the predicative reading but understand the objection that “something must underlie” as meaning that the phrase “what is not” stands in need of a referent. The reason for thinking that no referent is forthcoming is that if, e.g. the non-musical becomes musical, then the phrase “what is not musical” will pick out the musical product (as well as the unmusical starting point), which would imply the absurdity that “what is not musical” is musical. While Aristotle was aware of a sophistical aporia about just this issue,
 it is not clear why this abstruse difficulty would be of such importance in his introductory lectures on natural science.

I will defend a version of the predicative reading that I believe is more plausible than either of the two I have just mentioned. Prior to, and more fundamental than, concerns about persistence and subjecthood is a formal problem about explanatory discourse. Resolving it allows Aristotle to introduce two related formal devices that are central to any branch of natural science. Thus, unlike the sophistical aporia that Code and Lewis identify, this problem is appropriately raised within an introductory lecture course on natural science. Furthermore, this problem threatens change of all kinds, and is immune to the simple response that non-substantial particulars are always predicated of substances. It will be argued subsequently that behind this immediate problem, to which Aristotle responds directly, lie deeper and more difficult challenges whose resolution requires more resources than those that Aristotle has introduced so far in the first book of the Physics.

My strategy throughout will be to read off the problem from the solution. In particular, I will start by looking at the solution Aristotle offers and reconstruct the core of the Parmenidean argument in a way that is straightforwardly subject to Aristotle’s treatment. In much of what follows I will continue for the most part to use the phrases “what is” and “what is not” in a manner neutral between existential and predicative readings, though I shall often employ the predicative reading I endorse to provide examples. I treat the phrases neutrally at first in order later to adjudicate between predicative and existential readings on the basis of the formal structure of the dilemma and Aristotle’s treatment of it.

II - The Core Parmenidean Argument (through a partial examination of Aristotle’s treatment)

Two Distinctions

Aristotle introduces one crucial distinction necessary for his resolution by way of an example of a doctor who, in addition to his usual activities, builds houses. 

We, on the other hand, say that it is in one way no different, that something should come-to-be out of what is or what is not, or that what is or what is not should act on or be acted on by something or come-to-be any particular thing, than that a doctor should act on or be acted on by something, or that anything should be or come-to-be out of a doctor. By this last we may mean two things, so clearly it is the same when we say that something is out of what is and that what is acts or is acted on. A doctor builds a house, not qua doctor [per se], but qua builder and comes-to-be pale not qua doctor but qua dark. But he doctors and comes-to-be ignorant of medicine qua doctor [per se] Now we most properly say that a doctor acts or is acted on, or that something comes-to-be out of a doctor, only if it is qua doctor that he does or undergoes or comes-to-be this. So clearly to say that something comes to be out of what is not, is to say that it does so out of what is not qua what is not (Physics i.8 191a33-b10).

When we say that the doctor heals, we are saying he does so “qua doctor,” or (as Aristotle later puts it) “simply” (191b14). I will use the expression per se. Sometimes, however, we express what the doctor does qua something else, such as a builder or (as Aristotle later puts it) “according to what coincides” (kata sumbebēkos) (191b15,18,24). I will use the expression per accidens. What does it mean to say that the doctor builds per accidens, or “according to what coincides?” 

We may begin with Metaphysics Delta 7, where Aristotle writes that “according to what coincides, (kata sumbebēkos) e.g. we say ‘the just [person] is musical’, and ‘the man is musical’, and ‘the musician is a man’, just as we say ‘the musician builds’, because being musical is coincidental to the builder, being a builder to the musician” (1017a7-12). In this example, the musician builds per accidens only because “being a musician” and “being a builder” coincide.


Applying this text to the example in Physics i.8, we can conclude that the doctor is said to build only in virtue of the fact that the doctor coincides in (sumbebēke) something else, in this case, the builder. This is what it means for the doctor to build per accidens or “according to what coincides.” The doctor heals, on the other hand, not because he coincides with some other kind of thing, but because of his being a doctor. The doctor heals per se. Aristotle’s discussion of being “one” and being “the same” shows that for the very same reason that the doctor can be said to coincide with the builder, the doctor and the builder can also be said to be “one” and “the same,” in a way, namely, they are “one-in-number” or “the same in number” as opposed to one and the same “in being.”
  Beings that are one-in-number need not be one in being. And it is easy enough to see that what it is to be a doctor and what it is to be a builder are distinct. Thus the per accidens claim rests on the fact that the doctor and some other being are merely one-in-number, as opposed to one-in-being.


This dependence is often reflected in the grammar of the qualifying phrases that distinguish per se and per accidens claims. For though these qualifying phrases describe the relation between the agent specified in the claim (e.g. the doctor) and the activity (e.g. building or healing)
 they also contain an implicit reference to the agent and, in the per accidens claims, his coinciding with some other being. This can be brought out by considering one common, yet cumbersome translation of these phrases. Consider the claim that the doctor heals “insofar as he is a doctor” or that he builds “insofar as he is something else.” The supplied “he” picks out the doctor. Similarly, in the claim that the doctor builds “according to what coincides,” we may ask “according to what coincides with whom?” And clearly it is the doctor and something’s coinciding with him that is relevant. To sum up, the qualifying phrases describe the relation between the putative agent and his activity, and do so by referring (often implicitly) to the putative agent, and telling us whether it is by virtue of that agent being one-in-number with something else or not that the agent is the author of that activity. 


It is crucial to see that the claim that the doctor builds per accidens depends for its truth not on the doctor’s coinciding with just any being, but on the fact that the doctor coincides with a being that builds per se, and not in virtue of coinciding with some further thing. If this were not the case, then the fact that the doctor and builder coincide would not explain why the doctor builds per accidens any more than the fact that the doctor coincides with a musician would. In this sense, the per accidens claim about the doctor building depends on there being a true per se claim about his building.

 
This brings us to one complication. I have understood the claim that the doctor builds per accidens as implying that there is some distinct being that builds per se, and with which the doctor merely coincides, or is one-in-number. But Aristotle often posits a per accidens claim in a way that specifies what this other being is. For example, in the above, he claims that the “doctor builds … qua builder” (191b4-5). While this claim posits a per accidens relation between the doctor and the activity of building (for it is only by also being something else that he builds), it also posits the corresponding per se claim, that the builder builds per se.



We have now understood the per accidens claim by noting how it posits a weaker connection between the agent and the activity than the corresponding per se claim posits. For example, we know that the doctor is connected to the activity of healing in a more strict and/or direct way than the housebuilder is. Unlike the builder’s connection to this activity, the doctor’s connection to it is not mediated by his being one-in-number with something else. What is this more direct connection? I take it that being a doctor is in some sense explanatory of healing. But in what way? Does being a doctor stand in a special kind of metaphysical predication relation to the activity of healing? Does being a doctor enable someone to heal, by definition? Aristotle simply does not tell us here.
 Fortunately, in order to address the structure of the problem and Aristotle’s response, we do not yet need to answer these questions.

The core argument

In order to see how Aristotle applies these distinctions—per se vs. per accidens and one-in-number vs. one-in-being—to the dilemma, and ultimately to understand the dilemma itself, I want to consider a pseudo-dilemma based on the foregoing discussion:

(0’) Every man is musical or unmusical.

(1’) If any man heals (patients) then either a musical man heals or an unmusical man heals. (0’)

(2’) A musical man cannot heal.

(3’) An unmusical man cannot heal.

(4’) So no man can heal. (1’, 2’, 3’)

One might argue that it is impossible to heal a patient, on the ground that every man is either musical or not musical, and so, if anything heals, either the musical heals or the unmusical heals, and neither alternative is plausible. It is true that, as (0’) claims, every man is either musical or not. In just this sense, the dichotomy exhaustively covers the class of men. Further, neither kind of man, just in virtue of being of that kind, has the right sort of characteristics to heal a patient. In other words, neither the musical man nor the unmusical man can serve as the per se agent of healing. But it does not follow (and is surely false) that there is no kind of man such that by virtue of being that kind of man, he is able to heal patients. 


This does not follow because within the context of looking for the per se agent of healing, we need to distinguish agents more finely. We are looking for a kind of man that, just in virtue of being of that kind, is able to heal patients. The dichotomy “musical vs. unmusical” is not exhaustive in the sense of covering all possible kinds of man. That is, the one-in-being reading of (0’) is false:

(0’-being) Every man is one-in-being either with the musical or with the unmusical

If (0’-being) were true, and the dichotomy, musical vs. unmusical, were exhaustive in this way, then these would be the only options for the per se agent of healing. In other words, the one-in-being version of (0’) entails the per se version of (1’):

(1’-per se) If any man heals then either a musical man heals per se or an unmusical man heals per se.

And this is the claim that Aristotle denies. Thus, Aristotle rejects the one-in-being reading of (0’) and instead holds:

(0’-number) Every man is one-in-number either with the musical or with the unmusical, 

which is obviously true. But if the original dichotomy is understood in this way, it leaves room for a kind of man (such as a doctor) that is one-in-number with the musical or with the unmusical, but is nevertheless, distinct from them in being. For example, while every doctor is either musical or not, what it is to be a doctor is distinct from what it is to be musical, and also from what it is to be unmusical. For all that this pseudo-Parmenidean has said, the per se agent of healing is not the musical or the unmusical, but instead some other kind of man (e.g. a doctor). That is, by accepting the (true) one-in-number version of (0’), we are not committed to the per se version of (1’).


Nevertheless, by accepting (0’-number) that the original dichotomy was exhaustive in this way (i.e. in number) the defender of per se healing does commit himself to the per accidens reading of (1’):

(1’-per accidens) If any man heals then either a musical man heals per accidens or an unmusical man heals per accidens.

For, whoever the per se agent of healing is, he will also be either musical or not (every man is after all either musical or not). Let us suppose he is in a given case musical. Again, this does not imply that the musical heals in virtue of being musical (i.e. that the musical heals per se), for it is consistent with a harmless variation of that claim: that the musical heals only per accidens, i.e. in virtue of being something. But it does imply that the musical heals in virtue of coinciding with something else, namely, the per se agent of healing, that is to say, that the musical heals per accidens. The same reasoning applies to the case in which the per se agent of healing is unmusical. Thus the defender of per se healing is committed in general to at least one of the two per accidens alternatives: either the musical can heal per accidens or the unmusical can heal per accidens. 

We are now in a position to put forward a limited analysis of the Parmenidean argument, which nevertheless gets at its core. Consider the following reconstruction:

(0) Everything is “what is” or “what is not.”

(1) If “what is” comes-to-be, it must do so from either “what is” or “what is not” (0)

(2) It cannot come-to-be from “what is.”

(3) It cannot come-to-be from “what is not.” 

(4) So, “what is” cannot come-to-be. (1,2,3)


I conceive of the core argument as starting with a platitude about an exhaustive dichotomy (0). What is alleged to follow is claim (1), which says that coming-to-be is either from something on one side of the dichotomy or on the other. These are the crucial claims in the argument. The trouble is that they (as well as (2) and (3)) are ambiguous. 


At least one reading of claim (0) is true, as Aristotle insists (191b27-8):


(0-number) Every being is one-in-number with “what is” or with “what is not.”


For example, the man just mentioned will either be musical or not. However, from this “one-in-number” reading of (0), the per se reading of (1):


(1-per se) If “what is” comes-to-be, it must do so either from “what is” or “what is not” per se

does not follow
 The fact that every man is one-in-number with “what is musical” or “what is not musical” does not imply that the per se source of becoming musical, if there is one, must either be “what is musical” or “what is not musical.” And in general, the fact that every being is one-in-number with “what is” or with “what is not” does not entail that the per se source of coming-to-be, if there is one, is either of these. For all the Parmenidean has said, there may be some other being, for example, a man, that can serve as the per se origin of becoming musical. More generally, with this response, Aristotle has in effect shown that, for all that the Parmenidean has said, it is possible for “what is” to come-to-be per se from something that, even if it is one-in-number with “what is” or with “what is not,” is nevertheless distinct (in being) from “what is” and “what is not.” In this sense, the Parmenidean has not shown that the options for the per se source of coming-to-be are exhausted by “what is” and “what is not.” 



Nevertheless, the acceptance of (0-number) does commit Aristotle to the per accidens version of (1):

(1-per accidens) If “what is” comes-to-be, it must do so either from “what is” or “what is not” per accidens
For Aristotle thinks there is a per se source of change, and that it, like any being, is either one-in-number with “what is” or with “what is not,” let us suppose it is the latter. In this case, “what is not” is also in a way a source of coming-to-be, but only because it coincides in (is one-in-number with) the per se source of change. But this is just what it is for something to come-to-be from “what is not” per accidens. The same reasoning applies to “what is.” Therefore, in defending per se change, Aristotle is committed to coming-to-be per accidens either from “what is” or from “what is not.”




But now, having accepted (1-per accidens), even the versions of claims (2) and (3) that Aristotle accepts,


(2-per se) “What is” cannot come-to-be from “what is” per se, and


(3-per se) “What is” cannot come-to-be from “what is not” per se,

Do not entail the problematic conclusion that 


(4) Nothing can come-to-be.

To derive that conclusion, we would, in addition to (2-per se) and (3-per se), need both of the claims Aristotle explicitly denies:


(2-per accidens) “What is” cannot come-to-be from “what is,” per accidens.


(3-per accidens) “What is” cannot come-to-be from “what is not,” per accidens.

Despite its limitations (which will be addressed shortly) I hope that this reconstruction makes explicit the relevance of both the per se vs. per accidens distinction and the one-in-number vs. one-in-being distinction, and how they function together in Aristotle’s response. It is also sufficient to address some of the preliminary issues in the secondary literature.

Clarification and defense


Let me clarify my account of the argument so far by distinguishing it from a different reading that is natural and seems to accord with the text.
 According to this other reading, Aristotle responds by insisting that there need not be a per se source of change at all, but only a per accidens one. I do not think this is Aristotle’s response for several reasons. First, it is inconsistent with his use of the concept per accidens in the chapter. To go back to our example, the doctor builds per accidens (kata sumbebēkos) because he coincides with (sumbebēke) the builder, who builds per se. Second, and more importantly, the idea that there is nothing from which coming-to-be proceeds per se runs contrary to Aristotle’s own view, to his purpose in book I of the Physics—securing the explanatory principles of change—and especially to the particular aim of Physics i.6-9—motivating the need for matter as a per se source of change. However, there is a way in which Aristotle’s commitment to a per se source of change is weaker than it may seem, and I shall address this shortly.


Let me now turn to two features of my reading that might be counterintuitive. First, it may seem odd to think of (0) as an explicit premise in the argument. To this intuition I am only somewhat sympathetic. I am willing to grant that it is an implicit premise in that it does not appear in the statement of the argument. Nonetheless, it is clear that this premise is essential to the argument. First, the Parmenidean argument attempts to refute the adequacy of “what is” and “what is not” as origins for coming-to-be. But why should the (alleged) inadequacy of these two alternatives be thought to rule out the possibility of coming-to-be altogether? The importance of this premise is further attested by Aristotle’s acceptance of the possibility of coming-to-be per accidens from “what is” and “what is not.” I have explained how a commitment to this possibility stems from his acceptance of the weaker, one-in-number version of (0). Finally, Aristotle is concerned not to violate the principle that “everything is or is not”—the very principle in question (191b26-17). Why would this principle seem to be threatened? It is apparently threatened by the claim that for all the Parmenidean has said, coming-to-be is neither from “what is” nor from “what is not” per se, and instead from a being that is (in some sense) distinct from them. This suggests that an important reason for thinking that those two alternatives are the only ones that need to be considered is the fact that they are (in some sense) exhaustive.


A second feature of my reading that might be surprising is the central role I have given to the one-in-number vs. one-in-being distinction. Aristotle does not explicitly bring up such a distinction in Physics i.8. Nevertheless, I have argued, the per se vs. per accidens distinction depends on the one-in-number vs. one-in-being distinction, and certainly does so in the doctor example. Furthermore Aristotle invokes the latter distinction in his account of the number of principles in Physics i.7. There he repeatedly claims that the privation and the “underlying thing,” his innovative third principle, are one-in-number. However they are not “one in form or account,” which Aristotle’s explication shows is equivalent to their being different in being.
  Since he has already explained how the concepts “one-in-number” and “one-in-being” apply to the principles of change, Aristotle is entitled to apply the per se vs. per accidens distinction to claims about those principles. This suggests that at least when Aristotle cites the account of principles in i.7 as the only way to resolve the dilemma, he is referring (among other things) to the idea that there can be a third principle that is distinct-in-being, though one-in-number with one of the opposite principles. In this way, Aristotle’s resolution does indeed draw on a central feature of his account of principles, contrary to some commentators’ doubts.

More importantly, even if some version of a per se vs. per accidens distinction could be made out independently of the one-in-number vs. one-in-being distinction, Aristotle could not successfully use such a version of the distinction to respond to the dilemma. Such a response would insist, in effect, that there are unproblematic readings of the claims setting out the two alternatives that the Parmenidean considers—the per accidens readings. (One might, for example, distinguish the two readings by thinking of the per se versions as carrying explanatory import.) But such a distinction alone gives us no reason to think that a defender of change is committed only to the unproblematic per accidens readings. So a careful Parmenidean could run the argument again, speaking only of what coming-to-be is from per se. No progress will have been made against this more careful statement of the dilemma. Absent the distinction between oneness-in-number and oneness-in-being, Aristotle would need to assert that “what is” and “what is not” fail to exhaust the alternatives in the most straightforward way—that contrary to appearances, tertium datur. But he does not do this. Rather, I suggest, his employment of the per se vs. per accidens distinction essentially involves the distinction between oneness-in-number and oneness-in-being. This is what enables Aristotle to respond to the dilemma by stating only the per se vs. per accidens distinction, but at the same time respecting (at least in one way) the principle (0) that everything is or is not. 

The existential reading rejected


Given the analysis I have offered we can go back to the original dilemma and see claims (2) and (3) in a new light. These are the claims that “what is” can come-to-be (2) neither from “what is” (3) nor from “what is not.” Aristotle accepts the per se readings of these claims, and he thinks that the dilemma hinges on a conflation of per se and per accidens claims. Thus the per se versions of (2) and (3) express the minimal intuition about change needed to motivate the dilemma. In quite general terms, the dilemma gains its plausibility from the thought that there must be a per se source of change, but an apparently exhaustive list of candidates to play that role has no viable option. This analysis frees us from a certain kind of burden in motivating the dilemma. We need only explain why the per se versions of (2) and (3) are plausible to get the dilemma off the ground. The plausibility of (2) in particular (that coming-to-be cannot be from “what is not” per se) need not derive from the ex nihilo, nihil fit principle. Rather, it might derive from the idea that, for example, “what is not musical” cannot be the per se source of coming-to-be musical.

What is the difference? Generation ex nihilo is impossible both per se and per accidens. Nothing cannot become something in virtue of its (nothing’s) being something else. This is of course because nothing cannot be (i.e. coincide in) any existent being. On the other hand, the minimum necessary to motivate the “from what is not” horn of the dilemma is the per se version of (2)—the impossibility of per se coming-to-be from “what is not.” In this sense, the ex nihilo nihil fit principle is stronger than what is necessary to motivate the dilemma, and its intuitive strength, I take it, is one reason that the existential reading appears so plausible. But in fact, the ex nihilo, nihil fit principle is too strong. For Aristotle’s resolution is in part an accommodation of per accidens coming-to-be from “what is not,” that is, coming-to-be from “what is not” because “what is not” coincides in some other being. If “what is not” meant nothing at all, there would be no room for per accidens coming-to-be from “what is not,” since nothing cannot coincide with any existent being. 


To deal with this problem, interpreters often take “what is not” to shift its meaning between the statement of the dilemma, where they take it to mean “nothing at all,” and the resolution of the dilemma, where it refers to a determinate kind of not being, such as “what is not canine.” This allows them to motivate the dilemma with a generation ex nihilo problem while also accommodating, as Aristotle does, per accidens coming-to-be from “what is not.” Such interpretations must assign a central role in Aristotle’s resolution of the dilemma to the disambiguation of the different readings of the phrase. Aristotle would have to insist that there is a sense of “what is not” that applies to determinate kinds of non-being, and thus allows that “what is not” can also be something else. But he simply does not here distinguish between different kinds of “what is not.” And if he were to do so, he could insist that coming-to-be per se from “what is not” (of some determinate kind) is not subject to the threat that “something must underlie,” understood (following the existential reading) as a threat of generation ex nihilo. The original objection that “something must underlie,” though couched in technical Aristotelian terminology, would have no bearing on Aristotle’s need for a third principle in addition to the form and (we may suppose, determinate) privation.


These commentators typically assume, explicitly or implicitly I suspect, that the (supposedly) different senses of “what is not”—nothing at all vs. determinate not being—are achieved by the addition of the qualifiers per se and per accidens respectively.
 But this is a mistake. The doctor who builds per accidens shares the same medical art as the one who is unable to build and is confined to healing (which he does per se). Their “being a doctor” is the same. They differ in that the one also has the housebuilding skill. So, the doctor’s building per accidens presupposes that we can distinguish the doctor from the builder, not that they are doctors of different kinds. Similarly, Aristotle’s application of the per se vs. per accidens distinction to change does not distinguish between different kinds of  “what is not.” Rather, coming-to-be from “what is not” per accidens presupposes that we can distinguish between “what is not” and the per se origin of change. Recall, it is precisely because the per se source of change is distinct in being or account from “what is” and “what is not,” that Aristotle needs to reassure us that it is not distinct from them in number—i.e. that he is not violating the principle that everything is or is not. Indeed, if coming-to-be from “what is not” per se just meant coming-to-be from a determinate kind of “what is not,” then Aristotle could resolve the dilemma without positing matter as having any primary role in change.


Again, nothing cannot come to be something, no matter what else it (nothing) happens to be—for it cannot be anything else. But the claim that fuels the dilemma is that it is not in virtue of being “what is not” that something becomes “what is.”
 This leaves open whether “what is not” might nevertheless in a way be able to become “what is,” just in case, and only because something else coincides with it. For example, “what is not musical” might become musical, just in case it coincides with the appropriate being, let us suppose, a man. 

Why the predicative reading is non-trivial; The dilemma and the Categories

Above I argued that Loux’s challenge to the predicative reading ignores the fact that it is incumbent on the predicative reading to motivate only the per se versions of (2) and (3), but not their per accidens versions. But it may seem that this response is beside the point. After all, as Loux points out, the predicative reading furnishes an obvious (indeed, too obvious) alternative to coming-to-be from “what is not,” especially in the case of non-substantial change. Recall that a purported dilemma about the coming-to-be of “what is musical” seems open to the easy and fatal objection that the relevant substance is the source of coming-to-be. In this way we can give a reading of “what is musical comes-to-be from what is not musical” that is not problematic: “what is musical comes-to-be from what is a man.”

Loux is drawing on the intuition—certainly correct—that the simple ontology Aristotle often attributes to Parmenides cannot resolve the dilemma. According to this ontology there are no kinds of being, not even in the ordinary sense in which we distinguish e.g. being a man from being a horse. Subsequently, it has no room for the idea that two beings can be one-in-number but two in being.
 The idea from the Categories that there are different kinds of being, and that one kind (substance) is required as a logical subject by the presence of the others is an improvement. But this idea, on which Loux’s line of reasoning draws is nevertheless insufficient to resolve the dilemma as I have set it out. 

For the man, like any being, is either musical or not musical; let us suppose he is the latter. It seems then that we are still stuck with the problematic claim that the musical comes-to-be from what is not musical. The fact that some other description is available does not make the problematic one any less applicable or problematic. No reason has been given for denying the problematic claim. It may be replied that the unproblematic description tells us what is really going on, by talking about “the man” rather than “what is not musical.” But unless more is said, the Parmenidean has been given no reason to deny the problematic claim. He may even see it as describing the same fact, the only difference being the means by which an object (what is not musical) is designated (i.e. as “the man”), so that it too tells us what is really going on. And if a fact has at least one problematic description true of it, then any other description of it will describe a problematic fact.
 
We need to supply three claims here: that (i) the unproblematic claim describes what is in a way (i.e. in being or account) a distinct being (the man) from the one described by the problematic claim (what is not musical), that (ii) the relevant fact concerns only this distinct being (the man), and that (iii) there need be no corresponding fact involving the being that the problematic claim mentions in its stead (what is not musical), even though they are, in a certain sense (i.e. in number) the same being. But this is just the framework made possible by the formal tools that Aristotle brings in: the distinctions between per se and per accidens propositions between oneness-in-number and oneness-in-being.
 This framework is neither to be found in the theory of predication in the Categories, nor is it implicit in the thesis that non-substances supervene on substances. I submit that the similar concern I cited about substantial change—that if the statement of the dilemma allows that the phrase “what is not” can pick out an existent being, it is too easily resolvable—will fare no better.


I have argued that the Categories ontology (of individual substances as logical subjects for non-substantial individuals) is insufficient on its own to resolve the dilemma so far reconstructed. This is in effect to say that one need not have the simple-minded Parmenidean ontology in order to be troubled by the dilemma—though such an ontology is especially burdensome. More generally, I have shown that the predicative reading, even a version of it that applies to all kinds of change, is not as easy to dissolve as it might appear.

III - The Rest of Aristotle’s Treatment – Per Accidens Coming-to-be


Let us return to Aristotle’s treatment of the dilemma. Recall that, as I have argued, Aristotle accepts, for every predicate F, the following principle:


(0-number) Everything is one-in-number with “what is [F]” or with “what is not [F].”

Assuming that what is F comes-to-be, this commits Aristotle, as I claimed, to the possibility of at least one of the following: 

(c) “What is [F]” comes-to-be from “what is not [F]” per accidens.

(d) “What is [F]” comes-to-be from “what is [F]” per accidens.

But in fact, Aristotle is concerned to accommodate both possibilities. Reconstructing the reasoning behind his endorsement of both claims is a complicated matter. In fact, attempts to make sense of this accommodation have led to several implausible positions. I begin with his accommodation of (c) but offer a more thorough account of his acceptance of (d), since it is more troubling.

From “what is not”


Aristotle addresses the possibility of coming-to-be from “what is not” as follows:

We too say that nothing comes-to-be simply [i.e. per se] out of what is not; but that things do come-to-be in a way out of what is not, namely, kata sumbebēkos [per accidens]. For out of the privation, which is in itself what is not, not being present in [it], something comes to be. But this makes people stare and it is thought impossible that something could come-to-be in this way out of what is not.” (191b12-17)

Aristotle is clearly drawing on the idea from i.7 that two principles can nevertheless be one-in-number. As with the doctor who builds, it is the fact that one principle coincides with the other that enables Aristotle to treat one (the material principle) as the per se origin of change, without completely rejecting the other’s claim to be an origin of change. The other principle is also an origin of change, but only because it is one-in-number with the principle that is the per se origin of change—a principle whose own nature qualifies it to be the origin of change. 


Aristotle then shows, in the next sentence, how his own account of the principles accommodates per accidens coming-to-be from “what is not.” Something can come-to-be from the privation per accidens. The privation is one of the opposites, and “in itself what is not.” I take it that we may supply from i.7 the idea that the privation and the matter—which is the per se source of change—are one-in-number but not one-in-being. It is this fact which substantiates the privation’s claim to be an origin of change. This account would have seemed implausible to some earlier thinkers and, as Charlton translates, “made them stare.” I take it that this is because the product is not, on this account, “present in” (enuparchontos) what it is said to come-to-be from, namely, the privation.
 It cannot be “present in” the privation because the privation is “in itself” what is not. And this would capture the concerns of those pre-Socratic philosophers who claimed that what we call “generation” is really the extraction of elements that were already present in that from which generation proceeds.

From “what is”

Aristotle then moves to the case of  per accidens coming-to-be of “what is” from “what is.” One might have the suspicion all along that accommodating the “what is from what is” alternative is of no real significance, a merely formal exercise for the sake of completeness. This suspicion is not ungrounded. After all, we have seen that a change always involves the replacement of a privation (“what is not”) with the corresponding form (“what is”). There is thus, it seems, no need to accommodate the alternative “what is from what is,” in order to block the argument, nor could Aristotle do so, if after all things come-to-be from the privation. For how could something instantiate both the privation and the corresponding form?


Kelsey (2006) avoids this problem by denying that “what is” and “what is not” are exclusive. He takes every object to be an instance both of the general kind substance and of the general privation of substance, and understands the phrases “what is” and “what is not” accordingly. A horse, for example is “what is (substance)” by being a horse, and is “what is not (substance)” by not being a dog.
 If this view about the privation of a kind is correct, there is no problem at all about one thing being both “what is” and “what is not.” But whatever the independent merits of such a picture, I do not think that it offers the correct analysis of the dilemma. For it takes the Parmenidean opponent to be distinguishing, as candidates for the source of coming-to-be substance, two among the coinciding “beings” that a single object is. The two horns of the dilemma are that one or the other of two coinciding beings—”what is substance” or “what is not substance”—come-to-be substance. But the Parmenidean opponent cannot even distinguish these two alternatives (as horns of a dilemma) unless he already invokes the per se vs. per accidens distinction, the distinction that constitutes Aristotle’s resolution of the dilemma. The situation is like that envisioned in Loux’s worry about the predicative reading. There, we could not make an effective distinction between the man becoming musical and the unmusical becoming musical because without the per se vs. per accidens distinction, and given that the man is in fact unmusical, these appear to describe the same fact.


A more common strategy is to see the phrases “what is” and “what is not” (one or both of them) as shifting their meaning between the statement of the dilemma and Aristotle’s resolution. Applying a shift of meaning to “what is not” is precisely the strategy that was brought in to defend the existential reading of the dilemma, so that “what is not” means nothing at all in the statement of the dilemma, but means some determinate privation in the resolution. Such a strategy might allow simultaneous coming-to-be per accidens from both “what is,” i.e., exists and from “what is not,” i.e., some determinate privation. If the original dilemma is understood predicatively, one might shift the meaning of “what is,” from signifying the product-kind in the statement of the dilemma, to signifying matter in the resolution. There is no contradiction involved in coming-to-be musical, for example, both from “what is,” i.e., a man and from “what is not,” i.e. not musical. We have already seen why this kind of strategy fails.


Let us turn to Aristotle’s account of “what is” coming-to-be from “what is” per accidens. He writes:

Similarly there can be no coming-to-be out of what is or of what is, except per accidens. In that way [i.e. per accidens], however, this [i.e. coming-to-be out of what is or of what is] too can come about, just as if animal were to come-to-be out of animal and a particular animal out of a particular animal (zōon ti ek zōou tinos), for instance a dog out of a horse. The dog would come-to-be not only out of a particular animal, but out of animal; not however insofar as it is animal, for that belongs already. If a particular animal is to come-to-be, not per accidens, it will not be out of animal, and if a particular thing that is [is to come-to-be, not per accidens, it will] not be out of what is; nor out of what is not. Furthermore, we are not giving up the [principle that] everything is or is not.” (191b12-27)

I take the example to be the bizarre case of a horse being transformed into a dog as the manuscripts indicate. The emendations that have been suggested in order to avoid this example are, I believe, unnecessary.
 The manuscript certainly presents an odd case, but it reinforces the idea that Aristotle’s resolution in Physics i.8 is limited to introducing the formal tools required to block the Parmenidean argument. He is not yet concerned with the particular nature of the per se origin of change. In fact, Aristotle, well aware of the oddity of the example, cites it neither as a real-world case that confirms a theory nor (as in the “from what is not” case) as something that he and his students are prone to assert. Rather, his use of the optative case (190b20-1) in introducing the example suggests that he is using it for heuristic purposes.


I believe that Aristotle’s example must exhibit a per se source of coming-to-be a dog, if, as I have argued, he shares with his opponent the commitment that changes have per se origins. In the discussion of coming-to-be from “what is not” per accidens, Aristotle speaks generally about his principles, rather than about the particular form, matter and privation at issue in a particular case. For this reason the reader can supply from the account in i.7 the idea that a third principle, one-in-number with the privation, grounds the privation’s claim to be an origin of change. We should expect that, as a heuristic device, the present example illustrates the way in which coming-to-be per accidens from “what is” is consistent with coming-to-be per se. Thus I take the example to be un-Aristotelian in yet another way: Not only does it depict a horse becoming a dog, but it depicts the horse as the per se source of coming-to-be a dog. In support of this, note that Aristotle appears to assert a mere per accidens relation only when talking about the more general kind animal (191b22). 


Now, it is easy enough to understand how the example is a case of “what is” from “what is not,” since a dog comes-to-be from what is not a dog. But where exactly is the case of “what is from what is” per accidens? It cannot be “dog from dog” since the horse is not a dog. And indeed Aristotle cites the more general kind animal when describing the relevant instance of “what is from what is” per accidens: “not however qua animal, for that [i.e. animal] belongs already” (191b22-3). It is clear that the product in question is the dog mentioned at 191b20. But it remains controversial just what is meant here. The most natural option, and that which the doctor example would lead us to expect is:


(e) what is dog comes-to-be from what is animal insofar as it [animal] is animal.


But on what grounds could Aristotle rule out this claim? Ruling it out requires a stronger principle than the one I have suggested lies behind Aristotle’s rejection of  “what is” coming-to-be from “what is” per se. For example, Kelsey suggests that Aristotle relies on the principle that the per se source and product of change can have no essential genera in common.
  But this principle, though admittedly Aristotelian, is not obviously what lies behind Aristotle’s rejection of “what is from what is” per se. Note that the reason for rejecting it is that “that [i.e. animal] belongs already” (191b22-3), which echoes the original objection to the “from what is” horn of the dilemma, “for it is already” (191a30). In the present example, however, the product-kind does not, at least not fully, “belong already.” For the most important and salient feature of the product, its being a dog, is not present in the proposed source of change (animal). I do not mean to suggest that Aristotle does not hold the stronger principle, but I doubt that it is in play in book I of the Physics.


Now, the alternative reading I endorse is not at all original, but I want to approach it carefully since it will have important consequences. To start, note a disparity between the case of the doctor—which Aristotle uses to introduce the per se vs. per accidens distinction—and that of coming-to-be. In the case of the doctor building, we considered the possibility that the doctor coincides in (is one-in-number with) a builder, in order to ground the possibility of the doctor engaging in some activity per accidens. But we did not (perhaps because we could not) consider the possibility that the activity of healing could coincide in (be one-in-number with) another activity. In the case of coming-to-be, however, both the origin and product of change fall under various kinds and are accordingly accidental conglomerates, so to speak, of various distinct beings. Let us then reconsider the doctor, but this time in such a way that reflects this complication about coming-to-be. Consider the following claims:


(i) The musical heals the sick according to what coincides (with the musical)


(ii) The doctor heals the musical according to what coincides (with the musical).

Note that the qualifier “according to what coincides” is in the first case implicitly referring to the agent, in the second case to the patient. Both claims posit per accidens relations between an agent and a patient, and so they also posit that there is an underlying per se relation between some agent and some patient. Let us focus on the second claim. Now, just as we saw earlier in the claim that the doctor builds qua builder, a variation of claim (ii) makes explicit what the relevant coinciding being is, and thus posits a per se relation between a specified agent and patient: 


(ii’) The doctor heals the musical insofar as it (the musical) is sick.

This claim posits a per se relation between being a doctor and being sick. The former is of such a nature as to act on the latter. 


Let us return to the case of per accidens coming-to-be from “what is.” On the traditional reading, Aristotle is rejecting the following claim: 


(e) what is dog comes-to-be from what is animal insofar as it [animal] is animal.

Drawing on the refinements just made, we can instead understand the claim as follows:


(f) what is dog insofar as it [dog] is animal comes-to-be from what is animal.

The textual difference is whether the qualifying phrase “qua animal” refers implicitly to the stated origin of change, as in (e), or to the product, as in (f). Note that claim (f) is a per accidens claim of the revealing kind, in that it posits a specific per se connection, the connection posited more directly by:


(g) what is animal comes-to-be from what is animal per se.

And in this way, taking the phrase “qua animal” to implicitly refer to the product of change yields a claim (g) that we know Aristotle wants to reject, and provides a clear sense to the motivation Aristotle cites, that “that [i.e. animal] already belongs” (191b22-3). Understood in this way, the objection is identical to the original objection to the first horn of the dilemma: “for it is already” (191a30).
 In effect Aristotle is considering a case in which “what is animal” is not (for all that has been said) the per se product of the change, that is, in which there is no per se origin of coming-to-be “what is animal.” This fits well with the next sentence, which describes the alternative case, that “what is animal” is the per se product of change: “If, on the other hand (de), a particular animal is to come-to-be, not per accidens, it will not be out of animal (191b23-4).


I concede to the traditional reading of the phrase “qua animal” (on which it implicitly refers to the origin of change) that the stronger principle—that the per se origin and product can have no essential genera in common—is plausibly Aristotelian. Other things being equal, this counts against my reading of the example, on which it violates the principle (since horses and dogs are essentially animals). Nevertheless, I think that in this context, there is a very good reason why Aristotle must violate the principle. He has not yet introduced the notion of potential being that he thinks is necessary for a proper understanding of matter, the per se source of coming-to-be. Without potential substances, Aristotle is restricted to substances and beings in other categories, as well as their privations, as candidates for the per se origin of coming-to-be e.g. canine. But disregarding non-substances and privations, he is left with substances, and by positing one of them, he posits a shared essential genus, the genus substance. Similarly, he is not (with his present resources) in a position to avoid the tension between thinking of the horse as the per se origin of the dog, and thinking of “what is animal” as the per accidens origin of the dog (and of “what is animal”). These tensions reflect pedagogical, not theoretical preferences. 

Having extended the analysis of per accidens coming-to-be in order to support the reading proposed, I now turn to its philosophical implications. It might be thought initially that in taking the qualifier “qua animal” to refer (implicitly) to the product of change, and taking the resulting proposition to capture the case of “what is from what is,” I have strayed too far from the original dilemma. Wasn’t it after all a problem about the origin of change? To be sure, Aristotle’s concern all along is not simply about the origin of change. Though his main innovation is to offer a new and better candidate for the source of change, the dilemma approaches the question of the source of change via two alternatives:


(a) “what is” comes-to-be from “what is” and 


(b) “what is” comes-to-be from “what is not.”

However, once we fix the kind at issue (and so the interpretations of “what is” and “what is not”), we may ask about the source of coming-to-be that kind of thing. So, for example, we may ask from what the musical comes-to-be and consider and reject both options, “from the musical” and “from the not-musical.” This is how my original analysis treated the dilemma. And to the extent that Aristotle’s original presentation never broaches the question of which kind is at issue, it too is naturally taken as posing a challenge about the source of some given item’s coming-to-be.  



But in offering his bizarre illustration of how the per accidens reading of option (a) might be satisfied, Aristotle does not proceed in this manner. He does not begin by specifying the relevant predicate such that when alternative (a) is completed with that predicate, the example satisfies (a). Rather, he starts with a description of an event, a description that does not initially make clear what the relevant kind or predicate is. Clearly the kind “dog” will not provide a description of the case that conforms to the schema of (a). To achieve that Aristotle needs to bring in the kind, animal, arriving at (and promptly rejecting) the following alternative:


(f) what is dog insofar as it [dog] is animal comes-to-be from what is animal.

Aristotle could have approached the same example differently. He might have started with a dilemma about the possibility of coming-to-be “what is animal.” In the course of responding, he could have claimed that it (“what is animal”) might, for all the Parmenidean has said, come-to-be from “what is horse,” but not qua animal. But it is crucial to see that the alternative that is here hypothetically rejected,


(g) what is animal comes-to-be from what is horse insofar as it [horse] is animal,

and claim (f) above, both have at their core the following claim:


(h) what is animal comes-to-be from what is animal per se.

And it is the rejection of this claim, a clear-cut instance of schema (a), in which Aristotle is primarily interested. The fact that Aristotle attaches the qualifier “qua animal” to the stated agent (dog) is an innocuous and quite irrelevant result of the way he approaches the per accidens version of option (a). It involves no significant digression from the original problem.


I began this sub-section by citing a reasonable suspicion that schema (a) (“what is” from “what is”) need not, and indeed cannot, be satisfied. We can now see that what lies behind that suspicion is a natural tendency to suppose that the kind under consideration (i.e., what completes the phrase “what is”) is the “form” of the change—what characterizes the per se product. For since the form (the per se product kind) replaces the corresponding privation of that form, we cannot describe the case as “what is (of that form)” coming-to-be from “what is (of that form).” For example, in inquiring out of what “the musical” comes-to-be, it is natural to suppose that the predicate “musical” specifies the “form” of the change. If so, it must have replaced a lack of musicality, so that we cannot describe the case as “musical from musical.” 


In applying the refinement to Aristotle’s dog example, I drew on the fact that we need not restrict the kind at issue to the form of the change. (The form of the change was “canine,” while the predicate that made schema (a) true was “animal.”) Without that restriction, there is no problem about satisfying schema (a). Consider a man who remains pale throughout a course of piano lessons. We can then describe his becoming musical (quite misleadingly) as “pale from pale” per accidens. Note, however, that in this case, as with the kind animal in Aristotle’s example, using the given kind. we cannot describe the event as a case of schema (b) “what is from what is not.”


The possibility of inquiring about a kind that is not the “form” characterizing the per se product also bears on our understanding of Aristotle’s commitment to per se change. That commitment might easily have been understood as a commitment to a per se source of coming-to-be for whatever kind figures in the statement of the dilemma. But since the relevant predicate, and the kind about which we are inquiring, need not be that of the per se product, Aristotle’s general commitment to per se change does not commit him to a per se source of coming-to-be of that kind—coming-to-be “what is (of that kind).” For example, Aristotle need not commit himself to the presence of a per se source of coming-to-be “what is animal” that is operative in his example. There is no per se source of coming-to-be pale for the piano student I just described. Nevertheless, the fact remains that once the dilemma is filled in with a particular predicate, (and so long as the product does fall under that predicate) Aristotle is committed to countenancing one or the other of the two per accidens alternatives (as filled in with that predicate) for each event. 
From both


Let me now return to the question about the possibility of satisfying both per accidens alternatives while holding, as I do, that the phrases “what is” and “what is not” are filled in with the same predicate, and so exclusive, throughout the statement and resolution of the dilemma. I hold fast to the idea that once the kind is fixed we cannot describe a single event as a coming-to-be both from what is (of that kind) and from what is not (of that kind) per accidens. This would require that a single thing be both of that kind and not of that kind. Nevertheless, the fact remains that once the dilemma is filled in with a particular predicate, Aristotle is committed to countenancing one or the other of the two per accidens alternatives (as filled in with that predicate) for each event. But only one alternative—and not always the same one—will hold in each case, depending upon the event described. This is a sufficient explanation of his willingness to countenance both per accidens alternatives. There is no need to alter the meanings of terms between the statement and resolution of the dilemma, and no need to read the original dichotomy as anything but exclusive and exhaustive. 

How Aristotle’s resolution makes minimal ontological commitments


I have presented an account of this part of Aristotle’s response (his allowance of per accidens coming-to-be from what is and what is not) that is minimal in a certain respect. It sees Aristotle as primarily making a formal point, and distances the dilemma and his resolution from ontological concerns, especially about the subjecthood and persistence of the per se origin of change. Note in particular that the example of “what is from what is” depicts one substance coming-to-be from another. There is no persistent substance of which the “form” of the product—canine—is predicated. Nor is there mention of any other candidate for a persistent subject (e.g. flesh). The only feature that the origin and product are said to share, in the example, is their being animals (191b23-4). But this is not a subject of predication at all, and is presented as a per accidens origin of the change.


Aristotle’s aim in his treatment is to block the argument, to show that it is unsound. He does this by disambiguating between per se and per accidens claims. I have argued that this implicitly involves distinguishing between oneness-in-being and oneness-in-number (and the corresponding kinds of exhaustiveness). Given his commitment to per se changes, his resolution commits him to the claim that there exists a per se source of change and a per se product, such that the former is neither the same in being as the latter, nor the privation of it. Depending on the predicate chosen and the event being described, the per accidens version of one or the other of the two original alternatives—”what is from what is” or “what is from what is not”—will be satisfied.



In limiting himself to blocking the argument, Aristotle is expressly not putting forward views about the nature of the per se source of change, matter, beyond the commitments I have just described. This does not rule out the idea that specific challenges about the nature of matter are what motivate the dilemma in the first place, by creating difficulty for the two alternatives that initially seemed exhaustive. In this sense objections to each of the per se alternatives—the motivations for (2-per se) and (3-per se)—put constraints on a candidate for the per se source of change. Nevertheless, Aristotle shows at best how to meet one such constraint in this chapter, the constraint stemming from the objection to the “from what is” horn of the dilemma. For in his discussion of per accidens coming-to-be he discusses a case in which (as I read it) the per se product kind does not already characterize the per se source of change. And his importation of key features of the theory of principles in Physics i.7 involves the idea that the per se source of change, matter, is one-in-number with the privation, so that it cannot already have the “form” that essentially characterizes the per se product.  

IV - Why is there no coming-to-be from “what is not” per se?


But the other horn of the dilemma is of greater interest. Why accept (3-per se) that nothing can come-to-be from “what is not” per se? Aristotle tells us that “something must underlie,” and this appears to mean that there needs to be a logical subject—a subject for accidental predicates, as Aristotle spells this notion out in the Categories 2-5. If he means a subject for the resulting “form” of the change, then it will be a persistent one. But does positing “what is not” as the per se source of change imply that there will be no (persistent) logical subject? For example, does “what is canine” coming-to-be per se from “what is not canine” imply that there is no persistent subject? It does not. Of course, coming-to-be per se from X does not require that X coincide with anything, while coming-to-be per accidens from X does. Still, coming-to-be per se from X allows that X coincide with something. The difficulty of finding a logical subject for a given privation (which is not always easy) is not at all alleviated by changing the qualifier per se to per accidens. To be clear, I am not presupposing that the per se vs. per accidens distinction must fully resolve the challenge that “something must underlie.” Rather, my concern is that on the interpretation in question, that distinction does nothing whatsoever to help resolve the challenge. 

Thus we should understand the objection as pointing not to the absence of a logical subject altogether, but rather to the fact that the per se source of change offered (i.e. “what is not”) is not itself a (persistent) logical subject.
  And this objection is obviously true. The privation, i.e. “what is not,” is itself neither a logical subject of anything, nor persistent.
 Accordingly, the assumption behind this objection is that the per se source of change has to be a (persistent) logical subject.


