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Abstract

In this thesis I seek to explain a simple and yet quite difficult point about the nature of
time: time is not motion, despite the fact that time and motion seem to be intertwined and
interdependent. Aristotle calls time “something of motion (/i tés kinéseds).”' His most
concentrated account of time is presented within his treatise on physics, which is devoted to the
study of motion and its principles and causes. The challenge of interpreting Aristotle’s account
of time is to understand how it is fitting both that 1) a discussion about the nature of time
emerges within the Physics, and that 2) a full and adequate account of time must exceed the
scope of physics. Such a challenge obliges our attention not only as readers of Aristotle, but is
furthermore relevant to anyone who seeks to give a coherent account of time, as one must in any
case confront the ways in which time differs from motion while being an indispensable condition
of it.

Near the end of his account of time in the Physics, Aristotle presents us with an aporia
that speaks directly to this challenge when he asks whether or not there can be time without soul.
I suggest that a negative answer to this question — if time cannot exist without soul — means that
the nature of time properly extends beyond physics. Aristotle has left it up to us to explore this
possibility, since he does not pursue it explicitly himself. He merely formulates it in the Physics
as a question. However, I argue that the absence of a definitive answer to this question there is
not a sign that the nature of time is somehow beyond the capacity of Aristotle’s thought. After
examining Aristotle’s account of time in the Physics, I look at his corpus more broadly, paying
close attention to the way that Aristotle distinguishes the soul from the rest of nature at the
beginning of the De Anima. The distinction between the living and the non-living is not made in
the Physics, because it is not required for that study. In the Physics Aristotle studies what is
shared by living things and the elements that sustain life within the ordered cosmos. As such, the
focus of the Physics is on the causes of motion and change as what connects and distinguishes
embodied individuals within this whole. But what it would mean to say that time depends on
soul, and not simply on motion, cannot be addressed adequately in the Physics, since what
distinguishes the activities of living from the incomplete activity of moving does not pertain to
the main concerns of this treatise.

By paying respectful attention to the structure of distinctions that organize Aristotle’s
works as such, I make the case for time’s dependence on soul. I examine Aristotle’s accounts of
animal and human awareness of time in the De Anima and Parva Naturalia and find that certain
activities of the soul — sensation, memory, and deliberative reasoning - provide resources that can
help us come to understand the most perplexing features of his account of time in the Physics,
precisely those features that the analogies between time and motion or magnitude fail to explain:
the simultaneity of diverse motion, the sameness and difference of the now, the differentiation of
time into parts, and the way that time contains and exceeds (“numbers”) all possible motions.
Thus I conclude that there cannot be time without soul, because the soul’s active nature must
come into view in order to explain the features of time that distinguish it from motion.

! Phy. IV.11 219a10.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In this thesis, I shall attempt to give a philosophical account of time according to
Aristotle. The goal of my investigation will be to offer a response to an aporia of Phy. IV.14,
where Aristotle raises the question of whether or not there is time without soul. In the Physics
this question is left unanswered. I thus take it upon myself to pursue to what extent an answer
to this question is available to us in Aristotle’s psychology, in his account of memory in
particular. I will also be keeping in mind the ethical and metaphysical teleology informing his
understanding of soul, grounded in his concept of activity (energeia).

Clarification of the question:

As a way of beginning [ will attempt to make clear the nature of the problem that
interests me. When I ask, with Aristotle, whether or not there would be time without soul this
might seem closely akin to asking whether time is objective or subjective. While I do not
object to the use of the language of subject and object in relation to time entirely,' I do think it
can be misleading if it is taken to mean that time might apply simply to one realm or the
other: either time is something objective and scientific, or it is something subjective and thus
existing in the (human) mind alone. I think it is misleading to begin our inquiry by assuming
that Aristotle has a conception of soul as something independent from, and potentially
opposed to, supposedly objective nature (as independent from and potentially opposed to

soul).?

! For instance, the distinction beween subject and object is important in Aristotle’s accounts of sensation and

? This assumption plagues accounts of time which ask this question under the banner of “realism.” For instance
McTaggart’s A/B series distinction, which is frequently invoked by scholars treating this issue, divides time into
a subjective (A series) and objective (B series) component. His ultimate conclusion is that time is not “real”
because the A series is essential to time, but is never true “of reality.” However, we can see from this that the
notion of reality that McTaggart is working with is already stacked: he equates “reality” with objectivity, and it



If we look closely at the way that Aristotle himself formulates the question of the
dependence of time on soul, we see that the alternatives at play are much more subtle than
this. Immediately after asking the question of whether or not there is time without soul,
Aristotle briefly explores the possibility that time (defined as the number of motion) could not
exist without soul. Allow me to paraphrase the passage from 223a25-28:

- If time is number,

- and numbers don’t exist without counting,

- and nothing can count except the soul and the intelligence of soul

- it would be impossible for time to exist without soul,

- unless as that, which, being sometime, is time,

- If, for instance, it is possible for there to be movement (kinésis) without soul.’

The path of Aristotle’s thinking seems to come close to deducing from the
identification of time with the act of numbering that there could be no time without soul. And
yet, he steps back, giving voice to the objection “unless as that, which, being sometime (%0
pote on), is time.” So typical of Aristotle, to tempt us to think he is going to give us a clear-
cut answer which will satisfy our hunger for an either/or solution! But he does not. Because

this is not the kind of question he is asking. Is it the question we should be asking here?

is taken for granted that “reality” must be something that is independent of subjectivity. In my reading of
Aristotle I refuse to begin with this presumption — that “reality” is objective qua not subjective. Rather than
measure Aristotle’s conception of time against a foreign standard of “reality,” I hope to let his own
understanding of reality unfold in tandem with his understanding of time.

} “rdregov d¢ ur) ovong huxhg ein &v 6 xedvog 1) oU, ATogHTELEV AV TIG. ADLVATOV YA BVTOG elval
o0 AQLOUNo0VTOG AdUVATOV Kal &QLOUNTOV Tt elval, ote dNAoV OTL oVd' dQLOOG. AQLOHOC Yo T
TO NOOUNUEVOV 1) TO AQLOUNTOV. €l O& UNdEV dAAo Tédukev apLOuely 1) Puxr) kat Puxic vog,
advvatov eivat xo0vov Puxng pr ovong, AAA' 1] To0To O oTe OV E0TLV O XOOVOG, OloV £l EVOEXETAL
kivnow eivat avev Ppuxng” (Phy. IV.14 223a25-28). All translations from Greek are my own, having
consulted with the translations listed in the bibliography.



A few preliminary points advise against considering this question as a choice between
two starkly opposed alternatives. First of all, Aristotle’s conception of soul is not limited to
the human soul. Rather, for him the soul is the principle of all life, including plants and
animals. Furthermore, in the passage following the aporia in question he speaks both of the
soul and the mind (nous) of soul, indicating the possibility that time depends on soul in both
its highest and in its broadest sense. Secondly, the alternative to time being dependent on soul
is presented in the form of a contrast between soul and a notoriously enigmatic phrase: so
pote on.* The meaning of this phrase is far from self-evident, and the idea that time might
depend upon motion alone is stated more as an aside or example of the meaning of 4o pote
on, and not as directly equivalent.

From another point of view one might dismiss the “is time subjective or objective?”
question by calling it anachronistic. The kind of ontology that such a question invokes is an
early modern — above all, Kantian — one, and a response to the advent of a purely mechanistic
natural science. To read into Aristotle a gulf between subjects and objects as such is to
attribute to him a foreign physics. But even so, if this is not Aristotle’s question, why does he
show any concern for the idea that time might not exist without soul (even if it is only to give
us an ambivalent answer)? Does he not at least hint at there being a possible separation
between soul (here, as nous), and ho pote on (as, perhaps, movement or something like it)? Is
this akin to the subjective/objective divide? Might a similar sort of gulf arise between the

two?

* Phy. V.14 223a27. 1 will be addressing the meaning of this phrase in Chapter 2. For now I leave it
untranslated, and use the shorthand OPO.



It is in this sort of parallel that exists the temptation to see the soul as subjectivity, and
ho pote on, whatever that is, as “the objective thing”’ which may or may not exist without a
soul to observe or count it, and may or may not be able to adequately account for temporality
in the absence of soul. While I will not be stating my question about time in these terms I do
take interest in the idea that the argument of Phy. IV.10-14 leads to a concern over whether
time is primarily dependent upon nous, or on motion.® This I find to be a concern germane to
Aristotle’s interests, as it is among the most pressing problems he was responding to that were
brought to light by his predecessors. Among them, Anaxagoras identified nous as his first
principle,” and he frustrated both Plato® and Aristotle’ by failing to show how it is at work in
the cosmos, and how sensible nature is not merely opposed to it, relying instead on its own
ancillary causes. I see this question about time to speak directly to Anaxagoras’ aporia (of
omission). That is, rather than asking whether time is subjective or objective — insofar as this
question demands that the answer must be one to the exclusion of the other — I am looking to
see how temporality demonstrates the reconciliation between motion and intelligence in the
soul. If this reconciliation is possible, it might tell us something about how nous is at work in
the moving cosmos as its primary cause.

Finally, one could object that my approach is of merely antiquarian interest, and that

putting the question in terms of objectivity vs. subjectivity would provide a better opportunity

> This is the translation provided by Wicksteed and Cornford.

% Note that I am not identifying OPO with kinésis, but understand Aristotle to be creating a parallel between 1)
time as OPO without soul and 2) motion without soul. In the third chapter of this thesis I will clarify exactly to
what extent I think OPO can and cannot be understood as motion.

" D-K 12 nous rules (kratei) “the whole rotation” as well as all things that have life, and nous “arranged
(diakkosmese) all things.

8 Phaedo 97¢-98d

® Met. 1.4 985a18-22



to enter into dialogue with contemporary discussions about the philosophy and science of

. 10
time.

While I would like to imagine myself as being able to engage in conversation with
contemporary relativistic physicists on these matters, I am afraid that I am a long way off
from being able to speak to such positions with any authority.'' The project I am embarking
on here claims to be primarily a commentary on Aristotle, in conversation with other readers
of Aristotle. Most of all, I wish to enter into a discussion with those who concern themselves
with what temporality can tell us about the relationship of the natural world to the first
principle or divine in Aristotle’s view.'* For Aristotle, as is well known, the divine is
characterized by the activity (energeia) of thought thinking of thinking (noésis noéseos
noésis)," but is itself unmoving (akinéton)."* However, it is not clear from this what
relationship such a god has to time. If time belongs essentially and exclusively to motion, it
would seem that time would be something separate from — even opposed to — god. This
would lead to precisely the kind of dualism that Aristotle is explicitly trying to overcome. It

will be my task to show whether Aristotle is successful in this regard. If time belongs not

simply to motion, but more perfectly to activity (energeia), then time itself will belong to the

' For instance, to engage more directly in the current debate between speculative realists and the so-called “co-
relationists.” The former seek to provide a metaphysical foundation for our current scientific understanding of
the world. See, for instance, Meillassoux (2008).

! Fakhry (1988) attempts this, but at the cost of reducing the question to: is Aristotle’s theory more like
Newton’s (absolutist theory of time) or Einstein’s (relativistic theory of time)? He concludes that, since Aristotle
treats time as essentially related to motion, it is more like Einstein’s theory than Newton’s. However, as I will
argue, for Aristotle it is also crucially important that time is not the same as motion, or magnitude (which is the
closest thing to “space” in Aristotle’s cosmology). A thorough treatment of the relationship between Aristotle’s
and Einstein’s theories would have to attend to the differences between Aristotle’s treatment of the relationship
between time, motion and magnitude, and the space-time posited by Einstein. See also “The Ontology of
Spacetime” (Dieks: 2006).

"2 1 will thus be drawing on, and distinguishing my argument from, the works of Paul Ricoeur, Remi Brague, and
Pierre Aubenque as interlocutors in these matters.

3 Mer. XI1. 9 1074b35.

'* Phy. VIIL.10 267b19; Met. XI1.7 1072b8-9.



divine activity of thinking thinking of thinking. The aporia I am addressing about how soul
(and the nous of soul) and motion pertain to the existence of time has consequences for how
we understand the relationship of god to time. Aristotle indicates that there is an integral
relationship of god to soul when he argues that (z6¢) belongs to god," and by the fact that the
soul is what it is — alive — by virtue of its activities (energeiai), the highest of which is the
activity of nous. Nonetheless, Aristotle has not made explicit whether time can be understood
as an activity beyond motion, or whether it is more truly the condition of a mortal soul whose
activities depend on the mediation of motion to some extent. Pure noetic activity is, after all,

16
”"® and seems to

something that we are only said to enact “for a small time (micron chronon),
be interrupted by the business of the physical needs that sustain us. Since the activity of
memory is tied directly to the mortal aspect of soul,'” we will mine Aristotle’s reflections on
memory in the De Memoria et Reminiscentia (DM) for clues as to whether temporality exists
only for those beings whose activities are contained in a time that exceeds theirs, and whether
those activities (energeiai) retain an element of potency (dunamis) so as to be extinguished by
time, or whether time is not rather a function of all the manifold activities of the living: that is
to say, time is an activity of soul."®

This is what I take to be at stake when Aristotle suggests that time would be

“impossible without soul, unless as that which, being sometime, is time, if for instance it is

possible for there to be movement without soul.” Since I find the division of the world into

5 Met. X117 1072b27-30.
16 Mer. X117 1072b15.
7 DA 111.5 430a23-25; DM 1 450a15-18.

'8 If this claim appears obscure at this point, this is because the full argument of the thesis is required to make it
clear. I will take up this claim and bring it to the greatest possible clarity in my conclusion.



subjects and objects to be too clumsy to capture the various gradations that distinguish natural
being (phusis) from being, the living from the natural, and immortal life from the mortal, I
will stay close to Aristotle’s own language and distinctions as I proceed. It is my hope that,
by trying to read Aristotle on his own terms, and by refusing to transpose his question into a
more modern conceptual framework, I might allow us to question some of the presumptions
about time, about the temporality of “subjects” and “objects”, that confound us today.

In order to investigate the far-reaching questions I have raised, my method will be to
take the aporia of Phy IV.14 as an opportunity to explore whether the study of temporality
culminates in the Physics, or whether it points beyond the Physics and into Aristotle’s
psychology (DA & PN), ethics (EN), and metaphysics (Met.). By and large, commentary on
Aristotle’s account of time tends to take for granted that the understanding of time falls within
the purview of the Physics, and that time exists through its relationship to motion alone. As
an introduction, I will argue that the scope of the Physics is determined by its commitment to
an understanding of motion, which is essentially an incomplete activity (energeia atelés), and
thus not adequate to account for the activities of soul. The bulk of my thesis (chapters 2 and
3) consists of a close reading of Phy. IV.10-14, which is where Aristotle presents his most
focused treatment of time. A detailed analysis of this argument is necessary in order to
ground the central claim of my thesis: since time is not motion, it cannot be apprehended
through its relationship to motion alone. However, the result of this argument is not simply
negative, nor am I claiming that the failure of motion to account for time demonstrates the
complete failure of Aristotle’s account of time. Rather, as I proceed through the arguments of
this text I will show that the account of time in Phy IV.10-14 is never without the involvement
of soul. Admittedly this in itself does not explain Zow it is that time requires both motion and

the other activities of soul in order to be what it is. It is merely manifest in Aristotle’s account

7



of time here that it is so.

Accordingly, after showing how the soul is involved the account of time in Phy.
IV.10-14, I will go on in chapters 4 and 5 to look at Aristotle’s treatment of the soul itself in
the DA and PN: how the activities of soul are required to account for temporality, and how the
motions mediating these activities in fact demonstrate a reconciliation between motion and
the soul as activity (energeia), rather than their opposition. First I will focus on sensation in
chapter 4, and will ask whether there is an awareness of time provided in sensation alone, or
whether higher cognitive activities must be involved in the articulation of time. Then, in
chapter 5, I will examine memory (mnémé) and recollection (anamnésis): a culminating
moment. The relationship between memory and recollection is a microcosm of the broader
transition in the soul from activities dependent upon motion, to those beyond motion, which I
will discuss in my concluding remarks.

It is thus my contention that the question of whether time exists without soul as OPO
demands that we ask about the relationship of motion to soul if we are to think time.
Furthermore, I take the fact that Phy. IV.10-14 fails to answer this question of the
involvement of soul to mean that we must look across Aristotle’s texts to fulfill the promise of
the issues that arise in the Physics. While it may not be controversial to suggest that Phy.
IV.10-14 raises more questions than it answers, I do not take it to be adequate to conclude
from this that Aristotle’s account of time is fundamentally aporetic in such a way that would
preclude any further investigation. It may be that time continuously frustrates those who try
to think it directly, but I am here going to argue that the involvement of soul indicates a path

to a higher understanding of time’s paradoxes, rather than indicating a fundamental



incompatibility between soul and a physical world that exceeds and overpowers it."”

In order for a question that emerges in the Physics to point beyond physics to
psychology for its fulfillment — as I am claiming it does — there must be a cohesive
relationship between these subjects despite the fact that Aristotle treats them in different
works. Physics and psychology are not discrete disciplines for Aristotle, as both are
concerned with natural being (phusis). In the Physics, Aristotle states that what he means by
phusis is inclusive of both inanimate and animate being: animals and their parts, plants, and
the elemental bodies.”” As such, its scope is broader than that of the De Anima and the Parva
Naturalia, which focus in on animate being. However, this is not to say that the
psychological works are merely an elaboration on a part of what has already been established
in the Physics. It is not until we turn to the De Anima — when we ask directly what it means
for something to live — that the difference between animate and inanimate becomes
significant. Thus, whereas the Physics might be thought of as broader and therefore more
inclusive, it is so in a way that is potentially reductive: it treats all the kinds of natural beings
according to the common feature of having within themselves the principle of motion and
rest.”' The ensouled natural being does have in itself the power to cause motion and rest, but
what makes it “alive” is not fully captured by this principle. In the sense of treating the range
of activities of which natural beings are capable, the De Anima is then broader and more
inclusive than the Physics.

This relationship between the works explains in part why the aporia that arises in the

Physics cannot be answered by Physics alone. How could we begin to discover if an act of

' As it does in Paul Ricoeur’s interpretation of Aristotle (Ricoeur 2004: vol. 3, p 17).
* Phy. 11.1 192b9-11.

*' Phy. 1.1 192b14-15.



soul is essential for articulating time if we have not established what distinguishes the
ensouled from the rest of nature? And yet we must begin with Physics as our starting point.
This is because, for Aristotle, the way to knowledge of the soul is through understanding
nature and its limitations and incompleteness.** Aristotle does not have the luxury (or the
liability) of having a conception of soul that exists prior to and separate from nature, but must
begin, as it were, from the “whole” (ek ton katholou).”> Both motion and soul are involved in
the account of time in the Physics, but their difference, relation, and whether it is possible for
there to be time without one or the other, cannot be determined at the level of thinking
available to us in Physics. So we will begin with Aristotle in the Physics, from everything all
together indiscriminately (ta sugkechumena),”* and, from there, work to differentiate the
activities of soul from the principle of motion and rest that characterizes phusis, and the roles
of each in the articulation of time.
Scope of the Physics:
Natural and Artificial motion

The first three books of the Physics give us the context out of which arises the
discussion of time in Book 4, which runs up against the limitation that it is unable to say if
there is time without soul. Since I am arguing that this is a limitation belonging to the scope
of Physics, and that this impass is not Aristotle’s final word on the matter, it will be useful to
have before us how the concept of phusis is demarcated in these first three books. As I have

already mentioned, the scope of the study of nature is in one sense broader and in another

2 This is a paraphrase of Diamond (2015: 23), in a context where he is distinguishing Aristotle’s method from
that of his NeoPlatonic and Medieval commentators.

> Phy. 1.1 184a24.

** Phy. 1.1 184a23.
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sense narrower than that of psychology. While Aristotle lists animals and their parts, plants,
and the 4 elements as all existing “by nature” (phusei), what fundamentally characterizes a
natural being is that it possesses the principle (arche) of its own motion and rest.”> Keeping
in mind that kinésis is being used in its most inclusive sense, this would indicate that phusis
includes everything that moves, changes, becomes and passes away, except those that attain
their form or place through an external mover: through the human arts (fechne), or,
incidentally, by chance (tukhe or automaton) or force (bia).*® Again, this seems to indicate
quite a broad scope: phusis seems to include everything that comes to be except for what is
made by human hands, or what occurs by accident.

However, the contrast with the technical arts is more significant than just a way of
establishing the scope of Physics by means of a seemingly minor exception. This is because
phusis is essentially characterized by the relationship a being has to its motion, and motion
and the productive arts (fechne and poiesis) have the same kind of temporality. This is
evident in the way that Aristotle illustrates his definition of motion with the example of
building a house in Phy III.1.

It is clear both that this is motion [referring to the definition he has just offered],
and that a thing happens to be moved whenever (hotan) this activity (entelecheia)
as such (ei haute) is, and neither before nor after. For each thing admits at one

time (hote) of being active (energein), at another time not. An example is the
buildable. The activity (energeia) of the buildable, just as buildable, is building.

25 ~ > \ / > /. \ \ [ 5> s /. \ 7 ~ \ \ / s o~
“Tav Ovtwv T pév €0l PUoEL T OE DU AAAaG aitiag, PpvoeL pév Ta Te Cha Kal T péQn avT@V
Kal T GuTA KAl TO ATAR TOV OWHATWY, OLOV V1] Kol T0Q Kal &1 kal VOwQ (TadTa Yag eivat Kol To

oDt PuvoeL Paptév), mavia d¢ tavta Gaivetal dadEQovia mEOS T U GPUOEL CLVEOTOTA.

TOVTWV HEV YO €KAOTOV €V EQUTH AQXTV €XeL KIVIOews Katl otdoews” (Phy. 111 192b8-15).

*° Phy. 11.4-6 establishes that fukhe and automaton are incidental causes that result by coincidentally
accomplishing or thwarting the aims of rational (chosen) actions and natural motions respectively. (Note also
that in the Nicomachean Ethics tukhe and techne are said to deal with the same things (EN VL.3 1140a18-19).)
See Phy. VIIL.4 on how nature considered as body (soma) (i.e. the elements or the parts of animals) is said to be
moved either by nature or contary to nature, by force (bia) (254b13f¥).

11



For the activity (energeia) must be either building or the house. But whenever

the house is, the buildable is no longer. But it is the buildable that is being built.

Necessarily then, building is the activity (energeia). But building is a certain

motion. And surely the same account will exactly fit the other motions.*’
What Aristotle is showing here is that motion is a peculiar kind if activity, one where the
process is temporally distinct from its completion (telos). As long as something is moving, it
is not yet moved. Once it has been moved, it is no longer moving. The parts of time must be
distinct from one another in a relation of before and after, because something cannot be
moving and have moved at the same time. The present progress of moving and the past
perfect moved are mutually exclusive. At a given time either one or the other may occur, but
never both.

It is thus rather ironic that it is fechne which best illustrates this, especially given that
the kind of motion we are primarily investigating in the Physics is natural motion and not
artificial motion. But the purpose of this illustration is to show the nature of motion, and both
natural motion and artificial motion are in time in the same way. In order for there to be
motion at all, the fullness of the purpose (zelos) or form (eidos) that is achieved — whether this
be a place, a colour, an artifact, or a physically mature organ or organism — must be
temporally distinct from the motion that brings it about. The motion must stop in order to be

able to say that it has arrived or accomplished its aim. Were it not so, the sensible world

would merely be an endless flux wherein nothing is ever realized, and the parts of time would

27 o . S o Vg ; , ~ P < / s v
“OTL HEV OLV EOTLV AXVTT], KAL OTL O'Up.ﬁaLVEL toTe KiveloBal Otav n SVTE/\EXELO( T] AVTT), K&AL OVTE

TEOTEQOV 0UTE DOTEQOV, ONAOV- EVDEXETAL YOO EKAOTOV OTE LEV EVEQYELY OTE OE U}, OloV TO
olkodoUNTOV, Kotl 1] TOL OLKODOLNTOD EVEQYELR, T) OLKODOUNTOV, 0lKODOUN i €0ty (1) YA
olodOUN OIS 1] EVEQYela [TOD oikodounToD] 1) 1) oikia: AAA" Oty olkia 1), OUKET' olikodounTOV E0TLV:
olicodopLELToL OE TO OIKODOUNTOV: AVAYKT] 0DV OLKODOUNOLV TV EVEQYELaV elvat): 1] ' OLKODOUN OIS
kivnolg T, AAAQ unv 6 adTog EPaguooet AdyYog kat Tl TV aAAwv kivrjoewv” (Phy. 1.1 201b6-15).
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not be distinguishable as before or after one another in any meaningful way.”® As Pierre
Aubenque remarks, to assert that motion is universal in the sense that everything is in motion
at every instant, is to fall into the problems of heracliteanism.” Near the end of the Physics
Aristotle shows that it is essential that neither is everything always moving, nor is everything
always at rest. Rather, there must be things that are sometimes in motion and sometimes at
rest.’’ Accordingly, movement is not universally present in nature, but rather what
universally characterizes the natural being is the capacity (dunamis) to move or to be at rest.
In the example of building the mutual exclusion of motion and its end is perhaps most
obvious, because it has an end that we, humans, set out to achieve in the building, and we stop
working towards that end when it has been achieved. That is, the distinction of ends from
means has already been conceptualized in the human arts, because we are consciously
responsible for bringing these processes about.”’ We do not build for the sake of building
merely, but we build for the sake of having built a house. What moves by nature does not

depend on our intentional involvement in this way, so the conceptual structure is not so

*¥ “Insofar as a motion is continuous, we cannot say that the moving body “has arrived” at a mid-point and “has
departed” from that mid-point in the now: we can only say that it “is” there “at the now”, which is only a
potential, and not an actual, division” (Phy. VII1.8 262a28-32).

* Aubenque 2013: 424.

30 Phy. VIILIID

3! There is some consistency between what I am saying here and Brague’s observation: “Making is given pride
of place because it is the motion that best lends itself to the definition put forth: the telos is clearly visible in it...”
(Brague 1990: 17). However I do not agree with the significance he draws from this: “...and this visibility is the
criterion for what fully deserves to display itself as being” (ibid). He goes on: “The sharpness with which the
artificial form emerges from the invisible results in a purer manifestation of the possible as such, whereas in
natural generation, as in all cyclical processes, this possible (dunamis) is never more than an entr’acte between
two realities which overshadow it” (ibid 18). Brague’s contention that seeing is the central paradigm of grasping
(ibid 14), but that this fails to give us access to energeia (ibid 15), neglects the sense in which seeing is a central
paradigm of energeia for Aristotle (Met. IX.6 1048b34). That Brague is bringing a foreign (quasi-Heideggerian)
notion of “seeing” to Aristotle’s text is in full view when he writes, “This ‘seeing’ that we are denied whenever
energeia is at stake would precisely be a ‘fixing’ on the part of the gaze, which would immobilize motion as
such” (ibid 15). This is inconsistent with Aristotle’s own account of the relationship of seeing to motion in DS7
(see my chapter 4).
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immediately evident to us. Nonetheless this does not make building the paradigm of
motion,”” for this temporal distinction between present progressive and past perfect is equally

essential for all motions (“the same account will exactly fit the other motions™>>

), in that they
achieve an aim that was not fully realized until the process of moving towards that end has
ceased. Aristotle here lists learning, healing, rolling, jumping, maturing, and aging,’* to
further illustrate that there is a wide variety of actions for which there must be this temporal
distinction of the end from the means, and he also claims that, systematically, there are as
many kinds of motion and change as there are categories of being.>

Thus while motion includes much more than natural motion, the Physics is concerned
with the principles (archai) and causes (aitia) of motion. The purpose of distinguishing
natural from artificial motion is that phusis cannot be understood if we consider the whole
according to the example of the human arts, where a motion that realizes an end or form is
imposed externally by the labours of a human agent. What the example of fechne fails to
show is this inherent capability for motion within natural beings that stretches out and reaches
the ends (teloi) belonging to each by their own natures. Unless we begin by focusing on the
inherent sources of motion, the integrity of nature will escape us: the idea that there are ends
belonging to beings that they achieve through motion is what must be primarily

acknowledged in order for us to begin to grasp the operation of nature herself. If we were to

begin with motion according to the model of techne, we run the risk of reading into nature a

32 On my reading Heidegger drastically overstates the significance of the role of techne and poiesis when he
argues that, for the Greeks generally and for Aristotle in particular, being is conceptualized on the basis of the
model of production. “The phusei onta are only what we do not produce, but rather are what is already there for
us, already in the world, but in such a way that has to do with producing” (Heidegger 2009: 147, my italics).

346 avtog Epaguooet Adyog kai Ml TV GAAwV Kivijoewv” (Phy. TIL1 201b15).
% Phy. 1111 201a19.

3> Phy. 1111 20129.
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model where “nature” is just a bunch of inert stuff that is operated on externally, by some
super natural agency. Instead, what Aristotle has done here in the Physics is to begin with a
consideration of the sources of motion, recognizing the difference between the natural and
technical sources at the outset of his investigation.

So it is not quite right to think of the scope of Physics as being limited by the exclusion
of the human arts, as I first suggested. It is rather the case that techne is a subset of motion
where the source and end of a motion belongs to the intentional activity of an external human
agent. Aristotle will say that techne either completes (epitelei)’® or imitates (mimeitai)’’
nature, indicating not an opposition, but rather a complementary and derivative relationship of
the former on the latter.

If the scope of Physics is thusly broad and foundational for our understanding of all
motion, then we must look elsewhere to find its limits. Notice that, in the passage on the
temporality of building quoted above, motion is being described in terms of Aristotle’s central
metaphysical concept of energeia/entelecheia. This reflection arose in the context of
Aristotle having just a few lines before defined motion as “the entelecheia of that which is

938

potentially (dunamei), just as such (he toiouton),””” and later in the same chapter as “the

9939

entelecheia of what is potential (dunatou), as potential (hé dunaton).””” In the next chapter

and in Book VIII he refers to motion as an incomplete (atelés) energeia,* and as an

3% Phy. 11.8 199a16

37 Phy. 11.8 199a16; I1.2 194a22.

38 “1) To0 duvapeL OvTog EvteAéxela, 1) TolovTOV, kivnoic éotwv” (Phy. 1111 201a10).

¥ “f) tob duvatoy, 1) duvatdy, EvteAéxela havegdv dTLkivnoic éoty” (Phy. IIL1 201b5).

Y0 e kivnoig évégyela pév etval tig dokel, ateAng d¢” (Phy. 1112 201b32).

15



incomplete entelecheia,”' respectively.

These terms, which I have here left untranslated, are notoriously opaque: while dunamis
was fairly common in Greek before Aristotle made his own use of it, both energeia and
entelecheia are of Aristotle’s own invention. It is the subject of great controversy among
scholars how to translate these two terms, and whether there is a meaningful difference
between them. Nonetheless it will be worthwhile to try to work out how they are functioning
in relation to motion. We shall see that this relationship is not only important for establishing
the scope of Physics, but we will also begin to see how the relationship between motion and
energeia will structure my account of how temporality extends beyond Physics.

Contrariety or “another way”

Motion is defined in the Physics in terms of dunamis, entelecheia and energeia, but
nowhere in the Physics are these terms defined. On the face of this, it might seem that we risk
heading down a road of infinite regress, where one definition calls for another continuously.
This case would appear to be particularly troublesome, as in searching for the definition of
one term it seems that in this case we now need to define three. However, keeping with my
strategy of looking across texts, we will make use of Aristotle’s definitions of dunamis,
entelecheia and energeia in other works, particularly Metaphysics 1X, and will find some
solid ground there. But first we will look at how these terms emerge in Physics, as a response
to the positions of Aristotle’s predecessors who conceptualized motion in terms of contrariety
(enantia).

While motion seems familiar to us empirically, conceptually it poses serious

Hegony 9'1) kivnotg évteAéxela ktvnTod ateAnc” (Phy. VIILS 257b8).
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challenges, ** especially if we are starting from the presumptions of Eleatic logic that a thing
either is, or is not. Motion demands a concept that subverts and surpasses this logic because it
requires that what was can be different from what is or will be. Accordingly Aristotle takes it
upon himself to purge us of the assumptions of Eleatic logic in the first book of the Physics as
preparation for his treatment of kinésis. There he encounters and carefully dismembers the
Parmenidean stranglehold on our thinking that asserts that only being is. The scepticism
regarding the reality of becoming that follows from Parmenides’ position is important for the
present study because it presents the most drastic separation (chorismos) of a first principle
that is fully complete from the kind of being characterized by motion. Aristotle will form his
position as a response to the limitation of this kind of thinking. He seeks to make motion
thinkable, rather than relegate it to the realm of “seeming” merely, as Parmenides does. It
will not suffice for Aristotle to allow the principles of nature and those of being to fall
asunder.

Parmenides (and those who follow him) understood contradiction to be an absolute
limit on thought and being. Based on the absolute impossibility of any form of contradiction,
it follows that being alone is. According to Parmenides’ position, being has only one
meaning (identical with being), thus the association of being with any attribute whatsoever
constitutes a contradiction. Being is thus a unity that radically excludes multiplicity. This
logic furthermore bears the consequence that motion is impossible, for change either involves

a change of attributes or a transition from non-being to being (or vice versa), which is a

*2 Remi Brague (1990: 2) points out that none of Aristotle’s predecessors attempted to provide an exact
definition motion, and goes so far as to suggest that no real attempts to do so have been made since Aristotle
either. While acknowledging the “obvious conquests” of physics since Aristotle, he nonetheless wonders
whether the focus on studying the measurable properties of motion has overshadowed any attempt to define
motion. This is not inconsistent with my reading, for I will be showing how Aristotle’s definition of motion
emerges from the Pre-Aristotelian conceptualization of nature in terms of contraries, and yields the possibility
for the modern focus on the measurable properties of motion.
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contradiction.” So goes Parmenides’ interpretation of the principle (arche) of being: it is one
and unmoving.**

Now this is one perspective, from the assumption of a pure unity. It reveals nothing
beyond this because it is impossible to deduce anything from it. So why does Aristotle deal
with it so extensively in the beginning of his study of nature? While he starts off by speaking
of this position pejoratively, brushing it off by saying it is almost just like arguing for the sake
of arguing,” or that it really only concerns the study of nature incidentally,* the specter of
Parmenides returns again and again throughout the book.

Though the conclusion yielded by Parmenides’ unconditional adherence to non-
contradiction to nature is negative, it does reveal something important about how contrariety
is involved in our understanding of motion and multiplicity. Parmenides’ position offers such
a deep scepticism because he not only calls into question the kind of contrariety that would
yield a temporal succession (ephexés) required for there to be motion or change, but also
suggests that oppositions are involved in our ability to affirm the existence of any sort of
plurality at all: those existing simultaneously (hama) distinguishing beings from one another.
Both the simultaneous oppositions of plurality and the successive ones involved in change
stem from the same problem for Parmenides: that it is impossible for what is to be and not be.
And yet, as we shall see, both simultaneity and succession will prove equally essential to the

existence of time. The way forward will require reckoning with contrariety.

* Note that I have here tried to emphasize the logic underpinning Parmenides’ position, in order to clarify what I
take to be Aristotle’s starting point. While I have not dealt with the nuances of Parmenides’ poem, the claims
that all is one and that motion is impossible are stated at Fragment 8.6, and Fragment 8.3, 13-14, 26, 27-28, and
38 respectively.

* Phy. 1.2 184b27-185al; Phy. 1.3.
* Phy. 1.2 185a7

* Phy. 1.2 185al8.
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In Physics 1, Aristotle will declare that, in contrast to Parmenides “we let it be
assumed that the things that are by nature, either all or some of them, are in motion” and that
“this is clear by induction.”’ But it is not sufficient for him to thus affirm the existence of
motion as given. Parmenides’ arguments do concern those who attempt a philosophic
examination of nature (he skepsis philosophian)* because, as we shall see, there is something
in his argument for which previous attempts to explain motion have not accounted, and to
which Aristotle thinks they have to respond. All of the attempts to explain nature that
Aristotle has before him end up offering some variation of the idea that the first principles of
nature are contraries (enantia). Hot and cold, rare and dense, love and strife, atoms and void,
being and not being, the one and indefinite dyad, etc., all amount to analogous attempts to
explain the existence of plurality and motion by understanding all natural beings to be passing
between contrary extremes, according to Aristotle.*’

Contraries might be tenable principles because nothing can be said to precede them:
they are not derived from anything else nor are they derived from each other, so it seems
plausible that everything else might be derived from them.”® But if they are thus independent
and irreducible to each other, how can they be said to bring about change? Can the contraries
be said to act upon each other, or suffer the effects of each other, if each fundamentally

excludes the other? Can density “make” (poiein) rarity into something else and thereby

7 Phy. 1.2 185a12-13.

* Phy. 1.2 185a21.

* Phy. 1.5 189al. While Heraclitus is most often cited as the main proponent of contrariety, offering the
position that is in most stark relief from that of Parmenides, in Physics 1 Aristotle treats all of his predecessors’
attempts to explain nature as analogously dealing with the issue of contrariety in a manner that leads to a
common problem.

>0 Phy. 1.5 188a27-33.
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produce the changing variety of natural beings?’' How can contraries come into relation with
one another, except to drive one another away in turn by their mutual opposition?

We are already beginning to see the limitations of thinking about motion as merely
passing between two given contrary extremes, and towards some notion of doing (poiein) and
suffering (paschein).” Aristotle will here in Book I offer a preliminary conceptualization of
motion in terms of contrariety, understanding that change is not random (fo tukon hupo tou
tokhontos):> that it is not the arbitrary replacement of any chance thing by something else,
but that it emerges from a contrast with its contrary. When we say that a motion is from not-
white to white we don’t mean “not white” as any chance thing other than white, but rather we
mean black or grey as the privation or absence (steresis) of white.”* However, as contraries,
white and black do not act upon each other, but on some else that underlies (hupokeimenon)
the change that takes place between them. Taking this logic as far as it will go, Aristotle will
thus present the idea that the principles of nature are three: form and its absence, which are
contraries, and what underlies them.

The relationship between form and steresis does capture something of the structure of
change and becoming™ that we have already seen. The temporal structure in which the
completion of a motion is the negation of that motion — with the result that the parts of time
that contain them are mutually exclusive — is prefigured in this conception of contrariety. But

at this stage in the argument it remains perplexing how the form could be thought of as the

°!' Phy. 1.6 189a23.

>2 Phy. 1.6 189b14-16.

>3 Phy. 1.5 188a34.

> Phy. 1.5 188a33-b2; 1.7 191a6-14.

>>In Phy. 1.8 Aristotle attemps to show that these principles can be said to describe coming to be.
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end or purpose (telos) of the motion that emerges from its absence. The addition of
something “underlying” does not in itself explain this. Does the form somehow “make” the

underlying like itself or unlike itself by its presence or absence?°

If it does, change would
appear to be instantaneous: either the form is present and the thing “has changed,” or it is
absent and has not. There is nothing in this that explains the “changing” or “moving” itself.

