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ABSTRACT

In this investigation, | offer a series of answers to a set of related questions
concerning Aristotle’s notion of unmoved mover. To the question how many unmoved
movers there are for Aristotle, I argue in chapters 1 and 2 that Aristotle recognizes a
multiplicity of unmoved movers in the world, including the heavenly movers and the
mortal souls. To the question how an unmoved mover causes motion, | argue in chapters
3 and 4 that, whereas a moved mover causes motion by reciprocally touching the thing
moved and is moved by it in return, an unmoved mover causes motion by unilaterally
touching the thing moved. To the question what kind of necessity is exhibited in the
sublunary world, I argue in chapter 5 that Aristotle does believe and, because simple
necessity belongs to unmoved mover as such, has conceptual reasons to believe that
simple necessity is exhibited by the mortal souls in the sublunary world. I argue further
that the two kinds of conditional necessity exhibited in the sublunary world are derivative

from simple necessity.
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Introduction

This is an investigation into Aristotle’s notion of unmoved mover. It is motivated
by three questions. Question #1: What are the things that Aristotle identifies as unmoved
movers? Is there only one unmoved mover for Aristotle, or are there indeed a multiplicity
of them? Question #2: What is an unmoved mover, i.e. how does an unmoved mover
cause motion? Question #3: What modal status does an unmoved mover exhibit, and
what does this mean for Aristotle’s conception of necessity in nature?

These three questions are closely connected. A different answer to the one would
naturally imply different answers to the other two. According to the interpretation that |
take issue with in this project, (1) there is only one real unmoved mover for
Avristotle—the “prime mover” or God; (2) the “prime mover” causes motion by being a
paradigm to everything else; (3) simple necessity belongs to the “prime mover” alone, so
the kind of necessity exhibited by things in the sublunary world can only be conditional
or hypothetical.

In the first two chapters, | take on question #1. In chapter 1, | argue, basing on the
textual evidence that we have of Aristotle, mainly Physics 8 and Metaphysics A, that
Avristotle does believe in the existence of a multiplicity of unmoved movers. There are a
multiplicity of heavenly unmoved movers, and an even greater number of non-eternal,
sublunary unmoved movers. In chapter 2, | argue that what Aristotle says in De Caelo
does not amount to, as many commentators believe, an acknowledgment of the heavenly
motions as self-motions and thus a departure from the general picture painted in chapter 1.

In the next two chapters, | tackle question #2. In chapter 3, by answering two difficulties



| lay out at the outset, | explain how a moved mover causes motion. Importantly, | show
how reciprocity works in Aristotle’s theory of mover and agent, and how the notion of
vrokeipevov is a key to understanding Aristotle’s version of reciprocity. Continuing on
the thread of reciprocal versus unilateral causation, | argue in chapter 4 that all unmoved
movers, prior or posterior, heavenly or earthy, cause motion in the same manner: i.e. by
touching what they move unilaterally. Hence, what I identify as the Platonist
interpretation of how an unmoved mover causes motion, according to which the “prime
mover” or God causes motion by being a paradigm that is desired and emulated by
everything else, is wrong. For one thing, this interpretation runs the risk of representing
Aristotle’s “prime mover” as a self-moving agent rather than an immovable agent; for
another, it makes Aristotle’s “prime mover” cause motion in distance, which smacks of
Newtonian mystery.

One of the important conclusions | reach in chapter 3 is that the notion of
“movedness” in a moved mover should be understood as the mover’s potential to be
moved in the relevant respect, and that, mutatis mutandis, the notion of “unmovedness”
in an unmoved mover should be understood as its immobility in the relevant respect.
Further, I show at the end of chapter 4 the important role immobility and unmoved mover
play in Aristotle’s conception of simple necessity. Aristotle’s conception of moved
movers and that of unmoved movers are therefore in crucial aspects modal. This means
that, on the one hand, a deeper understanding of Aristotle’s conception of necessity, as
we see propounded in Metaphysics A & A and Posterior Analytics, may help clarify
some issues concerning his notion of unmoved mover. On the other hand, this also means

that the important questions concerning Aristotle’s conception of necessity and



possibility in his metaphysics, physics, and scientific methodology! can be re-framed and
re-approached with a deeper understanding of what counts as an unmoved mover for
Aristotle, and how unmoved movers cause motion. This is exactly what | do in chapter 5,
where | tackle question #3 outlined in the first paragraph. I argue that simple necessity
belongs not only to the “prime mover”, but more generally to all unmoved movers,
therefore, given that there are indeed unmoved movers in the sublunary world as | argue
in chapter 1, simple necessity does figure in the sublunary world. Further, basing on what
Aristotle says in Metaphysics A 5, I argue that the two kinds of conditional necessity that
people find in natural processes, hypothetical necessity and material necessity, are indeed
derivative from the kind of simple necessity exhibited by the non-eternal, sublunary
unmoved movers.

In this investigation, whenever | quote Aristotle in English, | use the standard
translation in The Complete Works of Aristotle (1984) edited by Jonathan Barnes, if not
otherwise indicated. | often modify the translation where | find appropriate, so | take full
responsibility for the translations that | provide, and readers are encouraged to compare
them with the Greek texts that | offer alongside—I indicate whose editions they are the

first time when they appear.

1 Such a question that I do not deal with in this project is how Aristotle’s own “principle of
plenitude” works. See Hintikka (1973), Broadie (1982b), and White (1985).
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Chapter 1 Unmoved Movers in Physics 8 and Metaphysics A

1.1 Introduction

My aim in this chapter is to show, through a close reading of the textual evidence,
that Aristotle believes in a multiplicity of unmoved movers in Physics 8. I leave the
question why Aristotle thinks this way, which is one of the central theses of my
dissertation, to chapters 3 and 4. In this chapter, | mainly focus on Physics 8 and only
briefly discuss Metaphysics A in the appendix, because the latter is closely tied to the
question why, which question | shall deal with in chapter 4.

In arguing that Aristotle does believe in a multiplicity of unmoved movers in
Physics 8, I’m not disputing the general consensus that Physics 8 aims at (1) establishing
the eternity of motion? and (2) positing an eternal and numerically single unmoved
mover and explaining its function.®> Yet there is sometimes a tendency among scholars of
Aristotle to read the argument for the unmoved mover in Physics 8 as an infinite regress
argument that starts from any motion whatsoever and ends in the single and unique

unmoved mover, with all the intermediate movers being either more proximate or more

1| claim no originality in this general thesis, which is fundamental to my project. See Frede
(2000: 1-52), Morison (2004: 76-79), and especially Menn (2012). Cf. Menn (forthcoming:
I11B2b p. 24 ff), Merlan (1946: 1-30), and Wolfson (1958).

2 N.B. I’'m aware of the fact that “change” is a more appropriate English translation of kivnoic
than “motion”, which in English means locomotion specifically. However, since 10 kivodv is
conventionally translated as “the mover” and 10 dxivntov as “the unmoved”, in this investigation,
for the sake of consistency, I often use “motion” and motion-related expressions where “change”
or change-related expressions are more appropriate in English.

3 There is some disagreement over which of the two should take the front seat. If Aristotle
establishes the eternity of motion in order to posit and explain the single unmoved mover, Physics
8 would be theology (see e.g. Thomas Aquinas’s commentary on Aristotle’s Physics at section
965). But if the aim in analyzing the single unmoved mover is to explain the eternity of motion,
Physics 8 would be natural philosophy (see e.g. Ross (1936: 85) and Broadie (1982a: 248-249)). |
remain neutral on this point in so far as the current project is concerned.
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remote moved movers.* This tendency is coupled with the conviction that what we
ordinarily regard as “self-movers”, animals, plants, etc., are in reality all moved by
external stimuli. So there is one single unmoved mover which, through different sets of
moved movers, is responsible for any motion in the world. My dispute is with this

interpretation.

1.2 Aristotle’s Infinite Regress Arguments in Physics 8.5

In this section, my purpose is to show that Aristotle’s infinite regress arguments in
Physics 8.5 are not intended to prove the existence of a unique unmoved mover that is
responsible for any and every motion in the world; instead, they only prove that, for any
motion, there has to be an unmoved mover, therefore it belongs to a separate question to
inquire how many unmoved movers there are in the world.

This very long chapter (256a4-258b9) can be roughly divided into two parts.® In
the first part (256a4-257a33) Aristotle argues against the thesis that what is moved is
always moved by something else that is itself moved:® there has to be a first mover that

is either unmoved, or if it is moved, it has to be moved by itself.” In the second part

4 E.g. Ross (1936: 91): “there must be an all-embracing cause of movement apart from them,
which accounts for the successive coming into being of the [non-eternal] unmoved movers, and
gives them their power to move their bodies, and therewith other things.” Also see Ross (1936:
691). See Matthen (2001: 171). See Menn (forthcoming: ITI32a, 3-4) who challenges the received
view.

® For the question whether 256b13-27 belongs where it is found in the received text or not, see
Cornford (1934: 336) and Themistius (222.23).

® See 257a25-26. N.B. “always” should be read together with “something else” to imply infinite
regress.

’ This seems to me to be the argument in the first part. Many commentators take the first part to
be arguing that every first mover is a self-mover, so they have a hard time explaining how an
external mover, such as the movers of the heavens which cause motion from the outside, fits into
the picture. Aristotle is in fact quite careful about this, as we can see at 256a20, a33-34, and
257a25-26. See also Blyth (2015).




(256b27-258h9), Aristotle argues that, for any such self-mover, we can distinguish the
one part of it which initiates motion but is unmoved in so far as it is the mover of that
motion, and the other part which is moved but does not initiate motion. Therefore, in
either case, whether the first mover is unmoved or self-moved, motion ends up with some
mover which, in so far as it is the mover, is unmoved in that motion.

In the first part Aristotle gives three parallel proofs that it is not the case that what
is moved is always moved by something else that is itself moved. In all three of these
arguments, Aristotle employs the infinite regress argument. The first I shall call “the
infinite regress of moved movers”, the second “the infinite regress of instruments”, and
the third “the infinite regress of the kinds of motion”.

In the first proof (256a4-21), Aristotle starts from something that is in motion and
tries to find its immediate mover.® The immediate mover is either itself moved by
something else or is not moved by anything else. In the case of its not being moved by
anything else, this immediate mover will be the first mover. In the case of its being
moved by something else, there must be some first mover that is not itself moved by
anything else: for otherwise there would be a regress of infinitely many moved movers.
So, if (1) everything that is moved is moved by something,® and (2) the first mover is
moved,’® but not moved by anything else, then it must be a self-mover.

In the second proof (256a21-b3), Aristotle starts from some instrument of motion

(10 ® el 10 kvodv) and tries to find the immediate mover that uses it. Since every

8 Here, an “immediate mover” is that which needs nothing intermediate to move the thing moved.
See 256a6-8.

% This is the conclusion of Physics 8.4.

10 256420, see note 7 above.



mover moves something with something,!! it causes motion either with itself or with
some other thing.'? Aristotle argues that for any motion, there cannot be an infinite
regress of one instrument (which causes motion by being moved)!® being moved by
another instrument. Hence for any motion, there is a final instrument that is moved by
itself, or, to put in another way, there is a self-mover that uses itself as the instrument.*

The third proof consists of two parts. The common hypothesis for both parts is
that what is moved is moved by something else that is itself moved.'®> The difference lies
in whether the attribute “being itself moved” belongs to the mover per accidens or per
se.!® Since the first part of the third proof (256b3-13) does not contain an infinite regress
argument (and the proof is a bit problematic in itself),}” 1 pass it over. In the second part
(256h27-257a33), working with the alternative assumption that the mover causes motion
because it is itself moved/in motion, Aristotle again employs an infinite regress inside of
a reductio argument. In general, his strategy is to show that the hypothesis of the reductio
leads to an infinite regress of further kinds of change and must therefore be false.

There are again two alternatives under this working assumption: the mover causes

motion by being moved either (1) with the same kind of motion/change or (2) with a

1 16y yap 10 kvodv i e kwvel kai Twvi (256a22-23).
123 ... adtd kel 1o kvodv fj Ao (256a23).

13 See 256b16-20: “The instrument of motion must both move something else and be itself in
motion, for it changes together with the moved, with which it is in contact and continuous, as is
clear in the case of things that move other things locally, in which case the two things must up to
a certain point be in contact” (trans. Hardie and Gaye in Barnes).

1% This is, of course, still based on the hypothesis that the instrument can only be moved by
something which is itself moved. Nothing stops an instrument of being moved by something
which is not itself moved. See 256a33-34 and note 7 above.

15 As we can tell from 257a25-26.

1650 the hypothesis for the first part is: “being moved” belongs per accidens to the mover, i.e.
“each mover moves something while being itself moved, but not because it is itself moved”
(256a5-6).

17" See for example Ross (1936: 89).



different kind of motion/change from the motion/change it causes.'® (1) With the
example of a geometer teaching his students geometry, Aristotle argues that the first
alternative leads to impossibility: it cannot be the case that the teaching and the learning
of the same theorem belong to the same kind of change. (2) The second alternative,
whose solution involves an infinite regress argument, is that the mover causes
motion/change by itself being moved with a different kind of change. Thus for example,
something might move another thing locally by itself undergoing a change in size
(adEnoig): think of the steam in a steam engine. Here, we would end up with an infinite
regress of the kinds of change. But, because the kinds of change according to Aristotle
are finite, the series cannot go on ad infinitum and has to be circular: i.e. when we trace a
locomotion to a change of size and the change of size to something else, and when we
finally trace it back to a locomotion, the first locomotion would actually turn out to be
caused, albeit remotely, by another locomotion.*® But this is absurd, because it
contradicts the current alternative, which is that every motion is moved by the motion of
a different kind. Therefore, the hypothesis of this reductio argument has to be false: it is
not the case that what is moved should always be moved by something else that is
moved—the first thing that is moved is moved either by something else that is at rest or
by itself (a nice disjunctive resulting from negating the conjunctive in the hypothesis).?°
Aristotle goes on to show in the second part of 8.5 that, in the cases where the

first mover is self-moved,?? we can further distinguish the one part of it which causes

18 See 256h30-31.

19 See 257a7-23.

20 In Geek the conjunctive-disjunctive pair is more pronounced: ook &po Gvéykn Gel kveicOot to
KIvoOUEVOVY DT BALOV, Kol TOOTOV KIVOUUEVOL® GTNOETOL Apa. DOTE TTOL VIO NPEUODVTOG
KIVNGETOL TO KIVOULEVOV TPMTOV, 7 aTO £00TO Kivioel (257a25-27).

21 See 257a32: &1 Tt kel adTd 0OTO.



motion but is not moved and the other part which is moved but does not cause motion.
Therefore, both in the cases where the first mover is unmoved and in the cases where the
first mover is self-moved, we end up with some unmoved mover.

Given what I said at the outset about the general purpose of 8.5, it is clear that
Aristotle is not offering a streamlined argument from something moved to a self-mover
and then to an unmoved mover; rather, he is offering a two-pronged approach from
something moved either (1) directly to an unmoved mover, or (2), through a self-mover,
to an unmoved mover within it.?> Thus, given that the unmoved mover(s) found by the
two approaches seem different (the one isn’t moved at all in the motion it causes, the
other is moved accidentally in the motion it causes), Aristotle’s infinite regress arguments
in 8.5 don’t lead to one unique unmoved mover.

Now, even if we suppose that 8.5 were such a streamlined argument, the infinite
regress arguments we find in it would still only prove that, for any motion, there is a first
mover that is unmoved. It remains neutral on the question how many unmoved movers
there are in the world. To argue for this unitary position, one would need to prove that the
unmoved part within each and every self-mover is numerically one, or that the unmoved
part is strictly speaking moved in the very motion it causes by some higher mover and

therefore has to succumb to this higher mover.

22 50 256b13-27, wherever in 8.5 it belongs, focuses on (1). See also 257a25-31 and 258b4-9.
Many scholars seem to have missed this point. They generally think, after the problematic
passage in Physic 8.6, that any motion can be traced back to a self-moved mover, and within it
one can always distinguish a moving part and a moved part. See e.g. Furley (1994: 4). Gill (1994:
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1.3 Aristotle’s Argument for a Unique Eternal Unmoved Mover in Physics 8.6

After tracing back every motion in the world to some unmoved mover in 8.5,
Aristotle’s task in 8.6 is to argue for the existence of a unique and eternal first unmoved
mover. This is what scholars generally refer to as the “Prime Mover”. Aristotle offers
three arguments for this conclusion. In all three arguments, Aristotle starts from the
conclusion reached in Physics 8.1 and 8.2 that there is always motion in the world.?

In the first argument (258b16-259a13), Aristotle argues that the fact that there is
always motion in the world cannot be caused either by one or by an infinite number of
temporally contiguous non-eternal movers, therefore one needs to posit an eternal and
unique mover. In the second argument (259a13-a20), Aristotle argues that the fact that
there is always motion in the world implies that there is motion in the world continuously,
and if continuously, then the motion has to be one in being self-identical. Then, from the
eternity and the continuousness/oneness of this motion Aristotle infers the eternity and
uniqueness of the mover. Finally, in the third argument (259a20-260a19), Aristotle turns
to considering the causal mechanism within the movers, especially in the empirically
more evident mortal self-movers. Partially as a response to dropiot #2 and #3 in 8.2,
Aristotle shows that the functioning of the mortal self-movers presupposes causes that are

external and therefore (1) they cannot continuously cause motion either singly or

15). For the correct reading, see recently Blyth (2015: 430-436).

23 In Physics 8.1, Aristotle offers an essentially Democritean/Lucretian argument, against
Anaxagoras (that there is an infinite period of total rest before motion), Empedocles (that there is
some period of total rest between the cycles of love and strife), and Plato (that the cosmos and the
time have a beginning), that there is always motion before some temporally finite motion and that
there is always continuum of time before and after a certain point in time (the “now”). In Physics
8.2, Aristotle examines this conclusion against three possible counterarguments or aropion and
claims that (1) it is not necessary that all motions are motions toward contrary, (2) start of motion
from rest is nevertheless possible, (3) and yet this in the case of the self-movers does not lead to
positing motion ex nihilo. All three claims are re-examined in the latter half of the book (from 8.6
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collectively, and (2) the way they function cannot be taken as a model of motion ex nihilo
for the universe, which would render an eternal and unique mover useless (dmopio #3).
Thus, in order to account for the fact that there is always motion, we need to posit an
eternal and unique mover.

The second argument is especially important for my current purpose because it
shows the strict correspondence between the eternity and oneness of the first unmoved
mover and the eternity and continuity of the first motion.?* Here, the burden of proof lies
in bridging the gap between the fact that there is always motion in the world and the fact

that there is one eternal and continuous motion:

The following argument also makes it evident that the first mover must be
something that is one and eternal. We have shown that there must always be
motion. That being so, motion must also be continuous, because what is always is
continuous, whereas what is in succession is not continuous. But further, if
motion is continuous, it is one.?® (Physics 8.6 259a13-18, trans. Hardie & Gaye in

Barnes)?

onwards).

24 Admittedly, in Physics 8.6 Aristotle never uses the very term wp®tn Kivnoig to refer to this
motion. However, he uses it in De Motu 700a32, Metaphysics A 1018b20, and Physics 8.7
260a23.

25 pavepdv 88 kai &k Todde HTL dvérykm etval Tt Ev kol Gidlov O Tp@dTOV Kvodv. dEdetictan yap 6Tt
&vérykm del kivnot etvat. &l 8¢ del, avarykn cuveyd sivor kol yap to del cuveyée, 10 &' Epelhc 0
ovveyéc. ahAa uny el ye cuveyne, pia. (Text: W. D. Ross, OCT, Oxford, 1950. N.B. I indicate
whose Greek text | adopt the first time it appears. Readers can also find out what Greek texts |
use at the end of the book, in my bibliography.)

26 N.B. I indicate whose translation I adopt the first time when it appears in my main text.
Readers should keep in mind that I sometimes modify the translation, so they are encouraged to
compare my translation with the Greek text that | offer alongside.
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It not enough that there is “always” motion in the world in the sense that such motion
consists of infinitely many temporally contiguous finite motions, Aristotle argues: in
order that there is “always” motion in the world, there should be motion in the world
continuously, and because continuity implies oneness, there is necessarily one single
continuous motion. Once it is shown that there is one such motion, it follows immediately

that there is one such mover:

But it (i.e. the motion) is one only if the mover and the moved are each of them
one, since in the event of a thing’s being moved now by one thing and now by
another the whole motion will not be continuous but successive.?” (Physics 8.6

259a18-20)

The strict correspondence between the eternity and oneness of the first unmoved
mover and the eternity and continuity of the first motion explains why Aristotle further
devotes a big part of the book (chapters 7 and 8) to discussing the first motion.
Importantly, | think that this strict correspondence also suggests that, conversely, the first
unmoved mover is only responsible for the eternity and continuity of the motion it causes.
Aristotle insists, for instance, at the end of Physics 8.6 that the first unmoved mover is
not responsible for the non-eternity of other motions even though that non-eternity is not

per accidens,?® i.e. is in need of a causal explanation:

Why is it that instead of all things being either moved or at rest, or some things

21 pio, 8 1) V' EvOc Te T0D KIVODBVTOC Kol £vOC TOD KIVOLHEVOL® €l Yap BALO Kol GANO KVAGEL 0D
oovveyng 1 6An xivnoig, AN épe&iic.
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being always moved and the remainder always at rest, there are things that are
sometimes in motion and sometimes not? The cause of this is now plain: it is
because, while some things are moved by an unmoved mover that is eternal and
are therefore always moved, other things are moved by a mover that is moved and
changing, so that they too must change. But the unmoved mover, as has been said,
since it remains simple and unvarying and in the same state, will cause motion

that is one and simple.?® (260a12-19)

This immediately leaves room for there being other causally salient movers whose causal
efficacy is not reducible to that of the first unmoved mover. This is my thesis in this

chapter. | substantiate this claim in the subsequent sections.

1.4 The Non-Eternal Unmoved Mover as a Kind of Unmoved Mover in Physics 8.6
To read 8.6 more closely, we see that Aristotle classifies unmoved movers into
three kinds, one of which consists of the non-eternal unmoved movers such as individual
souls located in mortal self-movers. The discussion of these non-eternal unmoved movers
occurs in two passages: 258b16-259a13 and 259a20-260a19. To be sure, in neither of
these two places is it Aristotle’s purpose to prove that such unmoved movers exist. His
interest in bringing them into the discussion is to provide arguments for the existence of

the unique and eternal unmoved mover, which, as | mentioned above in section 1.3, is the

28 See discussion on kot cupPepniog in the next section.

29 1{ &% mote 00 mavta § Kweital f Apepel, § T pév Kveitat del T &' Gel fipepet, 6L Evia Ot8
pev 0t€ 8' 0v; ToOTOV Yap TO aitiov STAGY 0Tl VDV, OTL TA UEV VIO AKVTOV Kveltal didiov, d10
del Kvettat, T &' KO Kvoupévou kol petafdAlovtog, Gote kol anTd dvayKoiov HETaBAALEWY. TO
&' axivntov, domep eipntol, Gt ATADS Kol OGOOTOC Kol £V T adTd dlapévoy, uiay Kol amAiv
K oel Kivno.
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main task of 8.6. Thus, in both paragraphs, the non-eternal unmoved movers serve as a
contrast to the unique and eternal unmoved mover. As | mentioned above, it is because
the non-eternal unmoved movers can neither singly nor collectively cause motion
continuously (this is explained either a priori as in the first argument or a posteriori as in
the third argument) that there is need for positing the unique and eternal unmoved mover.
Let us look at the two passages now to get a clearer view what these non-eternal

unmoved movers are:

The following considerations will make it clear that there must necessarily be
some such thing, which, while it has the capacity of moving something else, is
itself unmoved and exempt from all change, both simpliciter and per accidens. Let
us suppose, if any one likes, that it is possible for some [unmoved movers] (ézi
v évogyouevov) at different times to be and not to be, without any process of
becoming and perishing (in fact it would seem to be necessary, if a thing that has
not parts at one time is and at another time is not, that any such thing should
without undergoing any process of change at one time be and at another time not
be). And let us further suppose it possible that some principles that are unmoved
but capable of imparting motion at one time are and at another time are not. Even
so, this (i.e. to be at one time and not to be at another time) cannot be true of all
such principles, since there must clearly be something that causes things that
move themselves at one time to be and at another not to be. For, since nothing that
has not parts can be in motion, that which moves itself must as a whole have

magnitude, though nothing that we have said makes this necessarily true of every
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mover. So the fact that some [self-movers] come to be and others pass away, and
that this happens continuously, cannot be caused by any one of those things that,
though they are unmoved, do not always exist: nor again those by these and these
by others, for that this happens always and continuously cannot be caused either
by any one of them (i.e. the non-eternal unmoved movers) singly or by the sum of
them, for this fact must be eternal and of necessity, whereas the sum [of these
movers] is infinite, and they do not all exist together. It is clear, then, that though
there may be countless instances of the perishing of some principles that are
unmoved but impart motion, and though many things that move themselves perish
and are succeeded by others that come into being, and though one thing that is
unmoved moves one thing while another moves another, nevertheless there is
something that comprehends them all, and that as something apart from each one
of them, and this it is that is the cause of the fact that some things are and others
are not and of the continuous process of change: and this causes the motion of the
other movers, while they are the causes of the motion of other things.%® (Physics

8.6 258h13-259a7)

30 811 8" Gvaykaiov elval T1 0 dkiviTov pév aTd Thong EkTdc petaBoliic, Kol GmAdS kai Katdt

ovupepnkoc, Kwnrucov &' £tépov, Snkov 0de oromodoty. E6tm 8N, & TIg Povreton, Entl TIVOV
8végxou8vov dote elval mote kal pn elvan Evev yevéceng kol (peopag (wxa Yop Gvaykotov, &l Tt
apepeg 0te pev Eotiv Ote 88 un Eoty, Gvev Tod uawBaMaw OTE HEV EIVOIL OTE S€ pn EVOL TV TO
T0100T0V). Koi TV ApY®dV THV AKVATOV HEV KvnTik@v &' 8viag 0Te pdv etvon O0té 8¢ pn etva,
Evoeyéobom kai todTo. AAL' 01 Ti ye Thoag Suvatov: STAOV Yap OC aiTioV TOIg oD TH 0V TH KIVODGTV
€otl L ToD 0T pév givar 0T 88 . O pév yap odtd Eavtd Kvodv dmay Exetv avéykn puéyedoc, &l
uUnoev Kveltan Guepéc, To o8 Kwvodv ovdepia Avaykn €k TV eipnuévav. Tod on Ta pev yiyvesbot
o 8¢ @OeipecOat, kai TodT' elvan cuvex@®g, 00SEV aiTiov TdV AKviTeV PEv un del 8 dvtav, ovd'
od Tovdi piv tadl [kivovvimv], todtmv §' Etepa. 10D Yap del kol cuveyodg obTe EKacToV aDTdY
ol1e TavTA ot TO HEV Yap obTmC Exev Aidtov Kai £ avaykngc, T 8¢ mavta dmelpa, Kal ovy Guo
névta dvta. dfjAov Toivov Ot1, €l Kol LopLaKic Evia TV AKIVATOV UEV KIVOUVTOV OE, KOl TOAAN
TOV aOTA EQVTO KIVOOVT®V, @Beipetal, Ta &' Emtylyvetal, Kol T0d€ pev dxivntov Ov T0de KIvel,
grepov 88 1081, GAL' 00dEV fTToV 0TIV TL O MEPLEYEL, Kai ToDTO Tap' EK0GTOV, & £6TIV oiTIOV TOD TA
H&v etvon T 8& pny ko i cuveyodg peTaPorfic’ kol TodTo pdv TovTolg, TadTa 8¢ Toig GAAOIG oiTia
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In all these [self-movers], the first mover, the cause of their self-motion, is moved
by itself, though per accidens: the body changes its place, so that also that which
is in the body moves itself by leverage. Because of these reasons one can be
convinced that if something belongs to unmoved movers which also move
themselves per accidens, it cannot cause continuous motion, therefore if it is
necessary for there to be motion continuously, there must be some first mover
which is unmoved even per accidens: if, as we have said, there is to be, in things
that are, some unceasing and immortal motion, and that which is is to remain
itself in itself and in the same thing; for with the principle being permanent, it is
necessary for the universe to be permanent, because it is continuous with relation
to the principle. However, to be moved per accidens by oneself is not the same as
to be moved per accidens by something else, for being moved by something else
belongs also to some principles in the heaven which are locally moved with
multiple motions, while the other kind belongs only to the perishable things.3!

(Ibid. 259017-259b31)

First of all, we know that Aristotle is talking about the same kind of unmoved mover in

KWV OEMC.

31 ¢v ol 88 TOVTOLG KIVETTOL TO KIVODV TPMTOV Kol TO 0{TIovV TOD a0TO £0VTO KIVETY DO’ ahTOD,
Koo ovuUPePnKoOg puévior uetafdrrel yap TOV TOMOV T0 6OU, DGTE Kol TO &V TM cMduaTL OV Kol
Th poyAeinn ktvodv £0ntd. &€ OV Eotv miotedoot Ot €1 Tl 80TL TOV AKIVATOV PEV KvodvTov 88 Kai

o Td Kot sopuPePnide, advvatov cuveydi kivotv Kiveiv. dot' einep dvéykn cvveydg sivar
kivnow, etvai Tt &l 10 TpdTov Kvodv diivitov Kol katd cvpuPePnkoc, el péAdet, koddmep
gimopev, E6ec0at &v Toic 0VG1Y HmavcTdC TIG Kol d0GvaTog Kivnolg, Kol Pevelv O Ov adTo &v adTdd
Kol €V T o0Td" THS Yop apyiig pevodong avaykn kol To Tav PHEVEY cuveXEG OV TPOG TNV ApYV.
0VK £0Tv 8€ TO 00TO TO KivelioBat katd cvuPepniog VE' abTod Kol VE' ETEPOV” TO HEV Yap VE'
£T£POV VIGPYEL Kl TAOV &V TM oVPAvVD Eviaig apyoic, doa TAEIoOVS EEPETAL POPAC, BATEPOV OE TOIC
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both passages above. This is because, in both passages, the kind of unmoved mover under
discussion is the principle (&pyn) of motion of a given self-mover. Secondly, the two
passages have different focus. In the first passage, Aristotle focuses on the non-eternity of
these unmoved movers and the special way in which they come-to-be and pass away. |
discuss their non-eternity in section 1.5 below. As for the special way of their
coming-to-be and passing-away, because according to Aristotle they are geometrically
unextended, they change from being to non-being and vice versa instantaneously: i.e.
without coming-to-be and passing-away, which are always extended in time.%?

The second passage focuses on the curious fact that this kind of unmoved mover
is moved by itself per accidens.®® An unmoved mover of such a kind is unmoved in that,
as the first mover of some motion, it does not cause that motion by itself having that
motion. However, it is moved per accidens (katd cvufefnkoc) by itself in that it happens
to be situated in the body whose motion it causes and thereby is moved along with the
body per (ko) “what happens to it”.3* It is crucial to realize here that “being situated in
the body whose motion it causes” coincides (cupfaiver) with “being first mover” and
therefore is an accident (cupufefnkog) of the first mover: according to Aristotle, an
accident (cvpPefnkdc) is “what can belong and not belong to one and the same thing,
whatever it may be”,% and the first mover can be situated either in or out of the body

whose motion it causes. This is of course not to say that soul or nature is not by definition,

@Baptoig uoévov.

32 Otherwise there would be an infinite regress both of a smaller temporal extension and of a
smaller spatial extension. Else, one would be compelled, as some Platonists indeed were, to posit
a minimal part.

33 Hence in each case there are strictly speaking two self-movers: the soul-body composite is
without question a self-mover, but the soul itself also moves itself per accidens.

3% Therefore a non-eternal unmoved mover necessarily has a body.

35 Top. 1.5 102b6-7.
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and hence necessarily, an internal first mover of the body it is situated in: this only means
that the unmoved mover of something isn’t necessarily its soul or nature. Thus, the
locomotive soul of a monkey is necessarily a self-mover, but at the same time, as an
unmoved mover that is not necessarily a soul, its locomotive soul is moved only per
accidens. Nature is like a doctor who only cures himself: as such a doctor he necessarily
cures only himself, but as a doctor in general he cures himself per accidens.

Of all three kinds of unmoved movers, two are important for the purpose of 8.6:
the eternal and unique unmoved mover whose existence the chapter tries to prove, and
the non-eternal unmoved movers whose causal force, whether singly or collectively,
might render that of the unique first unmoved mover unnecessary. The other kind is
mentioned only in passing. These are the eternal unmoved movers that are moved per

accidens not by themselves, but by something else:

We must distinguish, however, between accidental motion of a thing by itself and
such motion by something else, the former being confined to perishable things,
whereas the latter belongs also to certain first principles of heavenly bodies, of all

those, that is to say, that experience more than one locomotion.®® (259b28-31)

As will be clear from chapter 4, such an unmoved mover is not situated in the heavenly
sphere that it moves, so it is not, like the soul, moved per accidens by itself, but it is
situated in, and therefore is moved per accidens along with, the heavenly sphere which

immediately encircles the heavenly sphere it moves, and is thereupon moved per

36 ook Eotv 88 10 ahTd TO Kveiohot Kotd upBEPNKOC VE' adTod Kod V' ETEPOV” TO PV Yap V'

£T£POV VIGPYEL Kl TAOV &V TM oVPAvVD Eviaig apyoic, doa TAEIoOVS EEPETAL POPAC, BATEPOV OE TOIC
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accidens by whatever mover(s) that move the higher sphere. This kind of unmoved
mover is not the focus of Physics 8.6, so it is mentioned here only for the sake of
completeness.

To sum up, we can gather from this chapter that Aristotle’s three kinds of
unmoved mover are: (1) that which is unmoved simpliciter (i.e. unmoved per accidens) =
the unmoved mover of the celestial sphere, (2) that which is moved per accidens by
something else but not by itself = the unmoved movers of the lower spheres,®” and (3)
that which is moved both by something else and especially by itself = the non-eternal
unmoved movers. As Aristotle makes clear, included in the third kind are the unmoved
movers of “the things that move themselves, e.g. the class of living things and especially

the animal kingdom” (259b2-3).38

1.5 The Non-Eternal Unmoved Movers Continued: are animals self-movers?
1.5.1 The Difficulty (259b3-16) and its Context (259a20-b3)

There is a difficulty in understanding one particular part of the chapter. Aristotle
seems to deny in 259b3-16 that animals are self-movers at all. This denial is in two ways
problematic. First, it seems to contradict Aristotle’s well-known doctrines that animal
motion is due to the animal itself, or its soul, and that human beings are responsible for
their own actions, i.e. the actions which are up to them to do or not to do. Second, if it is
true that animals, which are the paradigm candidates for being self-movers and for

positing non-eternal unmoved movers (i.e. souls) in them, turn out not to be true

@Baptoig uoévov.

37 N.B. The second and the third kinds of movers are unmoved per se, but may be moved per
accidens either by something else or also by themselves, whereas the first kind of unmoved
mover is unmoved both per se and per accidens, i.e. unmoved simpliciter.
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self-movers after all, my thesis that there are non-eternal unmoved movers will be in
jeopardy. A lot of ink has been poured over this recently.*

The context (259a20-b3) of the passage is this: after two a priori arguments for
the existence of the unique and eternal unmoved mover from taking the eternity of
motion as given,*® Aristotle turns to an a posteriori argument from considering the
causal mechanism (épyai 259a22) within movers, especially within the empirically more
evident mortal self-movers.*! Aristotle’s aim in considering these movers, as I stipulate
from what he says in 259a27-29,%? is to show that, because the immediate principles of
the things that are sometimes moved and sometimes at rest are insufficient, there is need
for positing other more remote principles, i.e. things that are always unmoved and things
that are always moved.*?

This general context, then, is what lies behind Aristotle’s discussion of
self-motion at Physics 8.6 259b3-16. More directly, however, the discussion takes the

form of a response to amopia #3 in Physics 8.2, that such non-eternal unmoved mover

38§ kel avTd EonTd, olov O TAV Euyhymv kai 1O TV {hov Yévoc.

39 See Solmsen (1971: 171-82), Nussbaum (1978), Furley (1994), Gill (1994), SauvéMeyer
(1994), and Morison (2004). Corcilius and Gregori¢ (2013) have a section on the general problem
of self-motion. Unfortunately, they haven’t discussed the relevant passages in Physics 8.

40" See section 1.3 above.

41 Thus 259a27 &ijha miiot and 259b1 opdpev 8¢ koi pavepdg dvta. See also Physics 8.3
254a35-b1: mpog Gmavta yop Tobto tkovr) pia TioTig dpdusy yap via 0te pev Kivovpueva 0te o'
npepodvTa.

42 gnel 88 10l pév TowdrTa Siiha o, Povddpeda 5& Seitat kol Totv SVOTV EKATEPOL THY UGV, BTt
Eotwv T eV el dkivnto to 6 del kivovueva. See also the end of Physics 8.3.

43 Aristotle then in 259a29-b1 offers a paraphrase of the arguments in chapter 5: the principle of
things moved is the self-mover, and the principle of both things moved and the self-mover is the
unmoved mover. It is clear from Aristotle’s account in Physics 8.5 that the unmoved mover
mentioned here should be the internal mover. Further, it is manifest that all the living beings (10
TV Euyymv Yévog 259b2-3) are such self-movers. However, it is evident a posteriori that these
self-movers and the unmoved mover (i.e. the soul) within them are both non-eternal (e.g. all
animals are mortal) and intermittent in their functioning (e.g. all animals take rest), therefore the
strategy in chapter 5 of tracing the motion of something to its apyn doesn’t necessarily lead to
some eternally existing and eternally functioning unmoved mover.
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causing non-eternal motion might be construed as a model of motion ex nihilo for the

universe and render the first motion mortal.** 1 now quote the passage in full:*°

In fact, we see clearly that there are things of such a sort as to move themselves,
for example the species of the animate things and that of the animals. And these
[self-movers] have suggested the idea that perhaps it is possible for motion to
come to be in a thing without having been in existence at all before, because we
see this actually occurring in these [self-movers]: at times when they are not in
motion they move themselves again, as it seems. We must grasp the fact,
therefore, that they move themselves only with one kind of motion, and that they
do not move themselves with that motion in the strict sense (tadtnv ov Kvpiwg), for

the cause is not from itself.*® (259b1-8)

Rather (aALd), there are other natural motions in animals, e.g. increase, decrease,

and respiration, with which each kind of them are moved when they are at rest

4 “The fact is evident above all in the case of animate beings: for it sometimes happens that
there is no motion in us and we are quite still, and that nevertheless we are then at some moment
set in motion, that is to say it sometimes happens that we produce a beginning of motion in
ourselves spontaneously without anything having set us in motion from without. ... Therefore, if
an animal is ever in a state of absolute rest, we have a motionless thing in which motion can be
produced from the thing itself, and not from without. Now if this can occur in an animal, why
should not the same be true also of the universe [10 mév]? If it can occur in a small world it could
also occur in a great one: and if it can occur in the world, it could also occur in the infinite; that is,
if the infinite could as a whole possibly be in motion or at rest” (Physics 8.2 252b17-28).
Aristotle responds to this amopia in two places: first at Physics 8.2 253a7-21 and then in our
passage at Physics 8.6 259b3-16.

45 N.B. | modify Hardie & Gaye’s translation quite heavily here.

48 opdpev 88 kai eavepdC EvTo TowdTo 8 KVET odTdl £0nTd, 0lov TO TRV SUydymv Kod O Tév
{dmv yévoc, Tadto 8¢ kol d0Eav mapeiye Uy mote dvdéyetar kivioty &yyiyvesOar pr odoav SAmg,
S To &v T00T01G Opav Mg ToDTo cLpPaivov (dkivnta Yap mote dvto KveTton TOAY, MG SOKET),
ToVTO 01 Ol Aafelv, 6Tt piav kivnow adtd Kivel, Kol 6Tl TadTy 00 Kuping o yap € avTod T0
aitiov.
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(Mpepodv) and not being moved by the motion by which they move themselves.
But the cause of this (tovtov &' aitiov) [sort of motion] is what surrounds (t0
nepiéyov) and many of the things that come in (moALd T@®V €iclOvimv): thus in
some cases the cause is food: when it is being digested animals sleep, and when it
is being separated (dtaxpivouévng) [into the more corporeal and the purer sort of
blood that is suitable for nourishment of the organs and other constituent parts of
the body]*’ they awake and move themselves, the original starting point (viz., the

food ingested) being from outside (w0ev otong).*® (259b8-14)

That is why animals are not always moved continuously by themselves: it is
something else that moves them, itself being in motion and changing as it comes

into relation with each several thing that moves itself.*® (259b14-16)

The behavior of animals does not pose a threat to the eternity of motion and of the
universe, explains Aristotle: animals move themselves only with one kind of motion,*
and they do not move themselves with this kind of motion strictly speaking (xvpiwg)

because what causes the motion (10 aitiov) is not from the animal itself. Hence, they

47 For this interpretation of what Aristotle is referring to here by dioxpwopévng see section 1.5.3
below, referring to Aristotle’s account of digestion, sleeping and waking up in De Somno. Most
translators incorrectly render this by “distributing,” sc. of the nourishment from the heart into the
various parts of the body.

8GN Everow BAAan KIVAGELS puotkai Toig {dotc, fc od kivodvar 8t odTdv, olov abéncic edicig
avamvon|, ag Kveltol Tdv (v Ekactov pepodV Kol oV KIVoOUEVOY TV DO’ adTod Kivnoty.
T0UTOL &' BiTIoV TO TEPIEXOV KOl TOAANL TAV EIGIOVTI®Y, 010V ViKY 1] TPOQT" TETTOPEVNG HEV YO
Kkafevdovoty, dtakpvouévng &' yeipovtar Kol Kivodowv £avToig, TG Tp®dTNG Apyig EEwmbev
obomng.

49 810 00Kk del kivodvTat oLVEXMG VO’ AVTOV GALO YOp TO KIvoDV, aDTO KIVOOUEVOV Kol
HETABAALOV TTPOG EKAGTOV TMV KIVOUVI®V EAVTA.

50" |_ocomotion, as we gather from the parallel passage in Physics 8.2.
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cannot be the model for motion ex nihilo (kivnow &yyiyvesOar pry ovcav ko) whose
application to the universe (10 mdv) and especially to the first heaven would make its
motion mortal. That this has to be the general direction of the argument no one disputes;
however, there is much disagreement about how exactly this argument works, especially
how the middle part (259b8-15) hangs together with the whole, which has important
ramification for my overarching question whether or not Aristotle believes that animals

are self-movers.

1.5.2 A New Interpretation

Two ways on how to interpret the claim that animals do not move themselves with
locomotion in the strict sense have been suggested:

First, a simple reading is to take the middle part (259b8-14) as explanatory of the
first part.>! This reading puts the “other natural motions” (§Akat kvioelc puotkai, 259b8)
such as increase, decrease, respiration, and digestion on a par with locomotion. Thus, just
as in the case of these other natural motions the cause of motion comes not from the
animals themselves but externally, in the same way the cause of locomotion comes not
from the animals themselves but externally. Therefore, when Aristotle claims that
animals are not strictly speaking self-movers even in their own locomotion because the
cause is not from the animal itself, he means that the cause is from the outside the animal
just as the causes of the other natural motions are external, and indeed when he says “the

first principle being thus originally from outside” he means by “the first principle” that of

1 This is more or less suggested by Hardie & Gaye’s translation and Ross’s paraphrase. Most
importantly, they both avoid translating the dALd at 259b8.
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both the other motions and locomotion.>?

Second, a subtler way of interpretation, which acknowledges the contrast between
self-locomotion and the other natural motions in the passage, has been suggested more
recently. According to this interpretation, Aristotle either (a) doesn’t explain the ground
for the claim here altogether, or (b) only very briefly. (a) Thus, Nussbaum thinks that the
reason why is “undeveloped”.> To judge from her account in her commentary on the De
Motu of how Aristotle fills in these gaps, the real reason why animals are not self-movers
in the strict sense even in their locomotion, according to Nussbaum’s Aristotle, lies in the
fact that they are moved locally by the external objects of thought or desire (these objects
are thus intentional objects), which point is only developed in De Anima and De Motu.
Nussbaum’s view is shared by Furley, among others.>* (b) Morison, who follows
Nussbaum’s division of points,”® thinks that the reason why according to Aristotle
animals are not self-movers in the strict sense is stated here very succinctly in the clause

“for the cause is not from itself” (00 yop €& avtod 10 aitov: 259b7-8): based on

52 This reading is untenable because it conflicts with the parallel passage (253a7-21) in Physics
8.2 where Aristotle first responds to dmopia 3 in Physics 8.2. There, Aristotle contrasts
locomotion, which according to him the animal itself originates (253a14), with other kinds of
motion/change that occur in the animal. For brevity’s sake, I do not elaborate on this point here.
53 See Nussbaum (1978, 119-120) (italics hers): “In fact, Aristotle seems to be making two
separate points [at Physics 8.6 259b1-16]: (1) Local motion is the only genuine self-motion; but
even this is not strictly self-motion, since it depends on external aition. (2) In the case of the other
natural motions (growth, decay, respiration, etc.), there is no reason to think any is genuine
self-motion. ... (2) is the same point already made in chapter 2 [i.e. Physics 8.2]; it will be
repeated and developed in MA chapter 11, ... . (1) is obscure and undeveloped. What is the
external aition? And in what sense, given that there is this external aition, can animals be said to
be self-moving? The Physics provides no further answers. Its arguments have gaps that can be
filled only by an adequate account of animal motion and its relationship to external goals and
external necessities”.

5% See Furley (1978). | respond to this interpretation in section 1.5.4 below.

% For Nussbaum’s division of points, see note 53 above. See Morison (2004: 72). Morison
proposes a similar change of punctuation—a stop before aAlda at 259b8—as does Nussbaum
(1978: 119). Both of them translate the aAAd correctly as “but”, as opposed to Hardie & Gaye and
Ross who simply leave it out in their translation/paraphrase.
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Aristotle’s account of self-movers in Physics 8.5, the animal is not the cause of
self-motion as a composite whole, but only a part of it is, i.e., the unmoved part—its soul.
So, in the strict sense, the animal as a body-soul composite does not move itself because
one part of the composite does not cause motion. Further, the mover within a composite
animal, its soul, is a self-mover not per se but only per accidens, because although it per
se moves the moved part (the body), it is moved in that motion only in that and because it
is situated within the moved part, which fact is incidental to its being a mover.® Thus,
when Aristotle says “the cause [of the self-motion] is not from itself” (259b7-8), his claim
IS not that the cause is from outside of the animal, as Nussbaum, Ross, and Hardie and
Gaye think, but that the cause is not from the animal as a whole; rather, the cause is only
from part of it—its soul (Morison, 2004: 74).°’

| suggest a third way of interpreting why animals do not move themselves with
locomotion in the strict sense. | argue that, although it is true that Aristotle does contrast
the animal self-motion with the other animal motions, nevertheless, the temporal duration
of the former is punctuated by and causally dependent on the latter whose temporal

duration is in turn punctuated by and causally dependent on something external which

% See Morison (2004: 73-75). For the notion of self-motion per accidens, see section 1.4 above.
5" The weakness of Morison’s interpretation is this. The reason why “it is necessary to grasp”
(259b6) the fact that animals move themselves only with self-locomotion and do not move with
that motion in the strict sense is not only that it rules out the per accidens self-movers as causes of
the continual motion of the universe: more importantly, if we read the text more closely (the o7 at
259b6 picks up the aropio of motion ex nihilo at b3-6), the fact is meant to respond to the
motivating amopia of the passage by ruling out the behavior of animals in their self-motion as
providing any suggestion that the motion of the universe might have begun ex nihilo. Yet if the
fact necessary for us to grasp is, as Morison would have it, that the animal soul moves itself only
per accidens, it is difficult to see how grasping this fact is supposed to rule out finding animal
self-motion a basis for suggesting that the motion of the universe began ex nihilo, for it is not on
the face of it impossible for the animal soul to move its body ex nihilo, and itself ex nihilo by
leverage. In order to respond to the motivating dmopia, animal self-motion has to be, in one way
or other, qualified externally, and it is precisely this point that Morison denies (see Morison 2004:
76).
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enters. Thus, animals are not self-movers in their locomotion in the strict sense because
the cause of some aspect (namely the temporal duration) of their locomotion lies in the
other natural bodily motions whose temporal duration is itself externally caused.®® In
other words, using the language of my project, animal souls are unmoved movers per se,
but moved movers per accidens in other ways.

This causal reading of the relation between the two kinds of motion is confirmed

by the parallel passage in Physics 8.2:

So nothing prevents it from being the case that ... some of these [externally
caused motions in the animal] set in motion the intellect or the appetite, and this
again then sets the whole animal in motion: this is what happens when animals are
asleep: though there is then no perceptive motion in them, there is some motion

that causes them to wake up again.>® (253a15-20)

In what is taken by Nussbaum to be a separate point in the Physics 8.6 passage, Aristotle

also outlines this causal relationship:

But the cause of this is what surrounds and many of the things that come in: thus
in some cases the cause is food: when it is being digested animals sleep, and when
it is being separated they awake and move themselves, the original starting point

being from outside. That is why animals are not always moved continuously by

%8 For what it is worth, this seems to be Simplicius’ reading ad loc. See On Physics, 1258, 19-31.
See also note 86 below on Gill’s interpretation.

59 0082V 0bV kwAbeL ... TobTOV §' éviag THY dtévotav § THv Spetv Kivelv, Ekeiviv 8& T Shov fidn
{@ov Kwvelv, olov cvpPaivet mepi Tovg Hvovg aicONTIKAC HEV yap 00Sepdg £vovong KIvicewg,
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themselves.®® (259b11-15)

According to the example given in this passage, the food which enters an animal body is
the first cause and an external cause (1| tpdtn apyr EEwBev obon) of some motions
(éviov) in the animal body. What motions does food cause? According to Aristotle’s
statement here, it seems that the entrance of food into the animal body, giving rise to the
nutritive activities of cooking up (méy1ic) of the ingested food and separation (510kpioig)
of the product into its purer and less pure parts, causes the animal in question to go to
sleep and wake up and be self-moving. Therefore food, a proximate cause of an animal’s
nutritive activities, is a remote cause of the animal’s perceptive states and locomotive
activities precisely because there is a causal relation between the externally moved
motions within an animal (such as the digestion of food and the separation of blood) and
its perceptive states (such as being asleep and being awake) together with its perceptive
and locomotive activities (such as the actual perceiving of some X and the motion
towards it).

That this is the case is confirmed by Aristotle’s remarks on digestion and
perception elsewhere, and especially in De Somno et Vigilia (from now on De Somno).

Let’s take a look at De Somno now.

gvovong pévtot Tvog, €yeipetal ta (o ToAy.

80 tovtov &' aitiov TO TEPEXOV KOl TOAAY TOV EIGLOVTMV, 010V £VIOV 1) TPOQT” TETTOUEVNC UV
yop kafevdovoty, dtakpvouévng &' £yeipovtar Kol Kivobow £0VToNg, ThG TpaTNE apyiic £Ewbev
olomng, 010 0K del KvoDvTol GuVEXMDG V' ADTAV.
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1.5.3 De Somno on Digestion and Sleep®?

If what is referred to by Aristotle as his I7epi Tpogijc had survived,®? it would be
a better place to go for his theory of animal digestion. Unfortunately it didn’t, and given
what we do have, De Somno contains Aristotle’s most detailed account. That said, my
focus on De Somno is not totally contingent upon textual condition, for De Somno
occupies a special place in Aristotle’s animal psychology. On the one hand, as Aristotle
spares no effort to point out in the first chapter of this treatise, sleep and waking are the
601 of the perceptive soul,®® therefore De Somno certainly belongs to a description of
the perceptive part of the animal soul. On the other hand, somewhat paradoxically, he
spends a major part of the treatise discussing animal nutritive activities, and especially
digestion. The reason for this apparent mismatch lies in that sleep and waking are, as will
emerge below, the result of the interaction between the nutritive part and the perceptive
part of the soul: when the organs corresponding to the perceptive soul are acted upon
(rdoyovot) by the nutritive activities going on in the animal body, sleep or waking arises
in the perceptive part. This is to say, sleep and waking are, as it were, the boundary and
the causal link between the nutritive and the perceptive parts of the animal soul. This is
exactly what we need in order to understand the Physics 8.6 passage.

N.B. I remain agnostic on the question where in Aristotle’s philosophical career to

61 Morison alludes to it and McKirahan mentions the connection in his note to his translation of
Simplicius’ commentary, but no one, so far as I know, has discussed De Somno in detail in
connection with Physics 8. For the status of the text of De Somno, see Everson (2007).

62 De Somno 3 456b5. Diogenes Laertius’s catalogue doesn’t include anything close, either.
According to Bonitz in his index, Aristotle refers to the work at the following places:
Meteorology 4.3 381b13, De Anima 2.4 416b31, PA 4.4 678a19, and GA 5.4 784b2.

63 Or, more correctly speaking, they are the mGfn of the bodily organs which correspond to the
perceptive part of the soul. There is some controversy whether at this point in Aristotle’s
philosophical life he thinks the soul is moved and affected or not. | do not engage with this
problem in this project.
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locate De Somno. It may be true, as according to Menn (2002)’s refined developmentalist
account,®* that De Somno (together with Physics 7) represents an earlier view®
according to which the soul is still “moved via its body” (De Somno 1 454a8-10). In
translating and discussing the relevant passages, I remain neutral whether e.g. “the

perceptive part” is a soul part or a body part because it doesn’t affect my purpose.

(a) Food and Digestion

First of all, in De Somno Aristotle tells us that the entrance of food into the animal
body gives rise to a series of nutritive activities consisted mainly of two processes: (1) the
cooking up (méy1c) of food into blood and wastes and (2) the separation (didkpioig) of
blood into finer blood and denser blood, which we saw referred to in the Physics 8.6
passage. According to Aristotle’s theory of animal digestion, external food first enters the
mouth, which breaks it down to facilitate good digestion,%® then it travels through the
esophagus into the stomach, which is the receptacle for undigested food and the first
organ of digestion. From there, through a digestive process which involves first the
stomach and then the liver and finally the heart, food that has been cooked and broken
down in the stomach and liver is turned into blood in the heart, which is the proper apyn
and receptacle for blood.®” The blood thus coming out of the heart is hot, and it has to be
cooled in the brain and separated out in the heart before it can be used to sustain and

replenish the organs and other organic parts of the body.

%4 Refined from those of Nuyens (1948) and Ross (1961).
85 Which sets it apart from the later view such as we find in De Anima.
% PA 650a10-19.
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It is manifest that, ... , when the food enters from outside (tfic Bvpabev tpopig
elolovon) the parts fitted for its reception, the evaporation (&dvabvpiaoig) enters
into the veins, and there, undergoing a change, is converted into blood, and makes
its way to their source (i.e. the heart). All this has been dealt with in On

Nourishment.®® (De Somno 3 456a32-b5, trans. Beare in Barnes)

An animal awakes when the cooking-up of the food is completed (ne@61j1): when
the heat, which had been forced together in large quantity within a small compass
from the surrounding part, has once more prevailed, and when the more corporeal

and the purer blood have been separated (Siaucp10i1).®® (Ibid. 3 458a10-12)

(b) The nutritive activities and sleep and waking

Second, it is important to notice that (1) sleep and waking are nd6n of the
perceptive part of an animal, and (2) the nutritive activities of digestion and separation
act on (mowodowv) an animal’s perceptive part by causing it to be awake, i.e. perceptively
active, and asleep, i.e. perceptively inactive. Thus, food, which is the external cause of
the nutritive activities of an animal, is a remote cause of some aspect of the animal’s

perceptive activities.

%7 For the heart as the apyfi of veins and blood, see PA 3.4 666a1-b1.

88 pavepov &1 811 ... Tiic pév odv B0padev TPoRTic eictovong gig Tode SekTikodC TOMOVE YiyveTat
1N dvabopiootg eig Tag eAEPac, €kel 8¢ petapdirovoa atpatobton Kol TOPELETAL ML TV APYNV.
Eipnton 6¢ mepi tovtav év 1oig Iepi tpoeis. (Text: W. D. Ross, Aristotle: Parva Naturalia,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1955)

69 gyeipetan &’ dtav mepdi) kal kpathon 1 cuvedSuUEVT BepuoTng &v OATY® TOAAT €k TOD
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(o) Sleep and waking are perceptive ma0n
With De Somno being a book on the perceptive soul peculiar of animals,” it is of
central importance to Aristotle’s aim and project in De Somno that sleep and waking are

the aOn of the perceptive part (10 aicOntikov popov) of an animal:

Both these wéOn (i.c. sleeping and waking) concern perception of the primary
perceptive part (mepi aicOnotv tod TpdTov aictntikod). ... Sleep is a wdbog of the
perceptive part. ... We assert that sleep is in some way the changelessness of
perception and, as it were, a bond of perception, while its loosening or remission

constitutes the being awake.”* (De Somno 1 454a22-4, b9-10, and b25-7)

More specifically, the perceptive part which is affected in sleep and waking is not any
random part, but the “ruling perceptive part” (10 kbpilov aicOnmpiov)— “that which

concerns touch” (10 antikoV):

Now, since every aicOnoig has something special and also something common;
special, as, e.g., seeing is to the sight, hearing to the dxovn, and so on with the
other aicOnoig severally; while all are accompanied by a common 60vaypug, in

virtue of which a person perceives that he sees or hears, ...for aicOnoig is one,

TEPIEGTATOC, Kai S10kplOf] 16 T& COUUTMSESTEPOV aipal Kod TO KadapDTEPOV.

% In De Sensu Aristotle studies the nature of the common sense touch, i.e. what is its function. In
De Somno Aristotle studies the ma0n of the organ of touch, i.e. how it is acted upon. In De
Longitudine Vitae Aristotle studies another set of 7d0n of the organs beyond waking and sleep:
life and death.

1 Gnowm yap éott Té man tadta nept aicnow 10D TpdTov aichNTKoD. ... O Yip brvoc mahog Tt
10D aicOnTikod popiov dotiv. ... T 8’ aicOoewg TPOTOV TIVAL THV PV dKktvnoiav Kai olov
Seapov 1oV Hrvov etval gapey, TV 88 Aoty kai TV Evesty &ypiyopoty.
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and the ruling perceptive part (10 kKOplov aicOntplov) is one, though the
definition of aicOnoig for each genus, e.g., sound or color, is different; and since
this subsists in association especially with 10 antikéov, for this can exist apart from
all the other aicOntpia, but none of them can exist apart from it—a subject of
which we have treated in De Anima; it is therefore evident that waking, together
with sleep, is a mdBog of this. This explains why they belong to all animals; for

touch (&on) alone belongs to all.”?> (Ibid. 2 455a12-27)

Now, being a mdBog of the part which concerns touch means that sleep and awaking are
ways in which this part may be acted on or moved, therefore the cause of sleep and
waking, whatever it is, is just a cause of how the part concerning touch, and in general

how the perceptive part, is affected. I next inquire what the cause of sleep and waking is.