But though this reading shows how the “from what is not” horn is subject to the objection that “something must underlie,” there are reasons for thinking that the notion of a logical subject, perhaps a persistent one, is at best part of Aristotle’s own account of the nature of matter, but not part of a problem that his predecessors shared. For one thing, the claim that matter persists, though it is put forward in i.7, is extremely controversial. It is not clear whether it represents Aristotle’s considered view, or is used merely as an aid to grasping the idea that two principles can be one-in-number.
 Such doubts are exacerbated, and extended to the notion of logical subjecthood, by Aristotle’s further characterization of matter as potential being. In addition to threatening to outweigh in importance the characterization from i.7, this characterization further threatens the idea that matter is a persistent logical subject. For example, it is not clear that the potential man underlies the privation “not being a man” as subject to predicate, or persists as logical subject for the form, man. In fact, the discussion of the generation of substances in On Generation and Corruption i.3 presupposes that a potential substance can underlie only potential attributes and Aristotle’s treatment of change in Physics iii.1 (esp. 201a19-22) appears to treat potential and actual being as exclusive (thus ruling out persistence). Given these difficulties, it would be surprising if a longstanding threat to the very possibility of change contained such a requirement.

There is a more fundamental problem, however, with thinking that this horn of the dilemma invokes a demand for a persistent logical subject. Aristotle’s Parmenidean predecessors could not have put forward such a dilemma, insofar as its statement depends crucially on the notion of accidental predication from the Categories. One might instead see Aristotle’s use of the term  “underlie” as conveniently picking up on the terminology of i.7 but looking forward to his characterization of the “underlying nature” as involving potentiality in i.9. But, like the logical reading of “underlie,” if we read this account of what it means to underlie into Aristotle’s statement of the dilemma, then the dilemma seems to be both distant from any dilemma that his predecessors might have conceived of, and tailor made as a gratuitous vehicle for Aristotle’s own solution. Having barely introduced the notion of an underlying thing, Aristotle will be introducing a dilemma, the statement of which stipulates that it is solved by this very notion alone. He will not have shown that his account is the only solution to a longstanding dilemma that others grappled with. For these reasons, I am inclined to take the objection to reflect Aristotle’s own solution, rather than point explicitly to a difficulty shared with his predecessors. The strategy I suggest is to try to extract from Aristotle’s solution and the way he conceives it a demand that might have plausibly fueled the Parmenidean dilemma historically. 


Why then is “what is not musical” a bad candidate for the per se source of change?  Well, there is an empirical reason for thinking otherwise. Many non-musical things cannot become musical. Therefore, it is not (just) by virtue of being “what is not musical” that something can become musical. It is a necessary condition on becoming musical that something not be musical. A further necessary condition is that it be the kind of thing that is able to become musical. This suggests that “what is not musical” is not the relevant explanatory principle.

But even if every instance of a privation can take on the corresponding form, still there is a compelling reason to think that the privation is not the sought after third principle. For all that we have is something characterized by an absence of the relevant form. We can see the situation envisioned by Parmenides as a kind of limiting case of this concern. First, note that given the simple-minded ontology that Aristotle sometimes
 attributes to him (one which does not distinguish kinds of being), the Parmenidean will be able to interpret that phrase “what is not” only as referring to nothing at all. In this sense, treating the stated dilemma as a schema that needs to be interpreted, we can see Aristotle and Parmenides treating a common argument without resorting to the existential reading. Now, Parmenides too thought that the “from what is not” horn of the dilemma faced a problem of explanation: “For what birth will you seek for it? How and from where did it grow? … What necessity would have stirred it up to grow later rather than earlier, beginning from nothing?” (fragment 8, 5-11). In the case envisioned by Parmenides there is “no beginning” at all, and no reason at all for it to come-to-be at one time (or presumably, place) rather than another. This is usually taken to imply that there is no external agent to “stir up” the change in the patient.
 But a problem remains, I believe, even if the universe is populated with a putative agent whose job it is to “stir up” the generation of new items. For confronted with nothing at all, this agent of generation could not produce anything. I believe that a quite similar concern carries over even to the case in which “what is not” is presumed to exist. The basic problem is that “what is not” is completely characterized by an absence of some form, for example, the complete absence of culture.


One might resist this line of thought, along the lines of Loux’s original concern about the predicative reading: it is not just a lack of culture, but something characterized by a lack of culture. Some subject is needed, but any subject will do. And such resistance no doubt resonates with the thought that Aristotle’s more extravagant characterizations of matter as potential being reflect an antiquated perspective about the requirements of a science of nature. But it is terribly important to see that whatever it is that enables this something to become cultured, that, and not the absence of culture, is what is doing the explanatory work. Thus, the resistance already relies on the inadequacy of privation as such, and so on the need for a third principle.

The question, again, is why culture should appear as if in a vacuum characterized by a total lack of culture. Supposing that this vacuum resides in a barren stuff seems unhelpful. If it is (as a rule) able to become cultured, it is not after all barren. But in any case, such a proposal is empirically unattested. It is only certain kinds of things that are able to become cultured: human beings. To take this line of thought a bit further, why should adding human beings be thought to help? Why are we better off here than we were with the (otherwise barren) privation? Well, human soul comprises a set of capacities. A healthy human will be able to learn ancient languages, painting, and musical instruments. He may eventually learn to discriminate wines with unexpectedly appropriate descriptions, eschewing any strict numerical rating system. To do so, he will draw on capacities that are part of human nature.


To see the importance of this further step consider the way that a sophisticated Parmenidean opponent might respond to Aristotle’s resolution in Physics i.8: 

If the F is to come-to-be, why would it do so from what is (or is not) some other kind, G? I understand that since I am considering per se relations, saying that it comes-to-be per se from what is G does not commit me to saying that it comes-to-be per se from what is or is not F. However, I do not see what being G has to do with coming-to-be F. 

This sophisticated Parmenidean will find little comfort in an insistence that there might be something else, “the G,” which is one-in-number but not one-in-being with “what is F” or “what is not F.” 


Indeed, an especially sophisticated Parmenidean may even think of himself as having offered the most promising alternatives for the per se source of coming-to-be. He may reason as follows: Being G or failing to be G is utterly irrelevant for coming-to-be F. Indeed, “what is not F,” at least, bears an intrinsic relation to being F.  As Waterlow (1982) puts it, making a slightly broader claim, “things other than X, whatever they are, are themselves, they are not X, and so for them to be themselves and to exist there is no need for X” (p. 9). While “what is F” and “what is not F” are not particularly good candidates, at least they, unlike “what is G” bear some intrinsic relation to F-ness. Seen from this perspective, Aristotle has not yet fully answered the original dilemma. In another way he has, by showing that the argument is unsound.
According to this sophisticated Parmenidean only “what is F” and “what is not F,” among all the options, seem to bear the requisite intrinsic relation to F-ness. But this position is rejected by the line of reasoning I have sketched out. For it is part of human nature to have certain capacities which, when exercised judiciously, and perhaps under the guidance of a good instructor, lead in normal circumstances to being cultured. In this way, being human does, in a way, bear an intrinsic relation to becoming cultured. Now, Aristotle is not alone in talking about stuffs that get made into things or come to have certain features. But the foregoing considerations indicate that in order to figure within an explanatory science of change, what is relevant about such stuffs is their intrinsic relation to F-ness. Minimally, to call something a potential F is to specify it as having such an intrinsic relation to F-ness, and so I will turn to the solution in terms of potential being in the next section.

Here I have somewhat speculatively sketched out a series of concerns about the explanation of change that might find their place, if in a somewhat cruder form, in the concerns of those thinkers that Aristotle is here referring to. And though I do not mean to suggest that to “underlie” in this context literally means anything other than it does in the previous chapter, i.7, Aristotle’s use of that idea might be seen as crystallizing these shared concerns—at least the preliminary ones—in the terms of his own account of the principles, an account no doubt constructed in part to deal with such concerns. A less interesting, but not implausible, explanation for Aristotle’s use of his own technical term is that (as his resolution suggests) his interest in the dilemma is here limited to showing that it is unsound, and to exhibiting the formal machinery necessary to see that it is unsound.

 V - Another Solution: Dunamis and Energeia


It is surprising, given that Aristotle refers to his solution as the only way of solving the old difficulty, that at the end of the chapter he claims that there is another way of solving it, one that involves dunamis and energeia. I will argue that, strictly speaking, there are not two different ways of solving the very same problem I have identified so far. Rather, the solution in terms of dunamis and energeia must itself make use of the solution offered in i.8 and goes beyond solving the “formal” problem I have identified. Here is the text:

 “This is one way [of solving the dilemma], another is that it is possible to say the same things according to ability [dunamis] and activity [energeia], but this has been discussed with greater precision in other [works].” 

The phrases “according to ability” and “according to activity” are equivalent to the adverbial datives dunamei and energeiai, the latter sometimes replaced by entelecheiai, as in a corresponding passage from On Generation and Corruption i.3. (317b15-18) These are usually translated “potentially” or “in potentiality” and “actually” or “in actuality.” 


Aristotle’s preliminary characterization of matter as potential being in Physics i.9 suggests the general shape of this kind of response. Suppose that we are trying to explain the phenomenon of becoming musical. Aristotle’s “other solution” offers, in addition to “what is musical” and “what is not musical,” a third option: what is musical potentially. And since Aristotle characterizes matter as potential being, we may take this third option to specify the nature of the sought after third principle, as providing a candidate for that out of which “what is musical” comes-to-be per se.


This might seem to be contradicted by the discussion of a Parmenidean dilemma in On Generation and Corruption i.3, where Aristotle addresses a version of the dilemma restricted to substantial generation. He writes there that “in one sense things come-to-be out of what is not without qualification [haplōs], yet in another sense they come-to-be always out of what is. For there must pre-exist something which potentially (dunamei) is, but actually (entelecheiai) is not; and this something is spoken of both as being and as not-being” (317b15-18).
 Now, this text claims that there is coming-to-be from what is not “simply” (haplōs). In Physics i.8 Aristotle used the term haplōs as equivalent to per se, and so it appears that Aristotle is upgrading the privation to the status of the per se source of change. Against this, it is clear in this context that Aristotle is using the word haplōs to indicate the kind of being whose generation is at issue.
 Now, in this passage, the source of coming-to-be that is not the privation, but with which the privation coincides, is “what potentially is.” This must be matter, the principle that is at issue in Physics i.7-9. And when he says “what potentially is”  he must mean more specifically what potentially is the product. So, e.g., the matter for a dog is a potential dog. Thus we have a relatively clear statement of the idea only hinted at and figuratively conveyed in i.9, that matter, the per se source of coming-to-be, is potential being.


But is the distinction between “what is not” actually and “what is” potentially itself sufficient to resolve the dilemma? It is not, for the same reason that it was insufficient merely to posit a persistent logical subject, a man, as the source of becoming musical. Without the per se vs. per accidens distinction, we found no reason to reject the problematic alternative that the unmusical becomes musical. Similarly, merely positing “what is potentially musical” gives us no reason to reject the problematic alternative: “from what is not musical.” If the foregoing sketch of the “other solution” is correct, then that solution must draw on the resources that constitute the main solution given in Physics i.8. To this extent, we are not given two alternative ways of dealing with the same question. 


On the other hand, the solution in terms of dunamis and energeia goes beyond the treatment in Physics i.8: It tells us in a preliminary way the nature of what undergoes change—what change is from—per se. This proposal about the nature of the per se source of change provides a preliminary answer to the sophisticated Parmenidean, who asks what besides “what is F” and “what is not F” bears the requisite intrinsic connection to “what is F.” 

IV - Easier and Harder Problems

Aristotle’s response in i.8 is limited to showing that the argument given is unsound, once disambiguated according to his distinctions. His response turns on the coherence of coming-to-be neither from “what is” nor from “what is not” per se, and so on the possibility of a being distinct (in being or account) from these. This is sufficient to block the argument. There are several reasons for thinking that more must be said on both sides—in particular, that the Parmenidean problem is not so easily done away with, and that Aristotle’s full response must do more if it is to be commensurate with the problem.   

First, my discussion about the concerns behind the “from what is not” horn revealed further challenges that an opponent of change could raise, and which might require the introduction of the idea that matter is potential being. Second, we saw that that solution—the one in terms of potential being—though it is described as an alternative solution to the same problem, would have not only to draw on the resources put forward in i.8 but also to go beyond them.

This tension is reflected in the way that Aristotle describes the problem and what is needed to solve it. Aristotle mentions this problem in several places and its prominence indicates that he saw it as a significant one. The resources that Aristotle actually relies on so far—the distinction between oneness in number and in being or account and the distinction between per se and accidental relations—are staples of his philosophical repertoire, and so getting clear about them is an appropriate task in an inquiry into the principles of natural things, and an introduction to the study of nature. On the other hand, it is hard to believe that any difficulty that could be completely dissolved by these “usual suspects” could ever be a serious one for Aristotle. 

Aristotle concludes i.8 with the following claim:

The difficulties are resolved, by which people were driven to do away with some of the things mentioned. First, that was why the earlier thinkers too were diverted so far from the path to coming to be, passing away, and change generally; when this nature, if they had seen it, would have put them right.” (191b30-4)

This “nature,” the sight of which would have “put them right” or as Ross translates “dispelled all their ignorance” is the “underlying nature” (191b8) of chapter 7, and is picked up by the very next line (which is the first line of Physics i.9): “Others indeed have touched its [i.e. this “nature’s”] surface.” (191b35) Aristotle then goes on to characterize the underlying nature more fully, though quite figuratively, as distinct from privation, and involving potentiality.
 And so, like Aristotle’s discussion of his alternative solution, the present passage suggests that a grasp of the idea that matter is potential is necessary to resolve the dilemma, even though no such conception of matter is to be found before chapter nine.


These tensions can be resolved by considering the relationship between the “easier problem” and the further challenges that could be raised against the possibility of change. My demarcation of the “easier” problem relies heavily on the fact that the introduction of the per se vs. per accidens distinction more or less exhausts Aristotle’s resolution in i.8. But responding to these further challenges requires more than showing that the argument is unsound by drawing that distinction. Aristotle must tell us what kind of being can play the role of per se origin of change, and perhaps provide some reason to think that such a being exists. This is, in effect, to engage the more sophisticated Parmenidean I have described above—an extremely difficult task, because Aristotle thought it required the explicit introduction of potentiality into his ontology. Now the notion of potentiality is largely absent from book one, aside from the promise of a different solution in i.8, and a few obscure hints in i.9’s discussion of Plato. I suspect that this stems from the introductory nature of the treatise, and accounts for Aristotle’s limited treatment in book one.


Despite these differences, the “easier” problem and the further challenges may be seen, from certain perspectives, as comprising part a single problem. The “sophisticated Parmenidean” I introduced above provides an example of such a perspective. The possibility of seeing these further challenges as part of the original problem helps us make sense of some of Aristotle’s puzzling remarks about the importance and difficulty of the dilemma, and about what is needed to solve it, while respecting the text of the response he actually offers.

Chapter Three

Change as Actuality

Introduction 

Physics iii.1-3 form a connected discussion of the nature of change (kinēsis) in general as well as the four main kinds of change: substantial change, alteration, growth/decay, and locomotion. Generally speaking, each kind of change occurs between contraries in one of four categories. That is, in a change, the privation of a certain substance, quality, quantity, or place, gives way to that substance, quality, quantity or place.
 

Aristotle’s aims within Physics iii.1-3 are to offer a definition of change generally, and of each kind of change, to support those definitions, and to resolve a subsequent difficulty about the location of change and the relation of agents to patients. The broader purpose of his discussion is to ground the concept of nature (phusis) that is the central and defining concept of natural science. At the beginning of book III, he writes that “since nature is a source of kinēsis and metabolē [transformation], and our inquiry is about nature, we must not be mistaken about what kinēsis is. For if we are ignorant of this [kinēsis], we will necessarily remain ignorant of nature” (200b12-15). He has in book ii defined nature as an internal principle of kinēsis and rest (192b13-14, 21-23), and so we must understand what kinēsis is if we are to understand what nature is. 

I think that there are serious problems with the prevalent strategy for understanding the definition of change. Thus, I will approach the definition slowly and carefully. In this chapter I will start by presenting the definition of change and some of the traditional interpretive problems with it. The bulk of the chapter is devoted to a critical evaluation of the dominant interpretive strategy that has gained currency in recent years. Understanding this strategy’s philosophical motivations and textual plausibility will give us the resources for a better interpretation. In light of the problems with the dominant interpretation, I will present a new interpretation in the next chapter.

I – The Traditional Puzzles


Aristotle defines change (kinēsis) as “the entelecheia of the potential being, as such” (201a10-11).
 He has repeated this formulation in minor variants several times by the end of Physics iii.3. Although succinct and seemingly unproblematic to Aristotle, who appears unaware of its potential for myriad interpretative difficulties, this definition remains a source of controversy.  

Several elements of Aristotle’s definition demand clarification. First, how should we understand the operative notion of entelecheia? We need to note from the outset that Aristotle uses the related term energeia interchangeably in iii.1-3, and preponderantly in a mirror passage in Metaphysics Kappa 9. In this context, these terms are typically translated as “actuality.” This standard translation invokes a variety of related connotations. Sometimes it is meant to capture the real as opposed to the illusory or the merely possible; these are current connotations of the term. But more often, as in much Aristotle scholarship, “actuality” is meant to capture the standard meaning of entelecheia, which is a counterpart to potentiality and is connected etymologically to the notion of a goal or end (telos) or perhaps to being complete (entelēs). But however exactly it is understood, it seems that what has the best, if not the only claim to be an actuality is the product of change or perhaps some aspect of condition of the product. For example, if a pile of bricks is a potential house, it is the completed house, or perhaps its being a house, that most deserves the title “actuality.” The same problem arises for similar, and perhaps better grounded translations for entelecheia, that take into account its etymological connection to telos such as “completedness,” “perfection,” and “being at the end.” For this reason, interpreters sometimes construe energeia and entelecheia as “actualization,” in order to capture the process, rather than the product of change.
 The idea that entelecheia means actualization, however, finds no support outside of Aristotle’s discussion of the definition of change.

A second issue concerns the nature of the “potential being” and the potentiality in question. Above I assumed that the relevant potential being was a potential house rather than a potential “changer into a house.” More grammatically, we might distinguish the potentiality to be something from the potentiality to undergo a change or become something. For example, one might think of the bricks and stones as embodying either a potentiality to change in certain ways, namely to be built, or a potentiality to be something, namely, a house. If the potentiality is of the first kind—for becoming rather than for being—then we may construe the change as a product, of sorts. It is the goal at which the potentiality is directed. For example, if the bricks and stones have a potentiality to undergo certain changes, then those changes can be seen as the “actuality” at which the potentiality is directed. If we can speak at all of a process of “actualization” of this potentiality, it will be the transition from not changing to changing, which Aristotle explicitly denies is a change (Physics v.2 225b14ff).

We can thus see that our understanding of the terms energeia and entelecheia on the one hand, and of the nature of the relevant potential being on the other, are intimately related. If the definition of change is to pick out changes rather than their beginnings or their results, then we appear to be limited to the following options:

(a) the actualization (process) of what has the potentiality to be something.

(b) the actuality (product) of what has the potentiality to undergo some change.

Both interpretations are unsatisfying. Since the potentiality in reading (a) is for being the product, energeia and entelecheia must then mean something like “process of actualization,” and this reading, besides invoking a questionable translation of entelecheia, seems to make the definition circular.
 For it is precisely the process that connects merely potentially being something and actually being that thing that we are trying to understand. The potentiality in reading (b), on the other hand, is for undergoing change, so that the problem of circularity arises in a more straightforward way, because the definition makes reference to a potentiality for what it is trying to define. Furthermore, for Aristotle, a potentiality is defined by reference to what it is for, in this case, a change.  

The question of how to understand entelecheia and energeia, and the question of how to understand the relevant notion of potential being, are closely related to a third question:  What is the force of the phrase “qua such?” In other formulations Aristotle substitutes “qua potential” (201b5) and “qua changeable” (201a29). Thus the “such” in “qua such” signifies being potential, or “potentiality” as it is sometimes put. The most natural reading, then, is to view Aristotle as emphasizing that it is the bricks and stones just insofar as they are potential, or have the relevant potentiality, whose entelecheia is the change. Consider again the pile of bricks that is a potential house. Understood along the lines of the natural reading, the qua-phrase could exclude, among other things, the entelecheia that the potential house has only by virtue of also being (one-in-number with) a pile of bricks. The entelecheia of the pile of bricks, whatever it is, is properly speaking an entelecheia of the bricks, and only accidentally an entelecheia of the potential house. The force of the qua-phrase is thus to exclude this and other accidental entelecheiai. But this just brings us back to the two problematic readings I have sketched. For the finished house is, if anything is, a proper, non-accidental actuality of the potential house. We can only pick out the change rather than the house by construing the entelecheia as the process of actualization (reading (a)) or by construing the potentiality as one for becoming a house (reading (b)) and each strategy invokes the concept of change. The subsequent difficulty—that changes can be picked out only at the cost of circularity in some form or other—has been the main focus of attention in the secondary literature.  

II - Potential What?


As we saw, the charge of circularity can be directed against the phrase “tou dunamei on” (of the potential being) if it specifies something as a “potential changer” or as having a potentiality for becoming rather than for being. Here I will explain why the charge is a serious one, and along the way, I will point out one way in which the issue is often obscured. I will, however, postpone discussion of how to avoid the charge, since it is not a point of contention between the dominant interpretation and my own, and resolving it requires detailed analysis of Aristotle’s Metaphysics Theta.

David Charles (1984) has attempted to defuse the charge by understanding the phrase “qua alterable,” for example, as meaning “in that respect in which it is potentially alterable,” which he claims “leaves a gap for a positive characterization of the basis and nature of the relevant capacity” (p. 20-21). It is important to see just how unhelpful such a “definition” of change would be. For aside from telling us that changes issue from capacities for change, this account, as Charles admits, “rests on the assumption that there is a distinctive type of capacity which is actualised in all cases of change” (p. 21). The same point holds for the definitions Aristotle gives of the individual types of change. These definitions, as Charles understands them, assume that each kind of change involves a single and distinct such capacity. Now, the problem is that we have no independent grasp of what this “positive characterization” is, and so what the capacity is. All we know is that it is the capacity that is involved in change, or some type of change. We have gained no insight into what change in general or each kind of change is. And indeed, our only grasp on the identity of each kind of capacity stems from a prior grasp of the nature of change, and of each kind of change. This will not do for the present context, however. The explicit purpose of the definition of change is to help us understand what phusis (nature) is, because phusis is defined as an internal principle of change.


There are two basic obstacles to avoiding the charge of circularity. The first is textual. Aristotle repeatedly refers to the subjects of change as the “changeable,” the “alterable.” Given this, how can the text of Physics iii.1-3 and the mirror passage in Metaphysics Kappa 9 be read in a way that avoids circularly referring to “potential changers?” I believe that it can, and I will explain how in Chapter Four. But even if, at a textual level, we can explain away Aristotle’s use of terms like “changeable,” and instead read him as at least intending to use terminology that does not make explicit reference to change, like “potential being,” a second obstacle arises. Other works suggest that the concept of potential being is ultimately grounded in the concept of change. This issue will be largely addressed in Chapter Five, through an analysis of Aristotle’s discussion of potentiality and potential being in his Metaphysics Theta.

Nevertheless, it is important at this point to introduce a distinction that is often not observed in discussions of the definition of change: that between a dunamis and a dunamei on. A dunamis, at least in the most familiar cases, is an ability or capacity that a thing has to do or be something. But the same word, functioning as an adverbial dative and attached to a form of “to be” (einai) or to some predicate signifying categorial being, reflects an ontological concept of a “way” or “mode” of being. Such constructions are usually translated “potential being” or “being in potentiality.” The ordinary use of dunamis captures the sense in which a pile of bricks, for example, has an ability or capacity to be or become a house. The adverbial dative construction captures the sense in which that pile of bricks is a house in a certain way, namely, “potentially,” that is, the sense in which the pile of bricks is a potential house.


Aristotle’s definition of change uses the adverbial dative construction. In the first instance, it defines change in terms of a “potential being” or “what is potentially” (dunamei on). I will later argue that we should read the definition throughout in terms of a potential being rather than a potential changer. This addresses the textual problem I identified above. But authors often put the issue in terms of whether we are talking about a dunamis for being or a dunamis for becoming. I suspect that a good deal of the blame lies with the term “potentiality,” which seems most often to signify the condition of being “potentially,” that is, a way or mode of being, but naturally suggests, and is often used to signify a kind of capacity or ability to do or be something.
 Let it suffice for now simply to make note of the controversies here. It is precisely because we have not yet addressed the questions of whether “potential being” is to be understood in terms of having a dunamis, and if so, what kind of dunamis (whether for being or becoming), that we are unable to address the second, more difficult problem. That said, in much of the rest of this chapter I will follow the tendency of many of the authors with whose work I engage, and use the terms “potential” and “potentiality” somewhat loosely, to capture both the “mode of being” and the dunamis in which such a mode of being is thought to be grounded.

III - The “Constitutive Actuality” Interpretation


Kosman’s seminal paper, “Aristotle’s Definition of Motion,” offers an ingenious way out of the traditional puzzles in response to these difficulties, among others. Kosman’s revisionary account aims to preserve (i) the idea that entelecheia means something like an “actuality” rather than a process of actualization, and (ii) the claim that the relevant potentiality is for being. In this way, Aristotle’s definition can avoid the charge of circularity. Still, the definition, on this account, manages to pick out changes rather than the products of change. The key to understanding his account lies in the distinction between what he calls “constitutive” and “deprivative” actualities.  It is helpful to consider his example of a stutter, and two different things that might be thought of as a perfection of the stutter. A constitutive perfection would be the stutter’s condition of flourishing. One might cultivate such a stutter for a special role in a play. Here the stutter itself is brought to its fullest fruition. A deprivative perfection, on the other hand, what we normally think of as the result of improving one’s stutter, would be the ability to speak without stuttering. In this case the stutter is treated not as a condition which is to flourish, but rather as the “privation from which the perfection results” (p. 49). We might distinguish the two perfections by calling the former the perfection of the stutter “qua stutter,” the latter “qua speech.”


Kosman carries the same distinction over to the case of actualities and potentialities. Consider the potentiality to be a house. If that potentiality is treated as the privation from which an actuality is to come to be, it seems that we are in a familiar place. For the actuality to which the potential house gives rise, by itself being extinguished, is the finished house. But if we see the potentiality not as a privation from which, but rather as a condition which is to be made more real, then we can speak of a different type of actuality corresponding to that potentiality.  The “constitutive actuality” will be the state or condition of the potential house at its most real and most actual. We can think of the constitutive actuality as constitutive of the pile of bricks’ being an “actual potential house” rather than a merely “potential potential house.”
 Unlike the deprivative actuality, which, according to Kosman, requires the prior annihilation of the potentiality in order to exist, the constitutive actuality is a state or condition of the potential being, and thus does not exist apart from the potential being, for example, after the bricks cease to be a potential house. It is of course this constitutive actuality of a potentiality that, according to Kosman’s account, is the change. For a potentiality manifests its nature most fully as it becomes realized. The potential house is most fully and actually a potential house in the process of being built. It is important to see that while the constitutive actuality is, at least in this case, a process of change, this does not make the definition circular, since what it is to be a constitutive actuality is not to be a process of change. Rather, the notion of a constitutive actuality is a notion of being rather than becoming: “the analysis that shows kinēsis to be a ‘kind’ of energeia is aimed precisely at explaining the respect in which becoming is a ‘kind’ of being” (Kosman, 1984, p. 129).


According to Kosman, what signals an otherwise unexpected connotation of entelecheia—as constitutive rather than deprivative actuality—is the phrase “as such” or “qua potential.” 

Motion [kinēsis], in other words, is not the actuality of a potentiality in the sense of the actuality that results from a potentiality, but rather in the sense of an actuality which is a potentiality in its full manifestation.  That the phrase “as such” plays this role is a fact for which we might have been prepared had we paid more attention to the case of my friend’s stuttering. For we saw there that one method of signaling that we were talking about the subject of development was by the use of such a phrase; we talked of his improving his stutter qua stutter rather than qua speech. Similarly, to speak of the actuality of a potentiality qua potentiality is to signal that the actuality is constitutive and not deprivative. (Kosman, 1969, p. 50)

While it would be misleading to say that most scholars agree with this account in every detail, something of a consensus has been formed around its basic contentions, and most importantly, the idea that in the definition of change, the words entelecheia and energeia signify a special notion of actuality that captures the process of change rather than the product.
 


For Kosman, the basic thought, again, is that a “constitutive actuality” of a potential being is that potential being’s being most fully and actually itself—being an “actual potential being,” so to speak. Kosman supports this conception of “constitutive actuality” by appeal to descriptions of what are thought to be analogous cases of actuality in the De Anima and in Metaphysics Theta. Others
 focus not on something’s being most fully itself, but instead on something’s status as a real and actual item, as opposed to one of suspect ontological status. This connotation is perhaps closest to a contemporary meaning of “actual.” They support this reading of entelecheia and energeia as “actuality” in the sense of “something real and actual” by appealing to claims about Aristotle’s place in his intellectual context. For example, Waterlow (1982) claims that a consideration of the fact that Aristotle needs to show, against his opponents who deny that there is change, that “change is respectable and real” (p. 110) can help us understand what Aristotle means by calling change an entelecheia:

Uncompromisingly this means that change is real, as real as anything else actual is real. But the point must be carefully prepared since it contradicts so much of the philosophical tradition. And this means too that the definition itself will fail unless it manages to give due weight to just those considerations (however vaguely in the past expressed) that led so many of Aristotle’s predecessors to deny the reality of change. In part their problem lay in not seeing how the concept of change could involve not-being without thereby consigning itself to its own non-being and absurdity. Already in book i.7-8 Aristotle has shown one way out, in terms of substance and accident and the subject that remains. But, as he said at the time, the concept of potentiality also carries a remedy, and this is what he invokes here. (Waterlow, p. 109) 

Finally, as I mentioned, this reading is usually intended to employ no process notions, and so in particular, entelecheia and energeia are often intended as concepts of (static) being rather than of becoming or activity. This aspect of the interpretation is supported, as we expect, by the need to avoid circularity problems like those in reading (a) above. 


One idiosyncratic feature of Kosman’s account is that he distinguishes deprivative from constitutive actualities partly by drawing on the idea that the relevant potentiality is, as he puts it, “consumed in the course of the actualization to which the potentiality is ultimately directed” (Kosman 1984, p. 131). Robert Heinaman has subjected this claim to careful scrutiny, and revealed that several texts contradict this principle in one way or another. For example, Aristotle claims that “the cessation of being burned does not involve the cessation of the dunamis [potentiality] of being burned” (Physics vii.1 251b31-3). There is also the peculiar case of circular motion, in which something’s ability to arrive at the starting point by moving around in a circle is not extinguished when it does so;
 for it can keep going around and around. In the previous chapter I have all but identified matter with potential being, and cited controversies about whether matter persists. The analysis of principles of change in Physics i.7 explicitly claims that it does.
 Thus, since matter is potential being and matter persists, the potential being persists into the actual result of change. Despite the preponderance of such texts, in Physics iii.1-3, Aristotle describes the notions of potentiality and actuality as exclusive. For he writes, “in some cases the same things (tauta) are both potentially and actually, but not simultaneously or not according to the same thing (kata to auto) but e.g., hot actually and cold potentially” (201a19-22). Thus, independently of the conflicts with other texts, it is quite clear that in the present context, Aristotle is putting forward the thesis that the potential being is extinguished. However, I think that Heinaman’s concerns point the way towards a more reasonable interpretive desideratum. Without attempting to resolve the controversies about the persistence of potential being, I suggest that we try to interpret the definition of change in a way that does not essentially depend on the principle that the relevant potentiality is extinguished. I believe that the core of Kosman’s interpretation can meet this desideratum, by taking the potential being, even if it persists into the product, to be more “actual” in the process of change than it is in the product. 

IV - The Actuality Interpretation Misunderstands the Qua-phrase

The key to understanding (and misunderstanding) Aristotle’s definition is the qua-phrase: “as such” or “qua potential.” Aristotle saw this phrase as crucial and included it in almost all of the formulations of his definitions and descriptions of change in iii.1-2. The interpretation of this phrase has been thought to be a burden for certain interpretations, specifically the traditional ones with which I began, and has served as a crucial element in the interpretation I am targeting. Here I argue that Kosman’s actuality interpretation misconstrues the qua-phrase, and that similar interpretations, by taking entelecheia and energeia to mean “actuality,” are prone to do so as well.  

The alleged purpose of the qua-phrase

As we saw, Kosman’s account invokes a distinction between two different notions of actuality, constitutive and deprivative. The motivation for this, recall, stems from the need to pick out the change rather than the product of the change. According to this account, what signals that Aristotle means the constitutive rather than the deprivative actuality are the family of phrases “as such,” “qua potential,” “qua buildable,” etc. It is important to emphasize that on his view the qua-phrase is meant to distinguish between two different notions or kinds of actuality. Coope (forthcoming) also claims that one job of the qua-phrase is “to distinguish between the process of change and the product of change,” which are two different actualities of e.g. the bronze’s potential to be a statue.
 

 We might put the view as follows: There are two different schemata for talking about actualities: The “actuality of X” can be understood as denoting the product that X is directed towards becoming, and whose existence requires the extinction of X (Obviously on this second reading, only potential beings can fill in the schema). The same phrase can be understood as denoting the condition of X being most fully X or being most real or actual. If we apply the two schemata to the very same subject (X), they will denote different entities.  We can apply this picture to Kosman’s example. There are two different schemata for talking about perfections: The “perfection of X” can be treated as the positive condition that results from the extinction of X. And the same phrase can mean the condition of being X most perfectly. If we apply these two schemata to the very same entity (the stutter), they will describe different entities: When the first schema is applied, the stutter is treated as a (negative) condition to be extinguished. The phrase “the perfection of the stutter” thus denotes the state of no longer having the stutter. When the second schema is applied, the very same entity is treated as a condition that is to flourish, and so the phrase picks out the state of having a cultivated stutter.
 The purpose of the qua-phrase, in both cases, is to distinguish one kind of actuality or perfection of something from a different kind of actuality or perfection of that same thing. It is my contention that this interpretation of the purpose of the qua-phrase is incompatible with the correct grammatical analysis of the phrase.

The grammar of the qua-phrase

Hussey claims that the qua-phrase “must be attached and rephrased as follows: ‘The actuality-qua-potentially-being of that which potentially is’” (p. 58). I am unsure what he means because the claim, as it is put, is too crude. To get a better grasp of the relevant issues, consider again the proposition (from Physics i.8) that the doctor builds qua builder. We may ask what is being characterized as a “builder.” It is helpful to expand the qua-phrase as it is sometimes translated:

The doctor builds insofar as he is a builder.

Clearly it is the doctor who is being characterized as a builder; “he” refers to the doctor. Let us thus call the doctor (or the phrase “the doctor”) the “subject” of the qua-phrase.
 Now, although the “subject” of the qua-phrase is the doctor, the qua-phrase as a whole specifies the connection between the doctor and the activity of building. This connection, as I put it in Chapter Two, is described as being mediated by the doctor’s coinciding with the builder. We could also use the qua-phrase to specify one among the doctor’s several activities, for example, by talking about “the activity of the doctor qua doctor” (healing) or “the activity of the doctor qua builder” (building). In these phrases, the qua-phrase distinguishes one among several activities that, if we are speaking loosely, might all be called “activities of the doctor.” Note, however, that adding the phrase, “qua doctor” can narrow the extension down to just the activity of healing only because, in a stricter sense, that activity is the only activity of the doctor, and other activities, like building, are activities of the doctor only accidentally, that is, by virtue of the doctor’s coinciding in something else. Let us turn back to the definition of change, keeping in mind the distinction between the subject of the qua-phrase and the other functions that the qua-phrase might serve.

Here is Aristotle’s first definition of change, expanded in the same way:

The entelecheia of the potential being insofar as it is such [i.e. potential].

We may now ask what the implicit “it” refers to. What is being characterized as “such,” namely, “potential” or in later formulations, as “changeable” or “alterable?” This is what I called the “subject” of the qua-phrase above. I understand Hussey to be claiming that the subject is entelecheia. That is, the definiens must read: “the entelecheia of the potential being insofar as the entelecheia is such.”

Kosman’s commitment regarding the grammar

Now, I will first argue that if, as these authors claim, the purpose of the qua-phrase is to distinguish one among two notions of actuality—one of which in this context picks out the product of change, one the change itself—then the subject of the qua-phrase must be entelecheia, as Hussey appears to claim. I will then argue that this claim (about the subject of the qua-phrase) is mistaken.

Recall, Kosman and Coope claim that the purpose of the qua-phrase, is to distinguish between two actualities, and more generally, two kinds of actuality of the potential being. Both the product to which it is directed and the process of becoming that product can be construed as “actualities” of the potential being but they are “actualities” of different kinds. Now, this purpose could not be achieved if the correct expansion of the definiens were: 

The entelecheia of the potential being insofar as the potential being is such [i.e. potential].

This construal treats “the potential being” as the subject of the qua-phrase. In accordance with the analysis of the phrase “the activity of the doctor qua doctor” above, this would mean that the “constitutive actuality” of the “potential being” is one among two kinds of actuality of that same being, in the same way that the activity of healing is one among two kinds of activity of the doctor. The contrast would be with a merely accidental actuality of the very same being (the potential being)—an actuality it has in virtue of its being (one-in-number with) something else. Similarly, in the case of healing, the contrast was with a merely accidental activity (e.g. building) of the doctor—one that the doctor engages in only because the doctor is (one-in-number with) something else. But in a stricter sense, the constitutive actuality would be the only actuality of the potential being, just as in a stricter sense, the activity of healing is the only activity of the doctor. And so the qua-phrase would not distinguish different actualities of the same being because they answer to different senses of “actuality.” Rather, it would specify one among several actualities of the same being only because that actuality is, in a strict sense, the only actuality of that being, while the other actualities are merely accidental actualities of that being, and strictly speaking actualities of other beings. But of course, a house is not an accidental actuality of a potential house. So, I take it that Hussey is correct about Kosman’s commitment regarding the qua-phrase, if Hussey means that the subject of the qua-phrase is entelecheia.
 


This commitment is obscured by the stutter example. Kosman suggests both (i) that there are two kinds of perfection, deprivative perfection (being rid of something) and constitutive perfection (something’s flourishing), which can be applied to the stutter. But he also claims that (ii) the two perfections are of the stutter “qua stutter,” and of the stutter “qua speech” respectively, and it seems here that these qua-phrases have the stutter as their subject, indicating two aspects of the stutter, or two different coinciding beings. These two claims, however, do not go together. If (as I find plausible for the stutter case) (ii) we are talking about two different aspects of the stutter or two different coinciding beings, then we do not need to (i) posit two notions of perfection. For the flourishing of the stutter, and the flourishing of speech (the “stutter qua speech”) are the two “perfections” we want. They do not answer to two notions of perfection, but are perfections of different beings. On the other hand, if (i) we are employing two notions of perfection, then there is no need for (ii) the qua-phrases to distinguish aspects of the stutter or merely coinciding beings. Being rid of a stutter is different from the flourishing of that same stutter.

Why this commitment is wrong

I argued that Kosman and others are committed to the claim that the subject of the qua-phrase is entelecheia. Now I argue that this commitment is untenable. According to this commitment, the definition of change would have to be expanded as follows:

The entelecheia of a potential being insofar as the entelecheia is such [i.e. potential]. 

On this reading, the qua-phrase characterizes the entelecheia as a potential being. But the entelecheia, the change, is not a potential being. The same point holds with respect to Aristotle’s definitions of the various types of change: The entelecheia of what admits of qualitative change, or increase and decrease, or generation, qua admitting of qualitative change, or increase and decrease, or generation—these entelecheiai will be changes in different categories. But the entelecheiai—a qualitative change, an increase or decrease, a generation, a locomotion—do not themselves admit of qualitative change, increase and decrease, generation, or locomotion respectively. They are not themselves potentially so-qualified, so-large or small, some substance, or here or there, respectively.

Hussey supports his position by appeal to 201a27-8, where, he claims “the qua-phrase is clearly attached to the verb ‘is operating’ [energein], corresponding to ‘actuality’” (p. 58). Here is his translation of the line: “The actuality, then, of what is potentially, when being in actuality it is operating, not qua itself but qua changeable—is change” (201a27-8). If what Hussey means is that the overall role of the qua-phrase is to specify one “operation” among many, then his position is quite consistent with my claim that the subject of the phrase “qua being potentially” is the potential being, and not the operation. For we could similarly characterize healing people as the activity (or operation) of a doctor qua doctor. This would distinguish it from e.g. building, which is at best the actuality or operation of a doctor qua something else. On the other hand, if Hussey means that the subject of the qua-phrase, “qua changeable” is the “operating,” then he is clearly mistaken. For the operating is not itself changeable. 

One might defend the notion of an “actuality qua potential” by appealing to the idea that a constitutive actuality of a potential being in some sense still is potential. And indeed, according to the interpretation in question, the actuality is just the potential being’s being most actual while it is still potential, or, being a potential being to the fullest extent. But in fact, this move is unavailable; it is not the change itself (i.e. the entelecheia/energeia) that is a potential being (or changeable, buildable, etc.), but rather (if anything) the changing subject. This issue is sometimes obscured by Kosman’s language: “Motion,” he claims, “is not the actuality of a potentiality in the sense of the actuality that results from a potentiality, but rather in the sense of an actuality which is a potentiality in its full manifestation” (p. 50, my emphasis). Here he claims that the entelecheia is a potentiality—a dunamis—in a certain condition. All told, I find this suggestion difficult to understand. But in any case, it is of no help with the present concern. For the problem is that if entelecheia is the subject of the qua-phrase, then it will be characterized as a potential being (dunamei on), as “changeable,” as “capable,” and so on, not as a dunamis. I cannot understand in what sense a change is itself a potential being, changeable or capable of changing.

Another passage, from Physics iii.2, is quite clear that the subject of the qua-phrase is “potential being” rather than entelecheia. but a bit of context is necessary. Aristotle has argued that in certain cases, the agent that is actually, e.g., hot, is potentially e.g., cold. And since the hot thing heats up the cold thing by being in contact with it, the hot thing will be acted on in return. It is helpful to employ the following terminology. The “original agent” (e.g. the hot) acts on the “original patient” (e.g. the cold). Because it does so by contact and is itself potentially like the original patient is actually, the original agent is acted on in return, and thus is the “reciprocal patient,” and the “original patient” is the “reciprocal agent.” Here is the passage where Aristotle draws the conclusion that there will be reciprocal change in certain cases:

As we said, everything that produces change [original agent] is also changed, if it is potentially changeable and its not being changed is rest (the not being changed of that which admits of change is rest). For to operate on this [the potentially changeable]
 qua such [potentially changeable] is just what it is to produce change (202a3-6).

Now, Aristotle’s point is that the original patient (e.g. the cold) will reciprocally operate on the original agent, which by hypothesis is “potentially changeable.” And the original agent will operate on the original patient qua “potentially changeable.” Now, it is the original agent’s being “potentially changeable” that is here mentioned. That is, the subject of the qua-phrase must be the “this,” i.e. “the potentially changeable” original agent. Although the original patient (the cold) is also potentially changeable (after all it is a patient), its being changeable is quite irrelevant to its reciprocally producing change in the original agent. And its “operation” certainly cannot itself be changeable.
 So, to repeat, the qua-phrase takes as its subject the original agent, which is the patient of the reciprocal change now being described (the reciprocal patient). But if the qua-phrase functions this way here, we should take it to function in the same way in the definition of change. In particular, note that Aristotle claims that “to operate on this [the potentially changeable] qua such [potentially changeable] is just what it is to produce change” (202a5-6), as if it is an established point. However, he has given no indication previously in the chapter of what it is specifically to produce change. I believe that he is therefore drawing on the definition of change as the “entelecheia” of the potential being qua such,” and this too suggests that the qua-phrase should be read in the same way in both contexts.


Let us take stock. Kosman, Hussey, and Coope think the purpose of the qua-phrase is to distinguish a product-signifying concept of actuality from a change-signifying one. I argued that they thereby take on the untenable commitment to the view that the subject of the qua-phrase is entelecheia. However, a different reading of the qua-phrase, which I have not yet considered, seems to provide an alternative to that commitment. If that reading is plausible, the actuality interpretation could hold that the qua-phrase distinguishes two types of “actuality,” without misconstruing the grammar of the qua-phrase in the way I have explained. 

A temporal alternative


This reading has been suggested by commentators whose overall interpretations are quite different from the family of interpretations I am targeting here,
 but their reading of the phrase can be extracted. Terry Penner, for example, claims that we could rewrite the qua-phrase as “while the potential still exists” (p. 431). James Kostman suggests that the phrase “qua-potential” might be rendered as “while it is still potential” (Kostman, 1975, p.6). According to this analysis of the qua-phrase, we should understand the definition of change as follows:

The entelecheia of a potential being, which (entelecheia) exists while the potential being is potential. 

In this case, the qua-phrase would specify one among two entelecheiai of the potential being. One kind of entelecheia of the potential being, the change, exists simultaneously with it, whereas another, the product, cannot. Thus Penner writes that “the point of ‘qua potential’ when added to ‘the actualization of the potential’ is simply to make clear which entelecheia is in question, the house or the housebuilding” (pp. 430-1). Note, however, that the subject of the qua-phrase is the potential being (as my italics above indicate), so this reading is not vulnerable to the objection I raised.

However, there are no reasonable grounds for thinking that the qua-phrase, strictly speaking, has any temporal meaning. It is not merely that, as Penner puts it, the qua-phrase’s “deputizing for “while” is unnatural” (p. 431). Rather, qua (hē) simply does not have a temporal meaning. Furthermore, Aristotle is not entitled to bring in temporal notions, since he will later define time in terms of change. Finally, this analysis violates the “more reasonable” interpretative desideratum I put forward earlier: that the definition of change should not depend essentially on the extinction of potential being. The temporal interpretation of the qua-phrase enables Aristotle’s definition to exclude the products of change only because, and to the extent that, those products are no longer potential beings of the relevant kind.

In support of the temporal reading, commentators often point to a passage in which Aristotle stresses that it is only while the potential being is still (merely) potential that change occurs. 

That change is this, and that it occurs that something is changed when there is this entelecheia, and neither before nor after, is evident. For each thing admits at one time of operating (energein) and at another time not, for example, the buildable; and the energeia of the buildable, qua buildable, is the building [process] (For either the building [process] is the energeia, or the house [is the energeia]. But when the house is, it is no longer buildable (201b5-12)

It is true that here Aristotle confirms his account of change by appeal to the fact that the entelecheia he has specified exists only when there is something potential, e.g. “buildable,” and that the “buildable” no longer exists once the house is finished. But this does not imply that the qua-phrase is to be understood temporally. Waterlow shows why. We assume, as the passage suggests, that (i) the potential house cannot exist when the house is finished, as the fact that “being potentially” and “being entelecheiai” are introduced as mutually exclusive in this chapter suggests. Let us suppose further, that (ii) the entelecheia (in the sense Aristotle here employs) of some being (e.g. of the potential house), can exist only when that thing exists, perhaps because it is a feature, activity, or condition of that being.
 It follows (from (i) and (ii)) that the entelecheia of the potential house exists only when there is no actual house. While such a definition could, given assumptions (i) and (ii), exclude the finished house, this is not because the qua-phrase signals a special concept or kind of actuality that applies to the process of change rather than to the product. On the contrary, it was assumed that the relevant kind of actuality of a potential house exists only when the potential house exists.