This position remains tentative at best, for Aristotle will acknowledge that it remains
susceptible to the challenge of Parmenides and his arguments against contradiction. Both
chapters 8 and 9 begin by reiterating Parmenides’ contention that something cannot come to
be from what is not absolutely. Aristotle does not deny that this is the case.”” But Aristotle
does deny that change can onl/y be from what is not. What is really happening when Aristotle
distinguishes fo hupokeimenon from the contraries is that he is making room for the
possibility of a new logical relationship for conceptualizing nature. It is true that motion is
from what was not, to what now is, so long as we provide the qualifications that it only
“incidentally” was not, because motion always belongs to something underlying that endures.
But this is merely “one way” of formulating the solution. “The other [way] is that it is
possible to speak of these things according to dunamis and energeia.””® He admits that “this
distinction has been made in other places with more precision,” but if we look closely we can
already see how it is beginning to emerge at the end of Physics 1.

The idea that motion is “presence or absence of form” in the hupokeimenon fails to

show how the form is already present in “what underlies,” in some way, before the motion

*% Phy. 1.7 191a8.

°7 «Still, we do not abolish everything’s either being or not being” (Phy. 1. 8 191b27); “On this point Parmenides
speaks correctly” (Phy. 1.9 192al).

*% Phy. 1.8 191b27-28.
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accomplishing the form is complete. How this might be so is indicated when Aristotle refers
to the hupokeimenon as matter (hule) having the capacity (dunamis) for both contraries. As

9’59 and a

such, the underlying matter is “almost, and in some respect is, a beingness (ousian),
sort of co-cause (sunaitia) with the shape of becoming.® Therefore, matter is not contrary to
form, nor is it something passive and inert acted upon externally by the presence or absence
of form. The thrust of the shift away from the Parmenidean conception is shown when
Aristotle puts forward the idea that being is not simply characterized by numerical unity that
excludes multiplicity. He argues that what is one in number (the hupokeimenon) need not be
one in capacity (dunamis) but that the capacity embraces both contraries: the form essentially
and its privation incidentally. Moreover the contraries as he has formulated them are not on
equal footing ontologically. Earlier he suggested that this is because the form alone by its
presence or absence is responsible for change, but here he offers a more compelling
suggestion. “Since there is something divine, and good, and sovereign, we say that there is
something opposite to it, and something else which inherently yearns for and stretches out

towards it by its own nature.”®!

Thinking of the principles in this way brings out the
fundamental departure of Aristotle’s position from his predecessors, who were caught up in
either affirming or denying contrariety in their conceptualizations of nature. If we can think
of the relationship of the hupokeimenon to the form as the former reaching out for the latter

and desiring it as the good of its own nature, then we have to think beyond the either/or logic

which asserts that it is impossible for something to be and not be; the hupokeimenon could not

> Phy. 1.9 192a6.

% phy. 1.9 192al4.

61 ¢ / / v ~ v ~ \ \ > / s~ 3. \ \oa
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desire the form if the form were something contrary to it, because it would then be desiring its
own destruction.”* Nor could it desire the form if they were already identical, because desire
does imply an incidental lack or absence, which is also a relation or incipient possession in its
separation.”” Thinking in terms of this erotic relationship allows us to begin to see what is
meant by the relationship of dunamis to energeia: that this is the relationship meant between
matter (as hupokeimenon) and form, and that these cannot be contrary to one another.

In order to think of motion in terms of dunamis and energeia we need to find some
way to conceptualize contrariety without merely asserting contrariety as a universal fact of
nature. It would do us little good to oppose Parmenides only to side with Heraclitus. For
each of these positions present countervailing problems for an understanding of nature. The
aporia presented by Aristotle’s history of philosophy is that, on the one hand, we might side
with Parmenides and deny motion, or, on the other hand, we might side with Heraclitus and
affirm universal continuous motion. What is interesting is that both positions render the
plurality of nature impossible: according to Parmenides is it impossible insofar as being has
only one single meaning, and according to Heraclitus the continuously moving has no end
term which would distinguish one thing from the other. With this in mind, Aristotle neither
denies nor asserts that the first principles are contraries. He recognizes that if we understand
the first principles to be contraries we are left trying to explain how something can emerge
from its opposite — essentially asking how being can emerge from non-being, or how
becoming can be the result of combining two incompatible forces. So long as each extreme is

mutually exclusive of its contrary we are at a loss to show how it can be that there is any

%2 Phy. 1.9 192a20.

% Phy. 1.9 192a21.
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relation between the two that could yield in a changing plurality.

If we look to the Metaphysics we can see precisely where Aristotle departs from the
Parmenidean logic of non-contradiction in order to make this shift possible. Parmenides has
shown how an unconditional allegiance to unity — or ‘non-contradiction’ — leaves us only able
to affirm that “being is”, for everything else would involve contradiction. But, taking into
account what we have already seen, this is not the case. The relationship of desire or tending
towards something is not a contradiction, and the same thing can be both what it is and what it
seeks to be without negating itself. For Aristotle it only makes sense to assert that “it is
impossible both to be and not to be” if we add “for the same thing” (toi autoi), “according to
the same relation” (kata to auto) and “at the same time” (hama).** The first qualification (for
the same thing) accounts for plurality, the second (in the same relation) accounts for the
predication of attributes, the last (at the same time) accounts for motion. All these
qualifications are necessary in order to get at what is truly self-identical. This is what is one
numerically but potentially two: namely, in the case of phusis, matter as hupokeimenon.
There is a temporal dimension to this: the kind of contradiction involved in motion is
impossible for the self-identical thing when the time it occupies is self-identical (hama).
When we get to the chapter on sensation, we will see that these kinds of identity are
importantly related, so much so that they are bound up in one another. For now, what we
must take from this is simply that contrariety is neither being outlawed entirely, nor it is being
treated as encapsulating the fundamental character of the natural world. Aristotle’s
formulation of his law of non-contradiction (LNC) specifies that the kinds of contradiction

involved in nature — namely plurality and motion in its broadest sense (when something

64«16 Yoo avTO G DTty ewv Te Kkal ) DTTAEXEY adHVATOV () AT KAl KaTtd O avtd” (Met. TV.3

1005b19-20). Cf Met. IV.3 1005b27.
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comes to be after not being, or becomes dark after being light, or goes from here to there) —
are not violations of this most certain principle, but is beyond its purview. It is only on the
basis of temporal and substantial unity that the law of non-contradiction holds true. Motion
exists, but is derivative from the erotic identity of dunamis and energeia. In order for this to
be true, the kind of identity from which motion is derived cannot be merely static and inert. It
must be a sort of identity that is receptive of contrariety, which sustains itself through change.
Insofar as phusis refers not only to the motion of natural beings, but to the principles of said
motion that the natural being is said to possess inherently, phusis manifests an unmoving
identity that is itself the ground for motion.®

A new logic is required in order to think about motion: while motion is some sort of
variance from absolute unity it is not the sort which can be thought in terms of an absolute
opposition to absolute unity, but rather in terms of temporal difference (before and after) and
temporal unity (simultaneity hama). And, since time’s unifying and diversifying qualities
belong equally to time’s essence (we cannot think time without thinking both these aspects),*®
we need some way of bringing together contradiction and non-contradiction into our way of
thinking. This must be a thinking that is comprehensive of contraries without eradicating
them.

The Physics opens by making a case for this need, by showing that nature cannot have
its source in an inert self-identical first principle that excludes diversity and change, or in two

opposing first principles that are brought together to produce change. In the first book of the

% Note that according to this logic, to be unmoving (akinéton) cannot be understood as merely being static and
inert (opposed to motion, or the absence or privation of motion). It must refer to an identity that is beyond
motion, and not suceptible to motion.

6 See Phy. IV.10 218a9-30, 13 222a10-21.
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Physics Aristotle indicates that there is an alternative to this, but at this stage in the argument
he can only point to there being another possible way. As he writes in chapter 2: “In this way
they were already at an impasse, conceding the one to be many — as if it were not acceptable
for the same to be both one and many, provided these are not opposites (antikeimena). For the
one is both in potency (dunamis), and in activity (entelecheia).”®’ Later, in the passage from
chapter 8 that I have already quoted, after bringing the Eleatic either/or logic to its limits,
Aristotle comes to the conclusion that genesis can’t come from being, nor from non-being,
and yet we can’t do away with the principle of non-contradiction. “This is one way, but
another is that it is possible to mean these things in respect to potency (dunamis) and activity
(energeia).”68

Aristotle then goes on in book III (and thereafter in both Phy. and Met.) to define
motion in terms of dunamis and energeialentelecheia. What has to occur in order to make
this possible is a revision of the role of contrariety in our thinking. Contraries, such as being
and not being, cannot be the ultimate constituents of Physics, because if each contrary were
independently grounded there would be no way of relating them that would provide a
transition between them. There is no “combining” being and not being into becoming
because becoming must transition, and does not simply hop from one state to another
ecstatically. Nor can being be thought to cause becoming if 7o be is simply fo be one and not
many, to be at rest and not moving. If unity is allowed to be a separate principle then what is

other than it must be different and even opposed to it.

This way of thinking would yield a concept of time that stands different and opposed

%7 Phy. 1.2 186al-3.

% Phy. 1.8 191b28-29
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to the unity required by conceptual thinking. We will find the need to revisit this challenge in
the account of time in Book IV, when we try to think time as itself constituted out of
contraries (the now as both same and different, time as both continuous and discrete) and in
the temptation to see time as one side of a contrary: seeing its pairing with soul as either that
which introduces differences into the continuity of consciousness, or time as what is itself
continuous and is divided by the numbering act of nous. These difficulties result from the
same error made by those who identify matter and steresis,”” and thereby understand matter as
the contrary to form that can only be externally related to form. But if we take Aristotle’s
suggestion here in the first book of the Physics seriously — that there is “another way” that it
might be possible for something (in this case, time) to be both one and many, “provided these
are not opposites” — and if we allow ourselves to turn our attention to the relationship of
dunamis to energeia when we try to think time, then we shall have our way forward.

The definition of motion in terms of dunamis and energeia/entelecheia:

In the relationship between form and matter as “something good” and something that
desires this as the good of its own existence we have the prefiguration of the relationship
between energeia/entelecheia and dunamis. Though it is true that this distinction “has been
developed more elsewhere,” we have already seen it at work in the opening book of the
Physics, as the starting point needed to get past the limitations of a purely contrary relation.
We now have something to work with when the terms dunamis, energeia and entelecheia
emerge in the discussion of motion.

Motion is “the entelecheia of that which is potentially (dunamei), just as such (ei

% Phy. 1.9 191b35-192a13.
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toiouton),”"” that is, “as potential (ei dunaton).””” Motion is here being defined as a sort of
entelecheia. Up to now I have been translating entelecheia and energeia interchangeably as
“activity,” but this is by no means uncontroversial among interpreters of this text or others in

which these terms appear. Among Latin interpreters it was customary to simply transcribe

7972 ”73

entelecheia as “entelechy,”’” and in English it is translated most often as “actuality.
However, in this passage in particular, the translation of entelecheia as “actuality” poses a
series of problems. Ross argues that “entelecheia must here mean ‘actualization’, not
‘actuality’: it is the passage from potentiality to actuality that is kinésis.”’* But as others have
pointed out, this makes the definition circular’® and vacuous.”® If the word “actualization”
connotes a passage from potentiality to actuality, then its use in this definition is to function
as a sort of synonym for motion itself, which is not very illuminating. Note, however, that if
we understand “actualization” as connoting process, we tend to thereby use “actuality” as
connoting the product of said process, by contrast. Ross does so in the quotation above when
»77

he says “it is the passage from potentiality to actuality that is kinésis,”’" implying that

‘actuality’ refers instead to the end or result of the motion/actualization.”® Even those critical

70 Phy I11.1 201al0.

! Phy I11.1 201b5.

7 Brague 1990:8

7> Other common translations are “fullfillment” or “complete reality”,
" Ross 1936: 537.

7> Brague 1990:10.

7 Kosman 1969:41. Kosman also points out that this is the same objection which Aquinas had to those who
define motion as “exitus de potentia in actum” insofar as exitus is itself a species of motion (see Kosman
1969:41 fn.6).

7" Ross 1936: 537, my italics

7® Though the english word “actuality” does not mean “result”, I am arguing that in the context of the debate
over whether the translation should be “actuality” or “actualization” it takes on this role. In normal English
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of Ross on this point, and who choose instead to translate it as “actuality,” discuss the
distinction between actuality and actualization in terms of the difference between process and
product.” To see the question of the translation of entelecheia in terms of this alternative
seems to me to evade the question that is at stake in the definition, and replace it with a
concern that is not in dispute. Aristotle is not asking whether kineésis is a process
(actualization) or a product (actuality), because it is already clear to him that it is a process.
The question he is asking is more along the lines of ‘what kind of being does motion have or
pertain to?’ which requires asking about how it pertains to entelecheia (and, further along, to
energeia) as the primary meaning of being.

Blair offers what seems to me to be a compelling suggestion when he argues that
entelecheia means “the internal possession of the end.” This seems to me to be sensitive to
context of the discussion as pertaining to phusis, which, as Aristotle understands it, is an

inherently teleological process. Blair also defends this reading etymologically,* and provides

usage, “actuality,” or the actual, serves as a contrast to what is merely wished for or surmised, to correct a
misconception. When someone makes a statement that is contrary to fact, we tend to respond, “Actually...”
Sachs puts it nicely when he says it is “a word that refers to anything, however trivial, incidental, transient,
static, that happens to be the case, so that everything is lost in translation, just at the spot where it could begin”
(Sachs 2011: 245).

7 That the contrast of process/product is implied by the actualization/actuality dichotomy — even for those who
are explicitly seeking to overcome it — is in evidence in the way that Kosman (1969) proceeds: “For the
actualization of the buildable qua buildable would be the process by which the buildable becomes buildable,
rather than, as Aristotle has in mind, building, i.e. the process by which the buildable becomes built. I think that
these objections are fatal enough to the proposed account to let us dispense with the uncomfortable courtesy of
translating “entelecheia” or “energeia” by “actualization”, and use the much preferable term “actuality” (Kosman
1969:43). However, Kosman has more recently reconsidered this stance. In his 2013 book he translates
entelecheia as “realization” — as it “may refer either to a process or to the result of a process” (Kosman 2013:
46). Also, Brague writes “an easy answer would be to understand the ‘activity’ at stake here as actualization and
not as actuality — as process and not as result” (Brague 1990: 10). Even though both Kosman and Brague are not
unaware that we need a definition of motion that is not limited by the process/product dichotomy, this shows that
this limit is inescapable when one considers actualization or actuality as the only options for translating
entelecheia.

% Blair parses it into: ev (in) + telon (end) + echein (to have): “having an end within”/ “internal possession of an
end.” He argues that “tele” should be read as telon (accusative) rather than felei (dative) (the latter being given in
the LDS, which version would mean “to be at an end” or complete). Cf. Sachs who read it as “combining
enteles (complete, full-grown) with echein (=hexis, to be a certain way by the continuing effort of holding onto
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a thorough comparison of the ways that entelecheia is used throughout Aristotle’s corpus in
defending this translation, as well as its relationship to energeia. This last point is to me what
makes his position so powerful, because it is not just important for our purposes how this term
is functioning here, but also for how motion pertains to entelecheia (and to energeia) more
broadly.

Nonetheless, when Blair translates the definition in question he modifies it slightly to
read: motion is “the internalization of the end of the potential as such,”®' making a similar
adjustment to the one advocated by Ross who insists that entelecheia must here mean
‘actualization’ rather than ‘actuality.” Similarly, Sachs assiduously makes adjustments to how
he translates entelecheia, but unlike the others he does so in such a way that overcomes the
process/product dichotomy. He will either translate it as “the fully active’ or “being-at work-
staying-itself.”® While I do not deny that the meaning of these terms can fluctuate slightly in
different contexts, I do think that the best translation would be an English word that itself
carries a force that contains these variations brought out by context, and can adjust without
being re-worded. To the extent that this is possible I will find the best translation for

583

entelecheia is ‘activity.””” Both Blair’s “internal possession of the end” and Sachs’ “being-at-

work-staying-itself” lend a rich meaning to the term and express the complex operation of

that condition), while at the same time punning on endelecheia (persistence) by inserting telos (completion)
(Sachs 2011:245). Sachs’ etymology stresses the notion of persistence, which to me seems compatible with
Blair’s emphasis that the end is possessed internally, though not necessarily “at an end.” Note also that by
breaking it down into enteles + echein Sachs is following Heidegger (2009:201) and Diels (1916: 203).

81 Blair 1992:106.

%2 Sachs 2011: 74. This shows the influence of Heidegger, who offers “maintaining-itself-in-being-completed”
as a clarification for the meaning of entelecheia (Heidegger 2009:201). Sachs employs the former more
sparingly and probably only because the latter is too cumbersome to reiterate as frequently that the word appears
in the text.

%3 More recently, Kosman has reconsidered his earlier translations of energeia as “actuality” and now translates
it as “activity” (2013: vii-x).
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active unity that is meant by entelecheia, but I find “activity” accomplishes this more
elegantly. Furthermore we will see how “activity” will allow us to account for the
relationship between energeia and entelecheia as we go forward.®

No matter how we choose to translate entelecheia, we still need to understand how it
belongs to what is potential as such in the definition of motion. Even if we were to translate
entelecheia as “actuality” — allow the connotation of “product” or result therein, but specify
that it is some kind of “active” product (as Kosman does when he substitutes it with “making
actual”®®) — we still need to account for how this actuality/making-actual/activity belongs
specifically to what is potentially as such or as potential.

We have already seen in book I the notion of dunamis functioning to explain the
capacity of matter as hupokeimenon to be receptive of contraries, but as relating to the form
essentially (desiring it), and relating to the privation incidentally. If this notion of dunamis is
consistent with how it is functioning here in book III, then “what is potentially” is speaking to
the way that the matter underlying motion is oriented to, or desiring, the good of its being,
without yet being identical with it.

Dunamis in itself does not necessarily imply motion, however. This is why motion is
here being call the activity of what is potentially, meaning that the potential is thus not
dormant where there is motion. Still, this is not enough to capture motion, for the activity of
the potential qua activity would have to include the full realization of what is achieved by the
motion (the end), and this is not part of the motion itself. This is why Aristotle calls it the

activity of what is potentially, as such or as potential. While there is motion the potential is

% This is also Blair’s ultimate standpoint, the argument for which we will take up as we proceed.

% Kosman 1969:46. Again, note that Kosman no longer ascribes to this translation (See Kosman 2013: 45).
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active, but the full activity of the potential is the cessation of motion in its completion (zelos).

We can see from this why the process/result dichotomy is so often read into the
meaning of entelecheia in this definition: because for motion, there is an essential distinction
between process and end. The mistake, however, is to expect the mutual exclusivity of
process and end to pertain to entelecheia itself.*® Entelecheia cannot be reduced to either a
process, or its result, but for motion, this difference is fundamental insofar as the motion itself
is negated by the realization of the aim it is directed toward. Furthermore, the process/result
dichotomy does not apply to dunamis in the same way as it does to motion, because when
what is potential achieves its activity it is not negated, but is realized, and has become
identical with its entelecheia.

The challenge of having to draw together an understanding of entelecheia and
dunamis in order to make sense of this definition of motion proves to be quite rewarding.
With these concepts in mind we are able to get at precisely what evaded the thinking of
motion in terms of the presence or absence of form, because motion is neither a presence nor
an absence of being simply. Neither is it simply identical either to what is potentially, or to
activity. Still, motion is defined in terms of potentiality and activity. Aristotle defines motion
as “the activity of what is potential as such” in order to show that motion does not exist apart,

as a separate kind of being from activity.”” Motion belongs within this relation of the activity

% Blair’s translation of entelecheia as “internal possession of the end” and Sachs’ “being-at-work-staying-itself”
correct this mistake by emphasizing the idea of completeness in such a way that does not exclude process or
persistence. While I find these translations to be a useful corrective to the mistaken reading of entelecheia as
either process or product, I find “activity” to be sufficient to do the same, though it is admittedly a less explicit
correction. Hopefully the argument I have offered here will allow us to leave the process/product polemic
behind, so such an explicit and laborious translation will not be necessary to repeat.

87 “Motion is not something that exists apart from things (para ta pragmata). For what is changing always
changes according to beingness (ousia), or to quantity, or to quality, or to place. There is nothing to take hold of
which is common to these, and is neither, as we say a this, or a this-much, or an of-this-kind, nor of any of the
other categories. So that neither motion nor change will be anything apart from those mentioned, since there is
nothing apart from those mentioned” (Phy. 111.1 200b33-201a3). Even though “there is nothing to take hold of
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of a potency, but it itself is inherently incomplete.*® This is why Aristotle will go on to call
motion an incomplete (atelés) energeia,™ or an incomplete (atelés) entelecheia.”

We have now seen energeia arise in three places: 1) as its relationship to dunamis
provides “another way” to think about becoming (genesis) 2) in describing the temporality of
motion in the passage on building, and 3) in calling motion an incomplete energeia. 1 have
suggested that the work we have done to uncover the meaning of entelecheia as “activity”
will also prove instructive for our understanding of energeia, and that the two terms are
virtually synonymous. This is in part indicated by the fact that “for every use of entelecheia
there is a use of energeia somewhere in Aristotle with the exact same sense.”' While this is
not the place to prove this extensively, we can see that it is affirmed in the three examples of
energeia we have encountered.

Since the Physics investigates the causes and principles of motion, energeia is invoked
to the extent that it reveals the kind of being that realizes itself through motion. It does so by
showing that motion is a particular kind of energeia that is essentially incomplete. Energeia

is a concept that is itself complete (teleion) in that it includes the kind of activity exhibited by

which is common to these [categories],” we will see that the relationship of dunamis and energeia cuts across all
the categories of being (Met. I1X.1 1045b34).

%% Kosman describes the difference between the activity that is motion per se and the activity of the potential
belonging to the subject of motion in terms of the difference between a “deprivative perfection of an
imperfection” and the “constitutive perfection of an imperfection” (Kosman 1969:48). The former (deprivative
perfection) is annihilated in its own perfection, whereas the latter (constitutive perfection) is realized in its
perfection. Because there is no such thing as abstract motion, these two kinds of perfection are inseparable
empirically. But if we are to get at the character of motion, we must acknowledge this difference at work in the
operation of nature. (Note that insofar as Kosman translates entelecheia as “actuality” he must make use of the
term “perfection” as an ancillary concept to make sense of this difference. One might wonder why he does not
suggest “perfection” as a translation for entelecheia itself given this reasoning. When he, more recently,
translates entelecheia as “realization” this tension is abated (Kosman 2013: 48).)

% Phy I11.2 201b22.
% Phy. VIIL5 257b8.

?! Blair 1967:102. For exhaustive proof of this see Blair 1992.
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motion, and the activity achieved when motion ceases. For our purposes here, of
investigating its pertinence to time, the passage on building is particularly instructive. When
Aristotle says that “the activity (energeia) must be either building or the house,” he shows
that energeia is inclusive of both the process (here, building) and the end (the house), but that
in order to think motion we must see how these are activities are temporally distinct. Motion
is the kind of activity exhibited in building (or moving, or growing, or changing) but the kind
of activity that results from motion (the house, the destination, the mature being, the realized
attribute) is not a motion, and is precisely the contrary of motion. This distinction between
process and result, which applies essentially to motion, demonstrates a specific kind of
temporal relation. “Whenever the house is, the buildable is no longer.” The time in which
building occurs is continuous, but the activity of building and its result cannot exist at the
same time.

In the Physics, time is that “in which” motion can take place,”> meaning that the
temporal distinction between a process and its result is paramount. However, motion is
merely an incomplete activity, whereas activity is inclusive of both a motion and its
completion. Furthermore, while activity can capture the meaning of both motion and its
result, the meaning of activity extends beyond the cases where these are temporally distinct:
that is, its meaning extends beyond motion. The scope of the Physics is thus limited not by
the difference between natural and artificial motion, but by its focus on motion, which is an
incomplete activity. The Physics will not give us a full account of activity, but only those that

are incomplete. For a full account of activity we must look elsewhere.

%2 Phy. V.1 224a37.
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Kinésis and Energeia in the Metaphysics:
It is in Metaphysics that Aristotle investigates the full meaning of activity, while
showing that it is comprehensive of the significance it has for motion established in the
Physics. There he writes, “the name energeia, which convenes with entelecheia, comes to

9993

apply to other things from belonging especially to motion.””” This reflection arises in the

Metaphysics after having defined dunamis as “the source of change in some other thing or in

the same thing as other.”*

This is the definition of dunamis as it pertains to motion, and
Aristotle has already made it clear from the outset that he is inquiring “first about potency in
the sense in which it is meant most properly, although it is not the sense that is most useful for
what we want now. For dunamis and energeia apply to more than just the things spoken of in
reference to motion.””

For the moment we will leave aside the discussion of dunamis as it pertains to motion.
At this point it is sufficient to note that it supports what we have been saying about dunamis
gleaned from the Physics: that dunamis functions as the arche of motion but is irreducible to
motion (because something can have the arche or dunamis for motion without being actively
moving (ch 3)), and that the overcoming of contrary possibilities is attributed to desire (ch 5)

and an orientation to the good (doing well eu poiein ch 2). By chapter 6 Aristotle is ready to

move on from discussing the kinds of potency that correspond only to motion, and discuss its

P “gAnAv0e 0 1) évéoyela Todvopa, 1) TEOS TV EvteAéxelay ovvTifepévn, Kai émtl T AN EK TV

KWHOEWV HAALOT: DOKEL YAQ 1] EVEQYEla HAALOTa 1) KIvoLg etval” (Met. IX.3 1047a30).

94 .«

1) €0TLV AQXN HETAPOANG éV AAAW 1) 1) AAAO” (Met. IX.1 1046all).

? “ro@Tov megl duvapews i Aéyetal Hiv HAALoTA KUQIWGS, OV UV XONOLUWTATN Y 0T TTQOG O

BovAdpeBa vOv: émi AoV YAQ €07TLV 1) DUVALS Kal 1) EVEQYELX TV HOVOV AEYOHEVWV KATA
kivnow” (Met. IX.1 1045b34-a2).
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relation to energeia more broadly.”

Aristotle begins by including within a list of various energeiai cases where the activity
of the potential is not a motion, and where the transition from dunamis to energeia is not a
motion. He lists several ways that we speak of the relationship of dunamis to energeia: the
wood to the statue of Hermes, the whole line to its division into halves, the person with
knowledge to the one actively contemplating, the person who can build to the one actively
building, the sleeping consciousness to the one that is awake, someone with their eyes shut to
actively seeing. He stresses that these are all analogous cases of the relationship between
dunamis and energeia. However, if we look closely we can see that some of these examples
do not involve motion at all, and those that do involve motion do not do so in the same way.
Neither the wood (as potential statue) nor image of Hermes (as the activity of the statue) is a
motion, but it is a motion (carving) that brings the latter out of the former. Neither the whole
line nor the divided line are a motion, nor is the division thereof a motion (it is a function of
logos, or to krinon’’). Though building is itself a motion, the transition from being capable of
building to actively building is not, and though opening one’s eyelids is a motion, the
transition from not seeing to seeing is not a motion (the opening of the eyes merely removes
an external barrier). The transition from the possession of knowledge to contemplation does

not involve motion at all.”® Since the involvement of motion is certainly not analogous in

% «Since we speak of potential not only of that which is of such a nature as to move some other thing or be
moved by something else, either simply or in a certain respect, but also in another way, and it is because we are
inquiring after that other meaning that we went through this one” — “0o0 pévov tovto Aéyouev duvatov O
MEPUKE KLVELV AAAO 1) KIveloBal U’ dAAOL 1) ATAGG 1) TEOTOV TV, AAAN Kkl £TéQwG, OLO
{ntovvTeg kal mept TovTwV dMABopev.” (Met. IX.6 1048a28-32).

7 Cf DA 1112, on how the faculty of fo krinon has the ability to use the same point as two in undivided time
(426b25).

%8 Cf DA 115 417a33-b2.
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each of these cases, it is clearly not motion that provides the fundamental senses of dunamis
and energeia, nor of the relationship between them.” Rather, what they have in common is
that each is “capable of being simply true at some time” (pote).”'*® This suggests that the
difference between energeia atelés and energeia is not that the former is in time and the latter
is not, but rather confirms what we saw in the Physics: that in nature “each thing admits at
one time (hote men) of being active (energein) and at another time (hote de) not.”'*!

This difference between motions as incomplete, and activities that are complete and
thus “simply true at some time,” calls for an examination of how completeness or perfection
belongs to energeia. This requires recognizing the difference between the idea of limit
(peras) and that of end (zelos). We have seen that in the case of motion the “end” in which
the potential is realized is the /imit of the motion, though it is not the limit of the potentiality
or activity itself. In terms of activity the end is not a limit, but a completion or full
realization. However, if we are then tempted to see the difference between incomplete
energeia and energeia proper as the difference between a limited and an unlimited activity,
Aristotle is quick to show us that this is not the case.

In Met. IX.6 Aristotle discusses the way in which the unlimited (apeiron) and limited
(peras) are to be conceived in relation to dunamis and energeia. The unlimited is a special
case of the relationship of dunamis and energeia, different from “most of things that have

95102

being, such as whatever sees, or walks, or is seen. This is because the unlimited, for

% “There may be a motion by which an object acquires a potentiality, but once the potentiality has been
acquired, only an act of energization is needed for motion to begin” (Kosman; 1969 p. 55-56). The proof of this
is in Phy. V-VI, where Aristotle argues the beginning of motion is not divisible, therefore not itself part of
motion.

1% Met. 1X.6 1048b14.

" Phy. TIL.1 201b7-8.

192 Afet. 1X.6 1048b13.
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Aristotle, refers to any continuity. As such, it is capable of being infinitely divided, like the
line mentioned above, or magnitude, motion, and time.'” However, if the fundamental
meaning of time were its infinity as such, it would only have potential existence, for the
infinite activity of division is never complete, and never exists “simply” or “apart”
(chorizesthai).

This notion of the unlimited is put into relief against the sort of practical activity that
has a limit (peras). Here again we see that these are activities in the sense of motion: having a
limit, these acts are not themselves ends, but are merely approaching an end (peri fo telos).
The example he cites is losing weight, where, whenever (hotan) something is losing weight it
is in motion, but that for the sake of which it is moving is never present in the motion itself.
Though the example of building with which we are already familiar has this same temporal
structure, the example of losing weight highlights the deprivative nature of motion acutely,
since it is an act of elimination rather than construction. If we were to lose weight for the
sake of losing weight indefinitely, without assigning a limit to this act (presumably,
determined by seeking the end of health), we would end up with nothing, and the act would
eventually negate itself entirely. Nevertheless, it would also be true that if we never ceased
building we would never reach the goal of having built a complete house. Insofar as motions
are activities, they are a kind of activity that does not have possession of thier ends, and they
are limited precisely by the exclusion of the end from the motion itself. Furthermore, since
motions are included among the continuous and thus potentially infinitely divisible (apeiron),

we see how a complete activity is not attainable through the infinite divisibility of motion’s

193 “Motion seems to be among the continuous (suneches), and the infinite (apeiron) comes to sight first in the
continuous; for this reason, it often falls to those who define the continuous to also articulate the infinite, since
the continuous is divisible to infinity” (Phy. 111.1 200b18-21). “The study of nature is concerned with
magnitude, motion, and time, and of these each can be either unlimited or limited” (Phy. 111.4 202b30-32); “It is
impossible for anything continuous to be [made up] of indivisibles” (Phy. VI.1 231a24).
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continuity either. A motion is only fulfilled by its orientation to and attainment of an extra-
motive end. Thus, in the case of motion, a /imit is required in order for there to be an end (in
the sense of completion, perfection) attained. However, this relation between limit and end
does not hold for all activities.

With this reflection on the nature of the limits of motion Aristotle is finally ready to
show us precisely how it is that there can be activities that do not conform to this temporal
and ontological structure.

That in which the end is present is an action (praxis). For instance, one
sees and has seen, understands and has understood, thinks and has thought,
at the same time (hama). But one does not learn and have learned, become
healthy and have become healthy. One lives well, and has lived well, is
happy and has become happy, at the same time (hama). If not, it would
have to stop at some time (pote), just as whenever one loses weight. Yet
now, it does not stop, but one lives and has lived. Among these examples,
we must say that some are motions, and some are activities (energeiai). For
every motion is incomplete (atelés): losing weight, learning, walking, and
building. These are motions, and are certainly incomplete. For one does
not walk and have walked, build and have built, become and have become,
move and have moved, at the same time (hama). Moving and having
moved are different. But at the same time (hama) one sees and has seen,
contem%4ates and has contemplated. These I call energeia, and those are
motion.

What we must take away from this is that the difference between motion and activity involves

a fundamentally different temporal relation to the end. In activity, the end is present as

104 5 5 / ) 7 \ / v e ~ (3 <« ~ ¢ [ \ ~ \
“AAA’ Exelvn ) évumdoxet 1O TéAog Kal 1) mEA&Ls. olov 0pa dpa kat éwpake, kal poovel Kal

TePQOVIKE, KAl VOEL kal VEVOT|KEV, AAA’ 00 pavBavel kal pepadnkev ovd’ vyaletat Kal yiaotal:
€0 (1) kai €0 Elnkev Apa, kal eDOALUOVEL Kol eDIALOVIKEV. €l O& U}, €deL dv mote aveoOal WomeQ
Otav loyvaivn, vov 8’ oV, aAAa 01 kat ECniev. ToVTwYV O1 Dl TAG HEV KLVNOELS Aéyewy, TaG O
évepyelag. maoa Yo Kivnowg ateAng, ioxvaoia padnoic PAdLOLS olkodOUNOLG: avTal OT) KIVHOELS,
KAl ATEAELS Ye. o0 Yoo apa PadiCel kai BePadikev, 00O 0lKODOEL kKal WKODOUNKEV, OUDE YIyVETAL
Kal yéyovev 1) Kiveltat kat kekivntay aAA’ étegov, kal kivel kat kekivnkev: épake d¢ kal 6p& dpoa
TO AUTO, KAl VOEL KAL VEVONKEV. TNV HEV 0DV TOlVTNV EVEQYELaV Aéyw, Ekelvnv OE kivriow” (Met.
IX.6 1048b23-35).
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complete at every moment in such a way that the past perfect (I have seen, I have lived, I have
thought etc.) is contained and vitally operational in the present progressive (seeing, living,
thinking).

Burnyeat has recently called into question the validity of this passage, arguing that,
“present-day scholarship should stop citing the Passage as a source of standard Aristotelian

doctrine. It is a freak performance.”'®

He argues this on the basis of lacunae in the
manuscript tradition, and on the basis of its meaning; he finds it inconsistent that Aristotle
would here speak of energeia in contrast to motion when elsewhere he consistently speaks of
motion as a sort of energeia, contrasted only with dunamis. However I find this difficult to
square with Aristotle’s expressed purpose of book IX: of coming to understand how dunamis
and energeia belong to more than just the things that are in motion. If Aristotle is serious
about uncovering the meaning of energeia that extends beyond motion, it is fitting that he
here finds place to address the distinction between them. This does not discount the sense in
which kinésis belongs to energeia. However, since we have already seen that motion is a
qualified sort of activity, it makes sense that Aristotle should show how kinésis is related to
and distinguished from the unqualified sense of energeia, which comprehends it.
Furthermore, that this distinction has a definitively temporal character is essential to showing
precisely how the meaning of energeia can include motion but must by its very nature extend
beyond it.

The analysis of motion as an activity presents the problem that both the motion and its

fulfillment are energeiai, but that the activity of the motion itself excludes the activity of

fulfillment and vice versa. This has consequences for how we conceive the relationship

19 Burnyeat 2008: 276.
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between the parts of time. If time were continuous in the sense of motion (infinitely divisible)
then it would always be becoming other than itself. If time were continuous in the sense of
the end of a motion (indivisible atomos),'* it would always be the same. And if incomplete
energeia were the only kind of activity that occurs ‘in time” then it would be the function of
time itself to contain the alternating differentiation and identity of beings becoming within it
in succession (ephexés).'”” It would perhaps be like the way that matter was said to underlie
the contraries in Physics I: time would function as receptive of both divisible motion and
indivisible ends, these latter having only an external — temporal — relationship between them.
The connection that holds together a motion and its end in a seamless continuity would have
to be the work of time, since motion per se essentially excludes its completion. This leaves
open the question of whether and how time can be thought of as accomplishing this.

However, just as in Physics 1 Aristotle insisted that there is “another way” of thinking
about nature to the one where something underlies contraries, here we see that there is another
way of thinking of the relationship between the parts of time. Seeing, thinking, living, and
living well (happiness) are activities that are their own end, and do not instead find their end
by reaching an external limit. In the case of these activities the parts of time do not exist side
by side, but in an active identity that embraces their completion and their ongoing operation:
the perfective meaning, which for motion excludes the progressive meaning, is here
simultaneous (hama) with the progress of the activity itself.

Still, that this in fact entails a temporal relation is a matter of dispute.'” Burnyeat

1% Phy. V1.5, 235b33.

197 Aristotle defines succession (ephexés) as when nothing of the same nature comes between parts (Phy. VI.1
231a23). Since motions are continuous and divisible, but their ends are indivisible, then the sequences of
motions in time are successive.

'% Burnyeat 2008, Kosman 1984.
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argues that something is lost from the Greek when we translate the present progressive and
past perfect as “seeing and have seen” in English. According to Burnyeat, this obscures the
meaning of the perfect, which “although it implies the performance of an action in past time,

yet states only that it stands completed at the present time.”'"””

He argues that Aristotle is
using an ancient type of perfect, which refers to actions that “are or can be wholly present,
with no past reference at all,” functioning instead as a sort of “timeless present.”''’ This
would mean that we should not consider the difference between “seeing and having seen” as a
matter of tense at all, but only aspect. According to Burnyeat’s analysis, the only distinction
being made (and immediately negated) in this passage is between incomplete and complete
aspects, and it does not deal with the situation of the activity in time — as past, present, or
future — at all. Accordingly, he suggests that in order to correct this misconception we should
insert a “counteracting phrase” that would accurately convey the perfective meaning in
English: “x is happy and has achieved happiness,” which “makes the past irrelevant.”''!

If Burnyeat is right, Aristotle is saying in this passage that seeing, thinking, and living
represent examples of timeless activities, as opposed to motions, which are temporal
activities. This is also the view put forward by Kosman when he writes,

For many acts, to have completed or perfected them requires that there has

been a past time during which they were being completed or perfected. But

this is a feature of those very acts that Aristotle in the passage before us

describes as motions, and precisely not a feature of those acts that he calls

actions proper, the actions called activities or energeiai...it is exactly a feature

of activities that such past periods of perfecting are not required; an energeia is

the sort of thing which is perfected or completed in the very instant of its being
enacted.''?