(B) The nutritive activities are causes of sleep and waking

That the nutritive activities cause the animal to be awake and be asleep is in fact
the reason why Aristotle dwells on the nutritive activities and digestion in De Somno, a
book which otherwise belongs to Aristotle’s treatment of the perceptive soul. Many
passages confirm the causal relationship between the nutritive activities and sleep and

waking, which, as [ have shown above, are md6n of the perceptive part:

2 ¢nel 8 vmapyel kab’ Exdonv odoBnowy T pév Tt idlov, 0 8¢ Tt kowdv, Itov pdv olov Tij Syet

TO Opav, T} &’ dKof] T drovely, Kol ToAg GAANLS EKAOTY KATO TOV OOTOV TPOTOV, £6TL d€ TIG Kol
Ko Svvopug dkolovbodoa maoalg, 1 koi &t Opd kai dkovel aicOdveTal. ... 0Tt P&V yop pia
aicOnoic, kai To Kuprov aicOntpiov &v, 10 & eivor aicOncel Tod YEvoug EKAGTOV ETEPOV, 010V
YOPOU Kol YpMUOTOC), TOUTO O Gua T@ ArTik®d udAioto drdpyet (todto uev yop yopiletor tdv
A oV aicOnmpiov, Ta 6’ dAla ToOTOL AymploTa, sipntot 8¢ Tepi avtdv v Toic [epl yuyig
Oewpfuooty), eavepov toivov &1t tovtov éoti Tdbog 1 EypNyopaoig kol 6 Hvog. 610 kol mioty
Vapyet Toic {moig: Kol yap 1 aen uovn ndow:
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In general

The point for consideration next in order is: with what things coming to be, and
from where, does the dpys; of the affection, i.e., waking and sleeping come to be?
Now, since it is when it has perception that an animal must first take food and
receive growth, and in all cases food in its ultimate form is, in sanguineous
animals, the natural substance blood, or, in bloodless animals, that which is
analogous to this; and since the veins are the place of the blood, while the origin
of these is the heart. ... All this has been dealt with in On Nourishment, but we
must here recapitulate what was there said, in order that we may consider the
apyai of the change (i.e. of waking and sleeping), and come to know what
happens to the perceptive part to account for the occurrence of waking and

sleep.”® (lbid. 3 456a30-h9)

Digestion and Sleep

As we observed above, sleep is not just any impotence of the perceptive faculty,
but this affection is one which arises from the evaporation concerning food. The
matter evaporated must be driven onwards to a certain point, then turn back and
change like a tide-race. Now, in every animal the hot naturally tends to move
upwards, but when it has reached the parts above, it turns back again, and moves

downwards in a mass. This explains why sleeps come from food. ... When,

3 “Eydpevov 82 1@V eipnpévov éotiv Telgiv Tivav yiyvopévav kai mobev 1) dpxi 10D mdhoug
yiyvetal, Tod T’ &ypnyopévar Kol Tod kabeddey. pavepov on 0Tt Emel avaykoiov @ (om, dtav
aicOnow &y, 101e TPOTOV TPOPNV TE AauPavely kal adénotv, Tpoen &’ €oTi TAGY 1) E6)YATN TOIG
UEV Evaipolg 1 Tod aipoTog Uots, Toig 8’ Avaipolg 10 dvaloyov, TOTog O Tod aipotog ol eAEPEC,
TOVTOV &’ apyn N Kopdia. ... Eipntot 6& wepl tovtmv €v 1oig [lepl tpoeiic: viv 8¢ avainmtéov
VIEP ADTAOV TOVLTOV YAPLY, OTWS TAG APYAG TS Kivioeme Bewpnompuey, Kai Ti TaoyovTtog ToD
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therefore, this comes to a stand it weighs a person down and causes him to nod,
but when it has actually sunk downwards, and by its return has repulsed the hot,

sleep comes on, and the animal is presently asleep.” (Ibid. 3 456b17-28)

Hence it is plain from what has been said that sleep is a sort of concentration of
the hot matter inwards and mutual replacement (avtitepictaocic) due to the cause
above mentioned. Hence much motion is characteristic of a drowsy man. But
where it (viz. the heat in the upper and outer parts) begins to fail, he grows cool,
and owing to this cooling process his eye-lids droop. Accordingly the upper and
outward parts are cool, but the inward and lower, i.e. the parts at the feet and in

the interior of the body, are hot.”™ (Ibid. 3 457a33-b6)

It is this part—the brain—which also produces sleep in those animals that have
one; while in those without one, it is the analogous part. For by cooling the flow
of blood from the nourishment, or on account of certain other similar causes, it
weighs the region down, and makes the heat recede downwards along with the

blood. Because of this greater accumulation in the lower region it produces

popiov tod aicntucod cvuPaivel 1) £ypnyopoig koi 6 Hrvog,.
4 4 yap, Gomep elmopey, ovk Eotv O brvog aduvapio Tica Tod cicOnTucod, GAL’ £k Tic mept
TNV TPOPNV avabvpdcsng yiyvetal to ma0og todto: dvaykn yop to dvabvpidpevoy uéyxpt Tov
®0sicOan, eit’ AvTiIoTPEQELY Koi peTaBAALEY Kabdmep BpTov. 1O 8¢ Ogppodv EKAGTOV TAY (DmV
TPOG 10 v TEPLKE PEpecBat dtav &’ v 1ol Gve TOTOo1g YévnTat, AOpOOV TAMY AVTIGTPEPEL Kol
KaTaEPETaL. 010 pdAoTo Yiyvovtor brvol Ao Tig Tpo@iic: aBpdov yap moAd 16 e VYPOV Kal TO
COUATAIEC AVAPEPETAL. IGTAUEVOV eV 0DV Papivel koi Totel vootdlev: dtav 88 péym katm Koi
avtioTpéyay dnmon 10 Bepuodv, ToTe yiyvetan 6 Hvog Kol T0 {dov kabeddet.

® (Hote pavepdv &k TdV eipnuévav &1t 6 Hrvog £oTi 6HVdOG TIg TOD Oeppod giow Kkai
AvTIEPIOTOOIG PUOIKT Ol TNV glpnuévny aitiov: 510 oAl 1 kivnolg Tod Hvodvtog. 6bev &’
gxheinet, Koroyvyeton Kol d1d yisy katomintel To PAEQapa, Kol To HEV vm KATEYVKTOL Kol TOL
EEm, 10 &’ Evrog Kol T kAT Ogppd, 0lov Td TEPL TOVG TOSAG KOl T EIG0.
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sleep.”® (PA 2.7 653a10-17, trans. Lennox)’’

Separation of blood and waking up

A person awakes when the cooking-up of the food is completed (re@01): when
the heat, which had been forced together in large quantity within a small compass
from the surrounding part, has once more prevailed, and when the more corporeal

and the purer blood have been separated (Swopi6ft).”® (De Somno 3 458a10-12)

Owing to the fact that the blood after the intake (mpocpopd)’® of food comes to
be especially in need of separation, sleep occurs [and it lasts] until the purer part
of the blood has been separated upward, and the more turbid downward. When
this has taken place animals awake (éyeipovtar), being released from the
heaviness of food. We have now stated the cause of sleep, viz. that it consists in
the mutual replacement of thing[s] bodily which is carried back by the connatural

heat in a mass upon the primary sense organ.®® (Ibid. 3 458a21-28)

76 7016t 8¢ kol TOV brvov 101G {DOo1G TOVTO TO HOPLOV TOIG EYOVGIV EYKEPALOV, TOIG 08 LUT| EXOVOL

10 avaroyov. Kataydyov yap v ano ti|g tpoofig tod aipotog énippooty, 1j Kai 14 tvog Opoiog
aitiog dAlag, Papdvel te TOV TOTOV (810 TNV KEQOAY KopnPapolcty ol VIVOCGCOVTES) Kol KAT®
TO1ET O Oeppov VITOPEVYEWY PeTA TOD aipatog. Ao mieiov aBpolopevov Eml TOV KAT® TOTOV
anepyaletar Tov bmvov. (Text: P. Louis, Aristote. Les parties des animaux Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1956)

" Lennox (2001).

& gyeipetan &’ dtav mepdi kal kpathon 1 cuve®SUEVT BepUOTNg &V OATY® TOAAT €k TOD
TEPIEGTATOC, Kai S1okpldf] 16 T& COUUTMSESTEPOV aipal Kod TO KadapDTEPOV.

9 1t seems to me that it is an overtranslation to render it “assimilation” (J. I. Beare in Barnes). It
simply means the taking in of, say, food.

80 Sua 8¢ O yiyveoBat GdlokprrdTepOV TO alptor et THY THS TPoPTic Tpocspopdy brvoc yiyvetar,
€w¢ av O1akp1OT] Tod aipatog T0 pEV KaboapmTepov &ic To dvm, TO 6& BolepdTtepov €ig Ta

K6t dtav 8¢ TodTo VBT, Eyeipovion dmoAvOévio Tod £k THG TPoPTig Papovg. Ti uEV ovV TO
aitiov 1od kabevdev eipnrat, St 1 [Hn0] 10D cOUATOIOVS TOD AVAPEPOUEVOD DTTO TOD GLUPHTOV
Oepuod avimepiotaocic AOpOmC £l TO TPATOV aicOnTHPLOV.
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This echoes with what Aristotle claims in Physics 8.6: after eating much food, my heart,
the perceptive part concerning touch, is shrouded in heat and can no longer function,
sweet sleep then befalls me, and my whole perceptive soul turns from being active into
being inactive. | have shown that this is supported by the theory of digestion and sleep

put forward in De Somno.

(v) The perceptive function and the locomotive function

There is much dispute as to whether the perceptive and the locomotive souls (and
their respective organs) are numerically one or two, and whether and how we can divide
them.8 If the locomotive soul is indeed some aspect of the broader preceptive soul and
they share the same ruling bodily part, then the ©a6n of the perceptive bodily part would
by definition be the na6n of the locomotive bodily part as well, therefore, just as food is a
cause of an animal’s perceptive activities, it is also a cause of its locomotive activities.

However, even if the locomotive soul and the perceptive soul are numerically two
in that their respective organs are divisible, the 7d0n of the former, though not identical,
would still be necessarily implied by the wé0n of the latter.8? This is because for Aristotle,
the psychic functions corresponding to different kinds/parts of the animal soul are
hierarchical:# when an organ corresponding to the animal nutritive soul is affected in a
certain way, the organs corresponding to the perceptive soul are necessarily also similarly
affected; but when an organ corresponding to the animal perceptive soul is affected in a

certain way, the organs corresponding to the animal nutritive soul need not be similarly

81 See Caston (forthcoming) “Aristotle on the unity of psychology: how to divide the soul”.
82 |.e. if the latter is acted on, then the latter is necessarily acted on as well.
8 See chapter 4 for details.
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affected. Thus, when an animal is asleep, i.e. perceptively inactive, it can neither perceive
nor locally move.

Whichever is the case, it is far from surprising that at Physics 8.6 259b13
Aristotle lumps being awake and self-moving together and claims that both are affected
in some way by the nutritive activities which are in turn affected in some way by the
external food.

To sum up the discussion on De Somno, I’ve shown that Aristotle thinks that it is
the food that enters from without (v} BupaOev tpoon)), together with the nutritive activities
of concoction (méy1g) and separation (d1dkpioig), that acts on the perceptive part of an
animal, and that he thinks that waking and sleep are the result of the perceptive part being
acted on. What is more, because the functioning of the locomotive soul is either
contingent upon or a part of the functioning of the perceptive soul as a whole, the cause

of some man of the perceptive part is a cause for the locomotive part as well.8*

1.5.4 Back to Physics 8

It may appear paradoxical to say that what causes an animal’s self-motion is not
from itself, yet based on the above analysis of De Somno, we can see that, strictly
speaking, the external cause (i.e. food) and the internal cause (the different psychic parts)
do not cause the same effect: what food causes, through an animal’s nutritive activities, is
the start (waking up), the end (falling asleep), and the duration (being awake) of the

animal’s perceptive and locomotive activities. Now, an animal can only perceive some

8 1 do not deal with the interesting question whether growth and perception count as
self-motion/self-change or not here. They are self-motion in the same way self-locomotion is
self-motion, i.e. in certain respects. On growth and nutrition as self-change, see Menn (2002).
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object X and move itself from place A to place B (where X is situated) when it is awake,®
so food is a cuvaitiov (i.e. Sine qua non) of the animal’s perception of X and its
locomotion to X. But the fact that it perceives X and not something else is caused by the
presence of the object and the functioning of the perceptive soul; similarly, the fact that it
moves itself from A to B and not in some other direction is caused by its perceiving X at
B. Therefore, it is the cause of some aspect of an animal’s self-motion that is outside
itself, and the animal is a self-mover in the others aspects: qua perceptive (locomotive)
soul in respect of the direction and speed of locomotion, for example.®®

Aristotle spells this important distinction out in the last sentence of the Physics
8.6 passage: “that is why animals are not always moved continuously by themselves”.8’
This is to say, as long as the animals are in temporally continuous motion, they are
moved by themselves, but that they are in temporally continuous motion is caused by
something external, namely food. This is supported by the description in De Somno 3 that
food, with its digestion and distribution, punctuates an animal’s daily activities into
temporally discrete chunks. To return to the puzzling sentence in Physics 8.6, “animals
are not self-movers strictly speaking (kvpiwcg)”, but only when they are awake, i.e. are
temporally continuous movers, and whether they are awake or not is determined by “the
other motions”—the nutritive activities—whose beginning and end are in turn caused by

“what surrounds and enters”, i.e. food.

At this point one may easily see the deficiency of one branch of the second

8 On sleepwalking, see De Somno 2 456a24-27.

8 The idea of distinguishing the cause for the start of a motion and the cause regulating the
motion once it has been started first appears in Gill (1994). Gill doesn’t discuss animal
locomotion, though, which is what is at stake in the Physics 8.6 passage.

87 810 ovKk del kivodvTat oVVEYDS VO' AbTAV.
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interpretation of the Physics 8.6 passage, which may be called the “intentional reading”.%®
According to this reading, when Aristotle says that “animals move themselves only with
one kind of motion, and with this not in the strict sense”, he means that an animal’s
self-locomotion is strictly speaking caused by the intentional object, which is outside of
the animal in question. Hence in the strict sense, it is the external object of the motion
which is its first cause, but loosely speaking, because of the ambivalent status of
intentional objects which under some description are said to be internal to the mind,
animals can be said to move themselves. So to quote Nussbaum’s passage again: “local
motion is the only genuine self-motion; but even this is not strictly self-motion, since it
depends on an external aition.... Its arguments have gaps that can be filled only by an
adequate account of animal motion and its relationship to external goals and external
necessities” (1975: 119) and Furley: “an animal is correctly described as a self-mover,
because when it moves, its soul moves its body, and the external cause of its motion is a
cause of motion only because it is seen as such by a faculty of the soul. There must be an
external object, however, and hence the movement of an animal does not provide an
example of a totally autonomous beginning of motion” (1978: 176-7).

Now, leaving aside the question whether this interpretation is supported by De
Anima and De Motu or not for the moment, in Physics 8 at least it has no ground.
Although the parallel passage in Physics 8.2 might lead one to such an interpretation,®
Aristotle clarifies in Physics 8.6 that the externally caused changes and activities in the

animal body (some of which in turn move the diévoia or the dpeig) are not the

8 See section 1.5.2 above.

8 “Many motions are produced in the body by what surrounds (070 Tod Tepiéyovtoc), and some
of these set in motion the intellect (d1Gvota) or the appetite (dpe&ic), and this again then sets the
whole animal in motion.”
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perception of external objects, as the “intentional reading” would require, but such
mundane changes and activities as increase, decrease, breathing and digestion, which are
all nutritive rather than perceptive.®® Besides, quite counter-intuitively, according to
Aristotle, one cannot be woken up from sleep and become actively perceptive and
locomotive by some particular perception (such as hearing a thunderclap), because in
order to have some particular perception, one has to be awake, i.e. perceptively active, in
the first place. To say that some particular perceptive sense could turn itself on to
perceive some external object before the whole perceptive soul has been turned on would
seem to defy Aristotle’s overall purpose in Physics 8.6, because it comes very close to
claiming motion ex nihilo.

I’ve already distinguished between the animal self-motion qua self-moved and the
temporal continuity and discreteness of that motion which are caused externally. More
broadly, to understand Aristotle’s arguments in Physics 8 concerning the first unmoved
mover and the non-eternal unmoved movers, it is important to distinguish between the
nature of something and the temporal extension of its nature:®* in so far as something has
a certain nature, it necessarily tends to fulfill this nature (i.e. to cause a certain kind of

motion in the body to which it belongs per se), but because its body is susceptible to

% Corcilus and Gregori¢’s otherwise interesting paper (2013) falls prey to the same problem.
%1 One might cite De Longitudine Vitae 5 and say that because each living species has a natural
life-span, the nature of something should incorporate how long it expects to live. This is not true.
According to Aristotle’s actual account there, the length of life for each individual is due to how
much and how warm the moisture inside the body is as compared to the environment, and this
varies across different kinds of living beings, different species within the same kind, and different
individuals within the same species but having different habitats: i.e. it is not due to the soul as an
internal principle of motion after all. Cf. GA 4.8 777b6-8: the cause of the length of life lies in the
proximity of the way the animal is mixed elementally to the way the surronding (nepiéyovra) air
is and in the other physical circumstances (copuntdpoTO).

Note also that in GC 2.10 and GA 4.8, the life cycles of living things are caused remotely by
the approaching and retreating sun.
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external causes or other internal causes than this nature, it does not fulfill this nature
eternally or even continuously. That necessity or eternity comes from 10 nepiéyov—and

in the case of eternity, ultimately from the first eternal unmoved mover.%? This is
effectively what Aristotle claims in the passage which immediately follows in Physics 8.6,
where, unless you follow my interpretation, he seems to have digressed from arguing that
the non-eternal movers cannot be the model of a non-eternal universe (motion ex nihilo)
to arguing that the non-eternal movers cannot cause eternal effects (surely they cannot,
but how does this work as a repudiation of motion ex nihilo?), with a connective relative

pronoun €€ ®v:

From these considerations we may confidently conclude that if a thing belongs to
the class of unmoved movers that are also themselves moved accidentally, it is
impossible that it should cause continuous motion. So the necessity that there
should be motion continuously requires that there should be a first mover that is
unmoved even accidentally, if, as we have said, there is to be in the world of
things an unceasing and undying motion, and the world is to remain permanently
self-contained and within the same limits: for if the first principle remains, the
universe must also remain, since it is continuous with the first principle.®®

(Physics 8.6 259b20-28)

See Menn (forthcoming: IITy2a) for a different argument to the same conclusion.
92 Seee.g. De Caelo 2.1.
9 g€ OV Eottv motedoat 8Tt €1 T £0TL THV AKVATOV P&V KIvOUVTmVY 88 Kai adTél Koo
ovuPePnroc, addvatov cuveyd kivnot Kively. ot glmep dvaykn cuvey®de eivon kivnoty, etvod Tu
O€l 10 TpdTOV KIvodV akivntov Kol Kot cupPefnkoc, el péAiel, kabdmep girouev, Ececbon &v
701G OVGIV AmOGeTOC TIC Ko A0AVATOC Kivnolc, Kol HEVETY TO OV oTO &V ohTd Kol &v T odTd" THig
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The general argumentative structure of what comes after 259b16 is this: after the claim
that animal souls are not self-movers in the strict sense and don’t cause motion all by
themselves is explained in 259b8-16 through a discussion of the other animal
motions/changes, Aristotle first classifies animal souls as per accidens self-movers
(259b16-20) and claims, assuming that animal souls are the paradigm for per accidens
self-movers, that no per accidens self-mover causes continuous motion (259b20-22).
What comes after in 259a22-28, therefore, is not an explanation of 259b20-22, but a
further inference from 259b20-22: since no per accidens self-mover (i.e. a mover which
is unmoved per se but is moved by itself per accidens) causes continuous motion, the fact
that there is a continuous motion demands that there be a mover that is unmoved even per
accidens. Afterward in 259b28-31 Aristotle distinguishes between the non-eternal
unmoved mover per accidens moved by oneself (the soul) and the eternal unmoved
mover per accidens moved by something else (the lesser heavenly mover). His aim here
is presumably on the one hand to delimit the scope of the previous discussion and make it
clear that not all per accidens motion is non-eternal, and on the other hand to start a new
discussion of why there are both eternal and non-eternal motions in the world.

Aristotle’s theory of matter and contraries (the matter, the form, and its privation)
testifies to this division of labor between the different causes of motion: as Aristotle
repeatedly points out in both Physics 1 (especially in Physics 1.5) and Metaphysics A,

matter is always some matter concerning a certain pair of opposites. See e.g.:

One might raise the question from what sort of non-being generation proceeds; for

things are said not to be in three ways. If, then, one way to not be is to be

Yap apyg LeVODomNG GvayKkn Kol TO TV PEVELY GUVEYES OV TPOG TNV APYNV.

- 42 -



potentially, still, what is not is not potentially any and every thing, but different
things come from different things.®* ... The causes and the principles, then, are
three, two being the pair of contraries of which one is definition and form and the
other is privation, and the third being the matter.> (Metaphysics A 2 1069b26-34,

trans. Ross in Barnes, modified)

But all things have not the same elements, but analogically they have; i.e. one
might say that there are three principles—the form, the privation, and the matter.
But each of these is different for each class; e.g. in color they are white, black,
and surface. Again, there is light, darkness, and air; and out of these are produced

day and night.*® (lbid. A 4 1070b17-21)

Further, that which is first in respect of fulfillment is the cause of all things. But in
another sense there are different first causes, viz. all the contraries which are
neither stated as classes nor spoken of in several ways; and further, the matters of

different things are different.®” (Ibid. A 5 1071a35-b1)

% |.e. One way of “not being X” is to be “not X actually but X potentially”: e.g. a white piece of
paper is not actually black but potentially black, so the piece of paper is not white by being white
potentially. Cf. Physics 1.7. Ross’ original translation (1908) gets the point, which is wrongly
modified in Barnes (1984).

% amopnoete &’ Gv TG €k moiov pr dvTog 1) YEVESLG: TP ®G yap TO un dv. €i 01 TL E0TL dSuvALEL,
AL SUmG 0V TOD TLYOVTOG AN’ ETepov €€ €TEPOvV. ... Tpia o1 TO aitia Kol TPEIS ol apyai, VO pev
1 dvavtiooig, fig 1O pév Adyog koi £180¢ 10 88 otépnoig, T 8¢ tpitov 1 HAN. (Text: W. D. Ross,
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1924)

% maviov 8¢ obte pév einelv 0vk Eottv, T@ Gvéhoyov 8¢, domep &1 Tig gimot &1t dpyai giot TPETC,
10 £180¢ Kai 1) 6TéPNOIC Kod 1) BAN. AAL EKacTov ToVTOV E1epov TEpt EK0GTOV YEVOog 86TiV, OloV
EV XPOUOTL AEVKOV HEAAY EMPAVELD: DG GKOTOG AN, EK O€ TOLT®V NUEPA Kol VOE.

7 gt npdTOV Evteleyeig -mdl 08 Etepa TPATU Ooa TA EvavTio O PNTe MG YEVN AEYETOL UNTE
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Because “the matters for different things are different” and “there are different first
causes”, the unique and eternal first unmoved mover cannot be the form which is
contrary to any and every privation. This to say, as a mover, the first unmoved mover is
not responsible for any and every motion: as we shall see, the only motion which the first
unmoved mover is responsible for is the eternal temporal duration of the first heaven. It
follows that because the contrariety between “being in motion” and “being at rest” at
259b10 is not identical either with the contrariety we find between “being awake” and
“being at rest (=being asleep)”, or the contrariety we find between “being eternal” and
“being non-eternal”, there is something other than the first unmoved mover of the first
heaven and the unmoved mover of “what surrounds” that is the unmoved mover of a
certain animal’s “being in motion” and “being at rest”: this something else is the

unmoved mover within the animal in question—its perceptive-locomotive soul.%®

1.6 Conclusion of the Discussion on Physics 8

To conclude, | have shown that the theory of motion outlined in Physics 8 allows
for a multiplicity of movers to qualify as unmoved movers. First, the infinite regress
arguments in Physics 8.5 only prove that, for any motion, there is a first mover that is
unmoved. It remains neutral on the question how many unmoved movers there are in the
world. Secondly, although the argument for a highest unmoved mover in Physics 8.6

connects the eternity of motion with the highest unmoved mover that is unmoved both

ToAMoy®C AéysTar: kol ETt ai DAaL.

% For brevity’s sake I do not deal with the interesting and important question why Aristotle
claims that animals are self-movers only in their locomotion, i.e. why are they not self-movers in
their nutritive and perceptive activities. Indeed they are (see Menn: 2002), so Aristotle is either
arguing from what is commonly accepted (8vdo&a), or taking the perceptive and locomotive
power to be what an animal soul essentially is.
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per se and per accidens, it does not preclude the existence of the other two kinds of
unmoved movers: those that are unmoved per se, but moved per accidens by others, and
those that are unmoved per se, but moved per accidens both by others and by themselves.
Thirdly, the passage in Physics 8.6 (259b3-16), where Aristotle seems to argue that
animals are not self-movers and their souls not unmoved movers in the strict sense, upon
further examination, doesn’t conflict with Aristotle’s conviction that the animal souls are

per se unmoved movers.

Appendix:
1.7 Multiple Heavenly Unmoved Movers in Metaphysics A 8%

To the surprise of many interpreters, Metaphysics A 8 opens with a question on
the number of the divine unmoved substance.’® In it, Aristotle identifies the divine
unmoved substance which is under discussion in A 7 with the mover of a heavenly sphere
and argues for the existence of a multiplicity of such movers. A previously popular
position on Metaphysics A 8, represented by Jaeger (1923/1948)’s view on the issue, is
this: that A 8, which contains an account of multiple heavenly movers, is a later (indeed
the latest) insertion and with the same reason all the passages in Physics 8.6 that support

there being multiple unmoved movers are later insertions.'®* Jaeger is motivated, as we

9 Menn (forthcoming 111p2b) offers a more detailed discussion of the same problem. | agree
with it completely, and this section is here only for the completeness of my overall argument.

100 gee Metaphysics A 8 1073a14-15: otepov 8¢ piav Oetéov ThHv oty odoiov f TAeiove,
Kol ToOG0g, Ol un AovOavery.

101 On Metaphysics A, see Jaeger (1923/1948, 345-7): “The theology of the main content of the
two preceding chapters [i.e. chapters 6 and 7] breathes an entirely different spirit. The unmoved
mover there discussed moves the heaven by itself, and through the medium of them, which move
themselves, it moves this world of things whose motion is purely external to it. ... Chapter 8
interrupts this continuous train of thought and breaks it [i.e. Metaphysics A] into two parts.
Remove it, and chapter[s] 7 and 9 fit smoothly together. After reading chapter 8, on the other
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can see from his discussion quoted in the preceding note, by his belief that the general
flavor of Aristotle’s theology is monotheistic: Jaeger supports his claim on the ground
that A 8 clashes with the other chapters of Metaphysics A, and most notably with A 7 and
A 9, both doctrinally—A 8 suggests polytheism whereas A 7 and A 9 support
monotheism—and stylistically.%

Doctrinally speaking, it is far from clear that the other chapters of Metaphysics A
are monotheistic. First, there are several places in Metaphysics, both in A and elsewhere,
where Aristotle seems to imply that there are more than one divine substances.'®® Second,

as Merlan (1946) has shown, Aristotle’s arguments preceding A 8 should not be

understood to be in favor of monotheism. They should rather be construed as intended to

hand, it is impossible to take up again the speculative meditation broken off with chapter 7. From
soaring flights, from Platonic religious speculation, we plunge headlong down to the monotonous
plain of intricate computation and specialized intelligence. ... [This chapter] loses itself entirely
in subsidiary matters, and shows far more interest in ascertaining the exact number of the spheres
than it does understanding of the fact that this grotesque multiplication of the prime mover, this
army of 47 or 55 movents, inevitably damages the divine position of the prime mover and makes
the whole theology a matter of mere celestial mechanics.”

On Physics 8.6, see Jaeger (1948, 362-4): “These indications in this chapter of the Physics
[i.e. Physics 8.6] of a plurality of unmoved guiders of the stars are obviously mere subsequent
additions. Aristotle inserted them at the time when the school was beginning to discuss the
extension of his theory of the unmoved mover, when there was still not much more than the bare
possibility of deciding for a larger number of planetary movers. The passages in question are
three. The first is 258b10. Here grammatical reasons suggest that the parenthesis ‘whether one
thing or a plurality’ is to be regarded as an addition. ... The second passage, 259a7-13, is an
equally improvised reference to the possibility of several movers. ... The third passage that owes
its existence to an addition is 259b28-31, at the end of of the series of proofs.”
102 On the style of A 8 see Jaeger (1948, 344-5): “Book A is an outline of a lecture, not intended
for the use of other persons at all. It contains only the main points, sketchily put together,
sometimes merely jotted down one after the other with a recurring ‘Note, next, that ...’, and bare
of all stylistic polish in detail. ... There is not the slightest reason to fear that in his lectures
Avistotle spoke the sort of Greek that some readers, knowing none but these parts of him,
reverence with respectful awe as genuine Aristotelian brevity. How he really spoke is shown by
chapter 8, which in contrast to the rest of the book is fully written out. In consequence its style is
so strikingly distinct from that of its context that we must seek a reason for this phenomenon.”
Jaeger goes on to offer doctrinal reason why A 8 clashes with A 7 and A 9.
103 see Metaphysics A 6 1071b19-22: “8¢t dpa. elvar apyfv TotadTny fic 1| 0doia &vépyeta. £t
toivuv TanTog SEl Thg ovoiac elvan dvev BAng: didiovg yap Sei, einep ye kai EALo Tt Gitdiov;”
Metaphysics A 5 1015b14 and E 1 1026a16. See Merlan (1946: 16) and Menn (forthcoming:
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describe what a divine unmoved substance is and therefore as remaining neutral on the
guestion how many such substances there are.’** Indeed, as Merlan has suggested, it is
very likely that Aristotle takes a multiplicity of unmoved movers as uncontroversial for
his dialectical opponents: i.e. Speusippus’ episodic numbers and geometrical figures,
Xenocrates’ Idea numbers are all many in number.X% Further, according to Merlan, the
Homeric quotation at the end of Metaphysics A: “ovk dyaddv moAvkolpavin: €ic Koipavog
£€otm” ("the rule of many is no good; let there be one ruler”’) should be understood as a
contention against Speusippus’ episodic view of substance!® and as arguing that it is
wrong to assume, as Speussipus does, a number of unconnected kinds of substance:
rather, all substances are essentially and causally connected to each other and there is a
highest apyn of all. However, saying that there is a highest god doesn’t necessarily imply
that the other gods are not gods: it need only imply that the gods are not unconnected, and
that there exists a hierarchy among them. %’

The argument from style is problematic as well. Here | summarize Menn’s points.

It is true that much of A 8 is elevated and free of hiatus with the exception of

IIB2b p.24).

104 See Merlan (1946: 8): “It would seem to follow, furthermore, that in Aristotle’s mind there
was not the slightest contradiction between ch. 8 and the preceding sections of the book. What he
felt he had proved in these sections was that there is a sphere [Merlan means by “a sphere” a type]
(and of course, one sphere only) of ‘Unmoved Entity’. But whether or not this sphere comprises
more than one unmoved entity was, as he understood it, still an entirely open question—open, of
course, for his hearers rather than for the author who, being still a Platonist, probably felt sure
from the very outset that the sphere of ‘unmoved entity’ comprised more than one unmoved
entity.”

105 See also Menn (forthcoming: 111B2b p. 25).

106 See Metaphysics A 10 1075b37-1076a4: oi 8& Aéyovieg TOV GpOUOV TPGTOV TOV HadNUOTIKOV
Kol oUTmg del GAANY Exopévny ovoiay Kol Apyas EKACTNG GAANG, ETEIGOOIDON TV TOD TOVTOG
ovoiav morodotv (00d&v yap 1 £tépa th E1épe cLPPEALeTAL 0VGA T} T} 0DGA) Ko ApyoC

TOAGG: T 88 dvra 00 PovAeTon ToMTeEDEGHHL KOKMC. “OVK GyalddV moAVKOpOvin: £ig Koipavog
g€otw.” It is clear that Speusippus is meant.

107 See chapter 4, section 4.5.
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1073b32-1074a14 and 1074a31-8, however, it is hard to believe, as Jaeger would have it,
that Aristotle wrote A 8 later, as an addition to the original A. A more natural conclusion
IS, as Blass (1875) suggests, that Aristotle wrote the hiatus-free passages in A 8 first, as
part of an exoteric work, and later, when he was composing A, he excerpted these
passages and placed them where he needed to discuss the number of immaterial
substances. In such a scenario, the parts of A 8 where Aristotle does not avoid hiatus
(1073b32-1074a14 and 1074a31-8) would have been added in as new material, so they
agree in style with the rest of A. (2) Jaeger’s claim that A 7 joins smoothly with A 9 is
not true, so Menn (forthcoming) ITIB2b p.28: “the last paragraph of A 7 (1073a3-13) talks
about eternal non-sensible substance in general and its indivisibility and unchangeability,
with nothing specific to vodg, and the jump to A 9's ‘“Td 8¢ mepi TOV VoV Exel TIVAG
amopiag’ would be wrenching. Both in argument and in style the last paragraph of A 7
goes with the hiatus-avoiding parts of A 8; but if we excise this paragraph as well, the
original A will have contained absolutely no discussion of non-sensible substance in

general (but only of vodg as the first dpyn), which seems incredible.”

1.8 Unmoved Movers in Metaphysics A

It is more important to my project to show that the non-eternal unmoved movers
we encounter in Physics 8 are also discussed, and recognized as such by Aristotle in
Metaphysics A in the name of the forms of the sensible substances.

It is a general consensus that A is divided in two parts: the first part (cc. 1-5) in
which Aristotle discusses sensible (=natural) substances, and the second part (cc. 6-10) in

which Aristotle discusses non-sensible (=unmoved) substances. The last sentence of A 5,
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together with the first sentence of A 6, introduces this transition:

We have stated, then, what are the principles of sensible things and how many

they are, and in what sense they are the same and in what sense different.

Since there were three kinds of substance, two of them natural and one unmoved,
regarding the latter we must assert that it is necessary that there should be an
eternal unmoved substance. For substances are the first of existing things, and if

they are all destructible, all things are destructible.!®® (1071b1-6)

Jaeger (1923/1948) reads more into this transition than the mere division between the
sensible and the non-sensible substances. He claims that, because of the overlap between
the sensible-unmoved distinction and the perishable-eternal distinction in that sensible
substances are also perishable and non-sensible substances also eternal (with the ad hoc
exclusion of the sensible eternal substances which Aristotle specifically mentions in
many places), the two parts deal with perishable substances (A 1-5) and eternal
substances (A 6-10) respectively. And thus, according to the introductory passage in A

1'% to which the beginning of A 6 is a parallel, A 1-5 belong to physics and A 6-10 to

108 Tivec pév odv oi apyol TV aicBnTdvy Koi oo, Kol TdS ai avtod kol nhe Etepa, elpntat. //

"Emei 8 foav Tpeic ovoial, §0o pév ai uotkai pio 8’ 1 dxivnrog, mepi TodTng Aektéov &t dvaykm
glvan G316V Tiva ovsio dicivintov. ai te yap odoion mpdTon TV Svimv, Koi &l micat eOaptal,
névta eOupTad.

109 «“There are three kinds of substance—one that is sensible (of which one subdivision is eternal
and another is perishable; the latter is recognized by all men, and includes e.g. plants and
animals), of which we must grasp the elements, whether one or many; and another that is
immovable, and this certain thinkers assert to be capable of existing apart, some dividing it into
two, others identifying the Forms and the objects of mathematics, and others positing, of these
two, only the objects of mathematics. The former two kinds of substance are the subject of
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metaphysics.!1

Now, the claim about the overlap between the two distinctions is simply false.
Even with the sensible eternal substances excluded, what Aristotle claims in the first
sentence of A 6 is that he is going to investigate whether, within the category of the
unmoved (= non-sensible) substances, there is an eternal unmoved substance. Therefore,
as far as the sentence itself is concerned, it seems rather to imply that there are unmoved
substances that are non-eternal.

Further, it is not the case that chapters 1-5 deal only with sensible substances in
the sense that only the sensible substances are under discussion. Importantly for our
purpose, individual forms, which are the topic of chapter 3 and appear also in chapters
4-5, are non-sensible. Indeed, as has been pointed out by Frede,''! what Aristotle says at
the end of chapter 5 is that the principles of sensible things, what they are and how many
they are, have been stated, and these principles need not be themselves sensible. To
complicate the matter even more, chapters 6-10 not only deal with the principles of

unmoved things to the exclusion of the sensible things, but seem to take the principles of

physics (for they imply movement); but the third kind belongs to another science, if there is no
principle common to it and to the other kinds” (1069a30-b2).

110 Jaeger (1948, 220-1): “The lecture [i.e. A] is sharply divided into two unequal portions. The
first of these (cc. 1-5) discusses the doctrine of sensible reality; its analysis results in the
conceptions of matter, form, potency, and act. The second (cc. 6-10) begins straight away with
the speculative idea of the unmoved mover and with the assertion of a supersensible reality.
Unlike the second, the first part is not an end in itself; it is there simple for the sake of the second,
to which it serves as foundation...But the decisive consideration is that in A the notion of
metaphysics is confined to the later part; the earlier is not reckoned as belonging thereto. ... The
unmoved and eternal, on the other hand, is the object of metaphysics without qualification... In_
exactly the same way he here says simply that sensible reality is perishable, and infers that, it
there exists nothing but the forms immanent in sensible things, everything in the universe is
necessarily subject to the Heraclitean flux.” Jaeger’s note here is significant: “Sensible substances,
with the exception of the heavenly bodies, are described simply as perishable in A1, 1069a31,
and 6, 1071b6; cp. K 2, 1060a22. The later account in Z 8, 1033b5, and H 3, 1043b15, is much
more complex.”

111 See Frede (2001: 5).

- 50 -



the unmoved things to be also the principles of the sensible things.!*? This, combined
with the beginning of chapter 6 which suggests that there are non-eternal unmoved
substances, suggests that chapters 2-5 and chapters 6-10 have an interlocking
relationship:

Chapters 6-10 pick up the conclusion of chapters 2-5—forms (and matter) are
indeed unmoved principles of some sensible substances yet they cannot be principles as
Plato claims they are because they are non-eternal—and ask, among all unmoved
substances which include most conspicuously the non-eternal ones, whether there are one
or indeed many such substances which are also eternal. This echoes well with what

Aristotle argues in Physics 8.

1.9 The Case with Non-Eternal Unmoved Substances

Jaeger doesn’t agree with the thesis outlined above. He thinks that the immanent
forms in A are changeable, and that it is only later, in Metaphysics Z and H (which
according to him are later works), that Aristotle has an account according to which “the
world of appearance has been thoroughly penetrated with the idea that it too partakes of
the unchangeable because of the forms that hold sway in it”.1*3 | think he confuses
“non-eternal” with “changeable”.

According to Aristotle’s theory both in A and elsewhere, an immanent form is
both unchangeable and non-eternal. (1) First, an immanent form is unchangeable.
Aristotle claims that immanent forms do not undergo coming-to-be or, in general, change

at the beginning of A 3:

112 See e.g. Metaphysics A 8.
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Note, next, that neither the matter nor the form comes to be (yiyvetar)—and |
mean the last matter and form. For everything that changes is something and is
changed by something and into something. That by which it is changed is the
immediate mover; that which is changed, the matter; that into which it is changed,
the form. The process, then, will go on to infinity, if not only the bronze comes to
be round but also the round or the bronze comes to be; therefore there must be a

stop.1** (Metaphysics A 3 1069b35-1070a4)

So, according to Aristotle, only composites come to be (e.g. a round bronze), whereas the
non-composites that make up a composite do not (e.g. the round and the bronze). And
because the last matter and form are by definition that into which a composite substance
is ultimately divided, neither of them comes to be (yiyvetat). The same argument, in a
more developed form, is made at Z 8 1033a23-b19, from which | now quote the

conclusion:

It is obvious, then, from what has been said, that that which is spoken of as form
or substance does not come to be (ov yiyvetar), but the concrete thing which gets
its name from this comes to be (ylyvetar), and that in everything which is

generated matter is present.}'®> (Metaphysics Z 8 1033b16-19)

113 See Jaeger (1948: 221 n. 1).

4 Metdr tadta 8t ob yiyvetar obte 1 HAn 0bte 10 €180¢, Ay 8¢ Td Eoyorta. miv yip peToPiiiet
i Kol V7o Tvog Kod 1 T D’ 0D pév, Tod TPMTOL Kvodvtog: O 84, 1) DA &ig 6 84, 10 €ldog. &ic
dmelpov ovv iy, €1 Py HOVOV 6 YOAKOC yiyvetal 6TpoyydAog GAAL Koi TO 6TpoyydAoV | O
YOAKOG: Avdykn o1 oTijvoL.

15 oavepov 8 &k Tdv eipnuévav &t Td pév dc £1d0¢ i ovoia Aeydpevov ob yiyvetar, 1 88
oVVOLOG 1) KaTh TOOTV Agyouévn yiyvetal, kal 6Tt &v mavti T® yevvouéve (yvouéve Alc:
vevouéve Ab) OAn Eveott.
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(2) Second, an immanent form is non-eternal. A passage in Metaphysics H 3 suggests this

as a possibility:

And man is not animal plus biped, but there must be something besides these, if
these are matter, —something which is neither an element nor from element (o¥te
otoyeiov o1’ €k oTOtYEiOL), but is the substance; but this people eliminate, and
state the matter. If, then, this is the cause of the thing's being, and if the cause of
its being is its substance, they will not be stating the substance itself. This (tadtnv)
[substance], then, must either be eternal or it must be destructible without being
in the process of being destroyed, and must have come to be without being in
process of coming-to-be. It has been proved and explained elsewhere that no one
makes or begets the form, but it is this individual that is made, and the composite
of form and matter comes to be. Whether the substances of destructible things can
exist apart, is not yet at all clear; except that obviously this is impossible in some
cases—in the case of things which cannot exist apart from the individual
instantiations, e.g. house or utensil. Perhaps, indeed, neither these things
themselves, nor any of the other things which are not formed by nature, are
substances at all; for one might say that the nature in natural objects is the only

substance to be found in destructible things.*'® (Metaphysics H 3 1043b10-23)

16 0088 81y 6 BvOpmmoC Eott TO LdoV Kai dimovy, GALG T SeT elvon & mopd TadTh 0Ty, £l TadO’

BN, oBte 8¢ oToygiov obT’ &k oTolyeion, GAL’ 1} ovcia: O &Ecpodviec THY DANV Aéyovsty. i odv
10T aitiov Tod gival, koi ovoio TodTo, adTHY dv THY oVcioy od Aéyotey. dvéykn &1 TadTny f
&iStov etvon §| OopTiv &vev Tod POeipecBon kai yeyovévar dvev Tod yiyvesOor. S&dstctar 8¢ kai
Sednhmtar &v EAlotc &T1 TO £100¢ 0V0eic molel 005 Yevvdl, GALL ToteTTon TOSE, YiyveTar 8 T &k
TOVTOV. €1 0" €iol T®V POuPT®OV ai ovcion yopioTai, oVOEV Tm STjAoV: TATY OTL Y™ €viev 00K
gvdéyetar Sfjhov, doa un 01dv TE mopd T TIVEL ELvat, 010V oikiav §) okedog. I6mc pev ovv ovd’
ovoial gioty 00T ot Tadta 00TE TL TOV GAAWDV OG0 L] PVOEL GUVEGTNKEV: TNV YAP QUG HOVITV
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It is clear from the context that by tavtnv (at 1043b14) Aristotle means the substance that
is the form or the actuality of something which is its cause of being (aitiov Tod eivan) (e.g.
the form and the actuality of a human being—the soul—is the non-material cause of his
or her living activities), and which is distinct from either the definitional element of the

thing*’

or the composite which is composed of these elements (ék ototyeiov/mv). Such a
substance, claims Aristotle, is either eternal if it can exist apart, or, if it cannot exist apart,
destructible (pBaptn) without a continuous process of being destroyed (@pOeipecOar).
Aristotle goes on to show, in the latter half of the passage quoted, that in the case of
artificial things, there is either no substance over and above the particular instantiations
(mopa T Tvd) that exists apart and eternally, or no substance at all presumably because
artificial things don’t have an internal cause of being (aitiov Tod givan) in the same way
natural things do (a saw, for instance, can only be an active saw when someone is using
it). Further, Aristotle shows elsewhere, as part of his anti-Platonic argument against the
appeal to a highest Form,'*8 that even in the case of natural things, there is no

numerically single universal substance—a universal nature of, say, human being—that

exists eternally apart from the particulars as their causes of being (aitiov Tod givar).* So,

v tic Ogin v €v 10ig POapPTOIg OvGiaV.

For brevity’s sake, I do not discuss the many textual problems within this passage, which do
not affect my conclusion.
17 In the case of “man”, such elements are “animal” and “biped”. Now, differentiae such as
“biped” are indeed said to be the form or acutality of something (H 2 1043a18-19). However,
differentiae conceived in this way are distinct from what are conceived as elements (otoiygiov) of
definition which are described as matter in the passage quoted above (1043b11). See Menn
(forthcoming: Ile p. 11).
118 See Menn (forthcoming) on Metaphysics Z 4-9.
119 See Metaphysics Z 8 1033b19 ff.: “Is there, then, a sphere apart from the individual spheres
or a house apart from the bricks? Rather we may say that no ‘this’ would ever have been coming
to be, if this had been so, but that the ‘form’ means the ‘such’, and is not a ‘this’—a definite thing;
but the artist makes, or the father begets, a ‘such’ out of a ‘this’; and when it has been begotten, it
is a ‘this such’. And the whole ‘this’, Callias or Socrates, is analogous to ‘this brazen sphere’, but
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the cause of being for destructible things is not a numerically single and separate
universal Form, but rather individual and immanent forms that are one in species, but

many in number.'?® A passage at the beginning of Metaphysics Z 15 confirms this:

Since substance is of two kinds, the concrete thing (t0 cbvolov) and the formula
(6 Adyoc)—I1 mean that one kind of substance is the formula taken with the matter,
while another kind is the formula in general—, substances in the former sense are
capable of destruction (for they are capable also of generation), but there is no
destruction of the formula in the sense that it is ever in course of being destroyed
(for there is no generation of it either: the being of house is not generated, but
only the being of this house), but without generation and destruction formulae are
and are not (&AL’ Gvev yevéoemc kai pBopdc €icl kKai ovk giciv); for it has been

shown that no one begets nor makes these.'?! (1039b20-27)

man and animal to ‘brazen sphere’ in general. Obviously, then, the cause which consists of the
Forms (taken in the sense in which some maintain the existence of the Forms, i.e. if they are
something apart from the individuals) is useless, at least with regard to comings-to-be and to
substances; and the Forms need not, for this reason at least, be self-subsistent substances. In some
cases indeed it is even obvious that the begetter is of the same kind as the begotten (not, however
the same nor one in number, but in form), i.e. in the case of natural products (for man begets
man), unless something happens contrary to nature, e.g. the production of a mule by a horse.
(And even these cases are similar; for that which would be found to be common to horse and ass,
the genus next above them, has not received a name, but it would doubtless be both in fact
something like a mule.) Obviously, therefore, it is quite unnecessary to set up a Form as a
paradigm (for we should have looked for Forms in these cases if in any; for these are substances
if anything is so); the begetter is adequate to the making of the product and to the causing of the
form in the matter. And when we have the whole, such and such a form in this flesh and in these
bones, this is Callias or Socrates; and they are different in virtue of their matter (for that is
different), but the same in form; for their form is indivisible.”

120 See Ross (1924, ii: 188) on Metaphysics Z 8 1033b5-6.

121 "Enei §° 1y ovoia £épa, 16 € chvorov kai O Adyoc (Méym & &t pév obtog &otiv odoia, odv
h DA cvvelnupévog 6 Adyog, 1 8 6 Adyog BAmG), Bcat HEV 0DV 0DTm AfyovTol, ToVTOV P&V E0TL
@Bopd (Kai yap Yéveoig), Tod 6€ Adyov ovk €oTiv oUTmg dote POeipesBar (0vdE Yap Yévesig, oV
yap ylyveton 1o oikiq slvon GAAL TO THdE Tij oikiq), GAL’ &vev yevécemg kol pOopdc eict kol ovK
glotv: dédekton yap Otl 0vOEIC TaDTH YEVVE 0VOE TTOlEL.
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Similarly at the beginning of E 3:

That there are principles and causes which are generable and destructible (yevmta
kai Oapta) without ever being in course of being generated or destroyed (&vev

100 yiyvecOar kai pOsipesBan), is obvious.'?? (1027a29-30)

Now, given that these individual forms are on the one hand non-eternal and on the
other hand do not come to be or pass away in a continuous process, how do they change
their status between being and not-being?'?® Aristotle seems to think that they do so
instantaneously. This is confirmed by what he says in Physics 8.6 about non-eternal
unmoved movers, and a parallel passage in Metaphysics B 5 concerning the geometrical

boundaries:

Let us suppose, if you will, that in the case of certain things it is possible for them
at different times to be and not to be, without coming-to-be and passing-away
(Gvev yevéoemg kol @Bopdc): in fact, it would seem to be necessary, if a thing that
has no parts at one time is and at another time is not, that any such thing should
without undergoing any process of change (&vev tod petapdiiev) at one time be
and at another time not be (6t& pév sivon 6t& 8¢ un eivon). And let us further
suppose it possible that some principles that are unmoved but capable of

imparting motion at one time are and at another time are not (6t& pév eivar 618 8&

122 :0m & giotv apyol kai ofrio yevdr kad eOoptdr Bvew 0D yiyveshat koi pbeipesdat, eavepov.
123 | thank Stephen Menn for mentioning this problem to me in conversation some time ago.
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un etvon).!2* (Physics 8.6 258b16-22)

In addition to what has been said, their (i.e. those who think that geometrical
boundaries are more substance more than the bodies they are boundaries of)
theories concerning generation and destruction turn out bizarre. For if substance,
not having existed before, now exists, or having existed before, afterward does
not exist, this change is thought to be accompanied by a process of becoming or
perishing; but points and lines and surfaces cannot be in process either of
becoming or of perishing, when they at one time exist and at another do not (ot¢
pev oboog 0t 0¢ ovk ovoag). For when bodies come into contact or are divided,
their boundaries instantaneously (éuo) become one in the one case when they
touch, and two in the other—when they are divided; so that when they have been
put together one boundary does not exist but has perished, and when they have
been divided the boundaries exist which before did not exist (for it cannot be said
that the point, which is indivisible, was divided into two). And if the boundaries
come into being and cease to be, from what do they come into being?*?®

(Metaphysics B 5 1002a28-b5)

124 510 81, €1 T1c Povdetar, &ni TveV Evdexdpevov Gote slval mote Kai pi) evat Bvev yevéceng

Kol pBopdc (thya yap Gvoykaiov, &l Tt dpepss Ote pév oy 0té 8¢ ) Eotwy, dvew 10D
petafoire 0t€ psv gtvon 0T¢ 88 pn vt nav 70 TO10DTOV). Kol TAV APYDV TOV AKIVITOV HEV
KNTk@®V & éviag 0t& pév elvan 0te 88 ) lvon, £vdexésdm Kai todro.

125 1pog yap toig Slpn HEVOLG Kai TG TePL mv yéveatv kai v eOopav Gquawa dhoyo. dokel pev
YOp 1 ovGia, £0v pr ovco TpdTEPOV VIV 1| T TPOTEPOV 0DGO BoTEPOV UM 7, LETO TOD YiyvecsOar Ko
eBeipecBaon TadTo TAGKEW: TOG O& GTIYUAG KOl TOG YPOLUAG Kol TAG EMpavEing 00K EvVOEyETaL
oU1e yiyvesOor ovte pBeipechal, 0T€ pev odoag 01€ 8¢ ovK oVcag. dtav yap GmtnTol 1| Stouptiton
TOL COUOTA, Ao OTE HEV pio ArTOUEVOVY OTE OE 610 SloupoVIEVOY YiyvovTal dot’ ovte
ouYKEEVOV 6TV AL EpOaptal, Smpnuévay T giciv ol TpdTepov ovk odaat (00 yop oM # Y’
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Admittedly, in neither passage is Aristotle making a positive statement concerning how
the non-eternal forms change their status of being, however, if we read the two passages
together with the preceding three passages from Metaphysics Z 15 and H 3, and
Metaphysics E 3, where Aristotle suggests that the non-eternal formulae (i.e. forms)
indeed “are and are not without the process of being generated or destroyed”
(1039b25-26), it is beyond doubt that it is Aristotle’s view that the non-eternal forms
change their status of being instantaneously, without the process of coming-to-be and
passing-away. The beginning passage of Metaphysics H 5 confirms this connection

between geometrical boundaries and immanent forms:

Since some things are and are not, without coming to be and ceasing to be (évev
vevéosemg Kol Oopdg 0Tt kal ovk £oTv), €.9. points, if they can be said to be, and
forms in general (for it is not ‘white’ comes to be, but the wood comes to be white,
if everything that comes to be comes from something and comes to be something),
not all contraries can come from one another, but it is in different senses that a
pale man comes from a dark man, and pale comes from dark. Nor has everything
matter, but only those things which come to be and change into one another.
Those things which, without ever being in course of changing, are or are not, have

no matter.}?® (1044b21-29)

aoaipeTog otryun dinmpébn gig dV0), €l te yiyvovtan kai Beipovtar, €k Tivog yiyvovtal;

126 "Enei §° Evia Gvev yevéoeme kai @Bopac £oTt kai ovk EoTtv, olov ai oTtypad, inep eiot, kol
OAC Ta €101 (00 Yap TO AEVKOV YiyveTor dALG TO EOAOV Agvkov, €l &k Tvog kal Ti i TO
YLyvOUEVOV YiyVETOL), 00 TTAVTO GV TévavTia yiyvorto €€ AAANA®Y, AN’ £TEpmG AEVKOG BvOpwTOg
€K PEAAVOC AvVOPOTOL Kol AEVKOV €K HEAUVOG: 00OE TTovTOg DA E0Ttv GAL dowmv yévesic £oTt Kad
petafoin gic GAANAQ: 660 8’ Gvev ToD peTafaiiery EoTv T 1N, 00K EGTL TOVTOV DAT).
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It is important, both for my project and for a correct understanding of Aristotle’s
theory of forms, that the non-eternal individual forms are the causes and the principles of
the generation of composite beings (see e.g. Metaphysics A 2 1069b26-34). So the
attempt, by Shields for example, to interpret the immanent forms as “supervenient
entitites” parasitic upon composite substances gets Aristotle’s theory topsy-turvy.*?” In
order for some matter which was not-X to become X, both the matter and the X (and the
not-X) have to pre-exist in some way or other, so it is not true that X comes to be per
accidens as a supervenient entity in the process in which some matter becomes X, as
Shields argues. In the example which Shields takes as a problem for the “instantaneous”
interpretation of the generation of immanent forms,*?® there is indeed a continuous
process in which a piece of bronze as matter is shaped towards being the form Hermes as
Shields maintains, however, this continuous process is efficiently caused by the
sculptor’s sculpturing art (i.e. the form Hermes in his soul) as an efficient cause, and
finally caused by the form Hermes of the individual sculpture made, and neither of these

forms itself comes to be in this very process—the one pre-exists the process, while the

other concludes the process.

127" 5ee Shields (1990: 381-382).
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1.10 Conclusion of the Discussion on Metaphysics A
To conclude, the theory of unmoved substances outlined in Metaphysics A allows
for a multiplicity of substances to qualify as unmoved substances, and these include the

non-eternal individual forms.

128 gee Shields (1990: 382).
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Chapter 2 Heavenly Motion and its Movers in De Caelo

2.1 Introduction

The most influential interpretation on Aristotle’s theory of heavenly motion in De
Caelo is that of von Arnim and Guthrie. According to them, the revolving heavenly
spheres, whose revolutions regulate the motions of everything else in the universe, have
the principles of their motion entirely within themselves. Aether,! the body out of which
these spheres and the stars within them are made, moves in circle by nature, so that the
heavenly spheres exhibit circular motion by the nature of their material and are internally
moved or self-moved.? Understood as such, Aristotle’s theory of heavenly motion in De
Caelo is fundamentally different from the theory on the same subject we find in the later
books of Physics, Metaphysics A, and De Motu Animalium, in which Aristotle apparently

thinks that a given heavenly sphere is always moved by some mover external to it.?

1 0r, according to Aristotle, the “first body” (10 Tp&dTOV TV GOUATOV, TO TPOTOV GAWUA, 1
TpmdTN ovoia TV cwpdtwv). See De Caelo 1.2 269b4, 1.3 270b2-3, b11, b21. “Aether” is not
properly speaking an Aristotelian term. It is a popular lonic term to which Aristotle sometimes
applies his questionable etymology. See De Caelo 1.3 270b22, Meteorologica 1.3 339b25, and
De Mundo** 1 392a8.
2 See Guthrie (1933: 163-164) and von Arnim (1931: 16-17). Gill (1994: 32) distinguishes
between “natural movers” such as the aether and the four elements, which have only a passive
inner principle of motion, and “self-movers” such as the animals, which have an active inner
principle of motion. So, according to Gill, the heavenly spheres are not self-moved like the
animals but are naturally moved. Leggatt (1995: 31-37) is less clear about his position: although
he rightly acknowledges that aether is not the highest divinity in De Caelo, he still thinks (p. 35)
that aether is a material self-mover and only assigns teleological roles to the highest divinity.
8 N.B. In this chapter, I’m only dealing with Aristotle’s theory of heavenly movers in De Caelo.
In so far as De Caelo is concerned, the above interpretation, which can be dated to Alexander of
Aphrodisias (see Wolfson, 1973: 29-32), is still the dominant one. The alternative interpretation,
which seems to be Simplicius’ view (see Wolfson, 1973: 32-34), according to which the heavenly
spheres are moved by their internal souls, has not been widely accepted. Ross (1936: 98) and
Falcon (2005: 73-77) are the exceptions in this regard. So Blyth (2013: 428) is slightly
misleading when he cites Gill and Guthrie as supporting the latter interpretation. See more in note
72 below.

However, in so far as the interpretation of Metaphysics A is concerned, it is still sometimes
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This interpretation was concurrent with and part of the trend of Aristotle
scholarship known as the “developmental theory” (die Entstehungsgeschichte).
According to its pioneer Jaeger, Aristotle’s intellectual development can be defined by
his earliest “Platonist” period when he was a firm believer of Forms* and his latest
period when he was a devout empiricist.> Aristotle’s surviving works can thus be
chronologically arranged by their doctrinal relationship to either position, and if we find
some inconsistencies across the Aristotelian corpus, or even within a single work, it is
often not because we have understood him incorrectly or he tolerated such
inconsistencies himself. These inconsistencies are there because the texts in which we
find them were composed by Avristotle in different periods of his intellectual development,
so to try to synchronize and harmonize them would be futile. Lying in the background of
this trend is, of course, the 19th century historicist thesis that any natural or social
organism, in so far as it is a living organism, necessarily involves a continuous
development, so treating it as having a static nature is to do it an injustice.®

As Nuyens (1948) “out-Jaegered” Jaeger in applying the developmental
hypothesis to Aristotle’s psychology, von Arnim (1931) and Guthrie (1933)" did the

same to Aristotle’s theory of the first mover. According to them, Aristotle (1) started his

argued that, in order for a heavenly sphere to desire its external unmoved mover, it needs to have
an appetitive soul. 1 respond to this interpretation of Metaphysics A in chapter 4. Despite the fact
that the second interpretation is not widely accepted, I still offer an interpretation in the latter half
of the chapter against it.

4 Jaeger (1948: 52).

5 Jaeger (1948: 366).

® The thesis is best represented by the philosophy of Hegel, who was influenced by the works of
Goethe, Herder, and Rousseau.

7 Guthrie later (1939: n. xxxii) partly recants his earlier view: “As will appear later, however,
consider my earlier assertion of a materialistic stage in Aristotle’s thought (Class. Quart. 1933, p.
169) to have been too positive in expression.” However, he still holds that “it remains true that
according to the description of the motion of the aither in i. 2, soul is an unnecessary addition”
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career believing in the doctrines of Plato’s Laws, according to which every motion can be
causally traced to the motion of a self-mover,® and this self-mover Plato defines as “the
soul”.® Therefore, as it concerns the heavenly bodies, they are moved by the self-moving
souls within them.!® Later on, according to von Arnim and Guthrie, Aristotle (2) moved
on to the theory in De Caelo in which he abandons the idea that the heavenly spheres are
moved by souls'! and instead attributes their motion to their material—aether. Just as
fire moves upward and water downward by nature without needing a soul as their mover,
aether moves in a circle by nature and its motion is therefore a self-motion.*? Finally
comes the third stage, when in later books of Physics and Metaphysics A Aristotle (3)
arrives at the principle “no movement is without an external mover, and the primary

mover of all must be unmoved,” which according to Arnim conflicts with the

(1939: XXXV-XXXVi).
§ Laws 10.892a-899b.
% Laws 10.896a-h:

Athenian: “So what’s the definition of the thing that we call the soul? Surely we can do
nothing but use our formula a moment ago: ‘motion capable of moving itself.’

Clinias: “Do you mean that the entity which we all call ‘soul’ is precisely that which is
defined by the expression ‘self-generating motion’?

Athenian: “I do. And if this is true, are we still dissatisfied? Haven’t we got ourselves a
satisfactory proof that soul is identical with the original source of the generation and motion of all
past, present and future things and their contraries? After all, it has been shown to be the cause of
all change and motion in everything.” (trans. Saunders in Cooper ed., Plato: Comlete Works,
Hackett 1997)

10 De Philosophia is what Von Arnim and Guthrie have in mind for this stage of Aristotle’s
thought. See von Arnim (1932: 7) and Guthrie (1933: 168-9).

11 There are at least two references to the universe and heavenly bodies as “ensouled (£uyvyog)”
in De Caelo, at 285a29 and 292a18-21. VVon Arnim takes these as discordant remnants from the
early theory of De Philosophia: (1931: 18) “So missen wir schliessen, dass Aristoteles in de
caelo, wenn er den obpavog éuyvyog nennt, etwas zu viel von dessen fritherer Natur in das neue
Werk Ubernommen hat.”

12 Guthrie (1933: 169) cites De Caelo 2.1 284al8ff as evidence for this stage of Aristotle’s
thought. See also Jaeger (1948: 153): “The derivation of circular motion from the material nature
of the ether reveals the intention to explain all phenomena of movement whatever by the natural
laws of matter.”
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commitment to the concept of nature as an internal mover.!3 So the mature Aristotle
abandons the previous conceptions of the internal causation of heavenly motions and
embraces the model of external causation.