I have argued that the qua-phrase cannot serve the function of distinguishing between two kinds of actuality of the same being, such as “constitutive” and “deprivative” actuality. And so insofar as the qua-phrase is understood as a linguistic mechanism that signals an otherwise obscure or unexpected meaning of entelecheia and energeia, my attack on the mechanism should be taken to show that the proposed meaning remains as unexpected and/or obscure as it would be without the mechanism. More generally, the qua-phrase cannot distinguish between the actuality that is the product of change and the actuality that is the change itself. Furthermore, since the product counts as an actuality of the potential being in the most basic sense, we do not yet have any account of how Aristotle intends to convey a different and more specialized sense of actuality, one that picks out the change rather than the product. This casts some doubt on the idea that the terms entelecheia and energeia should here be translated “actuality.” Nonetheless, it remains tenable, if not quite as easily, that these terms might mean “constitutive actuality,” or something similar, throughout Physics iii.1-3.

V Does Aristotle Have the Notion of Constitutive Actuality of a Potential Being?


The actuality interpretation ascribes to Aristotle a sophisticated metaphysical doctrine. It often claims to find such a doctrine, or one analogous to it, in other texts. One aspect of the doctrine we might call “structural.” It is the idea that between e.g. a potential house that is not in the process of being built, and the finished product that is an actuality, lies yet another actuality—the actuality in virtue of which the house being built counts as an “actual potential house.” A second aspect is the precise specification of this kind of actuality. This kind of actuality of something is a full manifestation of that thing, one in which the thing (in this case the corresponding potential) is preserved rather than extinguished. Commentators typically turn to two texts in which different types or levels of energeia or entelecheia are distinguished. Such distinctions are found in Metaphysics Theta 6 1048b18-25 and De Anima ii.5.
 Here we will see that these discussions provide at best tepid support for the actuality interpretation. Furthermore, the actuality interpretation is metaphysically revisionary, saddling Aristotle with problematic metaphysical theses that are not found elsewhere, not even in these discussions. I will first sketch out the relevant lines of thought from the two passages.
 


Aristotle’s aim in De Anima ii.5 is to clarify the sense, if at all, in which sense-perception (aisthēsis) can be thought of as a change, more specifically, as an alteration, a change of quality, as it is thought to be (416b32-33). After briefly addressing a concern about the senses perceiving themselves, Aristotle begins with the idea that perception is alteration in an ordinary sense: “To begin with let us speak as if there were no difference between being changed or affected, and energein. For change is a kind of energeia—an incomplete (atelēs) kind, as has elsewhere been explained” (417b16-18). According to this ordinary picture of alteration, “everything that is acted upon or moved is acted upon by an agent that is actually at work. Hence it is that in one sense, as has already been stated, what acts and what is acted upon are like, in another unlike; for the unlike is affected, and when it has been affected it is like” (417b18-21). This is part and parcel of the picture of change we have been offered in Physics iii. But it is too crude. This basic way of speaking ignores further distinctions between two ways of being a perceiver potentially and between two ways of being a perceiver actually. 

Aristotle uses a three-tiered example—the “triple scheme”—of a knower to explain the further distinctions. First, someone can be called a knower dunamei (a “potential knower”) by having the appropriate kind of “matter” in a broad sense, and so falling into the class of beings that have knowledge. I take it that this captures the sense in which even a very young child is a potential knower: he is able to learn geometry. Now, once the child has learned geometry, he can be called a “potential knower” in a different sense, since, having learned geometry, he is able to exercise that knowledge at will. At the same time, even when he is not exercising his knowledge, he will still count as an “actual knower” (energeiai) in one sense, corresponding to the sense in which the young child is a potential knower. He actually possesses the knowledge that the young child lacks. Aristotle characterizes this state as a “possession” or “disposition” (hexis) of knowledge. Now, when exercising his knowledge, he will be an “actual” knower (energeiai) in a second sense, e.g., by actively contemplating the Pythagorean Theorem. What is crucial is that the transition from ignorance to being an actual knower in the first sense (and a potential knower in the second sense), is described as an “alteration through learning,” and by “repeated transition (metaballein) from an opposite state” (417a31-2).
 This transition is, with certain caveats not relevant here, a change of the sort with which we are familiar. 

But the other transition, from being an actual knower in the first sense (a potential knower in the second sense) to being an actual knower in the second sense—from “having mathematical knowledge or grammatical knowledge but not exercising (energein) [it] to exercising [it]”—is achieved “in another way” (417a32-b1). The second transition, by which “what has knowledge comes-to-be contemplating (ginetai theōroun)” is either not an alteration (alloiōsis) at all, or an alteration of a different kind. This is because the transition is a “preservation” of what is potentially (417b3-4) and a “progression” or “development” (epidosis) “into itself and entelecheia” (417b6-7). Let us call this transition, following Burnyeat (2002) an “extraordinary” transition to an “extraordinary” actuality. 

Aristotle then assimilates the case of sense-perception to the case of knowledge, as he has just described it: An embryo’s gaining the ability to perceive (although the transition takes place before birth) is like a child’s gaining knowledge of geometry, the result being an “actual” perceiver or knower in the first sense, but a “potential” perceiver or knower insofar as the knowledge or perceptive faculty gained can be further exercised. Regarding the second kind of transition, he tells us that “the [perceiving]
 according to energeia is spoken of like the contemplating (theōroun).” By this he must mean that the transition from having but not exercising sight to exercising it is like the transition to contemplation, that it is a “preservation” of what is potentially and a “progression” or “development” into actuality, so that it too is either not an alteration at all, or an alteration of a different kind. Now, I have left out several details, including that (i) Aristotle later distinguishes the acquisition of hexeis like grammatical knowledge or the power of sight from ordinary changes like becoming warm, and that (ii) he also contrasts the exercise of knowledge with the exercise of the power of sight. But these distinctions are not relevant for the present purpose. 

Now, how are we, following Kosman and Hussey, supposed to apply this account of sense-perception and knowledge to the definition of change in Physics iii. Is ordinary change like extraordinary transition
 from merely having sight or knowledge to exercising sight or knowledge? Or is it like the corresponding extraordinary energeia, actively seeing or contemplating, as in e.g., scrutinizing a painting or thinking through a proof of the Pythagorean Theorem? De Anima ii.5 clearly answers in favor of the latter option. The continuous activity of seeing or contemplating, but not the transition to such activity, is described as an energeia or entelecheia or as the condition of an “actual being” (entelecheiai on or energeiai on). Accordingly, Kosman’s proposal is that the process of change is an entelecheia or energeia in (roughly) the same sense as that in which the continuous activity of seeing or contemplating is an entelecheia or energeia, even though the De Anima passage contrasts this type of energeia with the process of change.
 And so we can think of a potential being’s transition from being dormant to being in the process of change as analogous to the transition from merely having a hexis to exercising it.

The other text that is typically drawn upon distinguishes different types of energeia. It is the difficult and disputed text at Metaphysics Theta 6 1048b18-35. We will have the opportunity to discuss it in more detail later. It is, however, straightforward enough simply to state the main distinction. Changes, properly so-called, have their telos beyond them. Energeiai, in a narrow sense peculiar to this passage, either are or contain their own ends. For example, contemplation does not aim at any further goal beyond it, but the building of a house aims at a product, the house, whose existence requires the completion of the building process. Now, although energeia in this strict sense is here contrasted with change, Kosman claims that the Physics iii definition of change analyzes it in terms of this type of energeia (see esp. (1984) p. 128-130).


Both passages speak of energeiai that are in some sense preservative. When someone with mathematical knowledge engages in contemplation, he does not (according to the De Anima passage) switch to an opposed state, and in fact preserves and makes manifest this knowledge. Also, the actual in the sense of exercising knower stands to the potential (exercising) knower in a special way. The two knowers are not opposed to one another as privation and form in an ordinary change. An end-containing energeia in the sense specified in Metaphysics Theta 6 is not the process of attaining some opposed state. If it were, then the energeia would aim at that opposed state. It would have it as a telos beyond it. So, I accept that these passages indicate that Aristotle has the concept of something like a constitutive actuality. Even this point, however, requires caution. I will argue later that change is not really preservative in quite the same way, and that Aristotle is here distinguishing activities, not actualities. But I want to start with some more basic issues. 


At first glance, the proposal that we should draw on these texts is counterintuitive. For each text contrasts (relatively) ordinary change with something else, that is not a change at all, or perhaps only change in a very peculiar sense. Aristotle gives no indication that ordinary change is fundamentally to be understood on the model of one or both of these other things.
From a structural perspective, Kosman’s proposal is revisionary. Consider the story that the De Anima passage tells about a child first gaining mathematical knowledge and then exercising it. Kosman will analyze the relatively ordinary change—learning geometry, that from “first potentiality” to “first actuality”—in terms of the extraordinary kind of energeia—exercising knowledge—or something like it.
 On his view, thus, the first transition, gaining knowledge, is to be analyzed in more basic terms. This transition involves a transition from not learning to learning that is analogous to that between possessing knowledge and actively exercising it.  We are inserting yet another “actuality” into the ordinary change. Counter to the current of De Anima ii.5, the “ordinary” change is broken down into an “extraordinary change” and, presumably, an additional transition from the process to the product. Thus, his account is revisionary in that it inserts, as a component, an “extraordinary” transition and energeia into an ordinary change, as what that ordinary change fundamentally is, while elsewhere Aristotle treats the extraordinary transition and energeia as separate from, and subsequent to the more ordinary change of gaining a hexis. 

We may ask: why think that the change, or the object changing, is an actuality at all? Part of the problem is that we do not really know what is meant by “actuality.” Now, I take it that whatever the precise connotation that Kosman and others who appeal to these passages have in mind, it draws on the connection of the term entelecheia to the term telos or some cognate, and/or its function as a counterpart to potentiality. To be an actuality is thus to be at a telos, or to be complete, a full-fledged being, and not merely potential. If we are talking about the products of change, or about end-containing activities like contemplation, it is reasonable to count these or the subjects engaged in them as “actualities.” For example, in the De Anima case, the active knower (i.e. engaged in contemplation) counts as an actual (entelecheiai) being in a straightforward way. He is at the telos. Similarly, the end-containing energeiai of Metaphysics Theta 6 can be thought of as actualities because they contain or are ends. Now, I take it that change is not meant to be the final actuality, but a kind of intermediate one. The changing subject is an “actual” being, but the kind of being it is actually is a “potential being.” Thus, for example, it is a full-fledged or complete “potential house.” Now, I am not claiming that this notion is incoherent. I claim only that the passages I have mentioned give us no reason to think that Aristotle has the notion of an “actual potential being,” and of change as an intermediate actuality. For the passages tell us that changes do not contain their ends and are directed at an opposed condition. Furthermore, these features are precisely the bases of the contrast with the end-containing energeiai in Metaphysics Theta 6, and with the “second actualities” of De Anima ii.5. What these passages tell us is that change (as well as the changing subject) is not a full-fledged being, that it is not at the telos, since its telos, the opposed state at which it aims, is beyond it. There is no reason to think of the change as a kind of intermediate telos or completion, or as a counterpart to “potential being.”

An analogy will help us see what is at stake here. Suppose a child of sixteen were to claim to be an adult. When challenged, the child replies that he is an “adult child” in the sense of a “full-grown child.” In this kind of case, we might respond by pointing out that one cannot claim to be an adult just by being at the final stage of just any period. Adult humans and adult frogs are full-grown human beings and frogs respectively. But it is inappropriate to speak of an “adult child” because children are called children just because they are not fully-formed, that is, they are not adults. The concern is that there is no genuine stage of being “fully-formed” for a child. And the corresponding challenge is that there is no genuine state of actuality or completion that a potential being attains when it changes, since, while changing, it is still by its very nature merely potential and incomplete. Unlike the cases in De Anima ii.5 and Metaphysics Theta 6, in which a process can be thought of as a telos, ordinary change, according to these texts, neither is nor contains a telos. I am not suggesting that the challenge cannot be met, but only that it is not clear how to meet it, or that Aristotle intends to meet it. 

At this point one way to bolster the idea that the changing thing is an “actual being” is to take the analogy with De Anima ii.5’s discussion of “second actuality” one step further: to show that the change is a kind of telos because there is a dunamis directed at it. This is like the case of contemplation. In the De Anima example, the person actually contemplating counts as a seer or knower “in actuality” because the seeing or contemplating is the realization of a dunamis, in particular, a hexis. Is there such a hexis or dunamis in the case of ordinary change? The kind of dunamis we are looking for would have to be directed at the process of change, as opposed to the product of change. We need to be very careful here about what is being claimed. It is not that we are proposing to define change in terms of this other dunamis.
 Rather, the existence of this other dunamis helps us understand the sense in which change can be called an actuality at all. The problem, rather, is that neither of the discussions we are looking at indicates that there is such a potential. And it is hard to see what work it could do, given that the “potential house” is already assumed to exist. For example, if the potential house is matter, then what additional explanatory role does the “potential changer into a house” play? 

Furthermore, if change is analogous to the realization of a hexis, then there should be some dunamis that is analogous to a hexis. But hexeis are a special kind of acquired ability. De Anima contrasts the hexeis it discusses with other capacities because they are arrived at through repetition (417a31-2).  The Categories (8b27-9a9) distinguish hexeis as more stable than ordinary abilities. Certainly the hexeis of Nicomachean Ethics ii exhibit both characteristics. I see no reason to think that the ordinary dunamis for being a house has either characteristic, and so, I see no reason to think that it is a hexis. But this makes the possibility that the special dunamis for becoming (not being) a house should be a hexis extremely obscure. If the dunamis for being is not a hexis, but the dunamis for becoming is a hexis, then the two dunameis would have to be acquired in quite different ways, and one would be more stable than the other, which seems to be absurd. So, it seems to me unlikely that a special dunamis can be posited in order to support change’s alleged status as an actuality, especially if it is supposed to stand to change as hexis to realization.

I have so far cast doubt on the idea that we should, on the basis of these passages, try to apply the notion of “actuality” to the change or the changing subject. Now I want to ask more directly whether changes are similar to the kinds of energeia that these passages describe. The basic problem is that changes are typically thought to destroy the potential being that is their subject. On these grounds, Simplicius rejects Alexander’s interpretation, on which change is the “completion” (teleiotēs) of a potentiality analogous to the completion of a hexis. Simplicius objects as follows: “But in the case of a hexis the energeia does not destroy the hexis, but makes it more complete, whereas the energeia of the potential qua potential that [allegedly] makes complete its actuality also destroys the potentiality” (414.33-35). This is of course quite similar to Kosman’s point that change annihilates the potentiality of which it is a constitutive actuality. Simplicius’ discussion points to a tension here: If the change is the process of extinction of a potentiality, then in what sense is it analogous to the “extraordinary” activity, which amounts to a “preservation” of the potential being, and a “development into itself?” True, the potentiality might still exist during the change, but the change is the process of the potentiality’s corruption, unlike the exercise of a hexis, which is not the process of corruption of that hexis, but its preservation (sotēria).  The change is a process that ultimately annihilates rather than preserves the potential. Now, as I mentioned, Kosman might, for independent reasons, do better to give up the view that the potential being is extinguished, and this would enable him to avoid the criticisms just made. But Aristotle’s definition would then depend on the idea that the change is not the gradual extinction of the potential being. This would violate a desideratum parallel to the one I explained earlier. The definition of change would essentially depend on the potentiality’s persistence. And given that Aristotle introduces potential being as not persisting in Physics iii.1, this is uncharitable. 

 Nor is it obvious that the process of change itself is a condition of being more fully and actually a potential being (independently of its fate after the change). I am not sure that the view is incorrect, but at the same time, it is by no means obvious. The actuality interpreter might insist that the potential house is more manifestly potential in the process of being built than when dormant. I think that this is intuitive, and marks a point of contact between Physics iii and the De Anima passage. But this intuition does not necessarily support the claim that the potential house is more actual when being built; indeed, the intuition might instead point to a distinction between the concepts of being “actually” F and being “manifestly” F. That is, there is in a sense in which the bricks’ potentiality is more manifest, in the sense of exhibited, in the process of being built. But this, it seems to me, is quite different from being an actual or complete potential house. It is at least as intuitive to think that the potential house is more manifest not because it has achieved a higher degree of actuality, but rather because it is engaged in activity that expresses its nature as a potential being. 


These last two points point to a discrepancy with the example of the stutter. There is a clear sense in which a stutter is a preserved and more perfect stutter once it has been cultivated, as e.g., for the role of a stuttering character in a play. The cultivated stutterer might have the ability, for example, to stutter more often, more audibly, more naturally, etc. than he did before cultivating his stutter. His cultivated stutter is a preservation and perfection of his uncultivated one. But of course, developing a cultivated stutter is not part of the process of correcting one’s stutter in the sense of getting rid of it. 

VI- The Motivations for the Actuality Interpretation


I have now questioned the actuality interpretation on two counts. First it is prone to misunderstand the purpose of the qua-phrase. Second, the concept of a “constitutive actuality” of a potential being is revisionary and problematic and it is not supported by other texts.  Having explained these doubts about the interpretation, I will now reconsider two of its main motivations. 

The circularity motivation

One of the main motivations for understanding entelecheia and energeia in this context as actuality, as opposed to more kinetic concepts, is the thought that the relevant notion must be distinct from the notion of change, lest the definition become circular.
 In the worst case, Aristotle defines kinēsis in terms of the very same notion, in which case his only contribution is to add that change is “of a potential being.” To be sure, this is a substantive contribution since it tells us that all changes are grounded in potentials. One might think that any broadly ‘kinetic’ meanings for these terms are off limits to Aristotle here. But this attitude clearly presupposes very strong claims about what Aristotle is trying to do here. They may be motivated by the view that Aristotle needs to legitimate change by showing that it is really and fundamentally something less controversial. In any case, the real threat, I take it, is that the notion of entelecheia or energeia Aristotle employs is too close to the notion of kinēsis being defined.

And this constraint, I contend, does not take us very far on its own. The reading of entelecheia and energeia as “actualization,” as I understand the term, is rather extreme. I take the “actualization” of a potential being to be the process of a potential F becoming actually F. Understood in this way, the notion of actualization is too close to that of change. But what if we define change (roughly) as the activity of X between its being potentially (but not actually) F and being F? Is the notion of “the activity X” off limits for Aristotle? On the face of it, it seems not. This is because for Aristotle there are plenty of “activities” that are not kinēseis, at least not strictly speaking, and so he can be picking out a particular sort of activity that is kinēsis.
 Therefore I do not think that the mere use of process-laden terms is sufficient to concern us, at least not without further argument. 

The rough account offered, however, excludes other processes only because they do not occur between X’s being (merely) potentially F and X’s being actually F. Plenty of things may happen to X in between these two states, and, furthermore, we have made explicit reference to the temporal relationship between these two states and the change. But such references to time (one version of which we saw in the temporal interpretation of the qua-phrase) are unavailable to Aristotle, since he thinks that time is to be defined in terms of change and not vice versa.
 Thus the challenge, for a view that treats the relevant notion of entelecheia and energeia as broadly kinetic, is to specify the right subset of processes, and especially to do so without reference to time.

The dialectical-historical motivation

A different motivation for thinking that entelecheia means actuality is that Aristotle’s definition can only provide a response to the Parmenidean dilemma if it defines change as something real and actual. “Given this [Parmenidean] background,” Coope writes, “the challenge he faces is to explain how change can be part of reality. If he is to meet this challenge, he needs to show that change itself is a kind of actuality. To define change as the process by which a certain potential is made actual would be to restate the problem without saying anything to solve it” (Coope, forthcoming). Such a proposal faces a serious general obstacle. It needs to be stressed that these Parmenidean opponents do not, though some others might, have a basic suspicion of the notion of change. Rather, their doubts about the possibility of change stem from an argument, an argument that shows that a purportedly exhaustive list of what something might come-to-be “from” includes no viable option. One kind of response that will not satisfy such opponents is to insist that their conclusion is wrong, that change is (by definition) something real, actual, or existent. They may respond to such foot-stamping insistence by pointing to their argument, which leads to an admittedly
 counterintuitive conclusion. Furthermore, they could accept that the concept of change is the concept of something actual, but insist that this concept is never instantiated for other reasons.

As we saw in the previous chapter, Aristotle’s response to the Parmenidean dilemma turns on a distinction between the per se and per accidens readings of the two horns of the dilemma: “what is comes-to-be from what is” and “what is comes-to-be from what is not.” A defender of per se change is not committed to the per se versions, and the per accidens versions are unproblematic. I argued that Aristotle is in fact committed to the per accidens version of one of these claims, and (for the same reasons) committed to the possibility of a per se origin of change that is one-in-number, but not one-in-being either with “what is” or “what is not.” This is required if Aristotle is to make coherent the possibility that “what is” comes-to-be per se neither from “what is” nor “what is not,” without violating the principle that “everything is or is not.” 


So far, Aristotle does not require any but the weakest ontological claim to make coherent this possibility, and it is not the claim that changes are “real and actual.” I argued, however, that this is not all there is to be said about the dilemma or its resolution. A fuller response, demanded by the more sophisticated Parmenidean opponent I imagined, will require an introduction of the notion of potential being and perhaps some reason for thinking that such being is actually instantiated.

However, even if Aristotle does need to introduce these more substantive theses about change in order to fully respond to the Parmenidean dilemma, these will be theses about the principles (archai) of change, and in particular, about the “underlying principle,” or matter. It is not clear how Aristotle could respond with claims about the ontological status of change itself, when the Parmenidean argument rejects the possibility of change on the ground that there is nothing from which or out of which change could coherently proceed. So, I do not think that Aristotle’s response to these opponents should involve any kind of insistence that change is something real.

Aristotle does not mention a Parmenidean opponent in Physics iii. But he does compare his own definition to attempts made by others to understand change.

“That this is a good account is clear also from what others say about change, and from the fact that it is not easy to define it in any other way. In the first place, one would not be able to put change and alteration into another genus; and again it is clear when we consider how some people treat it, asserting that change is difference and inequality and that which is not—it is not necessary for any of these things to change either different things or unequal things or things which are not; nor, even does alteration take place into or from these things more than it does [into or] from their opposites. The reason why they assign change to these things is that change is thought to be something indefinite, and the principles in the second column are indefinite because they are privative; none of them is a ‘this’ or is of such a kind, nor belongs to one of the other categories. And the reason why change is thought to be indefinite is that it is not possible to assign it either to potentiality [dunamis] of things that are, nor yet to [their] operation [energeia]; for neither that which is able [dunaton] to be a quantity, nor that which is quantity in operation [energeiai] necessarily changes (201b18-31).

I will not give a full analysis of these views and their shortcomings here. However, we may note the following: Aristotle certainly does consider views that define change as “what is not” or potentiality and in general as indefinite and “privative” items. And Aristotle is to some degree concerned to counter this suggestion with a view that involves energeia (activity, operation). But their disagreement is not in the first instance over whether there is such a thing as change. If it were, Aristotle could not counter their views as he does. The form of his objection (for which he offers no direct support) is that various accounts of change fail to provide sufficient conditions for change. And this form of objection applies equally to accounts of change as “difference, inequality and what is not” as to accounts of change as dunamis or energeia of “things that are.” Different and unequal things, as well as “what is not,” do not necessarily change, nor do they have a better claim than their opposites to being the poles of change (201b21-23). Similarly, “things that are” do not necessarily change either when they are merely potentially, nor do things that are “in operation” (201b28-31). But if these opponents had doubts about whether there was change at all, they would not be vulnerable to this sort of refutation. 

Now, it may be argued, and plausibly, that some of these theorists did not deny the existence of change altogether, but nevertheless relegated it to a lesser ontological status. Isn’t Aristotle countering with the claim that change is an energeia and an entelecheia? I want to agree that he is, but insist that this is not an attempt to bolster the (full) reality of change. For Aristotle does not fault them for assigning to change a lesser status any more than he faults the view that change is (simple) energeia for assigning to it a greater status. His objection to both of these views is that they do not provide sufficient conditions for change. Furthermore, according to the passage, the theorists who define change in these ways are motivated by their difficulties in defining change in relation to “what is.” These theorists do not need to be told that change is something actual. They need to be shown how to give sufficient conditions for change without relegating change to the “indefinite.” These considerations do not by themselves show that Aristotle cannot be defining change as something “real and actual.” But they do show that we cannot find support for this reading of the definition (and specifically of entelecheia and energeia) in Aristotle’s response to these opponents.

Even if there are other theorists, not mentioned here, to whom Aristotle might want to respond with such a claim, I find the idea that Aristotle would be concerned to define change as something real in response to skeptical doubts about change difficult to accept. Defining change as something real and actual would be quite feeble as an attempt to secure the reality of change.
 More importantly, I am generally wary of the idea that Aristotle would construct a definition that is intended primarily to refute his opponents or to show that something controversial can be reduced to something less controversial. If we take Aristotle’s definitions seriously in their role in structuring knowledge, we should hold them not to standards determined by the dialectical context in which he finds himself, but to standards of truth.
 This does not mean that definitions can be arrived at independently of consideration of the received views, or even that such definitions are useless in responding to his opponents. But if they are useful, presumably it will be because his opponents have overlooked some part of the nature of a thing that Aristotle’s definition makes clear, or that they have failed to see how to define something without arriving at contradictions, or some such error. I hope to show that the definition of change is useful in just this way. 


This line of thought is problematic in a much more fundamental way. It sees Aristotle’s claim that change is a kind of entelecheia as a counter to his Parmenidean (and other) predecessors’ skeptical position that change is unreal and/or impossible. However I do not think that entelecheia means what is “real and actual” as opposed to what is not real, or as opposed to what is merely possible. Here we find two strands of the contemporary meaning of “actuality.” The second strand (that opposed to the possible) connects the concept of actuality to the concepts of possibility and necessity. While Aristotle does discuss the modal concepts of possibility and necessity, he never uses either of the terms energeia and entelecheia in those contexts. Now, Aristotle does use the terms dunaton and adunaton in connection with notions of necessity, in which they may be translated as “possible” and “impossible.” But he is well aware that this is a different use of dunaton and adunaton from that in which something is called dunaton or adunaton by having or lacking a dunamis (Metaphysics Delta 12 1019b22-32). Again, this use (relating to possibility and necessity)  has no counterpart with either of the terms energeia and entelecheia. In another contemporary use of the term “actuality,” and this, I think, is what Coope and Waterlow must have in mind, to call something “actual” is to say that it really and truly exists, unlike what is unreal or merely imagined. In this sense, Parmenides and his followers denied that change was something “actual.” But I doubt that actuality in this sense is what entelecheia means. For in this sense, potential being and potentiality are “real and actual” as well. One reason that Aristotle’s opponents in Physics i.8 were unable to see their way out of the dilemma is that they were not in a position to consider that possibility that potential being “really” exists. Aristotle explicitly addresses a limited version of this thesis in Metaphysics Theta 3, where he argues that there is unexercised potential being. 

VII - The Etymology of Entelecheia – Could Change Be an Entelecheia?

Recall that the actuality interpretation tends to put more weight on the term entelecheia than on the term energeia. I suspect that this is because energeia is in its basic sense a broadly kinetic term.  I have registered some doubts about the accuracy of the translation “actuality” (as the term is ordinarily used) for entelecheia, even when the word refers to what are in fact actual beings or some condition of them. But I want to argue now that the difficulty is not merely to understand how Aristotle could be saying that change is an “actuality.” It is also quite difficult to understand how change could be understood as an entelecheia in any sense that is etymologically grounded or attested in other texts. The moral I will eventually draw, in the next chapter, is that less weight should be put on the term entelecheia than on the term energeia in understanding the definition of change.


Several more nuanced and etymologically grounded translations for the term entelecheia take their cue, I take it, from the sorts of doubts I registered above.
 These translations take to heart Aristotle’s indication that the word is connected to telos or some cognate, which points to a connotation of completeness, fulfillment, or some other relation to a telos—an end or goal. Some suggest that the word derives from the phrase “entelōs echein” or some variant,
 so that entelecheia means, roughly, being complete or at the telos, or a concrete being that is complete and at the telos.
 But Aristotle regularly characterizes change as incomplete (atelē) rather than complete. And intuitively it is hard to see how a change or something in the process of changing should count as complete or at the telos when it has not yet reached the endpoint of a change, which Aristotle quite clearly recognizes as “actual being” (entelecheiai on) in each of the four categories. I believe that what Kosman has in mind can be put in terms of completeness: The changing object is a “complete incomplete being” in something of the way in which a teenager can be thought of as a “mature child.” The problem, as we saw in the discussion of De Anima ii.5, is that Aristotle gives no indication that there is such a “complete being” there to be spoken of. He does, for example, construe the active perceiver and the one who has acquired the power of sight as perceivers “in actuality” (entelecheiai). But he nowhere indicates that the change is itself a level of completeness.


Blair (1992; 1993; 1995) and Menn (1994) suggest instead a derivation based on “en (heautō) telos echein,” or “having the telos within.” Perhaps on this derivation change could be understood as a potential being’s “having its telos within.” The thought is that when changing, the product or form—the telos—is already partially present,
 but this is something Aristotle might easily have expressed in a less obscure way. Furthermore, such a definition seems to include half built (and abandoned) houses as in the process of change.
 It also will not successfully distinguish changes from products, if (in some cases) the potential being, i.e. the matter, persists. For example, the potential house, will, once built, have its end within it quite fully.


Now, the ordinary nominative of entelecheia often refers not to complete beings but to their substantial forms, and more generally, to the conditions (e.g. active contemplation) that make them complete. And so we might understand entelecheia in the definition of change as signifying “what completes” the potential being, i.e. that which makes a potential being (which is itself incomplete) complete.
 But the notion of making complete is ambiguous. In one sense, the form of a composite substance, or a complete activity, by its presence, makes those things complete. This, I take it, has to do with the fact that substantial forms and the substances to which they are present are telē (ends). But this is distinct from the sense in which the process of actualization of that form makes the object actual or complete. Similarly, drawing on the distinctions from De Anima ii.5, the activity of seeing partially constitutes the “actual perceiver” in the sense of “second actuality.” But the transition “from having and not exercising to exercising” the power of sight is the process, so to speak, that brings it about that there is an actual perceiver in that sense. It is never described as an entelecheia. The idea that entelecheia picks out the process of making something complete or actual finds no support in this passage. It seems to me that, like the “actualization” interpretation, it might be supported, if at all, only by the passages on the definition of change.

It is not just that the etymologically grounded candidates for the meaning of the term entelecheia are difficult to square with Aristotle’s conception of change. In fact, Aristotle’s own etymological remarks about the terms energeia and entelecheia seem to imply that no kinēsis is an entelecheia. For those remarks,
 as we shall see in the next chapter, indicate that energeia was extended to cover cases of entelecheia only by being extended beyond its (energeia’s) original application to activities (changes among them) to the products of change. 

We have reached a somewhat startling conclusion. The proposed meanings of entelecheia and energeia as “actuality” of one sort or another are philosophically under-motivated, and the textual bases for such proposals are at best inconclusive, requiring Aristotle to take on metaphysical commitments that are nowhere else in evidence, and which are themselves questionable. What is more, there appears to be no good option available for understanding change as an entelecheia that stays true to what little Aristotle tells us about its etymology and meaning, and to its use in other texts.

Chapter Four

Change as Incomplete Activity


In this chapter, I will begin by explaining what I take the definition of change to say. This will show how my interpretation differs from others, and how it achieves some of the desiderata that emerged in Chapter Three. I will then defend my reading against some natural objections. In the second half of the chapter, I consider the scope of the definition, since my interpretation differs significantly from the actuality interpretation on what Aristotle is primarily trying to exclude. I focus especially on Aristotle’s exclusion of an agent’s transitive changing of something else from the scope of change. This involves analyzing Physics iii.3’s discussion of the relation between a poiēsis (acting) like teaching and the corresponding pathēsis (suffering) like learning. In addressing the question of how and why Aristotle excludes transitive change from the definition, I will bring to light certain key comparisons between transitive change and activities like seeing and contemplation.

I – My Account


Recall the first official definition of change in a literal (and partial) translation: “The entelecheia of a potential being [or: of what is potentially], as such, is change” (201a10-11).
  My reading of the definition of change can be put as follows: Change is the proper activity of a potential being.

 Activity


I understand entelecheia and energeia in this context as activity. In doing so, I draw on the primary and original meaning of the term energeia. I eschew the more “static” translation as “actuality,” and reject the framework of thinking about Aristotle’s definition that has provided support for that view. An immediate consequence of this reading is that concrete objects, and more generally, the products of change, though they are actualities, are not activities, and accordingly, they are excluded from the extension of the definition of change straightaway, not by the qua-phrase or any other such mechanism. 


Some commentators have been concerned to understand entelecheia and energeia as signifying a primarily static concept in order to avoid circularity.
 In my view, circularity is avoided because the concept of activity is broader than that of change. There are activities that are not changes.
 Others, motivated by a conception of Aristotle’s dialectic with his predecessors understand these terms as indicating that change is something real and actual as opposed to illusory or merely possible. I employ a standard notion of activity that has no immediate connotation of being something real in this sense. Nevertheless activities are actual features of reality.

The concept of activity is also distinct from that of actualization. Actualization, as I understand it, but not activity, involves reference to an initial state before the actualization and to a state of being actual that the actualization reaches. Actualization is essentially the process of becoming actual. But the notion of activity does not implicitly refer to an initial state of inactivity, or to an end state of actuality beyond it and to which it is directed. Furthermore, activity is not essentially becoming. So the meaning I assign to the terms entelecheia and energeia—activity—is different from that of kinēsis, the term being defined. This is evidenced by (but does not entail) the fact that not all activities are changes.

It should be noted that the notion of activity as I intend to use it—and Aristotle’s term energeia—is not restricted to processes that involve agency rather than suffering. That is, I am not employing “activity” as it might be contrasted with “passivity.”  It is crucial, in fact, that the relevant notion of activity apply to passive activities, since change, as it is defined here, will in some sense fall on the passive side. 

Let me clarify my view by distinguishing it from a different interpretation which also takes Aristotle to define change as a type of energeia. Aristotle sometimes distinguishes change from narrow and specialized kinds of energeia, most importantly, end-containing activity (at Metaphysics Theta 6 1048b18-25) and realizations of hexeis (in De Anima ii.5).  Kosman seems to think that change is ultimately and fundamentally to be analyzed in terms of a single specialized kind of energeia (for him: kind of actuality) that he finds in these passages. That is, change is ultimately to be analyzed on the model of complete activity and/or realization of a hexis. I take Aristotle to be doing something much less ambitious. He is just marking out the class of changes from a broader class of energeiai, a class that uncontroversially includes changes and other activities that are sometimes contrasted with change. The genus is activity, the differentia is “of a potential being, as such.” In this regard, my interpretation draws on the well-attested Aristotelian thesis that activities outnumber changes. It does not require attributing to him stronger and more questionable theses about the metaphysics of change.

Potential being and the incomplete

If the relevant notion of activity is broader than that of change, then the definition of change must have a mechanism by which it excludes these other activities. It does this with the phrase “of a potential being.” And here I mean potential being in the four categories of substance, quality, quantity and place, in contrast to potential changers—a position I defend shortly. Also, I mean potential being (dunamei on) rather than dunamis.
 So, for example, alteration is the activity of what is potentially qualified. 

What activities, if any, are thereby excluded? The divine activity of thinking is not the activity of a potential being since Aristotle’s God does not involve potentiality at all. Thus, it is an activity that is excluded straightforwardly by the phrase “of a potential being.” Accordingly, this activity does not count as a change,
 as is necessary for Aristotle’s God to serve as the “prime mover,” which must be unmoved. This example is sufficient to show that the phrase “of a potential being” excludes at least one energeia that is not a change. I will discuss many more later in this chapter.

Aristotle often describes change as an incomplete activity. I take it that calling change an “incomplete” activity in this sense captures the force of his definition, and we will see that in effect, it is equivalent to pointing out that the proper subject of change is a potential being in the relevant sense. Thus in Physics iii.2, Aristotle explains the difficulties of his predecessors in giving an account of change as follows: “change seems to be a kind of energeia but an incomplete (atelē) one—the reason being that the potential (to dunaton), of which it is the operation, is incomplete. This, then, is why it is difficult to grasp what it is; for it is necessary to assign it either to privation or to dunamis or to simple/unqualified (haplē) energeia, but none of these is obviously admissible” (202b31-35). The mirror passage in Metaphysics Kappa 9 is the same apart from insignificant variation in word order. Thus, an activity’s being incomplete, in this context, stems from the incompleteness of what the activity is of, and the potential being exhibits this incompleteness.


Aristotle often refers back to the definition of change in these terms. For example, the opening of De Anima ii.5, before the elaboration of the two levels of potentiality and actuality, asks us to begin by ignoring the distinction “between being changed or affected (paschein), and energein, for change is a kind of energeia, an incomplete kind, as has elsewhere been explained.” (417a15-17). The subsequent distinction between levels of potentiality and actuality at the very least makes room for an energeia that is undergone by something that is, in at least one sense, not a potential being. For example, contemplation is an activity of an actual knower (in the sense of possessing knowledge). This is true despite the complication that he will also count as a potential knower in a different sense, to be discussed shortly.
 In a scrap from De Anima iii.7, Aristotle characterizes perception as being “of a kind other than change” on the grounds that “change is the energeia of the incomplete (atelēs), but unqualified (haplē) energeia is different, the [energeia] of what has been completed (tetelēsmenou)” (431a5-7). Here again we find a contrast between two types of activity, one of which is incomplete, the other “simple” or “unqualified,” and the difference depends on the kind of thing that the activity is of. But unlike in the other passages, we find explicit the corollary that the unqualified type of energeia with which change is contrasted is an energeia of “what has been completed.” Although the fragment ends here, it is reasonable to suppose that the perceiver is “completed” because he has acquired the power of sight, a hexis. So, again, to be an “incomplete activity” in this sense is to be an activity of something incomplete, and this appears to be equivalent to being the activity of a “potential being” in the relevant sense.

So far I have adduced support for the idea that the characterization of change as incomplete activity captures the force of the definition because (i) Aristotle treats “potential being” and “the incomplete” as equivalent and (ii) incomplete activity is here to be analyzed as activity of the incomplete.

In characterizing change as the activity of a potential being, and of the incomplete, Aristotle is in effect providing an answer to the Parmenidean dilemma, an answer that was only hinted at in Physics i.8. Recall that Aristotle commits himself, in responding to the dilemma, to a per se source of change that is different-in-being from the privation, “what is not.” Given Aristotle’s further assumptions, the per se source of change must be one-in-number with the privation. But what is this per se source of change? In Physics i.9, Aristotle hinted at the idea that it is potential being. Here in Physics iii.1, Aristotle’s allowance for potential being within his ontology is made explicit, and he characterizes it further as incomplete being. He also makes explicit the essential dependence of change on potential and incomplete being. There is a difference between the two texts on this dependence, however. In book I we were asking “from what” something comes-to-be, here we are answering the question “of what is change the energeia?” Although there are differences between the two questions, there are two important and related similarities. First, I take it that the sense of “of” in which Aristotle here talks of the energeia “of” something is an explanatory one. To be the energeia of X is to be an energeia that X engages in because of its being X. Similarly, in Physics i.6-9, since Aristotle was discussing principles of change, he wanted to know what coming-to-be is “from” in the following sense: something comes-to-be “from” X because of X’s being X. This exposes the second similarity. Aristotle’s use of the phrase “qua such” in the definition of change, where change is the energeia of a potential being “qua such [i.e. potential]” is the same as the use introduced in Physics i.8, with which Aristotle pointed out that he was after that thing, X, such that something comes-to-be from X “qua X” or as I put it in Chapter Two, “per se.” Next, I support this claim, in an interpretation of the qua-phrase. 

Qua potential


Applying the lesson of Chapter Three, we should expect that the qua-phrase narrows the definition so that it includes only the proper energeia of the potential being—the energeia it engages in because it is a potential being—while excluding accidental energeiai of that being—energeiai that, properly speaking, are of some other being with which it coincides. Aristotle cannot be using the qua-phrase to distinguish between two kinds of proper energeia of the same (potential) being. Now, if energeia meant actuality, then, since products are actualities, the definition would require just such a mechanism for excluding these product-actualities. But no such need arises for my interpretation, since products are not activities. 


My interpretation of the qua-phrase is confirmed by Aristotle’s explanation of what he means by qua:

I mean “qua” thus: the bronze is potentially a statue, but yet it is not the entelecheia of bronze qua bronze that is change. For it is not the same thing to be bronze and to be potentially something. If indeed it were, without qualification and by definition, the same thing, then the entelecheia of the bronze, qua bronze would be change, but as has been said, it is not the same thing (201a30-34).

Here Aristotle is clearly isolating what we might call the aspect of the potential being in virtue of which it is called a potential being. More accurately, he is isolating the one being among a plurality of coinciding beings, whose activity is at issue. The potential statue and the bronze are different in being: “it is not the same thing to be bronze and to be potentially something” (201a31-2). On the other hand, we may presume that in this case, the bronze and the potential statue are one-in-number. Aristotle is using the qua-phrase to exclude, in this example, the activity of the bronze qua bronze from the definition. Thus, Aristotle relies on the principle that if X and Y are the same, not only in number but also in being, then “the activity of X qua X” and “the activity of Y qua Y” are themselves the same. If X and Y are merely one-in-number, then the two phrases may pick out different beings. 

Aristotle illustrates his point with the case of what is capable of being healthy and what is capable of being sick. 

The case is clear with opposites: to be able to be healthy and to be able to be sick are different—otherwise to be sick and to be healthy would be the same—but the underlying subject, that which is healthy and that which is diseased, be it moisture or blood, is one and the same. (201a34-b3)

The example is not entirely clear, but at least one straightforward interpretation is as at hand: “What is able to be healthy” is one-in-number with “what is able to be sick.” This relation (one-in-number) is evidenced by the fact that it is the same thing (e.g. blood) that is sometimes healthy and sometimes sick. Their being merely one-in-number allows that properly speaking, they have different entelecheiai.
 Being healthy and being sick are the proper entelecheiai of the capable of health and the capable of sickness respectively. Suppose, however, that the capable of health and the capable of sickness were the same not only in number but also in being. In this case, no such distinction between their entelecheiai—being healthy and being sick—could be drawn. Being sick would be the proper entelecheia of “what is able to be healthy,” which we already know to be being healthy, so that “to be sick and to be healthy would be the same.” 


Applied to the definition of change, this means that the qua-phrase ensures that the definition picks out only the proper activity of the potential being, to the exclusion of activities that are only accidentally activities of the potential being. And it can do so because the potential being and the other being—that whose proper activities are being excluded—are the same only in number. Aristotle is here using the very same formal devices that he introduced in Physics i.8.


We can now see that one tendency in the secondary literature is misguided. It is the curious supposition that on this natural reading, the qua-phrase becomes superfluous. Hussey (1983) even goes so far as to suppose that, as he puts it “attaching” the qua-phrase to “potential being” (dunamei on) “give[s] no promise of sense” (p. 58). He is correct insofar as the qua-phrase does not add anything that is not implicit in the strictest and most proper reading of the remainder of the definition. For just as the description, “the activity of a doctor,” understood strictly, denotes only instances of healing, so too “activity of a potential being,” taken strictly, denotes only changes. Nevertheless, adding “qua doctor” or “qua potential” guards against a different, less strict, understanding of these descriptions, on which they pick out not only healing, but also e.g. building, or not only changes, but also the proper activity of a being with which the potential being coincides. 

I have explained how the qua-phrase allows Aristotle’s definition of change to specify just the proper energeia of a potential being. This may not seem terribly important, since I have so far only contrasted changes with activities that are not “of a potential being” at all. But even at this stage, we can appreciate the usefulness of the qua-phrase for the accounts of the four types of change. Suppose young Socrates goes to the beach and gets a tan. Is his tanning the activity of something potentially tan or of something potentially human? In a way it is both, but the tanning is an alteration, not (a very small stage in) young Socrates’ development into an adult human, according to Aristotle’s definition. For tanning is the accidental activity of a potential human, and the proper activity of something potentially tan.

A preliminary account of the scope of “activity”


Now that we have this basic overview of what the definition says and how its parts function together, I want to return briefly to one of the main differences between my interpretation and the actuality interpretation. Since the products of changes are actualities of the corresponding potential beings, if, as the actuality interpretation maintains, entelecheia and energeia mean “actuality,” then Aristotle must employ a special mechanism to exclude products. On my account, however, since the products of change are not activities, there is never a risk of including them within the scope of the definition. The situation is less clear, however, with regard to the forms of the products of change, and the “being” of such products. Are these instances of entelecheia and energeia, as they are used in the definition of change? For example, do those terms apply to the form of a human, to being human, or to Socrates’ being tan? If so, by what mechanism does the definition of change exclude them? The reason that these are difficult questions is that it is sometimes claimed that the forms (being, etc.) of products of change, at least in important cases, are activities—the activity, for example, of being human. I do not, and do not need to, endorse this Thomistic view. 
 

 
The reason one might think that I am is that Aristotle contrasts the potential statue and the bronze, wanting us to exclude the entelecheia (for me: activity) that is proper to the bronze (201a30-34). More generally, he contrasts change with the energeia (for me: activity) of beings that are not potential, and not incomplete; presumably they are actual and complete (201b18-31). But what is the activity of the bronze qua bronze if not an activity of being bronze? And what is the activity of an actual being if not the activity of being itself?  I have two responses to such reasoning. First, it is not clear that when Aristotle talks about the activity of bronze or of actual and complete beings, he has in mind an actus essendi. We will see that in many cases, actual and complete beings engage in characteristic activity that is not an “act of being.” In fact, Aristotle spends a great deal of time on one such activity in Physics iii.3. Second, and more importantly, I think that the example of the bronze and the potential statue is one that easily exhibits the difference between unity-in-being and unity-in-number, and this may be the only reason Aristotle uses it in order to explain what he means by “qua potential.” He may well think that there is no characteristic activity of bronze, or even that it is characteristic of bronze to undergo change because a deeper analysis shows that part of being bronze is having certain capacities to undergo change. It matters very little. What is important is that he get us to see what he means by qua potential. 