' Burnyeat 2008: 247.
19 1bid 248.
" Ibid 251.

"2 K osman 1984: 124
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The problem with understanding the passage in this manner is that it reduces the meaning of
these activities to the perfective meaning alone, and does not account for the progressive
meaning at all. If the distinction between “one is seeing” and “one has seen” is merely a
matter of aspect then Aristotle would be saying that “the seeing is incomplete and complete at
the same time,” which makes no sense. It violates the LNC in precisely the manner that
Aristotle thinks it holds true. While it is true that the seeing “is perfected or completed in the
very instant of its being enacted,” the point that Aristotle is making is that the perfection or
completion of the activity does not exclude it from carrying on. Perfection does not exclude
and is not contrary to active duration. So if it is true that we see, think, and live in an instant,
how can we also account for the way we carry on seeing, thinking, and living for an ongoing
duration of time?'"? Is this not precisely what Aristotle is trying to say when he goes to the
trouble to stating that we are seeing and have seen, living and have lived, thinking and have
thought at the same time? The past perfect here must be able to retain its temporal
connotation of belonging to the past without denying its continuing into the present.

What we have here is then an account of energeia that is fundamentally temporal,
though distinct from the temporality of motion where the past-perfect must exclude the
present progressive. Furthermore, it makes room for us to think beyond the model of motion
where it appeared that time underlies alternating moments of motion and rest, and by some

indescribable power connects events in a sequence of past, present and future. Even if, in the

' Kosman concedes that this must in some way be allowable, without revising his assessment that the verbs

should be read as conveying aspect only: “This is not to say that activities for Aristotle cannot happen in time.
An activity can occupy time, but it is not the sort of thing that must fake time” (Kosman 1984: 127). Kosman is
here contesting the suggestion made by Gilbert Ryle (1954: 102), that activities cannot happen in time. The
difference Kosman is trying to draw finds support in the distinction between being in time essentially (kath auto)
vs. being in time accidentally (Phy. 221a24). See also Natali (2004: Ch 7) on this point.

43



case of motions, time should in some way accomplish this, we can see that it is not time alone
that is capable of bringing together the parts of time into an active, durational unity. This is
also the power of soul, which lives, and thinks and sees.

The temporal significance of this passage cannot be brushed aside. Furthermore, it is
consistent with the project of book IX. After having established the sense of energeia that
embraces the parts of time in an active unity, Aristotle returns to the notion of dunamis, and
asks: “when (pote) does each thing exist in potency, and when does it not?”''* The distinction
Aristotle has just drawn between kinésis and energeia is not the same as that between
dunamis and energeia, because, as we have seen, for the dunamis the end or completion is not
external to the process in the same way as it is for motion. While it is true that the potential
ceases to be merely potential once it has been fully realized, it is not negated in this
realization, because the potential is related to its full activity through a relationship of
stretching out towards and desiring the activity as its own good. Nevertheless, the potential
does not exist in time in the way of energeia that we have just seen. The potential refers to
what is “capable of being simply true at some time” (pote),”""” but that does not mean that it
exists “at any time whatever” (hopoteon).""°

Aristotle will show that dunamis has the temporal structure of “already” (édé) having
become something: “whenever (hotan), by virtue of its own source (arche), it is already (edé)
as such a sort, this is already (&dé) in potency.”''” What Aristotle is here saying is that the

potential must have already become something in order for it to have the potential to be or do

14 Afer. 1X.71048b38-al.
15 Afet. 1X.6 1048b14.

16 Afer 1X.7 1049al.

"7 “Grav & 101 diix TG avTOL AEXAS T) TOLOVTOV, 1O ToDTO duvauel” (Met. IX.7 1049a16-17).
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something. If this sounds like it leads to an infinite regress, it is because in time there is no
absolute beginning point; there was no time where everything existed in pure potency and
indefiniteness prior to becoming differentiated into the various definite things that exist
actively and change. Furthermore, we see that there is a parallel between the temporal
structures of dunamis and energeia. To say that the potential is something that exists
“already” means that “what it is” now, it is by virtue of having within itself a relation to the
past that is also the source (arche) for an activity that reaches out into the future. Dunamis
involves both the past-perfect and the present progressive, except that unlike energeia these
do not occur “at the same time.” What is potential is already something that is not yet what it
can and should be, for it is distinct from its felos. But this does not make dunamis an
incomplete energeia in the manner of kinésis. Dunamis is a power over motion, a seeking of
ends in a way that can involve motion, but is not limited in the same way that motion is
limited by its contradistinction from rest and being thereby annulled in reaching its telos. The
distinction between dunamis and its felos is not a contrary distinction, but it is there insofar as
the potential is not yet realized, and so remains vulnerable to contingency: “provided nothing
external prevents it, it will be through itself,”''® and, “every potential is at the same time a
potential for its opposite.”'"” So, dunamis has the temporal structure of being “already x and
“not yet y.” The baby is already born and not yet educated, or the man is already educated
and not yet thinking. Thus the dunamis exists when, and only when, the being in question has
this temporal relation to the past and the future. It is unlike energeia in that the parts of time

do not occur simultaneously. What this means is that dunamis, while ontologically distinct

"8 «Goa unBevog v é£wdev umodilovtog Eotatdi’ avtod” (Met. IX.7 1049al4).

119 ¢c ¢ \ \ S / S > \ > ,
“6oa yop kata to dOvvaocHal Aéyetal, tavTdv €0t duvatov tavavtia” (Met. 1X.9 1051a6).
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from motion, is temporally akin to motion.'*’

It is important to establish how both dunamis and energeia are related to motion if we
are going to be able to establish the scope of the Physics, because, while Physics is about
motion, it is primarily concerned with the motion that belongs to things “by nature.” Natural
being is the source of its own change, meaning that it is a kind of dunamis. But whereas
dunamis pertains to motion broadly by being the source of change in another or in itself as
other, nature is only the source of change in itself as itself.'*'

There is both a microcosmic and a macrocosmic way of considering this. On the one
hand, nature is a plurality of natural beings, in which each has in itself the source to achieve
the end of its motion. In this sense, nature exists as dunamis: as things that have already
become something, and are not yet something. The kind of temporality that belongs to nature
as such is successive (ephexés),'** according to linear motions, which are only perfected when
they can be said to have arrived at their ends. The present progressive (moving) and the past

perfect (moved) are temporally distinct. These motions cannot be continuous,'> but the time

20 Long (2004) and Gonzalez (2004) offer a reading of this passage from Mer. IX.6 that is consistent with my

own in giving heed to its temporal significance. Long notes that “by placing this perfect form of the verb next to
the present tense, with its progressive aspect, however, Aristotle finds an expression for the unity of past and and
present in the activity itself. Based on this model, to be is to exist as the active identity of past and present...the
present-perfect formulation itself opens up a conception of temporality different from that developed in the
Physics on the model of motion” (Long 2004: 103). Gonzalez , in his review of Long’s book, offers an
important corrective to Long’s insistence that this kind of active indentity of the parts of time is inseparable from
dunamis and matter, showing that Long thereby ultimately conflates energeia and kinésis in his overall
assessment of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Gonzalez writes, “To the extent that praxis is dunamis it is not yet what it
can and should be; it is distinct from its zelos, and therefore its past, present and future are distinct in the way
described by the account of time in the Physics” (Gonzalez 2004: 191).

2 eal yag 1) PUOLS v Tt Yiyvetat &v TadT® YaQ YéVeL Tf) DUVAHEL AQXT) YAQ KIVITIKY, GAA’
OUK &V AAA@ GAA™ év avT@ 1) avtd.” (Met. IX.8 1049b9-11).

122 “If time is continuous, that does not mean motion must be too, but motion can be successive (ephexés)” (Phy.
VIIIL.8 264b7).

'2 Aristotle explains this near the end of the Physics, when he argues that only circular motion can be
continuous infinitely. The basic argument is that there is contrariety inherent in any linear or composite motion,
such that the motion will have to stop and involve not only potential, but active divisions (Phy. VIIL.8 261b27-
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in which they occur is continuous. Motion as such cannot account for the continuity of time,
but it is time that contains motion in an endless temporal succession. On the other hand,
nature is the entire system of these motions, which includes within itself all coming to be and
passing away. Circular motion is said in the Physics to be the measure of linear motions,'**
and in the Metaphysics the sun, the stars, and the whole heavens are said to be always in
activity (aei energei).'” Can the way that circular motion in its continuity contains and
measures linear motion account for the continuity of time in the way that living, seeing, and
thinking demonstrated an active identity of the parts of time? Or is the sort of activity that
belongs to the ensouled still called for? It will be the project of the coming chapters of this
thesis to determine if we can find in the Physics a properly physical activity that can
adequately account for the relationship between the parts of time in the way that we have seen
this done in the examples of living, thinking and seeing. We will be looking to see if the
question of whether or not there is time without soul finds its answer therein.

Before moving on, let us take an inventory of what has been established thus far. We
have seen the sense in which the scope of the Physics is broadly foundational for
understanding the causes and principles of motion. Motion itself has been defined in terms of
potency (dunamis) and activity (energeia/entelecheia), which we have seen is an alternative to
thinking about motion merely in terms of combined contraries. Contraries can only be

externally related so as to produce a unity, as was shown in Aristotle’s preliminary

262a28). By contrast, he says with regard to continuous circular motion that “whenever something is carried
along continuously, A cannot have come to be at (gegonenai) nor have departed from (apogegonenai) the point
B, but can only be there in a now, but not for any time exception within that of which the now is a division,
within the whole” (Phy. VIII.8 262a28-31). What is particularly interesting about this passage is the way that
Aristotle denies the use of the perfect tense with respect to continuous motion.

2% Phy. VIIL9 265b10

125 Met. 1X.8 1050b23.
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conceptualization of motion in Phy. I, with the addition of the hupokeimenon to the contraries,
form and steresis. This was shown to be inadequate insofar as it meant that the form by its
mere presence or absence would have to be responsible for “making” something become or
cease to exist. But phusis is the principle of its own motion: the causes of its coming to be are
not some external — technical — power, super-added to nature as hupokeimenon. Rather,
motion belongs to phusis in the manner of dunamis, which stretches out toward and reaches
for its form out of its own nature.

Nevertheless, we have also seen the way that contrariety properly pertains to motion:
in terms of its temporality. Past and present are distinguished for motion due to mutual
exclusivity of a motion and its felos. The motion (as continuous and divisible) is the privation
(steresis) of the telos (as indivisible); as an incomplete activity (energeia ateles), motion
essentially lacks completion (feleion). Nonetheless, this does not mean that motion and
activity are contraries, for motion is a kind of energeia: one that is never complete qua itself.
What this means is that energeia is comprehensive of the activity that is motion, but also
extends beyond motion. This has the consequence that the parts of time, which for motion are
distinguished successively as pertaining to alternating moments of motion and rest, are
comprehended in those cases of activity where past-perfect and present progressive were said
to occur simultaneously (hama).

By virtue of temporal differentiation, the law of non-contradiction (LNC) does not
preclude motion. For Aristotle the LNC remains operative in our thinking insofar as it reveals
the temporal and substantial unity that must exist prior to differentiation, and is as such
comprehensive of contraries. We can see this in the cases of energeia cited in the passage at
Met. IX.6: seeing and having seen, thinking and having thought, living (well, happily) and

having lived (well, happily). It is not that these are atemporal and “tenseless,” but rather the
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different tenses are comprehended in these activities. Time does not “stop” while we actively
see, think, and live, but the temporality of such activities is not such that what has been must
be different from what is. The active unity of seeing, thinking and living corresponds to the
active unity of time’s continuity.

The scope of Physics is thus limited insofar as it does not give us the means to fully
account for such activities, although, as we shall see, it must make use of them when
describing time as the “awareness” of motion and as the “number of motion with respect to
before and after.” The kind of complete energeia that finds its place in the Physics is that of
infinite circular motion, which also appeared in the Metaphysics as the eternal (aidion) always
active (aei energei) motion that is prior to the potential of all that comes to be and passes
away “by nature:” if this did not exist, nothing would."* It remains to be seen if continuous
circular motion can thereby account for the active continuity of time in such a way that we

can say definitely that time exists without soul.

126 Afet. 1X.6 1050b19-20.
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CHAPTER 2: Time in the Physics pt 1(Phy. IV.10-11):
Time as determined by the now

The chapters on time arise in the Physics from the need to explain the possibility of
motion. Earlier, Aristotle stated, “It seems that motion would not be possible without place,
the void and time.”'*” Book IV of the Physics explores each of these supposed conditions for
motion in turn. It is thus insofar as time might be a necessary condition for motion that the
discussion of time finds its place in the Physics. It will be our task to see if the conception of
time that Aristotle there presents shows time belonging to motion exclusively or if this
discussion exceeds its original intent of merely explaining time as a condition for motion, and
in fact begins to make the case for its dependence on soul.

Phy. IV.10: The aporiai about time as it relates to the nature of the infinite:

Aristotle begins by going through a series of aporiae that confront us when we try to

think time, which suggest that time “either wholly is not, or is only scarcely (molis) and

128 The initial aporia is stated as follows:

faintly (amudros).
On the one hand, of it there is what has happened and is not, and, on the other
hand, what will be is not yet. From these, both the infinite (apeiron) and the time
that is always being grasped (ho aei lambanomenos chronos) are composed
(sugkeitai). But what is composed of non-beings might seem to be incapable of
participating (metechein) in beingness (ousias).">’

Notice here that we are not dealing with the problem that confronted Aristotle at the

beginning of the Physics — that a thing must either be or not be — which made it impossible to

27 Phy. TI1.1 200b22.

128 Phy. IV.10 217b34.

9 \ \ \ >, ~ / \ >, > \ \ / \ 5, v 5 \ /. voc
12«18 uév Y avTtov Yéyove Kal ovk E0TLY, TO 0 WéAAEL Kal 0V E0TLV. €K d¢ TOVTWV Kal O

ATIELQOC KAl O Ael AapPavoevog XQOvog oUYKELTAL TO O' €k UT) OVIWV OLYKEIHEVOV AdVVATOV GtV
elvat do&ete petéxewv ovolac.” (Phy. 1V.10 217b36-218a3, italics mine).
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say that something could be both one and many,"*® or that there could be motion at all."*' It
has already been established that being (fo on) and one (fo hen) are said in many ways

(pollachds legetai),"*

and that beings are either many in /ogos, or as a whole divided into
parts.'” Aristotle is not holding time up to some rigid, unitary sense of “being” and asking
whether it conforms to this standard. It is more like he is asking, “in what sense does time
exist”? Is time among the things that are (ton onton), or among the things that are not (t6n mé

onton)?"**

It may be that time is only scarcely and faintly, but it still might be possible to
discover what the nature of it is (¢tis he phusis autou)."*

In the passage quoted above Aristotle has referred to the infinite (apeiron) along with
the time that is always grasped (/o aei lambanomenos chronos) as being composed
(sugkeitai) of the past and future as its parts, and indicated that this poses a problem for how
time so composed can partake of beingness (ousia). He is thus picking up what has already
been established in Phy I11.4-8 regarding the infinite (apeiron). Accordingly, we shall look at
what he has said about the infinite that speaks to this aporia that he takes as a starting point
for his treatment of time in the Physics. In Phy. 111.4, time was listed among the five things
that were said to be reasons to believe that the infinite exists, the others being 2) the division

of magnitudes, 3) perpetual generation and destruction, 4) the nature of the limited (that for

something to be limited, it must be limited by something), 5) thinking (noésis) about a

B0 Phy. 1.2 185b26 ff.
By explored this in the introduction.
32 Phy. 1.2 185a22, 185b6

133 Phy. 1.2185b32-35.

3% Phy. IV.10 217b32.

35 Phy. IV.10 217b33.
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136 His full account of the infinite in these four

‘beyond’ (exo) in number, magnitude, or place.
chapters will show in what way each of these factors contribute to our understanding of the
infinite. For now, we will only be looking at what is said there that can help us understand
the aporia about its participation in ousia. This involves touching upon only the first four of
the reasons to believe in the existence of the infinite listed above. In chapter 3 of this thesis
we will resume a discussion of the infinite as it is manifest in thinking (noésis) of a beyond
(ex0), and how this is contrasted with the eternal activity of circular motion.

Given what Aristotle has said in Phy. III about the infinite, it may seem somewhat
surprising that in Phy. IV.10 he shows concern for how the infinite might be capable of
participating in beingness (ousia). In Phy. I11.5 he argued that the infinite does not exist
independently (as ousia) but only attributively (kata sumbebékos).">” This suggests that the
infinite participates in ousia by being a quantity (poson) belonging to some independent being

138

(ousia).”” However, he goes on to show that the infinite cannot participate in ousia in the

sense of being a sensible body unlimited in extent."”” Nevertheless, the idea that magnitude

140

has the potential to be divided without limit, ™ and that time does not have a beginning or

end,"*' suggest that the study of Physics cannot do away with the notion of the infinite

136 Phy. 111.4 203b16-25.

37 Phy. 1115 204a10-16. The argument there was that if the infinite existed as a beingness (ousia), and we are to

say that it is also divisible, any part of it would itself have to be infinite. In that context, it was clear that this
simply yields a logical impossibility — how could infinity be made up of infinities?

8 Phy. 1115 204a29. Cf Phy. 1.2 185b2

'3 This is argued both on the basis that body is by definition that which is bounded by a surface (Phy. IIL5

204b8); because sensible bodies are composed of the elements, which must be limited in kind and in quantity
due to the fact that they are limited by one another by means of their contrary qualities (204b11ff); and because
of the inherent relationship between body and place (205all).

140 Phy. TI1.6 206a14-19.

4! Phy. 1116 206al1
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"2 That the infinite exists as potential in the process of dividing magnitude we have

entirely.
already seen in Met. IX.6."* Is time likewise infinite in the sense that the magnitude can be
infinitely divided? Or might there be another way? Phy. I11.6 points to another sense in
which the infinite is said to be.

Since there are many ways to be, just as the day or the games in which another

and another (allo kai allo) always come about, so also is the infinite. For also

with these things [the infinite] is both potentially (dunamei) and actively

(energeiai). For the Olympics exist both as the potential for the games to happen,

and as the happening.'**
What Aristotle is suggesting here is that infinite exists as something that happens as “another

and another” without a limit.'*

Unlike in the case of magnitudes, which are infinite by virtue
of being continuous and thus infinitely divisible, the day or the games are unlimited in
succession, by being discontinuous. The days are interspersed with nights, the games happen

every four years, but each returns and is resumed anew. It is their very nature that they

should happen as another and another without end.'*°

'*2 For everything that moves must have magnitude: must be divisible (Phy. V1.4 234b10-21).

'3 The infinite never exists separately (choriston) in activity (energeiai) but only in understanding (gnosei) and

potential (Met. 1X.6 1048b10-17).

144 ¢ » , -~ o v <oy 5 N sy Y ,

“AAA" €mel MOAAXX @G TO elval, WoTep 1) Npéoa €0TLKAL O AYWV TQ del AAAO Kkal dAAo YiyveoOal,
oUTW Kol TO &AMELQOV. Kal Y&Q €mi ToUTwV 0Tt kal duvapet kait évegyeiar OAVUTIx YaQ 0Tl kal TQ
dvvaoBat tov aywva yiyveoBat kat 1@ yiyveaOar”(Phy. 1I1.6 206a22-25).

'3 T have chosen to render the greek literally here, rather than try to conform the expression to something that

would sound more eloquent in english (such as “always become different”) for a few reasons. The first is that
“another and another” convey the sense of successive repetition more clearly than simply saying it is “becoming
different,” and I find it valuable to emphasize this sense of succession in my translation. The second is this
liternal rendering allows me to bring out the relationship and distinction between allo kai allo and palin kai palin
(again and again), which Aristotle uses to express the repetition in sameness of circular motion.

14 Massie (2007) takes the meaning of this passage differently than I do. “The remarkable feature of these
claims is that they do not present potentiality and actuality as two distinct moments” (583). Instead, he reads this
passage as saying that the infinite is “in-potency-and-in-act” simultaneously (calling it a “conjunction of
actuality and potentiality” (ibid)). However, he does so by omitting the reference to it being another and another
(allo kai allo), translating this phrase instead as “they are always coming on and on into being” (ibid). He
obscures the translation of this passage in such a way that makes possible his contention that the day and the
games exemplify the infinity of eternal motion. In doing so, he does away with the distinction between dunamis
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Furthermore, Aristotle is suggesting that these examples offer a sense in which the
infinite exists both potentially and actively. This may seem puzzling. For, if the magnitude
is infinitely divisible only potentially, why should the eternal recurring of the day or games
not also be said to manifest only a potential infinity? If a division of a magnitude into halves
does not constitute an instance of the infinite existing actively why should “the happening” of
the day or games serve as an instance of the infinite existing actively? If the infinity of the
day or games rests on their ability to happen again and again, it would seem that the day and
the games too are only infinite potentially, since this endless succession is never active
separately or simply.

However, if we consider the nature of these examples carefully we will see that there
is an important difference between them. The reason that the division of magnitude is only
potentially infinite is because each division is itself only potential. For, as Aristotle argues
later on in the Physics, if the magnitude were actively divided — even once — it would no
longer be continuous.'*’” Contrast this with the day or games: each instance of them is
actively whenever they are happening. Furthermore it belongs to the natures of these events
to happen as another and another in a regular cycle. It is intrinsic to the meaning of the day
or the games that they occur regularly one after the other. A day that happened only once
would be a very different meaning of “day” from the meaning that it has as eternally

recurring as new each time, and if the Olympics were to occur only once it would also have a

and energeia entirely: “Its potency admits of progression, and its movement is its actuality. Yet (just as the day
or the games), it is never acheived and never reaches completion, for what is in eternal motion is never present
‘as a whole” at any moment” (ibid).

147 «For if someone divides what is continuous into two halves, he uses the one point as two, since he makes it a
beginning and an end. And thus do both the one who counts and the one who divides into halves. But having
been thus divided, neither the line nor the motion will be continuous; for a continuous motion is through
something continuous, and while infinitely many halves are present in what is continuous, they are present not
actively (entelecheiai) but potentially” (Phy. VIII.8 263a24-30).
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different significance than it has as happening every four years. In the case of magnitude,
however, its very meaning requires it to be actively continuous. 1f the division were to
actively limit the magnitude, it would deprive it of its continuity, and thus negate its very
nature as continuous. But while each day or games is also limited, it is limited in such a way
that does not negate it being what it is. In fact, it is the limitation of their happening that
allows for them to happen as another and another without limit.

Thus the limit of each recurring day or Olympic games does not negate the sense in
which “the day” or “the games” exists without limit, but is in fact a condition for its infinity.
Continuing from the passage from Phy. I11.6 quoted above, Aristotle goes on,

This [the way that the infinite is both potentially and actively] is evident in

different ways in time, in human beings, and in the division of magnitudes. In

general the infinite is in this way: it is in what is always taken as another and

another (toi aei allo kai allo lambanesthai), while what is taken (to

lambanomenon) is always limited, but always another and another. So being is

meant in many ways, and the infinite must not be taken as a ‘this’, such as a man,

or a house, but in the way the day or the games are meant, to which ‘to be’ occurs

not as to some beingness (ousia), but as always becoming and perishing, limited,

but always other and other. In magnitudes, what is taken remains, while with

time and human beings it is always perishing in such a way as to not run out

(epileipein).'*®
We can see from this why in Phy. IV.10 Aristotle expressed the concern that time might be
composed of parts in such a way that it might seem that it cannot partake in beingness

(ousia). The infinite does not participate in beingness by being a definite thing possessing an

attribute in unlimited quantity, as was initially suggested and then denied in Phy. 111.4-5.

148 ¢ » <1 % ~ , ~ oy Vo v~ , Vo v~ s , ~
“AAAWG O' €V TE T X0OVW dNAOV TO ATIELQOV KAl €T TWV AVOQWTWYV, Kal €T NG dAIRETEWS TWV

HeyeBV. OAWGS PEV Yop 0UTwG E0TLV TO ATIELQOV, TQ Al AAAO Kkal dAAo AappaveoBal, kal To
AaBavopevov HEv del elval TemeQaoéVoV, AAA' del ve étepov Kal étegov- [€TL TO elvat
nAgovaxwe Aéyetat, WOTe TO ATELQOV OV del AapPAveLy wg TOdE TL, olov avOwmov 1) oikiav, AAA'
WG 1) NHéga Aéyetat kat O dywv, olg TO elvat 00X WG oLTla TIC Yéyovev, AAA' del €v YevETeLT)
dOooq, memepoaoévov, AAA' del ye étegov kal étegov:] AAA' €v toig peyéBeotv DTopévovTog ToD
AN Oévtog To0To oLHPaivel, €L dE TOL XQOVOU Kal TV avOewmwv GpOeQoHéVWY 00TWS WOTE L)
eémtAeimewv” (Phy. 111.6 206a27-b3).
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This man will physically perish, but the human species will continue as another and another
man in potentially endless successions; this day will surely run out, just as surely as “the day”
will begin again anew. The infinite exists actively in so far as the being of this man and the
happening of this day are finite instances of the infinite activity of the species and the day
generally. The infinite is thereby also potential, in so far as it also belongs to the nature of
this man as a member of the human species to have the potential to reproduce himself in
another, and for this day to end so that another may begin. Thus the infinite is something
whose very nature is to be always perishing without ‘running out.’

Thus, in Phy. 111.6 it has been established that the infinite does not exist in the sense
of being a determinate ousia, or as participating in an ousia attributively. It seems that in the
reproduction of the species, or in the coming to be and perishing of physical substances more
generally, there might be a sense in which the infinite belongs to (secondary) ousia, but
whether this might be thought of as a manner of “participating in ousia” is not developed.
Furthermore, the examples of the day and the games show that the sense in which the infinite
exists as “always another and another” is not limited to the generations of physical ousia, for
neither the day nor the games are ousiai, but are rather events. Accordingly, in Phy. IV.10
the question about the relation of the infinite to ousia is resumed, because it is not yet clear
how, or in what sense, the infinite exists or participates in beingness.

The examples of the day, the games, or the generations of man give us something
definite ‘to take hold of” (labein) as exemplifying the active nature of the infinite. However
when we turn to examine time itself Aristotle does not let us fix our attention on any

149

particular event or ousia as a given instance of the infinite that is time. ™ Instead, as we have

'* This is where Aristotle’s account of time differs fundamentally from McTaggart’s (1908). McTaggart’s

entire analysis of time rests on the assumption that there are “positions” in time, in which time appears to us
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seen, he begins by considering that the parts of time are the past and the future, and that both
the unlimited (apeiron) and the time that is always being grasped (ho aei lambanomenos) will

be composed (sugkeitai) of these."*

Unlike the day or games, about which we can say that
they are happening and that they are capable of happening, the past and the future are,
strictly speaking, never “happening.”

Yet Aristotle uses quite similar phrasing to describe the understanding of the infinite
that these examples provide in Phy. I11.6 and the time that is composed of parts that seem to
not exist: they are both spoken of as “what is always grasped” (ho aei lambanomenos). The
question we must then ask is: if none of the definite examples of the infinite we have
encountered will suffice to explain the being of time, what is it that we are “grasping”? We
must be grasping time itself. How, then, is time of such as nature that it can be grasped? We
can now see the full force of this aporia: time is composed of the past and the future, which,
being no longer and not yet, seem to have no independent existence. Still if time is indeed
infinite, it exists in the manner of being that which is always grasped. The models of the day
and the games, while not sufficient to explain time, may still prove illustrative as we proceed
due to the fact that they share in common with time that they are always being grasped.
Furthermore, the apparent non-existence of the past and future might be cast in a different
light if we can understand how time is “always perishing without running out.” At this point

in the argument, however, this remains a paradox.

prima facie. He derives the notion that there are “positions in time” from the events contained therein: “the
contents of a position in time are called events” (1908: 458). The distinctions he goes on to make between the
“A-series” (past, present, and future) and “B-series” (earlier and later) are different ways of conceiving of the
ordering of events. Both are based the assumption that our grasp of time is directly derived from our grasp of an
event having a position in time. Aristotle refuses to begin with this assumption, and seeks to get at what is
behind our ability to grasp the event in the first place.

0 Phy. V.10 218al-2.
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We have just seen that time as composed of past and future fails to provide a sense of
its active “happening” that can be grasped as another and another in the manner of the day or
games. However, we might want to object to Aristotle’s claim that time is composed of past
and future exclusively. What about the present? If the day and the games can be said to be
“happening” does that not imply the active existence of the present in these cases? Should
this be true, it nonetheless presents an aporia, which Aristotle confronts as he goes on to
elaborate about the apparent non-existence of the parts of time by introducing the “now.” He
suggests that, “If a partitioned thing is said to be, it is necessary that, when (hote) it is, all or
some of its parts must be.”"”' As composed of past and future, time is indeed a partitioned
thing, but, paradoxically, neither of these parts seem to be when time is. Still this ought to
raise the question: if time is partitioned, how is the past distinguished from the future?
Aristotle suggests that it is the function of “the now” to distinguish the past from the future.
However, “The now is not a part, for a part measures, and the whole must be composed of the
parts. But time seems not to be made up of nows.”"** Since the now is not a part of time, it
does not allow us to circumvent the difficulty of explaining how the time that we are always
grasping must be composed of the past and the future. Rather, with the introduction of the
now this difficulty becomes even more salient, as we shall see.

Many scholars argue that Aristotle’s now is made up of a combination or confusion of

153

two distinct concepts: present and instant. ~~ The difference between these two concepts, as it

1 Phy. V.10 218a4-6.

'32 Phy. IV.10 218a7-8.

'3 Barreau (1973) argues that Aristotle alternates between meaning it as present and as instant: “C’est du présent

qu’il s’agit d’abord, mais on va voir qu’Aristote est amené a multiplier ce présent, si bien que le terme qui le
désigne (fo nun) signifie presque immédiatement ce que nous appelons maintenant I’instant (402). Owen (1979)
(who refers to the now’s status as an indivisible temporal point as “moment” rather than “instant” (141)) thinks
the now denotes a “moment” when it marks an earlier or later point in a lapsed of time, but that when it
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is generally understood, is articulated well by Waterlow, who distinguishes between them as
the concept of the present which stands for the “temporal present as opposed to past and
future,” and “the concept of an instant: a durationless point or position, as opposed to a

d 9154

measurable perio Barreau (1973) suggests that the reason that Aristotle combines these

two distinct concepts is in part due to the fact that Aristotle lacks a distinct word for the

155
“present.”

This is not exactly true, as he does have and make use of fo paron or ta paronta
in other contexts to indicate the present as distinct from the past (fo genomenon) and the
future (fo mellon)."° T will be arguing that we must look beyond Physics to psychology (and
the power of sensation in particular) to make possible the notion of the “present.” Here, at
Phy. IV.10, Aristotle disbars us of the assumption that the present is given to us as substantial
in the physical world. In order to think the relation of the present to the past and future, we
first have to confront the difficulties that arise for how the now distinguishes past from
future. We lose touch with Aristotle’s argument when we think of the now as the
combination of two ready-made concepts (present and instant) rather than allowing it to have

the significance Aristotle gives it here. For, to consider the now as a combination of present

and instant assumes two distinct conceptions of time — that of time as a flowing passage and

progresses through time “we think of the present as something continuously overtaking such successive
moments and leaving them in the past” (151). Ultimately Owen thinks we must read the connotations of
moment and present as “wedded” in the expression of the now, but that Aristotle extends its meaning from
present moment to all moments (153). Sorabji (1983) takes it as granted that, “In the word ‘now’ Aristotle often
combines two ideas, though sometimes one idea occurs without the other. The first idea is that the now is
present, the second is that it is an instant” (8).

5% Waterlow 1984: 104. Waterlow claims that Aristotle “happily combines™ these two “disparate concpets”

(ibid).

13 «Aristote n’a qu’un terme pour désigner le présent et I’instant” (Barreau 1973: 402).

3% In the DM, Avristotle will make clear that ta paronta is the object of sensation (aisthésis), whereas the past is

the object of memory and the future is something opined about (doxaston) and expected (elpiston) (DM 1 449b9-
15). Aristotle also uses the term “present” to qualify the now in the Physics: “Already (édé) is the part of future
time which is near to the indivisible present now (tou parontos nun)” (Phy. 1V.13 222b7-8). If the now were a
combination of present and instant, why he would need to qualify a now as being a “present now”?
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time as a changeless order — as already established."”’ Presenting the now in terms of this
dichotomy presumes that Aristotle already has at his disposal two conceptions of time that he
is tasked with combining. But both of these conceptions begin by assuming the substantial
existence of the present, which, in the Physics, Aristotle denies.”®

The now’s function of distinguishing past and future must be understood before we
can account for our grasp of the present. If the present exists as an extended moment of time
it will have to be composed of the past and the future. For, if the present were an extended
moment that excludes the past and the future, we would still have to account for the

boundaries that distinguish it from the past and the future."’

The present is not given as a
finite portion of time with its own definite boundaries. It would somehow have to be what is
always ceasing to be future and becoming past. The limits that would distinguish the
beginning and end of the present would elude our grasp entirely if we take the present as a
given part of time that exists when time is. Before we can speak of the present, we must
examine how the now creates this boundary. However, insofar as the now is a boundary,
Aristotle assures us that it cannot partake of becoming, and thus cannot be thought of as a

. . 160
“beingness” (ousia).

57 Waterlow (1984) takes this dichotomy (pioneered by McTaggart (1908)) to be “the fundamental point” which

Aristotle “sets aside as unproblematic” (104). I think it is disingenuous to accuse Aristotle of neglecting a
problem that is based on assumptions that he does not assent to, and which have not been articulated in the
history of philosophy that he has before him.

1% See my note on McTaggart (p 54 n 131).

"% This is argued at Phy. V1.3 243a9-19, but the same problem is exposed in the present chapter when Aristotle

goes on to consider how the now accomplishes its task of distinguishing past and future, as always remaining
one and the same or as being always another and another.

10 Cf this statement from the Metaphysics: “[The impossibility that points, lines or planes can come into being
or cease to be] is similar with the now in time; for this too cannot be in process of coming into existence or
ceasing to exist, and yet is thought to be ever different, which shows that it is not a beingness (ousia). Clearly, it
is the same with points, lines and planes, for the same account holds, since all are boundaries or divisions” (Met.
I11.5 1002b10). This same point is made when Aristotle next argues that the now cannot perish.
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Aristotle denies us the seemingly easy solution of asserting that there exists a
“present” part of time, along with the past and the future, which exists when time is. This is
not without reason. For, if we were to assert the existence of the present, or give the “now”
the status of being a part of time, we would run into a series of problems. This is shown
when Aristotle goes on to explore the nature of the now and shows that to give it any attribute
beyond its function of distinguishing past and future results in paradox. He states that, “It is
not easy to see whether the now, which appears to distinguish (diorizein) the past and the
future, always remains (diamenei) one and the same, or is another and another (allo kai
allo).”*!

Note that here again Aristotle is exploring these options using phrasing that parallels
how he spoke of the infinite in Phy. I111.6. The way that the day and the games were said to
manifest the infinite was precisely that what is taken is “another and another (allo kai
allo).”'** Furthermore, the other option — that the now always remains one and the same —
parallels how he spoke of the infinitely divisible magnitude, where “what is taken remains
(hupomenontos).”'® Aristotle’s exploration of the “now” shows the problems that arise when
we identify it with the parts “taken” in either of these models.

The problem with understanding the now as always “other and other” (heteron kai
heteron) is that it is not the now, but rather the parts of time that are another and another by

164

virtue of the fact that they are not simultaneous (hama). > The now is not a part of time, but

is precisely that which distinguishes the parts of time as other and other. But if the now is

1! Phy. IV.10 218a9-11.
12 Phy. 1116 206a23, 206a28.
1 Phy. 1116 206b1.

164 “No parts (meros) are other and other in time at the same time (hama)” (Phy. IV.10 218al2).
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going to be capable of having this function, then it cannot be said to have perished
(ephtharthai) and to have been replaced by another now.'® Perishing takes time, and thus
requires that there be a divisible part of time in which the perishing happens. If the now were
to perish, it would have to be perishing in another now, meaning that two different nows
would have to exist at the same time. But this would be absurd. If two nows exist at the
same time (hama), then they would not be other: they would have to be the same. One now
can only be other from another now if they are not simultaneously (hama) distinguishing the
parts of time, because the now is fundamentally characterized by its function of
distinguishing past and future. Aristotle summarizes the objection to the notion that the now
is always another and another as follows.

Let it be said that it is impossible for the nows to be holding onto one another,

just as a point cannot hold onto a point. And if indeed they do not perish in

succession (ephexés), but in another, then they would exist at the same time

(hama) as the infinite nows in between. But this is impossible.'®
Notice that the objection to the notion that the nows are another and another (which would
liken their existence to that of the day or games) calls upon the similarity between the now
and the infinite divisibility of the magnitude. Like the point that (potentially) divides the line,
but is not a part of the line, there is a potentially infinite number of different ways that the
now distinguishes past from future in continuous time. This calls to our attention the
dissimilarity between the now and the day or games as that which is always being grasped as

another and another. The day and games can be grasped as another and another because they

are not continuous. Each instance is already limited, and is as such given in finite portions to

19 “It is not possible for it to have perished in itself, since that is when it is, but it is not possible for the previous
now to have perished in another” (Phy. IV.10 218a16-17).

10 “¢orw Yo adbvatov éxopeva elvat AAARAWY T& VOV, OOTTEQ OTIYUTV OTLYUNG. EITEQ 0DV &V T¢)

epelng ovk EPOapTal AAA' €V &AAw, év Tolc peTalV [Toic] VOV amelpgolc ovoLv dua &v el ToUTO O
advvatov” (Phy. IV.10 218a18-22).
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our grasp.

Still, if the now is to perform its function of distinguishing the past from the future, it
cannot always remain one and the same. Recall that for a magnitude divided into halves, each
half that “is taken” remains (hupomenontos),'®’ meaning that it does not perish so as to be
another and another divided half. Both the limits of a magnitude, and the stretch of
continuous magnitude bounded by limits, persist and do not change throughout the process of
division. While we run into a difficulty if we try to think of the now as perishing, it cannot
always remain the same either. The reason given for this is that, even in the case of a

magnitude, there must always be more than one limit.'*®

But if the now were always the
same in the manner that the limit of a magnitude remains the same, then everything would
always be happening simultaneously (hama). In order for things to happen before or after
one another, they must be seen to occur within the boundaries of different nows. In Phy.
IV.11 Aristotle will show how the analogy between the limits of magnitude and the now as
limiting time breaks down. For the moment this analogy holds insofar as it demonstrates a
negative conclusion: it shows that a continuous magnitude cannot be distinguished into parts
by a single limit that always remains the same.