This view of the De Caelo, with some modifications, is still the dominant
interpretation today.'* For the purposes of this chapter, | remain neutral on the general
methodological questions involved in Jaeger’s developmental hypothesis. Although I’'m
not sure how much importance one should place upon someone’s intellectual
development in understanding his or her thought, I have no doubt that some of Aristotle’s
ideas changed through time and it must have some bearing on the texts that we now have.
What I challenge in this chapter is the particular view on the development of Aristotle’s
theory on the heavenly motion which | outlined in the last paragraph. I argue that nothing
Avistotle says in De Caelo commits himself to positing the heavens as
self-moved—either as a self-moved body or as a body moved by a self-moving soul
(respectively the second and the first stage chez von Arnim)—, therefore there is no
contradiction between De Caelo and Aristotle’s more “mature” works such as Physics
and Metaphysics in which he posits an incorporeal external unmoved mover for the entire
universe and many such movers for the many heavenly spheres. My argument comprises
two prongs. The first prong is more dialectic. Against von Arnim and Guthrie’s thesis
that the universe is self-moved qua an aetherial body, | dispute their textual evidence. |
echo Cherniss (1944) in this regard. | examine in particular a famous passage in DC 1.9

which has been dismissed by both past and recent scholars as no evidence for positing

13 See von Arnim (1931: 10-13)

14 See e.g. Judson (1994: 157-161), Matthen (2001: 171-199), and Thein (2013: 63-84). See also
Kosman (1994: 138): “in the De Caelo, the circular motion of the outermost sphere is natural to
the aetherial body of which that sphere is composed; it is therefore as self-explanatory as the
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external movers.’® Second, against the thesis that the heavens in De Caelo is self-moved
qua a soul-body composite because it is said to be “ensouled” (§pyvyog at DC 2.2
285a29), | tentatively reconstruct a theory of mvedua which I argue could reconcile one
thing’s “being &uyvyog” with the ultimately external causation of its motion. I rely on
other Aristotelian texts, especially De Motu Animalium and De Generatione Animalium

for my reconstruction.®

2.2 The Evidence for the View that Heaven is a Bodily Self-mover
(1) De Caelo 1.9 279a17-b3

The most important piece of evidence von Arnim and Guthrie put forward for
their view comes in De Caelo 1.9 279a17-b3. This is also the most controversial one in
the history of Aristotelian scholarship on De Caelo.’

To support his claim that Aristotle takes the self-moving “aether-sphere” to be the

god and the highest principle of the universe, von Arnim cites the following lines:*®

So, too, in its discussions concerning the divine, popular philosophy often
propounds the view that whatever is divine, whatever is primary and supreme, is

necessarily unchangeable (dpetafintov). Such a fact confirms what we have said.

downward motion of earth or the upward motion of fire.”

15 See Baghdassarian 2011 and Thein 2013 for two recent attempts at the issue.

16 Blyth (2013: 427-465) offers a similar interpretation, both of how pneuma works in this regard,
and of the external causation of heavenly motion in general. His treatment is broader in scope

than mine: he also discusses relevant passages in Physics 8 and De Motu Animalium. Despite
some minor differences, especially on his reading of the secondary scholarship, | agree
wholeheartedly with the two major points of his paper identified above.

17" See Leggatt (1995: 204-206).

18 See von Arnim (1931: 15): “Aber dass die Athersph&re selbst hier der Gott und die an
Dignit& h&ohststehende Wesenheit des Kosmos ist, zeigt klar der Schluf3des neunten Kapitels p.
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For there is nothing else more powerful than it to move it—since that would be
more divine—and it has no defect and lacks none of its proper excellences. Its
unceasing motion, then, is also reasonable (ki dravctov o1 Kivnow Kiveitan
€OAOY®C), since everything ceases to be moved when it comes to its proper place,
but the body whose path is the circle (tod 8¢ kOkAg cduatoc) has one and the

same place for starting-point and goal.*® (279a30-b3, trans. Stocks in Barnes)

Isolated from its context, the passage appears to say that (1) the primary and supreme
divinity is the round body that is moved with an unceasing motion and that (2) there is
nothing else stronger than the round body that could move it. Therefore, as one can infer,
the highest and divine being is a self-moving body.?° Crucially, this reading is
inescapable if the subject of kiveiton at 279b1 is the “primary and supreme divinity”
mentioned at 279a32-33 and if it is to be identified with the round body. This appears to
be also Alexander’s reading of the passage.?! However, it is worth quoting the lines

which immediately precede it:

And outside the heaven, as we have shown, body neither exists nor can come to

exist. It is clear then that there is neither place nor void nor time outside the

279, 30 [sic].”

19 Kai Yap, kaBdmep &v TOig £yKVKAOIC PIAOGOPNHACT TTEPT TA OeTa, TOALAKIG TPOPAIVETOL TOTG
Ldyorg 6t 1o Ogiov apeTdPAnTov dvorykoiov ivor v TO Tp@GTOV Kai dicpodtatov: O obtmg Exov
papTupel 101G eipnpévolg. Ovte yap dAlo Kpeittov €otv O TL Kivijoet (Ekelvo yap av €in Beldtepov)
oUT” &xel @aDAOV 0V3EV, 00T’ €vdesc TMV aTOoD KOADY 006evO¢ éoTiv. Kal drnavotov o1 kivnow
KIVETTaL EDAOYW®S TAVTA YOp TavETOL Kivovpeva dtav EAON €ig TOV oikelov TOTOV, TOD 08 KOKA®
ohuaToG 0 0dTOG TOTOG 6Bev fip&ato kal gig Ov televtd. (Text: P. Moraux, Aristote. Du ciel Paris:
Les Belles Lettres, 1965)

20 \/on Arnim (1931: 97); Guthrie (1933: 168); Ross (1936: 97).

21 Seein Simplicius On De Caelo, p. 287 (Heiberg).
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heaven. Hence whatever is there (taxed), is of such a nature as not to occupy any
place, nor does time age it; nor is there any change (uetafoAn) in any of the
things which lie beyond the outermost motion (bmép v E£@TAT® ... POpPAV); they
continue through their entire duration (tov dmovta aidvoe) unaltered and
unaffected, living the best and most self-sufficient of lives. As a matter of fact,
this word ‘duration’ (aimv) possessed a divine significance for the ancients; for
the end (téhog) which defines the period of life of any creature, outside of which
no natural development can fall, has been called its duration. By the same
definition the end (téhog) of the whole heaven and the end which defines all time
and infinity, is ‘duration’—a name based upon the fact that it is always—an
immortal and divine duration. From it derive the being and life which other things,

some more articulately but others feebly, enjoy.?? (279a16-30)

In this passage, “the things there” (tdkel), i.e. outside the heaven, are said to be (1) not in
place and (2) not aged by time. Assuming that they are the same as the things that lie
beyond the outermost motion (td Vrep TV EETATO TETAYREVA POPAV), they (3) do not
involve any change (uetapoAn) and (4) lead a life ((wn) that is unaltered and unaffected

through their entire life-expanse (ai®v). Aristotle then taps into his questionable

22 "E&m 6¢& 10D 00pavod dédetktat 6Tl 00T’ EoTv 00T’ EvogyeTon yevéoHan adpa. avepdv dpa STt
oU1e TOTOG 0VTE KEVOV 0UTE YPpOVOG €0Tiv EEM [Sc. ToD ovpavoD]. Admep 0Ot &v TOT® TAKEL
TEQPLKEY, 0VTE YPOVOC OOTA TOLET YNPACKELY, 000’ €6TIV 00OEVOG OVJEUI0 LETAPOAT TV VIEP TNV
EEMTATM TETAYUEVOV QOPAV, GAN’ dvorroimTa kol amadi] v dpictny Exovia {onv kal TV
aOTOPKESTATIV dtoTeAET TOV Amavta aidva. (Kai yap todto todvopa Being Epbeykton mapd TV
apyoimv. To yap téhoc 10 mepEyov OV TG Ekbotov Lo xpdvov, ob undsv Em katd edoty,
aidv éxdotov kékAntal Koatd tov antov 6& Adyov Kol 10 Tod movTog ovpovod TA0g Kol T0 TOV
TévTo YpOVOVY Kod THY dmetpiay mepiéyov TéAog aidv €Ty, dmd Tod oiel eivon THY énmvopioy
ginoeng, abdavartog kai gioc). ‘Obev [i.e. Tod TELOL TOD TAVTOG 0VPOVOD | Kol TOIC GAAOLC
gENpTTAL, TOTG PEV dkpiBéotepov Toic & dpavpdg, T stval te kai Cfijv.
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etymological resources and plays on the word ai®v. “The things there” (5) appear also to
relate to the end (téAog) which delimits (mepiéyet) the heaven as a physical and temporal
whole. They lead an eternal life because they are the téhoc of the whole heaven, which
has been proved elsewhere to be eternal.?® Further, (6) other things are said to be
dependent on this end in their being and life, some more accurately, others feebly.

It is clear that “the things there” are not bodily: Aristotle has already proved that
there is no body outside the heaven,?* and “the things there” are beyond (dnép at a20) the
outermost motion and outside (8¢w/EEmBev at al6 and al8) the heaven,?® therefore they
are incorporeal.?® However, their being incorporeal is not necessarily in conflict with
their being the téAog of the heaven. This is because the limit of a three-dimensional
physical sphere, its tomoc,?’ is not bodily,?® nor is the limit of eternity any body.

Therefore, “the things there”, while being incorporeal, can at the same time be the téAog

23 Physics 8.6.
24 See De Caelo 1.9 278b21-279al1.
25 Leggatt (1995: 34) underlines this fact when he argues that aether is not the highest divinity
for Aristotle in De Caelo: “In three different contexts Aristotle refers to certain entities which,
though not explicitly identified with god, clearly stand above the ‘first body’ in superiority.
Following his discussion of other worlds in 1, 9, Aristotle suddenly mentions the ‘things there’
(279a18), located beyond or above the heavens.”
26 Alexander claims that “the things there” are the sphere of the fixed stars. Admittedly it is
possible to understand the sphere of the fixed stars as outside of the heaven if “the heaven” here is
to be understood as t0 6Aov [odua] TO V7O THC EoydTng TEPIEXOUEVOV TTEPLPOPAC (278b21-2).
However, this also forces Alexander to understand the “outermost motion” as the motions of the
planatory spheres, which in no account should be é¢wtdto.
2T Or tomoc-equivalent, to be more precise. Aristotle thinks that, strictly speaking, the universe
doesn’t have a tomog, because there is nothing bodily outside it that contains it (t0 wdv is litterally
“everything there is”), and the t6mog of x is by definition the motionless boundary of what
contains x, as we can see in the next note. With this being said, [ use “t6moc” rather then than the
cumbersome “tomog-equivalent” for brevity’s sake.
28 Cf. Physics 4.4 212a20-21 “Hence the t6mog of a thing is the innermost unmoved boundary
(mépag axivntov) of what delimits (mepiéyen) it.”

Note that the t6moc of an object is not the outer surface of the object, but the inner surface of
the container touching the outer surface of the object.
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of the heaven.?®

Now, reading the first passage in the light of the second to which it is connected
with the connective xoi yép (a30),% we can see how the narrative runs. “What we have
said” at 279a33 refers to the claim that the things there, on which other things depend for
their being and lives (a28-30), are without change (a19-21).3! The verbal echo between
uetapoin (a19-20) and auetapAintov (a32) and that between apiotny ... adtapkeotdTnv
(a21-22) and 10 mpdTOV KOl dkpotatov (a32-33) strengthen this impression. Thus, the
primary and supreme divine being in the first passage is to be identified with the
incorporeal taxel in the second passage. If this is the case, this divine being cannot be the
circular body that is the “aether-sphere”, but can only be the incorporeal limit of this
bodily sphere.

As for the voice of kwveiton at 279b1, then, we can take it as the lesser of the two
evils. We can either insist, with Simplicius, that Aristotle wrote ket and is thus saying

“and it is reasonable that they cause unceasing motion”,3? or understand the word as

29 Aristotle claims in De Motu 3 669a20-22 that the poles of the universe are not its unmoved
mover partly because things that have no magnitude but are merely termini or points have no
power. This is used by Coope (forthcoming) and Morison (forthcoming) as a piece of evidence
against boundaries as the candidate for the heavenly unmoved mover. However, Aristotle does
place the mover of the universe at its kOkAhog and claims that it is without magnitude in Physics
8.10 (see note 35 below). One way out of this difficulty is to say that Aristotle in De Motu 3 is
targetting a particular view of his contemporaries who make things that are not part of but in the
heavens—the poles (just as a point in a line is not part of the line but in the line)—the unmoved
movers of the heavens, so Aristotle’s remark does not apply to the témoc-equivalent of the
heavens, which is neither part of nor in the heavens. Another way out is to say that the unmoved
mover only acts at the periphery as “the thing desired”, and be agnostic as to whether it is the
tomog or not. This is very close to Coope and Morison’s own solution. See more in chapter 4,
section 4.3.1.

80 «And in fact” or “and also”. See Denniston (1954: 108-110).

31 Note the disagreement on this point.

32 See Simplicius 291 24-28: &i pévtot obtwg &xot 1| ypoen, O¢ &V TI6Y VPOV AVTYpaQoLS, Kol
AmavoToV 01] Kivioty KIVET E0A0YMG, AAL’ ovyl KivelTan, ¢ AAeEAVOp® SoKeT, Kal ToDTO Kol TG
PO aToD TAVTA SVVATOV APLAGTOC £l TO vonTa Kol dxiviTa aitio kol E£® 10D KOGHov Aeydueva
¢ VTTEPKOGLLN AVAYEWY.
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impersonal and thus “and it is reasonable that there is unceasing motion™,% or
hypothesize a parenthesis in between.®*

Interpreting “the things there” as the heavenly tomog is of course not a novel idea.
After all, in the days before the invention of the developmental approach and its
application to Aristotle, scholars were used to illustrating one Aristotelian text with the
help of another. Toward the very end of Physics 8 Aristotle places the mover of the

3 and this has been interpreted either as the celestial equator

universe at its KOkA0G,
(Eudemus)® or the entire circumference of the celestial sphere (Alexander).3” “gkei épa
10 KtvodVv”, says Aristotle at Physics 267b9, and the verbal echo with “tdkel” at De Caelo
279a18 suggests combining the evidence from Physics 8.10 and De Caelo 1.9%. So,

although he endorses a different solution, Alexander mentions the possibility that Takel in

33 See Willy Theiler (1957: 129) and his reference there to Schwyzer.

3% See Cherniss (1944: 588). He thinks that 279a18-35 is a long parenthesis and that 279b1-3
follows upon 279a17-18. This proposal might be a little bit ad hoc.

35 Physics 8.10 267b6-9: avaykn 81 i év péom f &v kbkhm lvar: adtar yop ai apyai. A
TAyoTo KIVETTOL T £yyDToTa Tod KIvobvTog. Tolodtn 6’ 1) ToD KUKAOL Kivnolg: kel dpa TO Kivodv.

See Leggatt (1995: 204).

36 See Simplicius 1354, 9-12: 6 8¢ Ebdnpoc &v 16 peyioto kKoKA® enoiv elvar o 1 v
TOA®V- 00TOG YOp TéLoTO KIvETTal, TO 8& Kivodv Sokel dpyecOat, 60ev TéyioTa dv Koo Kai
paoTa.

37 See ibid. 1354, 16-22: [déEavSpoc] Mwv 8¢ THv dmopiav Aéyet, Tt el pv &v popim Tvi &in
g meproepeiog TG EEmTdTm, KIvoito dv kot cLUBEPNKOG ¢ Katd HopLo TV Kivotv etvar Tfig
o@aipag: &l 0¢ &v mhon T mepipepein (oVT® Yop Eo0Tot &V TA TAXIOTA KIVOUUEV®), OVKETL GV
KIVOiTO Kot GOUPBEPNKOC TM mhcHV TNV TEPIPEPELRY UT) KivelioBan unde dALAGGEWY TOV TOTOV,
AL &V T® avT® pévewv del.

Strictly speaking it should be the inner surface touching the outer circumference of the
celestial sphere. See ibid. 1355, 11-15: o0 yp1 obv dedotkéva, pm katd cLUPEPNKOC KIVAGMLEY
1O TPOTOC KWVODV €V T ATAAVET AEYOVTES ODTO 0VPAVD =00 YAP EGTIV €V T 0VPAVH KLPIMC
8KEIV0, GAL” O 00pavOC 8V anTd, simep TO &V Tvi TePLéxeToL V1O ToD 8V @ £6T1 TEPIEYEL 08 EKEIVO
TOV OAOV KOGHOV T1] Ameip® £0vtod Suvapet.

38 For what it is worth, De Caelo 1 immediately follows Physics 8 in the Bekker edition and in
the commentary tradition, so it would have been very natural to combine the evidence. See
Simplicius In De Caelo 6, 28-31: To mpooipiov 6V 1€ GKomOV Tiig TpaypaTeing SI0AcKEL KOl TNV
A& adTig, 6TL TPOC TNV PVGIKNY AKPOUCY GUVEYNG -ETELDN YOP EKEIVI TTEPL TOV PLGIKADY
apy®v NV, Ede1 pet’ dkeivnv mepl THV Gmd TdV Apy®dV Aéyety, Tadto 8’ EOTL T GOUOTA TPOGEYRDC.
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De Caelo 1.9 be the incorporeal external first mover of the universe.3® Some
commentators after Alexander, as reported by Simplicius,*® together with Simplicius
himself, go along with this interpretation. Of course it is not clear whether Simplicius
understands takel in De Caelo 1.9 as the tomog of the universe or not; however, it is clear
that he does understand them as the incorporeal intelligibles (vontd) and the external
unmoved principles or causes which move the heavenly spheres.*! We are also not
surprised to learn from the doxographical tradition, with the help of Willy Theiler’s 1957
contribution, that many people in antiquity indeed think that the highest divinity for
Aristotle is the mépag of the heaven, and this is only an inference away from being the
tomog of the universe.*? Philo of Alexandria himself holds a similar position, doubtlessly

influenced by Aristotle.*®

39 Simplicius In De Caelo 287, 19-23: 'O AA&Eavpog Tét &viadOo Aeyopeva ftol mepi o
TPOTOL Ktvodvtog Aéyeshal gnotv, dmep EEm Sokel eivat ovTdg Tod COUOTOS TH &v Undevi eival,
0VK £V TOTI® -Aomuatov yap- 1j mepl Thg TV ATAAV®Y ceaipag: kKol LaAAOV Tepl TAHTNG AKOVEL
(“takes in the latter sense” see LSJ s.v. dxob® iv) mévta Emg Tod 10D 8¢ KOKA® GOUNTOC O 0DTOG
T0m0g, 60ev fip&arto Kai gig OV TELEVTE.
40 Ibid. 290, 1-4: Todro, dmep elnov, Tavta 4’ GpxFc THC PHoEMS HEXPL TEAOVC &Ml TOD
KUKAOQOPNTIKOD 0OUOTOG dkovew PdAAov a&lol 6 AAEENVEPOG, ol O& vedTtepOL TV EENYNTOV
TavTo MG £l TGV AKIVNTOV aitiov 1@V T0 00PAVIe KIVOOVI®MV EipNUEVE TUPUVODGTY BKOVELV.
" See ibid. 291, 3-4 and 27,
42 See Sextus Empiricus adv. Math. 10.33: oov 8¢ nii 101 0htm Aeyopévolg vmd Tdv
[epumatnTIK®dV, KvdvveDEer O Tp@dTog 00 TOMOG EVOL TAVTOV. KATA YUp APLTOTEAY O TP@DTOG
0£0¢ v T0 TEPag ToD 0VPaved. FTor obY 6 0edg ETepdV Ti £6TL TOPA TO OVPAVIOV TEPAC, T ADTO
€Kkelvo 0 0e0g éotv. Kal €l pev ETepdv €0TL TOPA TO OVPAVIOV TEPAG, EGTAL TL ETEPOV EKTOG TOD
00pavoD, Kol TO TOVTOL TEPUC TOTOG YEVAGETAL 0VPAVOD, Kol TOOTH 0DMCOVGLY 01 TEPL TOV
Ap1oT0TéAN &V 10T TEP1EXEGOL TOV oVpavOV: dmep ovY VITOpEVODCLY, AVOECTMTEG EKATEP®
T0VTOV, TG T€ Elval TL §kTOC TOD 0Vpavod Koi T@ TOV 0VPavVOV &v TOTE TEptEyecat. £i 8 TadTOV
€0TL T® ovpavie TEpaTL 0 BedC, £mel TO T0D 0VPAVOD TEPAS TOTOG EGTL TAVTAOV TV £VIOC 0VPAVOD,
goton katd 1OV AploTtotéin 6 Be0¢ mavT®V TOTOC, O Kol adTO TOV ANEUPAVOVT®V, quoted in
Theiler (1957: 129). See also Sextus Empiricus hyp. 3.218 ApistotéAng pév dsmuotov eimey
givan toV 0edv Koi Tépag Tod ovpavod, Ttoikoi 8¢ mvedua Siijkov kol S1d TV £idexddv,
"Entikovpog 8¢ avOpomdpoppov, Eevopavng 6& opaipav aradi, quoted in Theiler (1957: 127).
43 De Somniis 1.63: katdt 8¢ Tpitov onuovoUEVOV aVTOg 0 Bedg KaAETTOL TOTOG TG TEPIEYELV UEV
0 8AaL, mepréyecBon 8& Tpdc uNdevoc ATAMC, Kai T6) KATAPLYNV THV GOUTAVTIOY adTOV Elval, Ko
EMEONTEP OOTOG E0TL YDPA EAVTOD, KEYOPTKDG EQVTOV KOl ELPEPOUEVOS OV EQVTH.

De Fuga et Inventione 75: 10 82 8®cwm cot témov, 00 pevéetar 6 povevsag (Exod. 21, 13)
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Apart from the received early dating of De Caelo, there is another reason why
recent scholars are reluctant to combine the evidence from De Caelo and Physics
regarding “the things there”. They point out that in De Caelo 1.9 the “things there” are
not assigned any role in causing motion.* This is not true. “The things there” are said to
be the causes of being and life for other things (279a28-30),% and being and life for
Aristotle essentially imply all kinds of kivnoic: qualitative and quantitative change,
locomotion, becoming and perishing. Better still, if we adopt, as my interpretation
suggests, Simplicius’ variant reading “xivet”’, then Aristotle would have mentioned a
specific role for “the things there” as movers. After all, Simplicius does say that he
“found the reading in some copies”.*® Even if we grant that it is true that Aristotle
doesn’t specifically mention the role of mover in De Caelo, still, this argument from
silence seems not strong enough for the conclusion that Aristotle thinks, at the moment

when he composes De Caelo, that the things there— the divine external téAoc of the

axovcimng, wévy KaA®dg eipflobal pot SoKeT TOTOV Yip KAAEL VOV 00 YDpoav EKTETANPOUEVNYV DTTO
OMOUOTOC, GALN 01’ VTTOVOLDY aOTOV TOV OdV, EmEldN TEPLEY®V 0V TTEPIEYETAL KAl OTL KATAOUYT
TV OAV 0T,

Legum Allegoriarum 1.44: 6g0d yap ovde 6 cOumag kocpog dEtov av €in yopiov kai
gvotlaitnpa, £mel aTOG E0LTOD TOTOG KOl aTOG E0VTOD TANPNG Kol TKovOG anTog E0T®d 0 0edC, TO
pev diAda Emded Kol Epnpo. kol Keva Gvta TAnp@dv Kol Teptéy@v, odToc 88 VI’ 0VOEVOS GAAOY
nepleydUeVoC, 8t £1¢ Kod T Ty avTtdg Bv.

All above are quoted in Theiler (1957: 129).

4 See Baghdassarian (2011: 199): “Il n’est sans doute pas anodin, non plus, que la fin de DC |,
9 ne préte jamais aucune fonction motrice precise aux “étres de la-bas”. 1l est vrai qu’ils sont ici
presentés comme des causes de [’étre et de la vie des autres realités. Cela, toutefois, n’a rien de
propre a la doctrine du Premier Moteur. ... Car il y a vraisemblablement une difference non
négligeable entre le fait de dire d’un étre qu’il est un principe et celui de déterminer avec
précision les fonctions principielles qu’il convient de lui attribuer,” and Thein (2013: 73): “to this
second solution, which was also mentioned by Alexander, | find one embarrassment. The
problem is not simply the grammatical passage from (several or many) ‘things there’ to the
unique Prime Mover. Rather, it is the complete absence of any mention of the Prime Mover in the

following lines, not to talk about the rest of the treatise where perhaps one single passage in Book
II could be evoked as a support for such a reading.”

45 On the causal connotation of the word sénpmrou see Bonitz Index ad loc.

46 Simplicius In de Caelo 291, 25: ®¢ &v Ti6tv OPOV AvTLypaQOLC.
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heaven— are not movers. The omission may simply be due to the topic of De Caelo,
which focuses on the material aspect of the universe.*” De Caelo 1.9 itself, for instance,
focuses on the unity of the universe (“Are there many worlds or is there only one world,
the world in which we live?”). In fact, Aristotle mentions “the things there” at the end of
1.9 only to show that they are not bodily and therefore their being external to the bodily
universe doesn’t contradict the claim that the single universe contains all the bodies that

there are and therefore doesn’t lead to a theory of multiple worlds.

(2) De Caelo 2.1 284a18-b5

The second passage von Arnim cites is another very important one.*® It has been
taken by von Arnim and Guthrie*® to argue that the heavenly mover in De Caelo is not a
Platonic world-soul which by its own motion moves its body, but that the body
itself—the aether—moves in a circle by its own natural tendency as aether. Ross and

Guthrie think that it also excludes the possibility of an external mover.°

Hence we must not believe the old tale which says that the world needs some
Atlas to keep it safe—a tale composed, it would seem, by men who, like later

thinkers, conceived of all the upper bodies as earthy and endowed with weight,

47 Cf. Manuwald (1989: 115): “Ebensowenig darf es Verdacht erregen, wenn Aristoteles in De
Caelo immer nur mehr oder weniger beil&ufig vom Unbewegten Bewegern spricht. Da die Frage
des Ursprungs der Bewegung in dieser Schrift nicht thematisch ist, wird man auch gar nichts
anderes erwarten.”

8 See von Arnim (1931: 17).

49 See Guthrie (1933: 169).

%0 See Ross (1936: 97): “Another passage tells the same tale—ii. 1. 284a18-23, 27-35, where not
only is there no thought of a transcendent mover, but the eternal movement of the heavens is said
to be incompatible even with necessitation by a soul, since the required efford would be unworthy
of the moving soul,” and Guthrie (1939: xxi): “The passage ii. 1. 284al8ff. is scarcely compatible
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and therefore supported it in their fabulous way upon animate necessity (&véyxn
guyoyov). We must no more believe that than follow Empedocles when he says
that the world, by being whirled around, received a movement quick enough to
overpower its own downward tendency, and thus has been kept from destruction
all this time. Nor, again, is it conceivable that it should persist eternally by the
necessitation of a soul (Vo yoyig avaykalovong). For a soul could not live in
such conditions painlessly or happily, since the movement involves constraint,
being imposed on the first body, whose natural motion is different, and imposed
continuously. It must therefore be uneasy and devoid of all rational satisfaction;
for it could not even, like the soul of mortal animals, take recreation in the bodily
relaxation of sleep. An Ixion's lot must needs possess it, without end or respite. If
then, as we said, the view already stated of the first motion is a possible one, it is
not only more appropriate so to conceive of its eternity, but also on this
hypothesis alone are we able to advance a theory consistent with popular
divinations of the divine nature. But of this enough for the present.>* (De Caelo

2.1 284a18-h5)

with the presence of a transcendent mover in the background.”

1 Awmep oBte kot TOV TdV ToA@V pdBov dronmréov Exewy, of pacty ATAavtdc Tvog adTd
pocdeichot Ty catnpiov: £oikact yop Kol ToDTOV 01 GVGTHCAVTEG TOV AGYOV TNV aOTNV &YV
VIOANYV 101G DaTEPOV: MG YO TTEPL PAPOG EYOVTIOV KOl YENPDV ATAVIOV TOV Gve COUATOV
VTEGTNGOV ADT® HOK®G dvaykny Euyouyov. Obte 61 T0UTOV TOV TPOTOV VITOANTTEOV, OVTE O1d
v divnowv BdtTovog Tuyydvovta popdg Tig oikeiag port|g &t cmlechatl tocodToV Ypovov,
ka0dmep 'EpnedokAfig onotv. AAAG v o0d’ Vo yoyilg edAoyov dvaykalovong pHévey

&iStov- 008E Yap ThC Yuyfic 0idv T’ elvar Ty TotodTy {onv dAvmov Kai pakapioyv: Gvaykn yop
Kol TV kivnowv petd Plog ovcav, inep Kvel PpépecOat TEPLKOTOS TOD TPMTOL GOUATOC FAAMC
Kod KIvel cuvey®dg, 8oyoAov etvar kol Taong amnAlayuévny pactdvng Euepovoc, &l ye umsd’
domep Tf yoyd] T TV Ovntdv {dov EoTiv AvATavoig 1) Tepl TOV VITVOV YIVOUEVT TOD CAOUNTOG
Gveotig, AL avaykaiov TElovog Tivog poipav katéye avtnyv Gidtov kai dtpuvtov. Ei o1, kabdmep
gimopev, évdéyetal TOv gipnuévov Exev TPOTOV TEPL THS TPMTNG POPAC, OV LOVOV aDTOD TTEPL THG
G010t TOG OVTOC VTOAOPETV Epperéotepoy, AAAL Kal T povTeig T mepl TOv 0oV pLovag v
Exouev obTmG OLOAOYOLUEV®DG AmopaivesBal cuUPMVOLS AGYOVC. AAAL TOV LEV TOLOVTOV AOY®OV
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This carefully composed passage®® argues against (1) the “Atlas conception” of the
mover of the world as the axis between the celestial poles (Atlas is like the shaft of an
umbrella),>® (2) the Empedoclean conception of the overpowering mover, and (3) the
necessitating soul as the mover of the world. These three theories are all examples
involving a “by force (Biatov)” mover.>* Now according to Aristotle’s theory of force
(Bia) and toil (wdvog), the kind of motion in which something can be said to be moved by
force and to involve toil is rectilinear motion—the motion between contrary states.>® It
may be true that, according to Aristotle’s psychology, the motion that is caused by the
soul is always rectilinear and it always involves both toil for the mover and force against
the moved,®® so what Aristotle argues against here is not just a particular conception of
how the world soul might cause motion, but the general thesis that the universe is moved
by any soul. However, it does not follow that the universe cannot be moved by an
external unmoved mover: of course, since the motion of the heaven is eternal and téietov,
it does not have one népag in the beginning and another at the end like the non-eternal

rectilinear motions do, but it simply doesn’t follow that this motion does not have an

e £0t® TO VOV.

%2 Jaeger (1946: 306) thinks that this passage, together with the previous passage, shows a more
fluid style which is characteristic of Aristotle’s dialogues. He seems to think that they are taken
“more or less verbatim” from De Philosophia (p. 302-3). However, Simplicius’s comment at
289,3 that “he talks of this in De Philosophia” does not prove Jaeger’s point, as Jaeger claims. In
general, Jaeger’s appeal to style is vague and lack of statistic support. It is important to note that
Jaeger uses the stylistic trait as a terminus post quem to show that De Caelo must be later than De
Philosophia, not that the two passages contain a theory that is in conflict with the rest of the
work.

%3 Cf. De Motu Animalium 3. See Coope (forthcoming) and Morison (forthcoming) for analysis
of the De Motu passage.

% The mover asserts “animate necessity” (284a23) or “necessitates” (284a27) in the sense of
necessity which is force (Bia) (see Metaphysics A5 1015a27).

% See De Caelo 2.1 284a5-10 and Metaphysics @8 1050b5-29. See detailed analysis in chapter
3.

% See many places. See Guthrie (1939: xxxvi, n. o).
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external téhog which causes motion in a completely different way. In fact unilateral touch,
with which an unmoved external mover causes motion, seems to cause motion in the very
way required.>” So, although it may exclude a world-soul, this passage does not decide
between a material self-mover (aether) and one or more unmoved external movers which

do not cause motion by force.

(3) De Caelo 3.2 300b16-25

Again, to support his claim that there is a continuation of the conception that the
universe is self-moved in De Caelo 3, von Arnim quotes the following sentence:®® “for
the prime mover must cause motion in virtue of its own natural movement...”*® As
Guthrie already notes,® if we read the whole passage, Aristotle should only be

understood as paraphrasing and inferring from Plato’s theory in Timaeus:

The same difficulty is involved even if it is supposed, as we read in the Timaeus,
that before the ordered world was made the elements moved without order. Their
movement must have been due either to constraint or to their nature. And if their
movement was natural, a moment's consideration shows that there was already an
ordered world. For the prime mover must cause motion in virtue of its own
natural movement, and the other bodies, moving without constraint, as they came

to rest in their proper places, would fall into the order in which they now stand,

57 See chapter 4 on GC 1.6.

%8 \on Arnim (1931: 21-22). The unfair nature of von Amim’s use of quotations might be due to
the scholarly practice of the day, in which scholars relied on Zettel, which don’t allow too much
room for context.

%9 De Caelo 3.2 b21-22: 16 1€ Yip TPOTOV KIVODV AVEYKT KIVELV £00TO KIVOUUEVOV KATO GUGLY.
60 See Guthrie (1939: xxi-xxii) and Cherniss (1944: 388 n.307).
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the heavy bodies moving towards the center and the light bodies away from it.

But that is the order of their distribution in our world. (De Caelo 3.2 300b16-25)%!

The fact that neither Alexander nor Simplicius uses this explanation—that this sentence is
a non-committal inference from Timaeus—to acquit Aristotle of the commitment to a
self-mover, cited by Guthrie as a piece of evidence, cannot carry much weight, if any at

all b2

(4) De Caelo 2.3 286a8-12

Everything which has a function exists for its function. The activity of god is
immortality, i.e. eternal life. Therefore the movement that belongs to god (t® 0e®
kivnow) must be eternal. But such (totodtoc) is the heaven, viz. a divine body,
and for that reason to it is given the circular body whose nature it is to move

always in a circle.®®

Guthrie (1939: xxii) first mentions this passage as a piece of evidence for excluding the

external mover because he thinks that it is clear from this passage that by “god” Aristotle

1 To a0 88 TodT0 cupPaively avarykaiov kav el kabdmep &v 1@ Tipain yéypamtat, Tpiv
yevésBau TOV KOGHOV EKIVETTO TO oTotKEla ATdKTmC. Avaykm yop fi Platov eivon Thv kivnow §
Ko eVotv. Ei 88 kot gOoty 8Kiveito, dvérykn KOGHOV eival, £6v Ti¢ PovAntal Osmpeiv
EMOTACOG TO TE YOP TPATOV KIVODV AVAYKT KIVETV £0DTO KIVOOUEVOV KOTA PUCLV, Kol TAL
Kvovuevo un Pig, v toig oikeiog Npepodvta tOmoIC, TolElV fivep Eyovot viv Ty, T eV Bapog
&yovta €Ml T0 PECOV, TA € KOVEOTNTA EXOVTO GO TOD HEGOV” TANTNV & O KOGUOG Exel TNV
otTadv.

62 See Guthrie (1939: xxii).

83 "Exactov éotv, dv oty Epyov, Eveka Tod Epyov. Ocod & vépyeta dbavaoio: Todto & doti
Lo didlog. Bot’ avaykn Td Oed kivnow didtov vrapyew. Enel 8’ 6 ovpavog toobtog (cdua yap
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means the divine body (c®pa 0giov), heaven. Cherniss (1944: 586-7) offers a great
analysis on this passage.®* To summarize his points: the reading of fe@® at 286a10 is
controversial. J, a 10th century manuscript, offers 0¢iw, so that Aristotle would be saying
that “the movement that belongs to the divine must be eternal”. This is strengthened by
the fact that tolodtoc at 286al1 can only mean that the heaven is divine (6€iov), not that
it is the highest god. Therefore Aristotle is assigning immortal évépyeia to the highest god
and eternal xivnoig to the divine body, in accordance with his observation in De Caelo
2.12 292a18-b25 which responds to and clarifies the current passage. So this passage, too,
IS no good witness for excluding the external divine mover.

Basing their view on their analysis of the above passages, von Arnim and Guthrie
blame the following passages, in which self-motion of the universe is denied, on an

interpolation by Aristotle himself:%°

(5) De Caelo 2.6 288a27-b6

Further, since everything that is moved is moved by something, the cause of the
irregularity of movement must lie either in the mover or in the moved or both. For
if the mover moved not always with the same force, or if the moved were altered
and did not remain the same, or if both were to change, the result might well be an
irregular movement in the moved. But none of these possibilities can be

conceived as actual in the case of the heavens. As to that which is moved, we

T1 B€ToVv), 10 ToDTO EYEL TO £YKVKAMOV G, O PUoEL KIveTtan KOKA® del.

%4 See also Leggatt (1995: 227).

65 See von Arnim (1931: 20): “Wir miissen vielmehr schliefen, dass der ‘unbewegte Beweger” in
der Schrift de caelo urspringlich Uberhaupt nicht vorkam, sondern erst nachtr&glich hinzugefigt
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have shown that it is primary and simple and ungenerated and indestructible and
generally unchanging; and the mover has an even better right to these attributes. It
is the primary that moves the primary, the simple the simple, the indestructible
and ungenerated that which is indestructible and ungenerated. Since then that
which is moved, being a body, is nevertheless unchanging, how should the mover,
which is incorporeal, be changed (§nel 0OV 10 Kvovpevov ov petafdiiet ML

dv, 008 v TO Ktvodv petaBdAlor domuatov dv)?%°

This is clear evidence that Aristotle thinks that the mover of the universe is incorporeal.

(6) De Caelo 4.3 311a9-12

Both that which acts from the beginning and that which removes the hindrance or

deflects cause motion, as was explained previously, where we tried to show how

none of these things moves itself.5’

This is again a clear indication that nothing bodily that is in motion is self-moved, and

wurde.” See also ibid. 22-24 “VI. Spdterer Zusatz im vierten Buche de caelo”.

%6 "Bt 8’ énel mdv 1O kivovpevov H1d Tvog Kivettan, avaykn Thy dvopoiov yiyvesbon tiic
KIvNoemg 1 010 TO Kvodv 1j 10, TO Kivovpevov 1j ot Guem: €ite yap TO Kvodv un Ti] a0Ti] SuvaueL
KLvol, &ite 1O KIvoOUEVOV GALO10TTO Kad Ur) S1apévol 10 anTo, £ite dupo petapfdirot, ovOey
KOAVEL AVOUIA®G Kivelohat 1O Kivodpevov. Ob0gv 8¢ TovTmV duvatov Tepl TOV 0VPAVOV
vevéaOar: T pev yap Kvobuevov dédetktat 0Tl TpdToV Kol amlobv Kol dyévntov kol debaptov
Kod B¢ GuetdPintov, T 88 Kivody moAd pdddov edbhoyov givar TotodTov: TO Yip TPDTOV TOD
TPMTOVL Kol TO AoV 10D amiod kai o debaptov kai dyévntov Tod deddptov Kol dygviTov
Kivntikov. ‘Bnel odv 10 Ktvovpevov od petaffdAletl odpo 8v, 008’ &v 10 Ktvodv petaBdAiot
doouaTov Ov.

O kwvet 88 16 e 4E apyiic motfjoav kol O vroondcav §j 60ev dmemndnoey, kabdmep eipntat év
101G TpdTOIS AdY0IS, 8V 0i¢ Srwpilopey &t 00OV TOVTOV 0DTO E0VTO KIVET.
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“év 101G TpdTOIg AOYO01S” clearly refers to Physics 8.4. Given that the first four passages,
upon further inspection, do not exclude an external incorporeal mover of the universe, we
have no reason to attribute these two passages where Aristotle clearly endorses an
external mover to later redaction.

To summarize, the belief that in De Caelo Aristotle endorses the aetherial
heavenly body, qua body, to be the highest mover of the universe has shaky textual basis.
There is rather evidence for thinking that Aristotle believes in one or many external
incorporeal movers in De Caelo, and if one combines the evidence from Physics 8.10
with what we read in De Caelo, the movers of the universe seem to be the témoc of the

universe or to be at the tomoc of the universe.®

2.3 The Problem of the “Ensouled” Heaven

In section 2.2, | have shown that the aetherial first body, qua body, cannot be the
highest mover of the universe for Aristotle. Yet there is another difficulty for positing
external causation in De Caelo: two passages from De Caelo seem to suggest that
Aristotle thinks that the heavens and the stars, which are materially homogeneous to the
heavens, are moved by souls. Now, whether we are talking about a Platonic self-moving

soul or an Aristotelian “per se-unmoved” soul, a soul is an incorporeal principle of

68 One might think that the reason why the immobility of the first mover of the universe is due to
the fact that it is not geometrically extended at all, so its motion is a geometric impossibility.
Thus, the first mover is not just incorporeal (dodpatoc), it is also neither a surface nor a line.
This would threaten the whole thesis that the mover of a heavenly sphere is its tomoc. I think that
this view is problematic on the following ground. The unmoved mover of a lower heaven,
according to Aristotle, is moved per accidens. Its per se immobility, which is the same in kind as
that of the first mover, is obviously not due to any geometric necessity, for otherwise it would not
be per accidens moved. Therefore the immobility of an unmoved heavenly mover is not based on
any geometric ground; rather, it is due to the conceptual framework Aristotle operates under (as
he outlines in Physics 8). | thank Ben Morison for eliciting this clarification.
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motion, so it is a different sort of mover from the aetherial first body qua body. But
because it is still an internal cause of motion,® it may come in conflict with any sort of
external causation.

At De Caelo 2.2 285a27-30, trying to establish an order of directions for the

heavens, he says:

Since we have already determined that powers of this kind (i.e. growth,
perception, and locomotion) belong to things which have a principle of movement,
and that heaven is ensouled (£pyvyoc) and has a principle of movement, clearly

heaven must also exhibit above and below, right and left.”

Again, at 2.12 292a18-21, Aristotle makes the following claim:

We think of the stars as mere bodies, and as units that are serial but entirely
inanimate (éyvyor); but we should rather conceive of them as participating in

action and life (peteyovtov npaéemg koi {oic).*

There are different scholarly interpretations, both of these two passages specifically, and

in general of the question whether Aristotle believed in a world-soul in De Caelo.”> The

69 A soul is the principle of motion of the natural body in which it is situated per se.

0 “Hyiv & énel Subprotat Tpdtepov &Tt &v T0TC EYOVoV GpyTv KIVAGEMC ai TolodTon SUVANELS
EVLTTAPYOVGLY, 0 6 0VPAVOGS ELYLYOC Kol EXEL KIVIGEWMG apynV, OTjAov Ot Exel kol TO Gve Kol T0
KAT® Kol 1O €10V Kol TO AploTEPOV.

1AM fREic O¢ Tept COUGTOV 0VTOY HOVOV, KOl LOVES®V TAEW P&V £xOvVTmV, dybymv 88
napumav, dtoevoovpeda- 0el &’ a¢ peteydvImV DToAaUPave Tpatewms kal {ic.

72 For von Arnim, the apparent inconsistency between the heaven’s being moved internally by its
soul, as it is claimed here, and by its material acther can be attributed to Aristotle’s intellectual
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position | take is similar to that of Ross and Gill. I argue that there is a way in which
external causation can be reconciled with heaven being ensouled, and this involves
assigning different yet related causal roles to the external mover and the externally
moved heavenly body. Gill (1994) calls the role of the heavenly first body “passive” and
compares aether to the four elements which possess the inner passive principle of motion.
While this is a correct observation, it is too broad and thus philosophically uninteresting,
and the comparison with the four elements also invites further problems, including the
question why the four elements should not also be called “ensouled”. So our task, it

seems, is to find a more explicit role for the first body.

development from a Platonic earlier period to a more materialistic later one (Von Arnim, 1931:
17-18). Guthrie (1939), although reluctant to call the “middle period” in which De Caelo was
written a materialistic one, views “the souls of the heavenly bodies, considered as the source of
their motion”, as being “left temporarily in an ambiguous and unsatisfactory position” in De
Caelo. See Guthrie (1939: xxxvi). Ross (1936), while arguing that “the doctrine of a transcendent
[i.e. external] mover is in no way inconsistent with the doctrine that the movement of the
heavenly bodies is the realization of their own nature,” agrees with Von Arnim and Guthrie that
“there is there no thought of a transcendent mover” in De Caelo. See Ross (1936: 97). However,
he thinks that “Aristotle when he wrote the De Caelo explained the movements of the heavenly
bodies by the action of immanent souls or powers of initiating movement [as opposed to by a
transcendent mover]” (see Ross 1936: 98), so while he has a hard time explaining the De Caelo
2.1 passage which denies avéaykn éuyvoyog, he takes the two passages (De Caelo 2.2 and De
Caelo 2.12) as unproblematic. Gill (1994), essentially relying on the observation made by Ross,
argues that the heavenly spheres, like the four elements, “possess an inner passive source, which
accounts for their rotation, but the governing [i.e. active] principle lies outside the sphere that it
directs.” See Gill (1994: 32). However, the explanation she offers as to why the heaven is called
“ensouled” and the heavenly bodies “partaking action and life” seems ad hoc. See Gill (1994: 30
n.44): “For the claim in II. 2 that the heaven is alive and has an inner source of motion, Aristotle
concludes that it has various parts (upper and lower, right and left). This inference suggests that
ovpavog here refers to the cosmos as a whole rather than to the outermost sphere. If so, this
passage does not bear on our question about the spheres. The passage in Il. 12 is not about the
spheres either, but about the heavenly bodies. The claim that they partake of action and life does
not conflict with the proposal that the spheres have only passive souls [sic].” See also Leggatt
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2.3.1 Heaven “is Ensouled” and “has Principle of Movement”

First of all, for Aristotle, although a soul is an internal principle of bodily motion,
calling some body “ensouled””® doesn’t necessarily mean that the soul is in that body.
This is because, while there is only one soul for a living being, its body can be composed
of different bodily parts and all of these parts are called “ensouled” with reference to this
single soul, which is in the body as a whole, but not necessarily located in each and every
part. Take the human hand as an example. Although Aristotle does think that the human
hand as such is ensouled,” he doesn’t think the hand contains within itself any soul.”
Indeed, the soul in whose name the human hand or finger is said to be “ensouled” is not
the form of the hand or finger, but the form of the human being in general which is his
soul.”® Thus, a hand that is cut off from the rest of the human body cannot be an
ensouled hand precisely because when cut off, it is not subordinate as an instrument to
the human soul,”” whereas a plastic tendon which is surgically connected to the rest of
the human body and fulfills its function is an ensouled and organic tendon.”® Therefore,

the only “ensouled” body whose soul is its very form should be the whole body of the

(1995: 248-9), who translates the mg at 292a20 as “as tough”, thus making Aristotle’s suggestion
that the stars participate in action and life “tentative” (p. 249).

73 Only bodies can be called “ensouled”.

4 Metaphysics Z11 1036b22-32.

> See De Motu 9.

76 See Metaphysics Z 10 1034b28-32 “And further if the parts are prior to the whole, and the
acute angle is a part of the right angle and the finger a part of the animal, the acute angle will be
prior to the right angle and the finger to the man. But the latter are thought to be prior; for in
formula the parts are explained by reference to them, and in respect also of the power of existing
apart from each other the wholes are prior to the parts;” see also Z 10 1035b9-11: “The circle and
the semicircle also are in a like relation; for the semicircle is defined by the circle; and so is the
finger [defined] by the whole body, for a finger is ‘such and such a part of a man’.”

" GA 1.18 722b18-22: “Now that this is impossible is plain, for neither would the separate parts
be able to survive without having any soul or life, nor if they were living things, so to say, could
several of them combine so as to become one animal again.”

8 This is only roughly speaking, because the soul not only “uses” its organs but also “repairs”
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living being. Even the heart, which according to Aristotle primarily contains the psychic
principle,” is not “ensouled” in the sense that it contains its own proper form. It is in this
sense that the soul is said to be the internal principle of motion, and it is said to be
situated at the center of this bodily magnitude.® Further, because the form of the living
body is situated only in one part of the body, all the other parts within the living body are
ensouled by a form which is external to them. So, calling the heavens “ensouled” doesn’t
necessarily imply that the unmoved principle of motion is within the heaven.

Secondly, “having a principle of motion (dpyr| Kivjoewc)” in the context of De
Caelo 2.2 may only mean “having directional principles of motion” rather than “having
the unique first principle of motion, i.e. the soul”. When we read carefully the entire
chapter of De Caelo 2.2 and its related chapter De Incessu Animalium 4 which deals with
the directions in living beings,®! we find that in neither chapter does dapym ktvicemg refer
to the unique unmoved principle of motion such as the soul. Rather, paired with its
opposite TEPag KvNoems, apym Kivinoewg refers to the bodily half where a motion starts.
Thus, for living beings at least, “above” and “below” are the apyn and the népag of
nutritive supply and growth,®? whereas “right” and “left” are the épy1 and the népag of

locomotion.8

them with new material.

9 Metaphysics Z 10 1035b25-27.

80 See MA 9 702b16-17: “Therefore, the original seat of the moving soul must be in that which
lies in the middle, for of both extremes the middle is the limiting point.”

81 See De Caelo 2.2 284b14 for the reference to De Incessu Animalium 4. See Leggatt (1995:
224).

82 De Incessu Animalium 4 705a32-b2: “the ‘above’ is that from which flows in each kind the
supply of nutriment and the process of growth; the ‘below’ is that to which the process flows and
in which it ends. One is an apy, the other a népag, and the dpy is the above”.

8 See De Incessu Animalium 4 705b13-21: “All animals which partake not only in sense, but are
able of themselves to make a change of place, have a further distinction of left and right besides
those already enumerated; like the former these are distinctions of function and not of position.
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Now if we are to apply to the heaven such a distinction of parts, we must expect,
as we have said, to find in it also the distinction which in animals is found first of
them all. The distinctions are three, namely, above and below, front and its
opposite, right and left—all these three oppositions we expect to find in the
perfect body—and each may be called an apyn. Above is the dpy# of length, right
of breadth, front of depth. Or again we may connect them with the various
movements, taking dpy7 to mean that part, in a thing capable of movement, from
which movement first begins. Growth starts from above, locomotion from the
right, sense-perception from in front (for front is simply the part to which the
senses are directed). Hence we must not look for above and below, right and left,
front and back, in every kind of body, but only in those which, being animate,
have an dpyn of movement within themselves. For in no inanimate thing do we

observe a part from which movement originates.®* (De Caelo 2.2 284b18-34)

We know that these three apyai are not the unmoved psychic apyn in the case of animals

The right is that from which change of position naturally begins, the opposite which naturally
depend upon this is the left.”

See De Caelo 2.2 284b27-30: “Growth starts from above, locomotion from the right,
sensemovement from in front (for front is simply the part to which the senses are directed).”
84 Ei 82 8¢l kai 1@ 00pav® TPOSATTEY T TAV TOWOVT®V, Kol TO TpATOV, KaOGTEP EMOpEY, &V TOTC
{dotc Vmapyov edAoyov DIapyelv &v adTd: TPV Yap dviwv EKacTov olov dpyn Tig £6Tiv. Aéym
0¢ 10, Tpia TO v Kal TO KATw, Kol T Tpochiov Kol 1o dvtikeipevoy, kol To 6510V Kol 10
aprotepdv: ToHTAC YOP TAG OUGTACELS EDAOYOV DTTAPYELY TOIG COUACL TOIG TeEAEiog Tacac. "Eott
0€ 10 pgv v 10D unKovg dpyn., o 8¢ de€lov Tod TAdToug, 10 8 Eunpocbev tod Bdbove. "ETt 8’
GAA®G KOTA TOG KIVAGELS GpyOG Yop Tovtag A&ym &0gv dpyovton TpdTOV 0l KIVIOELS TOIG EYOVoty.
"EoTtt 08 amo pev 1od dvo 1) adénoic, 4mod 68 TV 0e&1dV 1) KaTh TOTOV, Ao 08 TV Eunpochev N
Katd v aicOnow- Eunpocbev yap Aéyw €9’ O ai aicOnoeic. Ao kai 00K &v dmavTl cOUOTL TO
Gvo Kol Kato kol t0 5§10V Kol dprotepov Kol 10 Eunpocdev kal dmebev {ntmréov, AAL’ Goa Exet
KIVNGE®S apyMV &V aToig Epyoya dvta: TdV yap aydyov &v ovbevi opduey 60gv 1 dpym Tiic
KWV OEMC.
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from De Incessu Animalium 6%. There, Aristotle specifies a higher dpyr of the three

apyod:

The above discussion has made it clear that the dpyn of movement (i.e.
locomotion) is in the parts on the right. Now every continuous whole, one part of
which is moved while the other remains at rest must, in order to be able to move
as a whole while one part stands still, have in the place where both parts have
opposed movements some common part which connects the moving parts with
one another. Further in this part the dpy# of motion and similarly of the absence
of motion of each of the parts must lie.8® (706b16-23, trans. Farquharson in

Barnes)

The common center is the apyr from which the animal’s movements of right and

left, and similarly of superior and inferior, start. (707a12-14)%’

It remains a question whether this central dpym is the soul or not.28 However, it is clear
that in both De Caelo 2.2 and De Incessu 4, Aristotle means by “dpyr of motion” the

different directional moved dpyoi rather than the unique unmoved dpyr, so in claiming

8 |t is also obvious from De Motu that the south pole, which according to De Caelo 2.2 is the
“above” principle, cannot be the unmoved principle of the heaven.

8 Ot piv odv &k TdV SeEIDV 1 THC KIVAGEDC £6TIV GpYT, PaVEPDV £K TMV eipnuévov. énel 8°
Avarykm TavTdg GuveYodG, oD TO PV Kivelton 10 & fpepel, HAov Suvapévov Kiveichat 6TMTOg
Botépov, N AUEo KIVETTON TOG Evavtiag KIVAGELS, £lvatl TO Kooy, kud’ O cuveyfi tadt’ dotty
aAANAo1g, KavTadh® dmdpyev TV APy THS EKATEPOL TOV PEPAV KIVIGEWMG, OLOIWG d¢ kai THG
otdoewnc. (Text: W. Jaeger, Aristotelis de animalium motione et de animalium incessu;
Ps.-Aristotelis de spiritu libellus Leipzig: Teubner, 1913)

87 aBtn 8 €otiv G’ A Gpyiic KOwTc TAV &v d LH® T T ToD SeE10D Kai dpiotepod kivioic £oty,
opoimg 6¢ Kai 1 Tod dve Kol KiTw.
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that “the heaven has an dpyn of motion and therefore exhibits directions”, Aristotle
doesn’t need to be referring to the unique unmoved dpyn of the heaven, let alone its
position.

If the De Caelo 2.2 claim is not committal, what, then, is the relation between a
heavenly sphere and its unique mover? | suggest we look at two pairs of Aristotelian
analogy. As a side note, analogy is a more important tool for Aristotle’s philosophical
project than people usually realize. For Aristotle, because definition means division into
items that are more primary, the most primary philosophical items are impossible to
define. So the univocal (cuvevopmg) predication of these most primary items upon
different things cannot be demonstrated through a definition, and one way to demonstrate

it is through analogy.® To give a pair of examples: on the one hand, “animal” is

8 See at the end of De Incessu.

8 Aristotle clearly thinks that this kind of predication is not homonymy. See e.g. Nic. Ethics 1.6
1096b25-29: 0Ok EoTtv apa 70 dyafov KOOV TL KaTO! mav 188(1\/ GAAG TG O AéyeTat; oV yop
oke 101G Y& 4o THYMG OUOVOIOLG. AL’ Apd e T G’ EVOC lvar §| TPOg BV dmavto, GUVTIELEL, T
UEAAOV KOT” AvaAoYioy; O Yap &V Tt OYIc, &v Yoyt vodg, kai dAlo on év dAlg. “The good,
therefore, is not something common answering to one idea, but then in what way are things called
good? They do not seem to be like the things that are homonymous by chance. Are goods one,
then, by being derived from one [good] or by all looking towards one [good], or are they rather
one by analogy?”

This passage also usefully distinguishes these ko1’ dvaAoyiov predicates from the 7pog &v
predicates (the so-called “pros hen homonyms” or “focal sense”, see Owen (1960), Irwin (1981),
and Shields (1999)). The latter, strictly speaking, has little to do with Aristotelian analogy,
although Thomas Aquinas and later scholastics call the former analogia proportionalitatis and
the latter analogia attributionis. The best example of Tpog &v predicates is that of “healthy” in
Metaphysics I" 2 1003a34-b1: “everything which is healthy is related to health, one thing in the
sense that it preserves health, another in the sense that it produces it, another in the sense that it is
the symptom of health, another because it is capable of it.” This is clearly different from the xat’
avaAoyiov predicates.

Recent literature tends to refer to the latter kind of predicates as “pros hen homonyms” (see
e.g. Studtmann 2014: “according to Aristotle, some words do not express a genus but instead are
what he calls pros hen homonyms — that is, homonyms related to one thing (pros hen), variously
called cases of ‘focal meaning’ or ‘focal connection’ or ‘core-dependent homonymy” in the
literature on this topic (1003a35 ff.).”) and to claim that this is following Aristotle’s own
terminology. But to be fair, although Aristotle does call this kind of predication “pros hen”, he
never calls it “homonymy” (equivocy). In fact, a quick search on TLG shows that Aristotle
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univocally predicated of Socrates and Bucephalus because both are called “animal” under
the same definition: “a living being with the faculty of locomotion™;*® on the other hand,
“good” (10 dyabov) cannot be defined, therefore its non-equivocal predication upon sight
and vol¢ has to be demonstrated through analogy—sight and vodg are one by analogy
because sight is to the eye as vodg is to the soul, and we predicate “good” upon all things
that are one by the same analogy. Unmoved mover and first moved mover, | suggest, are
such primary things whose predication upon different situations—the psychic unmoved
mover, the cosmic unmoved mover, and the mechanic unmoved mover—needs to be

understood analogically.®

carefully distinguishes between pros hen predicates and homonymous as well as synonymous
kath’ hen predicates. See e.g Eud. Ethics 7.2 1236b23-26 (Cf. Nic. Ethics 1096b27): Aeineton
Tolvuv 00TMG, 8T E6TL PEV MG HOVN <11> TPAOTN PLhia, £0TL 6€ MG TAGAL, 0VTE OG OPMVLLOL KoL OG
gruyov Eyovoat PO Eavtdc, obte kad’ &v ldog, ALY udirov mpog &v. Metaphysics I 2
1003a33-35 (cf. Metaphysics 1030b3): To 8¢ dv Aéygton pev morhay@de, GALG Tpog Ev Kol piov
TIVOL UGV KOl 00Y, OUOVOU®G GAL’ BOTTEP Kol TO VYIEWVOV dmav TpoOg Vyistow.

See Frede (2000: 20-21). See also Ward (2008: 2-3).

% In using the language of predication, I don’t imply that predicates are only or primarily
linguistic terms. Thus in predicating “animal” of Socrates, I’'m not just saying that the linguistic
term “animal” can refer to the individual named “Socrates”, I’'m predicating the real thing animal,
what it takes to be an animal, of the real human being Socrates.

%1 For the connection between Aristotle’s method of analogy and the unmoved mover as a divine
principle, see his student Theophrastus in Metaphysics 4b11-5a2: ti¢ &’ obv aitn kai tiveg, &i
TAEI0VC, TEWPATEOV EPQAIVELY AUAC YE TmG €iTE kAT’ AvaAoyiav gite Kot™ GAANV OLOI®OTV. AVAyKN
&’ iomg duvapel Tvi kol Vepoyf TOV dAl®V Aaupdvery, domep v i Tov Bedv- OBeio yap 1) whvtov
apym, St T Brmavto kol EoTtv Kod Stapével. Téya PEv odv padtov 10 obtm¢ dmododvat, YoAemdv 5&
0aPECTEPMG T} TEIOTIKOTEP®S. Torang &° obong TG apyiic, £nel mep cuvdmtel ol aictntoig, N
0 POOIC MG AMAMG elmelv €v KvNoel Kal TodT’ avTig T0 1010V, dfjAov ¢ aitiav Ogtéov TavV Thig
KIVAoE®S: €MEl 0° AKivnTog Ko’ adThv, eavepOV MG oK Gv &in @ kivelobot Toig Ti¢ pvoemg
aitio, GAAG AOuOV GAAT TVi SUVAUEL KPEITTOVL KoL TPOTEPQ.

“What this (i.e. the dpyn) is, or what they are, if they are more than one, we must try to
indicate somehow or other, whether by ananlogy or by some other similarity. ... It is perhaps easy
to provide an explanation in this manner, but difficult in a clearer and more convincing manner.
Such being the first principle, then, since it is connected with the sensibles, and nature is, to put it
simply, in motion (which is its property), it is clear that it should be posited as the cause of
movement. But since it is unmoved per se, it is obvious that it could not be by being moved that it
serves as cause to the things of nature, and the only alternative is that it should be by some other
power superior and prior to this.” (Trans. Ross).
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2.3.2 The Analogy between the First Body and Pneuma
We know from at least one place in Aristotle’s corpus that the first body (aether),
i.e. the element of the heavenly bodies, is related to another mysterious psychic matter,

pneuma.