I have now concluded the preliminary presentation of my interpretation. There is much more to say about what, precisely, Aristotle means to include and exclude, and why. Certainly, he means to exclude much more than the divine activity (and acts of being, if there are any). But even having offered only an account of what the different parts of the definition mean and how they function together, several natural objections arise. Considering and responding to them will help us better grasp the meaning of the definition.

II - Some Natural Objections

One worry about my reading that has already arisen is that it, like many interpretations, employs the notion of a “potential being” rather than a potential “changer,” while Aristotle often characterizes change as the entelecheia of “the changeable qua changeable,” “the alterable qua alterable,” etc. This is what I called the “textual problem.” Two further objections concern the part of my interpretation that is bound to be met with the most skepticism, namely, my understanding of energeia and (especially) entelecheia as activity. First, “activity” is a quite improbable translation of entelecheia. I will argue that we should understand the definition of change in terms of activity nonetheless. Second, in one passage, Aristotle seems to be concerned that his definition might be thought to pick out the products of change rather than changes, suggesting that the words entelecheia and energeia can refer in this context to finished products, and so must mean something like “actuality” rather than activity. I will show how to read the passage in such a way that it does not conflict with my understanding of the definition. 

The textual problem about potential being


The trouble, as I mentioned, is that Aristotle’s actual statements of the definition of change, or of some species of change (e.g. alteration, locomotion etc.) more often that not bring that notion of change into the definiens, typically by mentioning something that is able to change. Throughout the first chapters of Physics iii, Aristotle writes of the “alterable qua alterable,” “the buildable qua buildable,” and “what is capable of being moved qua capable of being moved.” It is these items whose entelecheia and energeia is said to be a change of one sort or another. In fact, descriptions that explicitly involve change of one sort or another outnumber those that do not.


Heinaman (1994) takes this preponderance to show that Aristotle’s definition is circular after all, because it is in terms of what is able to change. But this is an extremely uncharitable interpretation. For whatever words Aristotle uses in the thick of his discussion, there can be no doubt that he intends his account of change to draw on the notion of potential being in those categories in which there is change. We would do well to take Aristotle’s introduction of the concepts of potential and actual being more seriously than a statistical enumeration of words in the totality of the text. And when Aristotle introduces these concepts in the beginning of this chapter, he is making a common distinction between two different dimensions on which to consider and carve up being.
 On the one hand, there are the different kinds of categorial being. On the other hand there are what Charlotte Witt (2003) calls “ways of being,” namely, being in potentiality and being in actuality, and this distinction between two ways of being is meant to cut across the categories. Insofar as the adverbial dative uses of dunamis and entelecheia are meant to modify (categorial) “being” it is clear that it is simply inappropriate to think of this scheme as classifying different “potential and actual changers.” The adverbial dative form always takes a kind of (categorial) being as its object and so signifies a mode of categorial being. 


One might reply that change and changers too are types of categorial being, and so Aristotle’s dependence on the cross-categorial division of potential and actual being is consistent with his defining change in terms of “potential changers,” etc.  But this is a mistake. First of all, the distinction between potential and actual being is explicitly said to apply to each of the categories, and from this point Aristotle draws the (provisional) conclusion that there will be as many kinds of change as there are categories of being.
 When he later limits this conclusion to four of these categories (as is already implicit in his choice of examples) he does not include the categories in which change and changers are thought to reside. So the fact that Aristotle draws on this distinction suggests that the definition is in terms of potential being in the categories of substance, quality, quantity and place. Furthermore, the potential-actual being division should be given special weight because it is repeated in the very sentence in which Aristotle offers the first statement of his definition: “these having been distinguished according to each category [of being], [being] in actuality [and] [being] in potentiality, the entelecheia of the potential being, as such, is kinēsis” (201a9-11). Since this is the first official statement of the definition, it should be given significant weight.

Now, with regard to Aristotle’s use of process laden terminology later in the chapter, there is one mitigating explanation of many of these lapses. Recall that Aristotle intends not only to define change in general, but also to define and distinguish different types of change. Specifically, having already defined kinēsis, he then wants to classify and distinguish the different kinds of kinēsis according to the different categories that the “potential being” is potentially a being in. That this is an important task can be seen in the opening chapters (especially i.1) of On Generation and Corruption, where one of the framing questions is whether generation and alteration are the same or different. In Physics vii, where various relations, dependencies and contrasts are posited between different kinds of change, we must be clear about what the different kinds of change are. Now, Aristotle ought to say that the different kinds of change are entelecheiai of potential beings in different categories. He does not always do just this; nevertheless, a phrase like “qua alterable” does refer to the respect in which something is capable of alteration, and not, say, generation. And while it gives us no informative characterization of that respect, it does emphasize the correlations between different kinds of change and the different kinds of being that they are entelecheiai of. This is forgivable given that Aristotle has by this point already given his initial and general definition in terms of potential being. In addition, there is no single word that means “potentially qualified” and so on for each of the four relevant categories. Given that talk of potential beings thus becomes cumbersome it is understandable that, once he has offered the official definition once in terms of potential being, Aristotle should lapse into this somewhat misleading talk of the “alterable,” etc. This last point does not mitigate his use of the more general term “changeable,” however. Nevertheless, with a bit of charity, I think it is safe to see Aristotle as talking about potential being throughout. Note that I have not yet dealt with the harder question of whether the notion of potential being is ultimately grounded in the notion of change. This I do in Chapter Five.

Entelecheia vs. energeia


My proposal that we should understand entelecheia and energeia as activity would be quite obvious and natural if Aristotle had employed only the word energeia in these contexts, and my own reading draws heavily on my understanding of that term. I accept that considerations about the etymology and general usage of entelecheia do not support my interpretation, and instead support a connotation of actuality or completeness. However, I think that analogous considerations about the term energeia do not support these connotations. I will establish this claim by considering (i) the original meaning of energeia (ii) two patterns of energeia’s usage that suggest a connotation of “actuality,” and (iii) Aristotle’s argument for extending the term energeia to cover certain cases of entelecheia. We will find no good reason to understand energeia as actuality or completeness in the definition of change. Since Aristotle uses energeia and entelecheia interchangeably in this context, we are forced to choose an interpretation that does not line up with one of their etymologies and typical usages. I will then provide some reasons to favor my focus on energeia rather than entelecheia, and my subsequent translation as “activity.”


The term energeia seems to have originally enjoyed a kinetic meaning, as a kind of activity or exercise, and later developed a wider application. This suggestion is borne out by (what are thought to be) some of Aristotle’s earliest works, the Protrepticus, Eudemian Ethics, Topics, and Magna Moralia. In these works, as Menn (1994) shows decisively, Aristotle uses energeia, often interchangeably with chrēsis (use), to signify the exercise of a dunamis or hexis. The paradigmatic case is that of using or exercising knowledge vs. merely having it, and Aristotle applies the same language to sense-perception, living, and virtue. It should be noted, however, that energeia applies indiscriminately to end-containing activities, to the realizations of hexeis (such as contemplation and seeing), and to the exercise of active and passive powers of “ordinary” changes. The distinctions of De Anima ii.5 and Metaphysics Theta 6 between types or levels of energeia are not in evidence in these works. One of the etymological passages from Metaphysics Theta clearly indicates that the original application of energeia is to changes: “The term energeia, which is tied together with entelecheia, has been derived from changes (kinēseis) to apply also to other things. For energeia seems most of all to be a change (kinēsis)” (1945b35-6a2).
 Thus, in this primary and original use, energeia cannot mean actuality. This puts a burden on the interpreter who reads energeia as actuality in other places: to tell a story about how a term that Aristotle himself generally and originally uses to mean activity could take on the quite different connotation of actuality. 


In fact, the translation “actuality” (as well as “actually” for the adverbial dative) derives from the Latin, actualitas, itself derived from in actu, which translates the adverbial dative energeiai. But the connection between actus and energeia is plausible because actus expresses doing, not because it expresses actuality, whether in the contemporary sense of real and not merely possible, or in the sense of complete. And the contemporary connotations in particular, as I mentioned in the last chapter, do not appear to figure in Aristotle’s use of either term, energeia or entelecheia.


Typically, two particular patterns of energeia’s use seem to support the “actuality” translation. The first involves adverbial dative constructions like energeiai on to refer to things that are in fact actual and complete beings.  These are often thought of as the primary locus for treating energeia as actuality. As Kostman (1975, pp. 3-4) points out, it is difficult to reason from an adverbial dative use of a term to the meaning of the term in an ordinary use. In particular, it would be presumptuous to suppose that since the phrase energeiai on picks out things that are in fact actual beings, the word energeia therefore means actuality.
 For we could suppose that the construction, “being energeiai” means rather “being in activity” or “active being,” with the Thomistic corollary that being is ultimately to be understood as an activity. Note that the description of knowers and perceivers in De Anima ii.5 exhibits a set of cases in which being a builder, knower or perceiver energeiai involves engaging in a certain activity. If the Thomistic strategy is unappealing (and certainly the cases of being e.g. red, or being a knower energeiai in the sense of having knowledge do not easily conform to it) we may instead construe the phrase as, roughly “being according to, or in virtue of, energeia.” This leaves open whether the energeia at issue is an activity that constitutes being energeiai (as e.g. the activity of seeing constitutes being an active seer) or an activity which brings about the energeiai on (as e.g. the activity of being built brings about a house).
 Such constructions, when they pick out actual beings, do not require that the relevant sense of energeia is “actuality.” Note that this way of understanding the adverbial dative constructions allows us to treat energeia in the same way when Aristotle talks about something doing something energeiai or kat’energeian. An active perceiver is perceiving in virtue of activity/exercise as opposed to e.g. in virtue of possession (hexis)/being able.


The second pattern of use is that in which energeia in the nominative case picks out something that is an actual being or the form that makes something an actual being. There is only one passage in which Aristotle offers any kind of justification for this usage, and the passage implies that it is an extended sense of energeia which is not meant to characterize change.
 This appears within a broader argument for the priority in being of energeia on the grounds that “energeia is a telos, for whose sake the dunamis is acquired” (Metaphysics Theta 8 1050a9-10). Now, there are straightforward instances of an energeia as a telos, and so as that for the sake of which. For example, animals have sight in order to see, men have the building art in order to build, and the ability to contemplate in order to contemplate (1050a10-14). But Aristotle wants to extend the connection between energeia and telos (and so the priority of energeia) to the case of substantial form as well: “Further the matter is potentially in that it would go into the form; but when it is energeiai then it is in the form.” (1050a15-16). This initial remark does not show that form itself is an energeia that is prior (since it is a telos) to matter; for the remark does not characterize the form as the energeia. Instead, it characterizes what is “in the form” as an energeiai on. It is at this point in the argument that that Aristotle brings in the etymological remark that we already encountered: “For the ergon (work, function) is a telos (end), while the energeia is an ergon. And so even the word energeia is said in accordance with ergon and is tied to entelecheia” (1050a21-3). This will allow him to expand and substantiate the connection between energeia and telos. Aristotle first considers the case in which an energeia in its original sense, as activity, is the telos: These are the cases in which “the last thing is the use (chrēsis) (for example of sight, seeing, and nothing else comes-to-be be apart from the ergon of sight)” (1050a23-25). These are the cases mentioned earlier in which an energeia in the (original) sense of activity is clearly the telos. The other kind of case is that in which “something comes-to-be (for example from the housebuilding art a house apart from the housebuilding)” (1050a25-6). While in the first kind of case, the energeia, being the “last thing” is quite obviously the telos, in the second kind of case, the energeia [i.e. the building of the house] is “more telos than dunamis,”
 since it comes-to-be at the same time as the product and, like change generally, is in the product (1050a27-8).
 Presumably, the change itself is less of a telos than the product. Aristotle concludes that it is “evident that the ousia and the form is energeia.” 


On what grounds can we call the form and ousia an energeia? All that Aristotle has offered is the fact that the product, as well as the process that produces it, is an ergon, and of course ergon can mean “work” both in the sense of task and in the sense of finished work. Add to that the further idea (implicit in the thought that the change’s status as a “more of a telos” derives from its connection to the product) that the product is the primary telos, and it follows that in this case too, the energeia (being the primary telos) is prior to the potential being. At this point Aristotle has done just what the etymological passage indicates: the term energeia has been extended to an entelecheia via the concept of ergon. Aristotle quite clearly sees this use of the term energeia as an extension of the original one, and the only basis for such an extension offered in the text is through the notion of an ergon. Note in particular that while the product is an ergon and thus an energeia in an extended sense, which has to be argued for, the process is assumed uncontroversially to be an energeia in the original use throughout the passage. It thus seems to me that (i) the extended sense does not have the connotation of actuality or completeness but rather of ergon (even though finished erga are in fact complete, and all erga are actually existent), (ii) if energeia in the extended sense were somehow to pick out a change, it would have to treat the change as finished-ergon rather than as task-ergon, (iii) but this seems absurd especially from the perspective of the current passage, where the change is assumed to be an energeia and an ergon in the task sense, and the finished ergon is a result of such an energeia. Thus, (iv) if the word energeia is used to describe a change it is much more likely to do so because change is an exercise or an activity—an ergon in the sense of function or task rather than (in some peculiar way) in the sense of product, and so to be employed in its original sense, or perhaps in a broad sense that spans both the original and extended senses.


I have argued that considerations about the term energeia favor the translation “activity” in the present context, and tell against the translation “actuality.”  I accept that considerations about entelecheia tell at least as strongly against “activity” and other broadly kinetic translations, favoring instead concepts like actuality, and completedness that involve being at the telos, as I argued at the end of the Chapter Three. To this extent there are reasonable and incompatible considerations on each side. 

Neither term is significantly favored or given prominence in the text. Recall that Aristotle uses the terms entelecheia and energeia interchangeably in the context of giving a definition of change. It is not just that he talks about a single entity both as an energeia and as an entelecheia. Rather, he switches from one to the other within the context of elaborating and explaining what change (or some type of change) is. It is true that his first statement of the definition in Physics iii.1, and the discussion of the next thirty or so lines only use entelecheia. However, the mirror passage in Metaphysics Kappa 9 begins with energeia, which is thereafter used more than entelecheia. Furthermore, Simplicius, commenting on Aristotle’s first statement of the definition in Physics iii.1, writes that: “it is worth noting that Aristotle, in defining change, at the beginning said it is the energeia of the changeable as such, but Alexander and Porphyry and Themistius and the others who explain the definition read Aristotle a bit later also calling it entelecheia, having found in certain manuscripts the words “the entelecheia of the potential being as such is change”” (414, 15-20). The quote is identical to what we now find in Physics iii.1. 


So, the considerations about the etymology and general usage of both terms, and about their usage in the present text, are not decisive one way or the other. However, I think that focusing on the term energeia and its standard connotation of activity makes better sense of the definition of change in several ways.

First, I have in the previous chapter considered the most prominent proposal for the meaning of entelecheia, namely, actuality, as well as the proposals that are perhaps better grounded etymologically, such as “having the telos within” or “being complete.” The first proposal (“actuality”), I argued, is likely to misunderstand the qua-phrase and saddles Aristotle with obscure views that are not attested elsewhere. Nor did the other proposals—which, to be sure, are subject to some of the same difficulties—provide a clear sense in which change can count as an entelecheia. I have now also shown what I merely asserted earlier: that Aristotle’s etymological remarks about the connection between energeia and entelecheia do not help us assimilate change to entelecheia as actuality or completeness. For those remarks indicate that energeia was extended to cover cases of entelecheia only by being extended beyond its (energeia’s) original meaning, which already covered changes, to an extended meaning which covers the products of change because they are finished erga that result from change. (It is worth noting that this extended meaning of energeia is not the meaning that applies to the end-containing activities of Metaphysics Theta 6 or to the exercise of perception as it is analyzed in De Anima ii.5.) The best we can do, perhaps, is to take a cue from the passage in Theta 8, in which Aristotle views the kinēsis as “more telos than dunamis” because of its relation to the product. This, it seems to me, is not good enough.
 So, we have not been able to isolate, on any of the supported analyses of entelecheia, a good, clear sense in which a change can count as an entelecheia. On the other hand there is a quite clear and uncontroversial sense in which change is an energeia. Changes are after all picked out by the term energeia in its original meaning as activity.

A second advantage of my position is that it makes clear sense of Aristotle’s assertion that change is an incomplete (atelē) energeia.
 Aristotle often distinguishes complete and incomplete activities. On the other hand, it is hard to see what sense could be made of an incomplete entelecheia, on any of the etymologically based ways of understanding the term. Note that the two terms (“incomplete” and entelecheia) share the telos root, so that we get e.g. “incomplete completeness” or a “not at the telos being at the telos” both of which resist comprehension. Perhaps Blair’s construal of entelecheia as “having the end within” can best handle these texts.

 A third reason for favoring my view is that Aristotle explains why his definition applies to changes by pointing out that change occurs when the agents or patients engage in activity (energein).
 He gives no further argument to the effect that this activity is really a kind of actuality. This suggests that Aristotle wants us to see that change is a kind of activity, the activity of certain kinds of things.

Let me summarize. The objection to my proposal that Aristotle is characterizing change as an activity was that there is no support from any other text for translating entelecheia as activity—even the texts in which Aristotle links the two terms. However, we can now see that the traditional construals (as actuality, completeness or “having the end within”) are radical in much the same way; for there is no good reason for translating energeia in these ways here. Given that the two words are used interchangeably—and Simplicius indicates that energeia might have been more prevalent in earlier manuscripts than it is now—we must focus on one term at the relative expense of the other. Since we have made much better sense of the idea that change is an energeia than of the idea that change is an entelecheia, we should give more weight to the term energeia. Doing so leads quite naturally to the view that Aristotle is defining change as a kind of activity. 

Another passage that suggests actuality


One passage in particular seems to support the “actuality” reading because it describes a finished house as an energeia:

“That change is this, and that it occurs that something is changed when there is this entelecheia, and neither before nor after, is evident. For each thing admits at one time of operating (energein) and at another time not, for example, the buildable; and the energeia of the buildable, qua buildable, is the building [process] (For either the building [process] is the energeia, or the house [is the energeia]. But when the house is, it is no longer buildable—what gets built is the buildable. So the building [process] must be the energeia.) And the building [process] is a change” (201b5-13).

This passage appears to show that Aristotle runs the risk of picking out products rather than processes, and so that entelecheia and energeia must be able to refer to products as well as products, as the translation “actuality” suggests. Given this way of reading the passage, interpreters reasonably expect Aristotle to distinguish processes from products by some mechanism in the remainder of the definition, and they often take this passage to explicate the force of the qua-phrase as narrowing down the definition to the actuality that exists while the buildable exists.


We should be suspicious of taking this passage to explicate the force of the qua-phrase. For Aristotle has just explained the force of that phrase as drawing on the fact that the potential being (e.g. the potential statue) is not the same “without qualification and according to account” as the being it is actually (e.g. the bronze) but only the same in number, as e.g. the capable of health and the capable of sickness are the same, since they have the same underlying subject (whether moisture or blood). But in the present text, we are not offered two subjects, one-in-number, whose energeiai are candidates for the change.
 


What is Aristotle doing in this passage? He is trying to show that his account picks out the house’s being built. The reason it does so is that he has described the right entelecheia and energeia. In particular it has described the energeia of the buildable. Not every energeia is “of the buildable;” only the building process is. This is an instance of the general claim that “each thing admits at one time of operating (energein) and at another time not” (201b7-8). Thus far, Aristotle has told us that his definition captures the change (and not something that occurs before or after) because it specifies the activity of the buildable.


We expect him to contrast the activity of being built (which is of “the buildable”) with an activity of something else. Furthermore, it should be something that occurs either before or after the being built, and when “the buildable” either does not exist at all, or exists but does not “admit of energein.” Now, Aristotle satisfies only the latter expectation. He contrasts the building with something else, which exists only when the buildable no longer exists.  But his something is a house, not an activity. Moreover, Aristotle considers the possibility that it might be the energeia of the potential house:  “For either the building [process] is the energeia, or the house [is the energeia]. But when the house is, it is no longer buildable—what gets built is the buildable. So the building [process] must be the energeia” (201b10-12). Does this imply that (Aristotle thinks) the house is an energeia of the potential house, so that energeia must mean something like “actuality?” This would contradict the point of the passage, which is to exclude entities that are not energeiai of the buildable, on the grounds that these entities exist only when the buildable does not exist, or when the buildable exists but is not subject to energein. The house is such an entity. So, even if the house can be thought of (in the extended sense of Metaphysics Theta 8) as an energeia of the potential house, it is not treated that way here.


But is Aristotle not indicating at least that the house is some energeia, not necessarily of the bricks? As we saw, Aristotle does sometimes describe products like finished houses as energeiai, in e.g. the extended sense of Metaphysics Theta 8. Perhaps this is what Aristotle has in mind. But I don’t think that we should therefore read energeia in that sense within the definition. Instead, we should read Aristotle as offering a strange example (since it is not strictly an energeia) which nevertheless illustrates the essential point—that the phrase “energeia of the buildable” is appropriately narrow and exclusive because the buildable, even when it exists, does not always admit of energein. 


I think that the reason the passage seems to show that energeia as used in the definition must apply to the house is that the house is considered as a candidate for being the energeia of the potential house. But this does not imply that Aristotle thinks it is that energeia, or any energeia for that matter. Admittedly, my interpretation leaves us wondering why Aristotle brings up the house at all, if the only real threat is that his definition will include other activities besides changes. I think that the reason Aristotle brings up the house here is that it is an extremely simple case that exhibits the fact that his definition specifies the right “subject” of the energeia—the buildable. In this simple case the crucial point is that the energeia of the buildable can exist only at a certain time, and so it appears that his definition generally, and especially the qua-phrase is distinguishing changes according to when they occur. But his definition, as we will see, is much more powerful; it is able to exclude even activities that are simultaneous with changes, for example, transitive changing of something else (even while itself being reciprocally changed), and relational “changes.” These are difficult cases that require more stage setting than Aristotle has offered in Physics iii.1.

III - The Scope of the Definition - Two Exclusions


If entelecheia and energeia should be understood as activity, then there is no serious risk of including the products of change or their forms within the scope of the definition. Instead, the remainder of the definition serves to exclude other activities, specifically, activities that are not “of potential beings, as such,” that is, “of the incomplete.” I have so far given only one example of such an activity, namely, the divine activity of thought thinking itself. Also, in order to illustrate the function of the qua-phrase, I used an example in which an activity is a change of one type (e.g. alteration) but not of another (e.g. growth) precisely because it is not the proper activity of a potential being in the category relevant to the latter type of change. But I have not yet explained in general which activities Aristotle means to exclude with the phrase “of a potential being” or “of the incomplete,” that is, of potential beings of the appropriate kind. 


I will focus on three classes of activity that Aristotle excludes. The first is that of “changes” in the categories of relation, and in the category of action and suffering. Second, I will discuss activities like pleasure, contemplation, and (continuous) perception, which are consistently classified as complete. Although there are many good questions to ask about the exclusion of these classes of activity, it is relatively clear that Aristotle excludes them, and to some degree at least, why he does so. I will spend very little time on the first, and slightly more on the second, because it bears important similarities to the third, and most interesting class, that of an agent’s transitive change—an agent’s activity of changing something else. Unlike the other two cases, this is one that he takes up explicitly in Physics iii.3, within the connected discussion on change. My claim that such activity—I call it “agency”—is excluded from the scope of Aristotle’s account of change is controversial because such activities are often classified as incomplete, and accordingly, as changes. I will thus spend much more time on them. Once I have argued that Aristotle excludes these activities, I will turn to some issues about why Aristotle excludes such activity, especially in light of certain similarities between it and activities like seeing and contemplating. 

“Change” in other categories


The first exclusion is of “changes” in other categories. Aristotle argues in Physics v.1-2 that there is no change in three of the six categories he lists there: Substance, quality, quantity, place, relation (pros ti), and action and passion (225b7-9). One of the surprising features of this Physics v passage is that Aristotle excludes substantial change from the scope of kinēsis, treating it instead only as a type of metabolē (225b10-11). I will not say more about that discrepancy between Physics iii and v. But we will look at the arguments Physics v.2 provides against the possibility of change in the remaining two categories: relation and action/passion.
 

Aristotle rejects change in the category of relation on the grounds that “when one relative changes, the other, although this does not itself change, is no longer applicable, so that in this case the motion is accidental” (225b11-13). He seems to have in mind the case of so-called “Cambridge change,” in which, for example, a boy “becomes a sibling” when his sister is born. In this case, the brother, we might say, does not himself change, although he is now no longer an only child, and is now, but was not before, a sibling. This suggests that in a fundamental sense, the boy was not himself potentially anything or incomplete. The only real potential beings in this case are his unborn sister, and/or perhaps his parents because of their ability to produce a child.

Is every case of relational change like this? No, because the sister before she is born—who is also a potential sibling—is an embryo in the mother of her already born brother. The embryo is a potential human and contains the appropriate dunamis. Even in this case, however, we might still say that the daughter-embryo’s being a “potential sibling” can be reduced to her bearing an (actual) relation to the brother, and her being a potential human. Being a “potential sibling” has in this case been reduced to being a potential substance and bearing an (actual) relation to a sibling. From these two cases, it appears that being a potential sibling is either to (actually) have a pregnant mother or to be a potential human in a woman who has children already. In either case, there is a sense in which a potential being in the category of relation might be analyzed away. The real change is in one of the four relevant categories (in this example, substance), while the “relational change” is accidental to it.

Now, when Aristotle limits the categories in which there is change, he appears to treat as a single category “acting or suffering” (poiein or paschein), and rules out change in that category. He rejects these kinds of “change” on the grounds that “there cannot be kinēsis of kinēsis or genesis of genesis or generally metabolē of metabolē.” In this context, metabolē is the broader term that includes all four kinds of change countenanced in Physics iii, with kinēsis, recall, limited to non-substantial change. I will not go into why it is impossible for there to be a change of change—a complicated matter in its own right—but I want to be clear about precisely what position Aristotle is rejecting and why Aristotle thinks it implies that there is change of change. I take it that the question is whether there is a change from e.g. not building to actively building. If instead, the question were whether the continuous activity of building itself is a change, we should find Aristotle treating that poiēsis quite differently from the corresponding suffering (pathēsis) which is a change. And indeed, the implication that there will be a change of change easily follows from the assumption that there is a change from not building to building. There would be a corresponding change in the bricks from not becoming a house to becoming a house. This is because there is, in a certain sense, a single activity that is both becoming a house and building a house.

End-containing Activity


A second class of activities that Aristotle wants to exclude is that of activities that are or contain their own ends. Although there is some controversy about which activities fall into this class, it is fairly clear that pleasure, contemplation, and perception are of this kind. Here, by “perception” I mean the continuous activity e.g. of scrutinizing a painting rather than the “transition” from not seeing to seeing. I take it that when, in De Anima book ii, Aristotle characterizes perception as a “sort of alteration,” he is talking about this transition to seeing, not about continuous seeing.
 What is curious is that within the physical works (including De Anima), Aristotle only once explicitly addresses whether continuous perception is a change, and this is in a fragment from De Anima iii.7. He implies that seeing is not a change because it is activity “of what has been completed” (tetelēsmenou) (De Anima iii.7 431a1-7). This clearly draws on the definition of change from Physics iii.1. But it provides no independent insight into the definition. In fact, I think that in De Anima ii, Aristotle simply takes it for granted that continuous seeing, e.g. is not a change, and that this partially explains why he tries to view the transition to seeing as a change. However, I cannot argue for this here.


There are two other important passages in which Aristotle distinguishes such activities from changes, but neither of them appears within the physical works. The first is the passage from Metaphysics Theta 6 I mentioned in the previous chapter:

Since among actions which have a limit none is an end but all are relative to the end, e.g. slimming or emaciation, and the bodily parts themselves when one is slimming are in process of change in this way (what the change is for not belonging) this is not an action or at least not a complete one (for it is not an end); but rather this one, in which the end is present is an action. E.g. at the same time one sees and has seen, understands and has understood, thinks and has thought, but not learns and has learned or is being cured and has been cured. At the same time one lives well and has lived well, and is flourishing and has flourished. If not, the process would have had to cease, as when one is cured: but, as things are, one is living and has lived. Of these, then, we must call the one set kinēseis, and the other energeiai. For every change is incomplete-slimming, learning, walking, building; these are kinēseis, and incomplete at that. For it is not at the same time that one is walking and has walked, or is building and has built, or is coming-to-be and has come-to-be, or is changing [intrans.] and has changed, but they are different, and what is changing [something] from what has changed [something]. But the same thing at the same time has seen and is seeing, and is thinking and has thought. The latter sort, then, I call an energeia, and the former a kinesis (1048b18-35).

This passage characterizes changes as having a limit, and aiming at an end beyond themselves. Energeiai, on the other hand (in the narrow sense of this passage) are complete because they contain, or are, their own ends, and presumably in some sense have no limit. Similarly, a passage from Nicomachean Ethics x.3-4, which is arguing that pleasure, like seeing, is not a change, characterizes change as occurring in time and complete only in the whole time or at the final moment, once it has achieved its end. On the other hand, pleasure, like seeing, is “at every moment complete, for it does not lack anything which coming into being later will complete its form” (1174a14-16). The Metaphysics Theta passage also claims that the two classes of activity can be distinguished according to the so-called “tense test.” For a change, F, it is true to say that “one has F-ed” only when one is no longer F-ing. For a complete energeia, F, however, at the same time as one Fs, it is true that “one has F-ed.” This perfect “has F-ed” (e.g. “has seen” or “has thought”) is not referring to an action that took place in the past. Rather, Aristotle is using the perfect to indicate perfected action, action that is already at its end. So, the tense text basically distinguishes between activities that are perfected at every moment and activities that are perfected only once they have run their course. The Nicomachean Ethics passage adds a test of its own: only changes can be achieved “quickly or slowly” (1173a32-b7).

So, in these “non-physical” passages, Aristotle contrasts activities like seeing, which are or contain their own end, and are in this sense “complete,” with changes, which have an end beyond them, and are in this sense “incomplete.” This is quite intuitive. For, as almost all of Aristotle’s predecessors saw (according to Physics i.5), change involves opposite principles. The fact that change is a transition from one kind of being to its opposite was also central to the Parmenidean dilemma. But this means that end-containing activity is not a change, since it is not a transition to an opposite end beyond it. The only transition is from inactivity to activity, to echo Aristotle’s phrase. We will consider whether there might be deeper theoretical reasons for including or excluding such cases later.  

Putting the physical and non-physical passages together, we arrive at the suggestion that end-containing activities are activities of complete beings, while changes, having their ends beyond them, are activities of incomplete beings.
 This is an intuitive and compelling suggestion.

If some being is in its nature incomplete, essentially directed towards (its) being something other than it is, then its proper activity, the activity that expresses this nature, will be a progression towards being that other thing. Such an activity will not contain its end, instead only arriving at the end once the activity has run its course. Thus, for one to achieve the activity in a perfected manner, for one to be at the end, one must have already completed the activity. On the other hand, if a being is in its nature completed, so that it is not essentially directed at being something else, then its proper activity, the activity which expresses its nature, will not be a progression towards (its) being some other kind of thing. There is no end outside of the activity at which the activity aims. Thus, the activity itself contains its own end, and at each moment, the activity will be at its end. In this sense, the activity is “perfected” activity. 

But two qualifications are important here. First, note that we are talking about passive activity and patients. The significance of this will become apparent later. Second, and more importantly, we have assumed that beings capable of end-containing activity are not incomplete. So, for example, someone who lacks knowledge is incomplete. But someone who has knowledge but “lacks,” so to speak, the current exercise of that knowledge, is not thereby incomplete. Aristotle says that someone with the power of perception is “completed” in the De Anima iii.7 fragment. 

More support can be found in Aristotle’s contrast between seeing and contemplation on the one hand, and “ordinary” changes on the other. In Physics i, recall, change is assumed to be between opposites. So there is a clear sense in which, say, what is not F lacks a kind of being that it will gain by becoming F. According to De Anima ii.5, gaining knowledge, is different insofar as it requires “repeated transition … under instruction” (417a32) and “to a thing’s dispositions and to its nature” (417b16). Nevertheless, gaining knowledge, like the acquisition of perceptive power, is still between opposites (417a32). On the other hand, transition from “having mathematical knowledge or grammatical knowledge but not exercising (energein) [it] to exercising [it]”—is achieved “in another way” (417a32-b1). It, like the exercise of sensory powers, is either not an alteration (alloiōsis) at all, or an alteration of a different kind. This is because the transition is a “preservation” of what is potentially (417b3-4) and a “progression” or “development” (epidosis) “into itself and entelecheia” (417b6-7). Calling these exercises of perception and knowledge “preservations” implies that in some sense they are not transitions to an opposite state, so that in one sense at least, the person not currently exercising the abilities is not thereby incomplete, and not a potential being in the relevant sense.


I have so far looked at two classes of activity that Aristotle excludes from the scope of change. One of them is the exclusion of “change” in categories other that the relevant four, that is, of the activity of potential beings in those other categories. We saw that in only one case (the exclusion of relational change) Aristotle might draw on an independent claim that there is at some fundamental level no “incomplete” being in the category of relation. The other exclusion is that of end-containing activities. For this case, I argued that Aristotle means to exclude them and gave an intuitive reason why he might want to. But my exploration of the second exclusion in particular has left open the question of why beings that are capable of undergoing end-containing activity are not potential beings and incomplete in the relevant sense. We will return to these activities later, within the discussion of agency.

IV - Agency


I claim that Aristotle excludes agency—an agent’s activity of changing the patient—from the scope of change with his definition. This is a delicate point that requires some preparation. First, Aristotle thinks that the change is located only in the patient; only the patient undergoes change.
 Second, Aristotle thinks that there are in a way two activities here. The activity of the agent is a poiēsis—what I am calling “agency.” The activity of the patient Aristotle calls a pathēsis. He claims that these two activities are one-in-number, but not one-in-being or account. Now, when I say that the definition excludes agency, I do not mean that the agent does not undergo change (which is true). Rather, when I say that the definition of change excludes agency, I am talking about agency (the poiēsis) as such, and as distinct from the pathēsis with which it coincides (is one-in-number). To be sure, since agency is one-in-number with the pathēsis, it is in some sense a change undergone by the patient. The important point, however, is that agency itself does not satisfy the definition, and therefore is not a change. It is merely one-in-number with a change.


This leads to the question of how Aristotle is able to exclude agency from the definition of change. The central point is that he differentiates agency from pathēsis according to what they are activities of. This is the same way that his definition of change differentiates changes (which are “of the incomplete”) from other activities (which are not of the incomplete). While pathēsis is the activity of something “incomplete,” thereby satisfying the definition, agency (poiēsis) is of something complete (the agent) and so does not as such satisfy the definition.
 Why exactly the agent is complete despite the fact that it has a dunamis to act on the patient is a difficult question that I will consider later.


I will first analyze the relationship between agency (poiēsis) and suffering (pathēsis) put forward in Physics iii.3 and then look at the consequences of this relationship for whether agency is included in the definition. This text will supply important details and a host of analogies that will help understand the admittedly complex position I have attributed to Aristotle. Also, since, in this text, Aristotle presents his view in response to, and in the course of resolving, a longstanding puzzle about change, we will gain insight into the strength and usefulness of his account of change.

A Puzzle About Agency


The puzzle assumes that the energeia of the patient—the pathēsis—is a change undergone by the patient. Aristotle also assumes that there is an energeia of the agent, the poiēsis. Now, in addition to assuming that the pathēsis is a change, Aristotle assumes that the poiēsis, the energeia of the agent, is a change. I take it that he is not assuming that it is a change by definition. It is important to see that in assuming that there is an energeia “of” the agent (indicated by a possessive genitive), and that this energeia is a change, Aristotle is not assuming that the agent undergoes change, as Gill (1980) has suggested.
 One might have this impression from the fact that Aristotle describes agency as an energeia “of” the agent. But, as Coope (2004) points out, the energeia’s being “of” something in this sense does not entail that it is “in” that thing, and only the latter indicates that the thing undergoes change. Further, Aristotle raises objections both to this inference, and to the position that the energeia is in the agent, which he never takes back. He suggests that it is not, after all, absurd that the energeia of one thing should be in another thing, as teaching is in the student (202b5-7).

Let us return to the puzzle. The question that gives rise to the puzzle is about the relation of the “two” energeiai, the pathēsis and the poiēsis. The puzzle has the form of a dilemma. The first horn claims that the pathēsis and the poiēsis are distinct. Aristotle divides the first horn into two sub-options: either the poiēsis is in the agent, so that the for the agent to be active is for it to undergo change itself, or the poiēsis is in the patient, i.e., undergone by the patient, so that the patient will undergo two distinct changes.
 Aristotle presents, and never takes back, objections to each sub-option, and so to horn (1), that the activities are distinct. 

The second horn is that the “two” activities—the pathēsis and the poiēsis—are the same. After raising the objections I mentioned to the first horn (that they are distinct) he then provides two objections to the second horn (that they are the same). The first objection is that “it is unreasonable that there should be one and the same energeia of two things different in form” (202b1-2). The second objection is that given this view, “it will be necessary that every teacher learns and that every agent (poioun) is affected (paschein)” (202b4-5). In his response, Aristotle simply denies the first objection. But his response to the second objection is more interesting for our purposes; for it is here that he motivates and explains his view, first introduced at the beginning of Physics iii.3, that the poiēsis and the pathēsis are not one and the same in being or definition. 


Near the beginning of Physics iii.3, he compares the relation between these “two” energeiai to that between:


(i) the interval from one to two and that from two to one (202a18-19)


(ii) the road uphill and the road downhill (202a19).

Later, in the course of his response to the objection (which we will consider shortly), he adds two more quite similar examples:


(iii) the road from Athens to Thebes and the road from Thebes to Athens (202b12-13);


(iv) the distance from here to there and the distance from there to here. (202b17-18).

In each case, the two items are the same and one in a weaker sense than sameness in being and definition. All of these examples involve what I will call “directionality.” For example, we should understand the “interval” (diastēma) in (i) and the “distance” (diastēsis) in (iv) not simply as a numerical quantity like “one” or “200 kilometers,” but rather as e.g. an increasing series from one to two, or a path from here to there. We will see Aristotle switching freely between the examples, and this suggests that he sees them as more or less equivalent.

Now let us turn to his response to the second objection to the claim that the energeia of the agent and the energeia of the patient are the same. The objection is put in terms of a specific example of teaching (didaxis) and learning (mathēsis). It appears to be in three steps:

(1) Suppose the teaching and the learning (and poiēsis and pathēsis) are the same, 

(2) Then, to teach and to learn (and poiein and paschein) will be the same, 

(3) So that necessarily every teacher learns (and every poioun paschei (suffers)). (202b2-5)

It is tempting to treat the infinitives, “to teach” and “to learn” (and poiein, paschein), in (2) as signifying e.g., the essence of teaching—”what it is to teach”—as opposed to concrete acts of teaching. But this is incorrect, since Aristotle distinguishes between (a) saying that “to teach” is the same as “to learn” in being or account and (b) saying that they are the same in number. I take Aristotle to treat the terms denoting activities (poiēsis, pathēsis, etc) and the infinitives (poiein, paschein) as on a par.
 See the appendix for my reasons why. It is not that Aristotle assumes that they are equivalent. And indeed, one might detect a difference between saying that the activities are the same, and saying that “to act” and “to suffer” are the same.”
 What I mean, rather, is that Aristotle applies the very same reasoning to both. Aristotle thinks that neither the sameness in (1), nor the sameness in (2), if properly understood, entails the problematic conclusion (3). On my reading, we find Aristotle more-or-less repeating the same argument twice. The first version addresses only whether the sameness in (2)—between “to teach” and “to learn”—entails (3).

(Version 1) “[Can it be that] it is not necessary that the teacher learns, even if to act and to suffer are the same, provided that they are not the same in the sense that the definition saying what it is to be is one (as with “raiment” and “cloak”), 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 in those for which the being is the same. (202b10-16)

The second version treats of both the sameness in (1)—between didaxis and mathēsis—and that in (2)—between “to teach” and “to learn—and argues that properly understood, they do not entail (3):

(Version 2) Not, however, [does the teacher learn] not even if teaching is the same as learning, and to teach is the same as to learn just as nor [are two things the same] even if the distance separating two things is one and to stretch from here to there and from there to here are one and the same. But speaking generally, neither is the teaching the same as the learning, nor the poiēsis the same as the pathēsis in the strict sense (kuriōs), but that to which these things belong, the change. For being the energeia of this in that, and [being] the energeia of this by that, are different in definition. (202b16-23)

As I mentioned, I take Aristotle to be treating (1) and (2) in the same way, and to be blocking the inference from either or both of them—from the claim that the two activities are the same, or the claim that two items expressed by the infinitives are the same—to the claim that the teacher (agent) will learn (suffer). For simplicity I will just talk about the activities. Aristotle uses two basic tools to block the inference: (i) the idea that the two activities are not the same in being, but rather the same in the way that the items in the examples are the same (e.g. the road from Thebes to Athens and the road from Athens to Thebes); and (ii) the principle that it is only to things that are the same in being that all the same attributes must belong (202b13-15). 


It is helpful to begin by looking at Aristotle’s example of the two roads. We want to see how the roads’ having all the same attributes follows from their being the same in being or definition, but not from their being merely the same in number. In fact, by applying principle (ii) we can draw a conclusion about the roads that is analogous to the conclusion that the teacher learns.  It is especially desirable to see how the directionality of the example might be relevant here. 



Consider the attributes of starting at Athens and being uphill at Eleusis. Now, I think Aristotle is talking about intrinsic attributes here: attributes something has in virtue of being just that thing.
 The road from Athens to Thebes has these intrinsic attributes: starting at Athens, and (let us suppose) being uphill at Eleusis. If the road from Thebes to Athens were the same in being, it would have to have the same intrinsic attributes. It would have to start in Athens and be uphill at Eleusis. But we already know that the road from Thebes to Athens starts at Thebes. Given that a road has a single starting point, it follows that Athens is Thebes. This, we will see, is parallel to the conclusion that the teacher learns. One might object that a single road can have both sets of attributes equally, in particular, two starting points. But Aristotle is thinking of the road as intrinsically directional. We are talking about the road from Thebes to Athens as such, and as distinct (in being) from the road from Athens to Thebes.
 


On the other hand, Aristotle’s position appears to be that if the roads are merely one-in-number, then they need not have all the same intrinsic attributes. In some sense, of course, the road from Athens to Thebes will have the attribute of starting at Thebes, but not intrinsically; rather it will only “start at Thebes” in virtue of the fact that it coincides with the road from Thebes to Athens, which starts at Thebes, so to speak, intrinsically. We have seen that whether two items (the roads) have the same attributes hinges on whether they are the same in being. The directionality of the example was crucial here, in particular, allowing us to infer from the sameness of the attributes to the claim that Athens is Thebes. We will see that similar reasoning is involved in the case of change.


Let us now turn to the case of the activities of teaching and learning, and more generally poiēsis and pathēsis. (Recall, I am treating these as equivalent to the corresponding infinitives.) The inference to the claim that the teacher learns is supposed to turn on the ambiguity between sameness in being and a weaker kind of sameness, and this in turn depends on the principle that only things that are the same in being must have their attributes in common. So, I want to now suggest a way to apply this principle to the case of teaching and learning that is analogous to the way it was applied to the road case.


We can treat the activity’s being of something (e.g., the agent) as the relevant attribute. This is analogous to the way in which “starting in Athens” is an attribute of the road from Athens to Thebes. The pathēsis has the intrinsic attribute that it is of the patient. The poiēsis, on the other hand, has the intrinsic attribute that it is of the agent. That these are intrinsic attributes is confirmed by Aristotle’s distinction between the activities at 202b22-23.
 


If the two activities are the same-in-being, then, by application of principle (ii), they must have the same intrinsic attributes—they must be (intrinsically) of the same things So the pathēsis, for example, is “of the agent.” I claimed just above that each activity is intrinsically of something (e.g. the pathēsis of the patient). I want to strengthen that claim: Each activity is intrinsically of just one thing.
  I just inferred (from the sameness in being with the poiēsis) that the pathēsis is of the agent, and we know that the pathēsis is of the patient. Given that each activity is (intrinsically) of just one thing, we can conclude that the agent and the patient are the same, and in particular, the teacher and the learner are the same. Thus the agent suffers and the teacher learns. One might object that a single activity could be “of” two different things equally. In response, I claim that Aristotle is treating the two activities—the poiēsis and the pathēsis—as intrinsically directional in a way analogous to the examples of the road and the interval: Each activity (e.g. the pathēsis), as such, and as distinct from the activity with which it coincides (e.g. the poiēsis), is of just one being (e.g. the patient). The poiēsis, as such, is an activity of the agent; the pathēsis, as such, an activity of the patient.


If the two activities are merely one-in-number, they can still have different intrinsic attributes; they can be “of” different things. Of course, in a way, the pathēsis also has the attribute of being “of the agent” but it does not have this attribute intrinsically. It has this attribute only in virtue of coinciding with the poiēsis. Since the attributes—being of the patient and being of the agent—are not intrinsic attributes of a single being, we have no means to infer that they are the same attribute, and so no means to infer that the agent suffers.

Agency is not a change by definition


The account so far of the difference between the two activities gives us the preliminary resources to see how poiēsis is to be excluded from the scope of the definition of change. Pathēsis, as such, is the activity of a patient. Poiēsis is not.  The two activities are distinguished according to what they are activities of.  This is the same kind of distinction on the basis of which the definition of change excludes certain activities. Recall that the definition of change will exclude an activity that is not of a “potential being”—the “incomplete”—in the relevant sense. 


Thus, whether the agent’s activity—the activity “of” the agent—satisfies the definition of change will depend on whether the agent (as such) is an instance of a “potential being” as that phrase is used in the definition. To see why the text cannot be read as including the agent, as such, as a “potential being,” let us look again at the way that Aristotle presents his definition. After stating the initial definition in terms of “potential being,” Aristotle glosses this phrase in subsequent definitions as “the changeable” (kinēton) and the “alterable” (alloiōton), etc. These terms, however, characterize something as capable of undergoing change or alteration. So, that “of which” the activity is an activity, i.e., the potential being, has to be treated as what undergoes change. For this reason, the agent cannot be a “potential being” in the relevant sense without undergoing change. Thus, the agent’s activity is not as such a change. If it were, it would have to be undergone by (i.e., “in”) the agent. So far I have explained why we cannot read Aristotle as including the agent (which in some sense is potential) within the scope of “potential being” or “the incomplete,” but have not explained why he does not treat agents as incomplete.


The patient, on the other hand, is clearly a potential being, and “changeable,” “alterable” etc. Thus the patient’s activity—the pathēsis—is a change by definition. So, the relationship between the pathēsis and the poiēsis analyzed above is the relationship between change and the poiēsis. The poiēsis is one-in-number with a change, but is not one-in-being with a change, or as I have been putting it, is not a change by definition.