Thus Aristotle has here defended his contention that the now cannot be a part of time
because it is a limit that distinguishes the parts of time as past and future. Furthermore, this
conception of “the now” distinguishing the past and the future is itself difficult, because it is

not easy to grasp how it accomplishes this function according to the models of limited events

or magnitudes. There cannot only be “one now” always remaining the same because, as

17 Phy. 1116 206b1.

168 «For nothing is divided and limited in one limit (peras), whether it is continuous in one or more [dimension]”
(Phy. IV.10 218a23-24).
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distinguishing what has come to pass from what will be in the future, it must be ever differing
in its relation to the parts that it distinguishes. The now is only the same for what is
happening simultaneously, but if the now were always the same then everything would be
happening simultaneously. But while it is not the same, it cannot be becoming another and
another, one “now” being annihilated after another and replaced by a new one. Since it is
only a limit, and not a part of time itself, then it cannot come to be or pass away.'® Each of
these options — the now as always remaining one and the same and the now as another and
another — seem to be impossible.

Notice, however, the assumption that Aristotle has started with when he introduced
the now: “If a partitioned thing is said to be, it is necessary that, when (4ote) it is, all or some

of its parts must be.”'”°

This standard of existence applies most completely to what has
magnitude: that which exists when all or some of its parts exist are a line, a surface, or a
solid."”" Aristotle has shown here that time does not measure up to the standard of existence
that applies to magnitude, despite the similarity between the now as a limit in time and the
points that limit a magnitude. If we consider time simply according to its similarity to
magnitude, we can only conclude that it does not exist. For, not only have we not yet

established how time might be divided into parts that exist, but, furthermore, it would be

counter-intuitive to suggest that any of the parts of time can exist simultaneously.' >

1 For the reasons stated above, and also Phy. V1.3 234a24-32 which argues that motions cannot be compared as

faster or slower in the now.
70 Phy. IV.10 218a4-6

"I Simplicius offers this suggestion, and I find it consistent with the direction of Aristotle’s argument. See
Simplicius 1882: 696.

'72 As we have seen, there is a sense in which Aristotle thinks the parts of time cannot be simultaneous (with
regard to motion) and a sense in which he thinks that they can (with respect to energeia) (Met. IX.6 1048b23-
35). T am here speaking of the model of time that contains motion, as it fitting Aristotle’s focus at this point in
the argument.
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We might also note that that which exists because a part of it exists seems to apply
most accurately to what is in motion.'” This includes the manner in which the day or the
games were said to be happening and capable of happening. The infinite series of the event is
“always becoming and perishing, limited, but always other and other,”'’* indicating a
similarity between these recurring events and the way that motion (generation and
destruction) belongs to natural species. However, as I have already argued, Aristotle will not
allow us to cling to these particular instances of infinite becoming and perishing as providing
a fundamental unit of time. Rather, he has claimed that the “time that is always being
grasped” must be composed of the past and the future. The day and the games may be
happening in time, but the parts of time cannot be identified with any particular event or ousia
that it contains.'” Aristotle thus goes on to consider time’s relationship to motion more
broadly.

He next considers the notions “handed down to us” (ek ton paradedomenan)'’® that
time can be identified with motion, whether this be the motion of the cosmos as a whole (#én

tou holon kinésin),'"” or the sphere itself (tén sphairan autén).'”

The problem here also
concerns how we might explain the existence of the parts of time. Time cannot be identical to

the revolving motion (periphoras) of the heavens, for a part of its revolution is just a much a

'3 In Phy. V1.4 Aristotle argues that everthing that changes must be divisible into parts, and that “it is necessary

that something belonging to the changing thing must be in one condition [that from which it changed] and
something else be in another [that to which it changes]” (243b16-17). Again, this association between what
exists when some of its parts exist and motion is brought out by Simplicius (1882: 696).

7% Phy. TIL.6 206a32-34.

'75 Again, I am arguing against McTaggart’s assumption that the parts of time are given according to their
contents (“events”).

176 Phy. IV.10 218a32.
"7 Phy. V.10 218b1.

78 Phy IV.10 218b2.
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part of time as the whole revolution: “Surely a part of a revolution is a certain time, though it
is not a revolution; for what is taken (to léphthen) is part of a revolution, but is not a

. 179
revolution.”!’

The contention that time is identical to the sphere itself is suggested by the
notion that everything (in nature) occurs “in” the sphere and also “in” time. Aristotle here
says that this idea is so simple minded that its impossibilities do not need to be examined."'*’
However easily he brushes off this contention here, the analogy between continuous time and
circular motion will re-emerge in Phy. IV.14, and we will find the need to examine this
analogy further in the course of our argument. For the moment, we can see that Aristotle has
indicated that the way in which motions occur in time cannot be reduced to the way in which
they are embraced by place. The whole of time is not identical to the motion of the whole,
nor does the sphere provide some fundamental temporal unit that serves as an indivisible part
of time.

Despite the fact that these notions offer no immediate clarity, it still seems that time is
most of all (malista) some motion or change (kinésis kai metabole tis).'"*' However, the
problem with identifying time with a particular motion or change is that diverse changes are
happening at the same time,'®* at varying speeds.'® All of this amounts to the problem that

time is neither motions considered as a whole, nor is it the sphere itself, nor is it one among

the many diverse motions. Diverse motions must somehow be able to be brought into relation

7 Phy. IV.10 218b2-3.

0 «gotiv ' evmOuccdTeQov TO elgnuévov 1) doTe TeQL avTOD Td ddUVATA mtiokomelv” (Phy. IV.10

218b7-8).
'8! Phy. IV.10 218b9-10.

'82 «“The change or motion of each thing is only in the changing thing itself, or in the place where it happens to be
moving or changing, but time is the same everywhere to all things” (Phy. IV.10 218b10-14).

'8} «“Changes are faster and slower, but time is not. For the slow and the fast are defined by means of time...but
time is not defined by means of time” (Phy. IV.10 218b14-18).
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by time, but no motion can accomplish this, not even the circular motion that contains them
locally. Time is neither “made up of” the many motions occurring in the cosmos (as its
parts), nor can we take the rotation of the outer sphere as its primary, given, part; the time of a
complete rotation is itself divisible into parts that are just as much parts of time as the time of
a whole rotation is a part of time. The way that the whole is diversified into diverse motions
does not correspond to the way that time is diversified into parts.

Thus Aristotle’s disavowal of the notion that time can be identified with motion
confirms the reasoning I have offered for why he does not make use of the examples of the
day or games as offering an immediate solution to the aporiae about the existence of time.
Though motion does not occur without time, this does not mean that time is a motion: there is
no motion that we take hold of and say, “this is time.” Still, he has maintained the idea the

time is “that which is always being grasped,”'**

as he reiterates similar phrasing in the
quotation above, calling the time “that which is taken” (to léphthen).'™ In Phy. IV.11 we will
discover how it is that time is always being grasped in relation to motion.
Phy. IV.11 Time as the awareness of motion
While Aristotle has argued that time cannot be identified with motion, he nonetheless

maintains that it is not without motion (oud’ aneu metaboles).'® This is asserted on the basis
of the fact that we must be aware of some motion in order to be aware of time.

Whenever we ourselves are not changing in our thought (dianoia) or the changing

escaped our notice (lathomen), time does not seem to us to have happened, just as

whenever those who are mythologized to sleep among the heroes in Sardinia
awake. For they join together the now before to the now after and make them

184 Phy. IV.10 218a2.

%5 Phy. IV.10 218b3.
186 ppy. TV.11 218b21. Note that motion (kinésis) and change (metabolé) are being used here interchangeably:
“it makes no difference to us in the present inquiry to speak of motion or change” (Phy. IV.10 218b20).
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one, taking out the middle on account of not sensing it (dia tén anaisthésian). So

that if the now were not other (heteron), but one and the same, there would be no

time, likewise when it escapes notice (lanthanei) that it is other, there does not

seem to be the time in between (fo metaxu chronos). But if ‘not supposing time

to be’ happens to us sometimes, whenever we do not determine (horizomen) any

change, but the soul seems to remain one and undivided, while whenever we do

perceive (aisthoometha) and will divide/determine (horisomen) [change], then we

say (phamen) time has happened, it is clear that there is not time without motion

and change.'®’
The way that the involvement of soul accounts for the dependence of time on motion here is
quite striking. When we are not aware (lathomen) of any motion or change, we are not aware
of time. Furthermore, the way that it is shown here that it is possible for time to escape our
notice compliments the idea asserted in chapter 10, that time is, “that which is always being
grasped.” It seems to me that Aristotle is here elaborating on how there is such a “grasp” of
time when we say (phamen) that time has happened, whenever we perceive (aisthometha) and
determine (horisomen) change. The difference is that here we are speaking of how time is
grasped or eludes our grasp in the first person plural: when we perceive and we determine a

change then we say time has happened; when we do not, time escapes our notice. While

speaking of time as “that which is always being grasped” (ho aei lambanomenos) treats the

%7 “Grav yap undév avtol petaBdAAwpey v didvolav i) AdOwpev petaBdAlovtes, o dokel UiV

Yeyovéval xoovog, kaBameg ovde tolg v Zapdotl pvdoAoyovpévols kabevdelv oot Tols owotLy,
Otav €yeQBot CUVATITOVOL YA T MEATEQOV VOV TO DOTEQOV VDV kal €V otodoLy, éEatgodvteg
O v avaoOnoiav to peta. WoTEQ 0LV el UM 1)V £TEQOV TO VOV AAAX TADTO Kol €V, OUK &V 1|V
X00Vog, oUTwG kal €mel AavOavel étegov Ov, oL dokel elvat To petall XQOVog. €l 1) TO un olecBoat
elval xo0vov tote ovpPaivel Uiy, 6tav un oplowpev pndepiov petafoAnyv, aAA' év évi kal
adlapétw datvnrart) Ppuxn pévewy, 0tav d' alobwpeba kal OplowpLev, TOTE Gapév yeyovéval
X00VOV, PaveQOV OTL OVK E0TLV AVEL KIVIOEWS KAl HETAPOATG X0OVOG. OTL [LEV 0DV 0UTE kivnolg
oUT' &vev Kvroews 0 Xpovog éoti, paveedv-"(Phy. IV.11 218b22-219al). Coope (2007: 38) finds the
need to justify Aristotle’s appeal to our “ordinary judgements” as the basis for explaining the connection of time
to motion. The presumption is that there is something inherently dubious about referring to our experience as
the basis for truth. However, when Aristotle is making use of a dubious common opinion, he tends to make it
explicit that he is doing so, preferencing such remarks with phrases like “we are accustomed to say X.” Here he
does not do so. I think this is because he is not referring to some established, customary opinion, but is in fact
pointing out a necessary tenet of our experience. The experience he describes here he takes to be universal
(“whenever we ourselves are not changing...”), and one that we ought to recognize as true if we are attentive to
our own awareness.
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passive participle substantively, here Aristotle makes reference to the subject doing the
grasping of time. This is a being that has the power to perceive and determine change, and
say time has happened. Thus, rather than continuing to refer to time vaguely as “that which is
always being grasped” he is here more specific about the source of this grasping. It involves
our 1) perception, 2) determination, and, 3) speech. The first two describe our grasp of
motion, the last, our grasp of time. It is shown here that our ability to “say time has
happened” depends upon our perception and determination of change. The connection of
time to motion is attributed to the connection between these forms of awareness in the soul.
At this point Aristotle claims that “it is clear that time is neither motion nor without

. 188
motion.”

However, he has only shown that time is not without motion to the extent that our
awareness of time is not without our awareness of motion. It seems from this that we could
equally say that time is not without the perceiving and determining of motion. While he finds
it to be “clear” from the account that he has just given in this passage that time is not without
motion, and from the account that he gave at the end of chapter 10 that time is not motion, he

189

goes on to state that one must take up the question of how it pertains to motion.~ He follows

this question by asserting that, “we perceive motion and time simultaneously (hama).”'° 1

S
this supposed to be a response to the question of 4ow time pertains to motion? Or is he
merely reiterating his reasoning for why we think that time is not without motion — because

they are always manifest to our perception at once?

If we consider the meaning of this sentence more closely, we will see that the former

'S8 Phy. IV.11 219a2-3.
189 “Anmrtéov 0¢, émel (nTovpeV Tl €0TLV O XQOVOG, €vTeDOeV AQXOHEVOLS, TL TG KIVIOEWS E0TLV.”
(Phy. 1V.11 219a3). What I have paraphrased as “how time pertains to motion would be more literally rendered

as “what it is of motion” (¢ tés kineseos estin).

0 Phy. IV.11 219a4.
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possibility is most likely. If saying that we perceive time and motion simultaneously is meant
to serve as an explanation for Zow time pertains to motion (and not merely that it pertains to
motion) then he is showing that it pertains to motion by virtue of the activity of sensation. As
we have seen in Met. IX.6, the activity of seeing (along with thinking and living)
demonstrated the active unity of the parts of time, where past perfect and present progressive
were said to occur at the same time (hama). Aristotle’s use of hama to describe the
connection of motion to time in our perception here could then be calling upon this distinctive
feature of energeia. Whereas a motion is in time as being incomplete, the activity of soul is
complete at every moment of its operation, which allows the parts of time to fold into one
another, enduring without interruption: “we are seeing and have seen” at the same time. Does
it follow from this that we can say that “we are seeing and have seen some motion” at the
same time? Or does the fact that what we are seeing is motion imply that “seeing” and
“having seen” are happening at different times? Is the time thus divided for us when we are
perceiving motion, in such a way that our activity of perceiving it is also divided by the object
that it perceives? Is this what Aristotle is alluding to when he claims that “the soul seems to
remain one and undivided”'®' when it does not determine any change? Or, when Aristotle

. . . . 192
says that, “we perceive motion and time simultaneously (hama),”

is he rather indicating
that time and motion are perceived as continuous, just as the soul’s activity of perceiving
them is continuous and undivided? If time is not identical to motion, but pertains to motion

through the perceiving activity of soul, then it is through this enduring operation of the soul

that is aware of motion that time pertains to motion. It is on the basis of this continuous

1 Phy. IV.11 218b30-33.

12 Phy. IV.11 219a4.
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perception of motion that we are then able to determine (horisomen) change, and say time has
happened.

The irreducible involvement of soul is emphasized when he next goes on to indicate
that the perception of time and motion together is a self-reflexive activity that can be internal
to the soul itself. “For even if it were dark, and we suffered nothing through the body, but a
certain motion were present in the soul, straightaway at once (euthus hama) something seems
to have happened, and time seems to have happened.”'®® He takes this connection between
our perception of motion and our awareness of time to be so immediate that he here goes so
far as to indicate that there is a sense in which the “motion” that we are aware of might be
motions happening in the soul itself of which we are aware. That is, that time might be
manifest in the soul’s awareness of its own “motion.”

This is a contentious suggestion if we compare it with what Aristotle says about the
soul in DA 1.4. For there he argues that it is incorrect to think that there is motion in the soul
being itself moving (though possible that movement may have its origin or end in the soul).'”*
But if the soul does not move per se, why does Aristotle describe it as moving here? Is he
merely making use of an account of soul that is inconsistent with the one he presents in the De
Anima? This could be because he is focused in the Physics on explaining the relationship
between time and motion. As such, for the moment, he brackets the fundamental difference
between the nature of soul’s activities (here, perception) and motion. Notice that, again in

Met. IX.6, the activities of seeing, thinking and living were contrasted with learning, walking,

1 “al yag v 1) oxdTOg Kal UndéV dd TOD COUATOS TATXWHEY, Kivog 8¢ Tig &v T YuxT éviy,
eVOUG dua doKel TG Yeyovévar kal Xxoovog” (Phy. IV.11 219a5-7).

% D4 1.4 408b16-17.
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building, and becoming healthy.'*”

These, too, are acts distinctive of ensouled beings (rather
than merely belonging to inanimate nature) and were said to have the temporal character of
motion. However, they certainly require that we “suffer something through the body” when
carrying them out. Thus why Aristotle specifies that motion can be present in the sou/ when
we are aware of time remains a mystery. However, it is consistent with Aristotle’s earlier
suggestion that the soul is not aware of time when it “seems to remain one and undivided™:
when it is not determining any change. Whether the soul itself must also be divided qua
“moving” in its own right in order to be aware of time will be a question we must contend
with as we proceed.

At this point, we can conclude that just as much as the involvement of the perceiver of
motion is indispensible for time, so is the motion that is perceived indispensible for time.
Time is as such not without motion. Nevertheless, we have seen so far in Phy. IV.11 that the
exploration of time is pushing up against the limitations that constrain it within the scope of
Physics, as he cannot account for Zow time pertains to motion without making reference to
powers of soul. If the activity of soul is called “motion” here, this may be because he is for
the moment asking only one question: how does time pertain to motion? Still, as we will see,
his response to this question eventually (in chapter 14) leads to a second question: whether
there can be time without soul. This question is irresolvable in the Physics. But it arises in
the Physics from encountering the limitations of considering time merely in relation to
motion.

The now and the soul

If we accept that the account of time’s dependence on motion given thus far equally

195 Met. 1X.6 1048b24-25, 29-33.
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entails its dependence on soul, then we must turn our attention to the powers of soul if we
want a full account of time, even if this means straining against the limits assigned to Physics.
So far Aristotle has claimed that 1) when we perceive and determine change, then we say time
has happened, and 2) we perceive time and motion at once. The second point leaves aside the
sense in which we must also “determine” (horisomen) motion in order to “say” time has
happened.'®

This verb (horizein) can have a range of meanings: to divide, to mark out a boundary,
to limit/determine.'®” It is also related to the idea of “defining” (though this is usually
indicated by using it in the middle voice). Given that it has this significance of “marking a
limit” or dividing, it seems that this activity bears some resemblance to the function of the
now. As such, by saying that we determine/mark out the boundary of a change, Aristotle
could either be indicating that we actively distinguish time by marking boundaries in it by the
now, or that we notice the difference between the nows when we have perceived change. It is
not quite clear from this if the now is something that we actively defermine, or something that
we merely notice through determining change.

Despite this resonance between the meaning of horizomen and the function of the
now, Aristotle does not say definitively here that we determine the now. But he does set up a
parallel between the consequences that would follow for time if the now were “one and the
same” and what happens when we fail to distinguish one now from another. “If the now were

not other (heteron), but one and the same, there would be no time, likewise when it escapes

"% Does this mean that the determination of motion and the speaking about time are not simultaneous with our

perceiving of time and motion? Notice that he has said the “whenever we do perceive and will determine
(horisomen), then we say time has happened (gegonenai).”

71 have gone with “determine” because if we say “divide” or “limit” then we would have to be careful to
specify that it is only a “potential” limit.
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notice (lanthanei) that it is other, there does not seem to be the time in between (to metaxu

198 Whether or not there “seems” to be time depends on our distinguishing of the

chronos).
now based on our perception and determination of motion. This does not prove that there is
no time when we fail to distinguish the now any more than it proves that there is no time
without motion. The fact that in some exceptional cases we join nows in such a way that we
are mistaken about the passing of time shows that time is not produced by the way in which
we determine nows. We can join together an earlier now to a later one and “make” them one
(hen poiousin),””’ but this does not mean that there is no time between them. It seems from
this that the time that is between nows is what we perceive simultaneously when we perceive
motion, or fail to perceive (anaisthesian) when we are in a dreamless sleep. But this does not
preclude the possibility that this time is limited into distinct parts by our determination of the
now.

If in fact we determine the now, this passage that opens chapter 11 could provide a
new starting point from which to address the aporia about the now outlined in chapter 10. If
the soul is what determines the “now” in each case this will account for precisely the
problems that arose when we tried to think of the now as likened to the partitioned magnitude
or a motion directly. With reference to the models of magnitude and motion, it was
impossible to say either that the now always remains the same or is always another and

another.?%

But if the now is determined by an act of soul, its character as both always the
same and always other may cease to appear as a mere paradox. For, as I will be arguing in the

coming chapters, the soul exists as activity (energeia) that preserves its identity through

'8 Phy. IV.11 218b27-30.
1 Phy. IV.11 218b26.

2% phy. 1V.10 218a10-11.
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change. This builds on what we have already seen in Met. IX.6: that the activities of seeing,
thinking, and living demonstrate how the parts of time are held together in an active unity. As
we move forward, we will be exploring how the temporal continuity of sensation forms the
basis from which the soul determines motion by the now that distinguishes time into parts. If
the now exists as a limiting act of the soul, the identity and difference of the now will be
explicable according to the powers of soul on which it depends.

Furthermore, the sense in which the parts of time appeared not to exist (according to
the standards of magnitude) has shifted slightly. The now is still here functioning as an
indivisible limit in time, and is not a part of time itself, similar to the point that potentially
divides the line. But the part of time that we say, “has happened,” is what is between two
nows when we are aware of their difference. The parts of time are here not merely being
spoken of as the past that is not longer and the future that is not yet, but a stretch of time
contained within two limits. We recognize the nows to be other (heteron) by virtue of the
changes that have taken place between them. That no motion can itself distinguish one now
from another may be indicated from what we have already seen: the reason why the
revolution of the heavens could not be identified with time was that a part of a revolution that
has been taken (to léphthen) is just as much a part of time as the whole revolution.”®' As the
argument of this chapter progresses, we will find further evidence that Aristotle does not think
that continuous motion distinguishes itself into temporal parts without the involvement of soul

to perceive and determine it according to differing nows.*”> Thus far, we are beginning to see

2" Phy. TV.10 218b2-3.

22 Only a finite motion distinguishes itself into temporal parts, insofar as the end (telos) is always temporally
distinct from the process. But this is the difference between the motion per se and its cessation, and not a
difference within motion itself.
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that we determine two nows are different from one another when we perceive change as
happening between them. When all change escapes our notice, we have no frame of reference
from which to define, or “say” that, the nows are different from one another.

The introduction of the involvement of soul here demonstrates an implicit shift away
from understanding time merely as likened to magnitude or motion. Nevertheless, the act of
defining nows as different and containing time between them is not a pure act which soul
accomplishes out of itself, “remaining one and undivided,” without reference to any motion.
Time’s relationship to magnitude and motion must be examined further if we are to
understand how it is that the soul articulates time as such.

The before and after

What we see happening next is that Aristotle takes hold of the way that magnitude,
motion and time all have in common that they are continuous, and examines the ways in
which the continuous is differentiated into parts in each case. The nature of the continuous
(suneches) is brought before us when we see that “what is moving moves from something to
something (ek tinos eis ti).”*"

Aristotle indicates that there is an analogous way that these continuities are

204

distinguished into parts: as before and after one another.”" But he also indicates that there is

a sense in which these follow (akolouthei) from one another: motion from magnitude, time

99205

from motion. He states that, “before and after are first in place (en topo). For the

magnitude, the before and after refers to the respective position (thesis) of its parts.**® The

2% phy. V.11 219all.
29 Phy. 1V.11 219a18.
2% phy. V.11 219a15-16.

2% ppy 1V.11 219al6.
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way that the before and after of motion “follows” that of magnitude is elucidated in the next
sentence. “Since there is a before and after in magnitude, there is also a before and after in
motion in analogy to this.”*’" That is, motion follows the model of magnitude in that there is
also a before and after of motion according to position. However, Aristotle claims that the
senses of before and after in these cases are not identical, but rather are analogous. This
should be unsurprising given the contrast between magnitude and motion that we examined in
the first section of this chapter. For, when a magnitude is divided into parts “what is taken
remains’ but the parts of a motion are always other and other: its position “before” is always
perishing in order to create the possibility for the position “after.” Thus the before and after in
magnitude has a parallel meaning as it is manifest in motion, but the before and after of
motion cannot be altogether deduced from magnitude and is not simply explicable in terms of
its orientation to place.

This interpretation is confirmed by what comes next. “But there is also a before and
after in time since one of them always follows the other (dia to akolouthein aei thatero

298 1 take it that Aristotle here means by “auton” motion and time. As such,

thateron auton).
this sentence marks an important development. Aristotle began this chapter by arguing that
time is not without motion (oud’ aneu metabolés),”® and earlier in the paragraph he indicated

1% However in this sentence Aristotle

that time is continuous because motion is continuous.”
is indicating that there is a reciprocal relationship of dependence between them: “one of them

always follows the other.” He goes on,

27 Phy. 1V.11 219a17-18.
2% phy. 1V.11 219a19-20.

29 Phy. V.11 218b21. Note that motion (kinésis) and change (metabole) are being used here interchangeably:

“it makes no difference to us in the present inquiry to speak of motion or change” (Phy. IV.10 218b20).

219 ppy V.11 219a14.
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The before and after of them (auton) is in motion that which being at some time

(ho pote on) is motion. However the being (fo einai) is other (heteron) than it and

is not motion. But we do indeed become acquainted with (gnorizomen) time

whenever we determine (horisomen) motion, determining the before and after,

and we say then that time has happened, whenever we take hold of (labomen) the

perception (aisthésin) of the before and after in motion. And we determine

(horizomen) by taking (hupolabein) them (auta) another and another (allo kai

allo), and what is between them is different (heteron).*"!
This shows that the sense of the before and after that motion and time share is both distinct
from the one shared by magnitude and motion, and does not belong to motion per se. While
the before and after is in motion “that which being at some time (4o pote on) is motion,” “the
being (to einai) is other (heteron) than it and is not motion.” Here we have a contrast between
two ways of conceiving of the being (on or einai) of the before and after which time and
motion share. On the one hand, the before and after pertains to “that which being at some
time (4o pote on) is motion.” On the other hand, the being (fo einai) of the before and after
“is in something other than it and is not motion.”

This is a difficult contrast to make sense of, hinging as it does on the difference

between “being” in the sense of “4o pote on” and the sense of “to einai.” The construction /o

pote on (hereafter OPO) will appear five more times in the present chapter, and once more in

chapter 14 in the aporia about whether there is time without soul.>'> T have translated it as

211 oy L , - S~ ~ , o » ; ) \ j
“€0TL O€ TO TIROTEQOV KAL VOTEQOV XVTWV &€V TI) KIVINOEL O HEV TIOTE OV KIVIOLC EOTLV: TO UEVTOL

elval a0t €TEQOV KAl OV KIVNOLS. AAAX UMV KAl TOV XQOVOV YE YVwOILopEV OTav OQlOwEY TV
kivnow, T@ mEOTEQOV kal DOTEQOV 0QILOVTES: Kal TOTE PapEV yeYovEévaL XQOVOV, OTav TOD
TEOTEQOL Kl VOTEQOL €V 1) kivr|oeL aloBnow AaPwpiev. 0pllopev 0& 1@ aAAo Kal dAAo DoAafBelv
avTd, Kai petald T avt@v étegov-” (Phy. IV.11 219a20-25).

212 Beyond the Physics, it appears only three more times: twice in the Parts of Animals (PA 11.2 648al5, 11.3
649b9) and once more in On Generation and Corruption (GC 1.9 319b4). In these contexts, the OPO is
discussed in relation to the hupokeimenon. However, as Brague (1982) shows, the OPO does not function as a
synonym of hAupokeimenon in these cases: it functions to reveal a paradox regarding what can be predicated of
the hupokeimenon (see Brague 1982: 111 & 114).
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“that which being at some time” is motion,>"” understanding the adverb pote as conveying a

temporal sense (“at some time”) rather than an indefinite one (“whatever”).*'*

This gives the
contrast the sense that the before and after is the structure that allows motion “at some time”
to be motion. What motion is “at some time” is not the whole motion, which is completed
(and negated qua moving) in reaching its end.”’> What a motion is “at some time” refers to
what motion is at some moment in its continuous operation. What it is at that time it is in
virtue of what it was before and what it will be after. So, while “what a motion is being at
some time” is “motion,” the structure of the before and after which contains it does not have

its being (to einai) in motion, but in something other (heteron) than motion.

Does Aristotle go on to address the nature of this other source of the being (to einai)

11 thus contest the dominant view that OPO is a formula that designates “hupokeimenon,” as it is held by

Simplicius, Philoponus, Ross and Volpi (1988: 33). Ross takes its meaning such from PA I1.2 648al5 on the
paradoxical nature of blood. His analysis of the first sentence reads, “the before and after in change are

identical in substratum with change, but different in essence” (Ross 1955: 386, italics added). He elaborates on
this by commenting that, “The general sense of the sentence must be ‘the before and after in movement is, as
regards its subject, movement; but its essence is not movement” (ibid 598, italics added). See Brague (1982: 98-
144) for an excellent argument for why translating OPO as hupokeimenon is inadequate, and for the much more
interesting interpretation he offers (in particular pages 123-125). Coope (2005: 176) also rejects the translation of
OPO as hupokeimenon, and opts instead for “that, whatever it is, by being which” motion is.

1% Coope (2005: 174) argues against the temporal sense of the adverb, saying that it will make the meaning of
OPO in chapter 14 223a27 nonsense: “that which being at some time, is time.” But we have already seen
Aristotle ask a question about the being of time in temporal terms when he inquired about the existence of the
parts of time: “for anything partitioned, if it is, it is necessary that, when it is, all or some of its part must be, but
though time is composite..none of it is” (Phy. IV.10 218a4-6). Furthermore, Aristotle does not say definitively
in Ch 14 that “that which being at some time is time,” but rather that “it is impossible for there to be time
without soul UNLESS as this OPO which is time.” So if it is nonsense to say that “that which is at some time is
time” then that could be because it is nonsense to say that there is time without soul. I find that translating the
pote as “whatever” makes its role superfluous (the indefinite pronoun is sufficiently indefinite on its own). I find
it strange that it would have such a weak meaning given that this adverb is what primarily distinguishes OPO as
an expression of interest. Though I am in a minority for taking the pote in a temporal sense, others have done so
as well, including Brague (1982:106), Bostock (1980: 150), and Bowin (2008: 70).

*13 This shows that when Aristotle speaks of motion in this section of chapter 11 he is only considering it qua
moving, not in terms of the self-relation of a natural being to its end through motion. As Brague points out, the
way that Aristotle characterizes motion in these chapters on time does not make use of the definition of motion
he offered in Phy. I11.1 (Brague 1982: 124). He suggests that this is because Aristotle is only interested in the
parallels between movement and time here. Brague is arguing against the dominant interpretation that OPO
refers directly to hupokeimenon: Aristotle’s use of the expression OPO goes beyond the sense of hupokeimenon
(which refers to things that have matter as their support) to get at something broader that can be valid for both
motion and time.
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of the before and after?*'® What he says next is, “But we do indeed recognize time whenever
we determine (horisomen) motion, determining (horizontes) the before and after, and we say
then that time has happened.” Is this simply a non-sequitur? Or, is our determining of motion
here being cited as constituting the being (fo einai) of the before and after of motion and
time?

Brague’s interpretation of the significance of OPO sheds some light on how these
ideas might be connected. He suggests that the expression 4o pote on shows the participle on
functioning as the predicate of the subject /o0, in such a way that it does more than simply
serve to reiterate or coincide with the subject of the sentence (in this case, motion). Rather, it
serves to express its constitution as subject “at some time” of its being.”'” The expression
OPO shows what the subject must be in order to be the subject of predication: “that which
motion is being at some time” is what allows us to say what the motion is at some time, by
virtue of what it was before and will be after. So if the before and after is in this sense (OPO)
the motion, but its being is in something else, then its being (zo einai) is in our determining
(horisomen) motion, determining the before and after, which then allows us to say that time
has happened. The subject (OPO) of the before and after is motion, and the subject of the
being (fo einai) of the before and after is our activity, our determining.

It is our determining of motion, which I earlier suggested is explicative of the function

of the now, which makes possible that, “We say (phamen) then that time has happened

*1% Brague only says that “Dans cette phrase, Aristote se contente cependant d’un énoncé négatif, et n’examine

pas quel est I’étre (einai) de la structure” (1982: 131, italics added). He does not address whether or not the next
sentence takes up this task.

" Brague 1982: 121-122. He suggests that we can call it “’’acte méme de la subjectivisation du sujet”, and that

it is constituted by a “pré-prédication intérieur au sujet lui-méme” (ibid 122). Brague also argues that the use of
the neuter case in the expression finds its subject (here, kinésis, which is feminin) through the grammatical
phenomenon of relative attraction (ibid 103).
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whenever we take hold of (labomen) the perception (aisthésis) of the before and after in

. 218
motion.”

The before and after in the sense shared by time and motion has its being (fo
einai) in our “taking hold of” (in the sense of determining) our perception of motion, and
saying what it is according to the before and after we have determined. The subject of the
being of the before and after is not the motion directly, but is rather something about the
motion that we have made known to ourselves. We do not simply perceive the before and
after of motion, but we must take hold of the perception of the before and after of motion.
What we are “saying” does not directly unfold from “that which the motion is being at some
time” but rather from taking hold of our perception of the before or after in motion.

In this passage, many of the elements we have seen developing in Aristotle’s account
of time are starting to come together. Aristotle began his account by claiming that both the
infinite and “the time which is always grasped” (ho aei lambanomenos chronos) are

219

composed of past and future.”~ We saw that this phrase was echoing his description of the

infinite as “that which is always grasped as another and another (foi aei allo kai allo

99220

lambanesthai). He then explored the possibilities that the now, which appears to

distinguish past and future, either always remains the same, or is always another and another
(allo kai allo).”*' We then saw that we say time has happened whenever we perceive and

222

determine (horizomen) motion.””” Finally, here it has become manifest that we grasp

(labomen) the perception (aisthésis) of the before and after in motion, and “we determine

28 phy. 1V.11 219a22-25.
% Phy. 1V.10 218a2

220 phy. 111.6 206a27.

2! Phy. IV.10 218a9-10.

2 Phy. IV.11 218b33-34.
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(horizomen) by taking (hupolabein) them as another and another (allo kai allo), and what is
between them is different (kai metaxu ti auton heteron).”*>

This shows the cumulative development of his argument reaching a crescendo at the
point where he is giving his most precise account of how time and motion, though so deeply
intertwined, are distinct. They follow one another but are irreducible to one another. The
being (to einai) of the before and after that time and motion share — which is motion as that
which is at some time, but which does not belong to motion per se — is in this complex
operation of grasping a perception of before and after, and determining it as another and
another. We grasp the “parts” of a motion — which is itself continuous — as before and after
when we determine or “mark a boundary” (horisomen) in its continuous operation. As such,
we grasp what is continuous as though it were successive (ephexeés), in so far as we recognize
that what is between the boundaries we have marked out is different (seteron) from the
boundaries themselves.”**

Through this analysis Aristotle has shown how there is a sense of before and after in
motion and time that is distinct from that of magnitude and place. Since the motion does not
remain in its orientation to place, but passes through place in time, its before and after cannot
be grasped as being something that remains what it is. We cannot take hold of the motion as
something remaining what it is. What we can take hold of is the perception of the before and
after in motion. And we determine this before and after by taking (hupolabein) it as another

and another (allo kai allo). Aristotle has here laboured to show how the before and after

belongs to time in a manner unlike the way it belongs to the continuous extension of

3 Phy. 1V.11 219a25-27.

2% Phy. IV.11 219a27. Note that this is Aristotle’s definition of ephexés: nothing of its own kind comes between

it and the next (Phy. V.3 226b35fY).
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magnitude where the part that is before and the part that is after remain where they are when
we take them as before and after.

For a motion, the before or after is thus determined in two ways: one way is in
reference to the before and after of magnitude (its position from here to there), and the other is
in reference to time (earlier it was here, and later it is there). On the one hand we recognize
the before and after of motion as analogous to magnitude by making reference to the differing
positions that are traversed by moving, passing through one position “before,” and another
one “after.” This would be consistent with the way that Aristotle describes these senses of the
before and after as “following” one another, and claims that the before and after is “first” in
place. For, we do not (necessarily) effectuate the change of position that we observe in
motion, but we are responsible for determining the sense of before and after that reveals time.
The magnitude exists as holding a continuous position.””> The moving body moves
continuously, but does not hold onto the positions it passes through. Its relation to place is
always perishing. Nonetheless Aristotle insists that we can determine the before and after by
taking it as another and another, and in so doing, we say that time is happening.

Even if the meaning of the before and after follows from magnitude to motion and
from motion to time, the sense of before and after which belongs properly to time is radically
distinct from that which belongs to magnitude, and is irreducible to the being of motion. It
calls for an understanding of how what is continuously perishing (the motion’s orientation to

place in time) can be grasped as another and another. This was shown to be the taking hold of

** Heidegger claims that we can only see places as next to one another by retaining one place while looking

ahead at another. That is to say that places can only be seen as differentiated through our experience of time as
well. “If we thus see the place manifold in the horizon of the ‘away from there — to here’ and traverse the
individual places in this horizon in seeing the motion, the transition, then we retain the first traversed place as the
away-from-there and expect the next place as the towards-here. Retaining the prior and expecting the posterior,
we see the transition as such” (Heidegger, 1988: 245).
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the perception of the before and after of motion, and in our saying of something about the
motion that does not have its being (¢o einai) in motion. Aristotle is unequivocal about the
involvement of soul here. “Whenever we think (noésomen) the extremes as different from the
middle, and the soul says the nows are two (duo eipé he psukhé ta nun) — one before and one
after — we say then that this is time. For what is determined by the now seems to be time.
And let this be laid down.”***

We can now look back at the original aporia regarding the existence of time in light of
these developments. The “time that is always taken” was said to be composed of past and
future. But here, time is determined by the soul that thinks the nows as two extremes. The
middle that is between two nows is time. Is this “middle” composed of past and future?
Recall that past and future are distinguished by the now, and the now is said by an act of soul.
The before and after are not given to our perception as partitioned by an indivisible limit: they
are a continuous stretch from this to that. When Aristotle speaks of the before and after of
time here he does not say that this translates directly to the meaning of past and future. It is
peculiar that he does not say so. Perhaps the before and after of time refers to the past and
future, but Aristotle does not make use of the language of past and future again until chapter
12,*” and more extensively in chapter 13. I will examine whether there is a significant
difference between the before and after of time and the past and future when we reach these
points in the text. For now, we should recognize the extent to which Aristotle’s formulation

of the before and after of time responds to the aporia that time is composed of past and future.

226 ¢ \ 1% oy ~ 7 / \ 7. ¥ < \ \ ~ \ \ 7 \
“OTorv yoQ EteQa T Aot TOU HECOL VOT|OWEV, Kal dv0 elmtn) 1] Puxm) T VOV, TO pHéEV TEOTEQOV TO

0' botegov, ToTE KAl TOLTO PAPEV ELVAL XQOVOV: TO YO OQLLOUEVOV T VOV XQOVOG elvat dOKEL kal
vnokeloOw.” (Phy. IV.11 219a27-31).

7 Phy. IV.12 220b7-10.
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Neither the before and after of time nor the past and future are given to our perception as
remaining what they are. For, “that which they are being at some time” (OPO) is always
becoming and perishing. If the before and after are continuous, but the past and future are
distinguished by the now, does this mean that the soul is responsible for both distinguishing
past and future by means of the now and composing them within two nows?