Now it is true that the power (50vaypug) of all kinds of soul seems to have a
connexion (8owke kekowvmvnkévar) with a body (odpa) different from and more
divine than the so-called elements; but as one soul differs from another in honor
and dishonor, so differs also the nature of the corresponding body. All have in
their semen that which makes it productive; | mean what is called heat. This is not
fire nor any such power, but the pneuma and the nature in pneuma, which is
analogous to the element of the stars.*® (De Generatione Animalium 2.3

736b29-737al, trans. Platt in Barnes)

This single appearance in Aristotle is strengthened by a bunch of reports from Cicero and
lamblicus which identify the matter of the heavenly bodies with the matter of mind or

soul:

92 N.B. Some scholars translate mvedpa as “air”. To avoid confusion with the elemental éfip (one
of the four simple bodies) and to keep consistency, | use the latinized form pneuma throughout.
On the subject of pneuma in Aristotle, Jaeger’s 1913 paper in Hermes remains influential.
Peck (1942: 586-9) has some comments on the analogy between pneuma and aether. Recently,
Abraham Bos has published a series of articles and a monograph on the issue. See also Blyth
(2015).
% I[Téong pév ovv Yoy SHvopg £TEPOV GOUTOG E01KE KEKOIVMVNKEVOL Kai OE10TEPOV TMV
KOAOVUEV®V GTOLYEIMV: MG 08 SLOPEPOVGL TIOTNTL Ol Yool Kol ATiig GAANA®Y obTm Kol 1
TOLWO TN SLPEPEL PVGIC. TAVTOV PEV YO &V TA CTEPUATL EVOTAPYEL STEP TOLET YOVILQL EIVaLL T
OTEPUOTA, TO KOAOVUEVOV BEPOV. TODTO 6 00 TOP 0VOE ToldTH SVVAUIG 0TIV GAAL TO
gumepthapavopevov &v 1@ omEpUaTL Kol &V T@ AepmOsL TVEDI Kol 1] &V T(® TVEDUATL POOIC,
&véaloyov ovco 1@ tdv dotpwv otoryeim. (Text: H.J. Drossaart Lulofs, OCT, Oxford, 1965)
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The fifth kind, from which are made stars and minds, Aristotle thought to be
something distinct, and unlike the four I have mentioned above.** (Cicero

Academica 1.7.26)

Aristotle, who far exceed all others—Plato | always except—Dboth in intellect and
in industry, after taking account of the four well-known kinds of first principles
from which all things were derived, considers that there is a fifth kind of thing,
from which comes mind; ...; he adds a fifth kind, which lacks a name, and so he
calls the mind itself by a new name, évdeiéyeia (sic), as being a sort of continuous

and endless movement.% (Cicero Tusc. Disput. 1.10.22)

Some of the Aristotelians lay it down that the soul is a body made of aether.
Others define it as a perfection in accordance with the essential nature of the
divine body, which [perfection] Aristotle calls évteléyeia, as does Theophrastus

in some works.% (lamblichus, in Stobaeus, 1.49.32.109-112)

So, the element of the heavenly bodies, i.e. the first body, if it is not to be identified with

% Quintum genus, e quo essent astra mentesque, singulare eorumque quattuor quae supra dixi
dissimile Aristoteles quoddam esse rebatur.

% Aristoteles, longe omnibus Platonem semper excipio praestans et ingenio et diligentia, cum
quattuor nota illa genera principiorum esset complexus, e quibus omnia orerentur, guintam
guandam naturam censet esse, e qua sit mens; ... ; quintum genus adhibet vacans nomine et sic
ipsum animum endelecheian appellat novo nomine guasi quandam continuatam motionem et
perennem.

% Twec pév 1dv Aplotote k@Y aiféplov odpa THY Woyiv tievtar £tepot 8¢ TeAeldTTa adTiV
apopilovtat kat’ odciov Tob Belov cmpatoc, fiv Evieréyelay KaAel ApIoToTEANG, DOTEP O &V
évioig @sdppaoctoc. (Text: O. Hense and C. Wachsmuth, loannis Stobaei anthologium, 5 vols.
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pneuma (as Cicero apparently thinks that Aristotle thought so), is at least according to
Aristotle’s own account analogous to pneuma. Now, in Aristotle’s own terms, saying “A
is analogous to B” amounts to saying “A and B are one by analogy (&v kat’ avaioyiav)”,
and “one by analogy” by definition involves four terms.®” This means that the first body
is to something X as pneuma is to something Y (i.e. X: the first body=Y: pneuma). The
GA passage focuses on the relation between each individual soul and its bodily pneuma,
S0 it is reasonable to suppose that pneuma is analogous to the first body with respect to
this relation. This means that Y is the individual soul that a pneuma, as a body, relates to
(X: the first body :: soul: pneuma). Now the question is: what is the relation between
pneuma and its corresponding soul? And what is the X that we can infer from the analogy

between the first body and pneuma?

2.3.3 The Analogy between Pneuma and the Mobile Point of a Joint

To answer these two questions, one should bear in mind that Aristotle in De Motu
Animalium introduces another important analogy between pneuma®® and the mobile
point of a joint, precisely in order to illustrate the relation between pneuma and its

principle—the soul:

It is clear that all animals have connate pneuma and derive their strength from this.
(How the connate pneuma is maintained we have explained elsewhere.) This

seems to bear a relation to the psychic principle that is similar to that which the

Berlin: Weidmann, 1-2:1884)

7 See Metaphysics A 6 1016b34-35. “Those things that are related as a third thing is to a fourth
are one by analogy.”

% Here Atristotle calls it “connate pneuma”, in order to distinguish it from “inhaled pneuma”. It
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point of the joints, the one which imparts movement and is moved, has to the
unmoved. ... And it is obviously well disposed by nature to impart movement and
supply strength. Now the functions of movement are pushing and pulling, so the
tool of movement has to be capable of expanding and contracting, and this is just
the nature of pneuma. For it contracts and expands without being forced, and is
able to pull and push for the same cause, and it has weight by comparison with the
fiery and lightness by comparison with its opposite. Whatever is going to impart
motion without undergoing alteration must be of this kind.*® (De Motu

Animalium 10 703a9-25, trans. Nussbaum)

Here, we have all the four terms of an analogy. Connate pneuma (cop@utov mtvedua,) is to
the psychic principle (1) apym 1 yoyuer)!?° as the mobile point in a joint is to the
unmoved point (10 £&v Taig Kaumaig onpeiov, TO KvodV Kol KIVOOUEVOV, TTPOG TO AKivTOV).
Earlier in the treatise, Aristotle explains the relation between the mobile and the unmoved

points of a joint:

is safe to identify the connate pneuma here with the pneuma compared to the first body in GA.

9 névta 8¢ paiveton Té {Pa ko Exovia TvEDR GOUGLTOV Kai ioydovTa ToHTE. Tic Pév odv 1
oOTNPio TOD GLUEVTOV TVEVHOTOG, EIPNTOL £V BAAOIS: TODTO O TPOG TV APYNV TV WUYIKTV
£otkev opoimg Eyev dGomep 1O v Toig Koumaic onueiov, T0 KIvobV Kol KIVOUUEVOV, TPOG TO
axtvnrov. émel &’ 1 dpyn Toig pev &v i) kapdig Toig 8’ €v 1@ Avdioyov, did ToUTO Kai TO Tvedpa
70 cOpELTOV &vtadfa @aiveTal dv. TOTEPOV HEV 0LV TADTOV £6TL TO TVEDO del 7| Yiveton del
grepov, E0tm GANOG koyog (6 adTog Yap €otl Kad TEPL TAOV GAA®V popiwv): (pouvsrm &’ DQLOG
&xov mpOg TO KvNTIKOV givar Kol Tapéxs ioyvv. ta 6 Epya Tiig Kwnoscog wo1c Kol EAE, dote Oel
10 Opyavov avédvesbai e dOvachat kai cuoTéAAesOat. TolTN &’ €0Tiv 1) TOD TVEDLOTOC

QUo1G" kol yap aPiactog cuoteAhopévn, Kol PlacTiKT Kol OGTIKT S1d THY TV aitiav, Kol et
Kol Bépog TpoOg TA TUPDIN Kol KOvPOTNTA TPOG TA EvavTio. Jel 6& 10 HEAAOV KIVETV Ut GAAOIDOEL
totodtov givat. (Text: M. C. Nussbaum, Aristotle’s de Motu Animalium, Princeton University
Press, 1978)

100" The “psychic principle” is just the soul. See earlier at MA 9 703a1-3. By calling the soul
“psychic principle”, Aristotle highlights its analogy with the principle of the joint.
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[The animals] use their joints like a center, and the whole section containing the
joint becomes both one and two, both straight and bent, changing potentially and
actually by reason of the joint. And when the part is bending and being moved,
one of the points in the joints is moved and the other remains at rest, just as if on
a diameter AD should remain fixed and B be moved, so as to give AC. But in the
geometrical example the center appears to be indivisible in every respect ...;
whereas in the case of joints the centers become, both potentially and actually,

now one, now divide.'* (lbid. 1 698a18-b1)

That which first moves the animal must be in some origin. We have said that a
joint is the origin for one part and the end of the other; hence nature uses it
sometimes as one, sometimes as two. For whenever movement starts from there,
one of the endpoints must remain at rest, and the other be moved—for we have
said already that the mover must support itself against something at rest. ... Which
is what we mean by saying that it is potentially one point, but becomes actually
two. So if the forearm were the animal, somewhere in this joint would be the

movement-imparting principle of the soul.? (lbid. 8 702a21-32)

101 domep Yap KEVIP® YPAVTOL TOAG KOs, Kol yiveTal T0 OAov HEPOG, &V ® 1) Kaum, Kol v kol

o0, Kol 0BV Kol kekappEVoV, LETUPAAAOV dUVALEL Kol EvepyEig S1d TNV KOUTNV. KOUTTOUEVOD
0¢ Kol KIvouuévou T P&V Kiveitor onueiov T0 8¢ uével tdv &v taig koumoic, donep Gv &l tig
Stapétpov M pev A kol 1 A pévot, 1 8¢ B kvoito, kai yivorto 1) AL dAL évtadba pev dokel Tavia
TpOMOV Ad1aipETOV Elvar TO KEVTPOV ..., T6 &’ &V Taig Kapumoic Suvauet koi évepyeiq yiveton 6T&
UEV EV OTE 0& SLoupETA.

102 19 8¢ kvodv mp@TOV O LHOV Gvykn elvar &v Tvt apydi. 1) 88 ko 6L pév ot GpyR ToD 88
TEAEVTH, ipnTat. 10 kal £0TL UEV MG &Vi, E6TL 8’ (¢ dvot ypijtat 1| PUoIg adTH. dtav Yop KTl
€vtebbey, avaykn 10 pev NPeUsity Tdv onueinv Tdv £6y0Tmv, T0 8¢ Kiveiohat -6t yap Tpog
fpepodv Sl dnepeidecBon To Kivodv, elpntat TpodTEPOV. ... O 3 Eauev Suvapuet udv &v eivol
onueiov, évepyeiq 8¢ yiveoBor 800 Hot’ £l 10 {Hov Qv 6 Bpoyionv, vtadd’ &v mov Nv 1) dpym Tfig
Woyig 1 Kwvodoa.
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So the two points are at the same place in a joint. When there is no motion starting from
the joint, the two points are actually one and potentially two. When motion starts from
the joint, the two points become actually two, with the one unmoved but imparting
motion, the other being moved and by its motion moves the limb continuous with it.
Further, according to De Incessu Animalium 3, the two parts in a joint must “lean against
each other as the pressing to the pressed” (705a14-15), i.e. in contact.’®® Now the two
parts should be on the one hand the ball which is continuous with the lower limb and on
the other hand the socket which is continuous with whatever that is more to the center.
The point of contact should be the point at which the ball touches the socket, and it is
either potentially one and actually two when in motion, or actually one and potentially
two when at rest.}* Note that in the second passage quoted above (MA 8 702a21-32), the
other side of the pneuma-joint analogy is more clearly shown: “if the forearm were the
animal, somewhere in this joint would be the movement-imparting principle of the soul”.
So, just as pneuma is compared to the mobile point of the joint, the psychic unmoved
mover is compared to the unmoved point of the joint.

The most salient feature in this analogy between the psychic function and the
function of the joint is that both pairs involve an unmoved mover on the one hand, and a

moved mover on the other.2% Thus the psychic principle and the unmoved point of a

103 Exel yap Tva dvtépeloty Tpog dAANA0, O udpla v Tals Koumoic, Kol OAwg To melov Tpog To
meCouevov.

104 Cf. PA 2.9 654a35-b2 and especially De Anima 3.10 433b21-27: “To state the matter
summarily at present, that which is the instrument in the production of movement is to be found
where a beginning and an end coincide as e.g. in a joint (yryyAvpog); for there the convex and the
concave sides are respectively an end and a beginning (that is why while the one remains at rest,
the other is moved): they are separate in definition but not separable spatially. For everything is
moved by pushing and pulling. Hence just as in the case of a wheel, so here there must be a point
which remains at rest, and from that point the movement must originate” (trans. Smith in Barnes)
105 See especially De Motu 10 703a9-25, quoted above.
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joint are both “movement imparting” while themselves being unmoved. Pneuma and the
ball containing the mobile point are both moved movers in that, as “the instrument of
motion”, they both cause motion in other things “by pushing and pulling”.1%® It seems
that they are “moved” in two aspects: (1) their own motion is caused by an unmoved
mover, and (2) they cause motion in other things via reciprocal physical contact'®’ and
therefore need to have strength (ioy0g) and power (d0vapuc).

The most salient feature in this analogy for my purpose is the spatial relationship
between the unmoved mover and the first moved mover in both pairs. Now, in the case of
the joint, the unmoved point of the joint is said to be the center of the limb which it
moves, and qua center, always at rest.2% It touches the ball at the mobile point, as |

outline above. The case with pneuma and the soul is less straightforward.

2.3.4 The Case with Pneuma, Soul-heat, and the Soul-principle

It may seem, from Avristotle’s scattered remarks in GA and elsewhere, that the
unmoved psychic principle is located in connate pneuma, and this is especially the case
when one identifies the “soul-heat” or “internal heat”,'% which is called a principle of

motion (kivntikév) and is said to be in pneuma, with the unmoved principle:1*°

106 Cf. De Motu Animalium 10 703a9-25 and De Anima 3.10 4330b21-27, both cited above.

107 Unlike an unmoved mover which touches the moved unilaterally. See chapter 3 on GC 1.6.
108 See MA 1 698a18-21, cited above, and also 698b1-4: “In any case, thre origin relative to
which the motion takes place, qua origin, is always at rest when the part below it is moved, as, for
example, when the forearm is moved the elbow remains at rest, but when the whole limb is
moved, the shoulder.”

109 7 yoyov Beppov at GA 3.4 755a20 and Beppdc woyikn at GA 2.1 732a19, and 1o
QVOIKOV, GUUPLTOV, oikelov Oepudy elsewhere.
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(a) De Generatione Animalium 2.1 732a13-20
The sexes are divided in nearly all of these that can move about, for the reasons
already stated, and some of them, as said before, emit semen in copulation, others
do not. The reason for this is that the higher animals are more independent in their
nature, so that they have greater size, and this cannot exist without soul-heat
(todto &’ ovK Gvev Beppotnroc Yuyikic); for the greater body requires more force

to move it, and heat is a moving force (10 8¢ 8eppdv kivnricov).

(b) De Generatione Animalium 2.3 736b29-7al

Now it is true that the power of all kinds of soul seems to have a connexion (£ouke
kekowomvnkévar) with a body (cdpa) different from and more divine than the
so-called elements; but as one soul differs from another in honor and dishonor, so
differs also the nature of the corresponding body. All have in their semen that
which makes it productive; | mean what is called heat. This is not fire nor any
such power, but the pneuma and the nature in pneuma, which is analogous to the
element of the stars. Hence, whereas fire generates no animal and we do not find
any living thing forming in either solids or liquids under the influence of fire, the
heat of the sun and that of animals does generate them. Not only is this true of the

heat that works through the semen, but whatever residue of the animal nature

110" For such a view, see Freudenthal (1995).

N1 ovtev 88 oYeddV &v TEGL TOIC TOPEVTIKOIC KEXDPLOTOL TO BFAL Kol TO &ppev it ToC
gipnuévag aitiog Kol TobtOVv T0 pév, Hhomep EAEXON, Tpoietar oméppa, Ta &’ 0L TPoieTal £V TQ)
ocuvovacud. Tovtov & aitiov OTL TO TYWIDTEPO KoL OTAPKESTEPA TNV VOV £6TIV, DOTE
uey£bovug peteidneéval. Tobto &’ ovK dvev BepudtnTog YoyIKiic: dvaykn yop o ueilov 1o
mAgiovog KiveioBoatl duvauems, TO 6& BEPLOV KIVITIKOV.
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there may be, this also has still a living principle ((otikn dpyn) in it. From such
consideration it is clear that the heat in animals neither is fire nor derives its origin

from fire.112

In these two passages, Aristotle deals with sexual generation and the embryo. From both
passages and their context, we can see that Aristotle does believe firstly that there is a
part in the embryo, apparently the pneuma coming from the semen of the male parent,
which is characterized by soul-heat and is uyvyov from the beginning,*** secondly that
this part counts as the maker (td v¢’ o) of the bodily parts,'** and thirdly that it is the
moving faculty (xivntikdv). Nevertheless, it is important to notice that, although he
thinks that the soul-heat is a principle of motion and becoming, it is not the unmoved
soul-principle in actuality. This is because the soul-heat is conceived of as an innate
power of motion which has been put into the embryo by the unmoved soul-principle of
the male parent, and this innate power acts upon the material principle provided by the
female parent by warming up the material while itself being cooled down, and when this

power is consumed, the embryo comes to be a cub with all the bodily parts and organs

112 ITaomng pev ovv youyfic SHvaug £T4pov GOUOTOC EOIKE KEKOVOVIKEVOL Kol OE10TEPOL TdV
KOAOVUEV®V GTOLYEIOV: (G O S10pEPOVOT THUOTNTL ol YLYOL Ko dTipign GAAAA®Y 0DT® Kai 1)
TO100TN S1PEPEL PVGIC. TAVTOV PEV YO &V TA CTEPUATL EVOTIAPYEL STEP TOLET YOVILQL EIVaLL T
OTEPUOTA, TO KOAOVUEVOV BEPOV. TODTO 6’ 00 TOP 0VOE ToLdTH SVVAUIG 0TIV GAAL TO
gumephapPavopevov év 1@ omEPUATL Kai &V T@ AepmOgL TveDO Kod 1) &V T® TVEDUATL PUGCLS,
avaloyov ovco. T TdV 4oTpmV 6ToLElm.510 TP pev 000&V Yevvi {Pov, 00dE paiveTat
OULVIGTAUEVOV €V TUPOVUEVOLG 0UT’ &V VYPOig oVT’ €v Enpoig ovBEV- 1) 6€ ToD HAiov Bepuotng Kol
N 1@V {P@V 00 pHOVoV 1] d10. TOD GTEPUATOG, GALY KAV TL TEPITTOLA TOYT] THS PVoEWMS OV ETEPOV,
duwg Eyel koi Todto {wTuchy pyfv. 8Tt puév ovv 1 8v 1oig {moig Oeppuotng ovte Tp ovte Gmd
VP0G EYEL TNV APYNV €K TAV TO0VT®V 0TI POVEPOV.

113 GA 2.1 734al4-16: €i 82 &1 pn) Eott Tiic Woyiic und&v 6 i Tod odpaToc oty & Tivt popio,
Kol Epyoyov v Tt ein poplov e06vG.

114 GA 2.1 733b31-al: {nreiron 88 vOv ovk &€ 00 GAL’ DO’ 0 yiyvetal Td popLa fitot yip Tdv
EEMOEY TL mO1ET ) Evumdpyov Tt &V T1j YoVi] Kol oméppott, Kol Todt’ £otv | HEPOC TL Wuyfic §| wuyn,
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formed.!*® Because the soul-heat is acted upon and ceases to be itself when the different
parts are formed, it is not an unmoved mover,''® and the semen and the embryo has soul
in potentiality not in the sense that they, as semen and embryo, can one day have soul in
actuality, but in the sense that they can develop into the body of a cub or that of a mature
animal which has soul in actuality.!*” The unmoved soul-principle is, on the one hand,
that of the male parent as the first cause of motion, and on the other hand the

soul-principle of the fully developed kid as the final cause of motion.

(c) De Generatione Animalium 3.11 762a18-32

Animals and plants (i.e. those that come into being spontaneously) come into
being in earth and in liquid because there is water in earth, and pneuma in water,
and in all pneuma is soul-heat (£v 6¢ tovt® mavti OepudTTa Yoykniv), so that in
a sense all things are full of soul (tpémov TvaL mévTa Yoyfig etvor TARPN).
Therefore living things form quickly whenever this pneuma and soul-heat are

enclosed in anything. When they are so enclosed, the corporeal liquids being

7l &ov v €N yoynv.

115 See GA 2.1 734b13-24: “As, then, in these automatic puppets the external force moves the
parts in a certain sense (not by touching any part at the moment, but by having touched
previously), in like manner also that from which the semen comes, or in other words the which
made the semen sets up the movement in the embryo and makes the parts of it by having first
touched something though not continuing to touch it. In a way it is the innate motion that does
this, as the act of building builds the house. ... But how is each part formed? We must answer this
by starting in the first instance from the principle that, in all products of nature or art, a thing is
made by something actually existing out of that which is potentially such as the finished product.
Now the semen is of such a nature, and has in it movement and such principle, that when the
motion is ceasing each of the parts comes into being and becomes ensouled.”

116 gee Chapter 4 on GC 1.6 for details.

117 See Code (1987) on soul as the efficient cause in Aristotle. Cf. GA 2.1 734b34-36: “What
makes them [the parts] is the movement set up by the male parent, who is in actuality what that
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heated, there arises as it were a frothy bubble. Whether what is forming is to be
more or less honorable in kind depends on the embracing of the soul-principle;
this again depends on the medium in which the generation takes place and the
material which is included. ... and the body which contains the life being included

within it.118

(d) De Generatione Animalium 3.11 762b4-18

But here what must be said to correspond to this, and whence comes or what is
the moving principle which corresponds to the male? We must understand that
even in animals which generate it is from the incoming nourishment that the heat
in the animal makes the residue, the beginning of the conception, by separation
and concoction. ... And the portion of the soul-principle which is either included
along with it or separated off in pneuma (10 évanolapfavouevov fi
ATOKPIVOLEVOV €V T@ TVELLLATL THG WYLYIKAG ApyTic) makes an embryo and puts

motion into it.11°

out of which the offspring is made is in potentiality;” and GA 2.1 735a8-9: “It is plain therefore
what semen has is soul in potentiality.”

18 Tiyvoviar 8 &v yij ko &v Oypd Tét (P kai Té QUTE 510 TO &V Vij puév H8p Vndpyew &v &
Boatt TvedpO, &v 8¢ ToVTE TavTi OEpUATNTA YUYIKT Y, HOTE TPOTOV TIVOL TAVTO, WoyTig etvat
TANPN- 010 cuvieTATAL TAXEWS OTOTAV EUTEPIANEOT|. EpumepthapBaveTat O Kol yiyveton
Oeppatvopévey TdY COUATIKGY VYpdY 010V AQp®ING TOUPOAVLE. ai pév ovv dtapopoi Tod
TATEPOV ELVaL TO YEVOC KOL ATILOTEPOV TO GUVIGTAEVOV &V Tf] TepAqyeL THC apyfic THC
YOYIKTG 0TIV, TOVTOV O€ Kol ol TOTOL 0iTiol Kol T0 o®dpa 0 mepthapPavopevov. év d¢ th Oardtn
TOAD TO Ye®OEC EVEGTIV: O10TEP €K TH|G TOLNTNG GLOTAGE®MG 1) TAV OGTPUKOIEPUDY YiyVETUL PVOIC,
KOKA® HEV TOD YEDOOLG GKATPLVOUEVOD KOl TTNYVOUEVOL TV 0OTIV THEW TOIG 00TOIG Kol To1g
Kképaot (mupl yop dnkra tadt’ €otiv), £viog o0& mepthapPavopévon Tod v {onv Exovtog
CMOTOG.

19 gvrodBa 8¢ Ti Set Méyew 10 TowodToV, kel T00ev Kol Tig 1) Kivoboo dpyf 1 Kotd O &ppev; del
oM AaPelv Ot kal v 1ol (moig Toic yevwdoty €K TG eictovong Tpo@iic 1 &v T@ (ow Bepudtng
amokpivovca Kol GUUTETTOLGN TTOLET TO TEPITTMUA, THV ApyNV TOD KLUNUATOC. OLOimG OE Kal v
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In these latter two passages, Aristotle deals with a-sexual, spontaneous generation. Now,
spontaneous generation by definition is not caused by the soul of the male parent,

therefore, the soul-heat or the soul-principle (that is in the elemental or organic materials
and makes them into animals and plants) cannot be the unmoved soul-principle: it is the
effect or the change'?® that is caused accidentally, but which might have been caused by

nature.1?

We can see this in a famous passage from Metaphysics Z 7:

The active principle then and the starting-point for the process of becoming
healthy is, if it happens by art, the form in the soul, and if spontaneously, it is that,
whatever it is, which starts the making, for the man who makes by art, as in
healing the starting-point is perhaps the production of warmth (and this the
physician produces by rubbing). Warmth in the body, then, is either a part of
health or is followed (either directly or through several intermediate steps) by
something similar which is part of health; and this, that which produces the part

of health, is the limiting-point (10 &oyotov).1?? (1032b21-29)

TOIC PLTOIC, TATV €V HEV TOVTOIC Kald &V TIol TV {dwV 000V Tpocdeitarl Thg ToD dppevog apyig
(Exeryap év adtolg peprypévny), o 88 1@V mieiotwv (Hov nepittope tpocdeital. Tpoen 6’ éoti
TOIg HEV DOwP Kol Y1}, T01G O€ Ta €K TOVTWV, OoB’ dmep N &v toig {Doig BepuodTng €k THG TPOPTIg
amepyaletal, To00’ 1 Thig dpag v T® mepiEyovtt Bepprotng £k Bodattng Kol yi|g cuykpivel
TETTOVGO. KOl GLVIGTNOW. TO &’ EVOTOAAUPAVOUEVOV 1| ATOKPIVOUEVOV €V TQ) TVEDLOTL TT|G
YOYIKAG Gpyfic Konua Tolel kal kivinot Eviionow.

120 See the GA 2.1 passage in note 115 above.

121 gee Physics 2.6 198a5-7: “Spontaneity and chance are causes of effects which though they
might result from intelligence or nature, have in fact been caused by something accidentally.”
122 15 &1 motodv kot 80ev Epxeton 1 Kiviotc Tod Vytaivety, Gv pdv amd Téxvne, O 180C £6TL O &v
T Yoy, €0V &’ Amd TADTOUATOV, AT TOVTOL O TOTE TOD MOLELV dpyEL TA TOLODVTL GO TEYVNC,
domep kol &v 1@ latpedely iomg amod Tod Bepuaivev 1 dpyn (todTo o8 TolEl T Tpiyer)- 1
OepproTc totvuv 1N év T® cmpartt 1 uépog tiig Vyleiag 1i Emetai T1 aTi] Tor0vTOV & £0TL UEPOC TG
Vyleiog, §j 010 TAEOV@V: T0UT0 & EoYaTOV £€0TL, TO TOOVV TO UEPOG TG VYLElag,
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What Aristotle is saying in this passage, is that warmth in the body is the first moved
mover that is conducive to health. In the case of a healing process guided by medical art,
the starting-point is the art in the soul of the doctor, whereas in the case of a spontaneous
recovery, the starting-point is whatever starts the making, i.e. whatever causes warmth in
the body, be it a jalapef® or a sunbath. So the soul-heat or the soul-principle mentioned in
the last two passages is the intermediate mover, like the warmth, which is caused by
some accidental starting-point. They are conducive to the forming of an unmoved
soul-principle at the end (like health), yet they themselves are not unmoved soul-principle
in actuality.

All the above analysis helps to illustrate one point: it is true that pneuma is said to
be ensouled, however, as far as the generative context is concerned, “being ensouled”
does not mean that pneuma contains within itself the unmoved soul-principle. It contains
the soul-heat which is soul in potentiality only. It is clear that in the generative context
pneuma functions as the first instrument, either of the soul of the male parent or of
spontaneity, in the process of animal generation. The same applies to the process of
nutrition which relies on the soul-heat in pneuma to digest and concoct food into blood
and other nutriments.'? In the locomotive context, as | show above, pneuma functions as
the first instrument of the soul as well. In perceptive contexts, pneuma functions as the
vehicle which carries sense-stimuli from the sense-organs to the soul located at the center

of the heart.1?

123 Aristotle thinks that the nutritive soul is responsible for both nutrition and reproduction.

124 See GA 2.6 743b35-44a5: “The reason [for the late development of the eyes] is this. The
sense-organ of the eyes is set upon certain passages, as are the other sense-organs. Whereas those
of touch and taste are simply the body itself or some part of the body of animals, those of smell
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In all the different layers of soul-functioning, pneuma works as the first
instrument of the unmoved soul-principle. Given that the unmoved soul-principle is said
to be located at the center of the living body as a whole and in the heart in particular,?®
whereas pneuma is mobile: it fills the heart but also travels with blood and fills other
sense-organs, it is impossible that the pneuma in a particular part of the body is ensouled
because it contains within itself the numerically single unmoved principle which has to
remain at the center of the whole animal body: rather, as I have shown, the pneuma in
different parts of the body is ensouled because it contains in it soul-heat, and this
soul-heat is caused by the unmoved soul-principle through touch'?® at the center of the
animal body.*?” The parts of the animal body which “change in accordance by expanding
and contracting”—which is the locomotive function of pneuma'?®—are said by Atristotle
to “be neighboring (&yépeva) the témog which is mepi the psychic principle”.1?® We may
add that one of the indications that the soul-principle at the center of the body unilaterally

acts on pneuma, i.e. without itself being acted upon in response, is that it has no

and hearing are passages connecting with the external air and full themselves of connate pneuma;
these passages end at the small blood-vessels about the brain which run thither from the heart.”
Cf. PA 2.16 659b18: “And how the power of smelling depends, like their motion, upon the
connate pneuma of their bodies, which in all of them is implanted by nature and not introduced
from without.”

125 See De Motu 9.

126 On touch, see my chapter 4. Also see GA 2.1 734a3-4: “one thing cannot set up a motion
without touching it;” and b14-17: “in like manner also that from which the semen comes, or in
other words that which made the semen, sets up the movement in the embryo and makes the parts
of it by having first touched something though not continuing to touch it.”

127 see Corcilius and Gregori¢ (2013).

128 Cf. De Motu 10 703a21-24, cited above.

129 De Motu 9 702b20-25: “and it is reasonable that this (i.e. that the psychic principle is in the
middle) should be so: for we say that the faculty of sense-perception too, is there. So that when,
because of sense-perception, the tomog by the principle is altered and changes, the neighboring
parts change in accordance, expanding and contracting, so that by these means animal motion
necessarily comes about.”
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three-dimensional magnitude.**

2.3.5 Pneuma, Joint, and the First Body

Returning to the analogy between pneuma and the joint, I conclude that in terms
of spatial relationship, the analogy between pneuma and the mobile point (the ball) still
holds. Just as the ball of a joint is external to and touched by the unmoved point in the
socket, pneuma is external to and touched by the unmoved soul-principle. Both the
unmoved soul-principle and the unmoved point are located at the center whereas pneuma
and the mobile ball and the limb connected to it are located on the periphery.

Assuming that Aristotelian analogies are transitive,!3! the analogy between the
first body and pneuma and that between pneuma and joint are easily combined by the
shared elements. So we have a triple analogy, as follows — X: the first body :: soul:
pneuma :: unmoved point: ball. Based on our knowledge of the relation between the
psychic principle and pneuma, we can work out what X is and how X relates to the
heavenly first body. First, X is the unmoved, movement imparting principle of the first
body. X moves the first body by touching it from the outside and X is thus not located in
the heavenly sphere of the first body which is above the sublunary sphere of the four

elements. It might be located either at the center of the universe or at the circumference

130" See MA 9 703a1-3: “There must be some one thing that moves them [the left and the right
parts of the middle section of the animal body] both, and this is the soul, which is distinct from a
magnitude of this kind, though it is in it.”

181 This depends, of course, on whether for Aristotle there is only one relation between two
things, so Caesar and Brutus cannot be at the same time friend-friend and father-son, for
otherwise because Pullo is to Vorenus as Caesar is to Brutus as a friend to a friend, and | am to
my son as Caesar is to Brutus as the father to the son, given transitivity, 1’1l have to be my son’s
friend and Pullo Vorenus’ father. Or perhaps for Aristotle things are in reality conceptually
grasped, therefore there can only be one relation between two related things. In any case, the two
pairs of analogy are too closely in parallel to allow for such a situation.
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of the universe. And according to the theory of Physics 8.10, it is located at the
circumference.® This agrees well with my interpretation of De Caelo, according to
which the unmoved mover of a heavenly sphere is external to the heavenly sphere it
moves.

Second, the first body is a moved mover and an “instrument of motion™ and it
causes movement in other things by “pushing and pulling”. This feature is to be
understood within Aristotle’s theory of concentric heavenly motions. The “other things”
that a given spherical body, as a moved mover, moves are the concentric spherical bodies
that lie within the spherical body in question.'3 It moves these subordinate spherical
bodies by “pushing and pulling” their own unmoved movers with a motion that is
incidental to the motions which their unmoved movers cause.®* Thus the unmoved
mover of any subordinate sphere is said to be unmoved per se, but moved per

accidens.t®

132 physics 8.10 267b6-9: “So [the unmoved mover of the universe] must occupy either the
center or the circumference, since these are the principles. But the things nearest the mover are
those whose motion is quickest, and in this case it is the motion of the circumference that is the
quickest: therefore the mover occupies the circumference.”

133 See De Caelo 2.12 293a4-11: “And there is a second reason why the other motions have each
only one body, in that each of them except the last, i.e. that which contains the one star, is really
moving many bodies. For this last sphere moves with many others, to which it is fixed, each
sphere being actually a body; so that its movement will be a joint product. Each sphere, in fact,
has its particular natural motion, to which the general movement is, as it were, added. But the
force of any limited body is only adequate to moving a limited body.”

134 See Physics 7.2. Pushing and pulling are by no means restricted to sublunary motions, as
Corcilius and Gregori¢ (2013: 69) assert.
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2.3.6 Why is Heaven Ensouled?

Now we are back to where we started. The reason why heaven is called
“ensouled” is that it is related to an unmoved principle of motion in a similar way in
which pneuma is related to its own unmoved principle. In neither case is the unmoved
principle located directly in the first instrument of motion, therefore the fact that the
unmoved principle is external to and at the circumference of the heavenly sphere is not
contradictory with the sphere’s being “ensouled”. And if we are serious about the
etymology and prefer to call the unmoved principle of heaven its “soul”, we would be
following Simplicius’s interpretation of De Caelo 2.2 who regarded the world-soul as

external to the body of which it is the soul.**®

135 See my chapter 1 for the details.

136 See Simplicius In Aristotelis De Caelo Commentaria 387, 13-17 (trans. Mueller 2004, p. 33):
“Consequently, if someone asks how nature moves the heaven and how soul does so, one should
not say, as Alexander did, that nature and soul are the same in that case. For how can they be the
same if nature is a passive power of being moved which is present in a substratum which is
moved, but soul is what causes motion from outside?” See Mueller’s note ad loc. p. 135: “For
Simplicius, as for Neoplatonists generally, the World Soul is not ‘in’ the world; see, for example,
Wallis (1995), pp. 51-3.”
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2.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, I’ve shown that the received interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of
heavenly motion in De Caelo is problematic on the textual level. | argue that the first
cause of heavenly motion is neither the heavenly sphere qua body, nor an unmoved soul
which is directly located in it. I’ve shown that a unitarian reading of Aristotle’s theory of
heavenly motion is textually easier and doctrinally more sound than the developmental
reading von Arnim and Guthrie held. In addition, crucially to my project, | show how the
method of analogical reasoning is central to our understanding of how unmoved movers,
across the board, cause maotion. In the next two chapters, I inquire into the question of

reciprocal and unilateral causation respectively.
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Chapter 3 How to be a Passive-Aggressive Agent: Aristotle on Moved Movers

3.1 Introduction

The idea of an “unmoved mover” is indeed a counter-intuitive one: it seems that,
in order to bring about some change in something else, whatever causes the change (the
mover) must be itself active in some way or other, and that this “being itself active” may
count as a change in the mover. For example, to carry this log from here to there, | must
myself go from here to there; in order to go from here to there, my heart needs to pump
blood into my bodily organs to move my limbs; to guide my heart’s pumping, my soul
needs to be excited or attracted by some prospect: e.g. the acquisition of a pile of Green
Notes. Indeed, most thinkers around Aristotle’s time, with the exception of Aristotle and
his students Theophrastus and Eudemus, believed that all movers need to be themselves
in motion to bring about motion in something else.! Aristotle’s notion of an “unmoved
mover” is therefore a relatively new idea which reacts against the communis opinio of his
day—that all movers are moved or in motion,? and we see this most clearly in his
argumentation in Physics 8.5, which | analyzed in chapter 1.

Now, as we can see from the arguments in Physics 8.5, Aristotle’s positing an
unmoved mover doesn’t mean that there are no moved movers—i.e. movers that are
themselves moved with some relevant motion—in his universe. His main reason for

positing an unmoved mover is that the idea of a first mover that is moved is absurd: what

1 See Menn (2012: 431 and n. 18). Anaxagoras’ voiic maybe an exception, see e.g. Physics 8.5
256h24-27. However, Anaxagoras does think that vobc is bodily, though the finest of bodies, and
that it starts the revolution of the universe with its own rotation (nepiywpeiv) (see DK B12).

2 Aristotle thinks that what is in motion is always moved by something else, yet this is not
necessarily the case for his contemporaries.
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is moved per se is always moved by something else, so it cannot be the first mover. So, it
is only the first member of a given series of movers that needs to be unmoved, while the
rest in the series are moved movers: there are indeed a great number of moved movers in

Aristotle’s universe, a great deal more than the unmoved movers.

3.2 The Notion of Moved Mover:® Two Difficulties
(1) Difficulty #1

The very notion of moved mover involves a certain difficulty. (a) On the one hand,
the notion of moved mover requires that a moved mover cause motion in something else
by itself undergoing some causally relevant motion—that is to say, by hosting some
causally relevant motion in itself. A “moved mover” (10 Kvobv Ktvoduevov) is not just a
mover that undergoes any random motion: the motion that the mover undergoes has to
have some causal relation with the motion it causes. A “moved mover” is a mover that
causes some motion K in something by itself undergoing a causally relevant motion R.
To give an Aristotelian example, when someone moves a pebble on the ground using a
stick, the stick is a moved mover in that it causes the stone to be moved locally by itself
undergoing some locomotion, and the same applies to the hand that causes the stick to be
moved.* The stick might be changing its temperature at the same time, but since this
change is, for the sake of argument, irrelevant to its causing motion in the pebble, the

stick is not a moved mover in the sense that its temperature changes.

3 See Physics 3.1 201a21-25: (ote kai TO KIVODY QUOIKOE KWNTOV: TV Yop TO TO10DTOV KIVED
KIVOOUEVOV KOl o0TO.

See also De Anima 3.10 433b13-: &nei 8 Eott tpio, &v H&v 10 Kvodv, Sevtepov 8’ @ Kivel, &t
TpiTov T0 KIvoOpEVOV, TO O KIvoDV S1TTdV, TO HEV dKivnTov, TO d¢ KIvoDV Kol KIVOOUEVOV, E5TL ON
TO UEV AKIVITOV TO TPAKTOV AyadoV, TO O KIvoDV Kol KIVOOUEVOV TO OPEKTIKOV.

See also Metaphysics A 7 1072a24: énel 6¢ 10 Kivoduevov Kai Kivodv [kai] péoov... .
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(b) On the other hand, a moved mover is, ipso facto, a mover that causes motion,
so it has to satisfy Aristotle’s general definitions of to ktvodv and kivnotig in Physics
3.1-3%. As | show right below, Aristotle’s definition of kivnoig in Physics 3.1-3 as “an
actuality® of what is potential as potential” requires that the actuality of the mover, in so
far as it causes motion, be located in the thing moved and not in the mover itself.
Aristotle specifically denies the possibility of there being two actualities in a single
causal event, the one in the mover, the other in the thing moved, therefore a moved
mover qua mover does not itself host any actuality or motion. This means that the motion
that is hosted in a moved mover is not its actuality in so far as it is a mover.” Now we
have a dilemma in (a) and (b).

Let me explain with a summary of Physics 3.1-3 why, for Aristotle, a mover qua
mover can’t host any actuality or motion. Aristotle defines kivnoig as “the actuality
(8vieléyeia) of what is potential as potential” (1] Tod dvvortod, 1 Suvardy, Evieréyeia
pavepov Tt kivnoic éotv) in Physics 3.1 201b4-58. After defending the soundness

(kaddg eipnTon 201b16) of his definition in chapter 2, Aristotle is confronted with a

4 See Physics 8.5 256a6-9.

> Aristotle nowhere suggests that such definitions apply only to the unmoved movers.

® See note 8 below.

" For example, the actuality of medicine as something that causes health is the change that takes
place in the patient’s body, namely the body’s getting healthy, and it is not same as the changes
that the medicine itself as a bodily material undergoes, relevant though they are to causing health.
8 There is much debate on how to interpret this definition. For a recent summary of this debate
plus bibliography, see Coope (2009: 277-291). For my purpose in this chapter, | take it that (1)
whether we understand évteAéyeilo to mean “actualization” or “actuality”, the whole package
“gvteléyelo of what is potential as potential” describes «ivnoig as a process of actualization of
some potential, so, although I use “actuality” throughout for the sake of consistency, I don’t mean
to suggest that “actualization of what is potential of potential” isn’t a correct understanding of this
definition, and (2) the “potential” is a potential for some state, not a potential for some change
(pace Heinaman).
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puzzle (&xet 8’ dmopiav 202a21) in chapter 3: the definition might be ambiguous.® Given
that there is always an agent and a patient for any qualitative change, or, in general,
always a mover and something moved for any motion, which of the two—the mover or
the thing moved—is “the potential thing” (10 dvvatdv) to which the actuality (évieléyein)
belongs (note the genitive in “1 100 duvorod [éviedéyein]”), and which of the two is this
actuality in? Now, a natural answer to this question seems to be: “both.” This means that
the mover, on the one hand, has the potential to cause motion and an actuality occurs in
the mover when this active potential is being actualized, whereas the thing moved, on the
other hand, has the potential to be moved and another actuality occurs in the moved when
this passive potential is being actualized. Thus, a causal event occurs when a mover
actualizes qua having the potential to cause motion and the thing moved actualizes qua
having the potential to be moved; there are then always two actualities involved in a
single causal event. We can appreciate the naturalness of this answer with the case of
teaching and learning. It is indeed natural to think that, in order for a teacher to teach, she
needs to actualize her teaching art, which is potential when she is not using it, and that
this actuality is located in the teacher and is a different one from the actuality on the
student’s part.!’ So a successful teaching consists of two actualities happening at the

same time in two different subjects: the teacher actualizes her teaching potential and

% See Physics 3.3 202a21-36. | think 202a21 should be the start of chapter 3, and 202a13-21 is
either interpolated from Metaphysics 1066a26-34, or extrapolated from 202a36. Ross didn’t
mention the issue in his commentary.

10 See e.g. Gill (1991: 210): “The agent’s action is an activity, which takes place in the agent,
and that activity causes a change, which takes place in the patient. Aristotle argues in Physics IlI.
3 that the change in the patient is also a change of (but not in) the agent and uses this argument to
show that the change in the patient is a sustained progression toward a goal. It is the agent’s
activity, however—a motion distinct from the change in the patient—that explains the change.”
Gill appears to be assigning two kivfoeig to an agent here, the one being its activity which is in it,
the other being the change in the patient which is also of the agent.
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teaching (6i6a&ig, which is an évtedéyein) is in the teacher, whereas the student actualizes
his learning potential and learning (udOnoig, which is a different évtedéyeia from didaéic)
is in the student.!!

Aristotle’s solution to the puzzle in Physics 3.3 is rather different. Since my
purpose is not to analyze his arguments but to use his conclusion, I offer a paraphrase of
the arguments here.'? In short, Aristotle argues that (1) one kivnoig consists of one
actuality only, of both the mover and the thing moved, and that (2) this actuality takes
place in the thing moved alone.®® (1) It is impossible for there to be two actualities. For if
there were one actuality in the mover and another actuality in the moved, either every
mover would be moved, or though having motion, it would not be moved. Both are
impossible. The first is impossible because of infinite regress (Aristotle’s standard
argument against making all movers moved). The second is impossible because the
definition of “having motion” is just “being moved”. If both actualities were in the
moved, then, first, the actuality of the mover would not be in the mover (which is why
people suppose that there are two actualities in the first place), and second, a thing will
have two motions in the same respect at the same time. So both actualities cannot be in
the moved. (2) Given that there is only one actuality, it makes sense that it is in the thing

that undergoes the motion. So the actuality of the mover and the actuality of the moved,

1 Similarly, the first mover of the universe contemplates and this contemplation is a different
actuality from the actuality with which it causes the universe to move.

12 For an excellent analysis see Coope (2005).

13 See Physics 3.3 202a13-20: “the solution of the difficulty is plain: motion is in the moved. It is
the fulfilment of this potentiality, and by the action of that which has the power of causing motion;
and the actuality of that which has the power of causing motion is not other than the actuality of
the movable, for it must be the fulfilment of both. A thing is capable of causing motion because it
can do this, it is a mover because it actually does it. But it is on the movable that it is capable of
acting. Hence there is a single actuality of both alike, just as one to two and two to one are the
same interval, and the steep ascent and the steep descent are one-for these are one and the same,
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although they differ in definition or account, are one in number in the sense in which the
road from Thebes to Athens and the road from Athens to Thebes are one in number but
two in definition or account.*

What this means is that a motion-based model*® in which some motion X in some
thing A causes some motion Y in something B is wrong as an interpretation of Aristotle’s
theory of causation. As Coope points out in her excellent article, “in modern discussion
of causation, a cause and its effects are usually assumed to be two distinct events and
debates focus on the question of what relation must hold between these two events if one
is to be the cause of the other. Against this background, Aristotle’s claim that the action
of the agent is the same as the change undergone by the patient can seem very odd
indeed.®” In other words, for Aristotle, motion by itself doesn’t cause another motion,
rather, motion is caused by some mover onto something moved. What is interesting is
that this applies to Aristotle’s theory of causation in general and is not just restricted to
his theory of how uncaused causes—unaffected agents or unmoved movers in
general—cause change.!” Thus, the actuality of a moved mover is the same as the motion
undergone by the thing moved, and not the same as the motion undergone by the mover
itself.

What, then, is the relation between the motion undergone by a moved mover and

although they can be described in different ways. So it is with the mover and the moved.”

14" See Physics 3.3 202b13-15.

15 1 should maybe talk about “motion/change” rather than “motion” here and below, however, I
stick to “motion” for the sake of brevity and consistency with other related terms.

16 See Coope (2005: 215-6, italics mine). For the tendency to view motion itself as a cause, see
e.g. Kosman (1994: 147): “it is in this sense that the primary motion itself may be termed
unmoved—iaxivntov”; (ibid.: 150): “At one level, the Prime Mover is the ceaseless encircling
motion of the outer most heavenly sphere”; (ibid.: 151): “As self-moving, it [i.e. the Prime Mover]
is the principle of the motion of all lesser animate self-movers.”

17 1n fact, an unmoved mover trivially is unmoved, so its actualization has to be in the thing
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the motion it causes? If the motion-based model*® is wrong, in what sense do we claim

that a moved mover causes motion by itself undergoing motion?

(2) Difficulty #2

There is another difficulty concerning Aristotle’s notion of moved mover. It seems
difficult to pinpoint the causally relevant motion undergoing which a moved mover
functions as a moved mover. Aristotle offers two answers that seem mutually exclusive,
in Physics 8 and De Anima 3, and in GC 1 and Physics 3 respectively.

On the one hand, a moved mover is described by Aristotle as an “instrument” (0
® Kwel = 10 dypavov) or a “medium” (10 péoov) of motion.'® Since an instrument is
always used by some agent on some patient, and a medium is always what lies between
the first and the last one in the series, what Aristotle has in mind is a chain consisted of
three members with the moved mover in the middle: (A) the unmoved mover, (B) the
moved mover (collectively speaking if there are more than one), and (C) the thing moved:

A moves B, and B, moved by A, moves C.

There must be three things—the moved, the mover, and the instrument of motion
(10 ® xwvel). Now the moved must be in motion, but it need not move anything
else: the instrument of motion must both move something else and be itself in
motion (kai kivelv kol kiveioBoi) (for it changes together with the moved, with
which it is in contact and continuous, as is clear in the case of things that move

other things locally, in which case the two things must up to a certain point be in

moved.
18 |.e. Some motion x in A causes some motion y in B.
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contact): and the mover—that is to say, that which causes motion in such a
manner that it is not merely the instrument of motion—must be unmoved.?°

(Physics 8.5 256b13-21)

Also in De Anima:

All motion involves three factors, that mover, the instrument of motion (¢ kwvei),
and that which is moved. The mover is of two kinds: it is either something which
itself is unmoved or that which moves and is moved. Here that which moves
without itself being moved is the practical good, that which moves and is moved is
the faculty of appetite (for that which is influenced by appetite so far as it is
actually so influenced is set in motion, and appetite in the sense of actual appetite
is a kind of motion), while that which is in motion is the animal. The instrument
which appetite employs to produce movement (& 82 kel dpydve 1) dpe€ig) is no
longer psychical but bodily: hence the examination of it falls within the province
of the functions common to body and soul.?* (De Anima 3.10 433b13-21, trans.

Smith in Barnes)

19 See e.g. in Metaphysics A 7 1072a24.

20 Tpiat yap Gvaykn givar, t6 T KIvoOpUEVOV Kod TO KIvodv Kol 1O @ KIVEL. TO PEV 0DV KIVOOLEVOV
avarykm kveloOo, KIvelv 8 odk avéykn: 10 8 @ Kivel, ko Kiveiv kai kiveicOon (cupuetoféiiet
Yop To0TO Ao Kol Kot TO o0TO T@ KIVOLUEVD GV OTJA0V &’ €l TAV Kot TOTOV

Koovtov- 8mtecOat yop GAMAAV dvaykn puéypt Tvac): o 88 kivody obtmg Hot’ lvar un @ Kivel,
axtvntov.

2L ¢nel 8 £oti tpla, BV pév T Kvodv, debtepov 8 § Kvel, £t Tpitov TO KIVOOHEVOVY, TO 88 KvoDv
orttdv, TO pev axivinTov, TO € KIvodv Kol KvoOuevov, 6Tt 61 TO HEV AKIVITOV TO TPOKTOV
ayafov, 10 88 KIvodv Koi KIVOOUEVOY TO OPEKTIKOV (KIVETTAL Yap TO KIVOOHEVOV 1) OpEYETaL, Kai 1)
dpekig kivnoic tic éoTv, 1) évepyeia), 1O 88 Kivoduevov o (Dov- @ 8¢ kvel dpydve 1 dpetig, idn
TOVTO GOUOTIKOV £6TIV—O10 €V TO1C KOWOIg 6MUaTog Kol yuytig Epyolc Oewpnrtéov mepi adTod.
(Text: W. D. Ross, OCT, Oxford, 1956)
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As can be seen, as the middle member in a series of things involved in motion, a moved
mover is (1) “moved” in the sense that it is moved by something prior to it in the causal
chain, be it another moved mover or the unmoved first mover; it is (2) “mover” in the
sense that it causes motion in something posterior to it in the causal chain. Admittedly, in
the second, De Anima passage Aristotle employs a slightly different terminology,?

however, it is clear that the animal bodily organs, as instruments,??

are moved by the
appetite and cause motion in some further thing, whereas the appetite, as a moved mover,
is moved by the practical good which is again causally prior.?* Let’s call this the “chain
model” of moved mover. In such a model, the causally relevant motion a moved mover
undergoes as such is caused by the causally prior mover.

In De Generatione et Corruptione (hence GC) 1, on the other hand, Aristotle

offers an apparently different, “reciprocal model” of moved mover:

Now, in motion, there is nothing to prevent the first mover being unmoved
(indeed, as regards some first movers this is actually necessary) although the last
mover always causes motion by being itself moved: and, in action, there is nothing
to prevent the first agent being unaffected, while the last agent only acts by
suffering action itself. For if things have not the same matter, the agent acts
without being affected: thus the art of healing produces health without itself being
acted upon in any way by that which is being healed. But the food, in acting, is

itself in some way acted upon <by that which is being healed>: for, in acting, it is

22 See chapter 4 for a relevant analysis of this passage.

23 Our word “organ” comes from the Aristotelian understanding of bodily organs as instruments,
i.e. 6pyava, of the soul.

24 Similarly, see De Anima 2.7 419a13-15 on how air acts as an intermediary between a colored
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simultaneously heated or cooled or otherwise affected. Now the art of healing
corresponds to an origin, while the food corresponds to the last and contiguous

mover.? (GC 1.7 324a30-b4, trans. Joachim)

Similarly, Aristotle seems to have the reciprocal model in mind in the first two chapters

of Physics 3:

The same thing can be both potential and fulfilled, not indeed at the same time or
not in the same respect, but e.g. potentially hot and actually cold. Hence such
things will act and be acted on by one another (b’ GAARA@V) in many ways: each
of them will be capable at the same time of acting and of being acted upon. Hence,
too, what causes motion as a natural agent can be moved: when a thing of this
kind causes motion, it is itself also moved. This, indeed, has led some people to
suppose that every mover is moved. But this question depends on another set of

arguments, and the truth will be made clear later.?® (Physics 3.1 201a19-27)

object and the eye.

25 T9 pév odv Tp@OTOV KIvodv 008EV KmADEL v Pév Kivioet dkivitov glvat én’ éviov 8¢ kol
avaykaiov: 10 6’ Eoyotov dei Kively kivovuevov. Emti 8¢ momoewc 10 ueév npdrtov amabic, 10 0’
EoyaTov Kol o)Td TaoKov: doa Yap un Exet v oy DAny, motel dmadf dvra, olov 1)

loTpucn: avTn Yap molodoa vyigwy ovdEV TAGyEL VL0 ToD VytaLopévov. To 8¢ ortiov molodv Kol
a0TO TAoYEL T 1) Yap Oepuaivetan §j yoyeton 1j dALo T mhoyel Gua wowodv. "Eott 8& 1 pév iotpikn
¢ apyn, T0 6¢ ortiov TO Eoyartov kai antopevov. (Text: H. H. Joachim, Aristotle on Coming-to-be
and Passing-away, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1922)

26 $el & Evio TadTd Kol Svvapel kai évrekeyeia dotiv, ovy Bua 8& §| 00 KaTd 1O AT, GAL olov
Oepuov pev évtedeyeig yoypov 6¢ duvapel, ToAAd 710N ool Kol Teicetol VT GAANA®Y: AoV
yop EoTot Qo TOMTIKOV Kol TaNnTikov. MoTe Kol TO KIVOUV QUOIKMG KV TOV: AV YOp TO
T0100TOV KIVET KIVOOPEVOVY KOi aDTO. SOKET PEv ovV TIotY dmay KiveicOat tO Kivodv, od Uiy GAANL
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The mover too is moved, as has been said—every mover, that is, which is capable
of motion, and whose immobility is rest—when a thing is subject to motion its
immobility is rest. For to act on the movable as such is just to move it. But this
[the mover] does by contact, so that at the same time it is also acted on. Hence we
can define motion as the fulfillment of the movable qua movable, the cause being
contact with what can move so that the mover is also acted on. The mover or
agent will always be the vehicle of a form, either a ‘this’ or ‘such’, which, when it
acts, will be the source and cause of the change, e.g. the full-formed man begets

man from what is potentially man.?” (Physics 3.2 202a3-12)

We shall revisit these passages below. For the moment, the crucial fact to notice is that
here, in the reciprocal model, a moved mover is said to be moved reciprocally by what it
moves.?® Moreover, the fact that a moved mover is moved by what it moves is not just a

byproduct of its being moved by some causally prior mover. It seems that it is precisely

nepl TovTOL pEv €€ dAA@v Eoton dfjhov dTtmg Exet.

7 et 82 kai O Kvodv domnep 81pnmu v, T Suvapel dv Kvntov, Koi o0 n aKwnma npepia
gotiv (@ yap 1M xivnoig Dnapxm 100TOV 1] diKivnoio fpepio). TO Yop Tpog TodTO EvepyEiv, )
ToloUToV, omro TO KIVELV €0TL° TODTO O¢ TolEl Oiel, Dote Gua kal mhoyel 010 1 Kivolg EvieAéyela
10D kvnTod, 7 KivnTov, cvpPoiver 8¢ todto Oiet oD KivnTiKod, BeO’ Euo koi ThoyeL. eld0c 88
aei ofoetai 1 10 Kvodv, 1jtol T06E 1 T010vE 1} ToGOVOE, 6 EoTan Apyn Kol oiTIoV Tiig KIVIGE®G,
dtav Kwij, olov 6 dvieleyeia &vOpmmog motel &k 10D duvdpel vtog avOpdTov &vOpwmoVv.

28 Gill (1991:197-198) argues that in the second paragraph, the change that the movable mover
suffers is not caused by what it moves. This is most definitely wrong if one reads the second
paragraph in the light of the first paragraph and GC 1.6. She appears to think that the motion that
according to Aristotle has to be in the moved counts in some way as a passion of the mover, so
that the mover “simultaneously suffers, not by the moved, but in relation to it or, as Aristotle puts
it in Physics 3.2, by the contact” (p. 198). She later identifies this passion with the change of the
mover from, say, “is building” to “has built” which corresponds to the change from the building
in progress and the finished building (p. 206). She wants to distinguish this kind of mover which
is an agent for an end from the end itself which is for her an unmoved mover. However, the
crucial problem for Gill is still that the action of the mover is in the thing moved, so the the
building action’s attaining its goal is no other than the change from the building in progress to the
finished building.
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by being moved by what it moves that a moved mover causes motion in what it moves.
Take the example of food/medicine in the first passage: it is precisely by being heated
reciprocally by the body in the process of digestion that the medicine cools the body
down to a temperature that is healthy.?® It seems, therefore, following our definition of
moved mover in section 3.2, that a certain medicine is a moved mover in that it is moved
reciprocally by the body it treats, and not in that it is administered and hence moved by
the doctor with his medical art, which is causally prior. So, according to the second,
reciprocal model, the motion that a moved mover undergoes as such is caused by what
the moved mover moves.

The two models appear to clash. A “chain modelist” thinks that a moved mover is
a “moved mover” in the sense that it is moved by a causally prior mover and then causes
motion by assimilating its object to its own motion, whereas a “reciprocal modelist”
thinks that a moved mover is “moved” in the sense that it, in moving its object, is moved
by its object in return.3® Therefore, if we take the motion that a moved mover undergoes
as such to be caused by one mover alone, it has to be caused either by the causally prior
mover or by the causally posterior object. Indeed, it has been thought that the chain
model alone applies to locomotion, while the reciprocal model applies to qualitative and

quantitative change.®

29 This healthy bodily temperature is “either health or part of health or is followed by a part of
health or health itself” (Metaphysics Z 9 1034a27-28).

For the medical background of the day, see Hippocates On the sacred disease.
30" see Wildberg (2004: 236) for a succinct presentation of the problem. Wildberg sees this as a
clash between Physics and GC, but, as | have shown, the reciprocal model appears in the Physics
as well. See also my discussion in section 3.5.2 below.
31 See e.g. Abel B. Franco “Avempace, Projectile Motion, and Impetus Theory” in Journal of the
History of Ideas, Vol. 64, No. 4 (Oct., 2003), pp. 543: “Aristotle only accepted a ‘reciprocal
action’—i.e., an action exerted by the object moved on its mover following the action of the latter
on the former—in cases of alteration but not in those in which a moving force causes a local
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In what comes below, | respond to both these difficulties. First, I show with
evidence from Physics 7.2 and Physics 8.10 that, in the case of locomotion and especially
that of projectile motion, both models are at work, so they are not necessarily in conflict.
Second, more importantly, I argue that, according to Aristotle’s relevant theories, “moved
mover” should be understood as “movable mover” in the sense that its “movedness” is
tied not to an actual motion but to a spectrum of possible motions which might run
contrary to one another. This, I think, answers (1) the question why a moved mover is
moved both by the causally prior and by the causally posterior movers, and (2) the
question why the motion in a moved mover is not its actuality qua mover—difficulties #1

and #2 respectively. | clarify what | mean in the following two sections.