V - Two Kinds of Completeness or Two Kinds of Agency?


Let me now turn to a set of concerns about my account of the relation between the definition of change and agency. I have argued that Aristotle defines change as incomplete activity, and that this definition excludes agency. The basic problem is that Aristotle often characterizes instances of agency, like housebuilding, as incomplete rather than complete activities, because they do not contain their ends, and accordingly classifies them as changes. The relevant texts are the two “non-physical” passages in which Aristotle distinguishes change from complete activity. In the Metaphysics Theta 6 passage, Aristotle explicitly counts housebuilding as a change (and incomplete), on the grounds that it fails the “tense-test:”

For every change is incomplete-slimming, learning, walking, building; these are kinēseis, and incomplete at that. For it is not at the same time that one is walking and has walked, or is building and has built, or is coming-to-be and has come-to-be, or is changing and has changed, but they are different, and what is changing [something is different] from what has changed [something]. (1048b28-33)

The passage from Nicomachean Ethics x.3-4 does not explicitly mention cases of transitive change, like housebuilding. But it does characterize change as “complete only in the whole time or at the final moment,” (1174a21-22) and suggests that only changes can be achieved quickly or slowly. And housebuilding seems to be a change according to these criteria. Now, the precise doctrine of these passages is difficult and controversial, as is evidenced by the large amount of literature on the differences between, e.g., walking from here to there, walking from here to here, walking around in circles, and simply strolling. I will not attempt to analyze the doctrine more thoroughly.

The problem is that according to these passages, housebuilding, a paradigmatic case of agency, is incomplete, and therefore, a change. But this is in conflict with Physics iii, which, I have argued, excludes agency from the scope of change, since it is not incomplete. This problem about how to classify agency is symptomatic of a much broader controversy about these passages, one that also bears on our understanding of activities like seeing and contemplating that I brought up earlier. We can see why by considering two “extreme” positions, between which I will situate my view.


On one extreme—the more prominent one—we find the view that Physics iii’s restriction of change to incomplete activity is drawing on, and applying the very distinction from the non-physical passages. This implies that the kind of agency that figures in Physics iii, properly understood, does in fact contain its own end, contrary to the Metaphysics Theta 6 passage and my suggestion about how the Nicomachean Ethics passage might apply to it. Such an interpretation, we will see, leads to certain complications. On the other extreme, one might deny the relevance of the non-physical passages to the definition of change, and perhaps to natural science, altogether.
 But this is problematic as well. For it seems that Aristotle will inexplicably have two disconnected accounts of one set of phenomena (change and complete activity). What is more, such a position would threaten my use of these passages that proved fruitful in understanding the classification of end-containing passive activities like seeing. The middle-ground I will defend holds that the two sets of passages invoke different distinctions between complete and incomplete activity. Nevertheless these distinctions are systematically related. This allows us to categorize housebuilding as complete according to one distinction (in Physics iii) and incomplete according to the other (in the non-physical texts). At the same time, because of the systematic relationship between the two distinctions, the non-physical texts can inform an interpretation of Aristotle’s views about change in the Physics. 


The first extreme starts from the assumption that the definition of change employs the very distinction of the non-physical passages. In particular, since agency is not (by definition) a change, as Physics iii makes clear, agency is complete activity, as characterized in the non-physical passages. Thus, in apparent conflict with non-physical passages, housebuilding contains its end and is complete, thereby excluded from the scope of change. We can see this strategy clearly in a programmatic passage from Waterlow. She supplies an argument on Aristotle’s behalf, for his claim that, as she puts it, “transitive agency is not as such a becoming” (p. 183). The passage is indicative of the strategy that many follow:

He offers no argument for this [that transitive agency is not as such a becoming] but an argument can be constructed on his behalf which not only accords with his general position but bases itself specifically on the Aristotelian concept of the incompleteness of kinesis (in the sense of coming-to-be). This notion has already come to the fore at the end of [Physics] iii.1 where he asserts that kinesis is an incomplete (or imperfect) actuality. It is further developed in Metaphysics Theta 6, where he draws the distinction between kinesis and what he calls ‘energeia’ [i.e. the narrow sense], in terms of completeness and incompleteness. I shall now argue that his method of drawing this distinction can be applied in such a way as to show that transitive causal activity of an agent is not incomplete in the way in which the change effected in the patient is. If this incompleteness is to be regarded as built into the notion of change, it follows that an agent’s transitive activity is not only not an extra change (or coming to be) but not a change at all. (p. 183)

She goes on to argue that housebuilding, “from one point of view … is free from the incompleteness that characterizes kinēseis” (p. 186) and here she has in mind the incompleteness that is described in Metaphysics Theta 6. 


This strategy has led to some interesting, but somewhat obscure claims. The difficulty is in how to deal with the non-physical texts, which say that housebuilding is incomplete, and therefore, a change. One might think to simply deny that housebuilding meets the criteria for change in the non-physical texts (e.g. because Aristotle revised his views). But it is extremely intuitive and plausible that housebuilding does meet those criteria. An ordinary instance of housebuilding aims at the finished product—a house—and so is incomplete until the product has been made. The finished house provides a limit to the housebuilding. One can build a house quickly or slowly. It is not generally true that “one has built a house” (i.e. the housebuilding is in a perfected state) when one is still building that house. Thus, commentators typically distinguish between two aspects, kinds, or conceptions of housebuilding. While an ordinary concrete instance of housebuilding, ordinarily understood, is correctly classified as incomplete (change), different instances of housebuilding, or perhaps those same instances properly understood, or seen from the right perspective, contain their end, are perfected at each moment, cannot be achieved quickly or slowly, etc. At the most general level, these authors see Aristotle employing a single complete vs. incomplete activity distinction, but distinguishing between different senses (or aspects, cases, etc.) of agency.


Waterlow draws a distinction between a particular agent building a particular house, and housebuilding that is “particularized only with respect to the agent” such as in “X builds something” (p. 186). From the latter perspective, she claims, the activity could continue indefinitely, has no inherent limit, and thus passes the “tense test” for complete activity. Penner (1970) posits a “two entity theory” (p. 447) on which there are really two activities: “exercising the faculty and carrying out the associated movement” (p. 440), the former complete, the latter incomplete. Similarly, Gill (1980) writes that “if we look not at any particular act of building which must have an aim separate from that act, but at the person who has learned how to build and is exercising his capacity, his act of building will be an activity, like flute-playing. Here we are not concerned with the end separate from the act, but only with the act which, because it is the manifestation of a capacity, is an end in itself” (p. 136). By far the most bizarre case I have encountered is that considered by Taylor (1965) of building an infinitely large house, a case of building without limit (p.188).


Again, I take it that these distinctions are motivated in part by the intuitive plausibility of Aristotle’s claim with regard to an ordinary concrete instance of housebuilding. Now, my aim here is not to evaluate these claims.
 But I want to raise a general concern about the kind of strategy and the sorts of moves I have just mentioned. This strategy is in part an attempt to legitimate the position in Physics iii that agency is complete, in the sense specified there, and so excluded from the scope of change. According to this strategy, when Aristotle excludes housebuilding from the scope of change, he must be talking about the mere exercise of the ability to build (one of Penner’s “two entities”), or about building that is not particularized to a single patient, or about building pursued for its own sake, or perhaps about building infinitely large houses. The strategy only succeeds in legitimating the exclusion of these odd or abstract kinds of agency. But this seems wrong. If his point were that only some abstract sense, or certain odd cases of housebuilding are excluded from the scope of change, it is hard to understand why he would exclude agency from the general account of change in Physics iii. We should, on this view, instead expect Aristotle to count agency as incomplete, and as a change, and then to make certain exceptions for these abstract senses and/or odd cases. He appears to be talking about the precise counterpart to the patient’s concrete activity of getting built. This strategy, as far as I can tell, does not even attempt to explain why the ordinary concrete activity of building a house should be classified as “complete” and thus excluded from the scope of change. 

I claim instead that there is no need to classify agency as complete activity, as that notion is specified in the non-physical passages. This is because the distinction between incomplete and complete activity in these passages is different from the distinction between complete and incomplete activity in terms of which Aristotle defines change. That the two distinctions are different is suggested by their most basic features. In Physics iii, and the passages I cited from De Anima, whether an activity is complete or incomplete depends on whether the entity that engages in the activity—what the activity is “of”—is an incomplete or complete entity. In particular, we saw that “potential being” is incomplete. However, in the Metaphysics Theta 6 and Nicomachean Ethics x.3-4 passages, there is no reference to what engages in the activities. Whether the activity counts as complete or incomplete depends on features of the activity itself. The most important of these features, recall, is whether an activity contains its end or not. The question is whether what appear to be two different distinctions: (1) activity of the complete vs. activity of the incomplete and (2) end-containing activity vs. end-excluding activity can line up. It seems to me that they do not, but they fail to line up in a systematic way. The major discrepancy, in fact, is in their treatment of agency. 


The activity of housebuilding, for example, is classified as “incomplete” in the sense of end-exclusive, but I have argued that it is not (by definition) a change, and so it is not the activity of something incomplete. This discrepancy, however, has an easy explanation. Consider the case of housebuilding. The telos outside of the activity is a product, e.g., a finished house. This end is not a state of the agent (e.g. the builder), or something the agent becomes. It is a state of the corresponding patient, or at least something that the patient will become. So, the housebuilding is incomplete in the sense of end-exclusive because it is directed at an end-state of the bricks, not an end-state of the housebuilder. The fact that the activity of making a house is end-exclusive does not stem from a corresponding incompleteness of the housebuilder. It does, however, stem from the fact that what the housebuilder operates on—the potential house—is incomplete. Thus, the claim that housebuilding is complete in the sense of Physics iii (i.e. of the complete) and the claim that it is incomplete in the sense of the non-physical passages (i.e. end-exclusive) are not only consistent but both quite plausible. Furthermore, the discrepancy between the two distinctions is predicted by the very nature of transitive change. In this way, the discrepancy is not indicative of entirely different approaches to the issue.


So far I have argued that the physical and non-physical passages employ different distinctions between incomplete and complete activity; in particular, that they classify agency differently. But the texts now appear to impart to Aristotle two different accounts of change. For they disagree about whether housebuilding is a change. In fact, my contention that there are two different senses of “incomplete” might suggest that Aristotle is using two different criteria for whether something counts as a change, and so that they are inconsistent with regard to the scope of change. I will argue that when Aristotle rejects (in Physics iii.1-3) and then accepts (in Metaphysics Theta 6) the claim that agency is change, he is in fact dealing with two slightly different claims.


The incomplete-complete distinction from Physics iii is between activities that are essentially changes and those that are not. Thus, the housebuilder’s activity is not essentially a change (in the bricks), but the potential house’s activity is. This difference has been seen to stem ultimately from the fact that these activities are essentially “directional.” Housebuilding is essentially of the housebuilder; being built is essentially an activity of the potential house. When Aristotle excludes housebuilding from the scope of change in Physics iii, he does so because it is not essentially a change, even though it is one-in-number with a change.


On the other hand, when housebuilding is classified as incomplete, and so as a change, this can be understood as the claim that housebuilding is one-in-number with a change. This is still, after all, a way of being a change. And whether we construe the (from this perspective, single) change as “of” the builder or “of” the potential house, it has as its end the finished house. In particular, an ordinary concrete instance of housebuilding aims at a finished house. So, the discrepancy in whether housebuilding is counted as a change or not rests on a difference between asking what is essentially a change, and asking what is one-in-number with a change.


The texts that describe housebuilding as “incomplete” and as a change are merely verbally inconsistent with the doctrine of Physics iii.1-3. The rather complex accounts of how housebuilding might contain its end, despite the non-physical texts, reflect a fundamental misunderstanding of Aristotle’s account of change as incomplete energeia. Aristotle does need to show, as Waterlow puts it, that “transitive agency is not as such a becoming” (p. 183). And this amounts to the claim that “transitive causal activity of an agent is not incomplete in the way in which the change effected in the patient is.” Waterlow is also correct in thinking that “if this incompleteness is to be regarded as built into the notion of change, it follows that an agent’s transitive activity is not only not an extra change (or coming to be) but not a change at all (p. 183). Waterlow’s mistake, I believe, is in thinking that the relevant notion of incompleteness is that given in Metaphysics Theta 6 and Nicomachean Ethics x.3-4. That distinction does not, and need not, line up completely with the distinction in Physics iii between change and other activity, i.e. between activity of the incomplete and activity of the complete.


Another worry about the claim that the two distinctions are different is that it casts doubt on my reliance on the non-physical passages for insight into activities like seeing and contemplating. But the two distinctions line up well for those kinds of activities. Earlier I suggested that if a being is essentially “incomplete,” directed at being other than it is, then its activity should aim at that otherness, so that its activity will be end-exclusive. On the other hand, if a being is essentially “complete,” its proper activity will not aim at its being something other than it is. I pointed out that we were there talking only about passive activity, that of patients. This is important. For the discrepancy between the two distinctions stems from features peculiar to agents that do not carry over to patients. The housebuilder, though his activity is directed at something (the house), is not himself a potential house. But in the case of passive activity of a patient, if the activity has an end outside of it, then the patient is potentially at that end. The bricks’ passive activity has an end (the house) beyond it; this reflects the fact that the bricks themselves are a potential house, and thereby incomplete. To be sure, since a poiēsis like housebuilding is one in number with the corresponding pathēsis, there is a sense in which housebuilding is the activity of an incomplete patient—it is one-in-number with the activity of an incomplete patient. But in excluding agency from the scope of change, recall, Aristotle is saying that agency is not essentially a change. So the two distinctions—(1) activity of the complete vs. activity of the incomplete and (2) end-containing activity vs. end-excluding activity—line up when we are talking about passive activity. We saw before that they do not line up for agency, but that this is predicted by the nature of agency. The fact that the Physics iii distinction is systematically related to a slightly different distinction that is useful in other areas of Aristotle’s thought shows that it is a central and important one for Aristotle.

VI - Why Exclude Agency?


I have suggested that agency does not contain its end, but is “complete” only in the sense of being “of something complete.” This sense of completeness enables us to see how agency can be grouped together with activities like seeing and contemplating, even though they are quite different in other respects. Seeing, for example, is both passive and end-containing. Housebuilding is neither passive nor end-containing. Nevertheless, they are both activities of something complete. In both cases, the beings are at best “potentially engaged in some activity.” Presumably—and this is where we would like more in the way of explanation—being potentially engaged in activity in these ways does not qualify something as genuinely incomplete. With regard to the end-containing passive activities, we found some support for classifying their subjects (the possessor of knowledge or of sight) as incomplete. This drew on De Anima ii.5’s claim that perception and contemplation involve “preservation” rather than transition to an opposite state. This we might call a “direct” consideration about the status of such activities and their subjects. 


Now I will present a different, structural consideration. A major structural feature of the definition of change is that it distinguishes changes from other activities on the basis of what they are activities of; in particular, changes are activities of potential beings. This structural feature dictates, I claim, that the definition could not apply to the end-containing activities. And accordingly, Aristotle could not treat their subjects (the possessor of knowledge or sight) as incomplete in the relevant sense. Again, we are considering end-containing passive activities like seeing. Let us suppose that some class of such activities—”F-ing”—were to be included within the scope of change. Now, what are the subjects of these activities? That is, what are they activities of? The only sense in which the subjects of such activity are potential beings is that they are potential F-ers, since, in particular, there is no G beyond F-ing such that they are potential G’s. But now we have understood this class of activities in terms of potential F-ers, that is, in terms of being capable of such activity. This is a circular definition. Thus, the schema of definition cannot include such activities. This does not answer the independent question of why, if at all, we should think that “potential contemplators,” for instance, are in some fundamental sense complete rather than incomplete. More generally, the form of Aristotle’s definition dictates that he count as “potential beings” only things whose energeia is merely a transition towards, but not identical to, that “being”—what they are potentially—but not the being itself. In other words, he can with this schema include only activities with an endpoint beyond them, such that that endpoint is the “being” in “potential being.” 


These two considerations might help us understand why Aristotle excludes agency. First, suppose that Aristotle thought on intuitive grounds that end-containing activities are not changes. This is quite plausible, and goes along with the accepted idea that change is a transition between opposite poles. I have suggested, with the “direct” consideration above that what undergoes such activity is in an important sense complete rather than incomplete, as De Anima ii.5 claims. It is at best potentially engaged in activity. So defining change as the activity of the incomplete would allow him to exclude these activities. The agent of change now also appears to be “complete” rather than “incomplete.” It is similarly at best “potentially active.” In fact, Aristotle appeals to a similarity between the agent and the knower in explaining why the knower is not altered (in any ordinary way) when he exercises his knowledge. After claiming that the activation of knowledge is “either not an alteration at all (being in reality a development into itself and entelecheia) or at least an alteration in a quite different sense” he concludes, “hence it is wrong to speak of a wise man as being ‘altered’ when he uses his wisdom, just as it would be absurd to speak of a builder as being altered when he is using his skill in building a house” (417b6-10). It is not obvious how Aristotle could distinguish, in a relevant respect, someone potentially engaged in housebuilding from someone potentially engaged in contemplation. In this way, an intuitive exclusion of activities like contemplation counts in favor of an exclusion of transitive agency. 


The structural consideration is more powerful. It too applies not only to end-exclusive activity but also to transitive agency. The housebuilder’s activity, for example, does not contain its end; it aims at the finished house. Still the housebuilder is not a potential house. If he is a potential being at all, he is potentially engaged in housebuilding. So housebuilding could at best be defined (on the model given) as the activity of what is potentially housebuilding. But this is circular. So Aristotle’s definition of change as the activity of a potential being could not include end-exclusive agency for precisely the same reason it could not include end-containing passive activity. From this perspective—taking for granted that change is defined by reference to potential being—it appears that Aristotle must treat agency on the one hand, and end-containing passive activities like seeing on the other, on a par, and exclude both of them. For the form of definition he offers would be able to define such activities only in a blatantly circular way. 


Might Aristotle have defined change in a different way? The crucial feature that has enabled us to explain why Aristotle should (or needs to) exclude agency along with end-containing activity is that the definition is in terms of what the activity is an activity of. Aristotle could remove this feature. He does not talk about the subjects of the activities at all in the non-physical passages, when he distinguish end-containing activities from end-exclusive ones. Accordingly, these passages (only one of them explicitly) include transitive agency within the scope of change, while excluding end-containing activities like seeing and contemplation. Could Aristotle have used this distinction to define change as end-exclusive activity? A satisfactory answer to this question should explain what Aristotle would lose by doing so. 


I content myself with a few tentative suggestions here. Such an account would obliterate the idea, so prominent in Physics iii.3, that the poiēsis and the pathēsis are merely one-in-number. It would distance Aristotle’s account of change from the concerns of his predecessors, who were skeptical about the possibility of change because they could not coherently fathom its material source and properly specify its role. More generally, it would not define change in such a way that exhibits its explainability, as is appropriate for an introduction to natural science. In fact, Aristotle suggests that a true phusikos should understand phenomena both in terms of their logos and their matter (De Anima 403a26-b18). A definition of change as end-exclusive activity would not say anything about the material nature of change, and to this extent, it would not say anything about the kind of material principle that is specific to change.

Appendix to Chapter Four: Must the Teacher Learn? A Different Account of Aristotle’s Argument

Here I want to consider an alternative interpretation of Aristotle’s response to the objection that if poiēsis and pathēsis are the same, then the agent will suffer.  Recall the objection:

(1) Suppose the teaching and the learning (and poiēsis and pathēsis) are the same, 

(2) Then, to teach and to learn (and poiein and paschein) will be the same, 

(3) So that necessarily every teacher learns (and every poioun paschei (suffers)). (202b2-5)

Aristotle is typically taken to respond separately to the two inferences, first (202b10-16) to the inference from (2) to (3) and then (101b16-19) to the inference from (1) to (2). This kind of interpretation, most fully worked out in Coope (2004), requires a translation that is different from mine in two unobjectionable ways. First, she takes ou mēn all’ at 202b16—which introduces the second part of the response—to signal that Aristotle is taking up a different inference. This is quite plausible, though, I think, not necessary. Second, and again quite plausibly, she takes the two instances of kai at 202b17 and 18 to indicate the consequent of the conditionals (as indicated below). Accordingly, the passage might be translated as follows:

What is more (ou mēn all’), not even if teaching is the same as learning, [is it] also (kai) [i.e. does it follow] that to teach is the same as to learn, just as not even if the distance separating two things is one [is it] also (kai) [i.e. does it follow] that to be separated from here to there and from there to here are one and the same (202b16-19).

Treating kai as indicating the consequent thus makes clear that the inference in this part of the text is from (1) the sameness of activities (didaxis, mathēsis) to (2) the sameness of “to teach” and “to learn.” I instead took Aristotle to be addressing an inference from (1) and (2) to (3), which I had to supply from the first part of the passage.


The difficulties with the standard interpretation center around its analysis of the infinitives. Let us start with some constraints on how to understand the infinitives that stem from the standard interpretation. This interpretation must posit significant differences in meaning between the infinitives (didaskein, manthanein etc.) and the terms denoting activities (didaxis, etc.) on the one hand, and between the infinitives and the terms denoting agents and patients of those activities (to didaskon, etc.) on the other. This is because it takes Aristotle to block the inference from (1) the sameness of the activities to (2) the sameness of didaskein and manthanein, and also to block the inference from (2) sameness of didaskein and manthanein to (3) sameness of agent and patient. Also, the latter inference, at least, must be taken to hinge on a distinction between sameness in being and sameness in number, so that however we interpret the infinitives, they should admit of a distinction between the two kinds of sameness.


Coope suggests that we should understand the infinitives as follows. “To teach,” for example, is to be understood as “being a teacher [or learner] on a particular occasion,” which she later glosses as “the state of being a teacher on some occasion.” (2004, pp. 213-214) Similarly, Hussey suggests “the being a teacher for a particular occasion,” and also talks of “states” in a later gloss (1983, p. 69). Such readings allow us to distinguish sameness in being and sameness in number as applied to these infinitives. They also construe the infinitives as different in signification from the activity-denoting terms (mathēsis, didaxis, etc.). And more importantly, they do so in such a way that can make sense of why the inference from (1) to (2) is mistaken. For example, it seems plausible that from the fact that the activity of teaching and the activity of learning are a single activity, it does not follow that the teacher’s “being a teacher on that occasion” is the same as the learner’s “being a learner on that occasion,” and/or that these are a single “state.” Although one might want more precision here, Aristotle gives us so little to go on that we should settle for a reasonably intuitive interpretation. So this reading of the infinitives in (2) make good sense of why the (1)-(2) inference is invalid; that there is but one activity does not entail that the states of the agent and patient are the same. 


This easy explanation of Aristotle’s rejection of the alleged (1)-(2) inference comes at a cost. I think this makes it very difficult to understand Aristotle’s treatment of the inference from (2) sameness of didaskein and manthanein to (3) the sameness of to didaskon and to manthanon in the first part of his response (202b10-16). Recall that this part of the text invokes the distinction between sameness in number and sameness in being, and employs the principle that only things that are the same in being need to have all the same attributes. What Aristotle needs to show, on this interpretation, is aptly put by Coope:

even if his own view did imply that being a teacher on some occasion was the same as being a learner on that occasion, this would not in itself warrant drawing the further conclusion that the teacher, when he teaches, also learns. This conclusion would only follow if … the state of being a teacher on some occasion and the state of being a learner on some occasion were the same in being (2004, p. 213). 

Unfortunately, she does not explain exactly how the principle—”X is the same as Y” entails “X and Y have all the same attributes” only if the relevant sameness between X and Y is sameness in being—is supposed to apply to the particulars of the case. This is no easy matter,
 but I want to focus on a more important issue. 

Coope’s and Hussey’s analysis, in quite crude terms, treats the infinitives didaskein and manthanein, as very close in connotation to the terms denoting the agent and patient, to didaskon and to manthanon. This analysis makes it difficult to see how mere sameness in number between didaskein and manthanein (in (2)) would invalidate the (2)-(3) inference. That is, I see no reason to accept Coope’s claim that even if “being a teacher on some occasion was the same [merely in number] as being a learner on that occasion, this would not in itself warrant drawing the further conclusion that the teacher, when he teaches, also learns” (p. 213). On the contrary, if my “state of being a teacher” is the same as my “state of being a learner,” even if this is merely sameness in number, still I will be learning when I am teaching. Similarly, from the fact that “my being a teacher on some occasion was the same [merely in number] as being a learner on that occasion,” it follows that I, the teacher, learned on that occasion. Perhaps Aristotle means to claim that the teacher does not learn qua teacher, but this is neither what he says, nor what Coope and Hussey take him to mean for that matter.


Another problem with this account is that it makes the relation between the corresponding infinitives (e.g. “to teach” and “to learn”) quite unlike the relations between the items in Aristotle’s examples. Note that in the first passage (what Coope and Hussey take to be Aristotle’s response to the (2)-(3) inference, and which we have been discussing) Aristotle explicitly brings in the example of the road from Athens to Thebes and the road from Thebes to Athens. They exemplify the kind of sameness that didaskein and manthanein enjoy. However, (i) even in cases in which a single person both teaches and learns, the relation is not at all parallel to that between the two roads; for one’s “being a teacher” and the same person’s “being a learner” are not directional variants of one another. (ii) Nor is there any general relation between “being a learner” and “being a teacher” like there is between the two roads in Aristotle’s example (or for that matter, the road up and the road down or the interval from 1 to 2 and that from 2 to 1). They are two quite unrelated states, which, when they coincide, do so accidentally. In fact, (iii) Coope and Hussey, must, I think, put little weight on the “directional” features of the examples. But Aristotle uses the case of the road between Athens and Thebes to capture the sameness between “to teach” and “to learn.” 


Furthermore, he uses quite similar examples to capture the sameness between teaching (didaxis) and learning (mathēsis). In particular, Aristotle presents the analogy to the Athens-Thebes road example with “as we said earlier,” (202b13) and this must refer back to the case of the uphill and downhill roads at 202a19. That case, however, involves the relation between two activities, acting (poiēsis) and suffering (pathēsis). His use of the same, highly structured examples to capture the sameness both between the activities (didaxis, mathēsis) and between didaskein and manthanein suggests that he treats them on a par.


My account avoids these problems because it does not need to posit a relevant difference between the activity terms (didaxis, mathēsis) and the infinitives (didaskein, manthanein). It does not need to do so because it does not claim that Aristotle blocks an inference from the sameness of the first to the sameness of the second. But there are some reasons to favor the traditional account. First, my reading gives no substantive account of the difference between e.g. didaxis and didaskein, while textually at least, Aristotle appears to observe such a distinction, and in the way indicated by the accounts in Coope and Hussey. That is, the first passage discusses only the way in which manthanein and didaskein are the same, and what follows from that sameness, without mentioning didaxis and mathēsis explicitly. The second passage appears to discuss, as Coope and Hussey indicate, the sameness of didaxis and mathēsis, and whether that sameness entails that didaskein and manthanein are the same. It does not explicitly draw any conclusions about the teacher to didaskon and the learner (to manthanon). However, I interpreted the two instances of kai (202b17, 18) differently, so that what appear to be consequences of the antecedent condition that didaxis (or poiēsis) is the same as mathēsis (or pathēsis) can be read as elaborations of that antecedent condition. I then supplied an implicit consequent based on the first part of the passage. This is admittedly a stretch. The original statement of the objection also treats the two distinctly: “if in fact the didaxis and the mathēsis are the same and the poiēsis and the pathēsis, then (kai) the didaskein [will be the same as] the manthanein and the poiein [the same as] the paschein, so that it is necessary that every teacher learn and [every] agent suffer (202b2-5). This kai must be indicating the consequent of a conditional, which is why I translated it as “then.” This last point, that the original statement of the objection treats the two differently is not as decisive on its own as it might seem. My position leaves open the possibility that his opponent, or even Aristotle himself, hears the infinitives and the activity terms differently. I suggested earlier that the “directionality” is more apparent in the infinitives because it is reflected in the grammatical subjects and objects they take. It is more apparent, that is, that didaskein (“to teach”) is something only the teacher does, than it is that didaxis (“the teaching”) is an activity only of the teacher.

Chapter Five

 Senses of Dunamis in Metaphysics Theta

Introduction

Thus far I have given an analysis of Aristotle’s definition of change in Physics iii.3. However I have repeatedly postponed discussion of what I think is the major threat to his definition. I argued earlier that despite several lapses, we should understand the definition in terms of potential being in the four categories of substance, quality, quantity and place, rather than in terms of potential becoming. But this resolution of what I called the “textual problem” leaves open the threat that the concept of potential being is ultimately to be understood in terms of change, especially since Aristotle appears to define the primary sense of dunamis in terms of change.

Quite generally, Metaphysics Theta is so important in this regard because its subject matter is potential (dunamei) and actual (entelecheiai or energeiai) being. This is one among four ways in which being is spoken of and, like categorial being and being as truth, but unlike accidental being, it merits separate treatment within the overarching study of being.
 In talking about potential being and actual being, Aristotle is not talking about two further categories or kinds of being, but rather about two modes, or as Witt (2003) has recently put it, “ways” of being. By being a house dunamei, for example, a pile of bricks is a house in a certain way, namely potentially. Let us call this modal notion potentiality. 

More specifically, Metaphysics Theta is largely devoted to distinguishing several different meanings, uses, or kinds—which, neutrally, I call “senses”—of dunamis. Aristotle begins book Theta, with dunamis spoken of in the most “strict” or “established” (kurios) way. This is “dunamis in accordance with change:” the capacity to effect, suffer, resist, etc. certain kinds of change. But while Aristotle spends the first five chapters exploring various aspects of such capacities, he does this so that he will be in a position to introduce and elucidate a different sense of dunamis, one that is “most useful for what we are currently after” (1048a1). This “useful” sense of dunamis is introduced in chapter six.

We can now see why Metaphysics Theta might provide a resolution to the outstanding circularity problem. Recall first that the circularity problem is especially stark because the kind of potentiality at issue in the definition of change seems to be “dunamis in accordance with change”—the kurios sense—which is, in Metaphysics Theta 1 and Delta 12, spelled out in terms of change. But the distinction between senses of dunamis in Metaphysics Theta suggests a general strategy for resolving the circularity problem: the definition of change employs the innovative, useful sense of dunamis rather than dunamis in accordance with change. In fact, though the connection is not often made, the dominant interpretation of Metaphysics Theta is quite amenable to this strategy. This interpretation identifies Aristotle’s innovative useful sense of dunamis as that used in the adverbial dative construction “potential being” (dunamei on), the very same phrase that Aristotle employs in the definition of change. In its strongest form, the dominant interpretation takes dunamis, in this sense, to signify potentiality, the mode of being, as opposed to capacity, especially capacity in accordance with change.
 Thus, the definition of change too can be taken to employ the notion of potentiality, rather than capacity for change.

Sorting out the senses of dunamis in Metaphysics Theta is not only potentially useful for understanding the definition of change, but also an important project in its own right. For while Aristotle introduces the useful sense of dunamis as “more useful for what we are now after” (1045b36-1046a1) he is notoriously unclear about what in fact we are after. In fact, the function this treatise serves within Aristotle’s metaphysical thought remains controversial. It is often thought to complete the inquiry into categorial being—in particular, substantial being—in books Zeta and Eta by providing the resources to resolve an outstanding difficulty about the unity of composite substances.
 Others view it as a distinct and fairly self-contained inquiry, whose value, if any, for the inquiry into categorial being is incidental.
 It may instead look forward to the culmination of Aristotle’s metaphysical thought in book Lambda’s discussion of divine being as pure actuality. I do not here attempt to settle these issues, but I do attempt to correct what I take to be fundamental misconceptions about the structure of Metaphysics Theta, in particular, about the way this structure is governed by distinctions and relations between senses of dunamis. 

In the first section, I undertake a careful examination of the programmatic passages in book Theta, in which Aristotle lays out the plan of the chapter in relation to these senses of dunamis. I will argue that the dominant interpretation is incorrect. Metaphysics Theta’s innovative useful sense of dunamis is not meant to introduce the modal notion of potentiality as opposed to capacity. Instead it signifies a different kind of capacity. Furthermore, what little we find in Metaphysics Theta on the relation between capacity and potential being suggests that they enjoy a default relationship that is taken for granted throughout key passages in the treatise, and that the word dunamis has no special meaning in talk of potential being and potentiality. This shows that the definition of change cannot, for all that Aristotle says here, be absolved of the circularity charge simply on the grounds that it employs the notion of potentiality (i.e. potential being) rather than that of capacity. 

I argue in section two that the useful sense of dunamis is that of a kind of capacity characteristic of substantial matter, and involved in substantial generation. It follows that the useful sense cannot plausibly be taken to ground the notion of “potential being” that figures in his definition of change, since the definition of change must draw on capacities of both kinds—the kurios sense for non-substantial change and the useful sense for substantial-change.


We are at this point left with no good answer to the guiding question about how to avoid circularity. Given Aristotle’s views about dunamis so far, the position that would resolve the circularity problem is as follows. Capacities in the kurios sense, though they are introduced as capacities for change, can be more fundamentally characterized as capacities for being. I argue in section three that Aristotle can consistently hold this position. The most obvious objection to it assumes that the kurios sense, as such, must convey the essential nature of these capacities. I argue instead that “dunamis in accordance with change” is the kurios sense because it is the most familiar conception of capacity that covers the most acknowledged and established cases. Section four offers an analysis of Aristotle’s employment of analogy. This analysis goes some way towards legitimating the prospect of a general, encompassing notion of dunamis as capacity. This suggests that Aristotle actually does have a more fundamental concept of dunamis, and lends measured independent support to my interpretation of what it means to be the kurios sense of dunamis. 
I - Capacity and Potentiality

Aristotle describes the restricted notion of capacity, “dunamis in accordance with change,” as “dunamis spoken of in the most kurios way,” and in fact, Metaphysics Delta 12, Aristotle’s entry on dunamis in his philosophical lexicon, contains no indication of any other sense of dunamis. In the first instance, this is an active principle of change: “a source of change or movement either in something else or [in itself] qua something else” (1019a15-16). But Aristotle immediately extends the notion to cover the corresponding passive principle of change: “a source of motion or change … either by something else or [by itself] qua something else” (1019a19-20). Metaphysics Delta 12 and Theta 1 point to further cases of dunamis, such as the ability to resist being changed by something else, or the ability to change something well. Thus the heading “dunamis in accordance with change” encompasses a family of cases, all of them capacities. But there is a head of this household. Aristotle specifies that the active principle of changing something else (or itself qua other) is the focally primary case (1046a9-10). 

To understand the idea of something changing, or being changed by, itself “qua other” consider a doctor who happens to be sick and heals herself. The doctor, insofar as she is a doctor, has within herself an active dunamis (capacity) that enables her to heal sick people, namely, her medical art. Sick people, in the best cases at least, have the corresponding passive dunamis to be healed by doctors. Now, while being a doctor qualifies the doctor to heal patients, it does not qualify her to be healed. It is not insofar as she is a doctor that she is the appropriate subject on which to exercise her medical art, but only insofar as she is something else, i.e., sick. For the doctor’s dunamis is to heal the sick, not to heal doctors. 

Before moving on, two remarks about the scope of Aristotle’s discussion of “dunamis in accordance with change” are in order. First, in these passages Aristotle is at the same time elucidating a set of related uses of the verb, dunasthai (to be capable), and its present participle, dunaton (capable).
 The obvious default assumption is that something is capable (dunaton) when it has a capacity (dunamis) to do or be something.
 Second, dunamis and energeia (activity) function as a pair and accordingly Aristotle also distinguishes energeia as it is spoken of in accordance with change (1046a1-2). These activities, or at least many of them, are changes. Aristotle suggests as much in the first of the etymological passages in book Theta: “The word energeia, which we connect with entelecheia, has, in the main, been extended from changes to other things; for energeia is thought most of all to be change” (1047a30-32).
 

So far I have been discussing a somewhat restricted notion of capacity. In book Theta Aristotle goes on to discuss, in addition to these capacities, further kinds of capacity, for example, nature (phusis), which is something’s capacity for change in itself qua itself, and (somewhat more controversially) matter’s capacity to be substance. Thus, the class of capacities is wider than the class of capacities that fall under the heading “dunamis in accordance with change.”

Now, the dominant interpretation is really a common thread that runs through several otherwise quite diverse interpretations. It holds that the innovative useful sense of dunamis is that involved in speaking of potentiality, the mode or way of being. Thus, I will refer to it as the “ways of being” interpretation. The modal notion of potentiality, recall, is typically expressed by a distinctive syntactic mechanism, the adverbial dative dunamei attached to a form of the verb “to be” or to a predicate designating a kind of categorial being. Accordingly, the starting point for the ways of being interpretation is the following principle:

(Terminological Principle) To call something a “potential being” by employing the adverbial dative constructions is to employ the new and useful sense of dunamis.

As far as I can tell, very little explicit textual support has been provided for the view that such constructions exclusively signal the useful sense of dunamis mentioned in Theta 1. One point in favor of this principle is that before the transition to discussion inclusive of the new sense, in Theta 6, we find only one instance of the adverbial dative, while chapters 6-9 are carried out largely in terms of “potential being.” This principle appears to be the basis, for example, of Frede’s interpretations of several key texts, interpretations that ground his conception of the useful sense of dunamis. He observes that the phrase “potential being,” using the adverbial dative construction, is not limited to cases in which one specific type of capacity is involved, and in particular, applies also to cases in which something has a capacity for change.
  He concludes that a capacity for change can also be thought of as a dunamis in the useful sense. Of course, this inference relies on the idea that to call something a “potential being” (dunamei on) is to employ the useful sense of dunamis—what I have labeled the “terminological principle.” He makes a parallel move with regard to energeia, from patterns of usage of the adverbial dative, energeiai, to consequences about the scope of the useful sense.
 

  
What these texts show is that something can count as a potential being, and so license the application of the adverbial dative construction, by having either a capacity for change or some different kind(s) of capacity. This much I think is clear. But if, in addition, as the terminological principle claims, the adverbial dative construction employs the useful sense of dunamis, then the useful sense of dunamis too will apply both to capacity for change and to the further kind(s) of capacity as well. It follows (as Frede is quick to point out) that positing or employing the useful sense of dunamis does not require any new entities beyond capacities for change, and that the useful sense does not involve some special kind of capacity to the exclusion of capacity for change.


Now, the terminological principle identifies the useful sense of dunamis on the basis of a syntactic construction in which dunamis functions as an adverbial dative connected to certain words. This construction introduces what I have called “potentiality.” But it is important to note that we have so far introduced only a syntactic use

 of the word dunamis. We have not yet introduced a new meaning of dunamis. This is not significantly different from the way in which “Fido is a dog” and “Fido is seventy in dog-years” differ in their employment of the word “dog.” In the second case, “dog” has no special temporal meaning. With the exception of Beere,
 scholars who endorse the “ways of being” interpretation take this further step and suppose that dunamis takes on a different meaning in the adverbial dative constructions.
 The classic exposition is Frede’s and it merits detailed consideration. 

According to Frede, to call something a “potential being” (with the adverbial dative) is to ascribe to it a certain degree of reality or actuality. But dunamis in its useful sense, on Frede’s account, is not limited to employment as an adverbial dative. In the nominative case, it picks out both capacities in the kurios sense, as well as other capacities that Aristotle will later introduce. Nevertheless, though it picks out these items, for Frede, dunamis in the useful sense does not mean “capacity” or even a certain kind of capacity; rather, it picks out these capacities only because they impart to their bearers a certain degree of reality, namely, the degree of reality that potential beings enjoy. For example, a pile of bricks has a dunamis, in the sense of capacity, to be built (changed) into a house. Furthermore, using dunamis in its useful, new sense, we could call the bricks a “potential (dunamei) house.”  Furthermore, since the capacity to become a house imparts to the bricks a certain degree of being or reality, that very same capacity counts as a dunamis in the useful sense. 

While Frede seems to construe the useful sense of dunamis as picking something out as a potentiality-imparting feature, many authors are content to take it to straightforwardly signify potentiality as a way of being. Makin, for example, considers a case in which something’s “being in potentiality just is its capacity to cut, considered in contrast to its way of being when the capacity is exercised.”
 So these positions involve minor differences in the precise meaning they assign to the useful sense of dunamis, but they all have to do with the notion of potentiality as opposed to capacity. And again, in offering a new meaning for the word dunamis, such accounts go beyond the terminological principle, which merely isolates a syntactic use of the term. 

In this section my main target is the Terminological Principle. But I will also have something to say about the relationship between the notions of capacity and potentiality, and whether these are, or are expressed through, different meanings of the word dunamis. I will proceed by examining the programmatic passages of book Theta, those in which Aristotle alludes to a distinction between the kurios and useful senses of dunamis and lays out the structure of the treatise accordingly. 

Throughout, I am dealing with texts in which it is not often clear whether Aristotle is talking about meanings of the word dunamis, kinds of entity it denotes, linguistic uses of the term, or some combination of these. And indeed, as we have seen, different interpretations of these texts (even different versions of the dominant interpretation) vary significantly along these parameters. Though I aim to arrive at some clarity on this issue, I must often blur this threefold distinction in order to retain neutrality. I have chosen to follow the usage in recent literature and talk about “senses” of dunamis. By this I do not mean to restrict myself to any one of those three options.

 Let us then turn to the programmatic passage of Theta 1:

(32) Since being is said on the one hand in respect of (33) what [it is], what [it is] like, how much, and on the other hand according to dunamis and (34) actuality (entelecheia) i.e. according to function, let us also make determinations about (35) dunamis and actuality, and first about dunamis as it is said (36) in the most kurios way, although it is not the most useful for (1046a1) what we are now after. For dunamis and energeia apply to more (epi pleon) (2) than those said only in accordance with change. But having spoken about (3) this, we will, in the discussions about energeia, also get clear about the rest (1045b32-1046a4).

This passage indicates that dunamis and energeia apply more broadly than dunamis and energeia in accordance with change, and that we can look forward to a discussion of “the rest,” a discussion that will take us beyond dunamis and energeia in accordance with change. Beere and Frede take Aristotle to be talking about the useful sense as what has this broader application. This supports their association of the useful sense with talk of “potential being.” For dunamis in this usage is broader than the kurios sense in the following way: any of the capacities Aristotle talks about—not just capacities in the kurios sense—qualify something as a “potential being.” This reading takes dunamis and energeia at lines 1046a1-2 to be used according to their useful senses as opposed to the kurios senses.
 On this reading, the point of the sentence is to show that dunamis in accordance with change is not the most useful sense. It does so by claiming that the relevant, useful senses of dunamis and energeia are broader than their kurios senses. The idea that the useful sense is said to be broader than the kurios one supports the view that the useful sense is that involved in talking about potential beings, since any of the capacities at issue—and not just dunamis in accordance with change—is sufficient to qualify something as a potential being.

Now, Frede’s support for taking dunamis and energeia at 1046a1-2 to express the useful senses is what we have already seen: that Aristotle goes on to distinguish further kinds of dunamis and energeia, all of which are sufficient to qualify something as a “potential being” or “actual being.” Without the Terminological Principle—that such constructions employ the useful senses of dunamis and energeia—this support evaporates. 

I claim, on the other hand, that what Aristotle is doing with this sentence is explaining a presupposition of the previous one. There he claimed that dunamis in accordance with change is not the useful sense of dunamis. A reader or listener might wonder whether there is a further kind of dunamis besides dunamis in accordance with change. In the sentence at issue, Aristotle answers that there is.  Thus it seems natural to take dunamis and energeia at 1046a1-2 to refer not to a particular sense (kurios or useful) but instead to refer to the words themselves, or to a general, blanket concept of dunamis or energeia that covers both of them. As I read it, the sentence says something like this: The blanket concepts of (or the terms) dunamis and energeia are not limited to applications having to do with change.

In favor of this reading, and against the Frede/Beere reading, let me offer the following: First, I think that an ordinary reader or listener would be hard pressed to distinguish among the two previous instances of dunamis and the present one. Especially at 1045b35, dunamis appears to be general, while Frede and Beere claim that it is restricted to the useful sense at 1046a1.
 Furthermore the plural pronoun “those” (tōn) in “those said only in accordance with change” (1046a2) picks up its reference from dunamis and energeia at 1046a1-2. If those are instances of the useful sense, as the Frede/Beere reading claims, then Aristotle will be saying, in effect, that dunamis and energeia in the useful sense extend more widely than “those [i.e. dunamis and energeia in the useful sense] said in accordance with change.” But in its useful sense, dunamis is not said in accordance with change.
 Frede may have missed this problem because in his translation he supplies the phrase “dunamis and energeia” a second time instead of using the demonstrative pronoun “those.” So we should not read these lines (1046a1-2) as showing that the useful sense is broader than dunamis in accordance with change, in the way that potentiality ranges over capacity for change as well as other types of capacity.


The next lines create more difficulty for the “ways of being” interpretation of the useful sense: “But having spoken about this [i.e. dunamis in accordance with change], we will, in the discussions about energeia, also get clear about the rest” (1046a3-4). What is the reference of the plural “the rest” (tōn allōn)? Frede paraphrases the sentence as follows: “Aristotle here seems to be telling us that he is first going to discuss the basic kind of dunamis, to turn then to actuality, and then, finally, in the course of the discussion of actuality, to turn to potentiality [i.e. the useful sense]” (180). But it is certainly odd to take “the rest,” which is plural, to refer to potentiality, which should be referred to in the singular. It is true that Aristotle tells us that both dunamis and energeia have a wider application than “those [i.e. dunamis and energeia] said only in accordance with change.” It might be thought that “the rest,” since it refers to what falls outside this limitation (i.e. “said only in accordance with change”), might refer to useful senses of both dunamis and energeia. In this case, the fact that “the rest” is plural would not imply a plurality of other senses or cases of dunamis; it might refer to a useful sense of dunamis and a useful sense of energeia. However, Aristotle continues by saying that only once we have “talked about this (tautēs),” will we go on, in the discussion of energeia, to discuss “the rest.” Since we will talk about “this” before the discussion of energeia, “this,” as its singular form suggests, must refer only to dunamis (and not to energeia) in accordance with change. So it seems that while “the rest” does refer to what falls outside the limitation “said only in accordance with change,” Aristotle is by now talking only about dunamis. It follows that the plural “the rest” cannot, at least not without difficulty, be explained by the fact that both dunamis and energeia admit of senses that are not “said in accordance with change.” Therefore, I take “the rest” to refer to a plurality of kinds or senses of dunamis over and above dunamis in accordance with change. 