In order to explore this question, we must reconsider the second aporia regarding the
being of the now: whether it is always the same or always another and another. Based on the
introduction of the determining power of soul — on the soul’s ability to think the extremes as
different from the middle, and thereby say the nows are two — it seems that the nows are
always another and another, and not the same. But even if the nows are indeed two, this alone
does not account for how they exist in an ordered relationship of being before and after one
another.

Aristotle addresses this by showing that there are two ways of considering how the
now determines a relation of before and after.

Whenever we perceive the now as one, and neither as before and after in motion,

nor the same but belonging to something before and something after, no time

seems to happen because no motion has. But whenever there is a before and after,

then we say that there is time.*”®
We say the nows are two, and thus different, when we determine that there was an earlier now
and a later now that, taken together, contain time. The difference between the nows is in this
case cognized with regard to the differentiation manifest by motion. But time is also manifest

by means of the same now that belongs to something before and something after. As Aristotle

will make clear later in his argument, in order for the same now to reveal time it must serve

228 ¢« \ s q - s , R c , v o 3 ~ , »
“Otav HEV OLV WG £V TO VLV (XLO’GO(V(,L)HE@O(, KAXL U NTOL WG TTIQOTEQOV KL VOTEQOV £V T1) KIVTOELT)

WG TO AVTO LLEV TTOOTEQOL O& Kol DOTEQOL TLVOG, OV DOKEL XQOVOG YEYOVEVHL OVOELS, OTL OVOE KIVNOLC.
Otav 0€ T0 MEOTEQOV Kat VoTeQov, Tote Aéyouev xQovov-” (Phy. IV.11 219a32-b2).
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two functions: it is always both the end of what came before it, and the beginning of what will
come after it. Thus even the same now is inseparable from the relative order that implies a
relationship of before and after. We determine the nows as two, one before and another after,
by taking hold of our perception of motion. But the same now also belongs to something
before and after.

Could it be that the soul itself belongs to something before and after in this manner of
the now? I have suggested that the now cannot be isolated and abstracted either from that
which it distinguishes (motion) or the being doing the distinguishing. When Aristotle speaks
of the now as being “the same but belongs to something before and something after” he is
pointing to something consistent with how we were saying that the before and after in the
sense of OPO was motion but whose being was in the soul’s determination of its perception of
motion. That which the motion is at some time (OPO) is its identity as motion, but according
to my reading the relation to the before and after calls upon the soul, which, when it
determines the motion at some time, at once takes hold of it as belonging to something before
and something after.

Recall that earlier we encountered the question of whether the soul itself moves, and
asked whether the motion that the soul determines when it says that time has happened is
happening “in the soul” itself. I have suggested that, drawing on Met. IX.6, the perception of
motion is not itself a motion, for it is not an incomplete activity, but an activity that is
complete at every moment of its operation. Nevertheless, I suggested in chapter 1 of this
thesis that this does not mean that the activities of soul are themselves timeless, or that they

99229

do not “occupy time. Thus when we perceive the now as the same but as belonging to

2 See p. 42 of this thesis.
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something before and something after, this could indicate that the soul itself is oriented to the
past and future whenever it says “now.”

We have seen that the soul has an integral role in accounting for the relationship of
time to motion. Before and after belong to motion insofar as motion is oriented to place, but
natural motion is not essentially oriented to time. A local motion has its end in its proper
place. While it takes time to arrive at its end, it is not determined to arrive at that end at a
specific time. It cannot be early or late for realizing its felos. The goal or perfection (telos) of
the natural being is to accomplish its proper end, but it has no equivalently essential
relationship to time. What the motion is “now” is not the beginning and end of the motion.
Time is not partitioned by nows belonging to motions intrinsically. The before and after of
motion and time does not have its being (¢o einai) in motion.

Time as the number of motion with respect to before and after:

As we have seen, the distinctly temporal sense of before and after is inextricable from
our grasp of motion. Based on this, Aristotle goes on to state what is commonly called his
“definition” of time. “Whenever there is a before and after, then we say [that there is] time.

99230

For this is time: the number of motion with respect to the before and after. He goes on to

show that motion does not have this numbering intrinsically, but it is time that is “that by
which motion has number.”>'
Much attention has been given to this supposed “definition” of time. Indeed,

Aristotle’s phrasing seems to be quite emphatic: “this is time.” So far in this chapter Aristotle

has made his conclusions about certain phenomena of our experience of time by stating “then

230 ¢ g \ \ 7 v 7 / 7 ~ 7 > < / 5 \
“Otav 0& 1O MEOTEQOV KAl VOTEQOV, TOTE AEYOLLEV XQOVOV: TODTO YAQ €0TLV O XQOVOGS, AQLOHOG

KW OEWS KATA TO MEOTEQOV Kal Votegov” (Phy. IV.11 219b1-3).

! Phy. 1V.11 219b3-4.
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we say that there is time.”>>”

Here he directly follows such a statement (“then we say [that
there is] time”) with the claim commonly taken to be the definition of time (“this is time: the
number of motion with respect to the before and after”). But this more definitive declaration
is linked to the previous statement with the causal conjunction “for” (gar). This indicates
that the definition of time as the number of motion with respect to before and after is meant to
explain what is implied in the preceding clause. I think that this suggests a connection
between our “saying” that there is time, and the number of motion with respect to before and
after that is time.

If there is such a connection, this will explain why he tells us very little about what he
means by “number” here. What he has said leading up to this statement, about the being (zo
einai) of the before and after, and function of the now in articulating the before and after,
ought to serve as explicative of the meaning of “number” that he then invokes. What he does
tell us about number specifically here is sparse. He goes on to say that this definition of time
is further evidence that time is not identical to motion,””” but that time is “that by which

. 234
motion has a number.”

He further indicates that we discern (krinomen) motion to be more
or less (pleio kai ellato) by time, and the discerning of something to be more or less is by
number. What is notable about this is that he does not say that motion is number in the sense

of being “many or few” numbers of something, but “more or less.” He has thus not done

away with the sense that time and motion remain continuous when he says that time is “some

2 Phy. 1V.11 218b34; 219a29; 219b1-2

23 “ouk ara kinésis ho chronos” (Phy. IV.11 219b4). Note that the conjunction (ara) indicates that he is

expressing a consequence of the previous statement.

2% Phy. IV.11 219b4.
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o 235
number” (tis arithmos)

and that motion “has a number” by time. The sense in which time
is a number is thus not here being treated in a way that is inconsistent with the sense in which
it is continuous. Nor is the sense of time as continuous ever abandoned completely in the

. 236
coming chapters, as we shall see.

Finally, here he draws our attention to the way that
number has a twofold meaning. It can mean either that which is numbered (zo
arithmoumenon), or that by which we number (6 arithmoumen).”>’ He insists that it is the
former: that time is numbered.**®

Even though time is “that by which motion has number,” time is not a separate
number that we impose on motion.”>” Time is revealed when we number motion with respect
to before and after. But time is not a combining of two discrete elements — number and
motion — as externally related through the act of soul. We do not bring time to bear on motion

by our counting. Rather, we have already seen the fundamental way that the soul is involved

in making the counting of time possible: its unique ability to say the nows are two. This is

23 Phy. IV.11 219b6.

2% The way in which time as number is consistent with time’s continuity is dealt with in Phy. IV.12.

7 Phy. IV.11 219b6-7.
2% Phy. TV.11 219b8-9.

2% Coope (2005) argues against the view put forward by Hussey (1993: 151) that the difference between these
two senses of number is that between abstract numbers and concrete things. Instead, she argues convincingly
that “that by which we number” can refer to any thing that is already a discrete plurality (Coope 2005: 90). She
argues that “all numbers are countable...but being a number with which we count involves more than just being a
number that is counted (ibid 89). This is because any discrete plurality can be used to count indirectly: we can
make use of pebbles or numerals to represent the number of something we are counting. But since time is
continuous, it cannot be used to count as such, though it can be counted if we mark off “potential” divisions in it.
The weakness of Coope’s account for our present purposes that she gives very little attention to the difficulty
presented by asserting that there can be such potential divisions in time. While she affirms that “Aristotle thinks
that nows are potential divisions in time and that there can only be such potential divisions, insofar as we create
them” (ibid 88), she does not question the way in which we are capable of “creating” these potential divisions,
even though she takes this creative power of ours to have significant consequences for the being of time: that
“time is mind-dependent in a way that change is not” (Ibid, 160), and that “it is our counting that creates the
ordered series of nows” (Ibid, 172). I think Coope’s conclusion is right, but I don’t think she takes seriously
enough the problem of asserting we can have ability to “create” potential divisions in time when she makes use
of the misleading image of the pebbles (as already divided objects) in describing our ability to number time.

89



due on the one hand to the soul’s ability to perceive motion as before and after, and on the
other hand to the orientation of the soul itself to the before and after whenever we say that
there is time. Our awareness of the before and after of time involves both a relation of the
soul to motion when we are perceiving it and the soul’s self relation to its own activity of
perceiving motion when it says “now.”

If, when we say “now,” we do not perceive it as belonging to something before and
after, no time seems to happen. Each time we utter the now we have laid down a distinction
in something that does not remain what it is: having said “now” it immediately ceases to be
“now.” If we “perceive the now as one,” we would be perceiving something that is
immediately destroyed and left behind in oblivion as soon as it is enacted. We would have

2

only a fundamentally paradoxical grasp of “the now” as never being “now.” We grasp it as
the same, but belonging to something before and something after, because we are aware not
only of motion, but we also are aware of our own perception of motion when we say “now.”
We can be aware that we said the “now” before, and that this now belongs to the past, without
confusion. This implies the capacity of memory. As we shall see in chapter 4 of this thesis,
memory accounts for our awareness that we have perceived something “before,” and we are
able to have an awareness of a past sensation without thinking that it is happening in the

240

present.”” The activity of memory will show how the now is not a combination or confusion

of the present and the instant. Here in the Physics this ability of soul is already alluded to

99241

when Aristotle claims that, “the soul says the nows are two: one before and one after.””" For,

when we say “now” we do not treat it as remaining “now.” If we did, we would be falsely

49 Note that Ricoeur (2004) also finds that the DM and Phy. are “in complete agreement” on this point (16).

! Phy. 1V.11 219a28-29.
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assuming that the now that we enact in speech is an absolute division in time. We always say
the now with the understanding that it does not endure in its relation to the past and future, but
in fact functions as determining the before and the after of time as another and another. The
number of motion with respect to before and after is made possible by this self-aware activity
of the soul that says “now” but also recognizes that, having said the now, its status as being
“now” can already be negated by saying another now.

Thus I am suggesting that the now can only have the function that Aristotle attributes
to it if it is belongs to this self-aware activity of soul. However, despite this, in what remains
of chapter 11 the involvement of the soul drops out of focus, though it does not disappear
entirely.*** Aristotle goes on to investigate the nature of the now itself in its function of
making possible the counting of time rather than investigating the psychic powers underlying
the being of the now. He here resumes his comparison of time to motion and magnitude,
taking the analogies between them as far as they will go.

The now as likened to the moving body and the point

Aristotle has described time as the number of motion with respect to before and after.
It is this description of time that will lead to his aporia about whether time would be
impossible without soul, if indeed only the soul (as nous) can count. The strength of this
aporia lies in the fact that it is not easy to see how time is even countable, never mind how it
could be actually counted, without soul. In what remains of chapter 11 we will see Aristotle’s

attempt to show how time is countable.

42 Aristotle shows that the connection between the moving body and the now rests upon how we become
acquainted with (gnorizomen) the before and after in motion. Just as motion follows magnitude and time follows
motion, “similarly the moving body follows the point by which we become acquainted with (gnorizomen) the
before and after in it” (Phy. IV.11 219b17-18); “we become acquainted with (gnorizomen) the before and after in
motion by the moving body” (Phy. IV.11 219b25-26); “the now is that by which the before and after are
countable, and this is most knowable (gnorimon)” (Phy. IV.11 219b29).
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Time is, on the one hand, always another and another (just like motion), but all time

that is simultaneous is the same (unlike motion).***

These contrary qualities — the same and
different — are required of anything that is countable. Something can be numbered because it
is the same, but also different: ten horses are all the same (they are horses) but they are each
different individual horses. Of course, Aristotle does not trouble himself with asking if horses
can exist without a soul that can count them. If it is obvious that horses are countable without
a soul cognizant of their multiplicity, it is because horses are already discrete entities that
offer themselves up as a distinct multiplicity for our counting. But time, as we have already
seen, is continuous, and is as such analogous to motion, as motion is analogous to magnitude.
So in trying to see how time is countable, Aristotle will again make use of its analogies to
motion and magnitude. However, here he will also be considering time, motion and
magnitude in terms of the now, the moving body, and the point.

Aristotle will here reiterate the stand he took on the aporia about whether the now is
always the same or always different, by saying that it is both. It is the same as “that which,
being sometime,” (OPO) is now,”** and different in the sense of being “in something other
and other.”** Aristotle attempts to clarify this by means of some more tangible examples.

He refers again to the way that motion follows magnitude and time follows motion, and

suggests that just as motion follows magnitude, “the moving body (to pheromenon) follows

99246 9247 In

the point. The now is the same, as “the point or the stone or some other such thing.

% “Just as motion is always other and other, so also is time. But all simultaneous time is the same” (Phy. IV.11
219b10-11).

% Phy. 1V.11 219b15-16,19,28.
** Phy. IV.11 219b14.
4 phy TV.11 219b18.

7 Phy. IV.11 219b19-20.
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what follows we will again see the double function of these examples.**® They are presented
as analogies: the now is to time as the moving body is to the motion and the point is to the
line. But they also overlap, or “follow” (akolouthei), one another. We will see how the now
accounts for the relationship of the moving body to motion insofar as it is similar to the point
that divides the line.

First, let us consider the analogy between the now and what is moved locally (zo
pheromenon). Aristotle says that “we make known the before and after in motion by what is

2% What is moved locally is a stone, or a person, which

moved locally (o pheromenon).
retains its identity when it changes place. It is the identity of the object, which remains
essentially unchanged while it moves, that allows us to recognize the before and after of its
motion. The being (to einai) of such an object is not different by virtue of changing place,
though the before and after of its motion are indeed different. If the moved object did not
remain what it was while it moved, we would not only not recognize what holds together the
before and after of its motion, but its motion would not be continuous. The moving thing
cannot become something else in the course of its motion, for this would be its end. In
reaching its end the motion must stop.>’ However “the now is that by which the before and

99251

after are countable (arithméton),”””" meaning that the motion of the moving thing is

distinguished into parts that can be taken as another and another by the now whose being

**% The new difference between what we are about to see and the passage we have already examined (219a11-31)

is in this introduction of the point and the moving body. In the earlier passage, Aristotle spoke of the
relationship between magnitude motion and time without making reference to the moving body or the point.

** Phy. 1V.11 219b17-18.

% The (time) “in which” a change is completed is indivisible (atomos) (Phy. VL5 235b33). Also, motion cannot
be divided by points that are both the beginning and end of the motion, because something cannot be said to
have arrived and have departed in the same now (Phy. VIIL.8 262b20ff). While here Aristotle is speaking of
local motion, the same applies to all motion and change insofar as all motion is between contraries.

> Phy. IV.11 219b26-27
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differs each time it is taken. The continuous motion is countable by being determined by the
now.

There is in fact a disanalogy between the moving body and the now that Aristotle
draws our attention to when he makes reference to how “the sophists say” that Corsicus in the

2 Unlike the Sophists, Aristotle

Lyceum is essentially different than Corsicus in the agora.
thinks that Corsicus remains who he is essentially when he changes place: Corsicus is a
beingness whose being is not altogether determined by his location. However, as Remi
Brague puts it quite nicely, the now is the only case where this sophism holds true.”>> The
now is not an ousia: it is not a “this here” (tode ti), so when it enters into different relations its
being is different. What the sophists hold to be true for all being is in fact only true for the
now: that its identity is determined entirely by logos. We say “now” at some time (pote) —
perhaps at 12:00 — and we say “now” at 12:15, and these nows are different. “For the motion
(kinésis) and the local motion (phora) are one by the moving thing (to pheromenon), not as
OPO (for this leaves) but by logos. And this [the now as a function of logos] determines
motion as before and after, and this follows the point in some way (pas).”*>* Whereas the
now itself is the same as being that which is at some time, but different as being in something
other and other, the moving thing is both the same at some time, and it is also the same in

being in something other and other (motion).>>

2 Phy. IV.11 219b21-23.

3 “Le maintenant est le seul cas dans lequel la sophistique ait raison” (Brague 1982:129).

> acai yag 1) kivnotg kai 1) podt pia ¢ pegopéve, 8t v (kail ovy 6 oTe OV —Kal YaQ &v

LA LTTOL— AAAQ T AOYW): Katl O0pLlet dE TV MEATEQOV Kol DOTEQOV KIVNOLV TOUTO. dKoAovOEel O¢
Kal TouTod we T oy’ (Phy. IV.11 220a7-11).

3 In my treatment of the argument of Phy. IV.12 (in the next chapter of this thesis), I suggest that “the being” of

the moved thing, which is said by Aristotle to be in time, is best understood as “what it was to be” (to ti en
einai), drawing on Aristotle’s account of being in Met. VII. As such we can understand how the moving thing is
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Once it has been shown that the now cannot be adequately represented by the moving
body the point takes over as representing the function of the now. It has been shown that the
relationship a moving body has to its motion does not serve as a direct analogy for the way
that now belongs to time. Rather, the now is what makes the before and after of motion
countable by being on the one hand similar to the moving body (which remains the same) and

on the other hand, similar to its motion (which is differentiated in terms of the positions it

leaves): “time is both continuous by the now and divided by the now.”**°

Aristotle then turns to the point in order to elucidate the dividing function of the now.

The now bears resemblance to the point in that it “holds together (sunechei) and determines

99257

(horizei)””" what it limits (the time or the length respectively). However, if we can take the

99258 99259

same point to be both the beginning and end of the length, “it must stop,”””" or “be at rest.

This seems like a bizarre description of the point that marks the line. Isn’t the entire line
always at rest? Later on in the Physics Aristotle will make clear how this problem of division
producing a “stop” pertains not only to motion but also to magnitude.

For if someone divides what is continuous into two halves, they use the one point
as two, since they make it a beginning and an end. And thus do both the one who
counts and the one who divides into halves. But having been thus divided, neither
the line nor the motion will be continuous; for a continuous motion is through
something continuous, and while infinitely many halves are present in what is
continuous, they are present not actively but potentially.*®

not different from itself while it undergoes motion: it is being what it was, even if its motion is different (and
results in the manifestation of different attributes).

20 cai ouvexng Te d1) 6 XQOVOS TQ VOV, Kail djonTat Katd to vov” (Phy. IV.11 220a5-6).

7 Phy. 1V.11 220a11-12.
28 phy. 1V.11 220al3.

% Phy. 1V.11 220a18.

200 «garv yao Tig TV ovvexn dlaion eig do Muiom, 00Tog T Evi onuein g duot xoRTAL TOLEl YA

avTO AQXMV Kal TEAELTNV. 0UTW O& TOLEL 6 Te AQLOUWV Kol O €ig Ta T)HioT) dxp@v. oUTw d&
dlpovTog ovk €0Tat ouvexng oVl 1) yoappr) ovO' 1] kivnoig: 1) yaQ ouvexng kivnolg ouvexoig
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Thus the analogy holds: in order for the point to divide the line, and serve as both a beginning
and an end, it would break its continuity, just as for the point to actively divide the motion it
would have to stop the motion. Yet, when one “counts” the continuous line or the continuous
motion as having parts that are before and after one another, one makes use of points that do
in fact serve this function without actively breaking their continuity. The point was said to
both hold together and determine the length. **' But the same point, used as both a beginning
and an end, would seem to only divide the length. How does the point also hold together the
length? It does so by being two different points. “Time is number not as the same point that
is beginning and end, but more as the extremes of the line, and not as a part (for to use the
middle point as two would involve being at rest).”***

If we take all of this together, we see how in its different aspects the now resembles
both the moving body and the point in some way without being identified with either of them.
It first seemed that the now was always the same in the way that the moving thing remained
the same while it was in motion. But this was seen only to show the way that we make
known the continuity of the before and after of motion. Considering the now as remaining
what it is in the way that the moving body remains what it is fails to show that the now in fact
differs in its being as it follows the moving body in motion. The now differs each time it is
said in the way that the point potentially divides the line into halves. The now that was said is

essentially different from the now that is said or will be said. It is in virtue of this difference

that the before and after in motion is countable.

€0TLV, €V D& TQ) OUVEXEL EVEOTL HEV ATEQA TJUIOT), AAA' VK évteAexeiq AAAx duvapel.” (Phy. VIILS
263224-30).

1 Py, 1V.11 220a11-12.

2 phy. 1V.11 220a14-18.
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We must also recognize how the now differs from the point. The magnitude is already
a limited stretch between two extreme points that are actively limiting the line. As such if we
mark a point in its middle we have two halves of the whole line. This middle point was said
to only exist potentially, because it can be laid down again and again, a potentially infinite
amount of times that would yield a potentially infinite number of halves. This “potential
point” operates by “moving” along the continuous extensions of the line without “stopping,”
and thereby represents divisions in it that do not actively divide it. Furthermore, the middle
point can serve as both the beginning and the end only in reference to its extreme points that
are already actively serving the function of the beginning and end of the limited line. The
specific directedness of the line (its before and after) is provided by these extreme limits,
within which the middle point can then have the ambivalent function of representing the
beginning and end of two half lines. But in order for the now to have a similar function to the
point, it must mark at least two “potential” limits in the infinite continuity of time.

Thus the difference between the now and the point is this: points are either potential or
active because it is truly possible for there to be points that actively divide lines. There is no
magnitude that is infinite in extent, therefore there not only can be, but there must be at least
two separate points of any given magnitude that divide it actively. But Aristotle claims that

263

there are no such active limits pertaining to time.”” Thus the now is analogous to both the

active and the potential functions of the point. It is similar to the middle point in that it only

potentially divides, but Aristotle also says time is number “more” as the extremes of the line

264

than as the middle point.”™" The extremes of the line are not potential, but active limits of the

*% Because time does not start and stop, and does not have a absolute beginning or end.

% phy. 1V.11 220a14-18.
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line. And yet, time is number more in the manner of the active limits of the extremes than in
the sense in which the middle point only potentially divides the line.

If we make use of the easy solution of merely reiterating that the nows “potentially”
divide time we are circumventing this truly fundamental difficulty belonging to time. The
analogy between the now and the point breaks down on the basis of the difference in what it is
that they are dividing and holding together: time (endless and without place) and magnitude
(finite in extent and remaining in place). To understand the now’s function as “potential” thus
calls for a solution beyond the one offered to explain the relationship of the point to the

. 265
line.

This is not to say that for Aristotle the analogy between the now and the point is
without significance. Aristotle makes this analogy repeatedly, not only here in the Physics,
but in the De Anima as well. Our task in making sense of this analogy will require
investigating how the functions of the point and the now are similar without depending
directly on the active existence of the limits of magnitudes. We shall take up this question
again later in this chapter and in the next chapter when we investigate the power of the
discerning faculty (to krinon).

Let us sum up what has been established here. Time is only partitioned by the
determining function of nows that are different. The “direction” of the now is not derived
from its reference to any absolute limits in time, and so the now is as such unlike the middle
point that potentially divides the line. Furthermore, insofar as the now is never an absolute

limit in time it is unlike the extremes that actively divide the line. The now always holds

together the before and after that it divides potentially.

2% Thus I find Coope’s claim unsatisfying: “I suspect that in thinking of time in this way Aristotle is making use

of the analogy between time and the line. He calls the now a ‘potential division’ because it is marked out from
time just as a potential division of a line is marked out from the line” (Coope 2005: 13 fn 27). I have here given
two reasons why we cannot say that the now is marked out from time just as the point from the line.
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The now as stretch and the now as number: encountering Heidegger

When it comes to being numbered as before and after, magnitude, motion, and time
are all bound up in one another. We cannot determine motion as before and after without
making reference to position. We cannot divide magnitude without the use of the “moving
point.” The relationship between magnitude, motion, and time is matter of dispute among
reader of Aristotle’s account of time, and of our conceptions of time in general. One reader of
Aristotle in particular has a particularly interesting suggestion, which we will now examine.
In The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, Heidegger suggests that the relationship between
magnitude, motion, and time is rooted in a more original sense of temporality as “dimensional

stretch” which all the concrete examples Aristotle uses point back to.**°

Heidegger attributes
this stretch to the now itself which retains the past and expects the future.”®’ But Heidegger
also claims that, “Aristotle characterizes time primarily as a sequence of nows.”**® Are these

conceptions of the now as “stretch” and the now as sequential simply incompatible, and are

they at odds with Aristotle’s own account of the now offered here?**’

% Heidegger argues both that the idea of continuous “dimension” (ek finos, eis ti) does not have a primarily

spatial character, and that it properly belongs to the now. “The determination of the suneches, being-held-
together-within-itself, continuum, continuity, also belongs to stretch. Aristotle calls the dimensional character
megethos. This determination megethos, extension, or magnitude, also does not have a primarily spatial
character, but that of stretch (Heidegger 1988: 242).

27 «“The now is not correlated as a point to the fixed point and it cannot belong to it in that way, because by its
essential nature it is both a beginning and end. In the now as such there is already present a reference to the no-
longer and not-yet. It has dimension within itself; it stretches out toward a not-yet and a no-longer, The not-yet
and no-longer are not patched on to the now as foreign but belong to its very content. Because of this
dimensional content the now has within itself the character of a transition. The now as such is already in
transit” (Ibid, 248).

268 Ibid 256.

% According to Gonzalez (2008) Heidegger’s conclusion — that Aristotle characterizes time primarily as a
sequence of nows — is incompatible with Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle’s now as “stretch” (Gonzalez
2008: 23). While Gonzalez argues that Heidegger’s reading of the now as “stretch” is compatible with
Aristotle’s account in the Physics, he argues that Heidegger’s conclusion — that time is a sequence of nows —
“oddly contradicts” the rest of his interpretation (ibid).
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I think it is worth the effort to examine Heidegger’s position more closely, and see
what it reveals about Aristotle’s account of time and of the difficulties that pertain to time in
general. Heidegger’s bold claim about the origin of magnitude, motion and time in “stretch”
— rather than claiming the priority of one over the other — seems like it could be a promising
way to avoid the problems that come with reducing time to motion or magnitude. However,
Heidegger does not see this claim as compatible with Aristotle’s description of time as
number. In order to counter Heidegger’s interpretation, we must consider how the now
numbers time. We will explore if the account of how the now numbers time is consistent with
Heidegger’s analysis of the now as “stretch”, and if this activity of numbering means that time
is primarily a “sequence of nows.” Aristotle states that, “Insofar as the now is a limit (peras)
it is not time but is an attribute (sumbebéken) of time, insofar as it numbers (arithmei), it is
time.”*’”" On the one hand, the now belongs to time as an attribute limiting time into parts that
can be taken as another and another. On the other hand, insofar as the now numbers, it is
time. How does the now number? Recall that there are several acts involved in our taking
time as another and another. We perceive and determine (mark limits in) motion, and then we
say that time has happened. We say that time has happened when the soul says the nows are
two, thinking the nows as extremes that differ from the middle. As such, the nows bound or
contain a portion of time that serves as the unit of its number that can be taken again and
again. A now is never itself a quantity of time, because it is not a part of time. Noon is not a

part of time if it stands alone, but it marks the boundary from 11:00 or fo 1:00, and what is

7704 név odv TéQAG TO VOV, 0V XQOVOG, AAAX oLpBERNKEV: ) &' aQlOuel, XQ6vos” (Phy. V.11 220a21-

23). I here follow Philoponus (2011), Ross (1936: 603), Pellegrin (2000: 256) and Gonzalez (2008:21) in
reading chronos where the Oxford text has arithmos.
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2l The now is

between these is time, which is different from the boundaries that limit it.
never one, but it can be the same as an end and a beginning of the before and the after.”’> But
it is only a beginning and an end when it is distinguished from a now before and a now after:
when the nows are (at least) two. As such, with a number of nows we can determine a
quantity of time elapsed.

In the Categories, Aristotle examines a difference that exists between kinds of
quantities that is relevant to our discussion here. There are those that are continuous,
including time, place and magnitude, and those that are discrete, including number and
logos.*” Continuous quantities have parts that share a common boundary (koinon horon): the
beginning of one part is the same as the end of the next part. Discrete quantities have no
common limit. They are as such successive. If time is continuous — and thus unlike number —
how then is it numbered without becoming something other than it is — without becoming
successive? Recall that time is not abstract number imposed on continuous time, but rather

time is itself what is numbered.

It must be that time bears some intrinsic relationship to number. Again in the

2! Phy. 1V.11 219a25-27.
72 Note that Aristotle consistently argues against the notion that the now can ever be properly thought of as one.
Even when it is called the “same” it must be thought of as serving two functions. “For nothing is divided and
limited in one limit (peras), whether it is continuous in one or more [dimension]” (Phy. IV.10 218a23-24); “They
join together the now before to the now after and make them one, taking out the middle on account of not
sensing it. So that if the now were not other, but one and the same, there would be no time” (Phy. IV.11 218b27-
30); “Whenever we perceive the now as one, and neither as before or after in motion, nor the same but
belonging to something before and something after, no time seems to happen because no motion has. But
whenever there is a before and after, then we say that there is time” (Phy. IV.11 219a32-b2)

7 Note that Aristotle does not include motion among the continuous quantities, for motion is only continuous

by virtue of the moving thing (to pheromenon). 1t is not an accident that Aristotle fails to mention motion, for as
he goes on to say “The things we have mentioned alone are in the strictest sense quantities, other things are all
quantities incidentally” (Cat. 6 5a35). We have seen the reason for this: motion is a quantity through its
relationship to magnitude and time. This would indicate that the sense in which there is a following between
magnitude, motion, and time hinges upon the ambivalent status of motion, which is only a quantity by virtue of
its relationship to magnitude and time.
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Categories, Aristotle makes another distinction in kinds of quantity. There are those that exist
as holding a relative position (ek thesin ekhonton pros alléla) and those that have no position
at all.’”* According to this distinction, time falls on the side of number and logos. No part of
number, logos, or time remains (hupomenei) so as to hold a position relative to the next

part 275

These parts have no position, but they nonetheless have an order (faxin) by which we
say that one part is before and another part is after.”’°

With these distinctions in mind, let us return to the Physics. There is a sense in which
the now is an attribute of time — as limit — and a sense in which the now “is time” — as it
numbers. However, time is only numbered by being limited. So the sense in which the now
numbers depends upon the sense in which it limits. It is thus a misconception to claim that
we simply “count a sequence of nows.” Indeed, Aristotle does not say so, but claims instead
that the now itself “numbers.” This indicates that, insofar as the now is time, it counts itself.
But we have already seen that the now does not exist in the manner of an independent being
(ousia) which might have such a self-reflexive power. Rather, we have seen that the now
itself has the sophistical character of having its being determined by /ogos. Furthermore, we
have seen that Aristotle’s characterization of the now depends on his characterization of the
soul as capable of saying the nows are two, and that the definition of time as the number of
motion with respect to before and after is explicative of what happens when we say that there
is time. All of this points to the conclusion that now belongs to some power of the soul.

Thus time can only be a sequence of nows insofar as the nows both bound something

continuous between them and number their own difference. Heidegger’s claim about the now

274 Cat. 6 5a15-16.
5 Cat. 6 5a27.

276 Cat. 6 5a29-30.
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is bold: he maintains that that the now is this continuous “stretch.” But if it is to yield a
sequence of numbers, it must also be a stretch that limits itself. In order for this to hold, we
must consider how the now has this double function — limit and stretch — by being translated
into number by /ogos. If the now numbers, and this is indicative of an activity of soul, we
might consider some of the ways we number time and see to what extent they might illustrate
this activity. We might think of the way that children learn to count seconds by inserting
syllables between the numbers that they say or think: “one mississipi, two mississipi....”
When logos is manifest through speech (meta phones) the syllables differentiate the
continuous flow in an ordered sequence.”’’ The numbers function almost as points that bound
the syllables and make explicit their order. It is evident even to the very young that the nows
or numbers that they speak do not represent indivisible parts of time: they can always count
faster or slower, but the syllables that they say and hear themselves saying each have an
integral quantity (long or short) relative to one another which allows them to measure that
which does not remain or hold a position outside of their saying and hearing.

Of course, such counting of time is merely an instrument, and it no more is time than
the clock by which we measure time is time. Without the temporally continuous power of the
soul that speaks and hears its words there would be nothing holding onto the syllables in their
relative order. A recording of a voice counting time would not accomplish this function,
unless there was a listener to hear it. Similarly a clock — or “watch” — does not itself watch
time unfold, but requires the awareness of the one watching it to serve as a representation of

time. But the now that is “said” (as logos) or “counted” (as arithmos) might be the instrument

"7 Just as numbers are divided by virtue of having no common boundary, “so thusly is logos. For it is said that

logos is a quantity, and it is measured by syllables short and long. And I say that logos happens the same with
speech (meta phones). For the parts are not joined by a common boundary, for there is no common boundary
towards which the syllables join, but each is divided itself according to itself” (Cat. 6 4b33-5al).
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that is most perfectly suited for making time manifest to ourselves. It is thus not merely the
words or the numbers that are said that constitute time, but it is the continuous act belonging
to the speaker who hears (and retains) the now that they have said, and anticipates the now
that could be said next. In this way, the sequence of nows that are said when one counts time
(aloud, or by reference to some visible instrument like a clock) does not represent a rejection
or alternative to the idea that time is always a continuous stretch from the before and to the
after, but the idea that the now is this stretch requires qualification. The nows that are said by
the speaker are not just a sequence of interrupted moments or points that exist independently
of the speaker. The sequence of spoken nows is not some independently existing quantity
which is time, but rather is the aspect of the now which is most readily manifest as an object
of sensation. The reason why saying the numbers aloud can be a fitting instrument for
manifesting time is that, when we speak, the punctual nows are manifest directly from their
source: the continuous consciousness that retains and anticipates as it divides. It takes time to
say the syllables, but it does not escape the notice of the speaker that this time can be taken by
a variety of sequences of syllables. We can count in “mississipies” or “one thousands” or any
such quantities of sounds, but their temporal significance lies how they are unfolded in a
relative order without holding onto any place or position. Thus it is not quite right to say that
the now is the stretch that retains the past and anticipates the future, but this is true of the soul
that says the now.

All the various instruments that we use to measure time accomplish the function of
revealing and concealing the continuous time that they measure to different degrees and in
different fashions. By means of the digital clock we most astutely conceal time from the
measure of time. The digital clock presents a sequence of static numbers, having removed

from view all evidence of the continuity of time. The digital clock, most of all, represents
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time to us as, what Heidegger calls, “a manifold of naked nows.”*"®

The analogue clock
shows both the continuity of time in the radial motion of the hands, and the differentiation of
time according to the numbers that mark its positions. But the static numbers that mark time
on the clock conceal, or at least do not reveal, the nature of the now which has no such
position. Finally a water clock, which would have been familiar to Aristotle, shows time
being differentiated in relation to a continuous magnitude. A given quantity of water is
contained in a vessel, which will represent a given quantity of time. Just as time is
intrinsically continuous, so is water: it is only differentiated by means of what contains it. By
allowing the water to run out through a small hole in the container, the water becomes
differentiated into parts. Drop by drop it stands for the flow of time being differentiated into
parts and “taken as another and another.” But this representation of the activity of measuring
time is, again, merely an imperfect symbol. The given quantity of water eventually runs out,
whereas time seems to be always perishing in such a way as to not run out.””’

Heidegger rightly insists that we not take the clock as our object,”™® and Aristotle for
his part never mentions any equipment that measures time for us. Aristotle only refers quite
generally to the motion we are perceiving and determining, and the /ogos of numbering. If
the clock is to be in any way useful for us we must understand it as a reflection of our saying
“now.” In this regard, Heidegger makes another bold suggestion, one that is consistent with

the interpretation I have been offering here. “If in saying “now” we are not addressing

ourselves to anything extant, then are we addressing ourselves to the being that we ourselves

" Heidegger 1988:271
7 Phy. T11.6 206b3.

80 «In using a clock we do of course perceive the clock, but only and solely in order to allow ourselves to be
brought by it to something that the clock itself is not but that it shows as a clock — time. But here too caution is
advisable. The point is to grasp the use of the clock in its original mode of being” (Heidegger 1988: 258).
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are? But surely I am not the now? Perhaps I am, though, in a certain way.”**'

Let us consider whether what we have seen in Aristotle’s account of time thus far
supports Heidegger’s suggestion that “Perhaps [ am [the now], in a certain way.” We have
seen that the moving body and the point offer only imperfect likenesses to the now, but taken
together they supplement each other in giving an account of how we determine time as
number. We have also seen that motion alone does not account for the being of the now, but
that we only say “now” when we take hold of our perception of the before and after in motion
and determine it. Finally, insofar as time is that by which motion has a number, we
discovered that motion is not numbered intrinsically, but only through /logos, which measures
time as it speaks. At every step of the argument, born from the need to explain time as a
condition of motion, we encounter the limitation of using motion as model for time, and we
find we must allude to the soul’s reflection on its own activities: the activities of perceiving,
determining, saying are repeatedly invoked, and always in the relation of taking hold of our
determination of a perception as the basis for our saying. Furthermore, our discerning

82 and our thinking (noésomen)**® each appear once as well. We will return to

(krinomen)
these latter shortly.

However, Heidegger’s suggestion that “I am the now” conceals a difficulty regarding
the soul’s relationship to motion that we have already encountered but not yet resolved.

Heidegger goes on: “When I say ‘now’ I do not mean the now as such, but in my now saying

I am transient. I am in motion in the understanding of now and, in a strict sense, I am really

1 Heidegger 1988: 259.
282 «We discern (krinomen) more or less by number” (Phy. IV.11 219b4-5).

8 «“Whenever we think (noésomen) the extremes as different from the middle, and the soul says the nows are
two — before and after — then indeed we say that this is time” (Phy. IV.11 219a27-29).
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with that whereto the time is and wherefore I determine the time. This claim harkens back

to the passage quoted earlier that describes our awareness of time in terms of there being

285

motions “in the soul,” and specifies that these are not affections of the body.” Heidegger

takes this description of the soul in terms of motion at face value, going so far as to say that,
“The mind, too, has the character of a moving thing.”*"

In my analysis I have and will continue to offer reasons to be suspicious of this
characterization of the mind as fundamentally moving, arguing instead that the involvement
of soul will point us to an activity beyond motion. Heidegger has both attributed to the now
the powers of “retaining” and “anticipating”, and suggested that “perhaps I am the now.” 1
have argued that it is only by taking these claims together that Heidegger’s position is
plausible: my saying “now” involves both retaining the past and anticipating the future.
However, we must figure out if Heidegger’s claims that “I am in motion in understanding the
now,” and that the mind is a “moving thing” are required in order to understand time, and the
activity of saying “now,” as “stretch.” Heidegger’s depiction of the now as the original
“dimensional stretch,” anticipating the after and retaining the before, seems to me to be
consistent with Aristotle’s depiction of how the now belongs to the before and after.