3.3 The Case of the Locally Moved Mover
3.3.1 Carrying, Pushing, and Pulling in Physics 7.2
First, let us look at locomotion. It is claimed that only the chain model, and not
the reciprocal model, applies to locomotion.®> However, it is important to realize that a
dynamically caused locomotion® never excludes but always implies reciprocal causation,

so that e.g. a stick in pushing a pebble forward is itself also hindered in its forward

motion.”

See also Manuwald (1989: 15 n. 31): “Die vom Arzt verordenete heilende Speise liegt als
solche fertig vor und wird vom zu heilenden Organismus, auf den sie einwirkt, ihrerseits affiziert.
Sie wirkt nicht dadurch, dass sie die Qualit&en, welche sie im Organismus hervorruft,
gleichzeitig selbst erh&t. Dagegen wird in einer &rtlichen Bewegungskette C von B dadurch
bewegt, dass dieses seinerseits in gleicher Weise von A bewegt wird.”

This misconception is partly due to Aristotle’s misleading expression in GC 1.6 323a23-25,
which seems to restrict reciprocal causation to qualitative change: “the definition of reciprocal
touch (mpog dAANAa 6£) holds between two things, one able to cause motion and the other able to
be moved in such a way that both action and passion belong to them.” See Zabarella ad loc. See
also Natali (2004: 213): “only in alteration is there reciprocal contact.”

32 See the preceding note.
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motion by it. The evidence comes from Physics 7.

Aristotle’s labor in Physics 7.2 is precisely to prove that a mover is always
together (&po)—in touch—3*with that which is moved by it, and that this applies to all
three kinds of motion or change: local, qualitative, and quantitative. He proves the case
inductively by discussing all three kinds of motion. In his discussion of locomotion in the
first and the main part of the chapter, Aristotle’s strategy is to show that (1) all kinds of
locomation are reducible to pulling and pushing, and (2) pulling and pushing can only
happen between things that are in physical touch.

First, Aristotle reduces the four kinds of externally caused locomotion
(pop&)—pulling (EAEwg), pushing (do1c), carrying (dymoic), and twirling (8ivnoic)—to

pulling and pushing:

The motion of things that are moved by something else must proceed in one of
four ways: for there are four kinds of locomotion caused by something other than
that which is in motion, viz. pulling, pushing, carrying, and twirling. ... All other
kinds of locomotion must be similarly reduced (évdayswv), for they all fall under
one or other of our four heads. And again, of these four, carrying and twirling are
[reduced] to pulling and pushing. For carrying always follows one of the other
three methods, for that which is carried is in motion accidentally, because it is in
or upon something that is in motion, and that which carries it is in doing so being

either pulled or pushed or twirled; thus carrying belongs to all the other three

33 As opposed to, say, the eternal locomotion of the heavenly spheres.

34 In other words, “there is nothing between moved and mover” (Physics 7.2 244a5-6). For this
interpretation of “together”, see Ross (1936: 627): “it is evident that Aristotle’s meaning [at
Physics 5.2 226b22] is that two things are Gua if they are in one place which contains nothing but

- 120 -



kinds of motion in common. And twirling is a compound of pulling and pushing,
for that which is twirling a thing must be pulling one part of the thing and pushing
another part, since it impels one part away from itself and another part towards

itself.®® (Physics 7.2 243a15-244a3)

It might seem strange, at first sight, that what appear to us to be dynamic
actions—pulling and pushing—are classified as kinds of locomotion, which we tend to
view as a state or a quality. Yet just as the words for pulling and pushing (8\&ic and ®o1c)
nominalize the activities of pulling and pushing (§Axewv and ®0¢iv), the word for generic
locomotion (popd) nominalizes the generic activity of bearing (pépewv), therefore
locomotion is always seen by Aristotle as a dynamic process: carrying, pushing, pulling,
and twirling are all kinds of locomotion that are caused by some mover that carries,
pushes, pulls, or twirls. Indeed, since Aristotle operates in a world of plenum where
friction (i.e. external hindrance) is always assumed, things that are in any kind of motion
will not keep in motion unless there is some mover that keeps it so. This means that, for
Aristotle, motion is not a static quality or state that can be passed on: rather, motion is

change from one state to another by either internal or external power.%® So when A

the two, i.e. where there is nothing between them.”

3 Boa & v’ BAlov Kwveital, TETpoydS Gvarykm yiyveshar tétTapa yap €101 Tiic v EAkov popdc,
ELELC, DO1C, MGG, Sivnolc. ... Sel 8¢ kol Toc EALOG TAC KaTh TOTOV Avayely: Bmaca yop
nintovow &ig téocapoag tavtag. Todtomv 8¢ mahy 1 dynoic kai 1 dtvnoic eic EAEW kol OGV. 1) uév
yap Oynoig KaTd TOHTOV TVA TAV TPLAV TPOTOV £0TIV (TO HEV Yap dYoVUEVOV KIVETTOL KOTA
ovuPefnkdc, Ot &v KIvoupuEV® EOTLV T} €Ml KIVOLUEVOL TIVOC, TO &’ 00DV O)El §| EAKOUEVOV T
®Bovuevov 1} dtvovpevov, MOTE KON 0TIV ATAC®Y TOV TPIOV 1] OYNOo1c)- 1 0 divnolg GVYKELTOL
€€ ENEedc Te Kol MOEWMS AvAYKT YOp TO dtvodV TO HEV EAKELY TO &’ MBIV TO pEV Yap G’ avtod
TO O€ TPOC AHTO AryEL.

36 See most clearly at Physics 5.1 224b13-15: “Here, however, a difficulty may be raised.
Affections, it may be said, are motions, and whiteness is an affection: thus there may be change to
a motion. To this we may reply that it is not whiteness but whitening that is a motion.”
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causes B to move with some motion M, B is not of a quality or in a state that is M; rather,
it is changing from state X to state Y, which change is called M for short.

Next, Aristotle shows why pushing and pulling by definition imply touch:

If, therefore, it can be shown that what is pushing and what is pulling are together
with (épa) what is being pushed and what is being pulled, it will be evident that in
all locomotion there is nothing intermediate between moved and mover. But the
former fact is clear even from the definitions of pushing and pulling, for pushing
IS motion to something else from oneself or from something else, and pulling is
motion from something else to oneself or to something else, when the motion of
that which is pulling is quicker than the motion that would separate from one
another the two things that are continuous: for it is this that causes one thing to be
pulled on along with the other. ... Now it is impossible to move anything either
from oneself to something else (i.e. to push) or something else to oneself (i.e. to
pull) without being in touch with it (un axrouevov): it is evident, therefore, that in
all locomotion there is nothing intermediate between moved and mover.%’

(Ibid. 7.2 244a4-b1)

See also Lindberg (2009: 297-8) for a short history of the interpretation of Aristotle’s theory
of motion in the medieval period. It looks as if Averroes and Albert Magnus got it right against
Avicenna and Buridan. The latter pair developed something close to the impetus theory.

37 %ot &l 10 GOV Kai 1O Ehkov dpo 1@ mbovuéve kal t@ EAKOUEVD, POVEPOV OTL TOD KTA
toémOV KIvou UEVODL Kol KvoDVTog 0008V €6TL usro@) GAAQ unv TodTO OTjAOV KOl €K T@V

OpLoudv -Oo1g P&v yap dotv 1 ¢’ adtod 1 ar’ QMOD POG GALO Kivnolg, EAELS O 1) n am’ dAlov
TpoOg avTod fi TPOG dAN0, dtav BdTTVY 1| Kivnoic 1) [tod skKovwg] Mg yoplovong an’ AAAMA®VY TO
ovvexfi: 0Bt yap cvvepédketon Odtepov. (téya 8& ddEetev by eivai Tic ELEIG Kol BALMC: TO Yap
EvAov EAkel TO TOP OVY, ovtmg 70 & ovbev Bta(pspst KWVOLHEVOL TOD EAKOVTOC T LEVOVTOG

Elkev- 0T¢ usv vap €lkel oL €0TLy, OTE 0€ 0V MV.) AdHVATOV 08 T} G’ abTod PO GALO Ty &’
GALov TPOG ATO KIVELV UT) ATTOUEVOV, DOTE PAVEPOV OTL TOD KATH TOTOV KIVOUHEVOL Kol
KIvOoDVTOG 000EV €01l uetap.
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So, for any kind of locomotion, there needs to be both a mover and something that is
moved, and the mover and the thing moved are in touch. Now, although it is crucial for
Avristotle’s theory of an unmoved mover that touch can be unilateral,*® touch is for the
most part reciprocal: when A touches B, B reciprocally touches A%, In this more
common scenario, given that A causes motion in B by touching B and to touch properly

40 jt follows that B reciprocally causes motion in A. This is indeed

is just to cause motion,
what Aristotle says in the first passage quoted in this section, for in explaining why
carrying belongs to either pushing, pulling, or twirling, he claims “that which carries, in
doing so, is being either pulled or pushed or twirled (sc. by the thing carried)” (10 &’
Oyobv Oyel §} Elkdpevov fj mBovpevov 1} divovpevov: 243b20-244al). That is to say,
because the reciprocal motion the mover undergoes is of one of the three kinds, the
motion the mover causes, i.e. the carrying or pulling of the moved, is reducible to one of
the three kinds. I’ll offer a tentative answer below why a moved local mover always
undergoes reciprocal motion while causing motion. For the moment, it is important to see
from the evidence | offer above that Aristotle does believe that a moved local mover,

while it is unquestionably moved by a mover that is causally prior, always reciprocally

touches the thing it moves and hence is always reciprocally moved in some way.

3.3.2 Projectile Motion in Physics 8.10
The reason why some people may object to including reciprocal causation in

locomotion is this: in what we would call perfectly inelastic collision (e.g. Aristotle’s

38 gee discussion below on GC 1.6.
39 See GC 1.6 323a25-27. The passage is to be analyzed below.
40 gee GC 1.6 322b32-3 and chapter 4, section 4.2.
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example of a stick moving a pebble in Physics 8.5), we see that there is one single
motion—i.e. the motion forward—that is shared by both the moved mover and the thing
moved, and given that for Aristotle it is motion, not the potential for motion, that signifies

causation,*!

it seems that there is only one-way causation in this kind of locomotion
because there is only one-way motion. However, one single motion or change may be the
combined outcome of different causal events, so the fact that there is only one-way
motion doesn’t guarantee that there is no reciprocal causation.*? It may well be the case
that the apparently simple motion of the stick has a complex causal history. A famous
discussion in Physics 8.10 reveals this, upon some reflection.

In Physics 8.10, just before he finally locates the first uynmoved mover of the

universe on its periphery, Aristotle digresses to discussing the problem of projectile

motion:*3

But first it will be well to discuss a difficulty that arises in connection with
locomotion. If everything that is in motion with the exception of things that move
themselves is moved by something else, how is it that some things, e.g. things
thrown, continue to be in motion when their mover is no longer in contact with
them? If we say that the mover in such cases moves something else at the same

time, that the thrower e.g. also moves the air, and that this in being moved is also

41 Just like it is action, not the potential for action, that signifies happiness.

42 Note that in Physics 5.4 227b20-228a19, Aristotle mentions the three criteria for some motion
to be one simpliciter: the “what”, the “in which”, and the “when”. Aristotle thinks that a motion is
one simpliciter if and only if (1) the thing moved (the “what”) is numerically one; (2) the thing in
which (the species of motion) the motion happens is numerically one; (3) the time in which the
motion happens is numerically one, i.e. continuous. So, according to Aristotle, there is no
restriction as to how many movers a particular motion may have, i.e. a motion can be one
simpliciter even if there are two or more movers causing this motion.
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a mover, then it would be no more possible for this second thing than for the
original thing to be in motion when the original mover is not in contact with it or
moving it: all the things moved would have to be in motion simultaneously and
also to have ceased simultaneously to be in motion when the original mover
ceases to move them, even if, like the magnet, it makes that which it has moved

capable of being a mover.** (Physics 8.10 266b27-267a2)

Roughly, the problem Aristotle confronts is this: without the conceptual framework of
inertia or impetus, it is extremely difficult to explain the continuation of projectile motion:
why should something thrown continue to be in forward motion after it has left the
hand?*® There are two obstacles to overcome, the one easier, the other harder. (1) The
easier problem is that Aristotle’s dynamics doesn’t allow causation at a distance: for
Aristotle, the mover has to physically touch the thing moved in order to cause motion in
the moved. But how can the projectile remain in forward motion when the hand no longer
touches it physically? Aristotle’s answer to this easier problem is that there is some
mediating thing, be it air, water, or aether, that permeates the space between the hand and
the projectile. This mediating thing, taken as a unit, is in physical contact with the hand at
one end and with the projectile at the other end. Taken partially, each part of this medium

is in physical contact with the parts that are next to it, and it acts as a moved mover that is

43 See Sorabji (1988: 227-248) for a historical study of the problem of projectile motion.

4 Tlepi 8¢ @V pepopévav Eyel KOADC dumopiicai Tva dropiav mpdTov. el yap v To
KIVOOUEVOV KIVETTAL DO TIVOG, 60 ) adTd £00T0 KIVET, ThG KIVETTON EVia GUVEYDG Wi} ATTOHEVOD
100 KIVGavTog, olov TO Prrtovueve; £l §” Bua kivel kod GALo TL 6 Kvioag, olov TOV dépa, Og
KWVOULEVOG KIVET, Opoimg adVvaToV ToD TPATOL pnj ArTopévoy pnde Kivodvtog Kiveichot, Gl
apo mavta <koi> Kwvelohon kol teradcbot dtav T TpdToV KIvodv TadonTol, Kal €l molel, domep
1] ABog, o1dv Te Kiveiv O éxivioev.

45 There is no problem for it to undergo downward motion. It is the upward and forward motions,
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moved by the part that is closer to the hand and in turn moves the part that is closer to the
projectile. So there is no causation at a distance even when the projectile has left the hand.
(2) The harder problem has to do with the temporal gap: even if we grant that the
medium is a continuous chain of moved movers, why should the projectile remain in
forward motion after the hand is at rest and no longer moves the air? It is
counter-intuitive to suggest that the hand is still doing some work to the air when the
projectile has left the hand because we know from experience that it isn’t. To overcome

this obstacle, Aristotle takes a step further:

Therefore, we must say that the first mover gives the power of being a mover
either to air or to water or to something else of the kind, naturally adapted for
causing and undergoing motion; but this thing does not cease simultaneously to
cause motion and to undergo motion: it ceases to be moved at the moment when
its mover ceases to move it, but it still remains a mover, and so it causes
something else consecutive with it to be moved, and of this again the same may
be said. The motion begins to cease when the motive force produced in one
member of the consecutive series is at each stage less than that possessed by the
preceding member, and it finally ceases when one member no longer causes the
next member to be a mover but only causes it to be in motion. The motion of
these last two—of the one as mover and of the other as moved—must cease

simultaneously, and with this the whole motion ceases.*® (lbid. 267a2-12)

i.e. unnatural motions, that are problematic.

46 &vérykm 8m todto pEv Aéysty, 811 TO TPATOV KIvi|Gay TOLET 010V TE KIVElv 1 TOV dépa [Totodtov]
1 70 BOWP 7 TL GAAO TOLODTOV O TEQLKE KIVETY Kol KivelaBar: GAL ovy Guo modeTon Kivolv Kol
KIVOOUEVOV, OAAGL KIVOOUEVOV UEV Gua dTav O KIv@V Todental Kivdvy, Kivodv 08 £tt éotiv. 610 Kol
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As we can see from the passage, Aristotle’s strategy is to underline the temporal gap
between the two causal events concerning a given moved mover: the moved mover “does
not cease simultaneously to cause motion and to undergo motion” (GAL’ ovy duo TobeTOL
Kwobv ko kvovpevov).*” This to say, there is always a temporal gap between the point
in time at which a moved mover stops being moved by a causally prior mover, be it the
hand or the piece of air that is consecutively behind it, and the point in time at which it
stops causing motion in the projectile and the piece of air that is consecutively in front of
it. One might be led by Aristotle’s claim that the moved mover “ceases to be moved at
the moment when its mover ceases to move it, but it still remains a mover” to think that,
when its mover ceases to move the moved mover, it is unmoved simpliciter, i.e. not only
unmoved by the causally prior mover, but also unmoved reciprocally by what it moves.
Yet it is quite clear that, by saying that the moved mover “ceases to be moved when its
mover ceases to move it”, Aristotle means only to exclude the part of the motion that is

caused by its causally prior mover,*® and not the part of the motion that is reciprocally

KWEL TL GAAO ExOpEVOV: Kol £l TOVTOV O OOTOC AOYOG. aveTat 8¢, Otav del EMATTOV 1| SHVOLILG
TOD KWVELV €yyiyvnton T® EYouéve. TA0G 08 TaveTal, OToV UNKETL TO G TO TPOTEPOV KIVODV,
GALG Kivovpevov povov. Tadta 8 avaykn dpo mavesbol, TO HEV KvoDV TO 08 KIVOOUEVOV, Kol TNV
oAV Kivnow.

47 Contra Physics 7.1 242a57-62: “Then since ex hypothesi the mover while causing motion is
also itself in motion, and the motion of the moved and the motion of the mover must proceed
simultaneously (for the mover is causing motion and the moved is being moved simultaneously)
it is evident that the respective motions of A, B, G, and each of the other moved movers are
simultaneous.” In this Physics 7 passage, Aristotle apparently thinks that a prior mover’s moving
the moved mover is contemporaneous with the moved mover’s moving the thing moved, which
differs from what he claims in Physics 8.10. Wardy (1990: 100-106, esp. 105), who correctly
notices the connection between the two passages in Physics 7.1 and 8.10, seems to have missed
the point of the Physics 7.1 argument, for he thinks that it is because “cause and effect are
simultaneous” that “the motions of mover and moved must be simultaneous” (pp. 100 and 105).
A’s moving B is of course simultaneous with B’s being moved by A, but this doesn’t prove that
A’s moving B is simultaneous with B’s moving C. Aristotle’s hypothesis in Physics 7.1 is rather
that, B being a moved mover, A’s moving B is simultaneous with B’s moving C.

8 Here cf. Physics 7.1 242a57-62, quoted in the preceding note. There, the motion the moved
mover undergoes is apparently taken to be the one caused by the causally prior mover.
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caused by the thing moved—otherwise, if the moved mover remains reciprocally
unmoved when it causes motion, it would have to cause motion perpetually, which is
contrary to fact.*®

For Aristotle, on the one hand, this temporal lag between the two events explains
why a projectile remains in forward motion for some time after it has left the hand: the
total time in which the projectile travels forward is the sum of all those little temporal
lags. For my purpose, on the other hand, the case of projectile motion helps distinguish
two causal events which in other kinds of locomotion may happen simultaneously.*
Thus, it is evident that for Aristotle, conceptually speaking, there are two causal events
when a moved mover causes motion, the first consisting of its being moved by some
causally prior mover, the second consisting of its causing motion in something else. In
either event there is a mover and something else that is moved by it. And given that the
mover and what is moved by it are always in physical touch, the moved mover, in so far
as it causes motion in something else, is also moved reciprocally. It is true that the two
events may happen simultaneously, thus the effects (mwé0n) caused by both the causally
prior mover and the causally posterior thing acting on the mediating moved mover may
cancel each other or merge into a motion that is one simpliciter.>* (Think about the stick
that moves the pebble forward: its own forward motion is the combined outcome of its
being acted upon both by the hand and by the pebble). However, the fact that there is
only one motion in the case of the projectile doesn’t imply that the moved mover in

question, i.e. air, is acted on or moved by one thing alone.

49" See Metaphysics ®8 1050b24-28, quoted and discussed below.

50 |n the above case of the hand using a stick to move a stone, from Aristotle’s point of view, the
two events happen simultaneously.

51 See note 42 above.
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3.4 “Moved Mover” as “Movable Mover”

In the preceding section, | showed that even in locomotion, the kind of motion
that is the least likely to involve reciprocal causation, a moved mover is moved both by a
causally prior mover and by what it moves, so that the two models—the chain model and
the reciprocal model—do not amount to an either-or for Aristotle. In this section, I further
argue that Aristotle’s conception of moved mover (16 kivodv kivovpevov) should really be
understood as that of “movable mover” (10 kwodyv ... kivntév)®2, and that this explains
why the two models need not be in conflict. Moreover, towards the end of this section, |
argue that understanding Aristotle’s “moved mover” as “movable mover” also makes it
clear that the motion that a moved mover undergoes as such is its actuality qua moved
and not its actuality qua mover. What | mean will appear clearer as we go along.

Now, by saying that “movable mover” is a better conception than “moved mover”,
I’m not denying that a moved mover as such has to undergo actual motion. What I’'m
denying, though, is that a moved mover as such is only moved with one particular species
of actual motion and not its contrary.>® In what follows, | show how the conception of a
“movable mover” explains why a moved mover is necessarily moved in both ways.

In the first two chapters of Physics 3, Aristotle describes how a “natural mover”

(t0 Ktvodv QLOIKMG) causes motion:

The same thing can be both potential and actual, not indeed at the same time or

not in the same respect, but e.g. potentially hot and actually cold. Hence such

52" See Physics 3.1 201a21-25: (ote Kol 10 KoDV QUOIKAS KVTOV: Ty Yip TO TOL0DTOV KIVEl
KIVOOLEVOV KOl 00TO.

%3 Such a moved mover would be, say, an electric heater whose temperature keeps mounting
rather than staying stable or dropping down. For what counts as a species of motion see Physics
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things will act and be acted on by one another (bn’ GAAMA®v) in many ways: each
of them will be capable at the same time of acting and of being acted upon. Hence,
too, what causes motion as a natural mover is movable: when a thing of this kind
causes motion, it is itself also moved. This, indeed, has led some people to
suppose that every mover is moved. But this question depends on another set of

arguments, and the truth will be made clear later.>* (Physics 3.1 201a19-27)

The mover too is moved, as has been said—every mover, that is, which is capable
of motion, and whose immobility is rest—when a thing is subject to motion its
immobility is rest. For to act on the movable as such is just to move it. But this
[the mover] does by contact, so that at the same time it is also acted on. Hence we
can define motion as the fulfillment of the movable qua movable, the cause being
contact with what can move so that the mover is also acted on. The mover or
agent will always transmit a form, either a ‘this’ or ‘such’, which, when it acts,
will be the source and cause of the change, e.g. the full-formed man begets man

from what is potentially man.>® (Physics 3.2 202a3-12)

5.4. For what motions are contrary to each other see Physics 5.5.

% gnel 8 Evio TowTd kol Suvapet kol dviehexein éotiv, ody Guo 82 §j 0 katd O avTo, GAL olov
Oepuov pev évredeyeio yoypov 6& duvapel, ToAAd 10N Tooel Kol Tteioetal VT’ GAANA®Y: AoV
yap Eoton dpa monTikov Kol TanTikdv. AoTe Kol T0 KIvodv QUOIKME KIvnTov: iV Yap T
T010DTOV KIVET KIVOULEVOVY KOd aTO. SOKeT P oDV TIoty dmay KiveicOat o Kvodv, ob uiv Gl
mepl T00TOL ULV €€ BAA@V EaTan OTJAoV Owg Exel.

5 jwvetton 8¢ kod 1o Kvodv Gomep elpntat Tav, TO SuVapel Y KvnTov, kel oD 1) dkwvnoio fpepia
gotiv (O yap 1 kivnoig Vapyet, TOVTOL 1) dKkvnoia Apepia). TO Yop TPOS TodTO &vepyEiv, )
T0100TOV, A0TO TO KIVELV £6TL T0DT0 8¢ Totel Bilet, hote dipa koi maoyer 810 1 Kiviolg Eviereygto
100 Ktyntod, | kvntdv, cvpPaivel & Todto BiEet Tod kKivnTikod, HGGO’ Eua kol ThoysL 100G 8¢
el ofoetai 1L IO Kvodv, 1jTotl T0dE 1| T010vE 1| TooOVOE, O EoTon Apyn Kol 0iTIoV TiiG KIVIGEWG,
dtav Kwij, olov O dvieleyeia &vOpmmoc motel &k 10D duvépel vtog avOpdTov &vOpmTOV.
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As | mentioned above, these two passages mainly show why a movable natural mover®®
is always moved reciprocally by what it moves. Now according to Aristotle, it is what is
actually X—the €idoc in the second passage—that can make something else X. This is

sometimes called Aristotle’s “causal synonymy”.>’ Also, it is only what is potentially X

56 Cf. 10 kwvodv QLOIK®OG KvnTov [€ott] at 201a24 and 10 Kvodv domep gipnTol Tdv 0 dSuvapeL
Ov kvntov at 202a3-4: Ross in his commentary ad loc. thinks that domep refers to puokdg.

5" See e.g. Metaphysics Z 7-9, A 2, GC 1.6-10. See Mourelatos (1984: 1-16), Code (2004, 178),
and Bodn& (2012). (1) There is hardly any problem that causal synonymy applies to natural
substantial generation: it is what is actually a natural substance that generates another natural
substance of the same kind. Aristotle’s favorite example in this regard is “man begets man” (see
Metaphysics 1032a25, b32, 1070a8, a22, b34, 1092a16, PA 640a25, 646a34, Physics 194b13,
198a27, and Eud. Ethics 2.6 1222b16-17). (2) Aristotle appears to think that the same principle in
a qualified sense applies to things that come about by art (t€yvn): “it follows that in a sense health
[the composite] comes from health [the form in the soul] and house [the composite] from house
[the form in the soul].” (Metaphysics Z7 1032b11-12, cf. Z9 1034a23-24). Causal synonymy only
applies in a qualified sense because the art/form that is located in the soul of the artisan which
initiates the generation is not realized in matter and is therefore different from the artifact, though
it shares the same essence (10 ti €éott) with the artifact. (3) The same principle applies to
qualitative changes as well. It is what is already hot that makes what is cold hot: “it is
understandable that fire heats and the cold thing cools, and in general the active thing assimilates
to itself the passive thing.” (GC 1.7 324a10-11, cf. Metaphysics Z9 1034a26-27). Aristotle does
qualify the application of this principle to qualitative and quantitative changes at the end of
Metaphysics Z9: “but we may learn from these instances a peculiarity of substance, that there
must exist beforehand in complete reality another substance which produces it, e.g. an animal if
an animal is produced; but it is not necessary that a quality or quantity should preexist otherwise
than potentially.” (Z9 1034b16-19) Now some earth is not turned into brass by another piece of
brass, so it is not necessary for there to preexist an actual quality “brassy”: though the brassmaker
needs to have the art of brassmaking preexisting in his mind. However, the same process can
always be described as a process in which some preexisting actual quality makes something else
like it: as brass is a particular blend of hot/cold and dry/wet, the process of brassmaking can be
reduced to a process of dry material acting on wet material and hot material acting on cold
material in which what is actually dry and hot acts (see Physics 1.7 190b5-9 for a similar case of
descriptive flexibility: there, substantial generation is described and realized as qualitative change
or quantitative change; for Aristotle’s reductionist scheme of material qualities to elemental
functions, see GC 2.2). (4) It is true, as Bodnar (2012) maintains, that Aristotle doesn’t
understand growth as some large object making what was initially small large. However,
Avistotle does understand natural growth as some like-parted part (such as flesh) causing some
material (which is qualitatively contrary to this particular like-parted thing) to become such part
(see GC 1.5, especially 321b33-322a4). In the case of artificial addition and cutting away, it can
be easily described in some similar way. (5) As regards locomotion, first, natural locomotion is
mutual replacement (&vtitepiotacic): an air bubble in water travels upwards by being acted on by
the water whose place it replaces and the water travels downward being acted on by the air whose
place it replaces. In this way, what is already in some place causes something else to be in that
place. Elements do have their “natural” place, however, place by itself does not have the force of
attraction, an element is moved to its natural place through the interaction with other elements.
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that can be made actually X, and “being potentially X and “being X are contraries that
share the same subject (bmoxeipevov).>® The reason why a natural mover is always
moved reciprocally by what it moves is that a natural mover is the composite of some
actual attribute X and a subject which is receptive of both X and the contrary of X*°, so
that, while it is actually X, it is also potentially the contrary of X. As what is actually X, it
causes what is potentially X to be actually X. At the same time, because what is
potentially X ex hypothesi shares the same subject with what is actually X, it is actually
the contrary of X and can make what is potentially the contrary of X actually the contrary
of X. GC 2.7 puts the more abstract language of Physics 3.1 in the less abstract example

of the contrariety between hot and cold:

Moreover, contraries also suffer action, in accordance with the definition
established in the early part of this work. For the actually hot is potentially cold
and the actually cold potentially hot; so that hot and cold, unless they are equally

balanced, are transformed into one another. All the other contraries behave in a

More broadly, there are essentially two kinds of locomotion: pushing and pulling, as I show
above. Pulling is just causing something to be at the place the mover already occupies. Pushing is
more difficult. However, it can also be conceived as causing something else that is potentially out
of this place to be actually out of this place while the mover is actually out of this place before the
moving.

% To give an Aristotelian example, a musical note, which is not white, cannot be made white
because it per se is not potentially white, whereas a dirty towel, which is also not white, can be
bleached white because it is potentially white. Black and white are contrary attributes of a
common subject (i.e. surface = “what is receptive of colors”), whereas musical and white, though
different, are not contrary properties because they don’t share a common subject except
accidentally. See Physics 1.5 188a31-b3: “Our first presupposition must be that in nature nothing
acts on, or is acted on by, any other thing at random, nor may anything come from anything else,
unless we mean that it does so per accidens. For how could ‘white’ come from ‘musical’, unless
‘musical’ happened to be an attribute of the not-white or of the black? No, ‘white’ comes from
‘not-white’—and not from any ‘not-white’, but from black or some intermediate color. Similarly,
‘musical’ comes to be from ‘not-musical’, but not from any thing other than musical, but from
‘unmusical’ or any intermediate state there may be.”
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similar way.%° (GC 2.7 334b19-22)

So, according to causal synonymy, what is hot can cause what is potentially hot to be hot.
At the same time, because what is potentially hot shares the same subject with what is hot,
which subject is receptive of both hot and the contrary of hot, i.e. cold, what is potentially
hot is what is actually cold and, as such, can cause what is hot to be cold. This, as an
example, explains why a natural movable mover as such is always moved reciprocally by
what it moves.

Further, we know from the Physics 8.10 passage concerning projectile motion that
it is the causally prior mover that makes (motei) a moved mover, which is by nature such
as to cause and suffer motion (6 mépuke Kvsiv kol kveicOor),®! capable of causing
motion (o1dv Te kveiv).%? Since it is by being actually X that a moved mover is capable
of causing another thing to be X, we can infer that the causally prior mover causes the
moved mover to be become actually X from being potentially X. Thus, not only is the
moved mover as a mover both actually X and potentially not X at the moment of causing
motion, it is potentially X before the first mover moves it, and is actually X after the first

mover has finished moving it.5 This is one of the two alternatives Aristotle implies in

%9 Here, | omit the intermediates between X and non-X for brevity’s sake.

%0 "Enei 82 kol TAGYEL TAVAVTIO KOTO TOV €V TO1G TPAOTOIS SLOPIGUOV: EGTLYap TO Evepyeig Bepuov
duvapel youypov kol To Evepyeia yoypov duvapuetl Oepudv, dote Eav un icdln, uetapdirer gig
Ao Opoimg 8¢ kal éml TdV GAL®V Evavtiov.

®1 Which, I think, is conceptually identical to the “natural mover” in Physics 3.1.

62 Physics 8.10 267a2-5 “therefore, we must say that the first mover makes air or water or
whatever that is by nature such as to cause and undergo motion, capable of causing motion.”
(Gvérykn 81 TodTo pev Aéyety, 611 1O TpdTOV Kivijoay TolEl 016V T KIVELV §j TOV dépa fi 10 Ddwp #
TL GAAO TO10UTOV O TEQLKE KIVETY Kol KiveloOar).

63 Even if there is no temporal gap between the events of the first mover moving the moved
mover and the moved mover moving the thing moved, it is still conceivable that it is qua “not as
X as the first mover and hence potentially as X as the first mover” that the moved mover is
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the Physics 3.1 sentence: “the same thing can be both potential and actual, not indeed at
the same time or not in the same respect.” For one of the two alternatives implied here is
that the same thing can be both potential and actual in the same respect but at different
times: e.g. a piece of iron is potentially hot before it is put on the stove, but is actually hot
after it is put on the stove for some time and can cause something else to be hot. So, from
the analysis of the Physics 8.10 passage and the side support of the Physics 3.1 passage,
we find that a natural moved mover is not only always reciprocally moved by what it
moves; diachronically speaking, it is also always moved by what is causally prior to it.
Now, by implying that “the same thing” (tavtd at 201a20) can be both potential
and actual in the same respect at different times, Aristotle has to assume that “the same
thing” is the subject (e.g. the piece of iron) and and not the composite of the subject and
the attribute (e.g. the piece of cold iron), for it is only the subject, not the composite of
the subject and the attribute, that remains the same at different times. Therefore, although
every subject has to have some attribute at any given time (e.g. the piece of iron has to be
either cold or hot or somewhere in between at any given time), the “same thing” that
admits of reciprocal as well as diachronic moving and being moved that Aristotle talks
about in this paragraph refers to the subjectival part of the composite of subject and
attribute. That is to say, what makes something admit of reciprocal as well as diachronic
moving and being moved is its subject or itself qua subject. Hence, there is no single
motion or single actual attribute that is characteristic of a moved mover qua moved,

rather, what is characteristic of a moved mover qua moved is its having a specific

moved by the first mover, and it is qua “more X than the thing moved” that the moved mover
moves the thing moved, so that the moved mover doesn’t need to be at the same time both
potentially X and actually X (for in this case it will be both “potentially as X as the first mover”
and “actually more X than the thing moved”).
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underlying thing: the subject (10 dmokeipevov). So, the notion of a “moved mover”
should really be understood as a kind of mover that can be moved with a definite species
of motion and its contrary. Therefore, there is no contradiction in its being moved both by
the causally prior mover and by the thing it moves, in different directions. In fact, as |
have shown, as a natural movable mover, it is necessarily moved in both ways. Aristotle
makes a similar claim in a passage in Physics 8.6 where he contrasts an unmoved mover

with a moved mover:

But that which is moved by something that, though it is in motion, is moved
directly by the unmoved stands in varying relations to the things that it moves, so
that the motion that it causes will not be always the same: by reason of the fact
that it occupies contrary positions or assumes contrary forms it will produce
contrary motions in each several thing that it moves and will cause it to be at one

time at rest and at another time in motion.%* (Physics 8.6 260a5-10)

The importance of the subject as a basis for change and especially reciprocal
change is not to be understated. Having the same subject (brokeipevov) is said to be a

necessary condition for reciprocal action and passion between things:

The hot, for example, would not be cooled and the cold in turn be warmed: for

heat and cold do not change reciprocally into one another, but what changes, it is

64 10 8¢ KvovpEVOV HTIO TOB KIVOLHEVOL péV, VIO TOD GKIVATOL 88 Kvoupévo fidn, 810 T GAA®G

Kol GAA®G Exev TPOG TO TPAYUATO, OV TG 0TI £0TOL KIVIIGE®S 0iTIOV, GAAG 018 TO &V €vavtiolg
glvon TOmoLG A £1dectv dvavting mapéEetal Kvodpevoy Ekactov TV GALOV, Kol OTE PV TpEHoDY
0T€ 0& KIvoOUEVOV.
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clear, is what underlies (16 vmokeipevov). Hence, whenever there is action and
passion between things, the underlying nature must be one (uiav gtvou v
vrokeévny evowv). No doubt, it is not true to say that all things are of this
character: but it is true of all things between which there is reciprocal (to vr’

GAANA®V) action and passion.®® (GC 1.6 322b15-21)

In other contexts, Aristotle also uses the expression “having the same kind (yévoc)” or

“having the same matter (DA1)” to express what is essentially the same idea:%®

(1) Kind (yévoc)

It is possible—as we sometimes say—for the mover merely to touch the moved,
and that which is touched need not touch a thing which touches it. Nevertheless, it
is commonly supposed that touch must be reciprocal, because movers of the same
kind (duoyevij) (sc. as the moved) cause motion while being moved.®’

(GC 1.6 323a28-31)

65 olov 1 Gspuov yoyechot kol Todto Ospuouvscsé)ou ThAWY: 0 yap 1 Gspuomg petofaiAet Kol M

wuxpomg €1g GAANAQ, akka Snkov 611 10 VIoKEipEVOV, BoTe. 8v o0ic 10 TOIETY £€0TL K01 TO nacxsw
&varykm TovTOV pioy sivol mv DTEOKSluSVT]V Vo, TO pgv odv mavta givor TolodTo PAGKEY 0Dk
aAN0éc, GAN’ €v o0l TO VT AAAA®V €GTIV.

% There is some question over what “having the same matter” in such contexts means. See, e.g.,
Wildberg (2004: 236-8), whose interpretation | follow. | take it that two things have the same
matter in this context if they do not share the numerically same matter, but the generically same
matter. Hence a bronze statue and a bronze axe have the same matter because their matter is of
the same kind: bronze.

For the connection between kind, matter, and the subject, see e.g.: “Kind (yévog) then is used
in all these ways: (1) in to continuous generation of the same kind, (2) in reference to the first
mover which is of the same kind as the things it moves, (3) as matter; for that to which the
differentia or quality belongs is the substratum (Vmokeipevov), which we call (Aéyopev) matter.”
(Metaphysics A 28 1024b6-9)

7 £6118° doc évioté pupev TO Kvodv Emtechar LOVOL TOD KIVOLHEVOL, TO 8 GTTOMEVOV Ui
BmresOon dmtopévon: GALG S0 TO KIvely KivoOIEVa TO OPOYEVT, Avéykn Sokel elval dmTopévou
GrtecOat.
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But since only those things which either involve a contrariety or are
contraries—and not any things selected at random—are such as to <reciprocally>
suffer action and to act, <reciprocal> agent and patient must be like and identical
in kind (t@ yéver 8potov etvon koi Tantd) and yet unlike and contrary in species.
For it is a law of nature that body is affected by body, flavor by flavor, color by
color, and so in general what belongs to any kind by a member of the same kind
(to 6poyeveg Hid 10D Opoyevodg)—the reason being that ‘contraries’ are in every
case within a single kind (v tadtd yével), and it is ‘contraries’ which reciprocally
act and suffer action. Hence <reciprocal> agent and patient must be in one sense
identical, but in another sense other than and unlike one another. And since (a)
patient and agent are identical (i.e. ‘like’) in kind but ‘unlike’ in species, while (b)
it is ‘contraries’ that exhibit this character: it is clear that ‘contraries’ and their
‘intermediates’ are such as to suffer action and to act reciprocally—for indeed it
is these that constitute the entire sphere of passing-away and coming-to-be.%

(GC 1.7 323b29-324a9)°°

(2) Matter (bAn)
And again, is the matter of each [element] different? Or is it the same, since

otherwise they would not come-to-be reciprocally out of one another, i.e.

68 AML’ &mel 00 O TVYOV TEQLKE TAGYEW Kol TOtETY, GAN Soa fi évavtio éoTiv § évavtioow Exet,
Gvaykm kai To To1odv Kai O TAGKoV TG YEVEL pHEv Spotov etvor Kol TodTd, Td &’ £idel Avopolov
Kol Evavtiov: TEQVKE YAp SOUA HEV VIO CAOUATOG, YVUOS &’ VIO YLOD, XpDdUO &° VO YPDUOTOS
ndoyew, O mG 08 TO OpoYeVEG VIO TOD OpoyeEVODS. Tovtov 6’ aitiov 6Tt TavavTio &v TavT® Yével
mévTa, TOlEl 88 Kol mhoyeL TavovTio V' GAANAmY. Qot’ dvéykm TdG pév Etvol TadTd TO TE TV
Kol TO Taoyov, TAG &’ Etepa Kai Avopolo, GAANA0LS. "Enel 8¢ Kol 10 ooV Kol TO ToodV T@ UeV
Yével TanTa Kol Opota T@ 6 €idel avopota, tolodta 08 Tavavtio, eavepov Tt madnTikd Kol
TOMTIKG, GAANA@V €0t TA T° évavtio kol T0 peta&d: Kol yap OAmg eOopd kol YEvesic €v TOVTOLC.
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contraries out of contraries? For these things—fire, earth, water, air—are

characterized by the contraries.”® (GC 1.3 319a32-b2)

If agent and patient have not the same matter, an agent acts without being acted
on. ... Those agents, then, whose forms are not in matter, are unaffected: but
those whose forms are in matter (év $4z) are such as to be affected in acting. For
we maintain that one and the same (t5jv avtiv eivar) matter is equally, so to say,
the basis of either of the two opposed things—being as it were a kind; and that
which can be hot must be made hot, provided the heating agent is there, i.e. comes

near.”t (GC 1.7 324a34-b9)

Now, as we maintain, some things are such as to act and others such as to suffer
action from them. Moreover, some things—those which have the same matter
(6owv 1 ot VAN €oti)— " reciprocate’, i.e. are such as to act upon one another
and to suffer action from one another; while other things—agents which have not
the same matter as their patients—act without themselves suffering action.”

(GC 1.10 328a18-22)

%9 Cf. GC 1.6 323a30.

0 Kai apd ye £tépa Ekatépov 1 BAN, i vk dv yivorto &€ dAAMA@Y 008’ &€ dvavtimv; TovToIg Yo
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Furthermore, as regards difficulty #1 outlined above concerning the relation
between the motion undergone by a moved mover and the motion it causes, it is now easy
to see that the reason why the motion in a moved mover is not its actuality qua mover.”
The reason lies precisely in the fact that it is qua what it potentially is that a moved
mover is moved by something else, be it some causally prior mover or the thing moved
by it, and it is qua what it actually is that a moved mover is a mover, so the motion that is
in a moved mover is its actuality qua movable, not its actuality qua mover. This might
seem to be a straightforward point. However, the peculiarity of the moved movers makes
it tempting to think that it is with an internal actual motion that a moved mover causes
motion in something else, and this actual motion in the mover counts as its actuality qua
mover, so that the Physics 3.1-3 definition of motion would only apply to the unmoved

movers. [’ve shown why it is not correct to think in this way.

3.5 Pay-offs
3.5.1 “Laboriousness” (wrévog) and the Discontinuity of Motion

There are two arguments to explain why the motion that a natural mover causes
cannot be continuous and hence eternal, the one more familiar, the other less so. The
weaker, yet more familiar one comes from considering the nature of motion. The
argument is roughly the following: (a) the motion that a natural mover causes is always
rectilinear between two contraries,’* (b) rectilinear motion cannot go on to infinity in a

finite space, hence (c) a natural mover cannot cause continuous and eternal motion.”

73 See section 3.2 (1) above.

4 Rectilinear motion need not be restricted to locomotion of course, the change between two
qualitative contraries is also rectilinear.

> See e.g. Physics 8.7 261a27-b7 and Physics 8.8.
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This is an argument sufficient for its conclusion. However, the fact that a natural mover
cannot cause a single continuous motion doesn’t mean that it cannot cause motion
continuously: the above argument cannot rule out the possibility that, although any single
motion that a natural mover causes is limited and hence non-eternal, a natural mover can
nevertheless eternally cause motion.” Indeed, Aristotle does think that in the universe
there exists a single mover that in some sense causes the eternal succession of perishable

motions,’’

so it remains a question whether a natural mover can be such a mover.
The stronger argument that can respond to this question comes from considering
the nature of a natural mover.”® In a number of passages, Aristotle makes the interesting

claim that the continuity of motion or activity is laborious (érinovoc) for a mover or an

agent that is in the relevant sense a matter or a potentiality:

And [the heavenly bodies] do not tire in this activity; for movement is not for
them, as it is for the perishables, connected with the potentiality for opposites, so
that the continuity of the movement should be laborious (éninovoc); for it is
substance in the sense of matter and potentiality (¥An xai dHvopug ovsa), not

actuality, that causes this.”® (Metaphysics ® 8 1050b24-28)

First, then, if [vodg] is not the act of thinking (vonoig) but a potentiality (dvvouig),

6 | cannot kick a ball 80 meters far in a squash court. However, | can kick a ball 80 meters far
on an open pitch.

" See Physics 8.6 258h24-259a7. See chapter 1 for an analysis of the argument there.

78 | haven’t seen any formal discussion of this point. Beere hints at my interpretation but offers
no substantial argumentation. See note 85 below.

9 608¢ KapveL TODTO SpAVTA: 0O Yap TEPL THY SOVALWY THiC AvTIpaoemc adToic, olov Toic
POaptoic, 1 kivnoic, Gote Enimovov lval THY cuvéyelay Thig Kvioemg: 1 yop odoio DAN kai
Sovapic odoa, ovk dvépyeta, aitia ToHTOV.
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it would be reasonable to suppose that the continuity of its thinking is laborious

(énimovov) to it.8° (Metaphysics A 9 1074b28-9)

For it (i.e. the mover) has no need to change together with (coppetafdiiewv) that
which it moves, but will be able to cause motion always, for causing motion in
this way is not laborious (&movov); and this motion alone is regular, or at least it

is so in a higher degree than any other.®* (Physics 8.10 267b2-4)

But it is equally impossible also that either of these two affections (i.e. sleeping
and waking) should perpetually attach itself to the same animal, e.g. that some
species of animal should be always asleep or always awake; for all those which
have a natural function must lose power when they work beyond the time-limit in
which they can do something; for instance, the eyes [must lose power] from too
long continued seeing, and must give it up; and so it is with the hand and every

other member which has a function.®? (De Somno 1 454a24-29)

Compare:
But again there cannot be any contrary that is also essentially a productive or

moving principle; for it would be possible for it not to be. Or at least its action

0 TP@OTOV L&V 0DV &l I} VONGic 0Tty BALYL SOvapLS, EDAoYOV &mimovov eival TO cuvexEs adTd Tiig
VONGEMG.

81

TOVTO YOp 0UK AVAYKN CUPUETAPAAAELY, GAL’ del Te duvnoeTol KIVETY (movov Yap T0 oVT®

KIVEWV) Kol OpoAnc abtn 1 xivnoig fj povn fj pdAicta.
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would be posterior to its potency.®® (Metaphysics A10 1075b30-33)

The reason why the movements relapse is this. The agent is itself acted upon by
that on which it acts; thus that which cuts is blunted by that which is cut by it, that
which heats is cooled by that which is heated by it, and in general the mover
(except in the case of the first mover) itself receives some motion in return; e.g.
what pushes is itself in a way pushed again and what crushes is itself crushed

again.®* (De Generatione Animalium 4.3 768b15-20)

So, it is not just because the motion that a natural mover causes cannot go on to infinity
that a mover that is in the relevant sense matter or potentiality cannot cause continuous
motion. Such a mover cannot cause continuous motion because causing such motion is
laborious to it. Importantly, it is the material and potential aspect of its being, and not the
actual aspect, that is the cause of the laboriousness (1 yap odoia HAn kai Svvaug odoa,
ovk évépyela, aitio tovtov). Now, for a natural mover, as I have shown, the actual aspect
is its being qua mover, and the potential aspect is its being qua movable. So, a natural
mover necessarily stops causing motion toward “X” in a limited period of time, not just
because there is a limit in the thing moved as to how “X” it can be, but also, more
importantly, because in causing motion toward “X”, it qua movable (HAn kai dvvapug

ovoa) is moved reciprocally toward “not X so that after a while it loses the ability to

8 ana pv 000V ¥y’ Eotal TV Evavtiov dmep Kol TomMTIKOV Kol KIvnTikdv; EvoEyotto yap Gv un
givat. GAAYL UiV BoTEPOV YE TO TOIETY SuVApENC.

8 Attiov 8¢ 0D ugv AMecBot TG KIvoelg &TL TO 010DV Kai oy el KO ToD TAGYOVTOG, 010V TO
TEUVOV AUPAVVETOL DTO TOD TEUVOUEVOL Kol TO Beppaivov yoyetor Ko 1o Beppatvopévov, kol
BAmC 1O Ktvodv EEm T0d mpdTOL dvTikKiveltod Tva kivioty olov 10 ®Oodv dvtmOsitar mmg Kol
avtOAiBeTon 10 OATPov.
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cause “X”.8 This is most apparent in the De Somno passage, where Aristotle appeals to
the fact that any activity of a living body qua living cannot continue indefinitely because
there is a limit to what a natural agent can do, and the agent must take rest after it tires in
this activity (cf. the Metaphysics © passage).®

To conclude, it is because a natural mover is always moved reciprocally by what
it moves that the motion it causes cannot be continuous and eternal. It is in this sense that

the continuity of motion is “laborious” to a natural, movable mover.

3.5.2 An Interpretive Problem in GC 1.6-7

A problem concerning GC 1.6-7 has puzzled commentators lately.®” To give
some context, Aristotle focuses on touch (aen) in GC 1.6, and on acting and being acted
on (moelv kai maoyew) in GC 1.7. In both chapters, Aristotle takes special care to
distinguish between two kinds of touch and two kinds of acting and being acted on, the
one kind being reciprocal and the other kind being unilateral.®8 Now, to touch is just to
move (Kiveiv), and acting is a kind of moving, therefore, in both chapters, Aristotle talks
about reciprocal and unilateral moving as well.

The problem is this: in certain parts of both chapters where he ought to be

discussing reciprocal and unilateral moving and acting, Aristotle seems to be a little

8 Beere (2010: 322-3) hints at this interpretation in his comments on the Metaphysics © passage,
but offers no substantial argument: “if we assume that every capacity worthy of the name is
distinct from its corresponding energeia, and we assume that the exercise of every capacity
involves interaction with other things, then every exercise of a capacity is laborious because its
interaction with the environment constitutes some resistance to its exercise, and this resistance
will, especially in continuous changing, wear out the capacity.”

8 Cf. my analysis of De Somno in chapter 1.

87 See for example in Natali (2004: 209-210) and Williams (1982: 115-117).

8 A reciprocally touches B when A touches, and is touched by, B; A unilaterally touches B
when A touches, but is not touched by, B. Similarly, A reciprocally acts on (roei) B when A acts
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careless with his expressions. In places where one would expect Aristotle to say
“unmoved reciprocally” or “unaffected reciprocally”, Aristotle simply says “X causes
motion while itself being unmoved (axivntov év)” (GC 1.6 323al4, 31) and “the first
mover being unmoved” (10 np®dtov Kvodv ... akivnrov GC 1.7 324a30-31) and “the first
agent being unaffected” (10 npdtov [molodv] drmabéc GC 1.7 324a33). A similar problem
occurs in the Physics 3.1 201a 19-27 passage cited above: there, when Aristotle clearly
focuses on reciprocal causation, he sounds as if he was talking about the moved movers
in general, not just the reciprocally moved movers.

The traditional interpretation, represented by Joachim, has been to understand
Avristotle to mean “unmoved reciprocally” and “unaffected reciprocally” whenever he
says “unmoved” and “unaffected”.%® This coheres with most of the contexts in which
these expressions occur, with the important exception of GC 1.7 324a33 onward. As
Joachim notes,*® the context at GC 1.7 324a33 onward seems to suggest that the
unaffected agents under discussion are “absolutely unaffected” rather than “relatively (i.e.
reciprocally) unaffected” unmoved movers: here Aristotle distinguishes between the
agents whose forms are not in matter at all, and those whose forms are in matter
(324b4-13). The first kind of agents are not only reciprocally unmoved but also
absolutely unmoved, because they lack matter and potentiality in the relevant respects, as
Joachim correctly points out.®* It is important for Joachim that not all reciprocally
unmoved movers are absolutely unmoved. The “first heaven”, for instance, though a

mover of the “lower cosmos” without being moved reciprocally by it, is itself moved by

on, and is acted on by, B; A unilaterally acts on B when A acts on, but is not acted on by, B.

8 See Joachim (1922: 146-7, 153-4). See also Philoponus (136, 7-137, 3 and 150, 27-29). See
also Natali (2004: 209), who mentions some further reference.

% See Joachim (1922: 154).
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the “prime mover”.%? Joachim goes on to exclude the art of medicine (1] iatpucn),
Aristotle’s own example at 324a34-b1, from being an unaffected agent of this kind on the
ground that it also involves matter in some way or other, despite Aristotle’s clear
endorsement to the contrary. Joachim seems to think that an absolutely unaffected agent
needs to have no matter in any respect, and hence there can only be one unaffected agent
in the universe: the prime mover.%

Recent scholars, on the other hand, take Aristotle at his word and argue that, in all
these expressions, Aristotle seems to be referring to movers and agents that are unmoved
and unaffected tout court, so that he is not talking about reciprocal causation at all:%
what Aristotle is saying is only that certain movers are not moved when they cause
motion. However, interpreted in this way, it is hard to see how these passages contribute
to the general aim of the two chapters, part of which is to deal with the problem of
reciprocal causation. This is especially the case with the passage at GC 1.7 324a30-b4,%
where reciprocal causation seems to be the central issue.%

So what does Aristotle mean when he uses the expression “unmoved mover” and
“unaffected agent”? The problem is solved if we realize that what Aristotle puts into
contrast in GC 1.6-7 with “unmoved mover” and “unaffected agent”— “moved mover”
and “affected agent”—are indeed, as | argued above, movable mover and affectable agent
respectively. That is to say, whereas a movable mover as such is movable and indeed

moved both by a causally prior mover and reciprocally by something that is moved by it,

91 Joachim (1922: 154).

92" See Joachim (1922: 154).

93 See Joachim (1922: 154).

% See Williams (1982: 116, 122-3), Natali (2004: 209).
% The passage is quoted in section 3.2 (2) above.

g b~ W
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its contrary pair—an unmoved mover, or rather, an immovable mover—is unmoved both
by a causally prior mover and reciprocally by anything that is moved by it. The same
reason which Joachim points out that distinguishes a moved mover from an absolutely
unmoved mover—that the former has the relevant matter whereas the latter doesn’t and is
therefore impossible to be moved in that respect—also distinguishes a pair of reciprocal
movers from a pair of unilateral mover and the unilaterally moved. This implies that there
is no such a mover that is movable by a causally prior mover yet at the same time
immovable by what it moves,®’ because the same matter which makes it movable by the
causally prior mover necessarily makes it also movable by what it moves.

To conclude, it is indeed not surprising that Aristotle doesn’t feel the need to
specify “unmoved” as “unmoved reciprocally” and “unaffected” as “unaffected
reciprocally” even when the context cries out for it: what is immovable is immovable
both by a causally prior mover and reciprocally because it lacks the one element that
makes both motions possible: the relevant matter. It is also natural for him to go on

focusing on the problem of matter and potentiality, as he does in the latter half of GC 1.7.

% Williams (1982: 123) acknowledges the fact.

97 The way in which the heavenly moved movers cause motion may be a counter-example, as
Joachim correctly points out. However, first, in the context of GC 1.6-7, Aristotle seems not
primarily interested in such cases. Second, it is only in a very restricted sense that the heavenly
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3.6 Moved Mover and Possibility

As | mentioned above, Joachim takes having matter and having potentiality to
mean having any matter and having any potentiality. Since for Joachim, a “relatively
unmoved mover” has matter whereas an “absolutely unmoved mover” doesn’t, an
“absolutely unmoved mover” doesn’t have any matter, i.e. it is unmoved simpliciter.%
Thus, Joachim is forced to deny the unmoved movers and agents such as the medical art,
which are not reciprocally moved by what they move, the status of being an absolutely
unmoved mover, because they are movable in some way or other after all.*°

However, looking broadly at other relevant texts in the corpus, we can find that
“having matter” and “is movable” doesn’t mean that something can be moved tout
court.2% When talking about movable substance in Metaphysics A 2, Aristotle puts
special emphasis on the fact that matter, understood here as what is per se movable, is

different for different things:

Now all things that change have matter, but different matter. ... One might raise
the question from what sort of non-being generation proceeds; for ‘non-being’ has
three senses. If, then, one form of non-being exists potentially, still it is not by
virtue of a potentiality for any and every thing, but different things come from
different things; nor is it satisfactory to say that ‘all things were together’, for they

differ in their matter, since otherwise why did an infinity of things come to be,

moved movers have matter (see Metaphysics A2 1069p24-28).

% See chapter 1 for the distinction between “unmoved per se”” and “unmoved simpliciter”.

9 See Joachim (1922: 154).

100 suspend the question of prime matter here. In any case, even if the prime matter exists, it
gua movable mover has to cause specific motions. See Metaphyscs A2 1068b28-34.
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and not one thing?'®* (Metaphysics A 2 1069b24-31)

Also see in GC 1:

If agent and patient have not the same matter, an agent acts without being acted
on. ... Those agents, then, whose forms are not in matter, are unaffected: but
those whose forms are in matter (€v YAn) are such as to be affected in acting. For
we maintain that one and the same (tiv adtiv elvar) matter is equally, so to say,
the basis of either of the two opposed things—being as it were a kind; and that
which can be hot must be made hot, provided the heating agent is there, i.e. comes

near.1%2 (GC 1.7 324a34-b9)

So, “having matter” always means having some matter and “having potentiality” having
the potentiality for some pair of contraries. Thus, matter and potentiality are understood
by analogy because there is no single class for things that are matter or potentiality.'%
This coheres with the causally specific nature of the possible motion a movable mover
undergoes: certain motions count as causally relevant whereas other motions don’t, so a
moved mover is not just a mover that is moved with any motion, and the medical art is

not a moved mover of health in the patient’s body because, although it is corruptible per

101 révea 8 G Exet oa petaParier, GAL ETépay. ... dmoprioete 8 Gv Tic £k molov pf Svroc 1

YEVEGIS™ TPLY®DS YOP TO Un Ov. €l 01 T1 6Tt dSuvdpuel, AL’ Gumc 00 10D TVYXOVTOC AL ETepov €&
£1€pOV 008’ ikavov 6t Opod mavta xprpoTa: dwupépet yap Tf UAN, Enel Su i dnepa Eyéveto
GAA” ovy &v; O yop vodg gic, GOt €l kai 1) VAN pia, Ekeivo Eyéveto svspysw o0 1) BAn fv duvapuet.
102 S0 yap i Exel Ty o TRV HANV, TOLE dmodii Svta. ... ‘Ooa pév odv p &v HAn Exet Thv
uop(pnv TaDTO UEV om(xGn @V Tcomrucwv 6ca &’ év Dkn, na@ntu«x THv pév yap vAnv Aéyouev
opoing Mg elmelv TV a0tV glval TV AvTikelpévay 0motepovodv, Gomep yévog dv, O 88
Svvépevov Ogppov eivar mopdvrog Tod Oeppovtikod koi mTAnctalovroc dvaykn OepuaivecOat.
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accidens, it is nonetheless not movable with respect to getting healthy or sick. The

importance of this will be seen both in the next and in the final chapter.

103 Seee.g. Metaphysics A5 1071a34 for matter. There are many other instances for potentiality.
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Chapter 4 Aristotle on Unmoved Movers

4.1 Introduction

In chapter 1 | argued, with textual evidence from Physics 8 and Metaphysics A,
that Aristotle does believe in a multiplicity of unmoved movers. In this chapter, my aim
IS to show why this is the case. | show that, because there is a unified way in which all
unmoved movers cause motion as such, each one of them is an “unmoved mover”
synonymously,! and therefore Aristotle has good reasons for believing in a multiplicity
of unmoved movers as such. What | am reacting against is a Platonist way of interpreting

Aristotle’s theory of the “prime mover”,?

according to which the “prime mover” is a
paradigmatic mover: not only does it cause the motion of its proper heavenly
sphere—the sphere of the fixed stars—but also, more importantly, it moves the lower

heavens and the mortal living beings by causing their own movers (viz. the lesser

heavenly movers and the mortal souls) to desire and imitate it.3> Thus interpreted, those

1 They are not synonymous (or univocal) unmoved movers in the sense that they share a
definition. This is firstly because “unmoved mover”, as something conceptually prior, is not
definable with conceptually posterior terms. Yet they might be synonymous analogically. See my
chapter 2. See Frede (2000: 19-21) on “analogical equivocity” in Metaphysics A. See especially
Frede (ibid.: 21): “In fact, many medieval philosophers came to think of analogically used terms
as univocal rather than equivocal. For, though they do not satisfy Aristotle’s rather narrow notion
of univocity, they are not plainly ambiguous, either.” The second reason why the unmoved
movers are not synonymous unmoved movers is that they are serial, and there doesn’t exist a
proper definition for things that are serial. See section 4.5 below for further discussion on this
problem.

2 1. e. the highest unmoved mover in the universe (to mdv). Strictly speaking, 0 Tp&TOV KOV
as a term only means the “first mover” in a series of movers. See e.g. De Anima 3.12 434b32, GC
1.7 324a30, b12, and Physics 7.1 242a53.

% By branding this interpretation “Platonist”, I don’t primarily mean that this is an interpretation
certain Platonists first invented, although | have no doubt that there were many Platonists who
held such views. What I mean by “Platonist” is the interpretation’s appeal to the clearly Platonic
notions of imitation and paradigm. Such an interpretation is at least as old as Alexander, who is
by no means a Platonist. See note 53 below.

- 150 -



other movers are causally primitive* only in so far as they imitate the “prime mover”, but
they can never be as good as the “prime mover” since they are all caused to move by the

“prime mover” and hence are causally subordinate.’