Is potentiality (or a syntactic use that expresses it) to be included among “the rest” along with other kinds of capacity? This would certainly be an awkward plurality. What is more, Aristotle will be counting potentiality among “the rest,” while he has (on the present interpretation) just told us that potentiality in a way includes, but is not limited to, the restricted class: capacity in accordance with change. Indeed, it is this restriction that gives content to “the rest”—”the rest” meaning what falls outside of the restriction. It seems to me impossible, for this reason, to take “the rest” to refer to the useful sense of dunamis as it is understood on the interpretation I am targeting, as signifying, a way of being imparted to something by any of the kinds of capacity at issue.


I take it, then, that Beere is correct in holding that “the rest” refers to the set of further capacities that are not capacities in accordance with change.
 The previous sentence confirms this as the most natural reference, picking up “more” (pleon) at 1046a1, which can refer to a plurality. Aristotle is thus telling us that we will eventually arrive at a discussion of further kinds of capacity, those that are not capacities for change. But I contend that unless we also take “the rest” to include dunamis in the useful sense, the flow of the passage becomes obscure once again. Suppose we do not. Then, having conceded that “dunamis in accordance with change” is not (most) useful for his purposes, Aristotle will proceed to tell us that though he will start with that (less useful) sense, he will later discuss other kinds of dunamis, which are also not (most) useful. Clearly this does not justify Aristotle’s strategy. A defender of this interpretation may point out that the justification for Aristotle’s strategy was given previously (in telling us that the useful sense is in a way broader than the kurios one) and that the present sentence need not justify his strategy at all. But this seems wrong. Aristotle says “But (alla) having spoken about this [dunamis in accordance with change], we will, in the discussions about energeia, also get clear about the rest” (1046a3-4). “But” is adversative not to the thought that the useful sense is broader (in a way) than the kurios one. Rather, it must refer back to the thought that we are starting with a sense of dunamis that is less useful, or not useful at all. The clause at issue reassures the reader that Aristotle’s detour into dunamis in accordance with change will not keep him from talking about what is (most) useful. To sum up, the most natural reading of the sentence takes “the rest” to refer both to the useful sense (in order to make sense of the flow of the passage) and to further kinds of capacity (to provide a plural reference for “the rest”) and thus implies that the useful sense specifies a further kind of capacity.


Thus the first programmatic passage simply provides no reason to think that the useful sense of dunamis is a modal or ontological usage or meaning, one that is essential to talk of potentiality rather than capacity. Quite to the contrary, it resists such an interpretation. The next programmatic passage is at the beginning of Theta 6. It too provides serious textual problems for the “ways of being” interpretation of the useful sense.

(1048a25) Since we have discussed dunamis spoken of in accordance with change, (26) let us discuss energeia, both what it is (27) and what it is like. For the capable (dunaton) too will simultaneously become clear to those making determinations, (28) that not only this do we call capable (dunaton), whose nature it is to change (29) something else, or to be changed by something else, either without qualification or in some particular way, but (30) also [use the word/call things dunaton] in another way, and for this reason, in inquiring, we have discussed those also.  (1048a25-30)

It seems to me that there are two ways of reading this passage that might accommodate the “ways of being” interpretation. The first option is Frede’s reading, and it takes dunaton (capable) at 1048a28 to be the useful sense, and “in another way” (heterōs) to refer to things that have capacities that are not capacities for change.
 It will then tell us that the useful sense is broader than the kurios one, in much the same way as Frede understands the programmatic passage from Theta 1. Frede supports his interpretation of “in another way” with the claim that “the major distinction made in chapter 6 is the one already alluded to,
 that between two kinds of doings, namely changes and things like seeing” (p. 185).
 The capacities corresponding to these doings that are not changes are the other items that, according to Frede, are here said to license the application of the useful sense. 

This interpretation, however, faces difficulties. Aristotle gives no indication that dunaton at 1048a28 exclusively expresses the useful sense. The next clause of the sentence, which Frede does not quote, tells us that “for this reason, in inquiring,
 we have discussed those (toutōn) also” (1048a30). The demonstrative pronoun “those” (toutōn) must refer to the various focally related kinds of capable things so-called in accordance with change, which have already been discussed.
 So, in the last clause of the passage, at 1048a30, Aristotle is talking about a reason why we discussed capability in connection with change. But what is the reason he is referring to? One might think that the relevant reason is what is expressed in the previous clause: that dunaton applies more widely than just to things that are capable in the kurios sense. But this is not a reason for starting with the kurios sense rather than the useful one. Thus I think that the only reason we could have for discussing capable things that are so called in accordance with change is the “other way” (heterōs) in which things are called dunaton. This is a reason in a somewhat peculiar sense: We discussed dunaton in accordance with change in order eventually to understand a (more) useful sense of dunaton. Understanding the useful sense is thus the eventual goal of discussing dunaton in accordance with change.
 This is not a fully satisfying explanation of why we started with one sense rather than another, but just restates the claim, now in terms of dunaton, that we need to start with dunamis in accordance with change. I will argue later that a proper understanding of what it means to say that capacities for change are called dunamis in the most kurios way can help us fill out this explanation. Now, if the “other way” he has in mind is the useful sense, then dunaton at 1048a28, which is said both of things capable of change and in addition in this “other way,” cannot (contra Frede) be the useful sense. 

Thus we ought to follow Beere
 and take dunaton at 1048a28 to span both kurios and useful senses and construe “in another way” (heterōs) as referring to the useful sense. On this reading, the sentence can be glossed as follows: We use the word dunaton not only (in the kurios sense) to refer to what is capable of change but also in another way (i.e. the useful sense). Just as in the previous programmatic passage, Aristotle is pointing to a distinction between kurios and useful senses, this time construing the distinction as applying to dunaton (capable) instead of to dunamis (capacity).
 Aristotle seems to be saying that the word (or blanket concept) dunaton picks out things that have capacities for change, and is, in addition used in another way, namely according to the useful sense. We cannot, like Frede, automatically conclude that the useful sense “ranges over” both capacities for change and other capacities in some such way as would support the terminological principle.

Beere, however, offers different reasons for thinking that such a view is at least suggested by the passage. 
 He claims first (contra Frede) that the salient feature of the subsequent discussion is the analysis of potentiality and actuality as ways of being, rather than the introduction of further kinds of capacity. Second, he quite correctly draws attention to the fact that the last clause of the sentence mentions another way (heterōs) in which things are called dunaton, rather than another kind of thing called dunaton. This makes it grammatically awkward: in the first clause, the limitation “not only” applies to what we call dunaton, and so we expect the “but also” clause to tell us what else besides is called dunaton, rather than about a “way” in which things are so called. This suggests, according to Beere, that Aristotle is thinking not of another kind of entity that the word dunaton can apply to, but only of a different way in which the word is used. 

While that suggestion is promising, there is a more important problem with the idea that dunaton is here said to apply “in a different way” rather than to a different kind of item. To see this, recall that in the programmatic passage from Theta 1 Aristotle distinguishes the kurios from the useful sense of dunamis, not dunaton. However, the current passage from Theta 6 explicitly posits a useful sense of dunaton (capable), not of dunamis. Aristotle cannot here be claiming, as Frede suggests, that “the term dunamis in the sense of ‘potentiality’ covers not only the basic kind of dunamis … but also a quite different kind of dunamis, or different kinds of dunamis” (p. 184).
 This simply ignores the fact that the “other way” is a way in which things are called dunaton, not dunamis. It is incumbent on the “ways of being” interpretation of the useful sense to provide some account of a use of dunaton corresponding to the adverbial dative use of dunamis. 

When discussing the term dunamis, all of these theorists distinguish, on syntactic grounds, the adverbial dative usage of dunamis as the primary vehicle for the useful sense; hence their endorsement of the Terminological Principle. Several theorists point beyond the adverbial dative use of dunamis to a different meaning of the term. Frede, for example, holds that it means that which imparts a certain degree of reality to something, the degree of reality enjoyed by potential beings. 

Can such distinctions be made regarding the term dunaton? It is hard to see what kind of syntactic criterion one could find for distinguishing uses of dunaton. As far as I know, none has been offered. Such theorists might offer a corresponding “useful” meaning of dunaton that captures the idea of a “way of being” rather than of a kind of capacity. But no theorist has done so. For example, Frede has offered no account of what it is to be dunaton in a sense that captures something of his “degrees of reality” thesis. This is no accident. For dunaton, a participle of dunasthai (to be capable), is a piece of ordinary Greek, and it seems undeniable that to call something dunaton is to say that it is capable, in some sense or other, of doing or being something. But how are we to make this out in any sense that corresponds to an alleged ontological meaning of dunamis as potentiality? It is as if Aristotle were to say that sometimes the verb “can” means “is able to” and sometimes it means “enjoys a certain mode of being.” The prospect of an ontological meaning of dunaton (and dunasthai) becomes especially unlikely if, as the “ways of being” interpretation supposes, any of the relevant capable things thereby qualify as potential beings. On the view in question, the word dunaton has a special ontological meaning, though it does not thereby pick out any new entities. In raising these concerns, I am not denying sense to the thought that being capable imparts to something a certain ontological status,
 but it is hard to see how that ontological status could supply a special meaning of the word dunaton.

On the other hand, if the useful sense of dunamis is that of a different kind of capacity, it is not at all surprising that Aristotle should now recast the distinction between kurios and useful senses of dunamis from Theta 1 as a distinction between different senses of dunaton. Things that possess these capacities will be capable of doing and/or being whatever it is that these capacities are for. 

So far I have isolated, in the Terminological Principle, a thesis about the useful senses of dunamis and energeia that is widely held. It is the assumption that Aristotle’s useful sense is that involved in talking about potentiality. On the basis of that assumption, it has sometimes been claimed that the useful sense does not introduce further kinds of capacity into Aristotle’s ontology, and instead signifies potentiality or something that involves potentiality as opposed to a kind of capacity. We have seen that the two programmatic passages support neither the terminological principle nor the further theses about an alleged ontological signification of the term. In fact, close attention to these passages has revealed that they can accommodate these theses, if at all, only with difficulty. I conclude, then, that Aristotle’s useful sense of dunamis is that of a different kind of capacity.

The implications of this claim may be far-reaching, because it invites us to reconsider what kind of capacity this is. More importantly, we may then ask what goal Aristotle is “currently after” (1048a1), for which the useful kind of dunamis is said to be useful, and try to understand why exactly it is useful for that purpose. These are all interesting avenues that I cannot pursue here. I focus instead on the implications of Aristotle account of different senses of dunamis for the definition of change.

Now, if the modal notion of potentiality is not Aristotle’s useful sense, then what is the relation between potentiality and capacity? I believe that in Metaphysics Theta, Aristotle takes for granted that when one has, for example, a dunamis for being healed one is capable (dunaton) of being healed and is healthy dunamei (dative); by having a dunamis to heal patients, a doctor too is a kind of being dunamei. Furthermore, the adverbial dative dunamei does not involve any special meaning of the word dunamis beyond what is needed to refer to the capacity involved. Let me illustrate and substantiate this proposal in an overview of the account of energeia in the first half of Theta 6.

First of all, I take Theta 6 to be a discussion of energeia in general, in that the discussion spans both the kurios and the useful senses of energeia. Recall that Theta 1 announced that we would first study the kurios sense of dunamis, then turn to energeia, and within the latter discussion the more useful sense of dunamis would also become clear. At the same time, Theta 1 told us that both dunamis and energeia have applications connected to change, as well as further ones. In the course of Theta 1-5, we have become somewhat familiar with the kurios sense of energeia as change, the correlate of “dunamis in accordance with change.” But although Aristotle has mentioned energeia in Theta 1-5, and used the verb energein (1047a8), this should not be taken as evidence that the official discussion of energeia is partly completed, that we need only discuss a different, further sense of energeia. On the contrary, what the programmatic passages tell us is that we should expect an account of energeia that is appropriately general. Recall Theta 6’s plan: “Since we have discussed dunamis said in accordance with change, we will [now] make determinations concerning energeia, both what it is, and what it is like” (1048a25-26). The familiar formula “both what it is and what it is like” confirms that the promised official account of energeia is just around the corner. 

What comes next is a repetition of Aristotle’s justification for his order of exposition, the sentence of Theta 6 that we have already considered in (excruciating) detail. Aristotle now continues “Energeia, (nominative) then, is the thing belonging not in the way we call dunamei” (1048a30-32). From the context, it is clear that this is the official and general discussion of what energeia is—the discussion promised in Theta 1 and recalled a few lines back. He then gives some examples of things that we call dunamei (adverbial dative), and at the end of this list, says that the counterpart in each case is energeiai (adverbial dative). 

Recall that in Theta 1, Aristotle’s focal analysis of the kurios sense of dunamis serves equally as a focal analysis of dunasthai and dunaton. In Theta 6 we are told that dunaton (and so also dunasthai) admits of both kurios and useful senses. And in the current passage, which I take to cover dunamis and energeia in general, Aristotle switches between adverbial dative and nominative uses of energeia as well as between dunamis and dunaton. The most straightforward explanation for this is that it is simply assumed that capacities and energeiai (nom. plural) impart potential being and being energeiai to things. A discussion of capacities and energeiai is therefore, at the same time, a discussion of potential being and being in energeia. But further, since Aristotle is not just describing energeia but offering what he can in the way of “what it [energeia] is” (1048a26), the notions of capacity and energeia must be intrinsically related to those of potentiality and being energeiai respectively. The connection is this: dunamis and energeia carry the same signification when they mean “capacity” and “activity” on the one hand, and in their adverbial dative uses on the other.

I mean to deny neither that there is a mode of being enjoyed in virtue of having a capacity, nor that positing such a mode of being constitutes an important innovation. I do deny that this is an innovation Aristotle emphasizes in Metaphysics Theta and that it involves different meanings of the word dunamis. Rather, when the word dunamis is used, especially within adverbial dative constructions, to talk about such a mode of being or something that enjoys it, the word neither takes on a special ontological (or other) meaning, nor signifies a different kind of entity.
 Among the more mundane consequences of this view is that translations ought to preserve the meaning of dunamis across these various constructions.  Terms that bear no etymological connection to one another (e.g. “capacity” on the one hand, and “potentiality” or “potential being” on the other) are prone to be understood as providing competing meanings of dunamis. We should rather express the modal notion as e.g., “being in capacity,” “being in virtue of capacity,” or “being in respect of capacity.” Indeed, it seems that the adverbial dative construction is so important precisely because it allows us to talk about the special mode of being that things enjoy by having a dunamis, i.e., a capacity, without equivocating on the notion of dunamis. Again, I am not suggesting that “being dunamei (in capacity)” and “having a dunamis” are synonymous. On the contrary, one could quite coherently hold that capacities impart no special mode of being to their bearers. But this is not a view that Metaphysics Theta considers, and rejecting it does not involve positing a new meaning of the term dunamis.

What are the consequences of this discussion for the definition of change? In Physics iii, Aristotle defines change in terms of potential being (dunamei on). The adverbial dative construction he uses here is not thereby an employment of the innovative useful sense of dunamis introduced in Metaphysics Theta 1.  In particular, this adverbial dative does not have a special connotation distinct from that of ordinary referring uses of dunamis. Instead, to call something a dunamei on here is, among other things, to refer to the dunamis that it has.
 For all we have seen about the relation between capacity (dunamis) and potentiality, there is as yet no reason to think that the definition of change employs a special sense or kind of dunamis distinct from “dunamis in accordance with change,” the kurios sense of dunamis. This is because something can count as a dunamei on by having a capacity of the sort that Aristotle calls “dunamis in accordance with change.”
II - The Useful Sense of Dunamis as a Kind of Capacity

If the foregoing is correct, we should expect that in Theta 6 and following, Aristotle investigates dunamis and energeia in general, and that in doing so, he also posits kinds of capacity in addition to dunamis in accordance with change. One of these kinds should be dunamis so-called in its promised useful sense. Thus, the useful sense of dunamis is or signifies a kind of capacity. There is no question that in this chapter, Aristotle means to enumerate different classes of things that can be called “beings in capacity (dunamei),” and, given the default relationship between capacity and “being in capacity” that I have suggested, he is thereby enumerating different classes of capacity.

 
Let us move on to the substance of chapter six. It will be useful to divide the rest of the chapter into three sections. In the first, Aristotle presents a series of examples of beings “in capacity” (dunamei) and corresponding beings “in energeia” (energeiai). He classifies them under two headings: Things in one class are called “in energeia” as “change to a dunamis” while those in the other class are called “in energeia” as “substance to some matter” (1048b8-9). A major motivation for the “ways of being” interpretation was that starting in Theta 6, and throughout these examples, Aristotle conducts his discussion almost exclusively in terms of the dative-adverbials, which appear only once in the previous five chapters.
 But with this interpretation out of the way, it becomes clear that the new and useful sense is that epitomized in or at least importantly instantiated in the relationship between matter and ousia, here given prominence. It is important to note that the heading “as change to some dunamis” is somewhat misleading; it is meant to capture the beings in capacity and the corresponding beings in energeia, rather than the dunamis and kinēsis themselves.

In the second part, Aristotle mentions “the infinite and the void and as many things as are of that sort” (1048b9). These can be called “in capacity,” only in a way that does not imply that they can be actualized, and so only homonymously (1046a6-9). Aristotle indicates that they are of no further interest for the investigation in Metaphysics Theta, and I will not discuss them further.

 The third part is the disputed passage about end-containing and end-exclusive energeia that we have already encountered in the Chapters Three and Four of this dissertation. It is controversial because the text, while Aristotelian, is probably out of place. As we saw, this text distinguishes end-exclusive activities that are properly called “changes” (kinēseis), from end-containing activities, which alone should be called energeia according to the passage.
 Changes, because they are essentially transitions to an opposed states, do not contain that end-state. Presumably, a corresponding distinction can be drawn between the capacities—capacities for end-containing activities vs. capacities for changes. For example, the knowledge of mathematics is a dunamis that admits of further exercise, but that exercise contains its end.

Each of these three parts draws distinctions between different types of dunamis and/or energeia. Later, in Metaphysics Theta 8, we find yet another such distinction. Aristotle describes nature (phusis) as a source of change “not in something else but in itself qua itself” (1049b10), distinguishing it from dunamis in accordance with change, at least as originally described, which involves change in or by something else, or itself qua other. Now, in the previous section I concluded that the useful sense of dunamis is a kind of capacity, and that we should find Aristotle discussing both this new kind of capacity and dunamis in accordance with change in Theta 6. I also mentioned that almost all commentators agree that Aristotle means to classify at least some cases of the “useful sense” of dunamis under the heading of “substance to some matter” (1048b9). But since there are so many distinctions in play in Theta 6-8, this does not settle the questions of what the relevant distinction between “substance-matter” cases and the kurios sense is, which texts describe the useful sense, and which of the numerous examples the useful sense is supposed to cover. 

Now I will try to make some headway on these questions. I will refer to the examples Aristotle gives according to the following numbering scheme. Note that the first three explicitly mention only the potential being, while the last five mention an actual being in relation to the corresponding potential being.  

(1) the Hermes in the Wood 

(2) the half in the whole 

(3) the knower who is not theorizing, if he is able to theorize


(4) the one building to the builder

(5) what is awake to what is sleeping

(6) what is seeing to what has its eyes shut but has sight 

(7) what is separated out from the matter to the matter

(8) what is wrought to what is unwrought.


The most prevalent family of interpretations takes the distinction between end-exclusive and end-containing activity, in the disputed part of Metaphysics Theta 6 (part three above) to provide, or at least to mirror, the distinction between kurios and useful senses of dunamis.
 On this view, very roughly, the useful sense of dunamis is that of capacity for end-containing activity, or something analogous, rather than for (end-exclusive) change, and it corresponds to a useful sense of energeia that picks out end-containing activity, or something analogous. It is quite difficult, however, to see how the end-containing vs. end-exclusive distinction might square with the examples Aristotle offers, and with Aristotle’s classification of (at least) the last five examples: “in some cases as change in relation to a dunamis, in others as substance in relation to some matter” (1048b8-9). I cannot treat the details of the quite diverse views that fall under this heading, so I will focus on the main contentions.


First, on these interpretations, dunamis in the useful sense is primarily capacity for end-containing activity. The thesis that the useful sense is captured by the substance-matter heading at 1048b9 then involves a substantive and difficult claim, that substantial form stands to matter as end-containing activity stands to what engages in it.
 I will not address the substantive claim here, but I think we can find no such claim in the present context. We run into problems as soon as we start to consider the examples. Gill identifies the “product” examples (7) and (8) as falling under the substance-matter heading. This is quite natural, and, I think, correct. But she takes Aristotle to be here putting forward a new and innovative form-matter relationship, one that requires Aristotle to be talking about the constituent “functional matter” rather than the “pre-existent matter.” Only the “functional matter” stands to its form roughly as what is capable of end-containing activity stands to that activity. An important part of this is that it persists into the product. She realizes that “what is unwrought (anergaston)” (1048b3-4) seems to be the pre-existent matter, since it does not persist (as unwrought) once it has the corresponding form, which would make it wrought. To remedy this problem she opts for the translation “not thoroughly wrought.” This is unhelpful though. What is not thoroughly wrought cannot also at the same time be (thoroughly) wrought. 


In this connection, it is helpful to consider the first cases, (1)-(3) as well as Metaphysics Delta 7’s lexicon entry on being, which makes a similar division between potential and actual (here entelecheiai) being applied to different kinds of cases:

Again, “to be” and “that which is,” in these cases we have mentioned, sometimes mean being dunamei, and sometimes being actually. For we call “a seer” both what sees dunamei and what sees entelecheiai, and “to know” similarly both what can use knowledge and what is using it, and “resting” both that to which rest already belongs and that which can rest. And similarly (homoiōs) in the case of substances we say the Hermes is in the stone, and the half of the line is in the line, and we say of that which is not yet ripe that it is corn. When a thing is capable (dunaton) and when it is not yet capable must be explained elsewhere. (Metaphysics Delta 7 1017a35-b9)

This passage explicitly categorizes cases (1) Hermes and (2) the half,
 as instances of substance, and in Theta 6, these are both cases of dunamei on “because they can be separated” (1048b1). In this passage Aristotle also adds the case of “what is not yet ripe” as something we can call “corn,” presumably because it is dunamei corn. But these examples further undercut Gill’s reading. For in most of these cases the potential being pre-exists the corresponding actual being and is characterized in such a way that it does not, under that characterization, persist into the product. Furthermore, the actual being is a product that results from an intervening process. As they are here characterized, the unripe corn, the unworked, the wood/stone in which the Hermes exists do not appear to be instances of constituent “functional matter.”


Kosman, like I do, notices that several of these “product” examples must involve a product that results from an intervening process, a process by which the potential is extinguished, and he takes this to be paradigmatic of change rather than end-containing activity. But instead of concluding that the alleged congruence between substantial form and end-containing activity is not at issue, he classifies the examples in an unexpected way. Somewhat paradoxically, the heading “as substance to some matter” covers the process cases—(4) the builder, (5) what is awake, and (6) the seer. Kosman thinks that these three cases involve end-containing activities rather than changes, and so exhibit the “useful” sense of dunamis and energeia. Then he takes the change-dunamis heading to cover the “product” examples, (7) and (8)—which, because they are paradigmatic of change, exhibit the kurios sense. The substantive claim—that substantial form is analogous to end-containing activity—is for Kosman merely asserted, with no examples of substantial form in that role.


Kosman’s view must, I believe, have the examples sorted backwards. No student of Aristotle’s could fail to recognize the reference to the substance in the example of (7) “what is separated out of the matter to the matter” and (8) “what is wrought to what is unwrought.” Furthermore, the passage from Delta 7, as I pointed out, treats  (1) Hermes and (2) the half as substance-matter cases, and in Theta 6, these are both cases of dunamei on “because they can be taken out (hoti aphairetheiē an)” (1048b1). This characterization is similar to case (7) “what is separated out (apokekrimenon) from the matter,” and so it and case (8), what has been worked, should be substance-matter cases as well. 


Kosman’s view must also be wrong about classifying cases (4)-(6) under the heading “as substance to some matter.” First, according to the Delta 7 passage, cases (3) (knowing) and (6) (seeing) are not covered by the substance-matter heading. Second, recall that Kosman is motivated partly by the thought that these process examples (4)-(6) all involve end-containing activity. But this is wrong too. For one of the examples is a case of housebuilding (1048a37-b1). In Chapter Four I argued that it is unnecessary and implausible to think that housebuilding contains its end. And in fact, the disputed passage, on which this interpretation is based, treats housebuilding as a change rather than an end-containing energeia (1048b29-31). So even if substantial form were analogous to end-containing activity, the housebuilding example would be a bad choice of example. Also, when Aristotle explains what the kurios sense of dunamis amounts to, he is quite clear that it includes the agent’s capacity for effecting change in something else. So housebuilding is a corresponding energeia in the kurios sense.


I have not addressed all the details of these positions.
 Nevertheless I hope to have shown that we should not take the distinction in the disputed passage (between end-containing and end-exclusive activity) to be, or line up with the distinction between kurios and useful senses of dunamis. In particular, neither of the headings “as substance to some matter” and “as change to dunamis” is meant to capture the notion of end-containing activity. Nor are the examples well chosen to exhibit end-containing activity. For the “product” examples do not exhibit form as analogous to complete activity, and the “process” examples cannot be read as exclusively end-containing. In sum, the disputed passage (1048b18-35) is of little value for understanding the structure of Metaphysics Theta, insofar as that structure is governed by the introduction of the innovative useful sense of dunamis.


My own view is that the “process” examples, (3)-(6), fall under the heading “as change to dunamis,” which captures the kurios sense. The expectation that the heading “as change to dunamis” is meant to capture dunamis and energeia in the kurios sense is in fact the most natural interpretation, once we give up the idea that distinction between end-containing and end-exclusive activities should govern the chapter. This is the natural expectation because the heading “as change to dunamis” clearly recalls one of the programmatic passages we spent so much time on, with which the present passage forms a continuous discussion: 

Not only this do we call capable (dunaton), whose nature it is to change something else, or to be changed by something else, either without qualification or in some particular way, but also [use the word/call things dunaton] in another way, and for this reason, in inquiring, we have discussed those also.  (1048a28-30)

In fact, not only is Aristotle not trying to capture the distinction between end-containing and end-exclusive activity here, but his “process” examples, as we have seen, fall on both sides of that distinction. Housebuilding (which is end-exclusive) is grouped together with seeing and knowing (which are end-containing). If it seems strange that Aristotle does not here make that distinction, recall that in early works, he similarly uses dunamis and energeia in a similarly indiscriminate way. The best sense that can be made of the disputed passage where it now stands, I think, is as a kind of corrective, an acknowledgement by Aristotle that he has been ignoring a distinction that is important in other contexts. In other words, the kurios sense of dunamis, as it is presented in Theta 1-5, invokes a broader notion of kinesis that is inclusive of the kinds of complete activities. 


The useful sense is captured by the heading “as substance to some matter” and exhibited by the “product” examples: (1), (2), (7), (8). Merely sorting the examples and the two headings leaves open a great deal. In particular, it does reveal the relevant distinction between the substance-matter cases and the kurios, change-dunamis cases. The basic problem is that there are (at least) two important distinctions between the two classes of examples. On the one hand, we find a distinction between activities (broadly speaking) and the results of those activities. This suggests that the distinction is meant to be between dunamis for process (including change) and dunamis for being the resulting product. On the other hand, we find a distinction between cases involving categories other than substance, and cases involving substance. This suggests that Aristotle is distinguishing the dunamis involved in non-substantial change from the dunamis involved in substantial change.
 The two distinctions do not line up, since there are non-substance “products” as well as activities of generation. 


The first option is initially most amenable to our aims here—to ground the definition of change—because it takes the kurios sense to be dunamis for becoming and the useful sense to be dunamis for being. Thus, it gives us textual support for taking the definition of change to be in terms of dunamis for being the product of change rather than for becoming that product. 


We have come across almost the same position in discussing the applicability of De Anima ii.5’s discussion of “second actuality” to change in Chapter Three. To flesh out the idea that change was an “actuality” analogous to the realization of a hexis, recall, I considered the view that, in addition to a dunamis for e.g. being a house, there was a further dunamis for becoming a house. Here we are starting with the dunamis for change and considering the addition of a dunamis for being. What I said there carries over. It is not clear what explanatory role an additional dunamis could play, and we never find Aristotle distinguishing between two such dunameis. Furthermore, such a distinction does not appear to be mirrored in the adverbial dative usage. As we saw, something can count as a “potential F” (where F is the product-kind) by having a capacity in the kurios sense, which we are now supposing to be for becoming F rather than for being F. But surely the (on this proposal) different capacity for being F would also qualify its bearer to be a “potential F.” Thus, on the proposed view, a single dunamei on will be what it is in virtue of having each of two distinct capacities.




One might think that the suggested distinction between “process-dunamis” and “product-dunamis” can be fleshed out not in terms of additional capacities but rather in terms of a roughly “intensional” distinction. A dunamis for change can also be thought of as a dunamis for being, though there is only a single entity we are speaking about. I think this is a reasonable and helpful view to attribute to Aristotle, as I will argue below. Nevertheless, this roughly “intensional” distinction cannot be the one Aristotle is getting at here. Recall that Aristotle motivates the idea that there is a sense of dunamis besides the kurios sense as follows: “For dunamis and energeia apply to more (epi pleon) than those said only in accordance with change. But having spoken about this, we will, in the discussions about energeia, also get clear about the rest” (1046a1-4). As I argued, this means that there are instances of dunamis that fall outside of the extension of the kurios sense, and that are covered by the useful sense. But the proposal we are now considering treats the useful sense as merely a different way of thinking about the very same capacities that fall under the kurios sense, without the requisite difference in extension.


I want to suggest, then, that Aristotle is trying to draw a distinction between the dunamis involved in non-substantial change (the kurios sense) and that involved in substantial change (the useful sense). Again, there are several ways of fleshing this out. Here I will be brief, since the details are relatively unimportant for the current project.


The basic point is that Aristotle draws a distinction between substantial change and non-substantial change. Aristotle might be drawing on the kind of distinction he makes in Physics v.2, where substantial generation is excluded from the scope of kinesis because substance has no contrary.  Substantial change also involves special problems about the nature of matter. Even in Physics i.7, after introducing his three principles of change with the example of the man becoming musical, Aristotle can do no more than assert that there is an analogical extension to the case of substantial change. The case of substantial change raises obvious and special problems about the persistence of matter. Without going into the details, I want simply to point to several pieces of evidence that substantial “change” and its matter is quite different from non-substantial change and its matter.


That Aristotle is interested in a distinction between dunamis for substantial change and dunamis for non-substantial change might find support in a passage from Theta 8, where Aristotle is discussing the priority of energeia. Aristotle emphasizes that the scope of his discussion there includes not only dunamis in accordance with change, but also “nature:”

I mean by dunamis not only the one defined, said of a source of metabolē in something else or qua something else, but in general all sources of change and rest. For nature too is in the same kind as dunamis. For [it is] a source of change but not in something else, but in itself qua itself (1049b5-10).

This is in obvious opposition to the kurios sense of dunamis as “a source of change in something else or in itself qua something else” and obviously recalls his definition of nature from Physics ii.1. What I want to suggest is that the particular sort of nature (and its role) that Aristotle has in mind here—specifically, nature as matter—is characteristic of, and perhaps even exclusive to, substantial generation.


It may appear that the distinctions do not line up, because not all substances are natural, and not all natural changes are in the category of substance. On the former concern, we must note that Aristotle reserves for plants and animals—things that exist “by nature”—the status of substance in the strictest sense.
 This goes along with the earlier observation that the case of the housebuilder in Theta 6 is not meant as an example of (someone effecting) substantial generation; the house is not treated as a substance. If Aristotle has in mind this narrow conception of substance in Theta 8, then there is a good explanation for why he there points out that he is including nature within the scope of his discussion. The kind of dunamis that characterizes substantial matter will be such a nature.


Certainly several of the examples that fall under the substance-matter heading are, or hint at, such a narrow conception of substance: the case of (7) that which is potentially wrought and (8) the matter from which something is to be “separated out,” (Theta 6 1048b2-4) as well as the example from Delta 7 (1017b8) of the unripe grain. I think the first two must be references to the development of an embryo. According to Aristotle’s embryology, the male semen is the vehicle of generative powers. The powers in the semen act on the female contribution, the menstrual blood, and work it up into a rudimentary heart. This rudimentary heart contains within itself the ability to direct development; the semen is no longer needed. Alan Code (1987) has suggested that we can view the resultant embryo as having human form at an incipient level, a low degree of actuality. In this way, we can think of the form as directing the embryo’s development into a full-fledged human being. What is special about this case is that the embryo is at this point able to direct its own development, so it functions as an efficient cause and as an agent. However, it brings about its own development, so it also functions as matter and patient.  Code provides a preliminary and general account of how the embryo’s development from this point on can be thought of as internally caused:

Kinēsis can also take place when the mover is identical with the mobile and the active dunamis does belong to the mover as such, and this is what happens once the vital heat, by congealing and coagulating portions of the menstrual fluid, forms a heart. The active principle is now present not to menstrual fluid but rather to a rudimentary fetation, and belongs to this new entity in its own right. (The menstrual fluid has become a fetation.) The fetation is a genuine per se unity of matter and form, and contains within itself (and in its own right) the active causal principle responsible for its own natural development into a complete animal. (Code, 1987, p. 57-58)

This, I think, is enough to explain why Aristotle makes the remark about including nature within the scope of his discussion. He need not also be claiming that all such natures, as specified here, function within substantial changes. But I think he might well be doing this too. That is, the special kind of “internal” dunamis he specifies here is a quite narrow and restricted one, and only substantial matter involves such a dunamis. Here my remarks will be merely suggestive. First, it is clear that Aristotle is not thinking of just any natural change here. For example, the capacity to see is a natural capacity. But its exercise is instigated by an outside factor. That is, it is a capacity to be changed (in a suitably refined sense) by something else. This is a straightforward instance of the kurios sense, since it is a “source of motion or change … by something else or [by itself] qua something else” (1019a19-20). Now, in contrast to this example, the passage from Theta 8 about nature as a dunamis must be describing a case in which the efficient cause of change is internal to the very item that undergoes the change, and internal to that thing qua itself not “qua other.” Are there non-substantial changes of this sort? Aristotle discusses self-change in Physics viii, and the discussion there is limited to non-substantial change.
  He claims that organisms can change themselves only in location; the only kind of self-change they enjoy is locomotion.
 But even this “self-locomotion” is not, in an even stronger sense, a proper self-change. For “it would seem that in animals, just as in ships and things not naturally constituted, that which causes change is separate from that which suffers change, and that in this way the animal as a whole causes its own change” (254b29-32).
 


Is the difference Aristotle points to between active and passive factors sufficient to make these factors sources of change in or by itself qua something else—capacities in the kurios sense?  I want to suggest that it is; Aristotle’s position is that (restricted to non-substantial change) even (ordinary) “self-change” only involves capacities in the kurios sense. The kind of nature he has in mind in Theta 8—a source of change “in itself qua itself”—involves a stricter notion of self-change. The idea that even “self-locomotion” involves dunamis in the kurios sense makes sense of a puzzling passage from Metaphysics Theta 1. After explaining what dunamis in accordance with change is, he claims that “insofar as it is naturally constituted, nothing suffers itself by itself; for it is one and not other” (1046a28-29).
 This passage can be seen as claiming that when natural objects undergo “self-change” and “change themselves” only insofar as they have suitably different active and passive factors, not insofar as they are “naturally constituted” unities. If, as I have claimed, the kurios sense involves only non-substantial change, then the Theta 1 passage can be read as restricted to non-substantial change as well. It will be making the same claim as the Physics viii passage, that such change involves dunameis for change “in itself qua other.” Both passages, however, are silent about substantial generation, since they are concerned only with non-substantial change. Thus they allow that when Aristotle brings up nature as a dunamis in itself qua itself, he has in mind that in genuine substantial generation (restricted, again, to living organisms) active and passive factors exhibit a much stronger, per se unity than in natural “self-locomotion.” This is a suggestion that needs to be explored through detailed analysis of Aristotle’s embryology.


This admittedly speculative suggestion is less important, however, than the weaker claims that the useful sense is introduced to cover capacities involved in substantial change and that many instances of change (in the broad sense of Physics iii) will not involve capacities in the useful sense, but will involve capacities “in accordance with change.” We are at this point left with no good answer to the guiding question about how to avoid circularity. Because talk of potentiality and “potential being” (dunamei on) makes reference to capacity (dunamis), we cannot rely on the fact that the definition of change talks of potential being to avoid circularity. Nor can we construe the definition of change in terms of the kind of capacity that Aristotle designates as dunamis in the useful sense. For that kind of capacity is relevant to substantial change, and perhaps only to substantial change in a quite narrow sense. At least some of the capacities relevant to change will be those covered by the kurios sense of dunamis. Aristotle does not explicitly offer an account of a sense of dunamis that is manifestly suited for the definition of change. 


At this point, I want to lower the bar. Granted that Aristotle does not, in the texts we have considered, explicitly offer us the requisite concept of dunamis, I want to ask whether Aristotle could reasonably and consistently have had such a concept. Dunamis in accordance with change is a concept that captures a certain class of capacities, some of which are implicitly referred to in the definition of change. Thus, it seems to me that the most plausible way for Aristotle to resolve the circularity problem is to hold that these capacities are not fundamentally characterized as capacities “in accordance with change.” This characterization does not to get at their fundamental nature. They are more fundamentally characterized as capacities for being. Note that this position is different from the position that ascribes to the pile of bricks, e.g., two different capacities, one to become a house, the other two be a house. Rather, as Waterlow puts it, “that potentiality [for change] can also be spelt out in terms that make no reference to change, and for this reason the definition is not circular” (p. 114). Waterlow argues that intuitively, the conditions that constitute something’s “potentiality to change to the state in question … are also what is meant by saying that it has the potential to be in that state” (p. 115). I think this is a reasonable position, and Waterlow is correct to identify it. I would like to go further and consider whether Metaphysics Theta provides a textual ground for attributing to Aristotle such a position. To clarify, it is not just that the capacity can be described without reference to change, which is relatively uncontroversial. What is needed is the idea that the relevant dunamis can be fundamentally or essentially specified without reference to change.


Now, I do not claim that Aristotle explicitly puts forward such a position. Nevertheless, the most obvious obstacle to it rests on a misreading. The obstacle stems from Aristotle’s portrayal, in Metaphysics Theta 1 and Delta 12, of dunamis in accordance with change as the kurios sense of dunamis, which suggests that it tells us the essential nature of a certain class of capacities (and does so in terms of change). I argue that kurios here means established, familiar or acknowledged, so we are free to suppose that “dunamis in accordance with change” admits of a more fundamental characterization. In the final section, I show how Aristotle’s use of the notion of analogy in Metaphysics Theta can be read as showing that he has a general concept of capacity, one that spans both kurios and useful senses. If this reading is correct, then it would show that Aristotle is engaged in putting forward a more fundamental characterization of dunamis. This in turn would lend further independent support to the idea that the characterization of certain capacities as “in accordance with change” is not the final word on these capacities.  

III - What is a Kurios Sense of Dunamis?

I claim that by calling dunamis in accordance with change the kurios sense, Aristotle is not saying that it is a strict, proper, or primary sense of dunamis, that is, one that captures the essential nature of the kind of entity designated. I have often referred to it as the “strict or established sense of dunamis.” I argue, in effect, that we should settle on the translation “established” “standard” or “common” rather than “strict,” “primary” or “proper.” Aristotle is trying to capture a class of cases that are, at least within his audience, familiar and usually acknowledged as instances of dunamis and energeia. But is this a suitable understanding of Aristotle’s heading “dunamis spoken of most kuriōs?” Of course, sometimes kurios does mean strict, proper, or primary. But Aristotle often talks about kuria words (onomata) in just the way I am suggesting:

Every word is either kurion, or strange (glōtta), or metaphorical, or ornamental, or newly-coined, or lengthened, or contracted, or altered. By a kurion word I mean one which is in general use among a people; by a strange word, one which is in use in another country. Plainly, therefore, the same word may be at once strange and current, but not in relation to the same people. The word sigynon, ‘lance,’ is to the Cyprians a kurion term but to us a strange one (Poetics 1457b1-5, trans. Butcher).

Style to be good must be clear, as is proved by the fact that speech which fails to convey a plain meaning will fail to do just what speech has to do. It must also be appropriate, avoiding both meanness and undue elevation; poetical language is certainly free from meanness, but it is not appropriate to prose. Clearness is secured by using the words (nouns and verbs alike) that are kuria. Freedom from meanness, and positive adornment too, are secured by using the other words mentioned in the Art of Poetry. Such variation [from the kuria] makes the language appear more stately (Rhetoric 1404b5-12, trans. Roberts).

Now we do not know the meaning of strange (agnōtes) words, and kuria terms we know already (Rhetoric, 1410b11-12, trans. Roberts).

What these quotations show is that a word can be kurion when it is “in general use among a people” and “conveys a plain meaning.” Such words, of which we know the meaning already, will secure clarity. Now, although Aristotle is in these passages distinguishing one word for something from a less familiar word for the same thing, clearly the relevant notion concerns not so much the words themselves, which may be ambiguous, but certain uses of the words. Thus, it is reasonable to extend the notion of kuria words to uses or applications of a single word. With this in mind, I think we can look again at the relevant lines of Theta 1, only this time translated differently: “Let us make determinations about dunamis and actuality, and first about dunamis which is spoken of in the most established way.” 



This sentence, in fact, does not even suggest that there are two meanings of dunamis to be disambiguated. It just tells us that there are some capacities that, according to established usage, are called dunamis, and that there are nevertheless further cases to which the word can be applied. So far, it need not be understood as a distinct “sense” or “meaning” of the term. But as we saw, Aristotle gives a rather elaborate analysis of the kurios sense that follows the model of so-called “focal meaning.” So, I think there is more to his discussion than merely enumerating a set of cases. Nevertheless, he need not be taken as offering a philosophically rich concept of dunamis. What I mean by this is a concept that exposes the fundamental nature of some feature of reality. If dunamis in accordance with change is not such a concept, then we should not expect Aristotle to be employing this concept in certain contexts, namely, those in which he is explaining what some feature of reality fundamentally is. I take his discussion of change in Physics iii to be such a context.


Rather, with the kurios sense, Aristotle is pointing to a set of cases that his audience acknowledges as exhibiting dunamis and energeia and giving an analysis of the way they are ordinarily conceptualized. The kurios sense of dunamis is a familiar concept that picks out acknowledged cases.  This viewpoint is supported by one of the so-called “etymological” passages in Theta 3: “The word energeia, which is connected to entelecheia, has, in the main, been extended from changes (kinēseis) to other things; for energeia is thought most of all to be change” (1046b30-32).
  The essential point, it seems to me, is that Aristotle is showing that a term that his audience ordinarily applies to certain cases should also be applied to others. Furthermore we have seen in the last Chapter that the notions of dunamis and energeia have a pedigree of such applications, as borne out by several of Aristotle’s early treatises, as well as some works of Plato.


A third reason for understanding the kurios sense in this way is that it makes good sense of part of the structure of Metaphysics Theta, and a puzzling passage where Aristotle justifies that part of the structure. Recall that though he is ultimately more interested in capacities in the useful sense for his present purpose, Aristotle thinks that a (rather extended) detour into the established usage is necessary. As we saw, there is some controversy about what reason Aristotle is referring to when he says “for this reason, in our inquiry, we also discussed those [cases of dunamis in accordance with change]” (1048a30). I suggested that the only explicit “reason” for discussing cases of dunamis in accordance with change that Aristotle can be referring to is the fact that dunamis is spoken of in another way, one that is more useful. The passage simply does not give us any other option. But this just tells us that we need to start with the kurios sense if we are to understand the useful sense, without explaining why. My analysis of what Aristotle means by kurios suggests an obvious—indeed too obvious to state—reason why we need to start with the kurios sense. It is kurios, that is, familiar and established, as are the cases that it covers.

IV - Analogy and a General Concept of Dunamis

We can find further support for this analysis of what it means to be the kurios sense by considering the role of analogy in connecting the two senses of dunamis and energeia in Metaphysics Theta 6. Aristotle appeals to an analogical relationship to explain why he does not offer a definition of dunamis or energeia that encompasses both classes (i.e. the examples falling under the two headings “as kinēsis to dunamis” and “as substance to some matter”). I think the role of analogy has often been misunderstood. Consider first Ross’ translation of what Aristotle says just before and just after the examples: 

What we want to say is clear from the particular cases through induction, and we need not seek a definition of everything but be content to survey the analogy. … Let energeia be defined by one member of this antithesis, and the dunaton by the other. But all things are not said in the same sense (homoiōs) to exist in energeia, but only by analogy—as A is in B or to B, C is in D or to D; for some are as change to dunamis, and the others as substance to some sort of matter. (1048a35-37, b4-b9, trans. Ross)

As this passage is usually understood, Aristotle is telling us that the two kinds of case are “merely analogous,” in that they exhibit no strict commonality. For example, to be “in capacity” is one thing in the case of things capable of changing, and something merely analogous in the case of substantial matter. It is for this reason, it is often thought, that no definition of dunamis is possible. The upshot of this is that Aristotle must settle, in the end, for two related, but ultimately different, senses of each of dunamis and energeia: dunamis or energeia in accordance with change and dunamis or energeia as exhibited in the case of substance and substantial matter. 


I will attempt to defend a strong, perhaps too strong, alternative proposal: that Aristotle is in fact attempting to offer unified concepts of energeia and dunamis that span the kurios and useful senses. At times this attempt will be somewhat speculative. Let us start with Aristotle’s claim at the beginning of Theta 6, that “since we have discussed dunamis said in accordance with change, we will [now] make determinations concerning energeia, both what it is, and what it is like” (1048a25-26). I want to read this claim as indicating not just that Aristotle will tell us about some cases or meanings of the term energeia. Rather, it is telling us what energeia is. It is an attempt to convey the nature of energeia. While energeia, like dunamis cannot be given a definition this is not because there is no single nature of energeia (or dunamis).

Let us start with the beginning of the text just quoted. What is the alternative to seeking a definition at lines 1048a35-7—the alternative with which, according to Ross’ translation, we should “be content?” The immediate contrast Aristotle sets up is not between seeking definition and analogy. Rather, it is between seeking a definition, on the one hand, and, on the other, induction (epagogē) and surveying. The fact that a concept is to be understood by induction does not, of course, imply that it is intrinsically too variegated to be definable. After all, induction from cases does lead to definition in many cases. But why, then, settle for mere induction? Perhaps the fact that it is an analogy we are looking at is what limits us to surveying or induction. If so, this would suggest that the analogous relationship rules out the possibility of a common nature.