When Heidegger suggests that “perhaps I am [the now]” he seems to point to the way

in which this “retention” and “anticipation” might explain how the now depends on certain

% Heidegger 1988:259

8 “For even if it were dark, and we suffered nothing through the body, but a certain motion were present in the
soul, straightaway at once (euthus hama) something seems to have happened, and time seems to have happened”
(Phy. 1V.11 219a5-7).

286 1hid 254.
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modes of our awareness (perception, determination, discernment).”®’ In this way,
Heidegger’s characterization of the now as dimensional stretch seems truer to Aristotle’s own
account than the idea that Aristotle characterizes time primarily as a “sequence of nows.” But
if the sort of awareness that Heidegger calls “stretch” is in the end merely some kind of
motion then the insight that Heidegger offers seems to falls apart. Though Heidegger first
calls time the “original sense of dimensional stretch,” this “original sense” is collapsed into
the kind of dimensional stretch that is manifest in motion. This assimilation of stretch to
motion is deeply puzzling, for it is quite clear from everything Aristotle has said in the
Physics that time is not a motion.

If the now is a dimensional stretch as a being in motion is “stretch”, it is robbed of the
distinctive powers that Heidegger is compelled to attribute to it, the very powers that might
explain how the now “numbers” and is not simply a numbered sequence. In saying now,
Heidegger claims, “we are not addressing ourselves to anything extant,” but are “addressing
ourselves to the being that we ourselves are.” But if this being that we are and are addressing
is simply another kind of motion, Heidegger’s position becomes one-sided: it only captures
one element of the dichotomy between thinking of the now as akin to the point and thinking
of it as akin to a motion. Just as the analogies of the now to the point and the moving body
must supplement each other in order to exemplify the character of the now, the now cannot
only be stretch without also being limiting: akin to the point. But if the now is a limit, it

cannot be a limit proper to motion, for when a motion is limited it must stop or come to rest.

" While Heidegger speaks of the possibility that “I am the now” he does not say the now is the soul.

Nonetheless the compatibility between Heidegger’s account of the now as stretch and Aristotle’s understanding
of the soul has been pointed out by Gonzalez: “As counting and thus retaining and anticipating in the present the
motion before and the motion after, the soul is characterized by the same temporal dimension, that same ‘stretch’
and character of transition, to use Heidegger’s language, that characterizes the now” (Gonzalez 2008: 24).
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As Aristotle makes clear in Phy I'V.8, insofar as a motion is continuous, we cannot say that
the moving body “has arrived” at a mid-point and “has departed” from that mid-point in the
now: we can only say that it “is” there “at the now”, which is only a potential division of
time.”*

Furthermore, though it may be true in some sense that “I am transient”, and that “I am
that whereto time is,” does not the idea that I, a moving thing, am “stretch” fail to explain
how I am “the wherefore I determine the time”? Unless we show how this “stretch” can also
be limiting without “running out”, that this “moving” of the mind is also unmoving without
bringing itself to a close, we will have failed to capture the fundamental character of the now,
that, “perhaps, [ am.”

Nonetheless, Heidegger seems to have hit upon the crucial point that could give us a
way out of these oppositions and dichotomies: the idea that we are “addressing ourselves to
the being that we ourselves are” when we say the now, rather than addressing any extant thing
(whether this extant thing be a moving body, or stationary (like the point)). From this
perspective we might discover how “I am the now” that numbers. If the now is a form of our
self-addressing then we are able to see how it is distinguished from the point — that it is not
merely a static limit, but that it is self-limiting. But the self-addressing now is also unlike the
motion of the moving thing, which is annihilated when it is limited (when it stops). If when
we say “now” we are expressing a limit which is self-surpassing and thus does not bring its
own power of addressing itself to an end — which “retains” without losing its ability to
“anticipate” — then Heidegger has hit upon the fundamental way that the now can neither be

fully assimilated to the point nor to the moving of a body. But when Heidegger’s depiction of

%8 phy. VIIL8 262a28-32.
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the now as “stretch” (which is in opposition to the idea that time is a “sequence of nows”) is
linked to his assertion that the mind (or soul) is “a moving thing,” then he has only attained to
one element of the aporia that Aristotle is seeking to overcome. Understanding the “I”” that
addresses itself to its being as characterized fundamentally by motion means that this “I” is
inadequate to account for the power of the now in the same way that understanding the now
as analogous to the motion of the moving body alone was inadequate.”®

Even if Heidegger does not offer a solution that we can accept completely, we have
gained both an insightful elaboration of how the now belongs to the before and after — by
thinking of it in terms of the psychic powers of retention and anticipation — and we have
clarified the problem arising from the now’s similarity to motion. Perhaps the now is the
soul, or belongs to some power of the soul, but, as we shall see, if the soul is primarily
characterized by motion it is as such “in time.” Recall that, “Insofar as the now is a limit it is

2290 When we look to the

not time but is an attribute of time, insofar as it numbers, it is time.
account of being in time in Phy. IV.12 we will see how this means that there is a sense in
which the now is in time — by being a limit — and a sense in which the now is time, by

numbering, containing, and exceeding the motions that it numbers. If the now is indeed a

moving “stretch”, as Heidegger claims, it is unclear how it limits, exceeds, and goes on

% A deeper analysis of this shortcoming of Heidegger’s account is provided by Gonzalez (2008: 25-45). In this
article Gonzalez shows how Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle is compromised by Heidegger’s reduction of
energeia and entelecheia to concepts of “unfinished being at work” (motion) and static presence respectively.
By failing to recognize that energeia and entelecheia indicate complete activity beyond motion, Heidegger
attributes to Aristotle a conception of being “understood within the horizon of a naive conception of time as a
series of nows” (Ibid, 38). The “more primordial” conception of time that Heidegger seeks to retrieve from
Aristotle’s supposedly naive formulation is only established by collapsing the distinction between motion and
energeia. | have been arguing that we should have in mind this distinction when reading Aristotle’s the account
of time in the Physics, in order to understand how motion is inadequate to account for time. In the coming
chapters on the soul I will give my positive account of how time is to be understood as energeia.

#0 Phy. 1V.11 220a21-23.
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numbering itself, unless we can see how the act of addressing ourselves to our being is
somehow beyond motion. Still, Heidegger’s intuition about the identity of the now with the
“I” of the cognitive soul might be right. If I am the now, will there likewise be a sense in
which I am in time, and a sense in which [ am time, especially if I am not just “a moving
thing”? We shall now move on to chapter 12 of the Physics, where Aristotle addresses the

question of what it means to be in time.
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CHAPTER 3: Time in the Physics Part 2 (Phy. 1V.12-14):
Time as exceeding and embracing motion

In chapter 12 Aristotle tackles the problem of how we establish a unit by which time is
number. This answer to this problem has already been in development in Aristotle’s account
of the now thus far, in chapters 10 and 11. The initial aporia about time found that none of its
parts exist: “the now is not a part, for the part measures, and it is necessary that the whole is
composed of parts.”*”! Aristotle has been consistent in claiming that the now does not
measure time by being a part of time — by being some unit or “this” in time — which is then
collected into the whole of time. The unit of time is determined by the now, but is not the
now. Furthermore, a quantity of time is not made up of discrete parts, but is continuously
distinguished into parts taken as another and another: we have seen that time is distinguished
into parts that can be taken as another and another when the soul says the nows are two. I
have also shown that Aristotle consistently argues against the idea that the now can be
characterized as one in the Physics, but that he only says that it can be the same in its duality

%2 This again shows that the now is not itself the unit

as belonging to the before and the after.
of time that is counted, but that the now has the power to determine such a unit. There must
be more than one now in order for time to be distinguished into parts that can be numbered.
We have also noted that the text that immediately follows the so-called “definition of time”*”?
does not go very far to elaborate on how we are to understand time as number. I suggested

that what Aristotle says leading up to this description of time as number, about how the soul

articulates the difference between the before and after in saying now, is necessary in order to

#! Phy. 1V.10 218a6-7.
2 Phy. 1V.10 218a23-24; Phy. IV.11 218b27-30; Phy. IV.11 219a32-b2.

3 Phy. IV.11 219b1-3.
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understand how time is the number of motion with respect to before and after. I have tried to
supplement our understanding of this through the encounter with Heidegger, where I argued
that Heidegger’s understanding of the now as “the original dimensional stretch” was
inconsistent with his claim that Aristotle primarily characterized time as “a sequence of
nows.” In chapter 12 Aristotle will himself turn to a more direct examination of the
difficulties belonging to the idea that time is a number of something continuous, which we
shall now explore.
Phy. IV.12 being in time

In chapter 12 Aristotle will expand on his claim that time is a number on the basis of
the dual characteristics of the now that have already come to light in the preceding chapters:
the now is the same and different. In chapter 11 Aristotle explored these attributes of the now
through analogies to examples that share these conflicting attributes: the point’s relation to a
magnitude and a moving body’s relation to its motion. However, these examples are treated
abstractly, and they do not make explicit reference to the being of what has magnitude or
undergoes motion. Though he has asked about the being (7o einai) of the before and after
shared by time and motion (arguing that this sense of the before and after does not have its
being in motion, but rather in our determining of our perception of motion®”*), thus far
Aristotle has not addressed what it means “to be” in time. In chapter 12 he is not simply
asking how time can be said to have such and such (contradictory) properties, but rather he is
now asking how it is that temporality pertains to the being (o einai) of things in nature.
Accordingly, in chapter 12, Aristotle will resume his discussion of these paradoxical attributes

of time, but here he is concerned to say something about the beings that manifest these

% Phy. 1V.11 219a21-23.
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paradoxical qualities that also belong to time. Here, Aristotle explores the sameness and
otherness of time not only by making analogies to magnitude and motion, but he considers
sameness and otherness of that which has its being in number and in motion. The main thrust
of his argument in chapter 12 is intent on explaining exactly how it is that being-in-time is a
manner of being-in-number: how “number” as it belongs to beings in time is to be understood
in such a way that does not compromise time’s continuity.

Aristotle begins chapter 12 by stating that “the smallest number, simply is two, but it
is possible with some particular kind of counted thing that there a smallest number, but in a

sense there is not.”*”>

He then goes on to refer back to the analogy between time and the line.
For time (just as for a magnitude) there is in a sense no smallest number, because any
dimension that we take as a part is always capable of further division. As a continuous
quantity, the parts of time have no definite, essential size, and any part that is taken can be
divided into a smaller part that is just as much a part of time as a larger part is a part of time.
Nonetheless, despite lacking any given unit, Aristotle has described time as the
number of motion with respect to before and after. Aristotle recognizes that there is a tension
between the sense of time as continuous and the description of time as number: “As
continuous, time is long or short, but as number it is great or small. It is not fast or slow, for
neither is the number by which we count anything fast or slow.”**®
Here Aristotle indicates that we can either think of a time as a long or short

continuum, or we can think of it as a greater or smaller amount of number, as though these

were both equally appropriate, though not identical, ways of determining time. We can see

3 Phy. 1V.12 220a27-29.

% Phy. 1V.12 220b2-6.
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how this is consistent with his claim from the Categories about how time shares aspects of
both continuous and discrete quantities. Moreover, Aristotle here reiterates the proviso that
time is not fast or slow, which he stated earlier as evidence that time is not identical with
motion.”” It is worth noting that when Aristotle established the difference between
continuous and discrete quantities in the Categories, he did not mention motion as among the
kinds of continuous quantities.””® Though this might seem like an accidental omission (given
the way that he addresses time, magnitude and motion as continuous (suneches) in Phy.
IV.11%?), it is consistent with the way Aristotle argues that the continuity of motion depends,
on the one hand, on its relation to magnitude and place, and, on the other hand, on the

. . . 300
reciprocal dependence of time and motion.

Furthermore, the claim that time cannot be fast
or slow both indicates a sense in which time differs from motion, and shows how time’s
relationship to motion is responsible for its sharing in the nature of both continuous and
discrete quantities. A motion, while it is moving, is continuous (like time), and the before and
after of time and motion are distinguished by the same act of soul. Thus a motion can be fast
or slow (unlike time). The reason for this was stated at the end of Phy. IV.10: time is what
gives this number to motion by which the motion is judged as being fast or slow.*"!

While this goes some way towards explaining the functional relationship between time

and motion in determining quantities, Aristotle nonetheless finds need to delve deeper into

showing how time continuously numbers. Again, we will show that the relation between time

*7 Phy. IV.10 218b14-17.
% He only mentioned magnitudes (the line, the surface, and the body), time, and place (Catz. 6 4b24-26).
*° Phy. IV.11 219al Iff.

% ppy V.11 219a11-22.

' phy. TV.10 218b15-18.
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and motion is only possible on the basis that time is not motion. He states,
Time is the same everywhere simultaneously, but the before and after are not the
same, because the present change is one, but the change that has happened and the
change that is about to be are different. But time is number, not that by which we
count, but what is counted, so with this it also happens that the before and after are
different; for the nows are different.*®
Recall that the idea that “time is the same everywhere simultaneously” is the other main
reason stated in Phy. IV.10 for believing that time is not motion. “The change or motion
of each thing is only in the changing thing itself, or in the place where it happens to be

303 Here Aristotle

moving or changing, but time is the same everywhere to all things.
reiterates this fundamental difference between time and motion, indicating that it is
consistent with what he has just established about the distinguishing power of the now
(our ability to distinguish the before and after as different by nows that are different). But
furthermore, he is going beyond what he was able to say about how the now determines
motion abstracted from any particular content, by speaking of how the past, present, and
future changes themselves are different. Here he is showing how the awesome power of
the now to determine motion as before and after squares with the way that past, present,
and future changes are different. All of this is leading to an explanation for what it means
to be in time, and how this is consistent with what he has said about how we perceive and
determine motion as before and after.

Note that in the passage quoted above Aristotle states that the “present change is

one.” This might seem to be at odds with Aristotle’s earlier claim that the parts of time

302 v D \ ~ v / \ v 5 < S o v c \ \
“ratl 6 avTog d& MAVTAXoU duo: TEOTEQOV 0& Kol DOTEQOV 0VUY O aVTAOG, OTL KAl 1] LETAPOAN 1) pLEV

nagovoa i, 1) O yeyevnuévn kal 1 LéAAovoa ETéQa, O D& XQOVOG AQLOUOG €0TLV OUX @
aplOpovpev aAA' 0 apLlBpovevog, o0tog d¢ oupPaivel TEOTEQOV Kal VOTEQOV Al ETEQOC: TA YXQ
vov étepa” (Phy. IV.12 220b7-10).

3% Phy. TV.10 218b 10-13.
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are the past and future distinguished by the now. However, if this reference to the
“present change” is understood within the unfolding logic of the text, it may not be a
problem. On its own, it would seem to simply ignore the penetrating aporia with which
he began the discussion of time in Phy. IV. 10: that time seems to be composed of past
and future, and that these are not distinguished by the “present” but are rather
distinguished by the now. The “present change” is not happening in the indivisible now:
for then it would not be changing at all. But if we accept that “the soul says the nows are
two, and time is what is between them” we have opened up the possibility of speaking
about a “present change”: a change contained in portion of time whose boundaries are
established by two nows spoken by the soul. This notion of the “present change” is
established only on the basis of this analysis, and cannot be taken for granted apart from
understanding that the articulation of now is a power belonging to the soul. Furthermore,
it is only in this way that we can understand how a change can be taken as a unit that is
counted: how the “time is the same everywhere simultaneously” can harbour change.
The simultaneity of motions is only possible on the basis that time is not itself a kind of
change or motion, which “is only in the changing thing itself.” This difficult analysis of
the now that we have explored in the previous chapter overcomes this initial aporia and
grounds Aristotle’s reference to the “present change” here. On the basis of this, Aristotle
is able to offer a more elaborate examination of number, and how time is a number of
motion.

Aristotle then reiterates the claim that time is what is numbered and not that by which
we number, again showing that his argument is cumulative and conserves what has been

established previously. Numbers are always the same as “that by which we count” no matter
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what we are counting: horses or men or time are all counted with the same numbers.’** This
neither makes what is counted in each case the same, nor are time and horses or men
quantities in the same sense.’”” But in each case of numbering there must be a unit that is
recognized and taken as another and another in order for the multitude to be counted. The
difficulty for time is how this unit is established. Here in chapter 12 Aristotle builds on what
he has said about how we determine the before and after of time and motion, by showing how
we measure out a unit that we can then go on to count. He makes the connection between
how we “determine” (horizomen) these and how we “measure” (metroumen) them when he
writes, “Not only do we measure (metroumen) a motion by a time, but also a time by a

motion, since they are determined (horizesthai) by one another.”"

The “present change”
refers to the result of this mutual determining: in order to determine the change as “present”
we need to recognize it as within a multitude of changes that have been distinguished as
before and after one another — similar to the way that “we recognize the multitude of horses
by the number” — but without any change we would not recognize the distinction between the
before and after — similar to the way that we “recognize the number of horses itself by the

horse 95307

3%% “The number is one and the same of a hundred horses and of a hundred men, but those things of which is is a
number are different, horses and men” (Phy. IV.12 220b12-15).

3% According to the different senses of quantity demarcated in Cat. 6.

3% ppy. TV. 12 220b17-18. Note how the introduction of the notion of “measuring” both conserves the
determining function of the now, and goes beyond its function as determining. As Aristotle originally said in
Phy. IV.10 “The now is not a part [of time]; for the part measures, and it is necessary that the whole is composed
of parts. But time does not seem to be composed of nows” (218ba7-8). Measuring thus depends on determining
— the now as two determines a part of time — and takes the part thus determined again and again as number.

397 “For we recognize the multitude of the horses by the number, and conversely, we recognize the number itself
of the horses by the one horse. A similarly with time and motion: by the time we measure the motion, and by the
motion the time” (Phy. IV.12 220b22-24).
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Thus while the multitude of horses is measured by the number, and the number is
measured by the horse, time and motion are measured and distinguished by one another.
There is an intrinsic relationship to their measuring, which is unlike the way that we say that
various group of a certain species are all measured by number. The given unit of the horses is
the horse, but the unit of time is established by determining motion. But while it is relatively
easy’"" to recognize that the number of horses belong to the same group, motions are diverse
both in number and in kind, and do not remain what they are while we are counting them.

There is, however, a specific kind of motion which offers itself to our perception with
some regularity, some recurring sameness, that provides something like “the horse” by which
we recognize the number of horses. Aristotle goes on to give another example of the
countable, but this time he speaks of a specific kind of motion, and not the individuals of a
species. He writes, “Just as it is possible for a motion to be one and the same again and again,
50 also a time can be, such as a year or spring or fall.”>*” Among the vast diversity of motions,
there is a kind of motion that manifests a recurring sameness: which, though it does not
remain the same, recurs as one and the same again and again. Such cyclical motions manifest
both unity and repetition, which is exemplary of our power to establish a unit of time by
which we number a multitude: a year as a number of seasons, perhaps also an Olympiad as a
number of years.”'® This sort of motion, which Aristotle will later say is “most knowable

9311

(gnorimatatos),”  most readily offers itself up to being determined into units by which we

3% That the difficulty of measuring time is in some sense similar to the difficulty of measuring horses is

addressed at the end of this section.
309

Phy. 1IV.12 220b13-14.
310

Note the affinity of this example to the examples of the active infinite: the day or games.

' phy. TV.14 223b20.
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measure time again and again in perpetuity. Note that this measuring is reciprocal: he is not
simply saying that the yearly return of the seasonal changes are the number of time, or that
the difference between these changes is responsible for the distinguishing power that we have
thus far attributed to the now. This is because, as we have seen, he will not allow the
movement of the heavens (which runs the course of the days or seasons, again and again) to
be identified with time, because any part of its motion that is taken can likewise be called a
part of time.>'> So we can no more point to any visible cyclical motion in the sky and say
that it is time than we can identify time with the clock or any instrument we use for measuring
time. Rather, time and motion measure one another,’"” just as in Phy. IV.11 we saw that the

before and after of time and motion follow one another.>'

Indeed, “We call time much or
little measuring it by the motion, exactly as we do when we determine a number by the thing
numbered.”*"> But equally, “Since time is a measure of motion and of being moved, it
measures the motion by marking off a certain motion which measures out the whole into

316 The unit of time that we take and use to measure time contains motion. The

pieces.
amount of time is determined by how many units of certain motion it contains, and we
compare and measure the speed and duration of motions in reference to a unit of motion.

Though perhaps the cyclical motions in the heavens manifest this with the greatest clarity of

all extant motions, it would seem that this unit can be selected from among the given motions

312 Phy. TV.10 218b2-3.

313 “Not only do we measure motion by time, but also time by motion, since they determine one another” (Phy.
IV.12 220b15-16).

314 «But there is also a before and after in time, since one of these always follows the other” (Phy. IV.11 219al8-
20).

313 phy. TV.12 220b18-20.

316 phy. 1V.12 221al-2
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or parts of motions rather arbitrarily.

Time and motion have this intrinsic relationship of measuring one another, because all
motion is in time in a fundamental way. The last phrase quoted above is part of a longer
conditional sentence that describes how this is so:

Since time is a measure of motion and of being moved, it measures the motion by

marking off a certain motion which measures out the whole (kolon) into pieces

(just as also the cubit measures a length by marking off a certain magnitude which

measures out the whole); and since for the motion to be in time means both it

(autén) and its being (fo einai autés) are measured by time, for it measures at the

same time (hama) both the motion and the being of the motion, then this is its

being-in-time: the being measured of the being of it. And it is clear that for the

others (tois allois) too this is the being-in-time: the being measured of the being of

them by time.*"
Fundamentally, being in time is being in motion, because both the motion itself (autén) and
the being of motion (to einai autés) are measured by time. Reciprocally, being in motion is
being in time. For it is not that time simply measures the interval through which the motion
occurs, as if the motion remains what it was before, and the only thing that has changed is the
temporal interval as something external to it. Rather, the motion takes time: it is not simply
remaining what it is in time, for its being is different before and after,’'® and the measure of

both the motion itself and its being as such is how much time it takes.

This central claim of this passage regarding the connection between being-in-motion

317 > \ s e , , , \ ~ ~ ~ s = | ; -
“€mel d' €0Tlv 0 XQOVOG HETQOV KIVIOEWS KAl TOL KiveloOat, petel ' o0Tog TV Kivnow t¢

oploat tva kivnow 1] katapeTeroeL v OANV (OOTEQ Kal TO PNKOG O TXVS T 0gloat Tt péyebog 0
AVALLETONOEL TO OAOV), Kal E0TLV TH) KLVIJOEL TO €V X0V ELVAL TO LETQELOOAL TG XQOVW KAl avThV
Kal o elval adTG - Apa Y&Q TV KIVIjow kail O elvat g KIVTEWS HETEEL Kal ToUT' €0TLV aUTH) TO
€V x00Vvw eivat, T0 petpeloBatl avTNg TO eival - dAOV OTL kal TOlG AAAOLS TOUT' €07TL TO €V XQOVW
elvat, To petgelofat avT@V TO elvat VIO ToL XEOVoVL” (Phy. IV.12 221al-9). T have followed Themistius,
Simplicius, Philoponus and Natali in reading 221a8 as “delon de kai” rather than “delon hoti kai” (the latter
being common among modern editions and having its origins in Alexander’s text). This makes the line 221a7
(“then this is its being in time: the being-measured of the being of it”) the apodosis of the long conditional that
begins with the protasis “Since time is the measure of moving and being moved...” (221al). Accordingly line
221a8, which refers to “other things,” is an addition to what was said, and not the apodosis.

1% phy. IV.11 219b10ff.
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and being-in-time might appear to be very straightforward: being-in-motion is being-in-time
since time measures motion and motion measures time. It seems quite easy to see that we
establish a unit of time by simply pointing to how this is consistent with our customary ways
of measuring time: the unit of time is something we call a minute, and we have instruments
that appear to mark off a certain motion on their own accord that serves as the measure of all
simultaneous motions, and can be taken again and again as the number of time. It might seem
obvious that this is what happens when we say that it takes sixty seconds for the hands of the
clock to make a complete rotation, or that it takes twenty-four hours for the sun to circle the
earth (or for the earth to make a full rotation on its axis), and all motions that occur within
these boundaries can be said to be simultaneous, though they may be longer or shorter, faster
or slower than one another. But we cannot take for granted these customary ways that we
measure time, for they conceal the central difficulty that time is not any one of these motions,
but is rather the act of measuring motions. Though a portion of the motion is a motion, and
this portion can be used to measure any whole motion, the act of marking off a portion of the
motion is not a motion, but is rather attributed to time. This act of marking off a part of a
continuous motion is what we have been examining in the discussion of the now throughout
Phy. IV.11, wherein we saw this act attributed to soul. However, in addition to this, Aristotle
is here saying that “being-in-time” means having one’s being measured by time. Thus he is
not only talking about how motions are measured by time, but also how “the being” of
something is in time.

Understanding this will require encountering some challenges regarding Aristotle’s
expression here. First, we should clarify what is the nature of the “whole” which is measured
by the certain motion that is marked off by time. The second challenge is to understand the

significance of the distinction between the motion itself (autén) and the being of motion (o
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einai autés), which Aristotle says are measured by time. The last challenge is to figure out
what Aristotle means by the “others” (tois allois), whose being-in-time also means having
their being measured by time.

When Aristotle speaks of the “whole” that is measured by the certain motion as its
part, we might wonder if this can be understood as referring to any and every kind of motion,
or, rather, to motion of a certain sort. Perhaps this “whole” refers most of all to the instances
of cyclical motion that he cited earlier: the visible motions of the heavens that are measured as
years and seasons. These cases of motions that are “one and the same again and again” were
mentioned in apposition to the number of horses or of men, where the “wholes” that we are
counting are not motions, but living individuals. When we count horses, or men, we are not
counting their motions, or their magnitudes, but we are counting individual beings that have a
number when they are numbered as a group according to their common species. In the case of
the living individuals, the number of the whole is the group, and in the case of the motion that
is the same again and again, the number of the whole is divided from a continuous motion that
is itself whole insofar as it returns as itself the same again and again.

Still, perhaps the “whole” refers to any motion, or at least any motion with respect to
place. However, linear local motions have a terminus, a telos, which is their cessation in a
period of rest. It would be odd to speak of such motions as “whole”, since at no moment of
their moving are they whole. The whole journey from Athens to Thebes is not just the period
in which we are moving, but also includes our arrival in Thebes, when we rest. Drawing on
Aristotle’s claim that motion is an incomplete activity (energeia atelées), we might expect that
the “whole” that is “measured out into pieces” properly refers to a circular locomotion, which
is always in the same relation to its felos, and thus can at any moment be considered equally

whole without having to reach a terminus. Still, even if this is so, it is not clear whether
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Aristotle principally means circular motion (which can be the same again and again) when he
goes on to speak of the motion that “both itself and its being” are measured by time.

Leaving this ambiguity aside for the moment, the next two challenges must be
approached together. Aristotle appears to be making a distinction between “the motion”,
which both itself and the being of it are measured by time, and “the others”, which have their
being measured by time. This indicates that “the others™ refers to something other than the
motion that is itself measured by time. Perhaps “the motion” that was initially referenced is a
specific sort of motion and “the others” refers to other kinds of motion, which have their
being measured by time, but are not “themselves” measured by time.>"”

But if “the others” refers to other motions and not to other beings, does this mean that
there is a meaningful distinction in the way certain kinds of motions are in time? Up until this
point in his treatment of time’s relationship to motion, Aristotle has not specified that time
pertains to certain kinds of motion any more or less than other kinds. At the end of Phy.
IV.10 Aristotle said, “that time is not motion is clear, and it makes no difference to the present

inquiry to speak of motion or change (kinésin é metabolén).”*

Presumably this means that
the differences between the various kinds of motion are not significant for our general
understanding of how time pertains to motion. Nonetheless, in Phy. IV.11, Aristotle seemed
to be singling out a specific kind of motion when he spoke of the “carrying” (phora) and “the

carried thing” (fo pheromenon) as exemplifying the otherness and sameness of the now.”!

319 This is how Simplicius appears to be interpreting this passage at the outset. Drawing upon Alexander’s

interpretation, Simplicius reads Aristotle as saying that ‘the others’ “refer to motion and not to all things. For it
is by the medium of motion for all things that ‘this is what it is to be in time, that their being should be measured

by time” (Diels 1882: 735, 11-12).

320 Phy. TV. 10 218b20.

21 Phy. IV.11 219b16-34. Aristotle typically uses the words phora and to pheromenon to speak of the motions of

the elements and the heavens. See for instance DG 11.3 330b32.

124



Could this distinction between the “phora” and “to pheromenon” be similar to the distinction
Aristotle is making here, between the “motion” itself, and other things with regard to their
change, respectively?

At the beginning of the passage we are now examining, Aristotle says that “time is the
measure of motion and of being moved.” The addition of “being moved” might be what
opens up the space for his reflection on “the others.” However, it would be odd if this were
taken to mean that there is a kind of motion that occurs without belonging to something
“being moved.”*** Is not every instance of motion something undergone by a being whose
being is something beyond the motions that it suffers or enacts? Certainly, we do not have
experience, on the one hand, of a motion that is itself motion, and, on the other hand, of
“others” that move, but are not themselves motion. Perhaps, rather than making a distinction
between “motion” and “being moved” as two existent things in nature, Aristotle is referring to
our ability to take motion as the subject of inquiry, even though every motion we are aware of
belongs to something “other”: some body which is capable of moving but is not “itself”

motion.>?

But even if this is what is being said here, what does it mean to say that “the
being” both of the motion and of the others are measured by time, even though “the others”
are not “themselves” motion, and are thus not “themselves” measured by time?

In order to answer this question, we will have to figure out what Aristotle means by

“being” (to einai) here, and whether it can be meaningfully distinguished from the reflexive

pronoun (auten). One might expect that saying that “the being” of something is measured by

322 This would contradict what Aristotle claimed earlier in the Physics, that “there is no motion apart from ta

pragmata. For what changes always changes either according to beingness (kata ousian) or quantity or quality or
place” (Phy. 111.1 200b33).

323 See Met. X1 1068aff. where Aristotle claims that despite the possibility of taking motion as the subject of
inquiry, no motion can be said to be what underlies (hupokeimenon) changing attributes.
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time makes a strong claim about the bearing of time on it: even stronger, perhaps, than the

claim that it is “itself” measured by time. Is not “the being” of something inclusive of

232* Though it might seem out of character, Aristotle is here claiming

everything it “itself” is
that these unnamed “others” have their being measured by time, but does not say that they are
themselves measured by time. Simplicius makes an interesting suggestion regarding this
difficulty:

It is clear that this is another sense of ‘being’ from that customarily used by the

Peripatetics, which means ‘form.” For this is clearly different, and refers to the

‘extent of its existence’ (tén paratasin tés huparxeos), and, as it were, the activity

of its being (zén energeian tou ontos). Since the being of motion is an extended

activity (energeia paratetamene) — for it is the activity (entelecheia) of the

moveable — it is to be expected that motion and the being of motion should be the

same. That is why Aristotle himself, having said that time was the measure of

motion, added, ‘and of being moved’, not as something additional but because he

has shown that motion is an activity (energeia), and that time is the measure of

activity (energeia). 323
It is quite remarkable the Simplicius makes use of these distinctly Aristotelian words for the
activity of being — energeia and entelecheia — in order to make sense of the meaning of 7o
einai here.**® Using this terminology, Simplicius finds it possible to speak of motion as the
“medium” of the being of the other things, without reducing their being to this motion itself
(auten).

Simplicius does not justify his use of the terms energeia and entelecheia here. Nor

does he entertain the distinction between activity and motion that Aristotle makes in Met.

%% Indeed, in Met. VIL.4-6 Aristotle goes to great lengths to argue that the being (o einai) for each thing is not

other than what it is primarily and according to itself (kath’ auto).

32 Simplicius (1882: 33-36). Urmson translates energeia and entelecheia quite haphazardly. He translates ten
paratasin tes huparxeos as “the extent of its being,” fen energeian tou ontos as “the actuality of its existence,”
energeia paratetamene as “extended actuality” and entelecheia tou kinetou as “the realization of the changeable”
(Urmson 1992, 146). 1 find these translations obscure the meaning of the text.

32%Nor is this the only time he uses this word in his interpretation. See also Ibid, 13-16; 736, 18, 25.
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IX.6. Indeed, Simplicius is making use of these terms without making a sharp distinction
between energeia and incomplete energeia (motion). But Simplicius must be presuming
some sort of distinction between these terms, or else why would he not find it sufficient to
give his interpretation simply in terms of motion? Though Simplicius speaks of how time
measures the motion “itself” and its being without reference to activity, in order to explain
how time measures “the being” of the others he finds himself making use of this terminology.

If we are going to accept Simplicius’s addition of this vocabulary to elucidate the
meaning of to einai, we will need to understand what it means to say that time measures the
activity and motion of the being of “the others.” Surely, time does not measure the activity of
the being of “the others” tout court, but only insofar as the being of these others can be
quantified. The being of “the others” is not simply a measurable quantity, but to the extent
that something’s “being” can be quantified it is measured by time. >’ The quantifiable aspect
of something’s being is what Simplicius calls “the extension of its being”: its being insofar as
it does not exist simultaneously (hama). This quantity is determined through the relation of
time to motion, even if these “others” are not themselves motion.

I thus understand this passage as setting out to show how, from understanding how
time measures motion, we can understand how time measures [the quantifiable aspect of] the
being of others too: beings which move, but whose being is not simply the duration of any
particular motion. The rest of the argument of Phy. IV.12 is required to fill out what this
means, but Aristotle has here laid out what he intends to show.

Understanding the above, we can now see how this idea of time measuring motion

relates to the idea of time as number. Recall that, insofar as time is continuous, it is long or

327 “That which is moved (to krinomenon) is not simply (haplés) measured by time, insofar as it is a quantity, but
insofar as its motion is a quantity” (Phy. IV.12 221b19-21).
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short, but insofar as it is number it is great or small. The idea that time measures motion
requires “marking off a certain motion which measures out the whole into pieces.” That is to
say, the continuous motion is marked off by [the spokesperson for] the now into a pieces that
can be taken “again and again” to measure any and every motion, and the temporal extent of
the being of “the others” too. But what this act of marking off motions fails to show is the
distinction between being in time and being outside of time. For, since we have allowed that
“the others” have their being measured by time also, does this mean that everything is
likewise measured by time, as long as we apply our standard to measure it: as long as we can
say “now” at any point of its being?

This is precisely the difficulty that Aristotle goes on to address. Being in time, he
says, is one of two possibilities. It is either 1) being when time is, or it is 2) being in time in
the sense we say some things are in number. The sense that corresponds to being in number
is further divided into 2a) that which is in time in a manner like how a part (meros) or
attribute (pathos) of number is “something of number,” 2b) the sense like that which belongs

2328 Earlier I drew our attention to the

to something that is counted: “there is a number of it.
limitation of this analogy for describing the number of time (with the example of the horse).
But at this point Aristotle makes clear how this analogy holds true: the way that numbered
things are “embraced” (periechetai) by a number that exceeds them (similar to the way that
bodies are embraced by place). Just as for anything that is “in number” there is always a

greater number, for things that are in time there is always a greater time.

Among the senses of being in time, the sense of being “when time is” does not appear

328 “For to be in time is one of two things: to be when time is, or something corresponding to what we say of
some things, that they are in number. This means that something is a part or attribute of or generally something
belonging to number (fou arithmou ti), or else that there is a number of it (autou arithmos)” (Phy. 1V.12 221al0-
13).
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to capture fully what Aristotle means when he says that “the others” too are in time in this
way (of having their being measured by time).

It is clear that to be in time is not to be when time is, any more than to be in

motion or place is to be when motion or place is. For if that is ‘to be in

something,’ all things will be in anything, and the heavens in a millet seed. For at

that time when the millet seed is, the heavens are also. But this is incidental

(sumbebéken), while the other follows necessarily, both for that which is in time

that there by a certain time (tina chronon) when it is, and for the thing in motion

that there be then a motion.’*
From this it seems that even eternal things are in time incidentally, for since they always are
they are when time is, and we might say now at any point of their being. Similarly the parts
or attributes of time (the now, and the before and after) would be “when time is,” though they
are not measured by time (since they are involved in the measuring of time). But being in
time properly is not having some indefinite relationship of being whenever time is. Rather, it
requires that there is a certain time (tina chronon) for one’s being, which is contained within a
number of time that exceeds it.

Everything that has finite existence exists for a time that is exceeded and as such

3% The sense of being in time that “follows

“embraced by time” (periechesthai hupo chronos).
necessarily” pertains to the distinction we called 2b) above (likened to being in number), for

“to be in number means that there is a certain number (tina arithmon) of this thing/event (tou

pragmatos), and their being (o einai) is measured by the number in which it is, just as, if it is

329 \ \ v g sy o ; > N o ¢ , ¥ o SN
“CI)O(VEQOV 0¢ Kal OTL OVK EOTLY TO €V XOOVW ELVAL TO ELVAL OTE O XQOVOG £0TLV, WOTEQ 0oVLOE TO €V

KLWToeL elval 000E TO év TOT OTe 1] KIVNoLS kal O TOTog €0TLv. €l Yo €0Tal TO €V TVl 0UTw, TavTa
T MEAYHATA €V OTWOLV €0Tal, Kal O o0Qavog €V 1) KEYXw: 0Te YA 1) kK€yX00G €0TLv, E0TLKAL O
oVEAVAC. AAAX TOUTO HEV TUUPBEPTKEVY, EKETVO D' AVAYKT] MAQAKOAOVOELY, KAl TQ) OVTL €V X0OVW
elval Tiva XQOvov 0te KAKELVO E0TLY, Kol T €V KIVOEL OVTL elval toTe Kivnow” (Phy. IV.12 221a19-
26).

39 phy. 1V.12 221a29.
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in time, by time.”' As such, this sense of “being in” corresponds with Aristotle’s
description of how “the others” have their being (to einai) measured by time.

Accordingly, a wide range of happenings can be said to be in time. Indeed, Aristotle
uses the term “ta pragmata” to describe that which is in time in the way numbered things are

332

in number.””" This term can have a broad significance. It can signify “deeds” or “acts”,

99333

29 ¢¢

“occurrences” or “events,” “affairs,” or quite generally “things.”””” It does not apply to the
motion of the moving thing any more than to the end of its motion. As such, it seems possible
that even action and activity (praxis, or energeia) might be included among “the others” that
have their being measured by time, insofar as the duration of a practical or theoretical activity
might be embraced by a time that exceeds its active operation. This is argued by Natali
(2007), who claims that “the others” does not only include what is moved.’** According to
Natali what distinguishes the moving thing from its motion can equally be said of the way that
praxis exemplifies energeia in distinction from motion in Met. IX.6. An activity may be
measured as lasting for a certain time (tina chronos) but, unlike motion, it is completely what
it is at every moment of its operation. This does not mean that activities in no way involve
motion, but only that the activity is not itself motion. Just as Simplicius finds that the others

“are also in time according to their proper movement, which is an extension of their being

(paratasin tou einai),” Natali argues that the same can be said of praxis.