It may be interesting to keep in mind another slightly different, but related Platonist
interpretation of how different movers are related. Such an understanding is in fact “Platonist” in
that certain Neoplatonists, such as Plotinus, first introduced it to Greek thought, and certain
scholars with Neoplatonist baggage, such as Avicenna, later used it to interpret Aristotle. Wolfson
(1958: 244) presents this point very nicely: “The answer [to the question how different movers
are related] provided by Avicenna rests upon his conception that the Intelligences form a series of
successive emanations, so that there is a causal relation between them, each Intelligence being the
cause of an Intelligence emanating from it, and only God, who is at the top of the series, is an
uncaused cause. ... It is a new conception, derived from the Christian doctrine of the eternal
generation of Logos, and it was introduced into Greek philosophy by Plotinus, who had acquired
it from his teacher Ammonius Saccas, who at one time was a Christian. This imposition of the
Plotinian conception of immaterial emanation upon Aristotle’s conception of the plurality of
immaterial movers of the planetary spheres, which Avicenna inherited from Alfarabi, provided a
new principle of differentiation within the immaterial movers and hence also a new explanation
of their numerability.”

4 | use the expression “causally primitive” instead of “unmoved mover” here because not all
interpreters believe that the causally primitive mover for Aristotle is an unmoved mover. Kosman,
for instance, takes the activity and essence of the “prime mover” to be a kind of self-motion, and
all the other self-movers imitate the activity of the “prime mover”. See the subsequent note.

> For how this works for the lesser heavenly movers, see e.g. Ross (1924, i. cxxxvi): “The
‘intelligences’, like the first mover, move ‘as ends’, i.e. they too move by inspiring desire or love.
Their relation to the prime mover is nowhere specified, but if Aristotle is in earnest, as he
certainly is, in describing the first mover as moving all things, as that on which the universe and
nature depend, and in insisting on a single ruler of the universe, we must suppose that the first
mover moves the intelligences. And since they are immaterial this movement will not be physical
movement but the metaphorical ‘movement’ of desire and love. It will move them ®¢ épduevov.”
Also see Ross (1924, 1. ¢cxl): “If, as seems possible, Aristotle regarded the intelligences as
actuated by love of the first mover, this itself implies an element of potentiality in them, since
they are moved by desire of something which they themselves are not.” This is also the view of
Kahn (1985: 183-205, esp. 190) and Sedley (2000: 327-330). Sedley’s view is more nuanced in
that he acknowledges that a lower sphere’s love for the “prime mover” is mediated by its love for
its proper mover. Although he remains agnostic on the relation between movers (see Sedley: 2000:
333 n. 11).

For how this works for the living beings in general, see Kosman (1994: 151): “Aristotle’s
Prime Mover is thus revealed to be a paradigmatic principle, as we earlier thought it might be,
and to be so in two respects. As self-moving [sic], it is the principle of the motion of all lesser
animate self-movers; more significantly, as the exemplar of that mode of self-fulfilling activity
identified in the Metaphysics as divine évépyeua, it is the formal and ontological principle of all
motion and change, as indeed it is of being in general.”

For the view that human virtuous action and contemplative activity are good with reference
to the highest divinity, see Richardson Lear (2004), esp. chapter 4. Richardson Lear (2004: 83)
acknowledges that the concept of imitation is essentially Platonic: “Aristotle rejects Plato’s
theory of Forms as an account of how sensible things are related to their own natures... But he

- 151 -



The above interpretation concerns the relation between different movers,
especially that between the “prime mover” and the other lesser unmoved movers.®
However, we would not be able to figure out the relation between different unmoved
movers unless we know how each and every one of them causes motion. So, the question
concerning the relation between movers naturally leads us to the question concerning the
relation between an unmoved mover and what it moves. In the sublunary domain, this is
the relation between a mortal soul and its living body, whereas in the supralunary domain,
this is the relation between a heavenly unmoved mover and the sphere it moves.” In what
comes below, I show that all unmoved movers cause motion by unilaterally touching the
things moved, so that the way in which the “prime mover” causes motion is not of a
privileged kind that is different from the way in which a lesser unmoved mover, as such,
causes maotion.

It is to be noted, though, that in rejecting this Platonist interpretation of Aristotle’s

theory of the unmoved movers, | am not thereby denying that there is indeed a hierarchy

did not reject the imitation or approximation at the heart of the theory as a possible model of final
causation”.

® Theophrastus mentions the problem as a difficulty for Aristotle’s theory of principles in
Metaphysics 5a14-21: “Next after these the problem of desire (£peoic) still wants more argument:
what kind of thing it is and what is it of, given that the circular [bodies] are multiple and that the
motions are in some way contrary and that their endlessness and end is unclear. For if the mover
is one, it is odd that all [bodies] are not [moved with] the same [motion]; but if the mover is
different for each [body] and the principles are multiple, then it is in no way clear why harmony
in respect of desire exists among those who proceed with the best motion.” (To6 &¢ peta Tadt’ ion
Adyov deital mheiovog Tepl TG EpEcemc, Toia Kal Tivav, ETeldn TAEI® Td KUKAIKA Kol ol gopal
TPOTOV TIVOL DIEVAVTIONL, Kod TO AvivuTOV Kai o Yaptv dpavéc. gite yap &v 10 kvodv, dtomov T
un Tavta Ty ooty €ite kaf’ €kaotov Etepov ol T apyol TAeiovg, MOTE TO COUPOVOV AVTAV Eig
Opeky 1OvT@V TNV dpicTnv 000OUDC PAVEPOV).

’ This second question is the main target for Sarah Broadie’s famous 1993 article. She makes it
very clear that she does not deal with the question of the relation between the different movers:
instead, she focuses on the second question insofar as it concerns the “prime mover”. See Broadie
(1993, 376): “Je ne m’occuperai que du Premier Moteur dans Mé&a. Lambda, et au sein de
Lambda je me bornerai a traiter des relations qui peuvent étre supposées s établir entre le
Premier Moteur, la premiére sphére et le mouvement de cette sphére. Je ne dirai presque rien des
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among the unmoved movers. Toward the end of the chapter, | suggest that Aristotle has
some conceptual resources to accommodate this ontological hierarchy.®

Further, at the very end of the chapter, | show that Aristotle at a number of places
connects the immobility of an unmoved mover to the conception of necessity as “the
simple” (10 amlodv) and that he defines this simple necessity against a conception of
possibility as “possible to be otherwise” (évoéyesbon dAlwc £xewv). Given what | showed
in chapter 3, that what is possible or potential in causal contexts is always possible to be
otherwise with respect to a particular pair of contraries, it is arguable that what is
necessary as “the simple” is also necessary or immovable with respect to a particular pair
of contraries. Therefore, simple necessity is a weaker notion than it is sometimes
assumed to be: it does not single out the immobility with respect to every pair of
contraries, according to which notion only the “prime mover” is simply necessary; rather,
simple necessity only pertains to the immobility with respect to some particular pair of
contraries, whatever it may be, according to which a variety of unmoved movers are

simply necessary.®

4.2 GC 1.6 on Unilateral Touch
As | mentioned in chapter 3, Aristotle’s labor in Physics 7.2 is to prove that a
mover, whether an unmoved mover or a moved mover,° is always together (&po)—in

touch—!!with that which is moved by it, and that this applies to all three kinds of motion

autres sphéres et de leurs moteurs.”

8 Cf. Wolfson (1958) for an interesting survey of how Avicenna and Averroés offer different
accounts of this question.

® See chapter 5.

10" See the quotation in note 12 below.

11 In other words, “there is nothing between the thing moved and the mover” (Physics 7.2
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or change: locomotion, qualitative change, and quantitative change.'?> So, from Physics
7.2, we know that causing motion is closely tied to touching. In GC 1.6, building on this
assumption,®® Aristotle further distinguishes between two kinds of causally relevant
touch: (1) reciprocal touch and (2) unilateral touch, and ties them to the two kinds of
movers there are respectively: (1) reciprocal touch to the moved movers and (2) unilateral
touch to the unmoved movers. In this section I give an outline of the relevant discussion
in GC 1.6 and discuss the characterization of unilateral touch offered there.

GC 1.6 contains Aristotle’s most detailed account of touch or contact (dpn). 4
Admittedly, in this part of the book, Aristotle is primarily interested in the manner of
elemental mixture (ni&ic) and qualitative change (dA\loimoig), however, since he does not
restrict his discussion to qualitative change and agent and patient only, but includes a

discussion of motion and mover quite generally, | take it that the theory of touch we find

in GC 1.6 is more generally applicable.

24435-6). For this interpretation of “together” as it concerns the moved movers, see Ross (1936:
627): “it is evident that Aristotle’s meaning [at Physics 5.2 226b22] is that two things are dpao if
they are in one place which contains nothing but the two, i.e. where there is nothing between
them.”

12" See Physics 7.2 243a32-40: “that which is the first mover of a thing—in the sense that it
supplies not that for the sake of which but the source of the motion—is always together with that
which is moved by it (by together | mean that there is nothing between them). This is universally
true wherever one thing is moved by another. And since there are three kinds of motion, local,
gualitative, and quantitative, there must also be three kinds of mover, that which causes
locomotion, that which causes alteration, and that which causes increase or decrease.” See also
Physics 7.2 245a16-b2: “it is evident, therefore, that between the moved and the mover—the first
and the last—in reference to the moved there is nothing in between.” Note that the “last mover”
in this quotation can but need not be a moved mover: in reference to the motion of the first thing
moved by an unmoved mover, the last mover is the unmoved mover. So the movers that are under
discussion in Physics 7.2 need not be moved movers: indeed, the first mover in a self-moving
thing mentioned at Physics 7.2 243a14 is an unmoved mover.

13 See GC 1.6 322b21-26.

14 N.B. For Aristotle, an animal perceives by touching something else so touch is also a form of
sense-perception. Aristotle offers a theory of touch as a form of sense-perception in De Anima
and De Sensu, which is different from his theory of touch or contact in general. In this part | am
only interested in his theory of touch or contact in general, which applies to the inanimate things
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In GC 1.6 Aristotle makes a twofold distinction of touch. With the first distinction
(322b29-323a12)™® Aristotle tries to distinguish a causal, “proper sense of touch” (10
Kupimg Aeyouevov 322b32-3) that implies efficient causation (323a12) from a loose,
geometric sense of touch that merely requires that the two things which touch have their

extremes together (323a4).1® With the second distinction (323a12-34), Aristotle tries to

as well.

15 «“Now no doubt, just as every other name is used in many senses (in some cases
homonymously, in others one use being derived from other and prior uses), so too is it with
contact. Nevertheless contact in the proper sense applies only to things which have position. And
position belongs only to those things which also have a place; for in so far as we attribute contact
to the mathematical things, we must also attribute place to them, whether they exist in separation
or in some other fashion. Assuming, therefore, that to touch is—as we have defined it in a
previous work—to have the extremes together, only those things will touch one another which,
being separate magnitudes and possessing position, have their extremes together. And since
position belongs only to those things which also have a place, while the primary differentiation of
place is the above and the below (and the similar pairs of opposites), all things which touch one
another will have weight or lightness—either both these qualities or one or the other of them. But
bodies which are heavy or light are such as to act and suffer action. Hence it is clear that those
things are by nature such as to touch one another, which (being separate magnitudes) have their
extremes together and are able to move, and be moved by, one another.”

16 The first distinction helps make it clear that the touch in the proper sense that Aristotle is
interested in in this chapter is dynamic, that is to say, it always implies one kind of motion
(xivnoig) or another. According to Aristotle, touch in the proper sense belongs to things that have
position (0¢o1g) and place (tomog). See GC 1.6 322b32-323al: “nevertheless touch in the proper
sense applies only to things which have position. And position belongs only to those things which
also have a place.” (‘Opog 8¢ 10 Kvpimg Aeydpevov drdpysl Toi¢ Exovct Béoty, B4c1c &’ olomep Kol
TOTOC).

Since place implies above and below, and the contrariety of above and below implies the
contrariety of weight and lightness, and weight and lightness implies action and passion, touch in
the proper sense belongs to things that can act or be acted upon. See GC 1.6 322a1-12, esp.
323a6-11: “since position belongs only to those things which also have a place, while the primary
differentiation of place is the above and below, all things that touch one another will have weight
or lightness—either both these qualities or one or the other of them. But bodies which are heavy
or light are such as to act and be acted on.” CEnei 8¢ 0éo1¢ pev doo1g kal TOmog VLAPYEL, TOTOL O
Spopa TPOT TO dvm Kol TO KAT® Kol TO TODTH TMV AVTIKEWWEVOV, AITovTo T0 GAANA®V
antopeva Papog av Exot §j koveotnta, 1 Aueo 1 Bdtepov. Ta 8¢ TowadTa TAONTIKA KOl TOMNTIKA).

One should notice that by “act and be acted upon” Aristotle doesn’t just mean qualitative
change, but moving and being moving in general, since things with their relative weight and
lightness primarily cause locomotion. Aristotle’s remarks here also make it clear that he doesn’t
only have qualitative change in mind: “hence it is clear that those things are by nature such as to
touch one another, which (being separate magnitudes) have their extremes together and are able
to moved, and be moved by, one another” (323a10-12). Contrasted with this proper, dynamic
sense of touch is a loose, non-dynamic sense according to which, | take it, things touch as long as
they have their extremes together. See Physics 5.3 226b21-3: “Things are said to touch when their
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further divide the causal “touch proper” into “unilateral touch” and “reciprocal touch”
and then to connect the one with the unmoved movers and the other with the moved
movers. For my purpose in this chapter, | focus on the second distinction: the distinction
between reciprocal touch and unilateral touch.

According to Aristotle, “the definition of touching in general is the one that holds
between a pair of things which, having position, the one is able to cause motion and the
other able to be moved, whereas <the definition of> reciprocal <touching> holds
between a pair of things the one of which is able to cause motion and the other able to be
moved, and to which acting and being acted upon belong” (GC 1.6 323a22-5).1” Now,
“touching in general (ka0dl0v)” means to capture any two things that touch in the
aforementioned “proper sense”: their relationship is not just spatial, but also causal.'®
“Reciprocal touching”, as can be seen, belongs to “touching in general”, because
whatever two things that “touch reciprocally” are, they are such that, having position, the
one is able to cause motion and the other to be moved. However, “reciprocal touching”
specifies a kind of causal touching that is reciprocal. As Aristotle argues here, “acting

and being acted upon”, as a unit, belong to both the mover and the thing moved, so that

extremities are together.” Thus a straight line or more strictly speaking a circle is said by
mathematicians to touch another circle by having their extremes together. See Euclid, Elements
book 3 definitions 2 and 3. These geometrical figures may have position and place in a weaker
sense (See Joachim’s note ad loc. and Physics 4.1 208b22-25), but having position and place for
them doesn’t imply having weight and lightness—they don’t even need to be three-dimensional
extension—and hence dynamic motion or action. So the first distinction makes it clear that touch
in the proper sense is dynamic.

I AMN 6 Bropiopdg Tod GrtecBat kafohov HEV O TV BEGLY £xOVIOV KOl TOD HEV KVITUCOD TOD
8¢ kyntod, mpog dAANAa 8¢ kvnTicod Kai kivnTod, &v 0i¢ VapPYEL TO TOIETY Kai O mhoysw. |
follow Joachim’s interpretation here. Gill (1991:195-198) interprets “touch mpdg dAAnia’ as
“relational touch” such that “two objects are in contact in this way if they are distinct located
magnitudes and if ‘that which is able to move is able to move the moved and that which is able to
be moved is able to be moved by the mover.”” This is a misunderstanding of the semantics of
poOg GAAnAa which does not just mean any relationship but a mutual relationship. It seems to me
that her appeal to Alexander (ibid.: 197) isn’t convincing.
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the mover not only acts but is also acted upon and, similarly, the thing moved is not only
acted upon but also acts. Aristotle further specifies what this kind of touch is and what
kind of mover touches in this way: “as a rule, no doubt, if A touches B, B touches A. For
indeed practically all the movers within our ordinary experience cause motion by being
moved: in their case, what touches inevitably must, and also evidently does, touch
something which reciprocally touches it” (GC 1.6 323a25-27). Note that in both places
Aristotle establishes the correspondence between reciprocal touching and reciprocal
motion and action. This is also the kind of touching that is meant by “0i&ic” at Physics 3.2
202a3-12.1°

This leaves room for another kind of touch which is causal but non-reciprocal,
and this is what Aristotle has in mind to clarify in GC 1.6 with the second distinction

(323a12-34). He first introduces the two kinds of mover and agent:

The manner in which the mover moves the moved is not always the same:
whereas one kind of mover can only cause motion by being itself moved, another

kind can do so though remaining itself unmoved. Clearly therefore we must

18 pace Buchheim (2008: 83).

19 “The mover too is moved, as has been said—every mover, that is, which is capable of motion,
and whose immobility is rest—when a thing is subject to motion its immobility is rest. For to act
on the movable as such is just to move it. But this [the mover] does by contact, so that at the same
time it is also acted on. Hence we can define motion as the fulfillment of the movable qua
movable, the cause being contact with what can move so that the mover is also acted on. The
mover or agent will always be the vehicle of a form, either a 'this' or 'such’, which, when it acts,
will be the source and cause of the change, e.g. the full-formed man begets man from what is
potentially man.” (kweiton 8¢ kol 10 kivodv Homep eipnton i, T Suvapet v KivnTov, Kai ov 1
dcivnoia fipepio €otiv, @ yap 1 kivnoig DIapyEL, ToVTOL 1) dKivncia Hpepio. TO Yap TPOG ToDTO
gvepyeiv, 1) torodtov, adTd TO KIvElv 8ot Todto 88 Totel Bifel, Hote Bua kai moyel: S10 1) kKivnolg
gvieléyeta Tod kvntod, 7 kvnTov, cupPoivel 8¢ Todto Bifet oD KivnTikod, Hod’ duo Kol TacyEL.
gld0¢ 8¢ del oioetai T1 1O Kvodv, fTol T6de 7 To1OVdE 1 T066VSE, O EoTan dpyn Kai aitiov Tfig
Kvnoewg, dtav Kivij, olov O éviedeyeia avOpwmog motel &k tod duvépel dviog dvOpmdmov
GvOpomov).
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recognize a corresponding variety in speaking of the acting thing too: for the

mover is said to act and the acting thing to impart motion.?° (GC 1.6 323a12-16)

Here, the first kind of mover and agent are the “moved mover” and the “affected agent”.
As | argued in chapter 3, this kind of mover and agent are moved reciprocally when they
cause motion, and, as | showed just above, the mover and the moved touch each other
reciprocally. The second kind of mover and agent are the “unmoved mover” and the
“unaffected agent”. Aristotle connects this kind of mover to a unilateral kind of touching

in the following way:

Yet it is possible—as we sometimes express it—for the mover merely to touch the
moved, and that which touches need not touch a thing which touches it.
Nevertheless it is commonly supposed that touching must be reciprocal, because
movers which belong to the same kind as the moved cause motion by being
moved. Hence if anything causes motion without itself being moved, it may touch
the moved and yet itself be touched by nothing—for we say sometimes that the

man who insults us touches us, but not that we touch him.?! (GC 1.6 323a27-33)

It is implicit in what Aristotle says here that unilateral touch and unilateral causation

belong to a pair of mover and moved that are not of the same kind. However, it is not

20 "Entel 88 10 kvodv oV OpO1®G KIVET TO KIvOOUEVOVY, ALY TO PEV AVAYKT KIVOOUEVOV KO 0DTO
KIVETV, 10 8’ dkivnTov &v, dNAov 6Tt Kai £l T0D To1oDVTog poDUEV MGAVTMOS KOl YAp TO KIVoDV
TOLEWV T1 Qoo Koi TO TO10dV KIVETY.

2L £6118° doc évioté pupev TO Kvodv Emtechat LOVOL TOD KIVOLHEVOL, TO 8 GTTOMEVOV Ui
BmresOon amtopévon: GALG S0 TO KIVEly KivoOIEVa TO OPOYEVT, Avéykn Sokel elval dmTopévon
GrtecOat. "Qote &l 1 Kvel dxivitov dv, Ekeivo pev av Gmtotto Tod Kvntov, EKeivov d&
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quite clear how this works, and, in particular, the example Aristotle offers seems
problematic, because the man who insults other people seems to belong to the same kind,
i.e. the human kind, as the person he insults. The example has traditionally been taken as
a metaphor, and interpreters offer different candidates for the unmoved, unilaterally
touching mover mentioned here. Philoponus thinks that Aristotle has in mind here the
objects of desire,?? Alexander and Zabarella think that it should rather be the celestial
spheres,?® whereas Williams thinks that it should be the “prime mover” of the universe.?
All these controversies arise, | think, because the interpreters fail to appreciate the
general applicability of unilateral touch and causation here and try to find some specific
candidate for it. For some scholars such as Williams, the reason may be that they think
that there is only one real unmoved mover—the “prime mover”. So, strictly speaking,
only the “prime mover” touches its objects unilaterally. Yet as I showed in chapter 1,
Avistotle does acknowledge the existence of a multiplicity of unmoved movers. Further,
as I’ll show later, the cases of unaffected agent Aristotle himself evokes, such as the
medical art and the housebuilding art, are real unmoved movers. For others, such as

Alexander and Zabarella, the reason is that they mistakenly think that the kind of mover

mentioned here is unmoved reciprocally but movable by a causally higher mover in the

00OEV: PaUEY Yap €viote TOV Aumobvta Grtectat U@y, GAL’ ovK avTol EKeivov.

22 philoponus On coming-to-be and perishing: 138, 27-8: “he is right to say ‘almost’ (323a25),
because neither the image nor the object of love nor, generally speaking, what is desired, whille
causing change, is in turn changed itself” (trans. C. J. F. Williams).

23 See Aexander quoted in Philoponus ibid. 135, 3-8: “but if what is said is to be understood as
applying to the body whose motion is circular as well, in order to make the account more general,
then, in Alexander’s opinion, ‘either both or just one’ (323a8) must be taken to refer, not to
lightness and heaviness, but to the things that are in contact themselves. For it is in all cases
necessary that there should be two things that touch, and these touching things, either both or just
one of them, necessarily have either heaviness or lightness” (trans. C. J. F. Williams). See also
Joachim (1922: 146-7).

24 See Williams (1982: 119). See Natali (2004) for all these references.
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relevant respect: they think that the movers mentioned here are the supralunary spheres
which, with their own motions caused by the higher movers, move the sublunary
elements unilaterally. However, as | showed in chapter 3, a moved mover that is movable
by a causally higher mover is by definition movable in that respect, so that when it moves
its object as a movable mover in that respect, it is also moved reciprocally. This all
suggests that the kind of unilateral touch and causation mentioned here is more generally
applicable. In the next two sections, | show why this is the case by looking in turn at the

heavenly movers and mortal souls.

4.3 The Heavenly Unmoved Movers
4.3.1 Aristotle’s Universe and Unilateral Touch

Avristotle’s heavenly unmoved movers are there, unsurprisingly, to move the
heavens, so let’s look at Aristotle’s universe first. According to the Eudoxus-style
geocentric model which Aristotle clearly endorses,?® the universe consists of multiple
concentric spheres whose revolutions share a common center: the center of the spherical
earth. The first sphere contains in it everything there is. Eudoxus apparently thinks that its
daily rotation®® from east to west along the axis between its north and south poles
explains the daily westward motion of all the supralunary objects that are contained in it:
the fixed stars, the sun, the moon, and all the planets.?’

Moving down to the lower spheres, we see that the planets, the moon, and the sun

all have their own motions on top of the daily rotation in tandem with the fixed stars: the

25 See Metaphysics A 8 1073b17-1074al4.

26 The cycle will be a sidereal day, slightly less than a solar day.

2" This was in any case the most advanced theory before Hipparchus (ca. 150 BCE) discovered
the procession of the equinoxes.
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sun, for instance, is also moved along the zodiac in a tropical year, and each planet has its
own two synodic motions on top of the motion along the zodiac, similar to the one of the
sun.?® Eudoxus explains all these additional motions by introducing a series of further
concentric spheres, each of which has its two poles set in a sphere outside it and is thus
carried along by the outer sphere?® but its two poles engender its own additional motion.
The sun and the moon, for instance, each have two additional spheres,® whereas the
planets each have three additional spheres.

Agreeing with this general picture, Aristotle modifies the part of Eudoxus’ theory
that concerns the number of the heavenly spheres and their corresponding movers.
Presumably because Aristotle thinks that there cannot be more than one sphere
immediately attached from inside to a superior sphere—the sphere of the sun and the
sphere of Mars cannot both be immediately attached to the sphere of the fixed stars, for
example—so for an inferior planet®! to be moved the way it is, there needs to be first
some spheres canceling out the motions of the planet superior to the inferior planet.®? In

this way, Aristotle multiplies the number of the spheres up to 56 or 48: one celestial

28 See Henry Mendell at http://web.calstatela.edu/faculty/hmendel/Ancient%20Mathematics/
Eudoxus/Astronomy/EudoxusHomocentricSpheres.htm (accessed 2016/3/20).

29 In this way, the outermost sphere transmits, as it were, its daily westward rotation via the poles
of the other sphere(s) that are situated in it.

30" Two spheres (the celestial sphere and a sphere of yearly motion along the zodiac) would be
enough to explain the sun’s apparent motion. Schiaparelli thinks that the early astronomers
inferred a movement of the sun in latitude (hence a third sphere) from the observed motion of the
moon and the planets in latitude. (See Ross: 1924, ii. 388).

31 |.e. aplanet that is located in an inferior sphere.

32 See Metaphysics A 8 1073b38-1074a5: “but it is necessary, if all the spheres combined are to
explain the observed facts, that for each of the planets there should be other spheres (one fewer
than those hitherto assigned) which counteract those already mentioned and bring back to the
same position the outermost sphere of the star which in each case is situated below the star in
question; for only thus can all the forces at work produce the observed motion of the planets.”
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sphere and 55 or 47 lower heavenly spheres.®® The same goes for the number of their
movers.3*

Now, whether Aristotle is right about the number of the spheres and of their
movers or not, it is arguable that the way an unmoved mover causes its proper motion in
its proper sphere is the same way across the board. Here, the unilateral kind of touch |
described in the last section is relevant. | argue that both the unmoved mover of the
celestial sphere and the 55 unmoved movers of the lower heavenly spheres cause their
respective proper sphere to rotate by touching it unilaterally.

As | showed in chapter 2, toward the very end of Physics 8.10, Aristotle places
the unmoved mover of the celestial sphere at its kokhoc,® and this kokhog has been
interpreted either as the celestial equator (Eudemus)®® or the entire circumference of the

celestial sphere (Alexander).>” Now, whichever is the case, and whether the unmoved

33 See Metaphysics A 8 1074a6-14: “Since, then, the spheres involved in the movement of the
planets themselves are--eight for Saturn and Jupiter and twenty-five for the others, and of these
only those involved in the movement of the lowest-situated planet need not be counteracted the
spheres which counteract those of the outermost two planets will be six in number, and the
spheres which counteract those of the next four planets will be sixteen; therefore the number of
all the spheres--both those which move the planets and those which counteract these--will be
fifty-five. And if one were not to add to the moon and to the sun the movements we mentioned,
the whole set of spheres will be forty-seven in number.”

34 See Metaphysics A 8 1074a14-22: “Let this, then, be taken as the number of the spheres, so
that the unmovable substances and principles also may probably be taken as just so many; the
assertion of necessity must be left to more powerful thinkers. But if there can be no spatial
movement which does not conduce to the moving of a star, and if further every being and every
substance which is immune from change and in virtue of itself has attained to the best must be
considered an end, there can be no other being apart from these we have named, but this must be
the number of the substances.”

35 Physics 8.10 267h6-9: Gvérykm 81 1 &v péc® 7 &v KOKA® elvar: adton yap of dpyai. GALY
TayoTA KIVETTOL T £YYDTOTH TOD KIvODVTOG. Tt 6’ 1) ToD KOKAOL Kivnolg: €Kel dpa TO Kivodv.
3% gee Simplicius In Physic. 1354, 9-12: 6 8¢ Ednuog év 1 peyioto kokim enoiv sivar té Sid
TV TOAOV- 0VTOC YA TUYIGTO Kiveltal, TO & Ktvodv Sokel dpyecdat, 60ev TdyioTa dv Kvicat
kai pdota. (Text: H. Diels, Berlin, 1895)

37 See ibid. 1354, 16-22: [aA&Eavdpoc] Amv 8& TV dmopiov Aéyet, 6Ti €l puév &v popio Tivi €in
i meprpepeiog thic SEmTdtm, KIvoito dv katd cupuPePnkoc Td Katd nopia Ty Kivnoy ivat tiic
o@aipag: &l 0¢ &v mbon T mepipepein (oVT® Yop EoTor &V TM TAXIOTA KIVOUUEV®), OVKETL GV
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mover is the Tomog itself of the celestial sphere® or only acts at the circumference of the
celestial sphere,®® as something without three dimensional magnitude, the unmoved
mover cannot reciprocally touch the celestial sphere.*® However, since there is no void
between the tonoc of the sphere and the sphere itself, and since the first unmoved mover
causes the celestial sphere, which is a three dimensional magnitude, to rotate along its
axis, the first mover has to touch the sphere. So the first unmoved mover unilaterally
touches the sphere it moves.*

As we can see from the passage quoted above (Metaphysics A 8 1074a14-22),
besides the unmoved mover of the celestial sphere, Aristotle also acknowledges that there
are 55 or 47 unmoved movers of the planetary, the solar, and the lunar spheres. Each of

these movers is, according to Aristotle, unmoved per se (kaf’ adtd) but moved per

KIVOiTO KTt GUUPBEPNKOC TM mhcAV TNV TEPIPEPELRY UT) KIveloBan unde dAAAGGEWY TOV TOTOV,
GAN’ €v T@ a0Td péver de.

Strictly speaking it should be what touches the outer circumference of the celestial sphere.
See ibid. 1355, 11-15: ob ypr| 0OV Sedotcévau, pr| Kottt GVUPEPNKOC KIVAGMUEY TO TPAOTOC KOV
&V T® ATAQVEL AEYOVTEG ADTO VPV -0V YAP EGTIV &V TG 0VPAVD KUPIMG EKEIVO, GAL’ O ODPAVOG
gv ant®, gimep 10 &V Tvi meptéyeton V1o Tod &V @ 0Tl mEPEYEL 88 EkETvo TOV BAov KOGHOV Ti}
ameipm £ovtod duvaypet.

38 Or the tomoc-equivalent of the celestial equator.

39 Because according to Physics 8.10 267b24-6, the unmoved mover is without parts and without
magnitude. If we understand this to mean that the unmoved mover cannot have any magnitude at
all, it clearly cannot be either the equator which is one-dimensional magnitude or the
circumference which is two-dimensional magnitude. However, an unmoved mover may be
conceived as without magnitude in the sense that a limit as such is without magnitude: thus three
lines are the limit of a triangle, and as limit of two-dimensional extension they are
two-dimensionally unextended.

Pace De Motu 3 669a20-24, which argues against unextended parts of some body—its
termini—as the unmoved mover. However, it is important to keep in mind that the termini of
some body may not be the same as the tomog of that body.

40" For one of the conditions of reciprocal touch is that both parties have magnitude: “assuming,
therefore, that to touch is—as we have defined it in a previous work'—to have the extremes
together, only those things will touch one another which, being separate magnitudes and
possessing position, have their extremes together.” (GC 1.6 323a3-5)

1 There is more to be said on this point concerning De Motu. See e.g. Coope (forthcoming) and
Morison (forthcoming) for a different interpretation. For the purpose of this project, | take
Aristotle’s position in Physics 8.10 as final.
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accidens (kotd copBepnkoc) by others.*? It is unmoved in respect of the motion that it,
qua mover, causes, but is moved by the movers of the spheres which are external to it and
in which it happens (cvppaivet) to be situated. Now, because such an unmoved mover is
moved by being situated in certain spheres, it cannot be situated in the sphere it is a
mover of: otherwise it would have to be a per accidens self-mover through the mediation
of the sphere it is the mover of.** Further, | showed both in chapter 3 and earlier in this
chapter that Aristotle thinks that all movers cause motion through contact, so such a
mover has to touch the sphere it is a mover of. Now, since the mover is not in the sphere,
the only other option is for it to touch the sphere at its periphery, and given it is said by
Aristotle to be “without magnitude”,** it cannot be another body that touches the sphere

at its periphery. So, such a mover has to be the innermost boundary of what contains the

42 gee Physics 8.6 259b28-31: “We must distinguish, however, between accidental motion of a
thing by itself and such motion by something else, the former being confined to perishable things,
whereas the latter belongs also to certain first principles of heavenly bodies, of all those, that is to
say, that experience more than one locomotion.” See also Metaphysics A 8 1073a22-bl: “We
however must discuss the subject, starting from the presuppositions and distinctions we have
mentioned. The first principle or primary being is not movable either in itself or accidentally, but
produces the primary eternal and single movement. But since that which is moved must be moved
by something, and the first mover must be in itself unmovable, and eternal movement must be
produced by something eternal and a single movement by a single thing, and since we see that
besides the simple spatial movement of the universe, which we say the first and unmovable
substance produces, there are other spatial movements-those of the planets-which are eternal (for
a body which moves in a circle is eternal and unresting; we have proved these points in the
physical treatises), each of these movements also must be caused by a substance both unmovable
in itself and eternal. For the nature of the stars is eternal just because it is a certain kind of
substance, and the mover is eternal and prior to the moved, and that which is prior to a substance
must be a substance. Evidently, then, there must be substances which are of the same number as
the movements of the stars, and in their nature eternal, and in themselves unmovable, and without
magnitude, for the reason before mentioned.”

3" In the same way a soul is a per accidens self-mover through the mediation of the body it
moves. See chapter 1.

4 See Metaphysics A 8 1073a38: “Evidently, there must be substances which are of the same
number as the movements of the stars, and in their natural eternal, and in themselves unmovable,
and without magnitude, for the reason before mentioned.”
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spherical body*®, which, qua boundary (8poc) and limit (népac) of some continuous
magnitude, is itself without parts but is moved together with the body it is a boundary of.
As such a boundary, the mover unilaterally touches the sphere it moves in respect of the
motion it causes, whereas the body it is a boundary of reciprocally touches the sphere it
moves.

So, both the unmoved mover of the sphere of the fixed stars and the unmoved
movers of the lower spheres are the témoc-like boundaries which unilaterally touch the
sphere in question, and they all cause motion in their respective spheres by unilateral
touch. The only difference lies in the fact that the unmoved mover of the sphere of the
fixed stars is not itself moved whereas the unmoved movers of the lower spheres are.
However, precisely because a lower unmoved mover is only moved per accidens, it per

se causes motion in the same way as the first unmoved mover does.

4.3.2 Heavenly Mover causing Motion qua Good*®
Now, the above interpretation, which describes a heavenly unmoved mover as an

efficient cause through unilateral touch, is mainly based on Physics 8.10 and GC 1.6-7.

5 1t is moved with what contains the spherical body, i.e. the sphere that is immediately outside
the sphere in question, so it cannot be the témog of the sphere in question, which has to be by
definition “the innermost motionless boundary of what contains it” (Physics 4.4 212a20-21).

46 For an analysis of an external unmoved mover qua good both in the case of heavenly motion
and in the case of animal self-motion, see Coope (forthcoming) and Morison (forthcoming). An
important difference between their interpretation and mine is that I don’t distinguish between
what they call an “external platform” and an external good. If both of them cause motion as
external unmoved movers via unilateral touch (some external platforms certainly do not, but some
might: think about the témog-equivalent of the universe), they are the same in so far as causing
motion is concerned.

An external platform and an external good might seem different if one takes the former only
as a physical item which causes via contact and the latter only as a mental item which causes
through void. Part of my aim in this chapter is to suggest that practical or achievable good is not
just a mental item.
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Avistotle offers what appears to be a different picture of the heavenly unmoved movers in
Metaphysics A7-9 as final causes. Aristotle clearly characterizes such a mover as causing
motion qua the object of desire and thought,*’ the good (10 xoA6v),*® the final cause (10
oV éveka),*® the end of locomotion (téhog @opdc),”® and, most notably, thought (voiic) or
thinking (vémotc).>t So the natural question is: how do these two pictures cohere?

The traditional view on how a heavenly mover imparts motion as a final cause, as
| have already mentioned in the introduction of this chapter, makes heavy use of the
concept imitation. Something is worthy of imitation because it is good or desirable, so an
object of imitation is in a way a final cause. However, what makes an object of imitation
a special kind of final cause, different from a normal final cause such as a prey which is
also good or desirable, is that the former is imitated but not attained by the imitator,
whereas the latter is attained but not imitated by the predator.>? In other words, although
all objects of imitation are desirable, not all desirable things are objects of imitation. Thus,
imitation is an attractive way to conceptualize the relation between a heavenly sphere and
its unmoved mover precisely because the heavenly sphere does not attain its unmoved
mover, which is an active vodg, but may be said to imitate the activity of its unmoved

mover, which is vonoig, with its own eternal rotation.>® What is more, imitation is also

47 Metaphysics A7 1072a26.

8 Ibid. A7 1072a28.

¥ |bid. A7 1072bl.

%0 1bid. A8 1074420, 23. It is clear from here, by the way, that there are more than one such
MOVers.

1 Ihid. A 7, 9.

52 Both are final cause in the sense of “something at which the action aims”, as opposed to “some
being for whose good an action is done”. See Metaphysics A 7 1072b1-3, trans. Ross.

53 See Alexander Quaestiones 1.25 40.17-23: “so it (i.e. the heavens) remains for it to be moved
in its eternal rotation by desiring the primary eternal and unmoved being. Its desire is not to
acquire it, but to become similar to it as far as possible; and it becomes similar to it in respect of
its movement, by the eternity and uniformity and evenness of the movement. For rotation which
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attractive for a Platonist interpretation of the “prime mover” in that an object can be
imitated by a multiplicity of imitators without directly touching them, thus allowing for a
multiplicity of copies of a single Form.

According to the traditional interpretation, the “prime mover” is said to be
imitated in two ways:

(1) First and foremost, it is said to be imitated by the sphere of the fixed stars.>*
The traditional story told since Alexander posits, in addition to the external “prime
mover”, an internal mover—a soul that can desire and cause motion—for the sphere of
the fixed stars: the soul, as a moved mover, desires and imitates the external unmoved
mover which is a self-thinking vodg, and it is this soul that directly causes the rotation of
the sphere in question. In this story, the external unmoved mover qua active vodc, as
something good, inspires and thus unilaterally moves the soul of the sphere to imitate its
activity, and this imitation results in the eternal rotation of the sphere, which is like
vonmoig at least in its eternity. This is to say, the external unmoved mover, qua active vodg,
is both the final cause and the first efficient cause of the sphere’s eternal rotation. So, in
the traditional story, the heavenly unmoved mover is the cause of the rotation of its
sphere both efficiently and finally.

In her influential paper, Broadie argues against this interpretation. (a) From the

point of view of ontological economy,> she points out that in Metaphysics A, Aristotle

always continues in the same place and in the same way is in a way like being at rest. Moreover,
the perfection which each of the things which become similar to it is able to receive is also itself
in general a becoming similar to what is perfect, and the perfection of the body that moves in a
circle is rotation of this sort” (trans. Sharples, 1992: 87). See Sharples (2009: 155). See also Menn
(2012: 449 n.39) who finds traces of this interpretation at Theophrastus’ Metaphysics 5a23-8.

% See the quote from Alexander in the preceding note.

%5 See Broadie (1993: 385) “A chaque point stratégique, on est obligé d’endosser telle ou telle
multiplication d’entités non mentionnées dans le texte,” and a litter further (ibid.: 386): “une
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never mentions an internal mover of a sphere different from its external unmoved
mover.*® (b) Sharply distinguishing what she calls “contemplative activity” and “kinetic
activity”, Broadie points out that Aristotle never mentions imitation in Metaphysics A
and that it is strange that causing rotation counts as an imitation of thinking: after all, if
the soul wanted to imitate the unmoved mover, it would be better off contemplating than
causing eternal rotation to its body.%” Note that Aristotle in De Anima 1.3 specifically
rejects the Platonist conception that the activity of the soul (thinking is such an activity)
is itself a circular self-locomotion which causes the revolution of the heavens.*® (c)
According to Broadie, the eternal rotation which is efficiently caused by the unmoved
mover is an end in itself, and the contemplating activity of the unmoved mover plays no
role in explaining the eternal rotation.>® This is to say, for the eternal rotation of a certain
heavenly sphere, its external unmoved mover is only the efficient cause, and not the final
cause. | agree with Broadie on (a) and (b).

(2) Second, the “prime mover” is said to be imitated, not only by the first heaven
in its daily rotation, but also in the same way by the lower heavens, the elemental cycle,
all the way to human beings in their contemplative as well as virtuous action. It is this
claim that renders the “prime mover” the Platonic good. According to this interpretation,
the lower heavens, the elemental cycle, and the living beings are moved or affected not
just in a daily fashion in tandem with the first heaven—e.g. the sun rises and sets daily

and human beings wake up and fall asleep daily—rather, their proper motion or activity

facheuse prolifération d’entités”.

% See Broadie (1993: 378-9).

57 See Broadie (1993: 379-80), Laks (2000: 221), and Berti (2000:200-201). For some evidence
for the “imitation-interpretation” in Aristotle, see Berti (2000: 203), Sedley (2000: 333-334), and
Menn (2012: 448 n.39).

%8 See De Anima 1.3, esp. 407a3-6 and b7-9.
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is also an imitation of the “prime mover”: thus, the yearly revolution of the sun along the
Zodiac is an imitation of the “prime mover”; the cyclical intertransformation of the four
simple bodies is an imitation of the “prime mover”; philosophical contemplation is an
imitation of the “prime mover”; a virtuous activity is also an imitation of the “prime
mover”.®% This is to be distinguished from the so-called “providential view”, which no
one today would hold, and according to which every motion or activity is designed and
guided by the numerically single divinity to contribute to some common good which is
good with reference to the divinity itself.* In contrast to this “providential view”, the
current view, following Aristotle’s lead,®? first distinguishes between the aim at which
every motion or activity is directed (tivog éveka) and its beneficiary (&vexd tivi), and then
argues that, although the beneficiary in each case is the thing or the agent in question, the
motion or the activity is good only because it aims at the highest divinity as an object of

imitation. Here, the Platonist tenet is obvious: although inferior things can never, or only

59 See Broadie (1993: 388).

%0 This is the view of Kahn (1985: 183-205, esp. 190) and Sedley (2000: 327-330). Sedley’s
view is more nuanced in that he acknowledges that a lower sphere’s love for the “prime mover” is
mediated by its love for its proper mover, although he remains agnostic on the relation between
movers (see Sedley: 2000: 333 n. 11). For the view that human virtuous action and contemplative
activity are good with reference to the highest divinity, see Richardson Lear (2004), esp. chapter
4. Richardson Lear (2004: 83) acknowledges that the concept of imitation is essentially Platonic:
“Aristotle rejects Plato’s theory of Forms as an account of how sensible things are related to their
own natures... But he did not reject the imitation or approximation at the heart of the theory as a
possible model of final causation”.

See also Jonathan Lear (1988, 295-296): “And the desire which God inspires is none other
than the desire of each organism to realize its form. ... However, from a metaphysical perspective,
one can see that in trying to realize its form, the organism is doing all that it can do to become
intelligible. It is also doing the best job it can do to imitate God’s thought—and thus to imitate
God himself.” See also Lear (ibid., 298): “Now it is part of man’s nature to satisfy the desire to
understand. In coming to understand the world, man realizes his own essense. And in fulfilling
his nature, man comes to imitate God in an altogether deeper sense than is available to other
animals. For man is able to engage in the very same activity, contemplating, that is God. In
coming to understand the world we become like God, we become God-like.”

61 See Kahn (1985: 185) for a reference to what he calls a medieval and 19th century
interpretation.
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for a very short period of time,®® do what the “prime mover” does, their motion or action
is nevertheless good because of its similarity to the activity of the “prime mover”.5

One of the troubling things about this interpretation—the interpretation that the
“prime mover” is imitated by the things below the first heaven—is that it makes the
eminently good “prime mover”, qua efficient cause, impart motion from a distance.®® We
may very well grant that human beings imitate the highest divinity because we perceive
the eternal daily rotation it causes and are inspired by it, so the highest divinity does
touch our eyes unilaterally through the transparent medium between us. Still, other
things—animals, plants, elements, and the lower heavens—neither perceive the highest
divinity as such nor are immediately touched, like the first heaven, by the highest divinity.
So, it would be in a mysterious way that the highest divinity exerted influence, like
Newtonian gravity which operates through void, upon all things.®® Indeed, interpreters
who hold the Platonist view on this issue seem to distinguish sharply between the way the
“prime mover” directly causes motion as a final cause, and the way in which certain

motions are caused “mechanically”.’

62 See Metaphysics A 7 1072b1-3, the text here is disputed, but the meaning is clear.

63 E.g. Philosophers can only philosophize for a very short period of time, compared to the
“prime mover”.

64 See Sedley (2000: 333-334) for the desire to imitate the pure noetic activity of the “prime
mover” on the part of the heavens, the elements, and the living beings.

65 As I showed in chapter 3, Aristotle denies this in Physics 7.2. Moravcsik (1974: 629, cited in
Johnson: 2005 p. 45, n. 17) thinks that causation at a distance is possible for Aristotle, using the
example of an art and its artifact. But, as I’m going to show, the soul of the artisan, in which the
art is located, unilaterally touches the body of the artisan which makes the artifact. So efficient
causation does require spatio-temporal contiguity.

% All things are carried along in one way or another with the superior heavens. However, in so
far as their proper motions are concerned, the divine seems to exert influence through void.

%7 See Kahn (1985, 183): “what is agreed, then, is that the PM [i.e. “Prime Mover”] causes
motion in two ways: directly, as final cause or object of desire; and indirectly, by the mechanical
motions and qualitative changes that result from its direct action on the heavens.” And a little
further (1985, 184): “The broader view agrees in this account of the indirect, mechanical action of
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So, on the one hand, the traditional interpretation which renders the “prime
mover” the object of imitation for the first heaven lacks textual support, and the
broadening of its “sphere of influence” smacks of mystery. On the other hand, those who
vehemently disagree with such a Platonist scheme of imitation and argue that Aristotle’s
“prime mover”, or his unmoved movers in general, are exclusively efficient causes, have
no reasonable explanation for the above mentioned places where Aristotle clearly appeals

to final causation.58

4.3.3 The Solution

| now move on to the solution to this problem. In general terms, nothing prevents
something from functioning as the first efficient cause of a certain motion or change by
being good and the end to the thing undergoing this motion or change. In fact, in the case
of animal self-locomotion, it is arguable that the object of desire, such as an apple,
functions as the first efficient cause of an animal’s locomotion towards it precisely by
being or appearing good to the animal in question.®® And it is important that the good
unmoved mover doesn’t operate through void: the apple is the first unmoved mover

which, via the transparent medium in between, touches the animal’s sense-perceptive

PM, but it assigns an equally important role to direct teleological causality within the sublunary
world. As supreme instance of unqualified actuality and divine life, the PM serves as a kind of
metaphysical magnet drawing all natural potencies on to their realization in act and to the
acquisition of their specific form.”

%8 See Broadie (1993) and Berti (2000). Broadie portrays her view as new and her
counterpart—those who think that the “Unmoved Mover” is primarily a final cause—as
traditional: this is not true—some ancient commentators indeed held the view that the “Unmoved
Mover” is an efficient cause. Simplicius against Alexander in his in Cael. 271.13ff. See Laks
(2000: 221 n.38).

%9 In a non-perceptive setting, the nutritive soul moves the nutritive organs unilaterally as the
good and the end (see De Anima 2.4) of the nutritive activity which consists of digestion,
distribution, and excretion.
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organ unilaterally and causes the animal’s sense-perceptive soul to perceive it and
perceive it as desirable. In this case, the same apple is both the efficient cause and the
final cause of the animal’s sense-perceptive and locomotive activities: it causes these
activities qua appearing good to the subject undergoing such activities.”

If we turn to the heavenly unmoved movers, however, it seems more difficult to
combine the two causes. Aristotle clearly thinks that the proper activity of a heavenly

L and that this activity is good or choice-worthy,? yet it takes

unmoved mover is vOnoig,
some explaining how a heavenly unmoved mover causes motion qua active vodg whose
proper activity is vonoic of itself. As I’ve acknowledged in the last section, Broadie is
quite right that imitation is never explicitly mentioned in Metaphysics A; however, a
sharp distinction between the so-called “contemplative activity”’® and “kinetic activity”
is not necessary. Admittedly, the reciprocal kind of “kinetic activity” that belongs to a
moved mover, as I analyzed in chapter 3, is incompatible with the vonoic that an
unmoved mover engages in, because as changeable agents of change, a moved mover is
itself changed when it brings about change, whereas the hallmark of vonoig or fewpia is
its immobility and completeness, and voneic is notably not a function of any body.”*
Similarly, our difficulty in imagining how the thinking activity—vénocic—is identical to
unilateral touch may be due more to our inability to imagine anything other than the

reciprocal kind of touch. Yet, as I will show below, another kind of “kinetic activity”

0" See Menn (2012: 444): “Aristotle is not saying that this kind of unmoved mover [e.g. a fruit]
is only a final cause: it must first produce motion (at least, produce a cognition of itself as good
and desirable) as an efficient cause, and only thereby can it act as a final cause.” See De Anima
3.10 and De Motu 6.

L See Metaphysics A 7 and 9.

72 See Metaphysics A 7 1072b13-30.

3 Aristotle mentions fswpia in Metaphysics A only once, at A 7 1072b24.

™ See De Anima 3.4 429a25-27.
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which is non-reciprocal, such as the medical art at work,” may be identical with certain
thinking activity, such as actively thinking about the question “what is the good (i.e.
health) with regard to this part of the body?”. It is arguable that this active thought, by
being active, unilaterally touches first the doctor’s body and then, through it, the patient’s
body in the same way as the insulting remark, by being active, unilaterally touches first
the insulter’s body and through it, the body and soul of the person insulted in GC 1.6.
Indeed, as Menn points out, we can see from Aristotle’s criticisms of his predecessors
Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and Plato in Metaphysics A 10 that he thinks that only his
theory makes the first principle of motion also a cause qua good.’® It implies that
Avristotle’s own first principle, which is an ever active vodg, is, by its thinking activity, at
the same time both a first efficient cause and a final cause.’’

A side piece of evidence may serve to connect this kind of thinking to the
unilateral kind of touch. At the end of Metaphysics A 8, Aristotle explains why there is

only one heaven.” In his explanation, he contrasts the apyy of the heaven, which is one

> | take it that whenever Aristotle refers to the medical art as the first moving principle, he
means the medical art at work, i.e. the second actuality of the psychic state which is called art.
76 See Menn (2012: 444 n.32) and Metaphysics A 7 988b8-16, A 10 1075a36-b10 there quoted.
" See esp. Metaphysics A 10 1075b8-10: “Anaxagoras makes the good a motive principle; for
vodg moves things. But it moves them for an end, which must be something other than it, except
according to our way of stating the case; for, on our view, the medical art is in a sense health.”
78 Metaphysics A 8 1074a31-b3: “Evidently there is but one heaven. For if there are many
heavens as there are many men, the moving principles, of which each heaven will have one, will
be one in form but in number many. But all things that are many in number have matter; for one
and the same definition, e.g. that of man, applies to many things, while Socrates is one. But the
primary essence has not matter; for it is complete reality. So the unmovable first mover is one
both in definition and in number; so too, therefore, is that which is moved always and
continuously; therefore there is one heaven alone. Our forefathers in the most remote ages have
handed down to their posterity a tradition, in the form of a myth, that these bodies are gods, and
that the divine encloses (mepiéyet) the whole of nature.”

N.B. This passage does not contradict Aristotle’s cosmology which hypothesizes multiple
concentric heavens (contra e.g. Guthrie: 1934, 95). The problem that this passage deals with, as is
evident from Aristotle’s argumentation in the passage, is that there might be multiple alternative
universes of the same kind as ours, whereas Aristotle’s concentric heavens are different in kind.
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in number, with the apyn of human beings (their soul), which is one in form but many in
number (since there are as many souls as there are human beings). Given that the apyn of
the heaven has no matter and is therefore necessarily one in number, Aristotle infers,
there can only be one heaven. However, this does not necessarily follow. In fact, this
would not follow if we only understand the dpyn of the heaven as causing rotation in the
same way as the object of thought and desire does.”® This is because the object of
thought and desire, as such, can move multiple things at the same time. A tasty bone, for
instance, can move two dogs at the same time. So, the fact that there is only one
incorporeal apyn of the heaven cannot rule out the possibility that it inspires a
multiplicity of bodily heavens to rotate. Indeed, just as human beings are one in form but
many in number, these heavens might be thought to be one in form—~because they all
desire and imitate the same apyn—»but many in number—Dbecause they are all bodily.
However, the number of each heaven is in fact necessarily one because the thinking apyn
unilaterally touches only one thing—the heaven it encloses (see mepiéyet at 1074b3) and
touches—whereas the bone can unilaterally touch both dogs with the transparent air in
between as a medium. So, although an object of thought and desire can be thought and
desired by multiple agents, because there is a one-to-one relationship between the
heavenly unmoved mover and what it encloses and touches, there cannot be two or more
heavens moved by it. This shows that Aristotle takes for granted that the thinking dpyn of
the heaven does not cause motion unless coupled with unilateral touch: in fact, it is not
implausible to think that the act of thinking is no other than unilateral touching.

To summarize, beyond the elevated style, there is nothing magic or unique in the

Cf. Merlan (1946: 12-13).
® See Metaphysics A 7 1072a26-7.
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description of the unmoved movers as causing motion by being ends: it is not in the form
of the Newtonian gravity which operates between void that some interpreters assume how
ends attract and exemplars inspire in Aristotle; it means no more than the unilateral touch
as opposed to the reciprocal touch Aristotle specifies in GC 1.6. Further, each heavenly
unmoved mover as such causes motion by unilaterally touching the sphere it is an
unmoved mover of. So, it is not by imitating the numerically single, absolutely unmoved
“prime mover” from afar that the lesser heavenly movers are qualified unmoved movers,

rather, all unmoved movers are such because they cause motion in the same manner.

4.4 The Psychic Unmoved Mover: Soul

Similar problems confront the interpretation of mortal souls as movers. The soul
is explicitly described by Aristotle in De Anima 2.4 as (1) the essence and hence the
formal cause of the living body,?® (2) the final cause of all the natural bodies that it uses
as tools,®! and (3) the efficient cause of the relevant bodily motion and function.®?
However, as | will show below, there is at least some doubt over whether the same soul
can be at the same time both (1) the formal cause of a living body and (3) the efficient
cause of its motion and function. Besides, if in causing bodily locomotion towards some
external object, the soul has to first perceive the object, given that perception is a kind of
affection (ma0oc) or alteration (dALoiwoic), the soul is neither (2) the final cause nor (3)
the first efficient cause—since it is the external object, and not the soul, that is the final

cause and the first unmoved mover of some body’s self-locomotion towards it.

80 See De Anima 2.4 415b12-15.
81 See De Anima 2.4 415h15-21.
82 See De Anima 2.4 415b21-27.
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4.4.1 The Soul touches its Body Unilaterally

In this section, | argue that a soul is an immaterial substance which moves its
essentially ensouled body through unilateral touch. Now, this interpretation involves an
apparent difficulty: it seems to militate against Aristotle’s definition of soul in De Anima
2.1 as the form® or the first actuality® of its body, and more generally, it seems to
contradict Aristotle’s hylomorphic conception of the body-soul relation, according to
which a soul is the form of its body as matter.

The scholars who hold developmentalist views on Aristotle’s psychology set the
hylomorphic conception of soul against an “earlier” instrumentalist conception according
to which a soul is an immaterial substance using the body as its instrument.®> According
to these scholars, the two conceptions are incompatible because the “later” conception
suggests a mind-body monism, in which a soul is the shape or the “functional state” of its
body,®® whereas the “carlier” conception suggests a mind-body dualism, in which one

substance utilizes another substance as a tool.®” More recent scholars have been trying to

8 See De Anima 2.1 412a19-21.

8 See De Anima 2.1 412a27-28, b4-6.

8 The most notable are Nuyens (1948: 57-58) and Ross (1961: 9-12), who think that Aristotle’s
conception of soul develops from the earliest Platonic stage shown in Aristotle’s dialogues to a
middle instrumentalist picture in the biological works and the Parva Naturalia, and finally to a
hylomorphic picture in the De Anima. See also Menn (2002: 89).

8 See Nuyens (1948: 58): “Dans le De Anima, enfine, nous atteignons le terme ultime de
I’évolution d’Aristote en face du probleme des relations entre [’dme et le corps. L’dme est
[’entéléchie ou la forme substantielle de I’étre vivant. Elle est unie au corps aussie intimement
que la forme l’est a la matiere. Elle n’a pas son siége en quelque endroit du corps, le coprs tout
entier est son substrat. Elle naTet p&it ave lui.” See also ibid. p. 247 on the soul as efficient
cause in the De Anima period: “L ‘dme est cause motrice ‘de la méme maniére’ qu’elle est cause
formelle et finale. Elle n’est plus décrite comme le maitre qui siege dans un organe primaire et de
la régit les mouvements du corps, ainsi qu Aristote la représentait dans le De Motu Animalium.”
Cf. the following note for Nuyens’ view on the “instrumentalist period”.

87 See Nuyens (1948: 57): “Dans cette conception toutefois I’ame ne perd pas de coup son
autonomie. Elle est la ‘force vitale’ qui, liée a un organe déterminé, réside dans le corps et le
rend vivant. Elle est la souveraine qui commande au corps, c’est elle qui en a l'usage, le corps
est son instrument. Nour ne saurions mieux caractériser cette doctrine qu’en l’appelant un
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reconcile the two conceptions.®® They tend to point out that, because soul as the “form”
of some ensouled body is just the “functional state” of that body, the relation between
some ensouled body and its form is no different from or at least similar to the relation
between an instrument and its function, so that the hylomorphic conception and the
instrumentalist conception need not be in conflict.%° Yet even if this is true, it is still
quite hard to identify the functional state of an instrument with its user or mover. Indeed,

if a soul is the form or the first actuality of its body,

and if the form is to the body as
e.g. the shape is to the wax whereas the actuality is to the body as e.qg. the ability to cut is
to an ax,®® it is difficult to see how a soul moves its body via some form of touch, for
neither does the shape seem to touch the wax nor does the ability to cut seem to touch the
ax.

So it is difficult, given the general hylomorphic account of the body-soul relation,
to conceive of soul as an efficient cause. However, there is ample evidence that Aristotle
does consider soul to be a mover (1o kvodv) or an efficient cause (16 80ev 1 kivnoic),
and that he does so consistently throughout his corpus. This is indeed not surprising, for

as Aristotle acknowledges, causing motion, along with sense-perceiving, is recognized by

his predecessors as one of the two distinguishing characteristics of soul.*® Atristotle

‘instrumentisme vitaliste ’; on la rencontre surtout dans les ouvrages de biologie et de morale.
See also Ross (1961: 10).

8 See e.g. LefeAvre (1972) and Nussbaum (1978).

89 See e.g. Nussbaum (1978, 149-150): “To call a body or bodily part the “tool” of soul can, then,
be just to ascribe a function to it, to say that it enters somehow into an analytical account of how
the animal performs its life-activities: to do a job, the creature has to have some tools, and these
are the tools that do such-and-such jobs”.

% See De Anima 2.1 for the three definitions of soul.

%1 Both examples are given in De Anima 2.1.

92 See in general Code (1987: 51-59) and Menn (2002: 83-139).

93 See De Anima 1.2 403b25-28: “Two characteristic marks have above all others been
recognized as distinguishing that which has soul in it from that which has not: motion and

- 177 -



agrees with his predecessors that soul is a mover or an efficient cause.®* This is the most
obvious in De Motu, where soul is identified as an internal moving principle.*® In De
Anima, Aristotle also makes it clear that a soul is an efficient cause (60sv 1| kivnoic) of its
body, so that the body is moved locally, qualitatively, and quantitatively by its soul.®® In
Physics 8.2 and 8.6, as I discussed in chapter 1, although he doesn’t use the word “soul”
explicitly, Aristotle does acknowledge that an animal is a self-moving thing which
contains within itself a mover that is unmoved per se.®” Further, differently from his
predecessors, Aristotle understands a soul as an unmoved efficient cause that is movable
per accidens but immovable per se. Again, as | argued at length in chapter 1, all souls,
whether vegetative, animal, or human, are unmoved movers. It is true they may be moved
per accidens in two ways: (1) every soul is destroyed per accidens when its instrumental
body gets destroyed; (2) an animal soul is moved per accidens locally by itself when the
body in which it is located is moved by it locally.®® However, they are unmoved per se:

i.e. unmoved in the way in which they cause the motions of their proper bodies.*®

sense-perception. It may be said that these two are what our predecessors have fixed upon as
characteristic of soul.” What follows in De Anima 1.2 makes it clear that by “motion” Aristotle
means “causing motion” and not just “being moved”.

% See De Anima 3.3 427a16-20.