Certainly there is another possible reason for thinking that there is no definition of dunamis and energeia. Aristotle uses the concepts of dunamis and energeia (and the related notion of entelecheia) to solve philosophical problems in a wide range of areas, and to define other rather basic concepts, notably the concepts of soul, change and (arguably) matter. That is, the concepts of dunamis and energeia are so fundamental and basic, and span such a wide range of sub-fields, that a definition of them in terms of other concepts would inevitably fail. 

But we still have not accounted for the role of analogy. Aristotle’s use of this notion is both widespread and varied. Most commonly, an analogy is illustrated by four items. For example, suppose that A is to B as C is to D. In this case, there is a relation between A and B, and a corresponding relation between C and D. We may, following Makin, think of this correspondence as a second-order relation. Makin distinguishes between cases in which the second-order relation is that of identity and cases in which it is not. In the first kind of case, A and B are (relevantly) related exactly as C and D are related. For example, one and two are related in the same way as three and six are related, to the extent that in both cases, the first number is half of the other. In other cases, the two relevant first order relations are similar but not the same. Makin suggests that such similarity might be involved in the use of analogy that expresses metaphor. Here is Aristotle’s account of that use:

Metaphor by analogy means this: when B is to A as (homoiōs echei) D is to C, then instead of B the poet will say D and B instead of D.  And sometimes they add that to which the term supplanted by the metaphor is relative.  For instance, a cup is to Dionysus what a shield is to Ares; so he will call the cup “Dionysus’s shield” and the shield “Ares’ cup.” Or old age is to life as evening is to day; so he will call the evening “day’s old-age” or use Empedocles’ phrase ; and old age he will call “the evening of life” or “life’s setting sun.” Sometimes there is no word for some of the terms of the analogy but the metaphor can be used all the same. For instance, to scatter seed is to sow, but there is no word for the action of the sun in scattering its fire. Yet this has to the sunshine the same (homoios) relation as sowing has to the seed, and so you have the phrase “sowing the god-created fire.” (Poetics 1457b17-31, trans. Butcher)

To take Aristotle’s example, we might say that the relevant relation between old age and life is similar to, but not the same as, the relation between evening and the day. 

Makin suggests that Aristotle’s use of analogy in Metaphysics Theta 6 must be of the second sort, that in which the two relevant first order relations are similar but not the same. Accordingly, he summarizes 1048b6-9 as saying that “we do not use actually in the same way in the change-capacity and substance-matter cases” (p. 131).
 I will argue that this gloss distorts Aristotle’s text. Part of the difficulty is that homoios (the adjective corresponding to the adverb, homoiōs), which describes the second-order relation, can indicate either sameness of similarity. 

Let me try to substantiate an alternative way of understanding the role of analogy here, starting with two observations. First of all, note that the relation between being in capacity and being in energeia is not directly described in the first part of the passage: “But all things are not said in the same sense (homoiōs) to exist in energeia, but only by analogy” (1048b6-7, trans. Ross). The word homoiōs and the phrase “by analogy” do not, at least not directly, describe either of the first-order relations (between being in capacity and being in energeia) or the second-order relation (between the first-order relations). Rather, these phrases tell us about the way that things are said to be “in energeia.” This is the first observation.

To see the next point, we first need to translate the sentence correctly. Compare the two translations, the first following Ross and Treddenick on the key terms, the second as it should be translated:

(1) “In energeia” is not said of everything homoiōs, but only by analogy.

(2) “In energeia” is not said of everything homoiōs, except by analogy.

In the first case, it appears that being said “by analogy” is an alternative to being said homoiōs. But the phrase, all’ ē,
 that Ross and Treddenick translate as “but only” means “except” or “other than.”
 Analogy, rather than precluding the possibility that energeia is said homoiōs, is what accounts for that possibility.  This is the second observation: “by analogy” should be read as indicating a way in which “in energeia” is, rather than is not, said homoiōs. 

This is not surprising if we recall that dunamis and energeia—at least the cases at issue here—are correlative concepts. We have seen in Metaphysics Theta 6 that they are explicated in terms of one another. This has consequences: If to be an energeia is (at a minimum) to stand in a certain relation to a dunamis, then we may not find that the energeiai themselves (in abstraction from their correlative capacities) are all of the same kind. Homogeneity of this sort, however, is peripheral to the analogy. Since energeia and dunamis are correlative concepts, they involve a “proportion.” To say that the cases are connected by analogy is to say that there is a shared proportion. And of course this proportion can be called an analogia. The notion of analogy, in the sense of proportion, allows Aristotle to make coherent the idea that there is something common to the various cases that we will miss if we focus exclusively on the side of dunamis or on the side of energeia. 

Moreover, we have seen no reason to think that this proportion—the dunamis-energeia relation—is different in the two kinds of case. I suggest that the same proportion (analogia) governs both kinds of case. To the extent that various pairs of beings in capacity and beings in energeia share this proportion, and only to that extent, they are called dunamei onta or energeiai onta “in the same way.” 

The remainder of the sentence contains an apparent obstacle to my reading. I break up the sentence for convenient reference: 

(i) Not everything is called  “in energeia” in the same way (homoiōs) except by analogy, (ii) as this in this or in relation to this, that in that or in relation to that; (iii) for in some cases as change in relation to dunamis, in others as substance in relation to some matter (1048b6-9).

Aristotle’s presentation of the analogous cases is quite condensed, and it is not immediately clear how the various clauses are meant to be connected. The apparent threat to my reading lies in clause (iii). It seems to tell us how things are called “in energeia” and to posit two different relations by which things are so called. So it appears that our use of energeia is governed either by one relation—”as change [stands] in relation to dunamis”—or by another—”as substance [stands] in relation to some matter.” And this in turn seems to be the force of the (in this case, merely) analogical connection.

Now, I agree that clause (iii) is telling us about the way in which things are said to be “in energeia” and even that different things are said to be “in energeia” in different ways. However, I do not think that clause (iii) posits different first-order relations. One might think that clause (iii) does just that on the basis of the following sort of expansion:

(i) Not everything is called “in energeia” in the same way except by analogy [that is, things are said to be in energeia either] (ii) as this [is] in this or in relation to this, [or as] that [is] in that or in relation to that; (iii) for [in particular, they are said to be “in energeia”] in some cases as change [stands] in relation to dunamis, in others as substance [stands] in relation to some matter (1048b6-9).

Clause (ii) is about the relation between dunamei on and energeiai on. If, in addition, as in this expansion, clause (ii) indicates the way(s) in which “in energeia” is said, then it appears that it is said according to one of two relations, and these relations appear to be specified in clause (iii).
 Indeed, the structural similarity of clauses (ii) and (iii) suggests that they are to be understood along the same lines. But in fact, clauses (ii) and (iii) are doing quite different things. Clause (ii) posits a commonality between two kinds of case. That is, we should naturally read it as saying: “as this [is] in this or in relation to this, [so] that [is] in that or in relation to that.” It is not an explication of two different ways of calling things “in energeia,” but simply a parenthetical reminder (akin to the account in the Poetics) of what “by analogy” means. And in fact, since (as I have argued) analogy provides for calling things energeiai onta in the same way, we should not be surprised that an explication of analogy emphasizes commonality.


Unlike clause (ii), clause (iii) actually contrasts the two cases by employing the “in some cases … in others” (ta men … ta de) construction, again suggesting that the two clauses play different roles. But note that if clause (ii), in reminding us what “by analogy” means, posits a commonality between the two cases, we should expect clause (iii), which tells us how “in energeia” is said, to draw on that commonality or at least not to introduce a contrast that threatens or supplants it.  Now, with (ii) out of the way as a parenthetical remark, the sentence reads as follows: 

(i) Not everything is said to be “in energeia” in the same way except by analogy … (iii) for in some cases as change in relation to dunamis, in others as substance in relation to some matter (1048b6-9).

The key to seeing how clause (iii) could draw on, or at least leave in place, the commonality posited by clause (ii) lies again in the picture of analogy as a shared proportion that not only unifies different cases but also exhausts their unity. The various beings in energeia are diverse when viewed on their own, but not when viewed as instantiating (one side of) a single relation. I would like to propose the following gloss: We call things “in energeia” either because of change (relative to a dunamis) or because they are substance (relative to matter). That is, “as [involving] change” and “as substance” describe the difference in how we call things “in energeia.” With a superficial focus just on the beings in energeia themselves, we say that they are “in energeiai” either because they involve changes, or because they are substances. The sentence need not say that we call things “in energeia” sometimes because they exhibit one relation, sometimes because they exhibit a different relation. The first order relation (which I believe is unitary) need not be said to lie behind our calling things “in energeia.”
 Of course, the first order relation can govern the use of “in energeia” as well, but it does not account for the contrast that clause (iii) posits.

This passage illustrates the limitation on the extent to which things are called “in energeia” in the same way, a limitation we would expect in any case in which a single proportion, rather than the various items on one side of that proportion, governs the use of a term. The difference between the two “senses”—the difference Aristotle is here emphasizing—stems from a superficial focus on the side of energeiai on or dunamei on alone, to the exclusion of the proportion between them. Consider a builder who is currently building a house and a substance. Someone who focuses just on these objects and calls them both “beings in energeia” may well be using different criteria in order to apply the term. But by focusing instead on the shared proportion in each case, we can see the commonality. 

I want to suggest that the unitary proportion provides Aristotle with at least the starting point for general concepts of dunamis and energeia. I say “at least the starting point” because it is not clear whether the shared proportion alone can exhaustively determine the fundamental nature of dunamis and energeia. In any case, the general concept of energeia will be Aristotle’s answer to the question presented at the beginning of Theta 6, about what energeia is. The general concept of dunamis—of capacity—will get at the fundamental nature of the capacities Aristotle describes as “dunamis in accordance with change” as well as other capacities. This does not yet show that the general notion is that of capacity for being rather than becoming. 

If Aristotle has such a concept of capacity, then there is independent support for my analysis of what Aristotle means by kurios. For such a concept must be broader and more fundamental than the kurios sense of dunamis. Therefore, the kurios sense cannot exhibit the fundamental nature of the capacities it covers. It cannot be the “strict” or “primary” sense of the term in this sense. While we might have serious misgivings about revising or supplanting the strict or primary sense of the term, there is no reason to resist the idea that a term that is ordinarily acknowledged to apply in certain cases has a wider application than is ordinarily thought. And it is reasonable to think that in showing that the term has further applications, we will arrive at the fundamental nature of what is expressed by that term, where this fundamental nature covers both the original applications and the further ones. 
In fact, looking at Aristotle’s investigation of dunamis from this perspective suggests that it fits a common pattern of inquiry. We begin with a concept of dunamis that is already in our possession, and we acknowledge that it has certain instances. Aristotle turns our attention to further cases of dunamis. Although they do not precisely satisfy our original concept, Aristotle attempts to exhibit a common proportion that holds in all of the cases. Seeing this, we are able to refine our original concept into a more fundamental notion of dunamis, one which applies more widely. Having begun with dunamis that is more familiar to us, we arrive at a general notion of dunamis, which Aristotle might describe as “better known by nature. 
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� An exception is Simplicius, who claims that Aristotle defines change “marvelously” (414.25).


� E.g. Locke in his An Essay Concerning Human Understanding: “What more exquisite jargon could the wit of man invent, than this definition, The act of a being in Power, as far forth as in Power, which would puzzle any rational Man, to whom it was not already known by its famous absurdity, to guess what Word it could ever be supposed to be the Explication of. If Tully, asking a Dutchman what Beweeginge was, should have received this Explication in his own language, that it was Actus entis in potentia quatenus in potentia; I ask whether any one can imagine he could thereby have understood what the Word Beweeginge signified, or have guessed what Idea a Dutchman ordinarily had in his mind, and would signify to another, when he used that sound?” (book III section 4.8)


� This is a delicate point. Aristotle does not think that natural science is primarily about matter; in fact, Physics ii.1 claims that “form has a better claim than the matter to be called nature” (193b6-7) and the course of book ii argues that form is often a cause in three ways (198a25-27).


� In fact, it is quite probable that book I was at some point a separate treatise entitled “On Principles,” and was subsequently attached by Aristotle to books ii-iv. See Ross (1936) introduction. Books iii and iv form a continuous treatise on the basic concepts of natural science, and follow quite naturally from book ii. There are many sources of discrepancy between the first book and books ii-iv. For one thing, the discussion of “principles” in book I culminates in the claim that the three principles of change are form, privation, and matter. But we learn in book ii that the entity identified as form in book I often plays three distinct causal roles: that of formal cause, efficient cause and final cause, the latter two absent entirely from book i. Although there is no obvious inconsistency here—one might distinguish, for example, the elements (stoicheia) of change, which are internal, from the totality of causal roles relevant to a change—Aristotle offers no explanation for the difference in approach. A second discrepancy is that Aristotle appears to say in book I that matter persists through change, but in book iii that it does not.


� This is because matter and privation coincide before the change; from this perspective there are just two principles. It is interesting to note that the justification given earlier for thinking there must be opposite principles, that “nor does anything come to be out of just anything, unless you take a case of concurrence” (199a34-5) no longer supports privation’s claim to be a principle, since we have just been told that it is only by virtue of concurrence that things come-to-be from the privation and now appears to support matter at the privation’s expense.


� The relevant verb hupokeisthai (to underlie) is of course Aristotle’s term for being the subject of predicates in his Categories.


� First, it is not clear whether Aristotle’s claim that matter persists as a subject of predication is strict doctrine, or whether it is presented because, though in some cases inaccurate, it allows his students to see how two principles, matter and privation, can be “one in number.” Aristotle’s account is quite clearly introductory and preliminary, as is appropriate for a first course in the study of nature. Any student would have been familiar with predication relations from previous study, and could easily grasp the difference between matter and privation in certain cases by distinguishing what persists (e.g. a man) from what does not (e.g. the unmusical). Second, while Aristotle provides examples of matter in cases of non-substantial change—growth, alteration and locomotion—he posits a merely analogical extension of the theory to cover substantial change—generation and destruction. There are good reasons to think, however, that persistence and subjecthood cannot apply—at least not in the same way—to the matter for substantial change. Third, when Aristotle defines change in book iii of the Physics, he seems to assume that what is potentially F cannot at the same time be actually F (201a20-21). If being potentially F is essential to being the matter of F, it follows that the matter does not persist into the product of a change. 


� “We may take as a basic assumption, clear from a survey of particular cases, that natural beings are some or all of them subject to change” (185a12-14). Aristotle goes on to address Parmenidean doubts about change in some detail.


� For example, he later draws on the “way of opinion” (esp. frag. 8, lines 51-59) in order to include Parmenides within his discussion of the pre-Socratic materialists (phusikoi) who employ contrary principles: “for Parmenides in effect makes hot and cold principles, though he calls them fire and earth” (188a19-21). In this spirit Aristotle can then attribute to Parmenides the view that “a thing comes-to-be out of what is not” (i.9 191b36-192a1).


� Here, as in the remainder of book iii, Aristotle uses the terms interchangeably. Sometimes (e.g. Physics v.1-2) the term metabolē covers all four types of change distinguished in book iii, while kinēsis covers only three, excluding substantial change.


� I think that this is why he says there is nothing common to the categories, though I must admit that the argument is somewhat obscure. 


� Here Aristotle is not careful to distinguish the privation from potential being (as in e.g., Physics i.9). This goes along with the apparent assumption in Physics iii.1-3 (e.g., at 201a20-21) that potential being is extinguished in the process of actualization.


� The importance of distinguishing the types of change can be seen in On Generation and Corruption i.1, where one of the framing questions is whether generation and alteration are the same.


� Along the same lines, Socrates might undergo a different kind of change (e.g. locomotion) while becoming tan. This locomotion would have to be excluded from the definition of alteration.


� Note that energeia, the term for activity, is not a counterpart to passivity, but rather to inactivity. It applies equally to “agentive” activity, like teaching, and passive activity, like learning.


�To be sure, I do not mean that the useful sense provides this more fundamental characterization.


� See e.g. Charlton (1970) ad loc.  Loux (1992) p. 288, Ross (1936) in his introduction only p. 23, Williams (1984) p. 298, Wieland (1962) pp. 137-8, Horstschäfer (1998) pp. 389-391.


� A traditional worry about the existential reading, which I partially criticize below (note 22) is as follows: why cannot “what is” come-to-be from “what is” if (as the existential reading maintains) this amounts to an existent thing coming-to-be from a (quite possibly) distinct existent thing (e.g. a chair from a tree). This is not obviously problematic and does not entail that “it already is” if that is taken to mean that the product (e.g. the chair) already exists, or that the putative origin of change is already of the same kind as the product (e.g. that one chair becomes an identical chair). These worries seem to arise only if “what is” refers just to the product, or to something of the same kind as the product. But this move undermines the dilemma because “what is,” (taken to refer e.g. to this chair or to chairs generally) and “what is not,” taken to refer to nothing at all, are no longer even apparently exhaustive. 


� I ignore the reading Ross (1936) suggests in his commentary ad loc. that we take “what is” to pick out the very object that is being generated and “what is not” to pick out everything else, respectively. In this I follow Code (1976), Lewis (1991) and Kelsey (2006).


� The verb here translated as “[to] come to be,” gignesthai, and especially the cognate noun genesis, usually refer only to (substantial) generation. However, in the previous chapter, Aristotle has also used the verb more broadly, to cover, e.g., the case of an uncultured man becoming cultured. In this broader usage, it would presumably cover not only substantial generation and alteration, but also locomotion and growth/decrease. 


� “…if we suppose that it is the supplemented versions [of the incomplete reading]. . . that are the focus of the Parmenidean argument and Aristotle’s response to it, we rob the argument of its pivotal dilemma and make Aristotle’s response to it gratuitous … “That which is musical comes-to-be from that which is not musical” is not, in any obvious way, problematic; and if it is problematic, the nature of the difficulty is not that identified in the claim that nothing comes-to-be from that which is not. Any credibility attaching to that claim probably derives from the vague intuition that where there is nothing, there cannot, all of a sudden be something; and it is by no means evident that adherence to the idea that what is musical comes-to-be from what is not musical commits one to rejecting that intuition… Aristotle could simply point out that when, in any particular case, we provide the appropriate fillers for the incomplete expressions … the argument loses its force and the paradox disappears (Loux 1992, p. 288-9). In the same vein, C.J.F. Williams writes that “‘come to be’ here is understood as ‘come into existence’ and ‘is’ as ‘exists.’ … My reason for diagnosing Aristotle’s problem in this way is that I cannot see how accidental change—a plate’s becoming hot in the oven—can be seen as problematic at all.” (Williams, 1984, p.298)


� See Charlton (1970) pp. 139-140, Gill (1989) pp. 6-7.


� See Code (1976) p. 164, Lewis (1991) p. 228 ff. 


� See Metaphysics E2, 1026b18-20, Topics i.11 104b25-28.


� As I argue below, this aporia rests on strong assumptions about reference and time, which are unnecessary to motivate the dilemma presented in Physics i.8.


� See also Metaphysics Epsilon 2 1026b37-1027a5.


� In particular, both (the builder and the doctor) are accidents of the same substance. (Delta 7 1017a19-24, Delta 9 1017b28-31)


� I take it that when Aristotle talks about various distinct “beings” (onta) that are “one-in-number” but not “one-in-being” (hen tō einai) he is not merely talking about different descriptions under which a single being falls, as Williams (1985) suggests, but about genuinely different beings. For Aristotle there are various ways in which these beings can be the same or different.


� Unfortunately, the fact that these phrases qualify the relation is not always reflected in their grammar. For even though the phrases “simply” (haplōs), “according to itself,” (kath’ auto), and “according to what coincides” (kata sumbebēkos) are naturally understood as adverbial, they must, in the doctor example, grammatically modify the verbs “build” and “heal,” not the relation between the doctor and those activities.


� Though he does have more to say about this issue in other texts, I believe that he is here asking us to grasp the intuitive force of the example he offers.


� A further question concerns cases in which one concept properly contains another. It seems that in these cases, strict sameness in being is not necessary for certain per se relations to hold. For example, man and animal are not one-in-being. Still, it is reasonable that whatever someone does qua animal (i.e. what “the animal” does per se), he also does qua man (i.e. the man does per se), since being animal is part of what it is to be man.  On the other hand, intuitively, what one does qua man is not necessarily what one does qua animal, because certain things men do (e.g. thinking) are not explained by their being animals. Physics i simply does not address this issue in sufficient detail.


� It does, however, follow from the one-in-being reading of (0).


� In fact, Aristotle is concerned to allow for both possibilities, a point to which I will return.


� Thanks to Tony Long for helping me see that a clarification is in order here.


� “There must always be something underlying which is the coming-to-be (transitive) thing (gignomenon) and this, even if it is one in number, is not one in form (By ‘in form I mean the same as ‘in account’). The being of a man is not the same as the being of ignorant of music.” (190a14-18); “there is one thing which comes to be, and another which comes to be this, and the latter is twofold: either the underlying thing or the thing which is opposed.” (190b11-13); “The underlying thing, however, though one in number, is two in form. On the one hand there is the man, the gold and in general the measurable matter; this is more of a tode ti, and it is not by virtue of concurrence that the thing which comes to be comes to be from this. On the other hand there is the lack or opposition, which coincides . . . Hence from one angle we must say that the principles are two, and from another that they are three . . . so in a way the principles are not more numerous than the opposites, but are, you might say, two in number; but they are not two in every way because of the diverse being which belongs to them, but three (For the being of a man is different from the being of ignorant of music, and the being of shapeless from the being of bronze). (190b23-191a3)


� See e.g. Loux (1992) p. 292, Madigan (1992) p. 322, Horstschäfer (1998) pp. 381-4. It is no accident, I think, that all three endorse the existential reading.


� Wieland (1962, pp. 137-8) and Happ (1971, p. 293) are explicit about this, and I believe that Loux is clearly committed to it. Horstschäfer (1998) is unique in offering a textual explanation for this move that attempts, I take it, not to rely on the per se vs. per accidens distinction. According to Horstschäfer, the doctor is meant as a specific case of “what is,” meant to show us in particular that “what is” and “what is not” admit of determinate meanings as well as “absolute” ones, and that on (different) determinate meanings, “what is” and “what is not,” can coincide. I do not think that the text can be read in this way, in particular, because Aristotle does not explicitly mention the determinacy of being and not-being that (on this view) is essential to his response. Furthermore, I think Horstschäfer  is still committed to taking the qualifiers per se and per accidens to dictate the meaning (i.e. determinate or absolute) of “what is” and “what is not.” Aristotle argues that the claims about the doctor can be understood in two ways, as per se and per accidens claims, and that the claims about coming-to-be can also be understood in these two ways. This is the similarity between the two classes of claims that he mentions, and on which he subsequently relies.  Furthermore, the per se claims are false:


(1A) coming-to-be is from “what is “ per se,


(1B) coming-to-be is from “what is not” per se,


while the corresponding per accidens claims can be true:


(2A) coming-to-be is from “what is” per accidens


(2B) coming-to-be is from “what is not” per accidens.


The problem is that we cannot, on Horstschäfer’s analysis, make sense of how this per se vs. per accidens distinction could apply to the “determinate” versions of the claims. For example, why should Aristotle reject the possibility of coming-to-be from what is not canine per se. The only reason we have been given is that “something must underlie,” but this objection, as Horstschäfer understands it (the generation ex nihilo threat) can only apply to the “absolute” reading of “what is not.” We have been given no reason at all for thinking that coming-to-be from determinate privation is impossible, and even if we were, in relying on such a reason, Aristotle would lose touch with the original dilemma, which (as Horstschäfer understands it) only applies to the absolute reading. Similarly, why think that coming-to-be from “what is canine” per se is impossible? Not because “it already is” (though Aristotle does appear to bring up this objection at 191b22-23). For that objection only applies to the absolute reading. Let me summarize. Aristotle’s claim that per se coming-to-be is impossible, as understood by Horstschäfer, applies only to the “absolute” readings of “what is” and “what is not.” Given the way that Horstschäfer understands the dilemma, it gives us no reason to deny the per se claims about determinate being and not being. This is why I think that Horstschäfer must be construing the addition of the qualifiers, per se and per accidens as dictating whether “what is” and “what is not” should be read existentially (absolutely) or determinately. But as we have seen, to come to be from X per accidens is not to come to be from a special kind of X, but it is rather to come to be from an X only because that X is also something else. Whatever kind of being or non-being the phrases “what is” and “what is not” signify, they must do with and without the qualifier per accidens. For the relevant discussion in Horstschäfer see pp. 399-422.


� Here I do not mean that being “what is not musical” is insufficient for becoming musical. Even being matter will be insufficient in that the absence of external hindrances and, typically, an external agent are required. On the latter, see Metaphysics Theta 7.


� For this reason, I think that the traditional objection to the existential reading can be met as long as this kind of ontology is there to back it up. Whether Parmenides’ use of “is” should be construed as existential (which is questionable), there is a sense in which the existential reading captures the only dilemma that can be coherently stated on that ontology. The objection is that there is no problem, on the existential reading, with “what is” coming-to-be from “what is,” since this might involve one existent thing coming-to-be from a different one, which is not subject to the objection that “it [the product] already is.” However, a theory that draws no distinctions between kinds of being cannot make the distinction between two existent things of different kinds, or make relevant the distinction between one particular being and another. It seems to me then, that whatever being is put forward as what something comes-to-be from will be no different from what may be claimed to come-to-be from it, and this fact is sufficient to rule out coming-to-be from what is (i.e. from any existent thing). This can be seen by considering a parallel case within an ontology that is more familiar. Consider a being whose characteristics in each category are fully specified by the (complex) predicate G. For example, G contains the predicates: fire truck red, three feet tall, etc. Now suppose that we are considering the possibility that this G comes-to-be from some other thing that is G—from “what is G.” In this case we cannot draw any distinction between the features of the “new” G and those of the “old” one. Thus it is not clear what sense could be made of the “old G” becoming the “new” G. This, I suggest, is the situation of this full-blooded Parmenidean who is faced with the possibility of “what is” coming-to-be from “what is.”  In this way, and as an exception to the traditional objection, the “existential reading” can provide a coherent dilemma, but only with the Parmenidean ontology to back it up.


� This point reveals the inadequacy of focusing primarily on the “appropriateness” of certain descriptions, as in Loux’s emphasis of “perspicuous” descriptions. Waterlow, though she makes a very similar point to mine—that merely providing a new description of the same fact does not do away with the problematic one—seems to put too much emphasis on Aristotle having to show that the descriptions are not “equally appropriate” or “equally revealing of the structure of the fact” (16). See especially Waterlow (1982) pp. 10-16.


� This proposal bears some similarity to the proposal put forward by Frank Lewis (1991, p. 228ff) and Alan Code (1976, p. 16) I mentioned earlier. For them, the problem, allegedly one of finding a legitimate referent for the phrase “what is not [e.g.] musical,” hinges on the idea that this phrase must pick out the musical, on the grounds that the unmusical came to be musical. If the phrase “what is not musical” also referred to the musical, then we could toggle between the two problematic claims using a principle of substitutability. But there is no need to be able to derive one problematic alternative from the other. Indeed, if this were possible, it is not clear why we would even have a dilemma at all, as one of the “horns” would entail the other. Furthermore, this account obviously weakens the dilemma, insofar as it reads into it stronger and less plausible background presuppositions about reference over time and change. 


� ἡμεῖς δὲ καὶ αὐτοί φαμεν γίγνεσθαι μὲν μηθὲν


ἁπλῶς ἐκ μὴ ὄντος, πὼς μέντοι γίγνεσθαι ἐκ μὴ ὄντος, οἷον


κατὰ συμβεβηκός (ἐκ γὰρ τῆς στερήσεως, ὅ ἐστι καθ’ αὑτὸ μὴ  (15)


ὄν, οὐκ ἐνυπάρχοντος γίγνεταί τι· θαυμάζεται δὲ τοῦτο καὶ


ἀδύνατον οὕτω δοκεῖ γίγνεσθαί τι, ἐκ μὴ ὄντος)· (191b12-17)


� This is a somewhat non-standard reading. It takes the subject of the verb enuparchein (to be present in) in the genitive absolute phrase ouk enuparchontos to be an understood tis (something), looking forward to the ti (something) that comes-to-be (as the product). Usually the subject is taken to be the sterēsis (privation) at line 15. I discuss this further in a footnote below. I thank David Ebrey for bringing to my attention some of the possibilities concerning this passage and its connection to the pre-Socratic concerns I mention.


�According to Aristotle, Anaximander, Anaxagoras and Empedocles all “produce other things from their mixture by segregation (ekkrinesthai)” (Physics i.4 187a20-1) . Further, Anaxagoras, noticing that opposites come-to-be from one another, and supposing that nothing can come-to-be from “what is not,” supposed that “things come-to-be out of things that are, and are present in [the opposite], but because of the smallness of their sizes imperceptible to us.” (187a36-187b1). Of course, this means that they do not come-to-be from their pure opposites but from opposites which “are called according to the chief constituent” (187b23). And so Anaxagoras countenances coming-to-be from “what is not” only by re-construing “what is not” as containing “what is” mixed in to it. But Aristotle’s privation is the absence of form and so exclusive of form. 


� See Kelsey (2006) pp. 340-2.


� Kelsey might respond that the Parmenidean needs to invoke that distinction only as it applies to “what is substance” and “what is not substance,” but not between each of those and potential substance, which is according to Kelsey the per se source of coming-to-be substance. But I see no evidence that such further distinction is drawn in Aristotle’s resolution. He simply draws the per se vs. per accidens distinction. Alternatively, Kelsey might deny that the picture according to which something counts as “what is not substance” by lacking some determinate kind of substantial being is presupposed in the very statement of the dilemma. But in this case, it would be an essential part of Aristotle’s response to put forward such a picture, something he does not do.


� Quite apart from the earlier concern, that Aristotle cannot, and does not have the resources to, shift the meanings of these phrases, I believe that there are insurmountable problems involved in holding that matter is meant to be an instance of “what is.” Interpretations on which matter is an instance of “what is” are faced with the following inconsistent triad:


(i) Matter is (an instance of) “what is.”


(ii) coming-to-be is from matter per se (see e.g. Physics i.7 190b25-27)


(iii) Coming-to-be is from “what is” per accidens.


Lewis and Ross deny (ii), holding the textually unsupported and awkward view that the per se source of coming-to-be is the combination of the matter and the privation. Loux, on the other hand wants to hold to all three, but admits that Aristotle’s treatments of the two horns “must diverge fairly drastically” (p. 310) in their use of the term kata sumbebēkos. Recall that for Loux, the two horns are to be read existentially, so that the two alternatives offered are “what exists” and “what does not exist.” Now, why is each option merely a per accidens source of change?  “What is not” is an essential generalization of the specific privation, so that “the privation is in itself what is not” (191b15-16), and this privation merely coincides with the matter (the per se source of change).  This conforms to Aristotle’s use of kata sumbebēkos in the doctor example insofar as a relation of merely coinciding lies behind the kata sumbebēkos claim. (Incidentally, here I think Loux is no longer employing an existential reading—”what does not exist” is not a generalization of determinate privations.) On the other hand “what exists,” according to Loux, is an essential generalization of matter, which is a determinate thing that exists. For Loux, matter is “in itself what is” in the same way that the privation is “in itself what is not.” But since matter is the per se source of change, then “what is” is an essential generalization of the per se source of change, and at the same time, it is itself a per accidens source of change. On the “what is” side, there is no “coincidental” relation underpinning the kata sumbebēkos claim. See Loux (1992) pp. 308-317. He is well aware of these problems.


� Here I read zōon ti and the like as “a particular animal” rather than “a particular kind of animal.”  


� Ross (1936) has gone so far as to alter the text in two ways, first, so that it describes one animal giving birth to another, rather than simply becoming another, and second, so that it describes a dog giving birth to a dog, and a horse giving birth to a horse, rather than a cross-species generation. But these revisions are both problematic: Besides altering a text on which all the manuscripts agree, the first revision (from transformation to giving birth) shifts the focus to the efficient cause, that is, to the external agent of change, rather than the material principle. The second, by treating the case as, say, “dog from dog,” seems straightforwardly open to the original objection that “it already is.” 


�See Kelsey (2006) pp. 336-7. This stronger principle could be supported by appeal to a generalizing principle: If the F comes-to-be from the G per se then for all of their essential genera Fn and Gn respectively, the Fn comes-to-be from the Gn per se. Kelsey (p. 356, n.42) relies on this generalizing principle to reject my claim that in the example, horses become dogs per se. Note that no such generalizing principle—that the per se relation carries over to genera—holds in Aristotle’s example of the doctor, the example on which his employment of the per se vs. per accidens distinction crucially depends. There, the doctor heals per se. But the doctor is also (we may presume, essentially) rational. It does not follow—nor is it true—that what is rational heals per se.


� As I claim below, Aristotle does not (without the notion of potentiality) yet have the resources to illustrate such a claim without violating the stronger principle.


� Here I am in full agreement with Ross (1936) ad loc.


� Recall that the minimum requirement necessary to motivate the dilemma is that “what is not” can’t itself be the per se source of change, not that no being with which it coincides can be the per se source of change. Accordingly, the present objection, “something must underlie” tells us that “what is not” itself fails to be a logical subject. This is weaker than the claim that “what is not” coincides with no logical subject.


� This illustration of per accidens coming-to-be is often thought to be relevant to the “something must underlie” objection. Many would disagree with my analysis of the phrase “not being present in” (ouk enuparchontos) and claim that the subject of enuparchein is “privation” rather than the “something” that comes-to-be. On this view, the privation is being said not to be present in the product, i.e. not to persist. And indeed it does not. This standard reading is not implausible, and I do not mean to suggest that it is. However, having offered an alternative, I want now to show that even the standard reading does not automatically require that we see the dilemma as involving a problem about persistence. Several further assumptions are necessary. Here is the text again, this time translated according to the standard reading: “We too say that nothing comes-to-be simply [i.e. per se] out of what is not; but that things do come-to-be in a way out of what is not, namely, kata sumbebēkos [per accidens]. For out of the privation, which is in itself what is not and not present in [the product], something comes to be. But this makes people stare” (191b12-18). The first key issue concerns how the claim that privation does not persist, along with the claim that it is “in itself what is not,” fit into the context. Ross (1936, ad loc.) sees these two claims as parenthetical remarks about the privation, and not what “makes people stare.” On this reading, there is clearly no need to think that the privation’s failure to persist (partly) generates the dilemma. Add the assumption that Aristotle is trying to distinguish the privation from the matter with this remark. Still, this requires only that matter sometimes persist. Furthermore, this would be part of Aristotle’s account of how his account of the principles can resolve the dilemma. It would not necessarily exhibit the requirements on a theory of change that are already implicit in the dilemma. Add the further assumption that the privation’s failure to persist is what generates the worry that “makes people stare.” Still, this need not be the same concern (i.e. that something underlie) that generates the dilemma. The fact that it is a concern cited by Aristotle does not imply that he wants to posit a persistent source of change in order to keep people from “staring.” For here, he is simply denying their claim, by saying that things do after all come-to-be from the privation. And so, it seems to me that even if this concern is part of what motivates the dilemma, Aristotle need not posit something persistent. That implication supposes that the worries of his predecessors are generated by non-persistence alone. Instead it might be that once they understand the nature of matter, they might see that persistence is not, after all, necessary, though they had other related reasons that still apply to rejecting privation’s claim to be a per se source of change.


� David Ebrey has convinced me that this is a serious interpretive option.


� But not always. At i.5 188a19-22 Aristotle extracts the opposite principles of the theory considered in the “way of opinion” (See fragment 8, lines 51-59).


� Barnes (1982, p. 188) suggests otherwise, and is criticized in Mourelatos (1981, n. 10).


� One might be inclined to think that the idea from Physics i.8 that coming-to-be from “what is” per accidens can be cashed out in terms of coming-to-be from “what is potentially.” But this is a mistake. The dilemma concerned “what is,” not “what is potentially.” So, coming-to-be from “what is potentially” is not the same as coming-to-be from “what is.” Furthermore the potential F is the subject whose proper activity is change (as I read  Physics iii.1’s definition of change) and the per se source of coming-to-be. But in Physics i.8, coming-to-be from “what is” is possible only per accidens. As a final option, perhaps coming-to-be from “what is potentially” per se could be construed as the per accidens version of coming-to-be from “what is.” However, something that is potentially but not actually F is not also (does not coincide with what is) actually F.


� Aristotle appears to treat the privation, “what is not (substance),” and the potential substance as on a par. Instead of reading the passage as revising the theory of Physics I, according to which only matter is the per se source of change, we may note the following two interpretive options, among which I will not try to adjudicate: (i) that Aristotle is invoking different senses of “from” or “out of” (ek) or (ii) that the different “ways” just correspond to per se and per accidens. I direct the reader to Algra (2004) and Williams (1982) on this difficult passage.


� Although I have looked to On Generation and Corruption i.3 in order to illuminate the promise of another solution in Physics i.8, I do not take the Physics text to be referring to that discussion. For the discussion in On Generation and Corruption is itself merely summarizing and stating the results of yet another more extended treatment, contra Algra (2004). It is not unreasonable to suppose that the two are referring to the same treatment, and I am not convinced that any extant text could be that treatment.


� “We for our part say that matter and lack are different, and that the one, the matter, according to coincidence is not, but is near to being, and a being, in a way, while the other, the lack, in itself is not, and is not a being at all. … Our suggestion is that there is one thing which is opposite to this, and another which is by nature such as to yearn and reach out for it in accordance with its own nature. … it is the matter which does the yearning. You might say that it yearns as the female for the male and as the base for the beautiful; except that it is neither base nor female, except by coincidence.” (Physics i.9 192a3-25, selected)


� Aristotle later (Physics v.2 225b10-11) leaves substantial generation and destruction outside the scope of kinesis on the grounds that substance has no contrary, attested at Categories 5 3b24-31.


�“ἡ τοῦ δυνάμει ὄντος ἐντελέχεια, ᾗ τοιοῦτον, κίνησίς ἐστιν” (201a10-11).


� This general distinction between the goal or product of a potentiality and the process of attaining that goal is similarly reflected in other translations for entelecheia and energeia, such as “completion” vs. “completedness.” There are also the conveniently ambiguous “fulfillment” and “perfection.”


� Thus Chen’s (1958) catalogue of senses of entelecheia cites only these passages (Physics iii.1-3. Metaphysics Kappa 9) as evidence of the actualization meaning. 


� So Cherniss (1935), p. 165; Penner (1970) pp.427-431; Ackrill (1965) pp. 138-140; Kostman (1975); Peck (1971), p. 479, but see next footnote;  Ross (1936) talks of an “actualizaton” in his introduction (p. 45), and the notes to iii.1 are even more clear: “entelecheia must here mean ‘actualization’ not ‘actuality’: it is the passage from potentiality to actuality that is kinēsis (p. 537). But see following footnote.


� Heinaman (1994b) gives a clear exposition of this view. Peck (1971, p. 479) and Ross (1936) at times (and inconsistently) endorse elements of this view. Peck cashes out the definition in terms of the “qualitative altering of a thing which is qualitatively alterable,” while Ross identifies the relevant potentiality as the bricks’ “potentiality of being fashioned into a house” (p. 536). 


� So Gill: “if Aristotle is defining motion in this passage, . . . then on the “actualization” interpretation the definition is circular because a term, which means “process” turns up in the definiens.” (1980 p.130); see also Kosman (1969) pp. 41-42 and Coope (forthcoming).


� Consider Kosman’s discussion: “I have spoken throughout of the actuality (and making actual) of a potentiality [dunamis], rather than of the subject of a potentiality [dunamei on]. In his definition of motion [change], Aristotle speaks only of the latter, but it is clear that he would allow the other mode of speech, which he sometimes uses. The function of qua makes clear this fact. … To say that bricks and stones have been actualized qua potentially a house is to say that their potentiality to be a house has been actualized” (1969, p. 46; I have supplied the bracketed terms). As I mentioned, I believe (though I have not yet argued for it) that Aristotle’s definition is in terms of potential beings rather than a potential changer. But it is not obvious that talk of “potential being” is to be understood in terms of a corresponding dunamis, and even if it is, whether it should be understood in terms of a dunamis for being rather than for becoming. Kosman seems to think that both implications are forced upon us by the text: “He [Aristotle] is explicit that it is something’s potentiality [dunamis] to be and not to become something else in terms of which he means to define the motion by which it becomes something else. . . . When, a number of lines later he concludes that “motion is the actuality of the potential qua potential,” he is clearly referring back to the bronze qua potentially a statue, not qua potentially being made into a statue” (1969, 46). Kosman’s view that “potential being” involves a specific dunamis for being (which he also calls “potentiality”) stems from his reading of Metaphysics Theta’s discussion of senses of dunamis, which I will discuss in Chapter Five.


� Crucially, though, the potential being in terms of which change is defined is still the “potential house,” not the “potential actual potential house.” In alternative terms, the “potentiality” in terms of which change is defined is for being a house, not for being an actual potential house. I credit Kostman (1975) with exposing Kosman’s reliance on the iteration of the qualifiers “potential” and “actual.”


� e.g. Hussey (1983), Waterlow (1982), Coope (forthcoming), Johansen (1998), Freeland (1987). Burnyeat (2002), though it disagrees with Kosman’s reliance on certain passages in Metaphysics Theta and De Anima ii.5, credits Kosman with showing that the definition of change need not make reference to becoming, and employs Kosman’s analysis of the definition (see p. 42). The only straightforward attempt to dismantle Kosman’s interpretation is that of James Kostman (1975), but it is extremely obscure in places and seems to misunderstand much of Kosman’s project. Heinaman (1994a) raises an objection that hinges on strong assumptions about the identity conditions of a dunamis. Finally, David Charles (1984) raises a criticism that I find inconclusive. Rather than a deluge of articles in support, what is curious is that not much is written on this central topic anymore, and I take this to be an indication that Kosman’s account is generally accepted in outline.


� E.g. Waterlow (1982), Johansen (1998), Burnyeat (2002) and Coope (forthcoming).


� See Coope (forthcoming) and Heinaman (1994) for more on such cases.


� Though as I mentioned there, one might have other reasons for doubting that this claim is Aristotle’s statement of what is essential to matter, or even of what is always true of matter.


� Hussey (1983) is less clear. He writes that “the general purpose of the qua-clause is of course to pick out a certain kind of actuality corresponding to a certain kind of potentiality” (p. 58). This makes it sound like the qua-phrase does not distinguish different kinds of actuality that a single potentiality might have, but rather distinguishes between potentiality-actuality pairs.  He also claims, however, that the qua-phrase is “attached to entelecheia” in the definition, on which, see below. His specific account of the relevant potentiality is similarly unclear. He first claims that Aristotle is talking about a potentiality for being F rather than for becoming F, but later characterizes it most properly (in order to secure an analogy with exercises of dispositions in De Anima ii.5) as e.g. a “disposition to break” (p. 59). In any case, Hussey goes on to claim that his account “largely coincides” with Kosman, and his account of the grammar of the qua-phrase (to follow) suggests as much.


� Here I am supposing that to treat the stutter in these two different ways does not amount to distinguishing two aspects of the stutter or two different coinciding beings that are one in a weaker sense (e.g. in number); rather I am supposing that there are two kinds of perfection, as Kosman suggests. In fact, I think that the example of the stutter is more obscure, and probably better understood otherwise. This might lie behind what I see as Kosman’s misunderstanding of the grammar of the qua-phrase.  


� There is no requirement that the subject of the qua-phrase be the grammatical subject of the sentence, as we saw earlier in examples such as: The doctor heals the sick qua sick.


� Kosman does not explicitly endorse this position, but in Kosman (1984) he distinguishes the “actuality of a potential qua potential and the actuality of that potential qua end other than itself to which it is directed,” (p. 130) and here we may wonder what is being characterized as an “end other than itself.” Surely not the potential being. Perhaps Kosman means to say “qua directed at an end other than itself.” But this is no different, it seems, from just saying “qua potential.” 


� The view cannot be salvaged by taking the qua-phrase to indicate that a different potential being is at issue, e.g. the potentially “in process of being built,” or, without reference to change, the potential “actual potential house.” See below, section five.


� Kosman’s suggestion (p.48) that we might treat the stutter “as the privation from which” is obscure in that it is not clear whether we are talking about a special aspect of the stutter (e.g. that it is an imperfection of speech) or about a special concept of perfection (e.g. being rid of something).


� Alternatively, “this” (touto) and “such” might pick up ““that which admits of change” at 202a4-5 but this makes no significant difference. 


� 	 κινεῖται δὲ καὶ τὸ κινοῦν ὥσπερ εἴρηται πᾶν, τὸ (3)


δυνάμει ὂν κινητόν, καὶ οὗ ἡ ἀκινησία ἠρεμία ἐστίν (ᾧ γὰρ


ἡ κίνησις ὑπάρχει, τούτου ἡ ἀκινησία ἠρεμία). τὸ γὰρ πρὸς  (5)


τοῦτο ἐνεργεῖν, ᾗ τοιοῦτον, αὐτὸ τὸ κινεῖν ἐστι· (202a3-6).


� Hussey, I believe, accepts my analysis of this text, claiming that “there are two different ways of attaching the qua clause: (a) to operate-qua-changeable on what is changeable; or (b) to operate on what is changeable, and on that qua changeable. Against (a) it seems fatal that to operate-qua-changeable is to be changed (cf. 201a28-9) and not to produce change” (65). But for reasons I mentioned, the language of “attaching the qua phrase” is too crude, and I prefer to speak instead of the subject of the qua-phrase while leaving open that the qua phrase can describe other things, e.g. the way in which an entelecheia is of a certain thing.


� Penner, somewhat idiosyncratically, takes Aristotle to define change as an “actualization,” a term he takes to be process-product ambiguous. But he does not treat the term, as far as I can tell, as having the connotation of “actuality” when applied to processes. Kostman holds a straightforward process view.


� Here I have added this principle (ii) to her account. I am not certain that she would accept it.


� One might worry that this Waterlow-inspired reading of the passage violates the reasonable desideratum I proposed: that the definition of change should not essentially depend on the thesis that potential being is extinguished. But in fact the reading given does not depend on a general claim that the potential being is extinguished in change (though Waterlow appears to think it does). Insofar as Aristotle is merely trying to get us to see how his definition can pick out the change in one kind of case, he is entitled to rely on the extinction thesis for that case. But the extinction thesis need not be seen as part of the analysis of his definition, so he is not committed to the view that the potential being is always extinguished.


� Kosman (1969; 1984) relies on both texts and Hussey on the De Anima passage.


� The sketch of the De Anima passage draws heavily on Burnyeat (2002), though not on its most controversial features.


� For grammatical reasons I have altered the verb forms.


� Aisthanesthai supplied from the previous clause.


� Aristotle’s also talks of such a transition from not housebuilding to building (De Anima ii.4 416b2-3); it is there described as a metaballein. 