31 Phy. IV.12 221b14-16.
32 “Tu pragmata are in time as in number” (Phy. IV.12 221al7).

333 Sachs (1999) suggests that pragma indicates either intentionality or completion when he says that it means “a
thing of interest or concern or a thing done” (xxxviii).

334 Natali refers to “what is moved” as “composite beings” (following Philoponus” interpretation). This might be

appropriate, since for everything capable of being moved we can distinguish between matter and form.
However, explaining the relation of matter to form here takes away from our focus, so I shall simply speak of
“what is moved.”
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Tout ce qui posséde une essence et n’est pas seulement un mouvement est
immuable dans son essence aussi longtemps qu’il existe; en conséquence son étre
n’est pas mesuré par le temps, méme si son étre est dans le temps et si on peut
déterminer un temps pendant lequel il est, et un temps ou il n’est plus ou pas
encore. Il n’est donc pas nécessaire d’en venir a penser, comme le faisait
Goldschmidt, que de maniére absolue I’action n’est pas dans le temps. Il est vrai
qu’en tant qu’activité parfaite elle n’est pas dans le temps comme 1’est mouvement
physique, c’est-a-dire au sens ou elle serait essentiellement destinée a son propre
achévement. Mais d’autre part elle est dans le temps a la fagon dont le sont les
réalités composées de matiere et de forme, comme des tables ou des chevaux, a
savoir quant a son existence.>>

According to Natali’s interpretation, it is possible for some thing or activity to be in time —
even to have the quantity of its being measured by a time that exceeds its — without time being
the ultimate measure of what it is: without equating its temporal destiny with what Natali calls

its “essence.”*¢

This applies to “the others” whose being is not fundamentally captured by
motion, although they may undergo motion or enact motion in their operation.

Is there any proof from Aristotle’s own text that can defend the interpretations of
Simplicius and Natali? Indeed, Aristotle’s reference to “the others” is sufficiently vague that
anything that is for a certain time (tina chronos) is exceeded by a greater time and thus has its
being measured by time, and from this we might conclude that activities that do not go on

forever are in time in this way. But Aristotle does not say this. What he does go on to say is

that being embraced by time seems to also involve being affected by time (paschein hupo

33 Natali 2007: 171.

336 “On peut étre dans le temps au sense de ‘étre déterminé essentiellement par le temps’ (étre pour la mort, dirait
Heidegger). Ce sens est celui selon lequel le temps s’applique au mouvement. Ou bien on peut ‘étre dans le
temps de telle facon que ‘seul 1’étre-1a de la chose est mesuré par le temps, et non sa nature propre.” Ce dernier
sens est celui ou le temps s’applique aux ‘autres choses’” (Natali 2007: 170). Natali applies the modern
distinction between “existence” and “essence” to Aristotle’s use of “fo einai,” stipulating: “Nous employons les
termes ‘essence’ et ‘existence’ seulement par commodité, sans vouloir nous engager dans une discussion
technique de ces concepts du point de vue de la métaphysique moderne” (Ibid, 170, fn. 15). I have chosen to be
more cautious, and tried not to employ metaphysical distinctions that are foreign to the text that I cannot account
for.
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chronos).”®’ Here he entertains the possibility that time affects what is in it negatively, more
in the manner of destruction (than generation).”® This would seem to pose a problem for
reading “the others” as including activity, insofar as what distinguishes an activity from a
motion is that an activity, complete at every moment of its operation, is neither generated nor
destroyed, even if it may be active at one time, and not active at another time.

However, the argument that follows this proves to be crucial for explaining what
distinguishes being in motion from being in time, which may clarify the possibility that
activities are in time in some way. Aristotle makes the seemingly banal claim that “since time
is the measure of motions, it will also measure rest incidentally (kata sumbebékos). For all

. . . 339
rest 1S in time.”

The distinction he is making here is that being in motion necessarily means
that something is moving, but something may be in time without being in motion: when it is
at rest. Aristotle says that “time also measures rest incidentally”, not because when
something is at rest it is only in time incidentally, but that it is measured by a measure that is
incidental to its resting: for rest, too, is measured by a quantity of time determined by
measuring motion. But time does not only measure moving and resting as defined within
separate parts of time, as if time were simply made up of alternating moments of motion and
rest; as if time offers itself to us as partitioned by the distinction between motion and rest.
Rather, the earlier claim was that time measured “the being” of the others, and here with the
inclusion of rest we see why time does not only measure motion itself. When we measure the

certain time (tina chronos) of something’s being (fo einai), this is not determined exclusively

by the time when it is in motion. “The others” do not necessarily cease being when they stop

37 Phy. 1V.12 221a31.
3% Phy. IV.12 221b1-3.

39 Phy. IV.12 221b7-8.
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moving. The “extension of their being” can involve either moving or resting: “For, generally,
if time is the measure of motion according to itself (kath ‘auto), but of other things
incidentally (kata sumbebékos), it is clear that for all of those things of which it measures the
being (fo einai), that being will be in rest or in motion.”**’

Thus, the inclusion of rest is neither trivial nor obvious, but in fact quite crucial to
discovering what it means to be in time. Being in time is not the same as being in motion,
because the being (7o einai) of “the others” that is measured by time involves both moving
and resting. Since the being of the others is not simply measured by their moving, there must
be a sense of being beyond motion that is at work in determining the being of “the others” that
is also measured by time. Aristotle makes what I take to be a revealing statement by making
use of another word for “being” to describe what is measured by time — ousia — when he goes
on to say, “accordingly, whatever is destroyed and generated, and, generally, being sometimes
and sometimes not, must be in time. For there is some greater time which exceeds the being
of them (fou einai auton) and which measures their beingness (tén ousian).”**!

I would like to pause at this point and consider the importance of the presence of this
word here. Though I do not want to depart greatly from Aristotle’s focus in this text, we
might wonder to what extent Aristotle’s account of ousia, explored at length in Met. VII, has
become relevant to his discussion of being-in-time: how the physical account of being in time
draws on a sense of being that is beyond motion, and involves the capacity to move and rest

that belongs to a “beingness” (ousia). 1 would suggest that Aristotle’s invocation of ousia

here draws on the primary meaning of being that he articulates in Met. VIIL. In the context of

%0 phy. TV.12 221b25-28.

1 Phy. TV.12 221b28-32.
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first philosophy Aristotle will attempt to clarify the meanings of being that is not restricted to
the domain of Physics (which deals with a certain genus of being: the sort of ousia that has in

32 Nonetheless, the discussion of ousia in Met.VII arises

it the principle of motion and rest).
from a consideration of the causes of phusis: of sensible ousiai that become and perish.***
Reciprocally, the invocation of ousia here in Phy.VI.12 indicates a way in which Physics
points beyond itself: it is not an altogether discrete discipline. Exploring the nature of the
kind of beings that have in themselves the principle of their own motion and rest’* taps into
the difficulties pertaining to being qua being, addressed in the Metaphysics. What does it
mean for “a this here” (fode ti) to be what it is? Even though we cannot delve too deeply into
Aristotle’s answer to this question in the Metaphysics without losing focus on what is at stake
here, there is an aspect of this argument that seems to me to be particularly relevant to this
examination of being in time. In exploring the various senses of ousia, Aristotle considers
ousia as meaning “what it was to be” (to ti én einai).>* This phrase is used to indicate how an
ousia is defined (horizmenos) according to itself (kath’ auto). The sense of “definition”

(horismos) that is at work in this argument is how we distinguish what a thing is according to

its own being among the accidental attributes or affects that it entails in the course of its being

342 Met. V1.1 1025b19-22.

3 Met. VI begins with a consideration of the relation of Physics (hé phusike theoretike) to the other the

theoretical disciplines (mathematics and theology), and then goes on to investigate the causes of generation and
destruction, leading to the investigation of ousia in Mez. VI.1-6, and returning to the causes and principles of
generation and destruction in 7-12.

3% For this is how he demarkates the scope of Physics in Phy. 11.1 192b14.

3 Mer. V.8 (1017b23); VI.1 1025b29; VIL3 1028b34; VIL4 1029b14-VIL6 1032al12; VIL.10 1035b16; VIL11
1037a2, 1037a21; VII.13 1038b3, 1038b17; VII.17 1041a28. Though my translation of this phrase is
unorthodox, there has recently been a trend (among those reading Aristotle through the influence of Heidegger)
to bring out the temporal significance indicated by the imperfect “&n”. See Aubenque (2002: 460-472); Long
(2004: 65-75); Gonzalez (2008: 10-14).
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what it was.>*®

This sense of “what it was to be” seems to me to be precisely what Aristotle is
getting at when he speaks of how time measures the being (to einai) of “the others” whose
being is inclusive of the time of its moving and resting. The inclusion of rest within the
“certain time” of one’s being indicates that a being is capable of suffering or enacting a
variety of different motions; that each of these diverse motions may be happening at one time,
and completed at another, but that all these distinguishable motions belong to a being that
goes on being itself throughout the course of its being. Though it might seem possible to
understand every motion as a manner of becoming and perishing (between the contraries of
form and steresis in each of the categories), not every motion is the becoming and perishing
of an ousia.>*” The claim that there is a “certain time” of the being of each finite thing — that
this being is in time as being in a number of time — depends on Aristotle’s arguments for how
there can be beings in time that possess their own integrity, which can account for the

continuity of their own being through the differentiation of various measurable (growth),

perceptible (alteration), and local determinations of its being moving and resting.

346 The presumption that Aristotle’s account of definition refers to merely abstractly “logical” meaning of ousia

is not sensitive to Aristotle’s argument in Mez. VI. For instance, Long (2004) claims to show that Aristotle’s
(supposedly) “purely logical approach” to the definition of finite concrete beings in Met. V1.4-6 ultimately fails,
and that the example of the definition of the “snub” “defies formal logic” and instead shows that “both matter
and form are irreducible principles of ousia” (Long, 2004: 67). However, Aristotle’s account of definition bears
little ressemblance to anything that we might call “formal logic” today. Aristotle rejects the idea that we can
make a definition of something by attaching terms together (ek prostheseds) or separating them (Met. V1.4
1029b30-1030a1), which indicates that definition is not concerned with truth and falsity. Instead argues that
definition is attained by dividing (kata tas diaireseis) until we come to something indivisible, which is its
definition and ousia (Met. VI.12 1037b28-1038a21). This, in turn, leads to Aristotle’s claim that the individual
ousia is not an aggregate (soros) of bodily parts or elements. When we divide the being to the point where we
have it in parts or elements, we have gone beyond the indivisible ousia, dividing too far. However, when we do
so, we are compelled to ask question of why the matter is of such a nature as to be this individual, which reveals
the form and cause. I thus find it untenable to claim, as Long does, that there is at work in Met. VI, on the one
hand, a “purely logical approach”, and on the other, a concern for the historicity of finite, concrete beings.

7 See Phy. 1.8-9; V.1 225a14-20. Also DG. 1.4 (how becoming is distinguished from alteration), and DG 1.5
(how becoming is distinguished from growth); also Phy. VIL.2 (which distinguishes motion in place and growth
from the other kinds of motion) Phy.VII.3 (which distinguishes alteration from becoming).
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Thus, I am suggesting that to i én einai defines the ousia of that which has its being
determined within a certain time. It includes the motions involved in its being what it was,
but it does not reduce its being to any particular motion than supports — or at least does not
fatally compromise — the continuation of its own being in time. Its being involves moving
and resting: certain attributes may arise in it (through the mediation of motion) that do not
make it other than what it was: they are in this sense “incidental.” The time of its being may
be divided into a part of time when it was white, and a part of time when it is not-white, a part
of time when it was here, and a part of time when it is there, a part of time when it was
moving and a part of time when it was resting. But its “what it was to be” is not determined
by such changes. It does not escape our notice that what it was may be distinguished from
what it is insofar as it manifests itself through differing qualities, quantities, or locations, and
that we may divide time accordingly. But still, it is being what it was. The time of its being is
not defined by any particular motion, but by its being so long as it is being.

Thus I am arguing that the inclusion of “rest” in what is measured by time points to a
sense of being (fo einai) beyond motion, as it belongs to sensible ousia. Once Aristotle
includes rest as also being measured by time, he is at liberty to speak of time as measuring
ousia: for this shows that the being-in-time is not identical to being-in-motion. I have
suggested that this mention of ousia gives us the opportunity to make use of Aristotle’s
reflections the meaning of ousia as to ti én einai from Met. VI to elucidate the sense of the
being of “the others” that is measured by time.

We may now address the viability of Simplicius and Natali’s suggestions that actions

and activities are as such in time: in the manner of “the others.” For, it might be possible to
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make the case that Aristotle identifies to #i én einai with energeia.>*® Recall that in Met. IX.6
Aristotle characterized energeia (as distinct from motion) by the simultaneity of past perfect
and present progressive: we are seeing and have seen, living and have lived, at the same time.
In the expression to ti én einai, we have the imperfect (én) embedded in the articular infinitive
(to einai).** Though not identical,’* both expressions have in common that they indicate an
identity between past and present: that what was is not inherently different from what is.

351

Furthermore, in Met.IX.8 Aristotle identifies energeia with ousia and form (eidos),”" just as,

3% This is suggested by Gonzalez (2008: 14)

3% The articular infinitive may indicate time (Smyth 2034).

% The én of to ti én einai is a past tense with a progressive aspect (imperfect), and the “having seen” or “lived”

or “thought” in the expression of energeia Aristotle uses a past tense with a perfective aspect (past-perfect). Just
as in the case of energeia, many interpreters of fo i én einai have been inclined to disregard the temporal
importance of the tense (past), and focus only on the aspect (progressive or perfective). It was common among
ancient commentators to read the imperfect en as “habitual”, and more recently, Owens and Sachs have
translated the expression in such a way that conveys timelessness (Owens 1951, 180-188; Sachs 1999, xxxvi-
xxxvii). However, just as [ have argued that it is problemmatic to focus only on aspect with respect to energeia,
I see a problem with understanding the imperfect en of fo ti én einai as only refering to the aspect (progression)
and not at all to tense (past). For, given what is at stake in the argument of Met. VII — the definition of sensible
ousia — the importance of continuity throughout change in time is relevant. It seems to me that what is important
for both the descriptions of energeia and the expression fo ti én einai is that there is a sense of the past that is not
merely finished and done away with: that what has been or was being does not always and in every case exclude
what is and or will be, as though the past is always something remaining in itself statically at its end, dead for all
remaining time. Rather, in these expressions what was is actively identified with what is ongoing in time.
Considering the aspect alone (whether progressive perfective), and disregarding the tense, leaves us simply
trying to join together unsituated notions of completeness or incompleteness, as though such determinations (or
lack thereof) exist in a temporal void. By contrast, when Gonzalez writes of the “present reaching back into its
past” in relation to both energeia and to ti én einai, this captures this sense of the importance of tense and aspect
together: that what is actively identifies with itself through differentiated time. Furthermore the difference of
aspect (the “completion” associated with the perfect which is not necessarily associated with the imperfect) may
not be so significant if we consider the following: Neither expression refers to the future, but in neither case is
the future definitively excluded. This indicate that an ousia may go on being what it was, but need not go on in
order to attain perfection. The felos is there “already,” which means that the being of such a being neither
requires nor excludes future time.

3311050a15-16, b 2-3.
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in Met. VIL, to ti en einai was said to belong primarily to ousia,” and in the case of the soul,
to ti en einai is identified with both ousia and form.**’

Thus there is some textual evidence for a connection between ousia, in the sense of o ti
én einai, and energeia. Based on this it might be possible to make a connection between how
ousia has a definition (horismos), and how the measure (to metreisthai) of its being is time.
Note the connection that defining and measuring have to the function of the now; how we
determine (horisomen) the before and after of motion by saying now. Given the analysis of
the now we have just seen in Phy. IV.11, it seems possible that there is some relationship
between definition — the /ogos or “logic” of the way that we speak and think about individual,
sensible beings — and the determination or measuring of the certain time of a such a thing’s
being. Yet, can we say from this that time defines ousia? Surely many beings can be at the
same time. We cannot as such define a being — say, a man, or a horse — simply by the time in
which it lives. But we measure the time of its being having defined it as an individual. When
Aristotle claims that time measures the being of “the others”, implied in this is the ability to
grasp a ousia as to ti én einai: that we define the temporal boundaries of their being not
according to any particular motion (or attribute brought about by motion), but rather to the
time of their living as a whole.

We have now said a great deal about the difference between how time measures the
being of motion itself, and how time measures the being of the others. Drawing on

Simplicius’ intepretation, we said that “the others” have their being measured by time insofar

332 “This is clear: that a definition and a fo ti én einai belongs primarily and simply to ousiai. It is not that they
do not belong to other things likewise, just not primarily” (Met. VI1.4 1030b5); “To ti én einai is called the ousia
of each (Met. VIL.6 1031a17)

333 Met. VII.10 1035b14-17.
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as “the extension of their being” is not simultaneous, but involves motion. We have also
shown that “the extension of their being” is not reducible to any particular motion, for it
includes their motion and rest. We also saw that Simplicius made use of the vocabulary of
energeia and entelecheia to understand the relation between the ways of being in time for “the
motion itself” and “the others.” Simplicius’ use of these terms clearly does not refer to
something outside of time, but neither did it simply mean the motion “itself”. The importance
of Aristotle’s reference to “the others” is that it points beyond the being of motion itself,
though he does this in the vaguest possible way. Aristotle’s main concern in this text is to
show that being in time depends on being in motion, even for those things, events, deeds — ta
pragmata — that are not themselves motion. While we may wish that there could be some
definitive list of what is included as “the others”, Aristotle only tells us that the limiting case
is those things that always are,”” or their opposites, which always are not.>

The challenge is to see whether activities can be included in this sense of being in time,
or not. Activities are distinguished from motions by the simultaneity of past-perfect and
present progressive, in the examples of seeing, thinking, and living. It seems evident from
our experience of engaging in such activities that it is possible for them to be happening at
one time, and not at another. We see, we think, we live; we close our eyes, we sleep, we die.
The instances of activity that we experience are presumably in time, insofar as there is a
certain time of their being that is exceeded by a greater time. But this does not have to mean

that seeing, thinking, and living are themselves motions, or that they become and perish in the

%% “t is clear that those which are always being (ta aei onta), as always being (hé aei onta), are not in time”
(Phy. 1IV.12 221b3-4). According to Simplicius, “he adds ‘as always being’, because, though they are
simultaneous (hama) with time, their motions and changes are in time because it is possible to find a greater time
than each of them takes (Diels 1882: 741.18-22).

3% Phy. IV.12 222a4-9.
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manner of motions (that is, as incomplete in their operation). If these are truly activities, and
not eternal, there must be a manner in which there is a transition from being at one time, to
not being at another, which is not properly a motion.

As we have seen, Aristotle links generation and destruction to being at one time and not
being at another time: “as many things as pass away and come into being, and generally
(holos) are at one time but at another time are not, must be in time.”**® Does this “/hol6s”
mean that “being at one time and not being at another” might have a broader meaning than
that which pertains to specifically to becoming and perishing? Taking a wider view of
Aristotle’s corpus, we can see that there are many instances where Aristotle speaks of being at
one time and not at another that does not occur by way of generation and destruction (as
motions).””’ These are, relations (pros #i) and the acquisition and loss of habits (hexeis);>®
the achievement of moral and intellectual virtues;>>’ and the transition from dunamis to
entelecheia in the soul, when one exercises one’s capacity to see or think whenever one

360

wishes.”" If, in the manner of these examples, there a way to pass from inactivity to activity

that is not itself motion, we should be able to say with some confidence that activities can be

%6 phy. TV.12 221b29-31.

7 Note that Aristotle goes on to restrict the operative sense of motion such that it does not include generation

and destruction as the argument of the Physics progresses. (For this is a transition between contradictories, for
which there is no “middle” and thus the process cannot be continuous).

3% «Since the relations are not themselves alterations, there is no alteration of them, nor, becoming, nor generally
change in any way, it is clear that neither are the habits (hexeis), nor is the acquisition or loss of them alteration”
Phy. VI1.3 246b11-14.

3% He calls the acheivement of moral virtues “completions” (teleioseis) (and their loss or absence are called

“ekstaseis”) (Phy. VIL.3 246b2, 247a3). Of the intellect and knowledge he says there is no alteration nor
becoming (247b1-2), that “their use and activity is not genesis” (247b8).

3% In the De Anima, speaking of there being two senses of dunamis, shows that 1) becomes active through

alteration (frequent changes from a contrary state), and 2) becomes active by “another way” (allon tropon) (DA
I1.5 417b2).
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at one time and not at another without being generated or destroyed per se. As such, it should
also be possible that activities are in time without being affected by time (paschein hupo
chronos):>®" without “perishing” in time due to the motion that displaces their presentness (hé
kinésis existési to huparchon).’®

If this holds, we would do well to look closer at Aristotle’s argument that that time
seems to affect and destroy what it contains. Aristotle’s suggestion that whatever is embraced
by time is affected by time is based on the things we are “accustomed to say” (legein
eiothamen) about time: that “time wastes things away, that everything grows old by time, or is

3% He distinguishes this from how we are not accustomed to say

forgotten because of time.
that we have learned, become new or beautiful by time.*** At the end of the next chapter
(Phy. 1V.13), Aristotle gives this contention a more nuanced consideration. There, he suggest
that it is “more correct” (orthoteron) to say that time is ignorant than wise,’® and that time is
more (malon) a cause of perishing than becoming.’®® This more measured, comparative
description of time’s association with perishing and ignorance over becoming and wisdom
shows that time does not have some unique power over and against that of coming to be,

learning, newness and beauty. Rather, time is associated “more” with perishing insofar as

perishing may continue beyond the duration of an activity. “Nothing comes into being

%1 phy. 1V.12 221a31.
362 phy. TV.12 221b3.

3 phy. 1V.12 221a31-b1.

3% Phy. 1V.12 221b1-2.
303 «gv B¢ @) XQOVW TavTa Yiyvetal kai GpOeipeTar do kai ol pév copwtatov EAeyov, 6 di
IMuBayodoetoc ITagwv apabéotatov, 6t kai EmAavOavovtat év ToVTw, Aéywv 0000TeQov” (Phy.
IV.13 222b19)

3%6 ppy. TV.13 222b19-20.
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without itself somehow moving and acting (prattein), but something can be destroyed and in
no way moved.”®” This claim calls upon Aristotle’s understanding that motion is not
something that merely is, but that it is always caused by something that exists actively.
Moreover, Aristotle is tentative about even giving the power of destroying things to time.
“Even this is not something that time does (poiein).”*®® Given these statements, we must
reconsider what it means to be affected by time. Time does not affect “other things” by
moving (kineisthai) them, by acting (prattein) or by doing (poiein) anything to them. It
affects them in the manner of a sort of change (metabole) Aristotle here calls “ekstatikon”: a
word difficult to translate, though perhaps best thought of as literally “standing out” of

itself.*®

While all changes and motions take place in time, time is associated “more” with
perishing, ignorance, and forgetting — essentially, processes leading to the steresis of form —
because when a cause ceases to actively move or enliven a being its departure from its
perfection is carried out in subsequent time. When we fail to act, or fail to be actively, time
does not come to a halt, but what is devolves and returns to the material potency from which
it arose.

From this it seems that to be in time is not the measure of one’s activity in time, and
one’s acting is not the measure of time. The activities of one’s being may cease, but time
continues on. When beings stop asserting their being actively then all that is left is the

dissolution of their matter in time. If we cease to live, the body rots. If we cease to think, we

forget. But time does not oppose the activity of our being: it is not lying in wait to rob us of

397 Phy. TV.13 222b23-24.

3% phy. IV.13 222b26.

3%% Phy. TV.13 222b21. It is worth noting again that ekstasis is opposed to teleiosis in Phy. VI3, when Aristotle

shows that the virtues do not arise from alteration.
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our youth and beauty, but it endures beyond the certain time (¢ina chronos) of any activities of
the causes that generate and enliven individuals. Time may exceed us, but it does not
overpower us.”"’ Being exceeded and embraced by time in some sense means being affected
by time, because time does not wait for us to act, and does not stop just because any one of us
is not acting. Insofar as there might be a “right time” (kairos) for our actions, time is
something with which we must reckon. Just as the sleepers in Sardenia were mistaken about
the passing of time when they were unconscious, we cannot equate our lack of awareness with
the end of time.

Time is as such infinite (apeiron) in the sense of being a beyond (exo) that exceeds
and embraces the natural existence of finite individuals. But recall what we saw earlier in
Phy. 111.4-6 regarding the infinite. Among the reasons Aristotle listed for believing in the
infinite, the “greatest and most authoritative (malista kai kuriotaton), which makes a common
aporia for everyone” is that “number, and the mathematical magnitude seem to be infinite, as
well as what is beyond the heavens (exo fou ouranou), because they do not come to an end

371 This common aporia brings us back to the original

(hupoleipein) in our thinking (noéser).
question with which we began the chapter: how does time, if it is infinite or what is always
being grasped, participate in beingness? “Is it in the manner of an ousia, or as incidental
(sumbebékos) and following from some other nature? Or is it in neither way, but is there

99’372

nonetheless an infinite and an infinitely many The many ways that we speak of the

infinite include 1) “what is impossible to pass through (to adunaton dielthein) by not being of

7T am not in agreement with Ricoeur on this point. He claims that Aristotle’s account of time does not

overcome the “invincible word” that “we do not produce time but that it surrounds us, envelops us, and
overpowers us with its awesome strength” (Ricoeur 1990, vol. 3, p. 17).

71 Phy. 111.4 203b23-26.

372 Phy. 111.4 203b33-204al.
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such a nature as to go through (diienai),” 2) “what has passage (diechodon) but cannot be
completed at all (ateleutéton), or scarcely (molis) so,” or 3) “by being of such a nature as to
have a passageway (diechodon) or limit, does not have one.””

Note again how this language resonates with the opening of Phy. IV.10. “First it is
good (kalds echei) to go through the aporia (diaporésai) concerning time.”’* The difficulties
(aporiai) we have encountered in the course of this chapter present themselves as though they
might block the passage of our thinking. Yet, one by one we pass through them: we find a
passageway (diechodon). At the outset of our investigation it might have seemed that time

either wholly is not, or is only scarcely (molis) and faintly.>”

But having encountered each
difficulty we have found a way forward.

Inquiring about time’s infinity has encountered the limits of the scope of Physics. In
Phy. 111.4 Aristotle states, “Most of all it belongs to the one who studies nature to examine

whether there is an infinite sensible magnitude.”’®

This task yields only a negative
conclusion. There cannot be an unlimited sensible magnitude because it is the very nature of
a sensible body to have limits in two or more directions. Furthermore, insofar as the infinite
belongs to sensible nature it does so in the manner of potential for matter to be embraced by

form. In terms of sensible nature, the infinite is “what is of such a nature as to have a limit,

but does not have one”: the infinite is in this sense what is embraced (by form) and not the

373 “gva pév dm tedTOV TO ddVvVaTov dieABelv T¢ pr| Tepuréval duéval, OoTeQ 1) Gwvr) dOQATOG:

AAAWG O¢ TO OLEEODOV ExOoV AdTteAevTnTOV, 1) O HOYLS, 1) O TtePUKOG EXeLy pr| Exetl DLEEodov 1) tépag.”
(Phy. 1114 204a3-7).
7% Phy. IV.10 217b30-31.

37 Phy. IV.10 217b34.

376 phy. 111.4 204al-2.
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embracing. In the context of searching for an infinite sensible magnitude, Aristotle speaks
pejoratively of the soul’s ability to always think of a beyond: for just because we can think of
a man so big that he would exceed the city, doesn’t mean that such a body can be.*”’
According to Aristotle, our ability to think of a beyond is out of place (atopos) when it
applies itself to a body: our intuitions about the infinite thus exceed Physics as such.
However, our ability to think of a beyond is not out of place in our grasp of time. Aristotle
concludes his discussion of the infinite in the Physics by asserting that “time and motion are
infinite, and thinking is too, but what is taken does not remain.”"®

If time exceeds and embraces all motions, it is infinite in the sense of being beyond
(exo) any motion. If time is infinite in this sense, it will not be “that beyond which there is

d.”*” This sense of a “beyond” is not

nothing, but is that of which there is always a beyon
even captured by eternal motion in a continuous circle, because the same parts are taken
again and again.’® A circular motion may be endless, but it is not infinite in the sense of
reaching beyond itself, and not in the sense of the infinite that we have seen affirmed both
with respect to the day and the games and with respect to time; they are “what is always
taken as another and another.” The infinite is “that of which, to those taking it by quantities
»381

(kata poson lambanousin) there is always something beyond (exd) to take (labein). Ifitis

the soul that “takes [time] by quantities” (numbers motion), then time will be among the

377 Phy. 111.8 208a15-20.
378 Phy. 111.8 208a20-22.
37 Phy. 1116 207al-2.
3% phy. 1116 207a5-7.

31 phy. 1116 207a7-8.
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senses of the infinite which “do not come to an end (hupoleipein) in our thinking (noései).”***

“What is taken always goes beyond every determinate amount, but the infinite is not a
separate number, nor does infinity remain (menei), but it becomes, just as time and the
number of time.”*"

Thus while time exceeds the duration of our activity, this very exceeding is accessible
to thought. Our thinking about time exceeds the certain time (tina chronos) of our thinking
about it. If time is infinite then our thinking about time provides us with a passageway
beyond the limits of our finite existence. This is because thinking has an openness that is
akin to that of time. If time is infinite in the sense of being what is always taken as another
and another, this is because our thinking does not come to an end when it grasps a portion of
time. It grasps time, but does not hold onto it as though it were some definite thing
remaining, but takes it as another and another. It limits time without stopping it, because
thinking is not a motion, which ceases when it is limited.

Time is not unlimited in the sense of having a nature to which limits do not apply
(like how sound is invisible). It is, perhaps, a passage that can be completed only scarcely.
We have seen that time can ambivalently be spoken of both as limited and as unlimited in the
analysis of the now. The now is both a limit, which is not time, and is numbering, which is
time. This double sense of the now requires that the now is not merely a property of time, but
is the activity of numbering beyond every determinate amount that is taken.

Having completed this long digression back to the discussion of the infinite in Phy. 111,

let us now return to Phy. IV.12. According to Aristotle’s analysis of what it means to be “in

382 phy. 111.4 203b23-26.

3% phy. 1117 207b13-16.
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time” the now is in time in the sense that the aspects of number are in number. We count
nows only in the sense that when we count something we are counting numbers or some
aspect of number. It would seem from this that the now is “that by which we number”,
which, as we saw, is not time. This is consistent with the sense in which the now as a limit is
not time but is incidental to time. This would also indicate that the now might be included
among the things that are “when time is”, which were also said to be cases of being in time
incidentally. But this is only one way of considering the now. Aristotle has also stated that
the now “numbers” and in this sense it is time. This contrast, which I have repeatedly
referenced, carries with it the following illustration:

Insofar as the now is a limit (peras) it is not time but is incidental (sumbebeken),

but insofar as it numbers (arithmei) it is time. For the limits belong only to that of

which they are limits, but the number of horses — the ten — is also elsewhere

(allothi).>™
The reason that the now is not merely a limit is that the limit belongs to the particular thing
that it limits. Since time is the number of motion, if the now were simply a limit of motion
each now would belong to the particular motion that it limited. However, the nows are not
different by belonging to different particular motions, but by being before or after one another
in time: as Aristotle will consistently state, time as number is the same everywhere, equal and
simultaneous.’®

As we have seen, saying that the now “numbers” locates the activity of numbering in

the now itself. This contrast between the now as a limit and the now as it numbers shows that

the sense in which the now as a limit is not time, for it is said to be incidental to time. But

¥ 4q uev obv TéQAS TO VOV, 0V XOVOS, AAAX CUMBEPTIKEV: T ' AQIONEL, XOOVOG * TA UEV YA

mégata €Kelvou OVOV 0TV OV 0Ty mégata, 0 O' aplOLog 6 TwVvde TV MMV, 1) dekdg, Kal
AAA0OL” (Phy. IV.11 220a21-24).

% Phy. 1V.14223b12-13.
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consider, perhaps, that the contrast is between thinking of the now as a static limit, belonging
to some particular thing, and thinking of the now as the activity of numbering. If the now is
only incidentally a limit, this does not mean that the now is only incidentally the activity of
limiting. The now as “numbering” is time. As we have seen, time is continuous and thus is
only numbered by being limited. Thus the activity of limiting is involved to the activity of
numbering. In this light, we do not have a contrast between the now as limiting and the now
as numbering, but rather we have a contrast between the now as “a limit” and the now as
numbering: for limiting belongs to numbering in the case of time. In this sense, what
Aristotle is saying is that the now is not an abstract component of time, but is this activity of
distinguishing the parts of time into their relative order. Since this activity of limiting need
not “take time,” it is possible to limit time without causing it to stop and start.

In neither of the ways of considering the now — as a limit or as it numbers — does the
primary and fundamental sense of being in time apply to it. The now does not come to be and
pass away; it is not a motion. It does not “take time” to happen; it is not a part of time. The
now is both that by which we number, and the now numbers, but the now is not numbered. It
is thus incorrect both to say that we merely count a sequence of nows when we count time,
and that the now is in time in the sense that things are in time as they are in number.

Since the now is not itself a (sensible) ousia, nor is it a motion, I have suggested that,
as numbering, it might be understood as an activity. This poses a challenge to our adoption of
Natali’s interpretation that activities are in time in this latter sense. If the now is indeed an
activity of numbering beyond any determinate amount that is taken, it cannot be so in the
manner of a praxis that is exceeded by time. However, knowing what the now is not is only
part of the battle.

In order to build upon the positive account of the now that we have been working on
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up to this point we might draw upon what Aristotle says about how the infinite is analogous to
matter (hule) that is embraced (periechetai) by form.**® According to this analogy, we might
consider to what extent time is embraced by the now. In the account of the now that we have
considered thus far we have seen that the now embraces time by being two extremes - one
before and one after — that are different from the time that is between them. However if all
time were ultimately embraced by two nows as such it would not be infinite. We have seen
that there is also a sense in which the same now belongs to something before and after.’®’ In
this sense, the same now is also different as being both an end of something before and a
beginning of something after. In Phy. IV.13 Aristotle resumes his discussion of the now by
elaborating on this sense of its sameness and difference.

Phy.IV.13: Past and Future as other and same:

In chapter 13 Aristotle takes up the task of showing that the way that we speak of the
now as a limit needs to be understood in the context of knowing that the now is also
responsible for the continuity (sunecheia) of time. As such, the now must be considered as
having two functions: the now is the continuity (sunecheia) of time as it holds together
(sunechei) past and future, and it is a limit (peras) of time as being an end and a beginning.
Notice that Aristotle is here resuming the discussion of the past and future, which as yet has
been mentioned only once more since the beginning of chapter 10. In chapter 10 the past and
the future were invoked in the context of claiming that it seemed that none of the parts of time
exist. For time was said to be composed of past and future as its parts, and the now is not a

part of time. Furthermore, the now appeared to determine (diorizein) past and future, which

3% phy. 1117 207b1-2.
¥7 “Whenever we perceive the now as one, and neither as before or after in motion, nor the same but belonging

to something before and something after, no time seems to happen because no motion has. But whenever there
is a before and after, then we say that there is time” Phy. IV.11 219a32-b2.
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led to the aporia of whether the now always remains the same, or is another and another. In
chapter 11 Aristotle has spoken of the temporal stretch purely in terms of the before and after
without referring to this differentiation in terms of past and future. The only other mention of
the past and future prior to its mention in chapter 13 occurred in the passage from chapter 12
that I quoted earlier, but will examine more extensively here:

Time is the same everywhere simultaneously, but the before and after are not the

same. For the change that is present is one, but as past and future it is different

(heteron). For time is number not as that by which we number, but as numbered.

So with this also it happens that the before and after are always different; for the

nows are different. And number is one and the same for one hundred horses and

one hundred men, but that of which the number is, is different: horses are different

from men. Still as it is possible for motion to be one and the same again and

again (palin kai palin), so also can time be, such as a year, a spring or a fall.’®®
From this we see how the function of the before and after is assimilated to the past and the
future through the notion that time is numbered. In this passage, the past and future are
mentioned as indicating the sense in which the change before is different from the change
after along the same lines that the number of horses and men are different. Can it be that the
past and future are merely invoked as synonyms for the before and after? Recall that in
chapter 11 the distinctly temporal sense of the before and after was determined according to a
continuous motion, where we determine the before and after. But when he refers to “the
before and after” as “past and future” the difference belongs to the nature of what is counted.

On the one hand the past change is as different from the future change as horses are from

men: we are in each case counting a different kind of thing. On the other hand, when the

388 v D \ ~ v / \ v 5 < S o v c \ \
“ral 6 avTog d& MAVTAXoU duo: TEOTEQOV 0& Kol DOTEQOV 0UY O AVTAG, OTL KAl 1] LETAPOAT 1) pLEV

nagovoa i, 1) O yeyevnuévn kal 1 LéAAovoa ETéQa, O D& XQOVOG AQLOUOG €0TLV OUX @
aplOpovpev aAA' 0 aplOpovevog, oUtog d¢ ovpPaivel TEOTEQOV Kal VOTEQOV Al ETEQOG: TA YXQ
VOV €tepa. €0TLOE O AQLOUOG €lg HEV KAl O aVTOC O TV EKATOV (MMWV Kal 0 TWV EKATOV AVOQWTWY,
@V d' apLBuog, Etepa, ot (MmoL TV AvORWTIWV. €Tt e EvOéxeTal kivnow elval TV avThv Kol piav

TAALY Katl ALY, 00T kal xQOVoV, olov Eviavtov 1) éaQ 1) petontweov” (Phy. IV.12 220b7-10).
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motion we are counting is one and the same “again and again” the past and the future are
likewise one and the same, again and again: it is like counting a succession of horses.
Aristotle’s terminology of “the before and after” captures both of the sense in which the
changes occurring in the past and future can be different, and the sense in which they can be
the same: time is that which is taken as another and another, but what is taken may either be
the same again and again, or it may be different, another and another. The past and future
changes may be different in kind, or not.

To elaborate on how the past and the future changes are different in kind we might
turn to the difference between the necessary and the contingent (to hopoter etukhen; literally

389 The difference between the

“whichever happens”), articulated by Aristotle elsewhere.
necessary and the contingent pertains to our ability to make affirmations and denials that can
be either true or false. Since not everything occurs by necessity, predictions regarding the
future may be or not be, and we cannot say with certainty which statement is true until it has
come to pass. An exception to this is the continuous circular motion of heavenly bodies,
which is necessary throughout time.>”® Despite the fact that this distinction would seem to
map onto what Aristotle says here — regarding both the difference in kind between past and
future, and their identity for motions that are the same again and again - Aristotle does not
make use of it in the Physics. Why not?