% See De Motu 9 and 10. De Motu 5 makes it clear that the moving principle in question is not
just of locomotion, but of growth and qualitative change as well.

% See De Anima 2.4 415b9-12: “The soul is the cause or source of the living body. The terms
cause and source have many senses. But the soul is the cause of its body alike in all three senses
which we explicitly recognize. It is the source of movement, it is the end, it is the essence of the
whole living body,” and b22-27: “The soul is also the cause of the living body as the original
source of local movement. The power of locomotion is not found, however, in all living things.
But change of quality and change of quantity are also due to the soul. Sensation is held to be a
qualitative alteration, and nothing except what has soul in it is capable of sensation. The same
holds of the quantitative changes which constitute growth and decay; nothing grows or decays
naturally except what feeds itself, and nothing feeds itself except what has a share of soul in it.”
97 See esp. Physics 8.6 259b3-20.

% See Physics 8.6 259b20.

9 See Physics 8.6 259b21.
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How, then, does a soul cause motion in its body as an unmoved efficient cause? |
suggest that it causes motion by unilaterally touching its body. As | showed in chapter 2,
De Motu 8 and 10 establish an analogy between the psychic principle (i.e. the soul) in
relation to its instrument pneuma and the unmoved point of a joint in relation to the
mobile point of the joint. Given that Aristotle locates the soul at the center of the body it

101 it is reasonable to

is a principle of, 1% and describes it as a limit and not a magnitude
infer that it unilaterally touches its instrument pneuma just like the unmoved point of a
joint which is a limit and not a magnitude touches the ball of the joint unilaterally.
Moreover, this analogy is not just restricted in De Motu, it figures in De Anima, too.!%
There are other passages in the Aristotelian corpus which corroborate this claim.
In Physics 8.5, Aristotle makes the claim that a self-mover must comprise an unmoved

mover and something that is moved but need not move anything else, and he suggests

that the first has to touch the second without the second having to touch the first.1%

100" See De Motu 9 702b16-19: “The origin of the moving soul must be in the middle; for of both
extremes the middle is the limiting point; and it is similarly related to the movements from above
and below—e.g. from the head—and to those which spring from the spinal column, in creatures
that have a spinal column,” and later 702bb34-703a3: “There must be something other than [the
moved movers] which moves but is not moved. For otherwise, when the motion begins, the
extremes, i.e. the origin, would rest upon one another, like two men putting themselves back to
back and so moving their legs. There must be some one thing which moves both. This something
is the soul, distinct from the magnitude just described and yet located therein.” Also see De Motu
10 703al14-15: “Now since this origin is for some animals in the heart, in the rest in a part
analogous with the heart.”

101 See De Motu 9 702b16 and 703a2-3.

102 See De Anima 3.10 433b21-27: “To state the matter summarily at present, that which is the
instrument in the production of movement is to be found where a beginning and an end coincide
as e.g. in a ball and socket joint; for there the convex and the concave sides are respectively an
end and a beginning (that is why while the one remains at rest, the other is moved): they are
separate in definition but not separable spatially. For everything is moved by pushing and pulling.
Hence just as in the case of a wheel, so here there must be a point which remains at rest, and from
that point the movement must originate.”

103 See Physics 8.5 258a18-23: “That which moves itself, therefore, must comprise something
that imparts motion but is unmoved and something that is moved but does not necessarily move
anything else: and each of these two things, or at any rate one of them, must be in contact with the
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Given that an ensouled body is such a self-mover, with the soul being the unmoved
mover and the body which is essentially ensouled being the thing moved, this implies that
the soul unilaterally touches its essentially ensouled body.

Further, in at least two places in De Anima, Aristotle compares soul to the sailor
in a ship in order to illustrate the way in which soul is an unmoved mover that is movable
per accidens.!®* One might suppose that the sailor, as an extended being, reciprocally
touches the ship it is the sailor of. However, another passage in Physics 6.10, which also
alludes to the soul-sailor analogy, suggests that the sailor in the soul-sailor analogy is to
be understood as strictly speaking an unextended being like the “now” (t& viv) in time
and the points in a line which are limits of an extension.’®® So, just as the “now”
unilaterally touches the continuum of time and the points unilaterally touches the one
dimensional extension,!% the sailor understood as the principle of the ship’s motion
unilaterally touch the ship. Similarly, the soul, as an unextended principle, unilaterally

touches its essentially ensouled body at its center.'%’

other.”

104 See De Anima 1.3 406a4-12 and 2.1 413a8-9. See also Tracy (1982: 97-112).

105 gee Physics 6.10 240b17-241a5: “As we have said, then, that which is without parts can be in
motion in the sense in which a man sitting in a boat is in motion when the boat is travelling, but it
cannot be in motion of itself. ... So it is not possible for that which has no parts to be in motion or
to change in any way: for only one condition could have made it possible for it to have motion,
viz. that time should be composed of moments, in which case at any moment it would have
completed a motion or a change, so that it would never be in motion, but would always have been
in motion. But this we have already shown above to be impossible: time is not composed of
moments, just as a line is not composed of points, and motion is not composed of starts: for this
theory simply makes motion consist of indivisibles in exactly the same way as time is made to
consist of moments or a length of points.”

106 cf. Metaphysics B 5 1002a28-b11.

197 The examples of plants and insects at De Anima 2.2 413b14-24 are no threat to locating the
soul at the center of its body, for what Aristotle says there is that the soul of each plant and insect
is actually one but potentially many, so that when say an insect is dissected, its soul, which was
actually one located at the center of its body but potentially two, now becomes actually two,
located at the center of their respective bodies. In this case, saying that the soul is potentially in
many places of the body doesn’t mean it is not actually located at some specific place.
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4.4.2 Soul as a Formal Cause vs Soul as an Efficient Cause

Now, regarding the specific tension between soul as a formal cause and soul as an
efficient cause, | argue that there is a deeper sense in which souls-as-forms do serve as
efficient causes and touch their proper bodies unilaterally.'®® This is most obvious in the
case of an art (t€yvn) as the cause and the principle of some making (nmoincig), where
Aristotle does allow non-material forms and essences such as the medical art or the
housebuilding art to start the process of making. The case of art is relevant here because
art is, alongside practical wisdom (@pdovnoig), part of the calculative part of the soul (10
Aoyiotikév), which is itself, alongside the scientific part (10 émotnuovikov), a part of the
part of the soul that has reason (Adyov &yov) as opposed to the part (the nutritive and the
perceptive) that is without reason (&Aoyov).2% So art, as a psychic part and a psychic
state (8£1¢),11° is a good representative for how souls in general, and a soul-part in
particular, function as an efficient cause.

Aristotle describes the non-material forms and essences such as the medical art

and the housebuilding art as efficient causes in the following way:

Health is the account (Adyog) in the soul and the knowledge. The healthy subject

comes out of a sick one in the following way: since this is health (Oyicia), if the

108 If «cause™ is not a substance but a relative and signifies the relation between a pair of cause

and effect, then it is not impossible for something to be at the same time the formal cause of x and
the efficient cause of y. Indeed, in the case of formal cause and material cause, it can be argued
that the same wood is the formal cause of the elements that this piece of wood (which is a table)
is consisted of, and is at the same time the material cause of this table here.

109 See NE 6.1 1139a3-15 and NE 6.4 1140a1-10. The difference between the calculative part
and the scientific part is that the former deals with things that can be otherwise whereas the latter
deals with things that cannot be otherwise. The difference between art and practical wisdom is
that the former leads to a product whereas the latter leads to an action.

110 See NE 6.4 1140a6-10.
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subject is to be healthy this must first be present, e.g. uniformity (6poiotng), and
if this is to be present, there must be heat (6epuodtng); and the physician goes on
thinking thus until he reduces the matter to a final something which he himself
can make. Then the process from this point onward, i.e. the process towards
health, is called a making (noinoig). Therefore it follows that in a sense health
comes from health and house from house, that with matter from that without
matter; for the medical art and the building art are the form of health and of the
house, and when | speak of substance without matter | mean the essence.!*

(Metaphysics Z 7 1032b8-14)112

Since not only the inherent elements are causes, but also something external such
as the moving cause, clearly while principle and element are different, both are
causes, and principle is divided into these two kinds; and that which acts as

producing movement or rest is a principle and a substance. Therefore analogically

11 8¢ vyiew 6 &v i woydi Aoyog kai 1 moTh un. yiyveral 88 0 HY1EC VONoavTog oVTmG: EMEON
TOOL U Dyt.sux avaykn &l vylsg £€oto1 T0O1 vnapim olov OpordTNTa, €1 88 10010, Ospuomw Kol
obTmg el Voel, Emg av ayayn gic 10010 & awTOC SVvarton EcyaTov MOLElV. Eita n6n 1N 4o ToHTOV
Kivnoig Toinoig kakeita, 1 €mt 10 Vywivew. dote cvpPaivel Tpomov Tva TV Vyiew €€ Vyieiog
yiyveoBau koi v oikiav s& oikiag, tfjg &vev VAng v Exovoav BAnv: 1 yap iatpikh Eot kol 1

oikodoptkr T £1d0g Tiig Vytelag xoi tfig oikiog, Aéyw 8¢ odoiav dvev HAng o Ti v eivor.

112 Cf. GC 1.7 324a26-b3: “For things are called movers in two ways. Both that which contains

the origin of the motion is thought to cause motion (for the origin is first amongst the causes), and

also that which is last, i.e. immediately next to the moved thing and to the coming-to-be. A

similar distinction holds also of the agent: for we speak not only of the doctor, but also of the

wine, as healing. Now, in motion, there is nothing to prevent the first mover being unmoved

(indeed, as regards some first movers this is actually necessary) although the last mover always
imparts motion by being itself moved: and, in action, there is nothing to prevent the first agent
being unaffected, while the last agent only acts by suffering action itself. For agent and patient
have not the same matter, agent acts without being affected: thus the medical art produces health

without itself being acted upon in any way by that which is being healed. But the food, in acting,
is itself in some way acted upon: for, in acting, it is simultaneously heated or cooled or otherwise
affected. Now the art of healing corresponds to an origin, while the food corresponds to the last

(i.e. contiguous) mover.”
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there are three elements, and four causes and principles; but the elements are
different in different things, and the proximate moving cause is different for
different things. Health, disease, body; the mover is the medical art. Form,
disorder of a particular kind, bricks; the mover is the building art. And since the
moving cause in the case of natural things is, for man, for instance, man, and, in
the products of thought, the form or its contrary, there will be in a sense three
causes, while in a sense there are four. For the medical art is in some sense health,
and the building art is the form of the house, and man begets man; further, besides
these there is that which as first of all things moves all things.!*® (Metaphysics A

4 1070022-35)

Hence, non-material knowledge, such as the medical art, can be the first efficient cause
(60ev mpdTOV 1| Kivnoic) of making (moinoic), which is a kind of change. Further, this
knowledge (¢motun) or, strictly speaking, this art (téyvn), which is located in the soul
of the artisan, is just the form (£150¢), the account (Adyog), and the essence (t0 Ti fv etvar)
of the product as a form-matter composite: e.g. the medical art is just the form of health.
This is the case because, as Aristotle explains elsewhere in Metaphysics A 9, the
knowledge of an object is just the object without matter, and in the case of things without

matter, the knowledge is the same as the object of knowledge:

13 ¢nei 88 00 povov T Evomapyovia oitio, GAAY Kod TV £KTOC olov T Kvodv, Sfilov 6Tt Etepov

apyn Kol otoyeiov, aitia 8’ Guem, Kol €ig Tadta dtopeitan 1) apyr, T0 8’ ™G Kvodv 1 oty dpyn
T1G Kol ovoia, doTe oTolyEio eV Kot dvaroyiov Tpia, aitiol 68 Kai dpyol téttapes: GAAO O &v
A, Kol TO TpdTOV aitiov MC Kvodv Ao dAA®. Vyista, vocog, odpa: o Kivodv iorpur. £1d0c,
aro&io Towodi, mhivhor TO Kivodv oikodopkn [kai gic TodTo, doupeitar 1y dpyn]. £mel 68 10 Kvobv
v I&v 10ig PLGIKOIG AvOpmTY BvOpmToc, &v 8¢ Toig md Stavoiag T £180¢ 1 0 évavtiov, TpéTOV
TveL Tpia ot av £, Od1 88 téttapa. Hyiswa yép mog 1) lotpikn, kol oikiog £160g 1) oikodopik,
Kol GvOpwmoc GvOpwmov yevva -ETL Tapd TadTa TO OC TPATOV TAVTOV KIVOUV TAVIA.
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We answer that in some cases the knowledge is the object. In the productive
sciences knowledge is the substance or essence of the object, matter omitted, and
in the theoretical sciences the account and the thinking is the object. Since, then,
thought and the object of thought are not different in the case of things that have
no matter, the divine thought and its object will be the same, i.e. the thinking will

be one with the object of its thought.!** (Metaphysics A 9 1074b38-1075a5)%°

Causing motion or change as something non-material isn’t just restricted to the
calculative part (10 Aoyiotikov) of the soul to which all arts belong. It is arguable that the
parts of the soul involved in causing animal self-locomotion are also non-material forms
and actuality.

According to Aristotle’s account of animal self-locomotion!® in De Anima
3.9-10 and De Motu 6-7, there are two soul-parts involved when an animal moves itself
locally: first, the animal needs to have an external goal of locomotion, and this goal is
either directly perceived by the sense-perceptive part of the soul (10 aicOntikdv), or is

) 117
2

represented via imagination (Qavtocio or is conceived by practical thought (vodg

mpaktikog).1® Second, in order to cause animal locomotion, the goal cannot be

14§ én éviov 1 émotiun 10 Tpdypo, £l pdv TdV TomTk®Y Evev HANG 1 ovoia kai 1o ti fiv
glvo, £mi 88 TV OempnTik®dy O AOY0g TO TPy KO 1) VONGIC. 00Y £TEPOV 0VV EVTOG TOD
VOOLUEVOD Kal TOD VoD, 6aa pr| VANV €xel, TO anTod €0Tat, Kol 1) VONO1G T VOOLUEVE LidL.

115 Cf. De Anima 3.4 430a2-9.

116 Of course, according to Aristotle, not all animals can move themselves locally. See De Anima
2.3 414b16-18: “Certain kinds of animals possess in addition the power of locomotion.” See
Ross’ note (1967: 323) at De Anima 434b2.

117 According to what Aristotle says in De Anima 3.3, imagination (pavtacia) is neither
sense-perception nor thought, but “a motion resulting from an actual exercise of a power of
sense-perception” (429al-2).

118 See De Anima 3.7 431a8-14, b2-9, and 3.10; see also De Motu 6: 700b11-26: “For, if we
except the movement of the universe, things with life are the causes of the movement of all else,
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perceived, represented, or thought of only as an object of perception and thought: the
target needs to be perceived as pleasant or painful, so as to be pursued or avoided.!*®
This is done by the appetitive part of the soul (10 dpexticdv),t?° which is said by
Aristotle to be the same in number but different in being from the sense-perceptive
part,12!

Further, Aristotle apparently thinks that the relevant soul-part becomes the
first-actuality form of the object of motion and is in second-actuality when it causes
animal locomotion. (a) The perceptive part of the soul receives the perceptible form of its
object without matter, and, after having received it, itself becomes the perceptible form in

actuality.??? (b) The activity of imagination and thinking is said by Aristotle, in the

that is of all that are not moved by one another by mutual impact. And so all their motions have a
limit, inasmuch as the movements of things with life have such. For all living things both move
and are moved for the sake of something, so that this is the limit of all their movement—that for
the sake of which. Now we see that the living creature is moved by intellect, imagination, purpose,
wish, and appetite. And all these are reducible to thought and desire. ... Therefore the object of
desire or of intellect first initiates movement—not every object of intellect, but only the end in the
domain of conduct. Accordingly it is goods of this sort that initiate movement, not everything
fine.”
119 see the De Motu quoted in the note immediately above. See also De Anima 3.7 431a8-10:
“To perceive then is like bare asserting or thinking; but when the object is pleasant or painful, the
soul makes a sort of affirmation or negation, and pursues or avoids the object.” See also De Motu
7 701a34-36: “In this way living creatures are impelled to move and to act, and desire is the last
cause of movement, and desire arises through perception or through imagination and thought.”
120 See De Anima 3.10 433a22 ff.
121 See De Anima 3.7 431a10-14: “To feel pleasure or pain is to act with the sensitive mean
towards what is good or bad as such. Both avoidance and appetite when actual are identical with
this: the faculty of appetite and avoidance are not different, either from one another or from the
faculty of sense-perception; but their being is different.” See also De Anima 2.3 414b1-6: “If any
order of living things has the sense-perceptive, it must also have the appetitive; for appetite is the
genus of which desire, passion, and wish are the species; now all animals have one sense at least,
viz. touch, and whatever has a sense has the capacity for pleasure and pain and therefore has
pleasant and painful objects present to it, and wherever these are present, there is desire, for
desire is just appetition of what is pleasant”.

See Cooper (forthcoming) for an analysis of De Motu 7 on the importance of thought (votc)
and thinking something as good in the process of animal voluntary self-motion.
122 gee De Anima 2.5 418a4-6: “the faculty of perception is, as we have said, potentially such as
the object of perception already is in actuality. Not being like it, then, it is affected by it. Having
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context of causing locomotion, to have “the same power as the objects” (T1v t@®v
npaypdtov Egovot duvauy) because “the form conceived is like what the actual objects
would be” (10 £l80¢ 10 vooduevov To10DToV ... TUYYaVEL BV 01OV TEP KoL TRV TPUyHATOV
gxaotov).'?® Thinking is also said to be identical with the form of its object in the
passages quoted above.?* At the end of De Anima 3.10, Aristotle offers a summary of

the factors involved in animal locomotion:

There are three things (sc. involved in animal locomotion), (1) that which
originates the movement, (2) that by means of which it originates it, and (3) that
which is moved. The expression ‘that which originates the movement’ is
ambiguous: it may mean either (a) something which itself is unmoved or (b) that
which at once moves and is moved. Here that which moves without itself being
moved is the practical good, that which at once moves and is moved is the faculty
of appetite (for that which is moved is moved insofar as it desires, and appetite in
the sense of actual appetite is a kind of movement), while that which is in motion
is the animal. The instrument which appetite employs to produce movement is

already bodily: hence the examination of it falls within the province of the

been affected, however, it has become like it and is such as it is” (trans. Lorenz). See also De
Anima 2.12 424a17-19: “Generally, about all perception, we can say that a sense is what has the
power of perceiving into itself the sensible forms of things without the matter.” See Lorenz (2007:
179-220) for a detailed analysis of the question in what sense is the faculty of perception altered
and in what sense is the faculty of perception similar to its object.

123 See De Motu 7 17-22: ai pév yap oioBioelc eDBVC HIAPXOVSY GALOIDGELS TVEC 0DGaL, T 88
QOVTOGin Kol 1) vONGIC THY TdV TTpayudtov Yoot dHvauy: Tpdmov yap Tve. 70 £100¢ TO
voovuevov 1o tod Oeppod § yoypod { 18éoc i poPepod To10DTOV TVYYAVEL DV 01OV TEP KA TRV
TpoyudTev EKOoToV, 610 Kol PPIiTToust Kol poBobvtal VO cavTES LOVOV.

124 See Metaphysics A 9 1074b38-1075a5 and De Anima 3.4 430a2-9, both quoted above.
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functions common to body and soul.!® (De Anima 3.10 433b13-21)

Here, both the object—the practical good—and the appetitive part of the soul are said to
be a mover (10 kivodv), but they are distinguished in that the former is said to be an
immovable mover (akivntov kvodv) while the latter is said to be a moved mover (kivodv
kai kwvovpevov). However, it is to be noted that the latter is here distinguished from the
second kind of thing involved in animal locomotion—the “® kel —which is also
described as a moved mover in other contexts.!?® The difference between these two kinds
of moved mover is, | think, related to the two kinds of alteration (d\Aoiwoic) Aristotle
distinguishes in De Anima 2.5. There, in order to explain how sense-perception works as
a special kind of alteration, Aristotle distinguishes (1) one kind of alteration which is “a
destruction of something by its contrary”*?” and (2) another kind of alteration which is
“the preservation of what is potentially by what is actually and is like it in the way that a
potentiality is like its fulfillment”.2?® The latter kind of alteration is itself divided into
two species: (2a) the alteration from e.g. potentially having knowledge to actually having
knowledge and (2b) the alteration from having knowledge to actually using it. The
second species, i.e. what is commonly known as the “transition between first actuality
and second actuality”, is where sense-perception belongs, and from the examples

Avristotle uses in De Anima 2.5, calculating, thinking and imagining should also follow

125 ¢nel & Eomt tpio, &v pgv 10 Kvodv, devtepov 8’ @ Kivel, ETt Tpitov TO KIVOOHEVOV, TO 88

KIvoDVv S1TT0V, TO PEV AKivNToV, TO 88 KIvoDV Kol KIVOOUEVOV, EGTL OT) TO UEV AKIVITOV TO TPOKTOV
ayafov, 10 88 KIvodv Koi KIVOOUEVOY TO OPEKTIKOV (KIVETTAL Yap TO KIVOOHEVOV 1) OpEYETaL, Kai 1)
dpeérc kivnoic Tic dotv, 1 évepyein), 10 88 Ktvovpevov O (Pov: @ 8¢ Kvel dpydve 1 Speéic, N
TOVTO COUATIKOV £0TIV—O10 €V TOIG KOWVOig OMUATOG Kol yuytg Epyolg Bewpntéov mepi adTOD.
126 gpe Physics 8.5 256b13-21. For a relevant discussion, see chapter 3 on moved movers.

127 See De Anima 2.5 417b3: pBopé, Tic Hnd Tod Evavtiov.

128 See De Anima 2.5 417b3-5: ocwtnpia Vo Tod &vieheyeia Gvtog Tod duvapel 6vtog Kol Opoiov
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suit.1?® So, returning to the De Anima 3.10 passage, the appetitive part of the soul, on the
one hand, perceives its object—the practical good—as desirable®*® and is moved by its
object precisely in the sense (2b) that it is changed from being potentially such as (oiov)
the form of its object to being actually so. The bodily (433b20) means which desire
employs, on the other hand, be it pneuma, which undergoes temperature change and

expansion and contraction,*3

or a limb, which undergoes locomotion, moves and is
reciprocally moved by what is moved by it, and this kind of reciprocal moving and being
moved is just, or at least includes, the first kind of alteration which is a destruction of
something by its contrary.1%2

Thus, in the case of animal locomotion, soul as a perceptive or calculative agent
becomes the form of its object and again, as an appetitive agent in actuality (433b18), it
functions as the efficient cause of its self-locomotion. It is true that, as something that has
the power to perceive, to imagine, to think, and to desire, the soul is affected or altered
(in the sense of the second kind of alteration) by its object—the practical good. However,
it is important to notice that, after becoming the form of its object and actually desiring
its object, the soul is not moved reciprocally (i.e. in the sense of the first kind of alteration)
by its tools when it sets them in motion, because the soul, as something incorporeal, does
not share the same kind of matter with its tools, whereas the tools, as such, are

reciprocally moved by the bodily thing that they set in motion.

The cases of art and locomotion show how soul, as the form of X, causes a certain

oUT®G ¢ dvvapug Exel TPOG EvieEAEELOV.

129 See De Anima 2.5 417b1-9.

130 Cf. De Anima 3.7 431a10-11: “To feel pleasure or pain is to act with the sensitive mean
towards what is good or bad as such.”

131 See De Motu 8 and 10.

132 See chapter 3.
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motion or change with regard to X. It is more likely than not that the same applies to the
other kinds of motion or change caused by soul. It may be argued, for example, that the
nutritive soul is just an internalized or “naturalized” medical art,!3® so that what Aristotle
says about the medical art would, mutatis mutandis, be applicable to the nutritive soul as
well. After all, Aristotle does say that the nutritive soul feeds its body with food, so it is

both a form of its body and the efficient cause of its body’s self-nutrition.***

4.5 Ordered Series: a Synonymy or a Homonymy?

In the previous three sections, | argued that an unmoved mover, whether the
“prime mover”, a lesser heavenly unmoved mover, or an internal unmoved mover like
soul, causes motion qua good or qua form by unilaterally touching the body it moves. All
unmoved movers are unmoved movers in the same sense. As a consequence, the usual
alternative interpretation, according to which all things and agents imitate the highest
divinity and are moved in their proper motion and action by it, is wrong. The unmoved
mover of an animal’s digestive activity is its nutritive soul; the unmoved mover of the
yearly rotation of the sun is the mover of the solar sphere which is unmoved per se but

moved per accidens; the unmoved mover of the daily rotation of the first heaven and

133 The nutritive soul is the ability (second potentiality) for self-nutrition and reproduction. Now
(1) a living body having health or in a healthy state is what can nourish itself, and (2)
reproduction is said to be part of health in Historia Animalium 8.18 601a28-29: “Birds thrive in
times of drought, both in other aspects of health and in reproduction.” Therefore, a living body
with a properly functioning nutritive soul is just a healthy living body. [We do say that, e.g., a
blind man is nevertheless healthy if his blindness does not prevent him from self-nourishment.]
The nutritive soul in the sense of a form of living body is just health. Thus, the only difference
between the nutritive soul and the medical art is that the former is an internal form of the living
body whereas the latter is an external form of the living body. It is interesting that, according to
Aristotle, a doctor uses “food” to cure a patient (see GC 1.7).

134 See De Anima 2.4 416b20-22. Also, as Aristotle’s analogy with ship’s rudder (b26-7) shows,
food is here conceived of as a tool.
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whatever is moved by the first heaven through reciprocal touch is the “prime mover”.
Thus, each of these unmoved movers is good for the thing undergoing the motion, and
given Aristotle’s lack of interest in further explaining why each unmoved mover is good,
it is certain that an unmoved mover is not only the ultimate answer for the question “what
first causes motion?'®”, but also the question “aiming at what?136”,

In this section, my aim is to place a significant qualification on the statement that
all unmoved movers are unmoved movers synonymously, while still maintaining that they
cause motion in the same way. In a nutshell, the qualification is this: (1) Aristotle thinks
that, for the kind of sets whose members are prior or posterior to each other, the name of
the set is predicated of each member only homonymously, because they share the same
name (dvopo)—“to TpdTOV KIvodv akivntov”, but strictly speaking, not the same account
of being (Moyog T ovciag).¥” (2) Both the set of the heavenly unmoved movers and the
set of the non-eternal unmoved movers are such sets: their members are prior or posterior
to each other. (3) Therefore, although these unmoved movers cause motion in the same
way, they are not strictly speaking “unmoved movers” synonymously.

I now explain what | mean. In a number of places in his corpus, Aristotle
contrasts the kind of sets like genus and species,*® whose members— these members
can be either individuals or themselves sets—are equal to each other in so far as they are

members,'3 with the kind of sets whose members are prior or posterior to each other.

135 | e. 1i mpdTOV £KivnoE;

136 | e. 1ivoc &veka; Both are the “why” (81 i) questions mentioned in An. Post. 2.1.

137 See Categories 1 1a6-10: cuvavopo 8¢ AéyeTar OV T6 T Vo KOOV Kol O KT TOUVOLLL
Ldyoc thic ovoiog 6 antdc, olov {Pov & T BvOpmmog kol 6 Bodg: TOVTOV Yap EKATEPOV KOV
OvOuaTL TpocayopevETal MOV, kal 0 AdYog d¢ Thg ovoiag 6 avTdc.

138 Aristotle seems to identify genus, species, and dfferentia as what can be predicated
synonymously. See Topics 2.1 109b6, 6.10 148a23-b22.

139 See e.g. Categories 5 3b34-4a9: “Substance, again, does not appear to admit of a more or a
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The members of the former kind of sets are predicated synonymously while the members
of the latter kind of sets are predicated only homonymously. To paraphrase the
Categories 5 passage quoted in the preceding note, for the former kind of sets, there is a
definition which describes the peculiar nature of each member, and no member is more or
less a member of its set than any other. Thus, although Socrates is superior to me in that
he can philosophize and | cannot, in so far as the infima species “human being” and its
definition, say, for the sake of argument, “biped animal”, are concerned, Socrates is no
more a human being than | am because the animal that is Socrates is no more biped than
the animal that | am. Human beings as a species are superior to dogs in that the one can,
according to Aristotle, engage in virtuous activities and the other cannot, yet in so far as
the genus “animal” and its definition, say, for the sake of argument, “perceptive plant”,4°
are concerned, human beings and dogs are equally animals. For the latter kind of sets, by
contrast, there is a hierarchy according to which every member of the set is either prior or
posterior to any other member in so far as the set and its definition are concerned. Indeed,
as we shall see, Aristotle believes that such a definition is only a common account
(owvdg AdY0G), not a proper account (1610 A0yog), therefore the members of the second

kind of set do not share the same account of being, and are predicated with the name of

less. | do not mean by this that one substance cannot be more a substance than another (we have
said that it is), but that any given substance is not called more, or less, that which it is. For
instance, if this substance is man, it will not be more a man or less a man either than himself at
some other time or than some other man. One man cannot be more a man than another, as that
which is white may be more or less white than some other white object, or as that which is
beautiful may be more or less beautiful than some other beautiful object. The same quality,
moreover, is said to subsist in a thing in varying degrees at different times. A body, being white,
is said to be whiter at one time than it was before, or, being warm, is said to be warmer or less
warm than at some other time. But substance is not said to be more or less that which it is: a man
is not more truly a man at one time than he was before, nor is anything, if it is substance, more or
less what it is. Substance, then, does not admit of variation of degree.”

140" | mean by “plant” here the kind of living things that are capable of self-nutrition and
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their set homonymously.4

This is most obvious in the case of soul whose members are the nutritive soul, the
perceptive (and locomotive) soul, and the rational (practical and theoretical) soul. First,
Aristotle believes that the definition of soul is a common definition and “soul” can only
be predicated homonymously of different kinds of soul.**? In Topics 6, in discussing how
to spot incorrect definitions, Aristotle uses Dionysius’ definition of life (“life”” appears in
Aristotle’s own definitions of soul in De Anima 2) to explain why a common definition or

account (kowo¢ Aoyog) is only homonymously predicated:

Further, see if he has rendered a single common account of terms that are used
homonymously. For things whose account corresponding to their name is one and
the same, are synonymous; if, then, the definition applies in a like manner to the
whole range of the homonym, it does not define any one of the objects described
by the term. This is what happens to Dionysius' definition of life when stated as ‘a
movement of a creature sustained by nutriment, congenitally present with it’: for
this is found in plants as much as in animals, whereas ‘life’ is generally

understood to mean not one kind of thing only, but one thing in animals and

reproduction.

141 Of course, this implies that the definition of genus is not such a “common account”, and there
are some passages in which Aristotle does seem to suggest that genus is a “common” predicate
(see e.g. Sophistical Refutations 22 178b38). Circular though it may seem, | take it that the
definition of genus is here a proper account (id1og Adyoq) because it fully describes the being of
an individual in so far as its belonging to the genus is concerned (thus, the definition of animal
fully describes the being of an animal in so far as its being animal is concerned, whereas the
definition of life, as we shall see below, doesn’t fully describe the being of a particular living
being, in so far as it is living is concernd). At the same time, a genus is a common predicate of its
species in so far as its being a particular species of a genus is concerned (thus, the definition of
animal appears in the definition of human beings as something common to all species of animal).
142 0On the homonymy of “life” and “soul” for Aristotle, see Shields (1999: 176-193).
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another in plants. It is possible to hold the view that life is synonymous and of
one kind only, and therefore to render the definition in this way on purpose: or it
may quite well happen that a man may see the homonymy and wish to render the
definition of the one sense only, and yet fail to see that he has rendered an account
).143

common to both instead of proper to one (] ©G10v GALL KOOV AUPOTV

(Topics 6.10 148a23-36, trans. Pickard-Cambridge in Barnes)

Now, the standard example of a homonymous predication, given in Categories 1,
is the case where animal is predicated both of a man and of a picture of the man. The man
and the picture are animals homonymously because, as Aristotle defines it, they have only
a name—animal—in common, but their definitions or accounts of being (Adyot Tic
ovasioc) which correspond to the name are different.’** The current case of life is slightly
different: there does exist a common definition of life—‘a movement of a creature
sustained by nutriment, congenitally present with it’—which is applicable to both

plant-life and animal-life. However, because the kind of life in a plant and the kind of life

143 "En1 el 16V kaB’ dSpovopiay Aeyopévev Evo AdYov Gviov Kowdv ArmodédmKkey: GOVAOVLNA
YOp @V &1 O KaTh TOHVOHN AOY0G: HGT’ 003eVOg TV Vd Tovdvoua O dmododeic dpoc, £l 81 Opoimg
Emi AV TO OpdVLUOV EPapudTTel. TEmovie 6€ Tobto Kai O Atovuciov tiig LoT|g dpog, einep Eoti
“kivnoig yévoug Bpentod oOpELTOG TapakoAovfodca”: 003V Yap iAoy TodTo Toig (Hoig T Toig
PVTOIC Vapyet. 1) & {mn 0D kad’ Ev €1d0¢ Sokel Aéyechor, GAL £tépa pév Toig {doig Etépa d¢
TOIG LTOIG VIAPYELY. EVEEXETOL HEV 0DV KOd KaTh Tpoaipesty obTmg drmododvar ToV 8pov g
cLUVeVOLOL koi kad’ Ev €180 Thong Tiig {wfig Aeyopévnc. ovdev 88 KoADEL Kai GLVOPDVTO THV
opmvopiov kal Oatépov BovAduevov TOV OpIoY dmododvat Aabely un id1ov GAAL KOOV Aueoilv
Adyov amodovra. (Text: W. D. Ross, OCT, Oxford, 1958)

144 see Categories 1 1a1-6: “When things have only a name in common and the definition of
being which corresponds to the name is different, they are called homonymous. Thus, for
example, both a man and a picture are animals. These have only a name in common and the
definition of being which corresponds to the name is different; for if one is to say what being an
animal is for each of them, one will give two distinct definitions.” (Opdvopa Aéyetor v dvopo
novov koo, 6 88 kard ToBvopa Adyoc Tiig ovciag Etepoc, olov (Dov & te avOpmmoc Koi TO
YEYPOUUEVOV" TOVTOV YaP GVOUE, LOVOV KOOV, O 6€ Kortd ToUvoua AGYog Tii¢ ovoiag ETepog: €0V
YOp Amodid Tic Ti £oTy adTAV ExaTép® TO (DM Elvat, 110V EKatépov LYoV Gmodmaet).
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in an animal differ, the definition of life is not proper (i510¢) to both kinds at the same
time,4> therefore life is predicated of both only homonymously. So, on the one hand,
“life” as a predicate is not synonymous as genus and species are when they are predicated
of their subsets or individuals, but on the other hand, neither is it strictly a homonymous
predicate like “animal” in the case of man and picture. Another passage shows why the
Dionysian life or its Aristotelian equivalent, soul, is such a tricky predicate. In De Anima
2.3, in explaining why there cannot be a single definition of soul,}*® Avristotle describes
how different kinds of soul are serial (¢p&&fic) with a comparison to the set of figure
(oxfina), whose members—triangle, quadrangle, pentagon, etc.—**7are generally

recognized to be serial:14®

It is now evident that a single definition can be given of soul only in the same
sense as one can be given of figure. For, as in that case there is no figure
distinguishable and apart from triangle and those that follow in order (ta épeijc),
so here there is no soul apart from the souls just enumerated. It is true that for
figures there can be a definition (Adyoq) that is common (kowvdg) to all figures but

not peculiar (id10¢) to any figure. So here in the case of the souls just enumerated.

145 See note 141 above.

146 | e. in the sense in which there can be a single definition of a genus or a species.

147" Aristotle seems to be considering only rectilinear figures here.

148 Numbers and figures are clearly recognized as serial by Plato and the Academy. There is
some question whether it was Plato’s or Xenocrates’ view that there is no Form or Idea over and
above the particular idea numbers: i.e. whether there is, over and above the Idea of 2 iteslf, the
Idea of 3 itself, etc., an Idea of number itself (see, e.g. Metaphysics M 4 1079a15-16). Merlan
(1946: 11), whom I follow otherwise, thinks that it was Plato’s view. More recent scholars tend to
take it as Xenocrates’ view. See Berti (2009, 130) on Metaphysics B3 999a6-13, a passage
concerning priority: “As it would appear from Aristotle’s argument, this doctrine serves primarily
to contrast the Idea of number in general and that of shape in general, which must have been
admitted by Plato but denied by Xenocrates.”
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Hence it is absurd in this and similar cases to look for a common definition
(kowvdg Adyog) which is not a peculiar definition (1510 Adyoc) of anything that is
and does not apply to the appropriate indivisible species, while at the same time
omitting to look for an account which will. The cases of figure and soul are
exactly parallel; for the particulars subsumed under the common name in both
cases—figures and living beings—constitute a series, each successive term of
which potentially contains its predecessor, e.g. the square the triangle, the

perceptive the nutritive.'*® (De Anima 2.3 414b19-32)

So, just as triangle, quadrangle, pentagon, etc. form a series in that triangle is potentially
in quadrangle,® quadrangle is potentially in pentagon,®! etc., the nutritive soul, the
perceptive soul, and the rational soul form a series in that the nutritive soul is potentially
in the perceptive soul, and the perceptive soul is potentially in the rational soul. It is
important that Aristotle’s priority claim—that members are épe&fjc—is about the
universal (ka®’ 6lov), not the particular (ka’ &actov) triangle, quadrangle, etc.®? This
is because a particular triangle can be materially cut with a line into a smaller triangle and

a quadrangle, so in this particular and material sense, not only is a triangle potentially in a

149 Sfnov obv &1t OV aTdV TpOTOV €1c AV £l AOYOS Wuxfic TE Kai oyApotoc: obte yip EKel
oyfua Tapd to Tpiyovov £ott Kai T Eeeiic, 00T’ évtatbo yuyn mapd Tog ipnuévac. yévorto &’
av kol &l T®V oynudTev AOYog Kowoc, 0G EQapUOGEL UV TAGLY, T010G &° 0VOEVOC EGTOL GYTLLOTOG.
opoimg 6¢ kai &ml Toic elpnuévorg Wyoyoic. 510 yelolov (nTeiv 1OV KooV AdYoV Kol €l TOVT®V Kol
8¢’ £tépav, Oc 00devOg EoTar TdV dvimv 1810c Adyog, 008 kaTd O oikelov kol dropov £100C,
APEVTOC TOV TO10DTOV. TOPATANGI®G 6’ Exel T® TTEPL TOV GYNUATOV KOl TG KOTO Yoynv: del yop &v
6 £pe&fic Vapyel Suvapel TO TPOTEPOV &Ml TE TAV GYNUATOV Koi £ TOV EPydymV, olov &V
TETPOYDOVD UEV TPIY®VOV, &V alcONTIK® & TO OpemTIKOY.

150 | e. triangle as a separate geometrical entity is potentially in quadrangle.

151 And triangle is in pentagon by implication. The same applies to each case below.

152 For the contrast between a universal figure and an individual figure, see Metaphysics Z 10
1035a30-b3 and 11 1036b32-1037a5. The difference seems similar to the one between an ideal
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guadrangle, a quadrangle is potentially in a triangle as well, which would destroy the
priority claim. Therefore, although we don’t know what Aristotle’s exact definitions of
triangle, quadrangle, pentagon, etc. are, it is certain that Aristotle is talking about the
universal triangle or the essence of triangle when he makes the priority claim.*® So, just
as triangle is potentially in the definition or the essence of quadrangle (i.e. if we are to
define quadrangle, we should first be able to define triangle and not vice versa, or, in
other words, if there is to be quadrangle, there should first be triangle and not vice
versa),’> the nutritive soul is potentially in the definition or the essence of the perceptive
soul, and the perceptive soul is potentially in the definition or the essence of the rational
soul. To put it more concretely, the soul of an animal not only perceives things; it also
necessarily maintains and reproduces itself, which is the function of the nutritive soul in a
plant: as a matter of fact, no animal perceives anything without its perceptive organs
being properly maintained. Therefore, the different kinds of soul are not differentiated by
their having mutually exclusive traits (dtapopai): rather, they are differentiated by having
one or two or three traits that are under one common account.*® So, the reason why
“soul” is predicated of different kinds of soul only homonymously, i.e. the reason why the
definition of each kind of soul, minus its proper trait, is different for different kinds, so

that no proper account (idiog Adyoc) can be given of soul in each kind,**® is precisely that

number and a mathematical number. See Metaphysics M 6.

153 In his recent book Priority in Aristotle's Metaphysics, (OUP 2011), Peramatzis makes a
similar claim (see e.g. p.13). However, his focus in on the priority of actuality and form to
composite and matter, and not (like mine) on different kinds of actuality and forms.

154 See Metaphysics A 111019al-4:

155 This is not the case with the differentiae of a genus. See Metaphysics B 3 998b23-26: “the
differentiae of any genus must each of them both have being and be one, but it is not possible for
the genus taken apart from its species (any more than for the species of the genus) to be
predicated of its proper differentiae.”

15650 the definition minus proper trait of, say, the perceptive soul is the definition of the
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no perceptive soul exists in the world with only the power of perception and not also the
power of self-maintenance, and no rational soul exists in the world with only the power of
practical thought and not also the power of perception and self-maintenance. However,
this also implies that, if we take the perceptive soul qua the power of perception alone,
using the “qua” operator to abstract the power of self-maintenance which in the real
world is a prerequisite, and if we also take the rational soul qua the power of practical
thought alone, there is a sense in which the two, together with the nutritive soul, can be
predicated by some proper account (id1o¢ Aoyog) which is the definition of their
genus-equivalent, because the “qua” operator blocks off, as it were, the reason why soul
is predicated homonymously, as | explained just above. The importance of this last point
will emerge as | begin discussing the heavenly movers now.

Aristotle clearly thinks that the same situation applies to the unmoved movers of
the heavens.® In Metaphysics A 8, Aristotle acknowledges that they form a series

ordered by priority:

Evidently, then, there must be substances which are of the same number as the
movements of the stars, and in their nature eternal, and unmoved per se, and
without magnitude, for the reason before mentioned. That the movers are
substances, then, and that one of these is first and another second (xai tovtwv TI¢

TPy Kol devTépa) according to the same order as the movements of the stars, 1S

nutritive soul, and the definition minus proper trait of the rational soul is the definition of the
perceptive soul.

157" As far as | know, Merlan (1946: 11) is the only modern scholar who connects the seriality of
the heavenly movers to that of the souls and that of the figures and numbers.
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evident.'® (Metaphysics A 8 1073a36-b3)

Given what I discussed in section 4.3.1 above, the priority claim about the sets of the
heavenly unmoved movers is easy to understand. The fixed stars show only daily rotation
along the axis which runs between the north and the south poles of the celestial sphere, so
their unmoved mover, which is the mover of the celestial sphere, is the first (mpdn)
substance, which is absolutely unmoved. The planets, the moon, and the sun show
additional motions respectively, for each of which there is either one or more movers
which is unmoved per se, but moved per accidens as something that is contained in the
higher spheres. So the mover of the next sphere under the celestial sphere, which is
moved together with the celestial sphere per accidens, but causes the second sphere to
rotate as something unmoved per se, is the second (dgvtépa) substance. In the same way
we have the third substance, the fourth substance, and so on, as many as there are
heavenly spheres. Now, it is easy to see why the heavenly movers are serial in the same
sense the souls and the figures are: the motion that is caused by the first mover is in the
second mover, the motion that is caused by the second mover, together with the motion
caused by the first mover, is in the third mover, and so on. And if we take the second
mover as an example and ask what sort of a mover it is, the answer is going to be that it is
not only an unmoved mover of the additional motion of the second sphere, but also a
moved mover of the daily rotation which it helps transmit from the first sphere to the
second. So, in the definition of what a particular heavenly unmoved mover is qua mover,

just as in the definition of what a particular kind of soul is qua soul, there is reference not

18 pavepdv toivov 81t tocanTog te 0doiac dvaykaiov elvol THY Te UGV Gidiove kai dKvATouS

Ko’ avtéc, Kol &vev peyédovc Sia v eipnuévny aitiav mpdtepov. BTt pv ovv iciv ovciat, Ko
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just to the motion or life-activity proper to the substance in question, but also to the
motion or life-activity that is caused by the substances prior in the series, therefore as a
consequence, there is no synonymous genus predicable of such an unmoved mover qua
mover. Thus, “mover” is predicated of the unmoved movers homonymously.

However, Aristotle does use the “per se” locution when he discusses the unmoved
movers, as we see in the passage just quoted. When it comes to defining what a particular
heavenly unmoved mover is per se (i.e. qua unmoved mover), the motions that are
caused by the movers prior in the series are abstracted, and reference is only made to the
motion that the unmoved mover in question, as an unmoved mover, causes. So in this
case, as in the case of soul, there is a sense in which “unmoved mover” is predicated of
an unmoved mover synonymously: every heavenly unmoved mover per se, i.e. qua
unmoved mover, causes motion of its proper sphere in the same way via unilateral touch.

It might be argued in addition that there is a deeper parallelism between the two
kinds of unmoved mover: (1) the heavenly mover and (2) the psychic mover—soul. |
have shown that each heavenly mover is moved by the serially prior movers. In the case
of the psychic movers, if we look at a particular kind of soul, say the perceptive soul, we
find that its perceptive function is unilaterally affected by its nutritive function.*® And if
we look at the practically rational soul, we find that its activity of practical thinking
presupposes its perceptive-locomotive as well as its nutritive functions (thus Philoctetes
couldn’t have killed Paris if his foot—a locomotive dypavov—remains festered). So
although a particular kind of soul is a single unity and causes the bodily activities as a

single unmoved mover, there is a sense in which the serially posterior function (which is

TOVTOV TIG TPATN KO SEVTEPQ KATA TNV QTN TAEW TG pOopaig TV GoTPOV, PAVEPOV.
159" See my discussion on De Somno in chapter 1.

- 199 -



by no means lower in esteem, for a virtuous action is presumably more esteemed than an
accurate perception) is affected and moved by all the serially higher functions. In this
way the successive kinds of soul map perfectly on the successive heavenly movers.
Whether my suggestion about the deeper parallelism between the two kinds of
unmoved mover is right or not, there is no doubt that both sets of unmoved movers, i.e.
the heavenly movers and the psychic movers, are serial. This tells us two things. On the
one hand, as | have argued in this section, it is important to notice that, although there is
no synonymous genus predicable of the two kinds of unmoved mover, either collectively
or respectively, there is nonetheless a sense in which the unmoved movers, qua unmoved
mover, cause motion in exactly the same way: i.e. via unilateral touch. On the other hand,
being an ordered set in the Aristotelian way'®® also means that for either set, there is no
paradigmatic being in relation to which each member of the set is a member. So, the
“prime mover” is only the first in the series of the heavenly unmoved movers, and
although it does move all the rest of the heavenly movers, it does not move them qua
unmoved movers. To put it more concretely, although the “prime mover” is responsible
for the daily rotation of the first heaven which not only moves other heavens but also
gives the sublunary beings the eternal succession of day and night, which is extremely
important for any kind of life, the “prime mover” is neither responsible for the yearly
rotation of the sun which brings us the succession of seasons and monsoons, nor
responsible for the monthly rotation of the moon which brings us tides, which are also

extremely important for the kinds of life that are affected by them. 6!

160 O, in the Aristotle-Xenocratean way. See note 148 above.
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4.6 Unmoved Mover and Necessity

Let me now move on to the connection between unmoved movers and necessity.
First, Aristotle conceives of necessity in terms of immobility, i.e. the impossibility to be
moved. This is clear from Aristotle’s discussion of necessity in Metaphysics A 5.
According to Aristotle, the sense of “the necessary” (t0 dvaykaiov) according to which
all other things are said to be necessary is “that which cannot be otherwise (10 un
gvdeyopevov dilmg Exewv)t®?”. Now, for something to be otherwise is for it to be
otherwise than its former state,'®® and such an alteration which happens in time is a
change or motion (kivnoig).!®* As Aristotle says in A 7: “if something is moved
(xweiton), it is capable of being otherwise (&vdéystan dAhog &xewv).” % So, that which
cannot be changed, i.e. immovable, is necessary, and that which is necessary is that
which cannot be changed, i.e. immovable.

Second, more importantly, there is something special in Aristotle’s conception of
necessity which makes it, for lack of a better word, causal. Aristotle clearly adopts the
physicists’ thesis that necessity is transmittable: i.e. in explaining why something is
necessary, we trace the necessity back to something that is necessary in itself (e.g. “Why

is it necessary that bricks fall?”” “Because bricks are made of earth, and it is simply

161 See GA 4.10 777b16-778a4 on the influence of the sun and the moon on gestation. See also
GC 1.10 336a31-b24.

162 See Metaphysics A 5 1015a33-36: “We say that that which cannot be otherwise is necessarily
thus. And from this sense of ‘necessary’ all the others are somehow derived.” See also I' 5
1010b28-30 and A 7 1072b4-13, the latter also quoted below.

183 In state (a) A is x and the statement “A is x” is true. In state (b) A is not x but y and the
statement “A is X’ is false and the statement “A is not x” is true.

164 For me, an alteration in time from being sick to being healthy is a change in my bodily state.
This view of change of course presupposes time which is itself dependent upon the motion of the
first heaven.

185 A 7 1072b4-5. See the full quotation below.
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necessary that earth falls.”).1®® So it seems that, among things that cannot be otherwise,
there is a hierarchy according to which something that is necessary in itself is the cause
of other things’ being necessary. It seems that the unmoved mover is at least one of the
things that can be at the top of such a hierarchy. This is clear at the end of Metaphysics A

5 where Aristotle talks about necessity in demonstration (am6d€1€ig):

Again, demonstration is of what are necessary'®’ because they cannot be
otherwise, if they have been demonstrated simpliciter; and the causes of this
(tovtov &’ aitwa) are the first things (td mpdta), if the things from which the
deduction proceeds cannot be otherwise. Indeed, for some things, there is
something other than themselves that is the cause (aitiov) of their being necessary;
for others, there is none, but because of them (310 tadta) other things are of
necessity. Therefore (dote) the necessary in the primary and strict sense is the
simple (10 amiodv): for this does not admit of more states than one, so that it
cannot even be in one state and also in another; for if it did it would already be in

more than one. If, then, there are any things that are eternal and immovable

166 See Menn (forthcoming: 1y p. 17).

167 “Demonstration is of what are necessary” translates 1| o1& Tdv avaykaiov. It’s quite
obvious that T@v dvaykaiov is an objective genitive meaning the conclusions, both from what
comes afterwards (I take it, as is obvious from my modified translation here, that the subject of
gvoéyetan is an understood ¢ dvaykain), and from a parallel usage at Z 15 1039b31. So Aistotle
is not saying here, as Ross’ translation would seem to suggest, that the demonstration itself is
something necessary. Indeed, it is Aristotle’s view that all deductions (cvAloyiopof) are
necessary (see Prior Analytics 1.1 24b19-20) but that not all demonstrations are deductions (see
ibid. 1.4 25b29-30). This difference between the necessity of the consequence and the necessity
of the inference is later known as that between necessitas consequentiis and necessitas
consequentiae. Menn (forthcoming: IIIy p. 17) seems to have made a wrong interpretation of the
Prior Analytics 1.1 passage. It does not affect his general point though, which I endorse.

- 202 -



(ducivntor), nothing compulsory or against their nature attaches to them.

(Metaphysics A 5 1015b6-15)

In this passage, the first things (ta tpdta), i.e. the necessary premises of a demonstration,
are said to be causative (aitia) of the fact that the conclusions of a demonstration are
necessary. Since demonstration is knowledge that describes facts or things, it makes little
difference whether we understand the conclusions here to be propositions such as “falling
is said of bricks”, or facts such as bricks falling, or things such as falling bricks. The
same applies to the premises. So, what Aristotle tries to say here is that there are certain
“first things” which are necessary in the simple and strict sense which are the cause of
other things’ being necessary. It seems that the eternal and immobile things mentioned at
the end of the passage are necessary as the “first things” are, i.e. in the simple and strict
sense. To corroborate the point that immobility is tied to necessity in the simple and strict
sense, in another passage from Metaphysics A 7, Aristotle connects an unmoved mover’s
being a necessary being (€€ avaykng &v) with its being an dpyr which is good and exists

in a single way:

Now, if something is moved, it is capable of being otherwise (évdéyeton dAAmg
&yew). Therefore, if its actuality is the primary form of spatial motion, then in so

far as it is subject to change, in this respect it is capable of being otherwise,—in

168 "B 1) amoderéic v avaykaimv, STt ovk evééyetal BAlme Eyetv, &l Grodédeuctat

mAGc TovToL 8 ot TR TPdTA, €1 AdOVATOV FAAMS EXEtY &€ OV O GLALOYIGUOC. TAV PV O
&repov aitiov Tod dvaykaio ivat, TBV 88 008&v, ALY 1t TadTo ETepd E0TIV &€ AvayKkmc. Bote TO
TPDTOV Kol Kuplg Avaykaiov 10 amAodv €oTiv: ToDTO YOp 00K EvOE ETAL TAEOVOXAS ExElV, HOT’
000€ BAA®G Kal GAA®C: 7O Yop TAeovoydC v Eyot. €l dpa Eotv dtTa didta kol dkivnta, oVOEV
éxelvolg €oti Platov 00oE Tapd POGLV.
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place, even if not in substance. But since there is something which moves while
itself being unmoved (kwvodv adto dxivntov 6v), existing actually, this can in no
way be otherwise than as it is (ovx évdéyetar GAAmG Exetv 00Sou@®C). For motion

in space is the first of the kinds of change, and motion in a circle the first kind of
spatial motion; and this it produces. It is therefore a necessary being (€& avayxng
&pa &otiv dv); and as a necessary being (1} avéykn [dv]), its mode of being is good,
and it is in this sense a first principle (&pyn). For the necessary has all these
senses—that which is necessary by force because it is contrary to impulse, that
without which the good is impossible, and that which cannot be otherwise but can

exist only in a single way (am\dc).1% (Metaphysics A 7 1072b4-13)

Thirdly, in both passages, Aristotle claims that the necessary in the most salient
sense has to be “the simple” (16 amlodv) or “in a single way” (amA®dg). In another passage
at the end of Physics 8.6, Aristotle describes the unmoved mover as follows: “since it
remains in a single way (amA@®c) and unvarying (docavtwg) and in the same state, the
unmoved mover causes a single and simple motion”.1’® Now, there are different ways to
understand what “simple” or “in a single way” means. (1) “Simple” may be

compositional: it may mean “non-composed”, as in “simple bodies”. Thus, a body of pure

N.B. In this passage, [ modify Ross’ translation quite heavily in a number of places.
169 & pév odv T ket évaéxeton kol GAA®C Exewv, GoT’ el [] popd mpdn 1 &vépyerd €otwv, |
KWeltal TaTn ve Evoéyetan dALmG Exetv, Katd TOTOV, Kai €1 Ui Kot ovoiav: émel 6¢ 6Tt TL Ktvov
avTo dxivntov dv, évepyeia Ov, ToDTO 00K Evdgyetar GAAMG Exetv ovdauds. @opd yap 1 TPOTN
TV PETABOADY, TADTNG 82 1) KOKA®: Tan TNV 8¢ ToDTO KIVEL. &€ Avaykmc Spa £6Tiv Ev- Kod 1)
avaykn, KaA®C, Kol o0T®g apyr. TO Yop dvaykoiov Tocontay®dc, T0 eV Big 6Tl mapd TV Opuny,
70 88 0D 0VK &vey TO €D, TO 88 | &vieXOpEVOY BAAMG GAL’ ATAMC.
170 physics 8.6 260a17-19: 10 & axiviyrov, Gomep sipnron, Gt GTADS Koi GoadTOg Kot &V Téd
aOT@ Jlapévoy, piay Kol amAfiv Kivioetl Kivnot.
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earth (if there is such a thing)'"* is simple because it is non-composed, whereas a hunk of
mud is not simple because it is a mixture of earth and water. When we talk about the
simplicity of an unmoved mover in this way, we would rule out the lesser unmoved
movers which, as we’ve seen, are a mixture of immobility and possibility to be moved.
So this understanding of the simplicity of unmoved mover leaves us with only one
unmoved mover, because there is only one mover that is simple in this way. The
unmoved mover of the second heaven, for instance, is a mixture of the immobility of the
motion of the second heaven and the possibility to be moved with the motion of the first
heaven. (2) “Simple” may also mean “not otherwise”.1’?> This is actually how Aristotle

explains “the simple” at Metaphysics A 5 1015b12-14 (quoted above):

Therefore (dote) the necessary in the primary and strict sense is the simple (16
amAodv): for it is not possible for it (i.e. the simple) to be in multiple ways
(mheovaydg €xew), so that it cannot even be in one way and also in another way

(M ¢ kai dAlwmg)—Tor if it did it would already be in multiple ways.

So, “the simple” is impossible to be in more than one way, i.e. otherwise, whereas “the
not-simple” is possible to be otherwise. To put it more concretely, “the simple” is
impossible to be otherwise than X; “the not-simple” is possible both to be X and Y

(whatever Y is); “the simply not” is impossible to be X. This is precisely the contrast

171 GC 1.10 tells us there is no such thing as pure earth.

172 This sense may be called “temporal” because the simple in this sense is not otherwise at
different moment, whereas the “compositionally” or “locally” simple does not contain different
parts at a single moment but may be otherwise as a whole at a different moment (such as a cup of
water can as a whole turn into ice, so water is compositionally simple but temporally admissive to
change). It is arguable that Aristotle’s modal semantics is temporal rather than local.
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between necessity, possibility, and impossibility.1”® Now, when we talk about the
simplicity of the unmoved mover in this sense, we are essentially contrasting the
impossibility to be moved in a certain respect to the possibility to be moved in that
respect, with the former signifying necessity while the latter signifying possibility—why
the latter signifies possibility was explained in chapter 3. The passage at the end of

Physics 8.6 mentioned above may be quoted in full:

The foregoing argument, then, has served to clear up the point about which we
raised a difficulty at the outset—why is it that instead of all things being either in
motion or at rest, or some things being always in motion and the remainder
always at rest, there are things that are sometimes in motion and sometimes not?
The cause of this is now plain: it is because, while some things are moved by an
eternal unmoved mover and are therefore always in motion, other things are
moved by a mover that is moved and changing (ta 6’ Hmo Kvovpévou Kol
petafairovtog), so that they too must change. But the unmoved mover, as has
been said, since it remains simple and unvarying and in the same state, will cause

motion that is one and simple.t (Physics 8.6 260a11-19)

173 This is the for Aristotle more common, two-sided sense of “possible” (=neither impossible
nor necessary). For the distinction, see Prior Analytics 1.13 32a18-21.

It is important to realize that what is eternally moved is movable in the two-sided sense of
“possible to be moved”, because an eternally moved thing returns to the original state every now
and then, so that it is neither impossible nor necessary for it to be at any fixed status. Remember,
motion for Aristotle is alway a change from status A to status B. See my chapter 3.

1% pavepov i yéyovev &k TdV eipnuévav koi & kot apydc Nmopodiey, Ti 81 Tote od TavTa f
KIveltan 1 Npepel, 1 To Pev Kiveitan del ta 6’ diel Npepet, AL’ Evia 0Te P&v 0T€ 0’ 01. ToVTOL YO
TO aitiov 6TAGV £0TL VDV, OTL TA UEV VTTO AKIVITOV KIveltal didiov, 10 del kveital, Ta & VIO
KIVOUUEVOL Kol MeTaBAAAOVTOC, BoTE Kol adTdl dvarykaiov HeETaBaAAlewy. T0 6’ akivntov, domep
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This is closely tied to what I argued in chapter 3, section 3.5.1. There, it was argued that
because a moved mover is always a movable mover, the continuity of motion is
wearisome (érirovoc) to it. In the current passage, the mover that is moved and changing

175 and it is contrasted with

is such a movable mover that cannot eternally cause motion,
an unmoved mover that remains simple and in the same state while causing something
movable to be moved. Although it is without question that Physics 8.6 focuses on proving
the existence of the highest unmoved mover that guarantees the eternal motion of the first
heaven, it is important that the Metaphysics A 5 interpretation of what “the simple”
means does not rule out the lesser unmoved movers’ being necessary qua something
simple. Hence (1) the unmoved mover of the second heaven, in so far as it is an unmoved
mover, causes a single and eternal motion of the second heaven; (2) the nutritive soul of a
plant, in so far as it is an unmoved mover, causes a single and continuous nutritive
activity. The fact that it is perishable has nothing to do with its being an unmoved mover,

but is due to the fact that it is contained within a bodily constitution. The same goes with

the perceptive part of the soul of an animal, as | discussed in detail in chapter 1.

gipntat, dte ATADC Kol @GOOTOC Kol £V T adTd Olopévoy, wiay Kal amAfv Kvioel Kivnoty.

175 That it is a movable mover and not a per se unmoved mover which is movable per accidens
is seen from the passage that immediately preceeds at 260a5-10: “But that which is moved by
something that, though it is in motion, is moved directly by the unmoved stands in varying
relations to the things that it moves, so that the motion that it causes will not be always the same:
by reason of the fact that it occupies contrary positions or assumes contrary forms at different
times it will produce contrary motions in each several thing that it moves and will cause it to be at
one time at rest and at another time in motion.” See my discussion in chapter 3 for why the mover
in his passage is a movable mover.
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Chapter 5 Natural Necessity, Conditional or Simple?