� This is the proposal in Hussey (p. 59) and Kosman (1969), p. 55, although the latter explicitly compares only the two “transitions,” from not changing to changing, and from having but not exercising e.g. knowledge to exercising it. 


�Of course this kind of change, to a “disposition and nature,” is distinguished from the ordinary change of e.g. becoming warm in De Anima ii.5 as well, though this is of no significance for the point I make here.


� One might then worry that this dunamis would itself be specified in terms of the change it is directed towards, making the definition circular. But it could be specified, for example, as a dunamis to be “manifest” or to be an “actual potential house. Hussey (1983) inexplicably insists that the hexis is to be understood as e.g. a “potentiality to break” rather than a “potentiality to be broken” (p. 60). But such a potentiality, if it exists, could do no work. For Aristotle cannot refer to a potentiality to change (e.g. break) in the definition of change. And in any case, the definition is in terms of potential being, the being that characterizes the product. So I argue in the next chapter.


� For example Coope objects to the “actualization” interpretation as follows: “it makes Aristotle’s account of change circular. To define change as a process of actualisation is singularly uninformative, for if one is puzzled about the notion of change, one is likely to be at least as puzzled by the notion of a process of actualisation. By itself, this objection is not fatal, since it depends on certain assumptions about Aristotle’s aims. If he meant to give a reductive account, then clearly this could not be achieved by defining change as a kind of actualisation.” (Coope, forthcoming).


� E.g. God thinking himself. I discuss more cases in the next chapter. 


� James Kostman’s version of the “process-view” in Kostman (1987) falls prey to this objection.


� Plato’s Parmenides (128a-d) represents Zeno as defending “ridiculous” Parmenidean positions by showing that the alternatives are yet more ridiculous.


� Nevertheless, the definition of change ought not describe change in a way that is vulnerable to the Parmenidean dilemma. Furthermore, since the definition of change also refers to the very entity that Aristotle characterizes in book I of the Physics as the  per se origin of change, his definition needs to be consistent with that characterization.


� My claims here accord with what Aristotle says in Posterior Analytics ii. Aristotle is well aware that definitions do not prove the existence of what they define, except in the special case in which the definition is a “deduction of what it is, differing in aspect (i.e. grammatical form),” (94a11-12) but even in this case, the “proof” is contingent on the existence of the prior terms, e.g. “potential being” in this case.


� I have a hunch that Aristotle would not be comfortable with defining change as a “being” in the way that is suggested. Change is often treated as a kind of categorial being, so it is a being in that sense. But many beings in this broad sense might be the sort of thing whose existence can be doubted. For example, if the existence of color were doubted, would that give Aristotle reason to define color as a being?


� In fact, the translations “actual” and “actuality” are to some degree accidental, deriving from the Latin actualitas, itself derived from in actu, which translates the adverbial dative energeiai. Note, however, that the connection between actus and energeia is plausible because actus expresses doing, not actuality.


� So e.g. Graham (1989).


� But against this, (i) Aristotle uses entelēs only once, and never entelōs, and (ii) it is not clear why Aristotle would need to invent such a term, since he had at his disposal several such terms. See Blair (1993) for a discussion of these and other problems with the derivation based on entelōs echein and variants.


� So Blair (1993) p. 93.


� Blair’s (1992) quite admirable exposition and defense of this account  unfortunately characterizes change as the “internalization” of the end, which might exclude such cases but is different from “having the end within” and is subject to the same circularity concerns as the “actualization” interpretation.


� One could apply this strategy slightly differently, so that change is the component of a potential being that is responsible for its being a complete potential being, as opposed to a merely potential potential being. This captures the core of Kosman’s proposal, and is not subject to the concern I raise in the paragraph (for it invokes the notion of a completing component, rather than a completing process) but it does invoke the idea that a changing thing is a complete potential being rather that a merely potential potential being, and invites the question of how Aristotle could convey the distinction between the “completion of X” that makes X complete and the “completion of X” that, when added to X, makes X a complete being of a different kind. This is exactly analogous to the problem of how to distinguish between two kinds of actuality.


� “The term energeia, which is tied together with entelecheia, has been derived from changes (kinēseis) to apply also to other things. For energeia seems most of all to be a change (kinēsis)” (1045b35-6a2); “For the ergon (work, function) is a telos (end), while the energeia is an ergon. And so even the word energeia is said in accordance with ergon and is tied to entelecheia.” (1050a21-3).


�  ἡ τοῦ δυνάμει ὄντος ἐντελέχεια, ᾗ τοιοῦτον, κίνησίς ἐστιν. (201a10-11)


� For the motivations mentioned in this paragraph, see Chapter Three, Section 6.


� This broad notion of activity appears to be the original sense of energeia. See the discussion in section two below, and, for more detail, Menn (1994).


� If talk of dunamei onta can be reduced to talk of dunameis, we find neither evidence for such a reduction here, nor any indication of how it would go, except for the interpretive desideratum that the dunamei on not be understood in terms of a dunamis which is itself defined in terms of change. 


� More carefully: God does not change (intransitive) by undertaking this activity. Whether his activity can be identified with a change in something else is a further question that we are not yet in a position to deal with. See below.


� I do not mean that “incomplete” and “potential” are synonymous, only that “incomplete” is meant to capture the relevant potential beings. One hopes that these potential beings are in some fundamental sense the only potential beings, and fundamentally incomplete in a way that others are not.


� Burnyeat goes too far in finding a “deliberate strategy whereby ii.5 refrains from invoking the idea of unqualified (complete) as opposed to incomplete actuality [I would prefer “activity”], or of energeia in a sense that excludes kinēsis. Instead, Aristotle intends to keep both perception and intellectual learning within the scope of physics by refining the ordinary scheme of De Generatione et Corruptione i.7 and Physics iii.1-3” (2002, p. 87). I think that Burnyeat is correct that Aristotle classifies the transition to perception, and learning as changes in a refined sense. But I think that when Aristotle in ii.5 describes change as “a kind of activity—an incomplete kind, as has elsewhere been explained” he is referring to Physics iii.1, where the activity’s being incomplete is explained in terms of the potential being’s incompleteness. He is doing so in order to point out that perception of the only sort brought up thus far, namely, continuous perception, is complete. He has not yet distinguished continuous seeing from the transition to seeing. The way I see it, his difficult task is to show how to think of seeing as a change given that continuous seeing—the only energeia of the sighted person that ii.5 ever mentions—is complete.


� There is no need, I think, for entelecheia to mean precisely what it means in the definition of change. The argument goes through, for example, whether we are construing being healthy as the “activity” of the potentially healthy, as its “actuality” or as its “goal.” 


� See Kosman (1984, p. 1, note 1) and Menn, (pp 77-8, esp. n 8) on the Thomistic strategy. Incidentally, I think that my position is consistent with at least a version of this view. So long as these actus essendi are (proper) activities of actual and complete beings, rather than of potential and incomplete beings (which seems likely), they are excluded by Aristotle’s definition (specifically, by the phrase, “of a potential being”). But if these are (proper) activities of potential and incomplete beings—e.g., if the “activity” of being human is a proper activity of a potential human—then, I think Aristotle has no way to exclude them with the resources he provides. The first version of the Thomistic view, but not the second, is consistent with my position.


� This distinction (as well as two more ways in which things are said to be) appears at Metaphysics Delta 7 1017a8-b9 and Epsilon 2 1026a33-b2.


� At least here; Aristotle restricts this claim in Physics v.


� This use of energeia corresponds, I think, to what Aristotle in Metaphysics Theta 1 calls “dunamis in accordance with change” and which he analyzes there and in Metaphysics Delta 12.


� We might construe the dative as one of respect (so “in accordance with energeia”) or as one of instrument (so “by virtue of energeia”). It seems to me that both options leave open whether it is to be understood in various cases as “in accordance with/by virtue of its being an energeia” or “in accordance with/by virtue of some energeia that brought it about.” The latter option could then be cashed out in terms of the activities and exercises of an external agent (as Menn (1994) suggests) or in terms of its own activity.


� My discussion of this passage is heavily indebted to Menn (1994). Metaphysics Theta 6’s analogical extension of the terms dunamis and energeia is sometimes taken to be another place where energeia is extended to cover form or substance. I read the text differently. I think that Aristotle only commits himself to a substance or form’s being an energeiai on, where the energeia is the process of its generation. One reason I don’t think that energeia is being extended from kinēsis to substance or form—more generally from process to product—is that this would not be an analogical extension, as Aristotle claims it is. I defend a different reading in the next chapter. Furthermore, even if energeia were here said to extend to form and substance, (i) no argument is given in support, and (ii) this would be in contrast to the sense of energeia in which it picks out kinēsis, and thus would not help us understand kinēsis as a kind of actuality.


� Or alternatively: “the energeia is more of a telos than the dunamis is.”


� When Aristotle says energeia here, he is referring to the building of the house, and not (yet) to the product. This is evident both from the fact that he counts the energeia as a telos only in a measured sense, and also from the fact that in the next line he uses energeia and chrēsis interchangeably to refer to the housebuilding activity (oikodomēsis).


� One may wonder whether the argument extracted from Theta 8 is behind every instance of using energeia to refer to an actual substance or a substantial form. Again, this is, as far as I know, the only justification for such a use that Aristotle offers, but alternatively, one might see Aristotle as, somewhat sloppily, using the nominative energeia for the dative adverbial construction energeiai on, as he appears to do elsewhere (e.g. Metaphysics Theta 6 1048b5) This would mirror his occasional use of dunamis where he should use dunamei on (potential being). At De Anima 412a9, 414a16, Metaphysics 1045a2, 1050b27 he characterizes matter as dunamis; also dunamis stands in for dunamei on at 1048b8. Such passages do not show that dunamis sometimes means potential being. Similarly, using energeia in place of energeiai on or being kat’energeian (according to energeia) does not show that energeia sometimes has a special meaning of “actuality.”


� I don’t think this (proposed) extended sense, something like “intermediate telos,” should be read into both energeia and entelecheia in Physics iii, precisely because it is such a peculiar and specialized sense, and Aristotle does not there have the resources to single it out, to the exclusion of the ordinary telos, the product. I think that the operative notion is activity, but such an extended use of entelecheia might explain why he uses that term here. 


� Physics iii.2 201b32, Metaphysics Kappa 9 1066a2, De Anima ii.5 417a17.


� Physics iii.1 201a28, 201b8; Metaphysics Kappa 9 1065b22, 1066a1.


� 					    ὅτι μὲν οὖν  (5)


ἐστιν αὕτη, καὶ ὅτι συμβαίνει τότε κινεῖσθαι ὅταν ἡ ἐντελέ- 


χεια ᾖ αὐτή, καὶ οὔτε πρότερον οὔτε ὕστερον, δῆλον· ἐνδέχεται 


γὰρ ἕκαστον ὁτὲ μὲν ἐνεργεῖν ὁτὲ δὲ μή, οἷον τὸ οἰκοδομη- 


τόν, καὶ ἡ τοῦ οἰκοδομητοῦ ἐνέργεια, ᾗ οἰκοδομητόν, οἰκοδό-


μησίς ἐστιν (ἢ γὰρ οἰκοδόμησις ἡ ἐνέργεια [τοῦ οἰκοδομητοῦ]  (10)


ἢ ἡ οἰκία· ἀλλ’ ὅταν οἰκία ᾖ, οὐκέτ’ οἰκοδομητὸν ἔστιν· οἰ- 


κοδομεῖται δὲ τὸ οἰκοδομητόν· ἀνάγκη οὖν οἰκοδόμη- 


σιν τὴν ἐνέργειαν εἶναι)· ἡ δ’ οἰκοδόμησις κίνησίς τις


� See Kosman (1969) p. 54, Penner (1970) pp. 430-3, Coope (forthcoming).


� In particular, the “buildable” and the house are not such subjects, since these are (according to the passage) not one-in-number, the house being no longer buildable.


� Aristotle does not within Physics iii.1-3, explicitly assert or argue for such a limitation. The indications he offers there are in his examples of the relevant categories, his examples of the division between being dunamei and being entelecheiai, and in the fact that those are the four kinds of change he defines.


� See Burnyeat (2002, pp.83-88) on this question. One might think that these activities are already excluded as instances of “change” in the category of poiein and paschein. But this is wrong for two reasons. First, according to the Physics v discussion, “change” in this category implies change of change. Poiein and paschein are assumed to be at least one in number with change. But I take it that contemplation, (continuous) seeing and pleasure are not even one in number with changes. If they are pathē, it is in a broader sense. But more importantly, in that discussion, Aristotle does not address whether the poiēsis and the pathēsis themselves are changes. Rather, the possibility under consideration is that the transition from not acting to acting, or from not suffering to suffering, is a change. So even if we were to construe feeling pleasure, seeing, and so on as kinds of poiein or paschein in the relevant sense, still we would not have an answer to the questions of whether they are changes and why.


� Here I ignore the fact that in the Metaphysics Theta passage, the term energeia is restricted to end-containing activities. I think this is a largely irrelevant peculiarity of this passage. Burnyeat claims that the Metaphysics Theta 6 passage “rules itself out of the repertoire of passages relevant to the idea of change as incomplete actuality [energeia]” (2002, p. 44) on the basis, as far as I can tell, of this terminological restriction. As he puts it, “in Aristotle’s Physics the idea that change is (incomplete) actuality [energeia] has a foundational role” (p. 43). But this terminological restriction seems to me rather harmless. Even in Physics iii.2, where we find the claim that change is incomplete energeia playing its foundational role, Aristotle contrasts it with “simple” or “unqualified” (haplē) energeia (201b34-35).


� I grant that this explanation of how we should classify such beings as “incomplete” and not potential in the relevant sense is not without difficulty; they are still, after all, potential (at the level of “second potentiality”). This difficulty is sometimes raised as an objection to broadly kinetic readings of entelecheia. As Kosman puts it, “nowhere in that definition [on this kind of view] are any differentiae offered which might serve to distinguish motion [change] as such and such a kind of actualization [i.e., activity] distinct from that by which a disposition (hexis) is actualized” (1969, p. 42). (Kosman here treats “actualization” as including of realizations of hexeis.) The objection fails because  Kosman must exclude such activities—the paradigmatic “constitutive actualities”—in the same way.


� The agent might undergo reciprocal change, but that is a different issue.


� My position is superficially opposed to a different one, which takes agency to satisfy an alleged revised definition of change: “more clearly, [alteration is] the [entelecheia] of the potentially capable of acting (poiētikou) and of the potentially capable of being acted on (pathētikou)” (202b26-8). On this view, the reference to the agent is achieved by the phrase “of the potentially capable of acting (poiētikou),” which does not appear in the original definition. I am inclined not to agree that Aristotle offers a revised definition here (for one thing, the text is disputed), but very little hangs on our disagreement, so I will not address it further. In any case I argue that agency is excluded from the original definition.


� She has since given up the view, in her (1989) Aristotle on Substance: The Paradox of Unity. Note that this view is put into question by the disputed text at 202b26-8. For if Aristotle has to amend the definition (adding “of the poiētikon”) in order to include the agent’s energeia within the definition, then the original definition, without this addition, would not have included the agent’s energeia.  


� Some additional considerations: Reciprocal change is conditional on the agent’s being changeable (kinēton) (202a3-5). Aristotle denies that this condition is implicit in being an agent, as he must in order to admit “unmoved movers” as at 201a25-27. See also On Generation and Corruption i.6 323a12-16 for a similar line of thought. Also, if for an agent to act on something is for it to undergo change, the energeia of the agent must satisfy the definition of change, so the agent must be a “potential being” in the relevant sense. But Aristotle typically substitutes kinēton (changeable) and pathētikon (capable of being acted on) and similar terms for “potential being” and we just saw that he does not take these terms to apply to agents generally. See Heinaman (1984) for more criticism of this view.


� The changes must be distinct, because the first horn claims that the pathēsis and the poiēsis are distinct.


� This is different from the usual interpretation, which takes Aristotle to treat each of the inferences (from (1) to (2) and from (2) to (3)) separately because they involve three relevantly different types of entities: activities (e.g. didaxis), whatever the infinitives denote (e.g. didaskein) and the agents and patients that engage in them (e.g. to didaskon). I have reasons for rejecting this interpretation, and the corresponding translation, which I explain in the appendix. The differences between this interpretation and my own are not of great significance for the overall understanding of Aristotle’s view. One reason I present only my interpretation here is that it is simpler. 


� Aristotle draws such a distinction between kinēsis and kinēsthai in Physics vi.4 235a16ff. As in the present text, that distinction remains somewhat obscure. Ross (1936) ad loc. suggests that “by the kinēsis Aristotle means a certain movement considered as capable of being undergone by a variety of subjects, by to kineisthai the historical undergoing of the movement by some individual subject.” This reading, I think, is consistent with my account of Physics iii.3. If the verbs in iii.3 are understood as Ross suggests, Aristotle’s diagnosis of the inferences from (1) to (3) and from (2) to (3) appears intuitive and reasonable.


� 				οὔτ’ ἀνάγκη τὸν διδά-  (10)


σκοντα μανθάνειν, οὐδ’ εἰ τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν τὸ αὐτό ἐστιν, 


μὴ μέντοι ὥστε τὸν λόγον εἶναι ἕνα τὸν <τὸ> τί ἦν εἶναι λέγοντα,


οἷον ὡς λώπιον καὶ ἱμάτιον, ἀλλ’ ὡς ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ Θήβηθεν Ἀθήναζε


καὶ ἡ Ἀθήνηθεν εἰς Θήβας, ὥσπερ εἴρηται καὶ πρότερον; οὐ γὰρ


ταὐτὰ πάντα ὑπάρχει τοῖς ὁπωσοῦν τοῖς αὐτοῖς, ἀλλὰ μόνον (15)


οἷς τὸ εἶναι τὸ αὐτό. 


� 		οὐ μὴν ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ εἰ ἡ δίδαξις τῇ μαθήσει


τὸ αὐτό, καὶ τὸ μανθάνειν τῷ διδάσκειν, ὥσπερ οὐδ’ εἰ ἡ διά- 


στασις μία τῶν διεστηκότων, καὶ τὸ διίστασθαι ἐνθένθε ἐκεῖσε


κἀκεῖθεν δεῦρο ἓν καὶ τὸ αὐτό. ὅλως δ’ εἰπεῖν οὐδ’ ἡ δίδαξις


τῇ μαθήσει οὐδ’ ἡ ποίησις τῇ παθήσει τὸ αὐτὸ κυρίως, ἀλλ’  (20)


ᾧ ὑπάρχει ταῦτα, ἡ κίνησις· τὸ γὰρ τοῦδε ἐν τῷδε καὶ τὸ 


τοῦδε ὑπὸ τοῦδε ἐνέργειαν εἶναι ἕτερον τῷ λόγῳ.


� This of course makes principle (ii) much more plausible.


� Whether or not this is a defensible view, it appears to be implicit in the idea that the “two” roads are (genuinely) distinct beings that are merely one-in-number.


� “For being the energeia of this in that, and [being] the energeia of this by that, are different in definition.”


� Again, this is implicit in the remark at 202b22-3 (see previous note) and might find support in the more general idea that each energeia is essentially the exercise of a particular dunamis.


� This is perhaps more apparent with the infinitives, which imply a grammatical distinction between subject and object.


� Burnyeat (2002) appears to do so on pp. 43-44.


� See also Gill (1980) p. 135.


� Heinaman (1984) subjects all of these claims to devastating scrutiny. My view differs from his on several points, however. First, it seems to me that he underestimates the differences between (passive) change and agency. It is quite important that they are the same only in number, or as Waterlow puts it in a quotation he rejects, “transitive agency is not as such a becoming.” Second, I suspect that the reason for this is that he does not see much of a role for the incomplete vs. complete activity distinction drawn in Physics iii. Finally, I am inclined to think that the claim at De Anima 417b8-9 that the housebuilder is not altered, which his paper sets out to understand, is in fact not about the activity of housebuilding, but rather about the transition from not building to building. But this is a controversial text. However, apart from that particular text, I think Heinaman is quite correct in his opposition to the idea (e.g. in Kosman (1969) pp. 41, 56, Gill (1980) pp. 135, 137 and Penner (1970) n. 2) that the comparison made in De Anima ii.5 between contemplation, seeing, and housebuilding draws on a general rule that “second actualities” are complete in the Metaphysics Theta 6 sense of end-containing. However, I think (and argue later in this chapter) that Aristotle groups the three cases together because all these activities are complete in the Physics iii sense: they are “of the complete.”  I do not know whether all “second actualities” are complete in this way, but this is because I do not know what the scope of “second actuality is.” I do not know whether Heinaman would find my claims plausible because he does not really address the Physics iii type of completeness, instead asking from the start on which side of the Metaphysics Theta 6 distinction agency falls.


� This is so because the feature which excludes agency from the scope of change—being “of” something incomplete—holds only of activities that are essentially changes. The feature by which agency is included within the scope of change—being end-exclusive—holds of activities that are (at least) one-in-number with changes.


� The text again: οὐ μὴν ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ εἰ ἡ δίδαξις τῇ μαθήσει


τὸ αὐτό, καὶ τὸ μανθάνειν τῷ διδάσκειν, ὥσπερ οὐδ’ εἰ ἡ διά- 


στασις μία τῶν διεστηκότων, καὶ τὸ διίστασθαι ἐνθένθε ἐκεῖσε


κἀκεῖθεν δεῦρο ἓν καὶ τὸ αὐτό. (202b16-19)


� Thus, as I mentioned earlier, the infinitives cannot be read as giving the essence of e.g. teaching—as “what it is to teach.”


� The basic difficulty is that the principle treats the same entities (X and Y) as both standing in the relevant sameness relation and having the relevant attributes. In other words, the sameness is between didaskein and manthanein, so the conclusion should be about the attributes of didaskein and manthanein. How do we get from the claim that didaskein and manthanein have the same attributes to the claim that the teacher learns? Hussey writes: “if ‘Z teaches’ is equivalent to ‘Z is in the (state of) being a teacher’ and ‘Z learns’ to ‘Z is in the (state of) being a learner’ it will follow by LL [Leibniz’s Law—the principle] that ‘Z teaches’ is equivalent to ‘Z learns’” (1983, p. 69). I am not confident that I fully understand this, but it does not appear to involve the idea that didaskein (“(the state of) being a teacher”) and manthanein (“(the state of) being a learner”) have the same attributes. I have a suspicion that Coope’s reading of the infinitives as so close in connotation to the terms denoting agent and patient, e.g. “being a teacher on some occasion,” might be meant to remedy this problem, by allowing us to infer from something’s being an attribute of didaskein to its being an attribute of “the teacher.” Think of didaskein (“being a teacher on some occasion”) as a generalization of the term, “the teacher.” The attributes that, according to the principle, didaskein and manthanein must share, are really attributes of the teacher and learner. Understood in this way, then, we can infer that if the learner has some attribute, namely, that he learns, then the teacher will have that same attribute, so the teacher will learn. In short, it makes sense of how the principle might yield a claim about what the teacher does. But this proposal is now extremely problematic, for we have all but obliterated the distinction in meaning between the infinitives and “the teacher,” “the learner,” etc.


� Metaphysics Delta 7 1017a8-b9, Epsilon 2 1026a33-b2. 


� Frede’s classic (1994) paper expounding such a view has been extremely influential in recent years. The three book-length studies of Metaphysics Theta in the last decade, by Witt (2003), Makin (2006) and Beere (forthcoming), follow him on this point, though Beere does not endorse the stronger position. Charlton (1989) appears to hold this view as well. In fact, even Ross (1958) thinks that the useful sense is primarily that use of dunamis in which we speak of potential beings, i.e. of potentiality. The mistake for which Frede faults him is that of thinking that we can speak of potentiality only when a particular kind of capacity (what Ross calls an “immanent dunamis”) is involved. Notable exceptions to this shared view are Kosman (1984), Gill (1989; 2003) and Code (2003).


� E.g. Gill (1989; 2003) Kosman (1984).


� So Beere, Frede, Witt.


� 1046a4-5, all of Metaphysics Delta 12.


� This is confirmed in at Delta 12 1019a33ff.


� He does not tell us whether the various energeiai should be thought of simply as changes, or e.g., as “changing something else,” “being changed by something else,” and perhaps even “resisting change” etc.


� Frede points out that in Theta 7 Aristotle “distinguishes two kinds of cases in which we can say that something A is potentially F [i.e. talk about potentiality]: (i) cases in which A is turned into an F by an internal principle, and (ii) cases in which A is turned into an F by an external principle” (p. 177). Frede takes the latter kind of case to be one in which we are dealing with a dunamis in the kurios sense. 


� Frede notices that what Aristotle goes on to do, once he arrives at the topic of energeia in Theta 6, is to distinguish further “kinds” of energeia that are not changes, such as “seeing, intellectually grasping, or the like” as well as “substantial forms.” He then observes that “there is no way to read Theta 6 in such a way that Aristotle would be distinguishing different forms or kinds of energeia and singling one of them out as the kind of actuality we are concerned with when we talk about actual beings” (p. 183). Frede concludes from this that the “useful sense” of energeia too ranges over the different kinds of energeia in this way.


� Here I mean something different from what Frede appears to mean in emphasizing that the useful sense is a “use” of the term rather than a new “kind of entity.” His different “use” also involves a different meaning (See esp. p. 186). I on the other hand intend “use” to capture the fact that dunamis appears in some grammatical construction, or modifies some kind of word, etc. In fact, I think that Frede is quite unclear on this point, insofar as he contrasts “uses” and “kinds of entity.” For his own view introduces a new kind of entity which is also a new kind of dunamis. The old and new kinds of entity are capacities and features that impart potential being to their bearers, respectively. Introducing the latter kind does not add to the number of objects, of course, but adds to the number of kinds of entity. See also note 31 below.


� See Beere (forthcoming) section 2.3, p. 29.


� What is to me quite surprising is that several commentators have adopted, as if completely natural, the word “potentiality” or its cognates as the translation of dunamis so used, to the exclusion of words like “capacity,” “ability,” and “power.” This is surprising because it is not at always clear what “potentiality” means.


� (Makin, p. 18). One interesting issue concerns the priority between the nominative and adverbial dative uses of the “useful sense” on this type of view. Frede’s account of the nominative as picking out capacities in virtue of their imparting reality to a thing suggests that the adverbial dative use is definitionally primary. But this is far less clear on Makin’s account.


� 			ἐπεὶ δὲ λέγεται τὸ ὂν τὸ


μὲν τὸ τὶ ἢ ποιὸν ἢ ποσόν, τὸ δὲ κατὰ δύναμιν καὶ ἐν-


τελέχειαν καὶ κατὰ τὸ ἔργον, διορίσωμεν καὶ περὶ δυνά-


μεως καὶ ἐντελεχείας, καὶ πρῶτον περὶ δυνάμεως ἣ λέ- (35)


γεται μὲν μάλιστα κυρίως, οὐ μὴν χρησιμωτάτη γέ ἐστι πρὸς


ὃ βουλόμεθα νῦν· ἐπὶ πλέον γάρ ἐστιν ἡ δύναμις καὶ ἡ (1)


ἐνέργεια τῶν μόνον λεγομένων κατὰ κίνησιν. ἀλλ’ εἰπόν-


τες περὶ ταύτης, ἐν τοῖς περὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας διορισμοῖς δη-


λώσομεν καὶ περὶ τῶν ἄλλων (1045b32-1046a4).


�  Frede asks “What is the reference of actuality in its first occurrence?” His answer is “actuality in the use or sense of ‘actuality’ in which we talk of actual beings” (p. 181)—for Frede—the useful sense. He holds the same view with regard to dunamis at 1046a1 (183-4).


� They may point out that in the first instance (1045b35), and only there, neither energeia nor entelecheia is mentioned as a counterpart to dunamis, and this signals a shift in meaning. This suggestion is due to Beere, in conversation.


� Perhaps Frede could insist that the new sense of dunamis, is, in a way, said in accordance with change, insofar as it “covers” or “ranges over” capacities for change. But surely this weak relation of “ranging over” cannot be what Aristotle means by “spoken of in accordance with change.” 


� See section 2.2, p. 25.


� Ἐπεὶ δὲ περὶ τῆς κατὰ κίνησιν λεγομένης δυνάμεως  (25)


εἴρηται, περὶ ἐνεργείας διορίσωμεν τί τέ ἐστιν ἡ ἐνέργεια


καὶ ποῖόν τι. καὶ γὰρ τὸ δυνατὸν ἅμα δῆλον ἔσται διαι-


ροῦσιν, ὅτι οὐ μόνον τοῦτο λέγομεν δυνατὸν ὃ πέφυκε κινεῖν


ἄλλο ἢ κινεῖσθαι ὑπ’ ἄλλου ἢ ἁπλῶς ἢ τρόπον τινά, ἀλλὰ


καὶ ἑτέρως, διὸ ζητοῦντες καὶ περὶ τούτων διήλθομεν. (1048a25-30)


� “Aristotle’s remark about the potential amounts to the claim that the term dunamis in the sense of ‘potentiality’ covers not only the basic kind of dunamis … but also a quite different kind of dunamis, or different kinds of dunamis” (Frede, p. 184).


� See Frede p. 182 for the previous discussion.


� I do not think that seeing in fact falls outside of the class, dunamis in accordance with change, but that is irrelevant to the present point. Frede could cite other capacities instead.


� The grammatically conservative reading is that the dependent clause introduced by “dio” (for this reason) is “we also discussed those” and so “dio” refers to the reason why we discussed the senses in accordance with change. But it may alternatively introduce “inquiring” and so refer to the reason why we are inquiring, as several translators suggest. My point carries over, I believe, to the alternative (though apparently more common) reading.


� I.e. what is capable of changing something else, what is capable of being changed by something else, etc.


� Beere (forthcoming, section 9.1) agrees with me here, citing Theta 1’s characterization of the useful sense as such, i.e. useful, as indicating that it is the goal or purpose for which we are discussing the kurios sense.


� See section 2.3, 9.1


� This discrepancy should not be surprising, since even in chapter one, Aristotle’s analysis of the kurios sense—really a family of senses—of dunamis is at the same time an analysis of dunasthai (“to be capable”), of which dunaton is a participle.


� Beere (forthcoming) section 9.1, p. 183


� See also Beere: “[Aristotle] has in mind yet a further extension to the meaning of the term: using the noun dunamis to modify the verb, ‘to be.,’ to say that something is in capacity” (section 9.2, p. 182).


� Of course this thought was foreign neither to Aristotle nor to Plato. See e.g. Plato, Sophist 247d8-e4.


� My view conforms to Frede’s slogan that potentiality involves not a different kind of dunamis, but a different “use” of the term dunamis, and more closely, I think, than Frede’s view does. As far as I can tell. Frede’s view, once fleshed out, implies (correctly) that speaking of potentiality does not invoke a special kind of capacity, but waffles on whether it invokes a new kind of entity. The slogan says it does not, but I believe his claims about what dunamis in the useful sense means undermine this claim. 


� I am not claiming (as Kosman does) that change is defined as the entelecheia of a dunamis (which Aristotle consistently avoids saying); I claim only that the term “potential being” makes reference to a dunamis.


� See Burnyeat et al. (1984) p.49 for the statistics.


� This is quite clear in a closely related passage at Metaphysics Delta 7 1017a35-b9, to be discussed shortly.


� 1048b18-34. I take the usage of this passage to be peculiar to this passage, and not to govern the rest of book Theta.


� I number the examples in the original text as well:


		λέγομεν δὲ δυνάμει οἷον [1] ἐν τῷ ξύλῳ 


Ἑρμῆν καὶ [2] ἐν τῇ ὅλῃ τὴν ἡμίσειαν, ὅτι ἀφαιρεθείη ἄν,


καὶ [3] ἐπιστήμονα καὶ τὸν μὴ θεωροῦντα, ἂν δυνατὸς ᾖ θεω- 


ρῆσαι· τὸ δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ. δῆλον δ’ ἐπὶ τῶν καθ’ ἕκαστα τῇ (35)


ἐπαγωγῇ ὃ βουλόμεθα λέγειν, καὶ οὐ δεῖ παντὸς ὅρον ζη- 


τεῖν ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ ἀνάλογον συνορᾶν, ὅτι ὡς [4] τὸ οἰκοδο- 


μοῦν πρὸς τὸ οἰκοδομικόν, καὶ [5] τὸ ἐγρηγορὸς πρὸς τὸ κα- 


θεῦδον, καὶ [6] τὸ ὁρῶν πρὸς τὸ μῦον μὲν ὄψιν δὲ ἔχον, καὶ 


[7] τὸ ἀποκεκριμένον ἐκ τῆς ὕλης πρὸς τὴν ὕλην, καὶ [8] τὸ 


ἀπειργασμένον πρὸς τὸ ἀνέργαστον. (1048a32-b4)


� More specifically, for Gill, energeia can apply both to processes and to products in each of the kurios  and useful senses. The disputed passage mentions only the processes, and so does not exhaust the entire scope of the distinction between those senses.


� So Kosman (1984), Gill (1989; 2003). These commentators think that understanding substantial form on the model of complete activity provides Aristotle’s full solution to the puzzle about the unity of form and matter in composite substances. In H6, Aristotle suggests that this problem dissolves once we think of matter as being potentially (dunamei) what form is actually (entelecheiai) (1045a21-3, b18-24).


� 				ἔτι τὸ εἶναι ση- 


μαίνει καὶ τὸ ὂν τὸ μὲν δυνάμει ῥητὸν τὸ δ’ ἐντελεχείᾳ (1)


τῶν εἰρημένων τούτων· ὁρῶν τε γὰρ εἶναί φαμεν καὶ τὸ δυ-


νάμει ὁρῶν καὶ τὸ ἐντελεχείᾳ, καὶ τὸ ἐπίστασθαι 


ὡσαύτως καὶ τὸ δυνάμενον χρῆσθαι τῇ ἐπιστήμῃ καὶ τὸ


χρώμενον, καὶ ἠρεμοῦν καὶ ᾧ ἤδη ὑπάρχει ἠρεμία καὶ  (5)


τὸ δυνάμενον ἠρεμεῖν. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν οὐσιῶν· καὶ 


γὰρ Ἑρμῆν ἐν τῷ λίθῳ φαμὲν εἶναι, καὶ τὸ ἥμισυ τῆς 


γραμμῆς, καὶ σῖτον τὸν μήπω ἁδρόν. πότε δὲ δυνατὸν καὶ 


πότε οὔπω, ἐν ἄλλοις διοριστέον. (1017a35-b9)


� In this passage, unlike in Theta 6, Hermes is in the stone rather than wood, and the half is of the line rather than the whole.


� Gill’s position in particular (1989, pp. 214-218) is more complicated. She takes all five of the last examples to illustrate the useful sense, in what she calls the “second potentiality-actuality scheme.” The two headings “as dunamis to kinesis” and “as matter to substance” divide up different kinds of case within the useful sense. The basic thought is that within each scheme (i.e. each of the kurios and useful senses) there are both processes and products, each of which counts as an “actuality.” On the first scheme, consider, for example, a man, potentially musical, who becomes musical. We find both processes (e.g. becoming musical) and products (e.g. the musical).  On the second scheme, according to Gill, there are both processes and products as well. The processes are the end-containing activities demarcated in the disputed passage; the products are substances. What unifies the second scheme is that substantial form stands to its matter as end-containing activity stands to what engages in it. Crucially, this involves not the “pre-existent matter,” but the constituent “functional matter,” which, unlike the “pre-existent matter” persists into the product. Gill’s view that all five examples are meant as cases of the useful sense of dunamis contradicts my previous conclusions about Aristotle’s plan. Also, taking the heading “as kinesis to dunamis” to capture the useful sense is difficult. For this heading recalls the programmatic passages, which characterize the useful sense as different from the sense of dunamis connected with kinesis, and one of those passages appears just a few lines earlier, at 1048a27-30. Gill claims that the use of kinesis in the heading is improper, but that Aristotle purposefully uses the word in order to emphasize the process-like aspect of some of the cases. But this, I think, makes the passage impenetrable. For on her view, the point of the passage is to contrast energeia as kinesis with energeia as end-containing activity, which Aristotle does a few lines down. But on her view, Aristotle nevertheless refers to end-containing energeia as kinesis in this very passage.


� Note that the example of the housebuilder is one of the kinēsis-dunamis cases. I take it that Aristotle is not thinking of the house as a substance here, though it is one of his “toy” examples of a substance.


� Also, this position does not, as well as others, satisfy the requirement of shared proportion (analogia) between the two cases. Intuitively, the relation between a dunamis to be in process of being built and that process is not proportional—or perhaps only loosely proportional—to the relation between a dunamis to be a house and the house.


� 					λέγω δὲ (5)


δυνάμεως οὐ μόνον τῆς ὡρισμένης ἣ λέγεται ἀρχὴ μετα-


βλητικὴ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο, ἀλλ’ ὅλως πάσης ἀρχῆς κινη- 


τικῆς ἢ στατικῆς. καὶ γὰρ ἡ φύσις ἐν ταὐτῷ � HYPERLINK "http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5B.html" \t "morph" �[�γίγνεται·


ἐν ταὐτῷ γὰρ� HYPERLINK "http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5B.html" \t "morph" �]� γένει τῇ δυνάμει· ἀρχὴ γὰρ κινητική, ἀλλ’ 


οὐκ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἀλλ’ ἐν αὐτῷ ᾗ αὐτό (1049b5-10).


� This bears some similarity to Ross’s account of the useful sense as “immanent dunamis” but is narrower than that account—see Ross’s concerns in his (1958) commentary to 1048b35-1046a4. Another difference is that I see the useful sense as only one kind of capacity that imparts potentiality, while Ross seems to have supposed the useful sense was the only such capacity.


� See Metaphysics Zeta 7 1032a15-19, 8 1034a2-3. 16 1040b5-16, Eta 3 1043b22-3, 


� See viii.4 255a24-5, viii.7 260a27-28. More generally, substantial generation is not treated in book viii. 


� 253a14-15, 261a23-5.


� See also 254b13-17, 255a13-19, 257a32-258a26 for elaboration and motivation of this idea. In the last of these passages, Aristotle argues for the divisibility of agent and patient within something that undergoes “self-change” (of the ordinary kind) by citing the claim that the agent is actually what the patient is merely potentially (257b6-14), which clearly draws on ideas from Physics iii.1-3. Interestingly, this argument, which applies only to non-substantial change, is not easily extended to the development of the human embryo. For we cannot distinguish one part of the embryo as actually human and another part as merely potentially human. According to Code’s analysis, recall, human form is present to the embryo only an incipient level, a low degree of actuality. This too suggests that such development involves a stronger form of self-change (or self-metabolē) than natural non-substantial change.


� Physics vii.4 255a13-19 elaborates on this point.


� ἅπαν δὲ ὄνομά ἐστιν ἢ κύριον ἢ γλῶττα ἢ 


μεταφορὰ ἢ κόσμος ἢ πεποιημένον ἢ ἐπεκτεταμένον ἢ ὑφ-


ῃρημένον ἢ ἐξηλλαγμένον. λέγω δὲ κύριον μὲν ᾧ χρῶνται


ἕκαστοι, γλῶτταν δὲ ᾧ ἕτεροι· ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι καὶ γλῶτ-


ταν καὶ κύριον εἶναι δυνατὸν τὸ αὐτό, μὴ τοῖς αὐτοῖς δέ·  


τὸ γὰρ σίγυνον Κυπρίοις μὲν κύριον, ἡμῖν δὲ γλῶττα (Poetics 1457b1-6).


� Ἔστω οὖν ἐκεῖνα τεθεωρημένα καὶ ὡρίσθω λέξεως ἀρετὴ


σαφῆ εἶναι (σημεῖον γάρ τι ὁ λόγος ὤν, ἐὰν μὴ δηλοῖ


οὐ ποιήσει τὸ ἑαυτοῦ ἔργον), καὶ μήτε ταπεινὴν μήτε ὑπὲρ


τὸ ἀξίωμα, ἀλλὰ πρέπουσαν· ἡ γὰρ ποιητικὴ ἴσως οὐ τα- 


πεινή, ἀλλ’ οὐ πρέπουσα λόγῳ. τῶν δ’ ὀνομάτων καὶ ῥη- (5)


μάτων σαφῆ μὲν ποιεῖ τὰ κύρια, μὴ ταπεινὴν δὲ ἀλλὰ


κεκοσμημένην τἆλλα ὀνόματα ὅσα εἴρηται ἐν τοῖς περὶ ποιη-


τικῆς· τὸ γὰρ ἐξαλλάξαι ποιεῖ φαίνεσθαι σεμνοτέραν· ὥσπερ


γὰρ πρὸς τοὺς ξένους οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ πρὸς τοὺς πολίτας,


τὸ αὐτὸ πάσχουσιν καὶ a τὴν λέξιν· διὸ δεῖ ποιεῖν ξένην (10)


τὴν διάλεκτον· θαυμασταὶ γὰρ τῶν ἀπόντων εἰσίν, ἡδὺ δὲ


τὸ θαυμαστόν ἐστιν (Rhetoric 1404b5-12).


� αἱ μὲν οὖν γλῶτται ἀγνῶτες, τὰ δὲ κύρια ἴσμεν (Rhetoric, 1410b11-12).


� ἐλήλυθε δ’ ἡ ἐνέργεια τοὔνομα, ἡ πρὸς τὴν ἐντελέχειαν  (30)


συντιθεμένη, καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ ἄλλα ἐκ τῶν κινήσεων μάλιστα·


δοκεῖ γὰρ ἡ ἐνέργεια μάλιστα ἡ κίνησις εἶναι (1046b30-32).


� See Menn for a thorough—and utterly convincing—discussion.


�	 	δῆλον δ’ ἐπὶ τῶν καθ’ ἕκαστα τῇ (35)


ἐπαγωγῇ ὃ βουλόμεθα λέγειν, καὶ οὐ δεῖ παντὸς ὅρον ζη-


τεῖν ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ ἀνάλογον συνορᾶν, …


				ταύτης δὲ τῆς διαφο-


ρᾶς θατέρῳ μορίῳ ἔστω ἡ ἐνέργεια ἀφωρισμένη θατέρῳ (5)


δὲ τὸ δυνατόν. λέγεται δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ οὐ πάντα ὁμοίως ἀλλ’


ἢ τῷ ἀνάλογον, ὡς τοῦτο ἐν τούτῳ ἢ πρὸς τοῦτο, τόδ’ ἐν


τῷδε ἢ πρὸς τόδε· τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὡς κίνησις πρὸς δύναμιν


τὰ δ’ ὡς οὐσία πρός τινα ὕλην. (1048a35-37, b4-b9)


�	 	τὸ δὲ ἀνάλογον λέγω, ὅταν


ὁμοίως ἔχῃ τὸ δεύτερον πρὸς τὸ πρῶτον καὶ τὸ τέταρτον


πρὸς τὸ τρίτον· ἐρεῖ γὰρ ἀντὶ τοῦ δευτέρου τὸ τέταρτον ἢ	


ἀντὶ τοῦ τετάρτου τὸ δεύτερον. καὶ ἐνίοτε προστιθέασιν ἀνθ’


οὗ λέγει πρὸς ὅ ἐστι. λέγω δὲ οἷον ὁμοίως ἔχει φιάλη πρὸς (20)


Διόνυσον καὶ ἀσπὶς πρὸς Ἄρη· ἐρεῖ τοίνυν τὴν φιάλην ἀσπίδα


Διονύσου καὶ τὴν ἀσπίδα φιάλην Ἄρεως. ἢ ὃ γῆρας πρὸς


βίον, καὶ ἑσπέρα πρὸς ἡμέραν· ἐρεῖ τοίνυν τὴν ἑσπέραν γῆ-


ρας ἡμέρας ἢ ὥσπερ Ἐμπεδοκλῆς, καὶ τὸ γῆρας ἑσπέραν βίου 


ἢ δυσμὰς βίου. ἐνίοις δ’ οὐκ ἔστιν ὄνομα κείμενον τῶν ἀνά-  (25)


λογον, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲν ἧττον ὁμοίως λεχθήσεται· οἷον τὸ τὸν


καρπὸν μὲν ἀφιέναι σπείρειν, τὸ δὲ τὴν φλόγα ἀπὸ τοῦ


ἡλίου ἀνώνυμον· ἀλλ’ ὁμοίως ἔχει τοῦτο πρὸς τὸν ἥλιον καὶ


τὸ σπείρειν πρὸς τὸν καρπόν, διὸ εἴρηται “σπείρων θεοκτίσταν


φλόγα. (Poetics, 1457b17-31)


� Ross (1958, p. cxxvii) and Frede (1994, p. 185) appear to accept the point as well.


� λέγεται δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ οὐ πάντα ὁμοίως ἀλλ’ ἢ τῷ ἀνάλογον (1048b6-7).


� LSJ offers “other than,” “except” and “but,” the third only in the sense illustrated in “no one but she” (Entry for ἀλλ’ ἢ”). Apostle, Furth, and Hope employ “but,” though it is hard to see why they would not have been more explicit had they intended the appropriate meaning of “except.” Frede appears to support Ross’ reading when he writes: “Aristotle in Theta 6 insists that there is no definition for either actuality or dunamis … instead these terms in the relevant use apply only analogously” (p. 185).


� Similarly broken up: (i) λέγεται δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ οὐ πάντα ὁμοίως ἀλλ’


ἢ τῷ ἀνάλογον, (ii) ὡς τοῦτο ἐν τούτῳ ἢ πρὸς τοῦτο, τόδ’ ἐν


τῷδε ἢ πρὸς τόδε·(iii) τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὡς κίνησις πρὸς δύναμιν


τὰ δ’ ὡς οὐσία πρός τινα ὕλην. (1048b6-9)


� Compare: “For the relation is either that of motion to potentiality or that of substance to some particular matter” (Treddenick); “for in some cases actuality is to the potential as motion is to the power to move, in others as a substance to some matter” (Apostle); “actuality is related to potentiality in some cases as movement is related to the power to move, and in other cases as a primary being is to its material” (Hope).


� To cash out this suggestion in terms of the Greek text, what we need to see is that in clause (ii) hōs (ὡς) modifies an implicit verb such as “is” or “stands” in the second half of the clause and gets its content from the same (implicit) verb in the first part. So e.g., “As (hōs) this is or stands in relation to this, so that is or stands in relation to that.” In clause (iii) hōs adverbially modifies legetai (“are called”) from line 1048b6 and (I suggest) gets its content not from an implicit verb specifying the relation of change to dunamis or substance to matter, but from “change” and “substance” only. Clause (iii) requires no implicit verb.
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�Couldn’t think of a helpful example. One of the peculiarities is that the datives are modifying “being,” which makes the inference much more intuitive, but it is hard to find examples of that sort. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 173���Confirm reference to footnote in footnote here.





145