5.1 Introduction

Avristotle’s conception of necessity in nature presents an obvious and at the first
glance easily soluble problem. Since it is a characteristic of the sublunary things—things
that we say are natural or have a nature—'that they are non-eternal and that the events
involving them occur not always but only for the most part,> how can there be necessity
in the sublunary world, given the Aristotelian doctrine that what fails to always happen is
not necessary? The standard answer® to this problem is that the kind of necessity that is
involved in the sublunary world is not absolute or simple necessity,* but qualified or
conditional necessity.® The idea, if we try to flesh it out, is that what is necessary in
nature is not necessary in any case or at any time, but is only necessary given a certain
condition or on a certain occasion.®

There are two kinds of conditional necessity in the sublunary world. First, quite
uncontroversially, the most prominent kind of condition under which things and events in

the sublunary world are said to be necessary by Aristotle is the natural goal (télog), with

1 Itis a question whether the heavenly spheres have a nature or not. Though you might think that

they have a natural tendency to travel in a certain way, Aristotle never explicitly claims that they

have a nature, which is an internal principle of motion. | argued in chapter 2 that the heavenly

spheres are moved by movers which are external to them, and are therefore not self-movers.

2 See e.g. PA 1.1 639b23-640a9 and GC 2.11.

% See e.g. Leunissen (2010: 100-101).

4 Things that are of simple necessity are necessary simpliciter (Gvoykoiov GrA@c).

® Things that are of conditional necessity are necessary conditionally (Gvoykoiov £& Vmobéoewc).
Leunissen (2010: 99-103) uses “qualified necessity” idiosyncratically. For her, “qualified

necessity” when used “causally” is equivalent to “conditional necessity”, when used “modally” is

equivalent to “for the most part”. I find her distinction here uncompelling. See more below.

® See e.g. APr. 1.10 30b31-40 for an example of conditional necessity.
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the necessity in question being “hypothetical necessity”.” To give just one example of
the so-called “hypothetical necessity”, we say that the front teeth of human beings are not
eternally sharp (i.e. being able to cut though things) nor is every new front teeth sharp,
but on the condition that one is to digest, it is necessary for the front teeth to be sharp.®
The second kind of condition under which things and events in the sublunary world are
said to be necessary is the matter (bAn), with the necessity in question being the so-called
“material necessity”.® Hence for example, it is only in so far as lead is the matter of a ball
that it is necessary for the ball to be heavy.'® Under this interpretation, what is materially
necessary falls short of being simply necessary precisely because it is by definition
conditional. Thus, bones are not eternally sturdy (for a bone becomes fragile eventually),
nor is every bone sturdy, but on the condition that a bone is made up of the right mixture
of elements, it is necessarily sturdy. In the same way, a piece of earth is not eternally
earthy (it might become wood, and then become fire, which is not earthy), but on the

condition that it is a mixture of the cold and the dry, it is necessarily earthy.!

" Itis a scholarly convention to call the conditional necessity of the teleological kind

“hypothetical necessity”. I don’t mean by following this convention to deny that “material
necessity” might also be £ vmo0éoems. See Rosen (2008: 1-58).

8 Seee.g. PA 1.1 642a1-14, Physics 2.9 199b33-200a14 and De Somno 2. 455b26-29.

® Although Avristotle never uses the exact term “material necessity”, there are several places (PA
1.1 64009, and GA 2.1 731b21 and 5.1 778a35) where he clearly means by necessity the necessity
coming from the material condition of a given thing.

N.B. Logicians sometimes talk about “material necessity” and, together with it, “formal
necessity” in a somewhat different sense. For them, “material necessity” describes the modality
of propositions, while “formal necessity” describes the validity of inferences. Although this
language can be adopted to describe the current issue, I don’t think scholars of Aristotle use
“material necessity” in this sense and I do not use it in this sense in this project.

10" Lead is not the matter of lead qua lead, therefore although lead is necessarily heavy, it is not
due to material necessity that it is hard. The ball is necessarily hard because lead, which is its
matter, is necessarily heavy, therefore the ball is heavy because of material necessity. Thus,
material necessity is by definition a kind of conditional necessity, for the object in question shows
certain characteristic due to its matter, which is different from the object itself.

' This is just to give a very rough example because it is at least not immediately clear why what
is conditionally necessary cannot also, incidentally, be absolutely necessary or at least be eternal.
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Now, concerning the second kind of conditional necessity—material
necessity—some scholars refer to it as “simple-" or “absolute necessity”.!?> Despite their
internal differences, these scholars tend to take the teleological condition as the only kind
of condition there is, so whatever necessary that is not conditioned teleologically is
unconditional, i.e. simple.*®> However, these scholars tend to also use conditional
language when they describe how material necessity functions. Gill, for example, wants
to read material necessity in causal contexts as explaining “from bottom up”, which is to
say that the underlying material condition determines some of the characteristics
something has.!* More recently, Leunissen describes material necessity as a kind of “a
tergo necessity” with similar implications. So, their true view, using my vocabulary, is
that what is materially necessary is necessitated by the material condition of a thing.

Moreover, internal evidence from Aristotle’s corpus suggests that he takes matter

Gaskin (1995: esp. 115-116), for instance, tries to make the point that what is conditionally
necessary can at the same time be simply necessary as long as the condition itself is simply
necessary. Thus demonstrative understanding—what follows from simply necessary principles as
a conclusion—is also simply necessary.

One crucial difference between Aristotelian and modern deductive systems which might
have some bearing to this problem is that the axioms in an Aristotelian science have to be more
true than what follows from them (see AP 1.2 70b20-24), whereas the axioms of, say, first order
logic are in theory random, and they are true in the same way and to the same extent as what
follows from them. This important difference suggests that Gaskin’s taking the consequent of a
simply necessary condition to be simply necessary in the same way is problematic.

12 See Cooper (1987: 260 n. 20), Gill (1997: 146-147), Lennox (2001: 233), and Johnson (2005:
151-155). Leunissen (2010: 99-103) distances herself from the scholars mentioned above,
because she sees that what is materially necessary need not always come about. However,
because she still thinks that material necessity is not conditional (103), she has to invent another
category—“modal necessity”—to explain why what is materially necessary does not always
come about (102-103). According to her, material necessity is unqualified causally (i.e. it is not
conditioned by an end) but qualified modally (i.e. may fail to be necessary). See more on this in
section 5.5 below.

Of course there are other scholars who take material necessity to be conditional. See Rosen
(2008: 84-90). See also Gaskin on “a tergo” necessity in Gaskin (1995: 122-124).

13 See Leunissen (2010: 101-103), Cooper (1987: 260 n. 20), Johnson (2005: 151). Aristotle
seems to be suggesting the same view at the beginning of Physics 2.9, which passage is discussed
below.
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(6An) to be a relative (“mpoc 1),

so “material necessity” always means the necessity
coming from the material condition of a given thing. For example, there is nothing
inherently material about wood as such,® however, when there is a wooden bed, wood is
the material condition of the bed, and the wooden characteristics the bed necessarily
shows is due to material necessity. So, from Aristotle’s own understanding of matter, we
too can conclude that material necessity is a kind of conditional necessity.

Given that hypothetical necessity and material necessity exhaust the kinds of
necessity there are in the sublunary world, and given that both are conditional and
qualified necessity, it is believed that the absolute and simple kind of necessity does not
exist in the sublunary world. This explains, it is claimed, why things that exist and events
that happen in the sublunary world are never eternal but “for the most part” at most.*’

In this chapter I intend to show three things. First, quite contrary to the views
outlined above, although Aristotle does recognize different kinds of conditional and

qualified necessity at work in the sublunary world, unqualified necessity does figure at

the same time. This is what Aristotle calls “[necessity] kotd evow” and what I shall call

14 See e.g. Gill (1997).

15 See Physics 2.2 194b8-9: “And matter is a relative, for different froms there is different
matter.” (811 T@®V Tpog TL M VAN GAA® yap €idel GAAn UAN). See also Metaphysics H 4. Gill (1989:
65-67) thinks that matter is not relative but substantial, citing its relation to the composite as
evidence. I don’t see how the fact that matter is related to the composite proves against its being
relative.

I here pass over the problem of prime matter. I don’t think Aristotle believes in a prime
matter which is stripped of any form: Aristotelian elements always possess two characteristics,
one of which can be regarded as material, the other formal.

18 The reason why many scholars tend to think about material necessity as simple necessity, |
think, is precisely because they take “material” not as a relative term, but as an inherent
characteristic of a thing. Yet in this way it seems that the line between matters and forms can only
be drawn arbitrarily. Gill (1997) tries to draw this line between what is “like-parted” and what is
not. Thus earth by its nature is material. Wood, although formal relative to earth, is by its nature
also material. But this seems just to be redefining “formal” as what we would call “physical
(change)” as opposed to “chemical (change)” (e.g. Earth becoming wood is a chemical
(like-parted) change and therefore is not a formal change).
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“natural necessity”. Natural necessity is simple and thus non-conditional for Aristotle
because, as | show in what is to follow, it is understood by Aristotle as necessity in the
causally primitive sense of “that cannot be otherwise” ([0] 00k &vdéyetarl dAlwg Exev)
outlined in Metaphysics A 5, which I discussed at the end of chapter 4. In addition, I
show that simple necessity is predicable of what has a nature because what properly
speaking has a nature is an unmoved mover, and the fact that it is non-eternal in some
other way does not contradict its being simply necessary as an unmoved mover, as |
explained in chapter 4. Second, | show how both the hypothetically necessary and the
materially necessary—as | understand the term—are derivative from what is naturally
necessary: as what has a nature can either be the form or the matter of something in a
given context, (a) some thing’s being necessarily ¢ hypothetically is caused by its form’s
being necessarily ¢ xatd oo, and (b) some thing’s being necessarily ¢ materially is
caused by its matter’s being necessarily ¢ xotd oo Third, | suggest ways in which
one may reconcile natural necessity as a simple necessity with the contingency of the

sublunary events.

17" See Leunissen (2010: 103-111, esp. 105).

18 1t has been argued by some scholars, e.g. Ackrill (1963: 132-133) and Patzig (1968: 21-42),
that it is at least misleading for Aristotle to apply “necessity/necessarily” univocally to both
simple necessity and conditional necessity, and that conditional necessity characterizes not the
necessity of a predication or that of a proposition, but the validity of an inference. According to
these scholars, Aristotle confuses what Thomas Aquinas calls necessitas consequentis with
necessitas consequentiae (Summa Contra Gentiles 1.67.9; also cf. Boethius Consolatio
philosophiae V, 6.27-30). On this reading, my claim that conditional necessity is derivative from
natural necessity would be wrong, because conditional necessity on their view is not the necessity
of a proposition derivative from the necessity of its premises, but the necessity of the entire
syllogism. In a nutshell, my view is that this absolutist picture of necessity is a Stoic-Thomist one,
and that it is a mistake to read it into Aristotle. The condition of what is conditionally necessary,
as such, is only contingent in the absolutist picture; in an Aristotelian picture, however, it is
simply necessary as such, given that it is an unmoved mover in some sense (see my chapter 4).
Indeed, any Aristotelian goal, practical or natural, has to somehow figure in the definition of man
or the definition of some natural organism. Thus, although my nutritive soul, being mortal, is not
eternal in the absolutist picture, it is still simply necessary as the unconditioned condition of my
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5.2 Classifying natural necessity
5.2.1 Hypothetical necessity vs Natural necessity

Now, my thesis would be wrong if hypothetical necessity and material necessity
exhaust the kinds of necessity in the sublunary world for Aristotle. Two key passages in
which Aristotle contrasts what | call “natural necessity” with hypothetical necessity seem
to suggest this. In a passage from On the Parts of Animals (hence PA), natural necessity

is introduced as one of a contrasted pair in the following way:

One should explain in the following way, e.g. breathing exists for the sake of this,
while that comes to be from necessity because of these. But necessity sometimes
signifies that if that—i.e. that for the sake of which—is to be, it is necessary for
these things to obtain, while at other times it signifies that things are thus in
respect of their character and nature (obtwg &yovta kai tepukota). For it is
necessary for the hot to go out and enter again upon meeting resistance, and for
the air to flow in. But this is already necessary (1on dvaykoiov); it is as the
internal heat retreats that during the cooling the inhalation of the external air
occur. This then is the way of investigation, and it is in relation to these things

such as these that one should grasp the causes.® (PA 1.1 642a31-642b4)

Here, we see that the necessity of “[being] thus in respect of character and nature (otmg

bodily growth and maintenace, the materials for which are in turn conditionally necessary.

19 Agictéov 8 obtac, olov 81 EoTt puév 1 Gvamvor) Toudt yapi, TodTo 8¢ yiyveton Sid t6de &€
avaykne. 'H 8 dvéyin 6t& pév onuaiver 8t &i ékeivo Eoton 0 o Eveka, Tadto dvaykn oTiv Eyety,
0te &’ 6t Eotv 0BT Eyovta Kai TeELKoTa. TO Oepuov yap dvaykaiov &i€van kol wA giciévar
avtikpobov, Tov &’ aépa eiopeiv. Todto &’ NN avaykaiov Eotv. Tod &vtog o0& Oeppod
avtikomTovTog, &v Tij Yiket tod 0Vpadev dépog 1 eicodoc. ‘O pév obv Tpdmog ovTog O TG HeddSoV,
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&yovta kal mepukota)” is contrasted with hypothetical necessity (“if that is to be, it is
necessary for these to obtain”).?’ What is this “natural necessity”, which is different from
hypothetical necessity? Since in the immediate context Aristotle’s examples for this
necessity concern heat and air, which generally pass for Aristotle as material, one is
tempted to understand natural necessity here as material necessity, i.e. conditional
necessity of the material kind. On this reading, the breathing organ necessarily performs
its function because it is made up of certain materials which have certain qualities. The

second passage comes from Physics 2:

As regards what is ‘of necessity’,?! we must ask whether it is ‘hypothetical’, or
‘simple’ (amAdg) as well. The current view places what is of necessity in the
process of production, just as if one were to suppose that the wall of a house
necessarily comes to be because what is heavy moves naturally (mévuxke)
downward and what is light to the top, wherefore the stones and foundations take
the lowest place, with earth above because it is lighter, and wood at the top of all
as being the lightest. Whereas, though the wall does not come to be without these,
it is not due to these, except as its material cause: it comes to be for the sake of
sheltering and guarding certain things. Similarly in all other things which involve
production for an end; the product cannot come to be without things which have a

necessary nature (avaykaiav ... thv @Oow), but it is not due to these except as its

Kod epi Qv St AaPeiv Tag aitiag, Tadta kol ToldTé doTIy.

20 1t is true that the theory outlined in the breathing example is not Aristotle’s own (see Lennox:
2001, 151); see Michael of Ephesus’s commentary ad loc. for the attribution of the theory to
Plato). But this does not entail that the theory of necessity alluded to here is not Aristotle’s. Using
someone else’s theory as an example to illustrate his own point is a common strategy of
Aristotle’s.
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material (6AL’ 7| dg BAnV); it comes to be for an end.??

(Physics 2.9 199b34-200a10)

Here, Aristotle opens the passage by distinguishing what is of necessity hypothetically
from what is of necessity “simply” (dnAdc). With his further clarification, we can see that
what is of necessity simply is naturally so (népuke) or is due to a necessary nature
(dvaykaiav ... v @Oow), so I take it that the simple necessity in this passage is
equivalent to natural necessity. Similar to the first passage, because the things which
show necessary characteristics here, i.e. stones, earth, wood, are material in the context
(and Avristotle is quite explicit about this at 200a9-10), it might seem that the simple and
natural necessity mentioned here is equivalent to material necessity. Indeed, this is the
very passage that leads scholars to identify simple necessity with material necessity.

However, several other passages in which Aristotle mentions “necessity according
to nature” suggest that to understand this dichotomy between hypothetical necessity and
natural necessity as one between hypothetical and material necessity is problematic. In a
nutshell, I intend to show that natural necessity is to be understood as the necessity in the
sense of “that cannot be otherwise”, and that because this sense of necessity, when it is
used non-derivatively, is understood by Aristotle as simple or absolute necessity, it

follows that it cannot at the same time be conditional necessity, hence cannot be material

2L Aristotle is here talking about necessity in nature, as is plain from the opening of Physics 2.8.
22 To & €€ avaryxng motepov €€ vmoBécemg VTLAPYEL T Kol ATADG; VOV UEV Yap olovTol TO €&
dvérykng etvor &v Tij yevéoel Homep av 1 Tig TV ToTyov £ dviykng yeyeviioOou vopilot, T To pév
Bapéa katm mépuke Pépectan T 6€ KoV EMmoATic, 610 oi Aibot pev Katm kol ta Ospélia, 1 6
Y1} Gve O1d KovEOTNTO, EXUTOATG O paMoTatd EOAN KOVEOTOTO YAP. GAA’ OU®MC 0VK GvEL UV
TOVT®V YEYOVEV, 00 PEVTOL O10 TADTO TAT)V ™G O’ VANV, GAA’ €veka ToD KpOTTEW dTTal Kol MLELY.
opoimg 6¢ kai &v Toig GAAOIC TaotY, &v 6601 TO EvEKA TOL 0TIV, OVK GveL HEV TOV Avaykaioy
EYOVIOV TNV UGV, OO HEVTOL Y€ 010 TADTO GAN’ Tj g VANV, GAN’ Evexd Tov.
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necessity, which, as | have defined above, is a kind of conditional necessity.

5.2.2 Necessity by force vs Natural necessity

In a similar context where Aristotle tries to sort out teleology from necessity of a
non-teleological nature in Posterior Analytics, after distinguishing “for some purpose”
and “from necessity”, he introduces a further distinction of necessity between “necessity

by nature” and “necessity by force”:

There are very many things of this sort, especially among natural processes and
products; for one nature makes for some purpose and another makes from
necessity. But there are two types of necessity: one, in accordance with nature
and impulse; the other, by force and contrary to impulse.?® (Post. An. 2.11

94b37-95al, trans. Barnes (1994)).

Now, assuming that Aristotle is talking about the same natural necessity in the Post. An.
passage as in the PA passage and in the Physics passage, which | think is a reasonable
assumption, what we learn from this passage is that necessity “in accordance with nature”
is not only different from hypothetical necessity—conditional necessity of the

teleological kind: it is also distinguished from necessity by force. One further passage

23 Iieiota 8¢ TowdT £0TL Kol PEMOTA £V TOIC KOTH QUG GUVIGTOLEVOLS KO GUVESTOOIV: 1| HEV
yap &vexd Tov TolEl pUolig, 1 6 €€ avdykng. 1 &’ avaykn Sttt 1 UV Yap Katd eOoV Kol TV
opunv, N o0& Pig N mapa v opunv. (Text: W. D. Ross, OCT, Oxford, 1964)

Barnes’ translation (second edition) “one kind of nature...another kind of nature” (emphasis
mine) is misleading because it suggests that any one nature belongs either to this kind or to that
kind. This is not true. The nature of a dog makes its bones the way they are for some purpose and
the same nature also makes the dog, taken as a whole, the way it is from necessity.

You might be able to read a hendiadys in kot eOow ki Thv Opunv, since a stone does not
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confirms this distinction:

Of those [actions] not due to [the agent] himself (i.e. his practical self), some are
due to chance, the others to necessity; of these latter, again, some are by force, the

others by nature.?* (Rhetoric 1.10 1368b33-6, trans. Roberts in Barnes)

What is this distinction between natural necessity and necessity by force about? It is
conceptually a different distinction from that between natural necessity and hypothetical
necessity, for although something which is a goal (téAog) can at the same time be the
compelling force (Bia), Aristotle’s conception of force and that of goal are different. The
key to understanding this pair, I think, lies in the concept of “force”. If we follow the
accounts of “force” and “by force” in EN 3.1, Physics 8.4, and De Caelo 3.2, we can see
that the idea behind such a distinction is that natural necessity results from oneself

whereas necessity by force comes from outside sources.

That is by force (Biaiov) of which the principle is outside, being a principle in
which nothing is contributed by the person who acts or is acted upon, e.g. if he
were to be carried somewhere by a wind, or by men who had him in their power.?

(EN 3.1 1110a1-4, trans. Ross in Barnes)

necessarily drop, but a stone necessarily has the natural impulse to drop.

4 16V pgv odv pi 81 adTodg T pev Sid ThyMV TpETTovst TAL 8 £E AvayKng, TAV &’ &5 avayKkng To
pev Pia ta 8¢ pooet. (Text: Kassel, Berlin, 1976)
25 Biarov 8& o0 1 &pym EEwBev, Toowtn oboa év 1 iMdEv cvpPdiietol 6 TpaTTOV i 6 TUGKWV,
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Of things which are moved per se, some are moved by themselves, others by
something else: and in some cases their motion is natural, in others by force and
unnatural (Bia kai Topa Vo). Thus in things that are moved by themselves, e.g.
all animals, the motion is natural.... The fact that a thing that is in motion is
moved by something <else> is most evident in things that are moved unnaturally,
because in such cases it is clear that the motion is derived from something other

than the thing itself.?® (Physics 8.4 254b8-27)

But since a source of movement within the thing itself is its nature, while a
duvouig is a source of movement in something other than it or in itself qua other,
and since movement is always due either to nature or to force (Big), movement
which is natural, as downward movement is to a stone, will be merely accelerated
by a dOvapug, while an unnatural movement will be due to it alone.?’ (De Caelo

3.2 301b17-22)

In all the five passages that precede, we see that Aristotle contrasts “by force” with “by

nature”. Given that “by force” means “by an external cause” and “by nature” “by an

internal cause”, this contrast seems extremely natural. So the distinction between natural

necessity and necessity by force we see in Post. An. 2.11 and Rhetoric 1.10 has deeper

causal roots.

olov &l Tvedpa kopicon ot | EvOpwmot kvprot dvieg. (Text: Bywater, OCT, Oxford, 1894)

26 N.B. I’'ve modified the translation as it concerns kweitat. It is my policy to translate kwveiton
always as “is moved” rather than “moves”, given Aristotle’s doctrine in Physics 7.1 and 8.4 that
whatever moves is moved by something.

2T "Eqei 8¢ gooic pév £oTwv 1 &v adtd DIapYoLsa KVHoE®S Gpyn, dovaug 8 1 év 6AAo § f GAAo,
Kkivnoig 8¢ 1 pév katd evow 1 82 Bl ndica, TV pév Katd Oy, olov @ AMbm TV Kétw, 04Tt
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In another passage in Metaphysics E 2, Aristotle contrasts “necessity by force”

with “that which cannot be otherwise”:

... among things which are, some are always in the same state and are of necessity
(not necessity in the sense of by force but that which means that which cannot be

otherwise) ...2¢ (Metaphysics E 2, 1026b28-9)

Given that the conjunction of “by force” and “by nature” sounds exhaustive for things in
nature from semantic grounds (something in nature is either internal or external to
another thing),?® this contrast between necessity by force and necessity in the sense of
“that which cannot be otherwise” ([t0] un évoéyecOat GAAwg [Exewv]) seems to identify
the latter with natural necessity in natural contexts. Further evidence from Metaphysics A

5 corroborates this identification.2°

5.2.3 Situating Natural Necessity in Metaphysics A 5

Metaphysics A 5 is Aristotle’s main account of necessity as a concept. When we
examine the text closely, we see that Aristotle here first introduces three ways in which
“necessary is spoken of”: (1) that without which, as a co-cause, the good cannot be

achieved, (2) that which is by force and contrary to nature, and (3) that which cannot be

TOWGEL TO KT SOVapLY, TV 8€ Tapd QOO OAWMC 0OTY.

28 ¢nel odv £otiv v T0ic 0061 T Pgv el hoadtog &xovia kai &€ avaykmge, ov tiig katd 1o Piotov
Aeyopévng GAL fiv Aéyopev 1@ pun évogyectan GAAMC.

29 See the passage from De Caelo above.

30" Both Ross and Cooper have used the Metaphysics A5 passage for the classification of the
natural necessity in both PA 1.1 and Physics 2.9, so I don’t claim originality in this.
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otherwise.®! First, for our current purpose, it is important to notice the verbal echo
between 0 pny évoexdpevoy SAAMC Exetv Avaykoiov gopev obtwg &xerv in sense (3) here
with odtwg épovra kai wepokota in the first, PA 1.1 passage. As we take Aristotle to refer
to natural necessity in the PA passage, this echo suggests that natural necessity belongs to
the third sense here. More importantly, if we move beyond the simple echo of words, it is
apparent that sense (1) of A 5, namely hypothetical necessity, maps neatly on to the first
kind of necessity in the PA passage, whereas sense (2) of A 5, namely necessity by force,
maps neatly on to the necessity by force in the Post. An. and the Rhetoric passages. It is
remarkable that both kinds of necessity—hypothetical necessity and necessity by
force—are contrasted with the “natural necessity” in their respective contexts. This
two-sided contrast, taken together with what we see in the Metaphysics E passage—that
“necessity by force” is contrasted with “that which cannot be otherwise”—, strongly
suggests that we categorize “natural necessity” in the two contexts under sense (3) of A 5:
“that which cannot be otherwise”.

Moreover, Aristotle himself acknowledges in Metaphysics A 5 that the first two
senses are derivative from the third sense—(1) the co-cause cannot be otherwise than

being present for the good to be achieved, while (2) what is under force cannot act

31 N.B. I do offer an English translation here since what I have to say in the main text amounts to
a paraphrase of the Greek passage quoted.

Avaykoiov Aéyetat (1) oD évev ok &vdéyeton (v dg cvuvartiov (olov O dvomveiv Ko 1
TPOPT T Ca)a) avayouvamou (olov 10 Gvomvelv Kai 1) PO T CHe avaykaiov, adovatov yap
&vev TovT@V elvar), kai OV Evev T dyadov un dvééyeton | eivan T yevésDor, §) TO Kakov
dmoPalelv fi otepnOfvar (olov 10 mielv 10 péppoxov dvaykoiov tva pr kapvn, koi 1o TAedoar &ig
Alywaov Ttva dmodapn ta yprpota). €1t (2) 1o Biatov kai 1) fio- todto &’ €oti TO TAPA TV OpUNV
Kol TV Tpoaipecty Eumodilov Koi KmALTIKOVY, TO Yap Piotov avaykoiov Aéyetatl, d10 Kol Avanpov
(domep xai Ednvog onot “mdv yap dvaykoiov Tpayp’ aviapov Epu”), kol 1 Bio avéykn tig (Gomep
Kol XoQokANG Aéyet “AL’ 1 Bla pe tadt’ dvaykd(el moteiv”), kol SoKeT 1] AVAYKT AUETATEIGTOV TL
gtva, OpOGC: Evavtiov yap Tij Koo TV TPOAipESY KIVAGEL Kol Kot TOV Aoyiopov. &1t (3) 1o un
Evdeyduevov GALmG Eyetv dvaykoidv eauev obtog Exetv (Metaphysics A 5 1015a20-35).
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according to either its own impulse or the impulse of something other than the forcing
thing, i.e. be otherwise than being acted upon by the force which it is under, so he goes
on to specify the primary and proper third sense: 10 TpdTOV Koi Kvpimg dvaykoiov.?
Something is necessary in this sense, according to Aristotle, if its being necessary is not
caused by something other than itself, as in the “co-cause” and the “by force” cases, but
is the cause of both its own necessity and the necessity of the others that are dependent on
it.3®> Given that natural necessity is not, according to Aristotle in the passages quoted
above, those two derivative kinds of necessity, it seems that we have no choice but to
place natural necessity in this primary sense of necessity.*

If we infer from Aristotle’s discussion of simple necessity in Metaphysics A 5,
because the primarily necessary, “the simple”, by its definition does not derive its
necessity from anything else, its being necessary is unconditional. It follows that if we
categorize natural necessity as a kind of simple (absolute) necessity, it by implication
cannot be a kind of conditional or qualified necessity. So back to where we start on the
first dichotomy between hypothetical and natural necessity (the first three passages), the
distinction there cannot be between the two kinds of conditional necessity, the one
teleological and the other material. The contrast seems rather to be, similar to the one

between natural necessity and necessity by force, between a kind of unconditional

32 xai katd TodTo TO dvoykaiov kai ToAAo Aéyetal mwg dmoavto dvaykaio: T6 te Yop Platov

avaykaiov Aéyetal 1 TOlElV 1| mhoyewy tote, dTav un Evogyntal kotd Ty opuny dd 1o Pralouevov,
®OC ToOTV Avérykny odoay St fiv un évdéyeton SAAmG, kol émi TV cuvartiov Tod (v kai tod
dya0od doavtog: dtav yap ur véémrtot Evoa pv 1o dyadov Evla 88 1o (v kai to eivon dvev
Tv@®dV, Tadto dvoykoio Koi 1 aitia avaykn tic Eotv abtn (Ibid. 1015a35-1015b6).

33 1@V pév o1 Erepov aitiov Tod Gvarykoio elvat, TGV 88 008Lv, GAAY Siit Tadta Etepd foTwv &5
avayknc. dote 10 TpdTov Kol kuping dvaykaiov to dmlodv éotiv (1bid. 1015b9-12).

34 See Cooper (1987: 259-260), who similarly places what he calls “Democritean necessity”,
which is practically the same as my “natural necessity”, in the third sense of Metaphysics A 5.
The only difference is that I don’t see anything particularly material about natural necessity.
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necessity and a kind of conditional necessity. And indeed, this seems to be exactly what
the latter half of Metaphysics A 5 tries to tell us, if natural necessity is indeed a kind of

simple necessity.

5.3 Natural Necessity as Simple and Absolute Necessity

Now, the above analysis offers a case of plausibility for the thesis. This is to say,
it only offers a testimony, based on comparing the classification of necessity in
Avristotle’s different texts, that Aristotle is likely to have categorized natural necessity in
this way. It does not explain why Aristotle has good reasons for such a categorization.
Importantly, the problems outlined in the first paragraph still remain unanswered: for
Aristotle, individual substances in the sublunary world, whether qua composites of form
and matter, or qua individual forms, are without exception non-eternal, and the events
involving these individual substances happen only for the most part. Furthermore, in
some places where Aristotle deals with necessity in the sublunary world specifically, he
seems to be claiming that the only kind of necessity in the sublunary world is
hypothetical necessity.3® To make the situation even worse, the primary sense of
necessity outlined in Metaphysics A 5 is traditionally thought to belong exclusively to the

prime, numerically singular, unmoved mover—God.® The last sentence of the chapter

35 Physics 2.9 and PA 1.1 639b21-26 and 642a1-13. The Greek in PA 1.1 639b21-26 is
ambiguous.

3 Even Menn, who is in general against the traditional interpretation of Owens and Frede &
Patzig concerning Metaphysics A, seems to take the traditional view in the particular case of AS5.
See Menn (forthcoming: Iy1 p. 34): “thus the kinds of necessity that people ordinarily talk about
and use in explanations, whether physical constraint (the physicists are notoriously always asking
‘by what necessities’ things come about) or deductive validity, are shown to be dependent on a
higher and better kind of necessity. This is almost the only example in Aristotle of what should
according to Owens and Patzig and Frede be a common pattern, of showing that some term X is
said primarily of God and only derivatively, perhaps by a series of derivations, of other things”.
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(Metaphysics A5 1015b14-15), among many other considerations, seems to strike home
just this point: “so if there are certain eternal and unmoved beings, there is nothing by
force or contrary to nature for them.3"”

The connection between unmoved mover and simple necessity is a crucial one. As
| showed in chapters 1 and 4, Aristotle does acknowledge and has conceptual reasons to
acknowledge the existence of a multiplicity of unmoved movers, including the
non-eternal unmoved movers in the sublunary world. The non-eternal unmoved movers
in the sublunary world are moved and qualified only per accidens, but are unmoved and
unqualified per se, i.e. in respect of the proper motions that they are the first movers of.
Further, at the end of chapter 4, I showed that Aristotle’s conception of simple necessity
is closely tied not only to the immobility of the “prime mover” specifically, but more
generally to the immobility of any unmoved mover, including that of a non-eternal
unmoved mover. So, the fact that individual souls are per se unmoved movers in the strict
sense (just as the “prime mover” is a per se unmoved mover) makes them simply
necessary per se, despite the fact that they are movable per accidens and non-eternal.

At the end of chapter 4, | discussed Aristotle’s mentioning of necessity in
demonstration (drodei&ig) at Metaphysics A 5 (1015b7-16). | argued that the unmoved
movers are among the “first things” and the “simple things” which, when framed as
simply necessary premises, make the conclusion of a demonstration necessary.*® Now,
according to some scholars, only the “prime mover” has the qualification of being simply

necessary in such a way.>® However, for Aristotle, a science is consisted of conclusions

3 & dpa Eotv drta didlo Kol dxivnta, ovdev Ekelvolg €0Ti Platov ovdE Tapd POGLY.

38 Cf. Post. An. 1.6.
39 See the note on Menn’s interpretation of Metaphysics A 5 above.
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that are demonstrated from such necessary “in itself” premises,*® and there are more
sciences than theology. Physics and biology are both sciences for Aristotle. As the first
principle of individual biology, each soul as a species (such as the dog-soul) is “in itself”
predicated with what it is, and such a predication is one of the necessary premises from
which true and necessary conclusions are demonstrated. Thus, individual souls as species
do qualify as such first things and simple things, and the simple necessity in their “in
itself” predication is just natural necessity.**

This in a way also shows why simple necessity is not a negatively defined concept.
That is to say, with respect to simple necessity, A is necessarily A not just because it is
impossible for it to be other than A in an obvious sense, but A is necessarily A because of
what A is. Thus, although it is true that a white Socrates is always a white Socrates and
cannot be otherwise, say, a black Socrates, it does not follow that it is simply necessary
for white Socrates to be white Socrates, for white Socrates or white man does not have an
essence or a definition.*? That is to say, “A is A” is not a content neutral axiom for
Avristotle.*® Thus, what is necessary as “the simple” has a determined way in which it is
necessary. This is sometimes invoked through the locution oOtmc, as we have seen at
Metaphysics A 5 1015a34 and PA 1.1 642a34, and sometimes also captured by the gvo1c
related terms, as we have seen at PA 1.1 642a34-35 (nepukota). On the flipside, the fact

that simple necessity is not negatively defined allows what is naturally necessary to be

40" On the necessity of such premises, see Post. An. 1.4 73a24, b18 and 1.6. On the “in itself”
(ka0 ad1o) predications, see Post. An. 1.4 73a35-b5. In calling such premises and conclusions
necessary, [’m not thereby implying that they must themselves be modal propositions in form (“A
holds of B in itself.” vs “Necessarily, A holds of B in itself.”). See Barnes (1993: xxi-xxii). This
is a very important point.

41 Another fact worth remembering is that each ka8’ 5iov soul, which “in itself” predication
requires it to be, as a species is eternal for Aristotle. See Cooper (1987: 269-274).

42 See Metaphysics Z 4 1029b22-1030a2.

- 224 -



simply necessary. Thus, for the nutritive soul, for example, although it can be otherwise
in many respects, in the respect in which it is the unmoved mover and the first cause of
nutritive activities, it is simply necessary for the nutritive soul to be obtwg, or it is
naturally thus.

In this way, what is naturally necessary is simply and absolutely necessary in its
own domain. The first two passages, in which Aristotle seems to be appealing to material
necessity, can thus be interpreted as the simple necessity coming from the nature of the
thing in question: in the PA 1.1 passage, the thing in question is air, and in the Physics 2.8
passage, the things in question are stone and earth. Stone and earth are indeed the matter
out of which a wall is built, however, they are such as they are (i.e. hard and sturdy) not
because they are the matter of the wall, but because of their own nature. The reason why
Avistotle specifies such things that have a necessary nature as matter at 200a6, is that his
argument is not about stone and earth per se, but about that which stone and earth are
matter of, i.e. the wall. His point there is that, the coming-to-be of the wall is not due to
the necessary nature (200a8-9) of stone and earth, as Democritus or Empedocles would
like to claim, but rather due to the purpose, say to protect against trespassing. So far as
the wall is concerned, although it is materially necessary for it to be hard and
sturdy—Dbecause it is made of stone and earth which are necessarily hard and sturdy by
nature—, its coming-to-be is not due to the natural necessity of its matter. Further, it is
arguable that the being of the wall, i.e. the way it is what it is, is also not due to the
natural necessity of its matter: the wall is tall and insurmountable, but neither stone nor

earth is per se either tall or insurmountable.

43 See Patzig (1968:24).
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5.4 Derivative Necessities

There is a second kind of necessity, different from what | described as natural
necessity above, which is the real focus of Physics 2.9. Aristotle claims at Physics 2.9
200al3-15 that “what is necessary is on a condition, not as an end, for the necessary is in
the matter (€v tfj HAn), while that for the sake of which is in the definition.”** According
to the example that he gives for this kind of necessity (a10-13), it is necessary for a saw
to be of iron, on the condition that it is to do what it is supposed to do.* This means that
what something is made of, i.e. what its matter is, is conditioned on and necessitated by
what it is or what it is for. This is the so-called “hypothetical necessity” or conditional
necessity of the teleological type. It is different from, but works together with, what | call
natural necessity.*®

However, given that what is hypothetically necessary is conditioned on the goal,
the goal as what makes something else necessary has to be itself necessary. | discussed
this in relation to the Metaphysics A 5 passage on demonstrative necessity at the end of
chapter 4: that the necessity of the conclusions is caused by the necessity of the
premises.*’ That the Metaphysics A 5 passage on demonstrative necessity is relevant to
the discussion of “hypothetical necessity” at Physics 2.9 199b34-200a15, is shown by
what immediately follows, in which Aristotle compares necessity in mathematics to

necessity in nature:

44 ¢E hmobéoeme 81 TO dvorykaiov, GAL ovy O TEAOC: v Yap Tf] DA O Gvaykoiov, o 8 ob
gveka v 1@ AOY®.

45 Tobto pévrot Td 0b Eveka ddvVaTov yevéshay, Gv i o1dnpodc { -avaykn dpa o1dnpodv eiva,
el mpimv Eoton Kol 0 Epyov antod.

46 Cooper (1987: 243-274) argues for the same conclusion, using different terminology.

47 | argued why conditional necessity is not validity (i.e. the necessity of the inference, also
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What is necessary in mathematics is in a way similar to that in things which come
to be through according to nature. Since a straight line is what it is, it is necessary
that the angles of a triangle should equal two right angles. But not conversely;
though if the angles are not equal to two right angles, then the straight line is not
what it is either. But in things which come to be for an end, the reverse is true. If
the end is to exist or does exist, that also which precedes it will exist or does exist;
otherwise just as there, if the conclusion is not true, the principle will not be true,
so here the end or ‘that for the sake of which” will not exist. For this too is itself a
principle, but of the reasoning, not of the action; while in mathematics the
principle is the principle of the reasoning only, as there is no action. If then there
is to be a house, such-and-such things must be made or be there already or exist,
or generally the matter relative to the end, bricks and stones if it is a house. But
the end is not due to these except as the matter, nor will it come to exist because
of them. Yet if they do not exist at all, neither will the house, or the saw—the
former in the absence of stones, the latter in the absence of iron—just as in the
other case the principles will not be true, if the angles of the triangle are not equal

to two right angles.*® (Physics 2.9 200a15-30)

known as necessitas consequentiae) in chapter 4, note 167.

8 EoT 88 10 avaykaiov &v 1e T01g padnpact Kol &v Toig Katd OOV YIyVOUEVOLS TPOTOV TIVAL
TOPOTANGI®G: €mel yap TO g0V T0di 0Ty, AVAYKN TO Tpiy®vov 600 0pbdic icag Exev: AL’ ovk
gnel 10010, £KEIVO: AAL’ €l Y& ToDTO un 0Ty, 00OE TO €0V EoTIv. €V OE TOIG YryvOuEVOLS EVEKA
TOV Avamaiy, €1 TO Téhog Eotal 1j 0T, kol T0 Eunpocbev Eotar §j EoTiv: €1 6€ uN|, domep kel U
dvtoc oD cuUTEPAGIATOC T GpPyT) OVK Eotat, Kol évtadOa TO TEAOg Kai 1O o Eveka. dpym Yop Koi
abn, ob 1ii¢ Tpa&emg dALL ToD Aoylopod (ékel 8¢ ToD Aoylopod- Tpdelg yap ovk eioiv). dot’ €l
gotan oikio, dvéryin tadta yevésOou §| Vapyewy, | eivon [R] SAog v DA v Evekd tov, olov
mAivOoug kal AiBovg, &l oixia: 00 uévtot d1d Tad TG £0TL TO TEAOG GAN’ T g VANV, 008’ Eotan H1d
TavTo. OAmG pévtol un dvimv odk Eoton o0’ 1 oikia 00O’ O wpiwv, N pev &l un ol Aibot, 6 8’ &l un
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In this passage, in order to show that matter is necessitated by the end in a natural process
and not vice versa, Aristotle appeals to the demonstrative structure of mathematics. It is
the definition of the straight (10 g00V), together with that of triangle, that is the dpyn
(principle or premise) that makes it necessary that the internal angles of a triangle equal
two right angles. This means that, although if the angles of triangle were not equal to two
right angles, straight line wouldn’t be what it is either, there is still a hierarchy between
the two things or propositions. It is because of the straight being what it is that the angles
of triangle are equal to two right angles. Aristotle argues for the same position in
Metaphysics A 5, the position which I showed at the end of chapter 4. Considering that in
both the Metaphysics A 5 passage and the relevant passages in Posterior Analytics*®
Avristotle thinks that the premises of demonstrative knowledge are simply necessary, |
argue that here, in Physics 2.9, the definition of the natural goal, too, can be put into a
proposition that is simply necessary. Consider the definition of wall as “a protective
structure against trespassing” and the definition of “the straight” as “a line which lies
evenly with points on itself”: neither the individual wall nor the individual straight line
eternally exists, but the wall is what it is and the straight line is what it is in every
individual case.®® So, in saying “the necessary is in the matter (&v tfj ¥An), while that for
the sake of which is in the definition”, Aristotle is only referring to the kind of necessity
that is conditioned by the end: he doesn’t mean to rule out that the end and the definition
which comprises the end are necessary in a more fundamental way: they are indeed the

“simple things” that in turn makes other things necessary derivatively.

0 oidnpog- 0vdE yap €kel al dpyai, i un o Tpiywvov dvo opbai.

49 See Post. An. 1.4 73a24, b18 and 1.6.

50" Of course, in the case of the wall, the end itself may be means for further ends: “why should
there be no trespassing?” “In order that the people and property inside be safe.” “Why should the
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By the same token, material necessity is another kind of derivative necessity
which presupposes natural necessity.®! In the example of the wall in Physics 2.9, as
something that is made of stone, the wall is necessarily hard and sturdy because of stone,
whereas stone is, for the sake of the argument, necessarily hard and sturdy by nature.>

Admittedly, things on the material side have less claim to natural necessity
because they don’t strictly speaking have an active nature.>® They don’t reproduce
themselves nor can they remain what they are for an extended period of time. This is not
only true for the elements but also for the things that have a nature otherwise, but when
subsumed under another nature, serve as matter. For a pack of wolves, for example, a
good human being is a dead and material human being: i.e. meat and bones that do not
reproduce themselves nor remain what they are for an extended period of time, while the
pieces of wood that make up a table do rot and cannot, like trees, produce further wood.
This explains why, I think, material necessity is less prominent in Aristotle’s discussion
of natural phenomena. However, be as it may, in the limited time period that a certain
thing remains what it is qua matter, it is necessarily what it is by nature and makes the

thing that it is the matter of such and such by material necessity.

people inside be safe?” etc. For the sake of the argument, I treat the end here as simply necessary.
51 Although Atristotle never uses the exact term “material necessity”, there are several places (PA
1.1 640b9, and GA 2.1 731b21 and 5.1 778a35) where he clearly means by necessity the necessity
coming from the material condition of a given thing.

52 The wall is also necessarily hard and sturdy because of what it is. However, this is different
from the reason why anything that is made of stone is necessarily hard and sturdy.
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5.5 Natural Necessity, “Always or for the most part”, and the Accidental

One of the considerations that motivate recent scholars to exclude simple
necessity from the operations in the sublunary world is the fact that Aristotle often makes
the observation that natural events are contingent: i.e. a natural cause not always (dei) but
only for the most part (d¢ éri o molD) brings about the outcome.>* If so, it is argued, the
kind of necessity that figures in the sublunary world can only be qualified.>®

There are two ways to explain why a result is contingent. (1) First, it is contingent
because the cause is itself contingent. Indeed, none of the natural causes in the sublunary
world is eternal, so there is little wonder that the results they bring about are contingent.
Besides, the natural causes themselves are not always active when they exist. My
perceptive soul, for example, is not always active, and having a nutritive soul doesn’t
mean that | eat or digest all the time when | am alive. (2) Second, a result is even more
contingent because, even if we disregard the contingency that the cause itself imports,
still the cause does not necessitate the result necessarily, i.e. always, but only for the most
part. In this vein, Kupreeva (2010) and Leunissen (2010) have recently distinguished
between two senses of necessity for Aristotle: a causal sense and a modal sense.
According to them, Aristotle can say that a cause in the causal sense necessitates®® its
result which in the modal sense may or may not come about: “the cause does not
necessitate its result necessarily” is therefore not an oxymoron. Thus, for example,

material necessity is both unqualified in the causal use and qualified in the modal

%3 The elements only have a nature to be moved. See Physics 8.4.

* See e.g. PA 1.1 639b23-640a9 and GC 2.11.

% See Leunissen (2010: 100-101).

%6 Necessity in this causal sense is compared to inferential validity (i.e. necessitas consequentiae)
by both scholars. See Leunissen (2010, 99), and Kupreeva (2010, 216): “the necessity of an
individual outcome is made dependent on the validity of an inference from the earlier cause to its
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use—unqualified because “materials act according to their own natures independently of
ends that are to be realized” and qualified “because the material cause necessitates its
effect [only] for the most part”.>’ See also Kupreeva (2010: 216): “[Aristotle
distinguishes] first a non-modal sense [of necessity], which refers to conditional necessity
as operating in each process of change through several causal factors (so that for each
process of change we have a final cause which defines the condition of material causation,
but also the efficient cause which will to some extent rely on matter in contributing to the
outcome), and second, a modal sense, i.e., one that is based on the distinction between the
necessary and the contingent”.®

The first kind of contingency explained above coexists well with there being
simple necessity in nature, given what I’ve argued in this project so far. To say that
something is simply necessary according to its nature is not to deny its corruptibility or
its temporal discontinuity. In so far as the temporal dimension is concerned, natural
movers are moved movers in that other things (the sun, the moon, and the planets) cause
their periods to be what they are,> and they in turn transmit this temporal extension to
their effects per accidens. To say that something is simply necessary per se is to say that
it is what it is and it causes its effects to be what they are as an unmoved mover.
Therefore, Aristotle’s conclusion in GC 2.11 that all sublunary things are contingent, i.e.

non-eternal, cannot rule out the kind of simple necessity in nature that I discuss in this

effect that comes about later.”

57 See Leunissen’s chart in Leunissen (2010: 103).

%8 As might be seen from the quotation, Kupreeva comes to this conclusion presumably because
on the one hand she finds (as | do) the close connection between causes and necessity in Aristotle,
and on the other hand, she is confronted (as | am) with the fact that none of the effect caused by
any of the four causes in nature appear to be 100% necessary—the effects are always “for the
most part”. Besides, according to Kupreeva, since sometimes there can be different kinds of
causes for the same result, they surely cannot all necessitate in the modal sense at the same time.
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chapter.®

The second kind of contingency is also compatible with there being simple
necessity in nature. This kind of contingency comes about because of the so-called
“(external) hindrance/impediment”. In a possible allusion to his teacher’s
Syracuse-Aegina misfortune,®! we see Aristotle qualify “always” (éet) with “the

impediment” (0 éumodilet):

Those things are natural which, by a continuous movement originated from an
internal principle, arrive at some completion: the same completion is not reached
from every principle; nor any chance completion, but always (dei) the tendency in
each is towards the same end, if there is no impediment (&v un Tt éumodion). The
end and the means towards it may come about by chance. We say, for instance,
that a stranger has come by chance, paid the ransom, and gone away, when he
does so as if he had come for that purpose, though it was not for that that he came.
This is accidental, for chance is an accidental cause, as | remarked before. But
when an event takes place always (dei) or for the most part (&¢ £mi 10 TOAD), it is
not accidental (cupuPepnkodc) or by chance (4o ToyNg). Among natural things it is

always thus (aei obtwc), if there is no impediment (&v pnf Tt éumodion).?

% See GC 1.10 336a31-b24 and GA 4.10 777b16-778a4.
%0 For a good discussion of the problem of necessity in GC 2.11, see Kupreeva (2010: 203-233).
61 See Plutarch Life of Dion 5.3.

2 QUoEL Yap, 650 O TIVOG €V aDTOTG GPYTG CLVEXDS KIVOOLEVE, APUKVETTOL £1C TL TEAOG AP’
SKaomg 8¢ 00 10 aTO EKAGTOLG OVOE TO rvxov el usvmt €mi 10 avTo, v un T éumodion. To 8¢
00 &veka, koi O ToVToL Eveka, YEVOLTo dv kod Gmd ToYMG, olov Aéyouev 8Tt dmd ToyNg NAOeV O
E&voc kal Aodpevog amijldev, dtav domep Eveka To0ToL EAODV TTPdEn, un Eveka 6& TobToL EAO.
Kol ToVTo Katd cvuPePrnidg (1] Yap Toxn TV katd cvuPepnrog aitiov, kabdrep Kol TpoTEPOV
gimopev), AAA’ 6tav ToDTOo aigl T MG &rtl TO TOAD YévnTol, 00 GUUPBEPNKOC 006’ dmd TOYNC: &V O
TOIC PLOIKOIC del oUTMG, Av Un TL EUnodion.
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(Physics 2.8 199b15-26)

Although the point of the passage lies elsewhere, it is implied in passing that the reason
why from a given internal principle, i.e. nature, there is not always a continuous
development toward its end is that there might be some impediment. What is this
impediment? The impediment is said elsewhere to be either the matter or other
principles—presumably other natures.®® What is interesting here is that the impediment,
as something that makes the natural end be achieved only for the most part (&g éni t0
ToAD), is accidental (copPePnicoc).2* And the outcome of such impediment is also
accidental (katd coppefnkdg or Amd GLUTTONOTOC).

Now, to say that something is kot coppepnidg or amd cvuntdpatog doesn’t just
mean that it happens rarely, at least not for Aristotle, who almost certainly coined the
expression. Etymologically speaking, such an expression relates to the “coming together”
or “falling together” of two things. In causal contexts, kotd copPepnrdg means to pick
out the salient characteristics that X has that are due to (kotd) what does not belong to X

in what X is, but has come together with it.®> Interpreted in this way, the impediment in

63 See GA 5.10 778a4-9: “It is the aim, then, of nature to count this coming into being and the
end of animals by the numbers of these higher periods [i.e. month, year, etc.], but nature does not
bring this to pass accurately because of the indeterminacy of the matter and because there are
many principles which impede (éumodiCovcar) generation and decay from being according to
nature, and often cause things to fall out (cupmntévtwv) contrary to nature.”

64 Cf. GC 2.6 333b4-7: “For the things which come-to-be by nature all do so either always or for
the most part in a given way; while any exceptions—any results which occur neither always nor
for the most part—are products of chance and spontaneity.”

85 See Physics 2.5: 196b24-29: “donep yip koi Sv €611 TO pdv kad’ adtd 1O 88 Katd cLPEPNKAC,
ot Kkai oitiov viéyetan glvat, olov oixiag kad’ adTd pév aitiov 1o oikodoutkdy, Kot
ovuBePnroc 58 10 AevKdV 1} TO HOVGIKOV: TO HEV OBV Ko adTd 0iTIov OPIGUEVOY, TO 8& KOt
ouuPepnkoc dopiotov: dmepa yap av t@ £vi copPain.” This passage shows that Aristotle does
understand katd copPepnrdc etymologically (see the last sentence). Here, the
characteristics—the activity of housebuilding and the house—are accidental to a white guy in that
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natural processes is accidental (cupupepniog) precisely in the sense that it, as something
that does not belong to the nature in question in what it is, has come together with
(ovvéPn) or has got in the way of (évenddioe) the natural process. So the outcome, which
is either a freak (t¢pac)®® or some other way of failure, belongs to the nature in question
per accidens (katd ovuPefnkoc). And this kind of outcomes doesn’t happen to the nature
in question always or for the most part because there is no further cause linking the
coming together of the two: as Aristotle himself puts it: drepa yop av @ évi couPain
(Physics 2.5 196b29).

The reason why a natural cause does not necessitate its natural end always but
only for the most part, therefore, is due to something that is accidental to it. This is to say
a natural cause may fail to lead to its natural end, but even if it fails, it only fails per
accidens. This means that, conversely, a natural cause per se is always what it is and has
characteristics and tendencies that it is the cause of. Given that we understand natural
necessity only in the per se sense—recall that the soul is a per se unmoved mover which
per accidens is moved both by itself and by other things—it is safe to infer that this kind
of contingency, the per accidens kind, is compatible with natural necessity being simple.
Indeed, it is simply necessary for the nature of something, as an unmoved mover, to be

what it is, non-derivatively.

5.6 Conclusion
In this chapter, I’ve done three things. First, I show that, from Aristotle’s several

remarks on how necessity is spoken of, there is ample evidence that what I call “natural

the housebuilding ability does not belong to him in what he is (for not all white guys can build
whereas all housebuilders can), but to what has come together with him.
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necessity” is classified as a kind of simple necessity. Then, relating to what I’ve argued in
chapters 1 and 4, I explain why it makes sense, given Aristotle’s conception of scientific
knowledge, to classify natural necessity as a kind of simple and absolute necessity.
Second, | show that the two kinds of necessity, which according to the received view are
the only kinds of necessity that there are in the sublunary world, should be understood as
conditional necessity derivative from natural necessity. Third, | suggest ways in which

one may reconcile natural necessity with the brutality of the sublunary world.

%6 See GA 4.4 770b9-17. See Johnson (2005: 198-201).
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Conclusion

In this investigation, | have offered a package of answers to a set of related
questions concerning Aristotle’s notion of unmoved mover. As I outlined in the
introduction, according to the interpretation that | take issue with in this project, (1) there
is only one real unmoved mover for Aristotle—the “prime mover” or God; (2) the “prime
mover” causes motion by being a paradigm to everything else; (3) simple necessity
belongs to the “prime mover” alone, so the kind of necessity exhibited by things in the
sublunary world can only be conditional or hypothetical. In response, | have argued in
this project that (1) Aristotle acknowledges a multiplicity of unmoved movers in the
world, including the movers of the heavens and the mortal souls (chapters 1 & 2); (2) an
unmoved mover causes motion by unilaterally touching the thing moved, whereas a
moved mover causes motion by reciprocally touching the thing moved and is moved by it
in return (chapters 3 & 4); (3) simple necessity belongs to an unmoved mover as such,
therefore we find simple necessity exhibited wherever we find unmoved movers, be it in
the heavens or in the sublunary world (chapter 5).

Now, | am aware that | have covered a lot of ground, both textual and conceptual,
in this investigation, and that some of the interpretive steps that | have taken may seem
hasty, if not mistaken, to a more experienced hiker.! However, because the answers to
the set of questions I raise in this project belong to a binary of packages—either to a

“monotheistic” package or to a “polytheistic” one—, the relative merit of the two

1 For the hiking metaphor, see the introduction in Myles Burnyeat, A Map of Metaphysics Zeta,
Mathesis Publication, 2001.
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packages can be weighed on an accumulative scale of improbability.? (1) First,
concerning the question of the number of the unmoved movers or gods, it is true that the
polytheistic reading has its own issues to deal with;® however, the monotheistic reading
scores a higher rating of untrustworthiness in that it has to resort to a cherry-picking
developmental theory. In order to discredit the passages in which Aristotle clearly takes it
for granted that there are a plurality of such movers, this version of developmental theory
argues for a particular chronological order, not just of Aristotle’s surviving works and of
the different books within a single work, which may still be reasonable; it also argues for
a particular chronological order of the different chapters within a single book (thus
Metaphysics A 8 was later than the rest of A) and even of the different passages within a
single chapter (thus certain passages in Physics 8.6 and De Caelo were later additions).
This is too ad hoc a theory to be true. (2) Second, concerning the question of the way in
which an unmoved mover causes motion, the monotheistic interpreter, on the one hand,
who already believes that there is only one such mover, thinks that the “prime mover”
causes motion by being a paradigm to everything else. The difficulty such an
interpretation faces is, first of all, why the motion in something counts as an imitation of
the immovable paradigm, which is apparently not moved by anything and is therefore not
moving. And, if one deals with it by saying that the motion of something (an imperfect
fulfillment) is an imitation of the thinking of the “prime mover” (a perfect fulfillment),
there is still the question how the “prime mover” asserts its influence in distance to
everything else directly. Human beings may be able to perceive the fixed stars, calculate

their daily motions, appreciate their orderliness, and decide to emulate the cause of such

2 Hence the “campaign” that I run here is a mostly negative one.
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an order—the “prime mover”—by philosophizing on it; however, it is difficult to see how
animals and plants are influenced by the “prime mover” in what they do, except that
some of them operate on a daily cycle: it would seem that the mover of the yearly solar
motion, which gives us four seasons or monsoons, has a bigger impact. So, if the “prime
mover” is indeed external to the universe, as Aristotle apparently claims, it would be in a
mysterious and unattested way, according to the monotheistic interpretation, that it
asserts its influence in distance. The polytheistic interpreter, on the other hand, has to
explain how, if all unmoved movers cause motion in the same manner, there exists an
order of priority and posteriority amongst them. | suggested at the end of chapter 4 that
Avristotle has conceptual resources to accommodate such an order. (3) Third, concerning
the modal status of the sublunary substances, it appears on the face of it impossible for
the polytheistic interpreter to maintain that the non-eternal unmoved movers exhibit
simple necessity. However, for the monotheistic interpreter, who wishes to restrict simple
necessity to the “prime mover”, there is also bad news. The fact that Aristotle
acknowledges more sciences than theology and mathematics, and his belief that scientific
knowledge is demonstrated from simply necessary premises, make it impossible that
simple necessity is restricted to the “prime mover” and to the principles of geometry and
arithmetic. In scientific biology, for example, each soul as a species needs to figure in the
simply necessary definitions* from which scientific conclusions are demonstrated. This
is indeed not surprising, given that mortal souls are acknowledged as unmoved movers by

Aristotle, and that he connects immobility to simple necessity. So in conclusion, the

3 It has to deal with, for example, the beginning paragraph and the last sentence of Metaphysics
A 10. See more in chapter 1, section 1.7.

4 E.g. adog is such and such a mammal; a mammal is such and such a footed animal. Both these
are simply necessary, per se predications.
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polytheistic interpretation of the notion of unmoved mover, as a package, is more
attractive and trustworthy than its alternative.

Now, a few words on originality. (1) I do not claim originality in the general
thesis of the first two chapters, i.e. that there are a multiplicity of unmoved movers in the
world for Aristotle. Although it is still sometimes taken for granted that Aristotle
acknowledges only one real unmoved mover, the “prime mover” or God, there has
always been dissident voice.> My debt to Cherniss in the first part of chapter 2 is also
obvious.® In the first two chapters, | made two original points. First, in chapter 1, |
offered a new interpretation of the key passage in Physics 8.6 concerning animal
self-motion.” Drawing on Aristotle theory of sleep and digestion in De Somno, | argued
that it is because an animal’s locomotive activity is affected by its nutritive activity that
the animal is not a local self-mover in the strictest sense. Second, in the second half of
chapter 2, | suggested an analogy between the three pairs: (a) the psychic principle and
pneuma, (b) the fixed point of a joint and the mobile point of a joint, and (c) the heavenly
mover and the heavenly first body; further, I argued that, based on this analogy, the
heavenly mover should be understood as an unmoved, rather than a self-moving, mover.
(2) In the second part of my investigation, | do not claim originality in the general
anti-Platonist thesis, which is shared by Broadie (1993) and Berti (2001), among others,
and my discussion of the final and the efficient causation is indebted to Menn (2002) and

(2012). However, my investigation into moved movers in chapter 3 is new and it helps

® See Merlan (1946), Wolfson (1958), Frede (2000), Morison (2004), and especially Menn
(2012).

® See Cherniss (1944: 540-564).

" My interpretation is new as far as the current Aristotle scholarship is concerned. It may in fact
be Simplicius’ interpretation. See my detailed discussion in chapter 1, section 1.5.
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solve, | believe, some conceptual and interpretive problems.® Besides, the special
emphasis that I put on the notion of touch is, | believe, a powerful new way of arguing
against the Platonist interpretation of Aristotle’s notion of unmoved mover. (3) The last
part of my investigation is original. Its being original is part of the reason that I include it

in my dissertation.®

8 See chapter 3, sections 3.2 and 3.5.2.
® | explained the main reason in the introduction.
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