Consider a related distinction that Aristotle does make use of in the Physics: between

necessity and chance (fukhe). Having discussed the four causes in Phy. 11.3, he turns to tukhe

389 Int. 9 18b7-19b4.

3% “We must inquire whether there is something that will be of necessity, or not...for if it is true to say that
something will be, it is necessary that there is sometime (pote) that it is true” (GC 11.11337b2-6). Having argued
that the before and after of circular motion follow one another necessarily, he concludes, “Therefore it is in
circular motion and becoming that there is absolute necessity” (GC 11.11 338b15).
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(and automaton), wondering if these are additional causes (Phy 11.4-6). What he says about
chance is closely related to what he says about contingency. “No one thinks tukhe is
responsible for what is by necessity, or always, or for the most part.”*”' Similarly,
“contingency is when it holds or will hold no more thusly than not thusly.”*** Tukhe is related
to the final cause (hou heneka), but it is an incidental (kata sumbebékos), indefinite (aoriston)
cause related to choice (prohairesis)’”® and praxis.*** Similarly, contingency is the condition

of our capacity to deliberate (bouleuesthai).”®

Both of these phenomena are manifest in
relation to our conscious seeking of ends of our own making in practical activity, but from
different vantage points. Tukhe is acknowledged in retrospect (when we acknowledge that
our aims have either between realized or thwarted by coincident causes outside of our
control), and contingency is a manifestation of our declarations about the future. As such,
these concepts find their proper home not in physics, but rather in ethics. Both are concerned
with things that are not necessary and fall into the class of things “capable of being
otherwise,” which are the objects of practical reasoning (techne, phronesis, and
deliberation).*”°

Thus when Aristotle mentions that past and future are different in Phy. IV.12, he does

not go on to investigate the difference between them in terms of necessity and contingency or

chance because the Physics is not primarily concerned with human action (praxis) as distinct

1 Phy. 11.5 196b12.
%2 Int. 9 18b9.

3% Phy. 11.5 196b18ff.
%% Phy. 11. 5 197b2.

3% “There would be no need to deliberate or take pains, if indeed we could make [the assumption] that from this,
there will be this, or if there is not this, there will not be this” (/nt. 9 18b32-33).

3% EN'VI.1 1139a9-15.
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from any of the other causes of motion, or the choice and deliberation that informs praxis. In
the Physics Aristotle is not concerned with the past and the future as different kinds of objects
for our reasoning about our actions, but is rather concerned to show that they are different at
all. This is the purview of the now.

Whereas in chapter 12 a past and a future change were called “different”, in chapter 13
Aristotle stresses the continuity of their difference in terms of the now. That is, as “binding
together” (sundei) the past and future, the now is always the same; as a limit (an end and a
beginning) the now is always different.”®’ It is this function of binding together, or being the
continuity of past and future, that is a new development in Aristotle’s treatment of time that
he sees fit to address at this point in his argument. Earlier we saw one sense of how the now
holds time together. In Phy. IV.11 the now seemed to serve the function of embracing time in
a certain manner: when the soul says the nows are two, whenever we think of the nows as
extremes that are different from the middle. In thinking the nows as extremes, the now before
is a beginning and the now after is the end which together limit and embrace the time in the
middle. This sense in which the soul says the nows are two has led us to the definition of
time as number with respect to before and after. However, insofar as the nows are two in this
way, it is the time between them that is said to be different from the nows. It does not offer an
account of how the time beyond them also belongs to the nows. I think that Aristotle
reintroduces the language of past and future here in order to give an account of the now’s
relationship to the beyond. Nonetheless, the possibility for doing so has been prefigured in
Aristotle’s description of time as “what is always taken as another and another”, as opposed to

saying it is always taken as “one and the same again and again” (ten auten kai mian palin kai

7 Phy. IV.13 222a15-16.
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palin).

In chapter 13 Aristotle does not speak of the nows as two extremes differentiated from
the time between them. Still, he here offers an explanation of how the now is both the same
and different. Speaking of the now as two extremes would offer a sense in which the nows
are sequential. However Aristotle does not go on from this description of the nows as two to
speak of time as a sequence of nows, having already been numbered in their relative order.
Instead he resumes his discussion of the now by entering into a deeper examination of the
function of the now which does not depend on it being manifest (through speech) as two
extremes. In fact, in chapter 13 he never mentions the nows being “two” at all, though this
might seem to be implied in the sense of it being “different” (heteron) or “other” (allé), in the
sense that as a dividing limit it is both a beginning and an end. Rather than speak of the now
as one or two (or more) Aristotle characterizes the now as uniting and dividing.””® What this
means is that the now(s) are not to be considered as discrete entities, collected together into a
“number” of nows. Rather, the now is here characterized in terms of its dynamic function,
which is double: holding together and distinguishing time, being the same as itself, and
different from itself, all at once. Here again we see that the sense in which the now limits is
connected to the sense in which it numbers. Each now is always oriented to the time beyond
(exo) whenever it limits a portion of time, because it is never an end without also being a
beginning. But unlike the continuous circle, the now is not the end and beginning of the same
thing again and again. “The now is an end and a beginning, but not of the same thing.”*"’

This consideration also gives us Aristotle’s final word of the relationship of the now to

% Phy. 1V.12 222a18-21.

3% Phy. IV.13 222b5-6.
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the point of the line. The sense of the now as a dividing limit (a beginning and an end) is
imperfectly analogous to the way that the “remaining point” (tés stigmeés menouses) divides
the line potentially. The sense of the now as “holding together” is imperfectly analogous to
the mathematical line itself, which is continuous and uninterrupted. Whereas earlier Aristotle
suggested that the now was similar to the points of the line in the sense of being like the
extremes of the line, here Aristotle suggests that now is similar to the “mathematical line”
itself. Here he makes no mention of the analogy to motion because, as I suggested earlier,
this concept of the “mathematical line” has already assimilated into itself the role of

motion.*®°

If we consider the point as “tracing out” the length, then it is always the same
point through the course of its tracing. But, as always, Aristotle is careful to note the
difference that we must account for in making use of any analogy. “The point is not always
the same in thinking; for as dividing it is other, but as one, it is the same for everything.”*"' If
now is different like the point — in that it is not always the same “in thinking” it — is it one like
the mathematical line — that is, as moving along the course of time? Is the now one like a
continuously moving body? Or could it be that the now is one just as thinking is one when
what it thinks differs?*” Is it that whoever is thinking the distinction is him or herself the
same even when they think the difference? “The dividing and the uniting are the same (tauto)

and according to the same (kata tauto), but their being (fo einai) is not the same.”**>

499 «Certain mathematicians, he says, think that a line is what is traced out by a moving point (13.222a14—17).
Aristotle himself does not share this view. But he uses it nevertheless as a model for the relation between time
and the now” (Coope 2005: 143).

U phy. 1V.13 222a17-18.

492 Cf DA 1.3 “Nous is one and continous, just as thinking is. And thinking is of thoughts. These are one in
succession, as number, but not as magnitude” (407a6-8). I will return to this passage in chapter 5 of this thesis.

49 phy. 1V.12 222a20-21.
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Recall what was said about the relationship between motion and the point in the
passage from Phy. VIIL8 I quoted earlier. *** “For if someone (fis) divides what is continuous
into two halves, they use (chretai) the one point as two, since they make (poiei) it a beginning
and an end. And thus do both the one who counts and the one who divides into halves.”*"
The now is not simply the point that divides, but it is “someone’s” activity of marking
distinctions. As such, “they use” the one point as two. This operation of making a division in
what is continuous and using it as two shows how the same limit can serve two functions for
the discerning observer.

Without getting to far ahead of ourselves, we might briefly consider what Aristotle
says about the power of discernment (fo krinon) in the De Anima.

Like what some say about the point, insofar as it is both one and two, in this way
it [the faculty of discerning] too is divided. So insofar as it is undivided, what
distinguishes is one thing and distinguishes at one time, but insofar as it has in it
to be divided, it uses the same mark as two simultaneously. So insofar as it uses a
boundary as double and distinguishes two separate things it acts in a way
dividedly, but insofar as it acts by means of one thing, it acts as one and at one
time.**°
Here we have a glimpse of what happens when we pull back from the reified now of the
Physics and turn our attention to the consciousness that is capable of dividing and uniting:
acting in one way dividedly and in another way as one. The soul acts as both one and two

with respect to the same thing — which is itself one but is “used” as two — at the same time.

Aristotle’s account of the now in the Physics thus anticipates such a power without going on

9% Phy. VIIL8 263a24-30, quoted on p. 88 of this thesis.

3 phy. VIIL8 263a24-25.

Y0 “GAN" Ddomeg fiv KaAoDoi Tiveg otrypnv, 1) pia kad dVo, ol kail adlaiQeTog Kal dAQETH. 1) UEv
o0V AdLA(QETOV, &V TO KQLVOV E0TL KAl dpa, 1) O& DALQETOV VTIAQXEL, DIC T VT XONTAL OMHEiW
Apa- 1 eV o0V OLG XM TaL T@ TéQATL, dVO KQIVEL KAl KEXWOLOUEVA, E0TLV WG KEXWOLOUEVWG: T) O&
&vi, v kai aua” (DA 111.2 427a10-15).
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to investigate this power. This will be my task in the next chapter of this thesis.

In what remains of chapter 13, Aristotle will go on to speak of how we “use” the now in
everyday language. We do not merely use the term “now” explicitly as meaning uniting and
dividing time, even though this is what the now “does” — or perhaps what we do — whenever
we say it. We shall see that the way that we use the word “now” and other terms of temporal
significance are indeed compatible with this analysis of the now as having such a dynamic
function, since the significance of all the temporal adverbs that Aristotle goes on to
investigate is shown to presuppose the account of the now that he has just provided. In
particular, they all call on the way the now binds together the difference between past and
future that it limits.

He first indicates that we say “now” with respect to some motion or action that is near
(eggus).*”” “He will come now” or “he has come now” are both phrases that are said about a
motion that is or will be completed in close proximity to the now, though it is clear from the
tenses of the verbs that they properly pertain to the future and the past respectively. This does
not contradict the meaning of the now as itself neither future nor past, but rather speaks to the
fact that the now binds together the future and the past that it limits.

Aristotle then treats five other adverbs that we use to speak of the time when something
has happened or will happen: “Already” (édé), “sometime” (pote), “just now” (arti), “long
ago” (palai), and “suddenly” (exaiphnés). Three of them (“already” (éde), “just now” (arti),
and “suddenly” (exaiphnés)) all express some close proximity of something’s happening to

what he here calls the “present indivisible now (tou parontos nun atomou).”**® When Aristotle

7 Phy. 1V.13 222a22-24.

%8 phy. TV.12 222b8.
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qualifies the now as “present and indivisible” here he shows that he is not contradicting his
philosophical account of the now as uniting and dividing. Rather, he is showing how the
now’s function of uniting and dividing past and future time is manifest in how we speak about
what happens in time: the now is our reference for ordering motions no matter how remote
they are from the time of our speaking about them.

The term that seems to pose the greatest challenge is “sometime” (pote). It is the only
one among them that Aristotle treats in more than just a few brief lines of description. He
introduces the term by contrasting it with the use of the now for what is “near.” However, it
is not because of being distant from the now that the term “sometime” poses a challenge. For,
the term “long ago” (palai) refers to something that is far off in time but it is self-evident that
it is temporally determined by its very distance from the now. Rather, the reason that the term
“sometime” poses a challenge is because it is possible to speak of anything as happening
“sometime.” This would seem to uproot it from the continuous time that holds everything
together in relation to the now. Unlike in the cases of the other terms mentioned, the meaning
of “sometime” does not directly refer to the unifying and dividing now.*” Aristotle must
provide an argument for how talking of things as happening “sometime” is consistent with his
analysis that everything that we speak about as happening in time is ordered in relation to the
now. Aristotle’s explanation for this is that when we say “sometime” the “when” appears as
indefinite, but it is “defined” (horismenon) in relation to the sense in which we speak of the

now as near.*'® In order for what happens “sometime” to belong to the continuous order of

9 We might compare this to the function of the term pote in the phrase 4o pote on.

1 «“The time that is sometime is defined (horismenos) in relation to the former sense of the now” (Phy. IV.13
222a25-26. The “former sense of the now” refers to the meaning of the now he has just articulated for when we
are speaking of what is “near” to the now.

158



before and after, “it is necessary that it is displayed (peperanthai) in relation to the now.”*''

However, it seems possible to overlook this when we speak of things as happening
“sometime.” We might speak of anything as happening “sometime,” which would lead to
everything happening in a discrete portion of time. “If there is no time which is not
sometime, then all time would be limited. Will time then come to an end?”*'? Aristotle asks.
Aristotle responds to this, somewhat predictably, by referring to the eternity of motion.
But notice that he does not make a simple equivocation between the eternity of motion and
that of time. He calls into question whether, based on the eternity of motion, time is “other, or

the same many times.””*"?

We have already seen it argued twice that continuous motion in a
circle cannot account for the difference between past and future: for, in continuous circular
motion, the parts of time are one and the same again and again. Here again he makes this
connection, but notes that time is both the same again and again, and not, just as the
“sometime” may either be the same many times, or other. Remarkably, he makes use of an
analogy to the circle here not in order to explain how time is the same again and again, but to
show how it is different:

Since the now is an end and a beginning of time, but not of the same time, but an

end of the past and a beginning of the future, it would be like the circle, which is

somehow in the same way both convex and concave; so also is time always at a

beginning and an end.*"*

Notice that time is here said to be endless not like a point or heavenly body that continuously

11 Phy. 1V.13 222a26.
12 Phy. 1V.13 222a29-30.

13 Phy. 1V.13 222a32-33.

414 ¢ \ \ \ ~ \ v \ / > [ >, ~ 5 ~ \ ~ \ 7
“emel 08 TO VUV TeAEVUTH KAl aQXT) X0OVOU, GAA' 00 TOU aUTOU, AAAX TOU HEV TTAQT|KOVTOG

teAevTr), agxn d¢ ToL HéAAOVTOG, EXOL AV WOTEQ O KUKAOG €V T aAUTH WS TO KVETOV KAl TO

KkotAov, oUTwe kat O XOVog A&l év XN kol teAevtn” (Phy. IV.13 222b1-5).
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traces the same path the course of its circular motion without coming to an end. This might
come as a surprise given the way that Aristotle has previously made use of the analogy
between the now and the point and the moving body. On the basis of these earlier analogies,
we might expect an explanation of how the now is both a beginning and an end in analogy to
the point of a circle that potentially divides the motion by being “used” as a beginning and an
end: as such it represents a potential division rather than an actual stop or break of its
continuous and never ending flow. Instead, he says here that the now is a beginning and an
end in the way that the circle is both convex and concave. The circle has two aspects: it both
encloses and excludes, it bears a relationship to what it contains and what lies beyond it. It is
in this sense that time is endless, and not in the sense that motion in a circle is endless.

There are two things we can take away from this. The first is that this is consistent

d.”*" Earlier I speculated that

with how the infinite is “that of which there is always a beyon
the now itself has this relation to the beyond in the manner of our thinking of what is beyond
the outer limits of the heavens and everything it contains. We thus have further evidence for
this interpretation here. The second is that this discussion of the expression “pote” may serve
to illuminate what is meant in the expression ko pote on that appeared repeatedly in chapter
11. Note that here in chapter 13 Aristotle speaks of pote as describing something that
happens in a discrete portion of time. As such, this makes sense of why “that which being at
some time” (OPO) is motion was not thought to capture the being (zo einai) of the before and

416

after of motion and time. "> For, if what something is “being at some time” does not entail its

relation to what is beyond it in time, it calls for an account of its relation to what is beyond its

13 phy. 111.6 207a1-2.

1% ppy TV.11 219a20-25.
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“sometime” by means of something other than the motion: “the being (fo einai) is other
(heteron) than it and is not motion.”*'” In that passage from Phy. IV.11, the being of the
before and after was accounted for by our determining the before and after of the motion.
“But we do indeed become acquainted with (gnorizomen) time whenever we determine
(horisomen) motion, determining the before and after, and we say then that time has
happened, whenever we take hold of (labomen) the perception (aisthésin) of the before and

95418

after in motion. Later on in chapter 11, the now was said to be the same as “that which

1% n analogy to the moving body and the point, the now

being sometime (OPO) is the now.
was said to be the same in terms of what it is being sometime (OPO), but also different in
being (to einai). **° Here in chapter 13, the “sometime” of a motion was said to be either the
same, or other many times, because there are both motions that repeat identically again and
again, and motions that are different in succession. The sameness and difference of motions is
provided by the fact that there are different kinds of motion in time. However since the now
must bound and contain both kinds of motions, it must itself account for both the sameness of
past and future in the case of recurring cycles of becoming, and the possibility for the future
to contain changes that are other than the ones that have occurred in the past. What this
shows is that the meaning of “pofe” in these analyses indicates something “given” as
occurring in time, but fails to articulate its relation to all of the “sometimes” that precede or

succeed it. The relation of what happens “sometime” to the time beyond it — whether this be

the same or other than it — is grasped by the now, which is capable of being both a limit which

17 Phy. IV.11 219a22-23.

18 Py, TV.11 219a20-25.
% Phy. TV.11 219b15-16,19,28.

29 Phy. 1V.11 219b15-16,19,28.
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is an end and a beginning (different in being) and holding together the sameness or difference
of motions in an endless continuity.

What this ultimately demonstrates is that the limitations of using the analogy between
time and motion to explain the function of the now are overcome when we consider the now
as belonging to our ability to think of a beyond; time is “that of which, to those taking it by
quantities (kata poson lambanousin) there is always something beyond (ex0) to take
(labein).”**" In the analysis of the now in the Physics Aristotle makes use of the moving body
and the point which each proved to offer only imperfect analogies to the sameness and
difference of the now. The moving body was only the same and different insofar as we make
known the difference of before and after in time by motion, and we make known the
sameness of time by the sameness of the moving thing. We see this confirmed in Phy. IV.12
when Aristotle says that the moving thing is not in time simply, but only its motion is.
Secondly, I have suggested that the analogy between the now and the point requires that we
see how the point is “used” as two by the discerning activity of soul. The activity of
discerning exhibits the function of simultaneous uniting and dividing which is lacking in the
remaining magnitude considered independently. For, the point only “potentially” divides the
line and serves as both the beginning and the end of it by being “used” as such by the
consciousness that is determining it. The “mathematical line” is only held together by the
“moving point”, which is not an accurate description of any sensible line, but rather
corresponds to our experience of grasping our perception of the line as transitioning from here
to there.

Phy.1V.14: the possibility of time without soul

! phy. 111.6 207a7-8.
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I have thus far indicated many points in Aristotle’s text that call upon the involvement of
soul in order for time to be what Aristotle says it is. We began the previous chapter by seeing
that the connection of time to motion called upon various modes of our awareness (perceiving,
determining, saying): when we are not aware of any motion, no time seems to happen. The
power of sensation accounts for why time is not without motion, and the determining power of
the now calls upon the soul’s power of discernment. Thus even Aristotle’s “physical” account
of time — which explains how time pertains to motion — is grounded in the connection between
time and motion for our awareness: time is not without motion insofar as time is not apparent
(to us) without motion also being apparent (to us). Based on Aristotle’s treatment of time in
Phy. IV.10-11, I have argued that time is not only not-without-motion, but is also not without
the soul that perceives and determines, or “takes hold of,” motion.

Our awareness of time is integral to the account of the now which is the heart of
Aristotle’s articulation of time. I have argued that Aristotle’s account of now in the Physics
can be seen to be consistent with Heidegger’s claim that the now is characterized by its
retention of the past and its anticipation of the future only as long as the now is understood to
belong to an act of soul. The now itself does not retain the past and anticipate the future, but
the soul that says “now” does this. Saying “now” distinguishes time’s before and after even
though the now never itself remains now. In Aristotle’s text we have seen that the now can
either be two — one before and one after — or the same now can belong to something before and
after. Whether we consider the now as thusly different or the same there must be a before and
after that it both unites and divides. We have also seen that the analogies to magnitude and
motion that Aristotle makes use of for describing the before and after of time in the Physics fail
to fully account for the activity of the now as uniting and dividing time, and, on the basis of

this, fails to account for the numbering of motions with respect to the before and after. I have
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offered suggestions for how certain activities of soul (discerning and thinking) may illuminate
these functions precisely where the analogies to magnitude and motion fall short.

In the last of the chapters that are primarily devoted to time in the Physics Aristotle
will explicitly ask the question that we have been seeking to answer from the beginning: is
there time without there being soul? This question is embedded in a chapter that does not
focus solely on the soul, but is preceded and succeeded with more reflections on time and
motion: first Aristotle investigates how the speed of various particular motions are compared
and determined by the now, and later he offers an argument for how circular locomotion is the
primary measure for discerning time and making it known. I will now attempt to offer an
explanation for how these arguments are inter-related.

In chapter 14, the question of how diverse motions are all in time comes to the fore.
This has not been a significant issue since chapter 10. Aristotle’s original reason for saying
that time is not motion in chapter 10 made reference to the multiplicity of motions: that time
is the same everywhere for everything, and that all changes are faster and slower but time has
no speed. Since then, Aristotle has treated the relation of time to motion as though their
relationship could be determined by the soul’s reflection on a single continuous motion.**

Aristotle has explored the relationship between the before or after of time and motion, and

22 Sachs (1995) suggests that a motion only “has” time by being compared with another motion: “Time belongs
not to bodies but to motions, and only insofar as the motions are brought into relation by measurement...A single
motion, in isolation, lacking number, has no time. A revery is such a disconnected motion, and we do not know
if it is long or short until we leave it and look at the clock” (Ibid, 133). If this is correct, then it is quite odd that
Aristotle does not speak of the multiplicity of motion in Phy. IV 11-13. Furthermore, I think there is reason to
doubt that what Sachs calls a “reverie” is indeed “a disconnected motion.” Rather, a reverie — if this means
being pleasantly lost in thought — corresponds with the sorts of human activity that Aristotle calls energeia (for
instance, when Aristotle claims that theoria is energeia rather than a motion in Met. IX.6, and in distinguishing
pleasure from motion (EN X.4 1174a30-1174b5), and saying it is accomplished by energeia (Ibid, 1175a21-22).
Perhaps what Sachs is speaking of here as a reverie could apply to the temporality of imagination (phantasia) in
Aristotle’s account.
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how time is the number of motion with respect to before and after, within making reference to
the comparison of motions thus far. His account of the before and after of time in Phy. IV.11
has not made reference to the way that one motion may be before or after some other motion
or that several motions are happening at the same time. Rather, he called upon the
simultaneity of perception and motion and the determining power which characterizes the
now as sufficient to elucidate the before and after of time. Here in chapter 14, too, he retains
this notion that the before and after is primarily a function of “distance from the now” (hé tou
nun apostasis), and is not merely given in the interrelation of multiple motions. Further
evidence of this is that “the before is spoken of in opposite ways with regard to the past and

the future,”**

showing that before and after are truly oriented to the now and not given in any
particular motion or in the relationship between motions.

So if motions are before and after not in relation to one another primarily, but rather in
terms of their distance from the now, then the function of the now as determining temporal
distances from itself cannot be a motion. Therefore the appeal to soul that comes next cannot
be an appeal to another kind of motion that mediates, reconciles, and compares motions
occurring in time. Something other than motion is required to account for how motions are
compared and related temporally. Thus, when Aristotle claims that, “we must examine also
how time ever pertains to soul” this imperative does not come out of left field. The need to
ask such a question arises out of his full examination of time in the Physics that we have seen:
that the relationship of time to motion calls on some activity beyond that of motion itself.

While this might seem paradoxical, it is this very activity beyond motion that must explain

how motions are all in time. Let us examine Aristotle’s statements surrounding this point.

2 Phy. IV.14 223a8-10.
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It is also necessary to examine how time pertains to soul, and because of what time

seems to be in everything, the earth, the sea, and the sky. Is it that [time] is some

affect (pathos) or disposition (hexis) of motion, for it is number, and these things

[the earth, sea and sky] are all moveable (for they are all in place), and time and

motion are simultaneous (hama) both according to capacity (dunamis) and to

activity (energeia)?424

At first glance the claims in these sentences may seem to be merely strung together, and
their relationship is not immediately clear. Is the answer to the question of how time pertains
to soul supposed to also explain how time seems to be in everything — or are these two
separate questions? Because of what (dia i) does time seem to be in everything: the earth and
sea and sky? If it cannot be explained through motion merely, can it be through some affect
(pathos) or disposition (hexis) of motion? Is this how time is the number of motion? Finally,
we shall have to figure out how all these claims might indicate that time and motion are
simultaneous (hama) according to dunamis and energeia.

If we look at Phy. IV.14 as a whole, we can see that these two questions — 1) how time
pertains to soul, and 2) because of what time seems to be in everything — lay the ground for

the ultimate aporia regarding the existence of time, which cannot be reconciled within the

confines of Physics. Aristotle’s full articulation of this aporia runs its course through this

424 o » s , \ ~ % . / \ \ / \ N s ~
“alov d' émokéPewc kal MG ToTe €xeL O XQOVOG TEOG TV YuXNV, Kol du Tt év marvTi dokel

elval 6 xo0vog, Kal év i kal €v OaAatty kat €v ovpav@. 1) 0Tt Kivijoews Tt mabog 1) €E1G, apLOpog
Y& @V, TavTa O& KIVNTa tavTa (v TOTw YAQ TAvVIa), 0 0& X0O0VOS Kal 1) kKivnolg dpa katd te
dvvapy kal kat' évégyewav;” (Phy. IV.14 223a16-22). Ross (1936) takes the second question to be
answered immediately in this passage: “It is worth asking (1) how time is related to soul, (2) why time is present
everywhere. The answer to (2) is that time is an attribute (#i pathos he hexis) of movement, and that earth, sun,
and heavens are alike subject to movement (being in place), and that time and movement are coextensive both in
potentiality and in actuality” (Ross 1936: 391). On this last phrase Ross comments, “the things that are actually
in movement are identical with those that are actually in time, and those that are potentially in movement with
those that are potentially in time.” But Simplicius (1882) points out that, since time is the measure of rest as well
as of movement (221b8), things at rest are actually in time. He may be right in suggesting that the reference is to
“things that are capable of coming into being but have not yet done so” (Ibid, 610-611). Overall, I think it is
problemmatic to assert that the statement that “time is an attribute (¢i pathos he hexis) of movement” provides a
sufficient answer to question 2. For reasons we have seen, the relation of time to motion cannot be explained by
way of a motion’s orientation to place.

166



chapter, but is not ultimately resolved here. Indeed, Aristotle closes the book with the
statement, “about time, then, both itself and that which is germane (oikeion) to our inquiry,

has been said.”**®

This concluding remark indicates that Aristotle is aware that the account of
time that finds its home in the Physics in some sense attains to an articulation of time itself,
but that this has nonetheless been an articulation of time that has as its focus an explanation of
natural motion. In my reading, this final chapter of book IV shows why the account of time
cannot fully resolve the relationship between the two questions stated above — how time
pertains to soul and how time seems to be in everything — if we treat all being equally as
characterized by being moveable. In the next chapter of this thesis I will go on to examine the
relationship between the ability to move and be moved, perception, and the ability to number,
as these belong to soul. In what remains of this chapter, the extremes (motion and nous) are
juxtaposed: it is unclear how what numbers (nous) relates to what is numbered (motion) and
how simultaneity (hama) exists with respect to locally disparate motions.

Returning now to the text, Aristotle has asked how time pertains to soul, but did not
yet ask if time could be without the soul. It might be possible that time pertains to soul just as
it does to all the various instantiations of dunamis and energeia, insofar as capacity and
activity are manifest in all the things that are moveable by virtue of being in place. But when
he asks “whether or not is it possible for there to be time without soul,”**® he indicates that the
two questions he stated above may not have the same answer. If there is no time without soul,

does this mean that time merely seems to be in everything, the earth, the seas, and the sky, but

is not, in the absence of a soul able to count their motion? The earlier suggestion, that time is

3 Phy. 1V.14 224a17-18.

20 phy. 1V.14 223a22-23.
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number as “some affect (pathos) or disposition (4exis) of motion” strikes me as quite odd: it is
very hard to see how an affect or disposition of motion could accomplish the numbering of
motion. Accordingly, Aristotle now raises the question of whether the counting and
countable-ness of time can be without the soul.

If nothing else is of such a nature as to count but the soul and the intelligence of

soul (hé psukhé kai psukhés nous), then it is impossible that there is time if there is

not soul, unless as that which being at some time (OPO) is time, if for instance it is

possible for there to be motion without soul. But the before and after are in motion,

and insofar as they are countable, these are time.*”’
This is the aporia that we addressed at the opening of this thesis. I have argued that we ought
to resist the temptation to approach Aristotle’s account of time as falling prey to the
dichotomy between objectivity and subjectivity: to assume from the fact that Aristotle asks
this question about soul that his account of time accords with the modern framework where
there are, on the one hand, motions, and on the other hand, souls, and ask if time depends on
one or the other. Having made the long journey through Aristotle’s analysis of time in the
Physics we have discovered that it is our perception and determination of motion, and the way
that this determining power is articulated in saying now, that frames his account of time. This
shows that there is not, on the one hand, a pure intellective act and, on the other hand, a
moving act which must somehow be combined into an account of soul. For what we take
hold of when determining the temporal sense of the before and after is the perception of

motion, and not bare motion itself. If the numbering of time is the unique privilege of the

thinking soul, it is not without the perceptive act of taking hold of motion as another and

7 «ei d¢ undEV dAAo Téduiev aolOuetv B Yot kal Puxiag vous, advvatov eivat Xo6vov Yuxig u

ovoTG, AAA' 1) ToUTO 6 TToTE OV €0TLV O XQOVOG, 0loV el EVOEXeTaL Kivnowy elval dvev PuxnG. TO O
TEOTEQOV KAl DOTEQOV €V KLVIOEL E0TLV: XQOVOG O& TavT €07tV 1) dolOunta éotwv” (Phy. IV.14 223a25-
29).
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another. If, perhaps, the question of how time pertains to soul calls upon some affect or
disposition (pathos or hexis) of the perceptive part of the soul, but the numbering of time to
infinity depends on the intellective part of the soul, then the idea that time is not without
motion will not be in opposition to the idea that time is not without soul.

The sense of the before and after that time and motion share called upon our taking
hold of the perception of the before and after of motion. Recall that in this analysis the before
and after was that which being at some time (OPO) was motion, but the before and after had
its being in something else and not motion. To suggest that there might be time without soul
in the sense that “that which being at some time (OPO) is time” follows the same logic. He
grants that perhaps something might be motion “sometime” without the soul to take hold of
its perception of it. But, as we know from his explanation of the expression pote in Phy.
IV.13, this would mean that what was before and after its “sometime” would always be
beyond it. If all time were sometime, time would come to an end. Time is not an endless
succession of “sometimes” strung together accidentally but is rather continuously exceeding
everything that is being at some time. The activity specific to the intellective soul involves
this ability to both grasp that which is being “sometime” and to grasp what exceeds it, to take
hold of both what is within and what is beyond any “sometime”, as another and another.

Aristotle began this chapter by showing how different motions are compared and
measured (in terms of their speed). He then addressed the question of how time seems to be
in everything in the context of asking how time pertains to soul. Perhaps we can take this as

428

meaning that the soul is receptive to all motions.”™ We then saw that nothing other than “soul

2% Admittedly, this is not what Aristotle says here, for he suggests that time is number as “some affect (pathos)
or disposition (kexis) of motion” (Phy. IV.12 223a19). But, as I will go on to show, this language closely echoes
what he says about how the soul remembers in DM: memory is said to be a hexis or pathos of some sensation or
undertaking (hupolepsis) whenever time has happened (DM 1 449b24-26).
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and the nous of soul” is of such as nature as to be able to number. I think that Aristotle chose
his words carefully when he made this statement. He does not simply say that nothing other
than nous can number, but rather he attributes the ability to number to “soul and the nous of
soul” (hé psukhé kai psukhés nous). Why this repetition? Why not simply say “nothing other
than soul” or “nothing other than nous” can number? Are nous and soul synonymous?
Indeed, we know from Aristotle’s discussion of soul in the DA that soul is not exclusively
intelligence (nous), for there exist nutritive and sensitive souls that do not fully attain to the
power of noesis, whereas in the human, having a soul involves nutritive and sensitive
faculties, that attain their perfection in nous. Did Aristotle here, then, first mention soul
generally, and then specify that what he really means by soul here is nous? Or is he doing
more that just clarify and specify the sense in which he is speaking of soul here? I think that
what Aristotle is doing here is showing that activities other than the purely noetic are also
involved in the numbering of time. The activity of nous, isolated from the perceptive
faculties on which the perception and determination of motion depend, might not be able to
explain how the soul relates to motion, such that it can number time and not simply apply an
abstract number to it. Time is number not as that by which we number, but as numbered.
Had he simply claimed that nothing other than nous can number, we would have to take very
seriously the possibility that “that which being “sometime” is time, for instance motion,”
might exist independently from this intellective act of numbering. However, I think there is
good reason to doubt that Aristotle is presenting this as a real alternative, if we take his
account of time in Phy. IV.10-14 as a whole. Firstly, as we have seen, the connection
between time and motion was forged by the fact that “we perceive time and motion together”
and “we apprehend time only when we have determined motion, determining the before and

after: and then we say that there is time, whenever we have grasped the perception of the
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before and after of motion.”**’

Thus, the activities or perceiving, and determining (which I
have argued belongs to fo krinon), which are not themselves pure nous, would seem to be
indispensible to our ability to number time (even if these do not fully accomplish the
numbering of time as something always beyond the perception of a present motion without
nous). Secondly, in chapter 13 Aristotle offered a compelling reason to doubt that “that
which being at some time (OPO) is time, if for instance it is possible for there to be motion
without soul” could adequately account for time as the number of motion with respect to
before and after. There we saw that every “sometime” is in time not by virtue of itself but by
virtue of its distance from the now. Furthermore, the now is time insofar as it “numbers.”**
Thus, there is no “sometime” without the act of numbering beyond every given sometime, and
this act of numbering is here suggested “to belong to nothing other than the soul and the nous
of soul.””!

Thus, I am suggesting that, the resolution to the apparent dichotomy between time
being “impossible without there being soul, unless as this OPO which is time, if indeed there
can be motion without soul” requires that we bring to it an understanding of how moving and
being moved belong to soul and pertain to the soul’s capacities for perception and
determination, and to the higher cognitive activity of nous, which numbers beyond every

determinate amount that is taken. The concession to the possibility that time might exist

without soul “as that which being at sometime (OPO) is time”, is not a real alternative. For,

2 UGANA pv kad TOV xOVoV Ve yvwoilopev tav 0Qiowiey TV Kivow, T@ TEdTEQOV Kal

DoTeQOV 0QILOVTEG: Kal TOTE PALEV YeEYOVEVAL XQOVOV, OTAV TOD TTOTEQOL KAl VOTEQOV €V Ti)
kwnoet aloOnow AaBwpev” (Phy. IV.11 219a22-25)

9 phy. 1V.11 220a22.

1 Phy. 1V.14 223a26.
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the idea that time could be composed of a random assortment of motions occurring “ at
sometime” is inadequate to the full and rich conception of time that Aristotle offers us in the
Physics. 1 take it that in the Physics Aristotle has provided sufficient proof that “that that
which being at some time (OPO) is time, for instance motion” refers to a very weak account
of time, one inadequate to the rich conception of time he has presented here. In order to prove
the strength of the other possibility, however, we will have to move beyond Physics.

Within the confines of the Physics Aristotle is able to make some conclusions about
time’s relationship to motion. We have seen that chapter 14 began with the conclusion that
all motions and all changes are in time. Next, he addressed the involvement of the soul. As I
have argued, the question of the involvement of soul becomes problematic because the soul’s
involvement in numbering time is not itself a motion, nor it is clear that nous can relate
directly to motion without depending upon the soul’s perceptive (and discriminating)
faculties.

As such it is fitting that Aristotle next goes on to ask, “is there some particular sort of
motion of which time is the number?”*? Aristotle has already concluded that, “it is clear that

all motion and all change are in time.”***

However while it may be clear that all motion and
all change are in time, this does not necessarily mean that time is the number of all motion

and all change. Perhaps it is only the number of “a certain sort” (¢is poias); perhaps it is the
number of “any kind whatsoever” (hopoiasoun).**

The question “of what sort of motion time is time the number?” has arisen here

because of the dependence of time on the soul: insofar as “nothing other than soul and the

2 phy. 1V.14 223a30-31
433
Phy. IV.14 223al4-16.

% Phy. 1V.14 223a31.
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. 435
nous of soul is of such as nature as to number.”

It is a different thing to ask “is every
change and motion in time?” and to ask, “is time the number of all motion and change?”
What Aristotle is doing for the remainder of chapter 14 is offering an explanation for how
time is “a number” of all motion, which he has claimed is precisely the way in which there is
not time without soul and the nous of soul.

However, Aristotle does not take on an examination of soul or nous directly. Instead,
he goes on to show how numbering is possible by virtue of simultaneity (hama). Simultaneity
is something that Aristotle has presupposed since the beginning, both in showing that time is
not motion,*® and as what is expressed by the now.*’ But given that the diversity of motion
has only come to the fore in Phy. IV.14, can simultaneity be understood through the
interrelationship of motions alone?™® Simultaneity is precisely the characteristic of time that
distinguishes time from motion. “It is possible for something else also to be moved now, and
of each of the two motions there would be a number. Is there then another time, and would
there be simultaneously (hama) two equal times, or not? For a time that is equal and
simultaneous (hama) is one and the same time.””**”

This treatment of simultaneity is more of an assertion than a robust argument. Perhaps

simultaneity did not have the controversial status for Aristotle’s interlocutors that is does for

3 Phy. 1V.14 223a25-26.
% phy. 1V.10 218b10-14.
7 Phy. IV.10 218a26ff.

% Einstein’s theory of relativity shows that it cannot. But rather than seek out an explanation of simultaneity as

beyond motion, Einstein concludes that it does not exist.

% Phy. 1V.14 223b2-4.
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*0 However, the ground upon which Aristotle is able to make this assertion about

us today.
the simultaneity of diverse motions is provided by the way in which he has overcome the
original aporia about there being no change in the indivisible now. The time that is one,
equal, and simultaneous is the same for “motions that occur within the same limits (t6n
kinesedn ton hama perainomendn).”**' The unit of time is a delimited part of motion marked
off by two nows, and all motions occurring within are in one, equal, simultaneous time, even
when they are many, different (in speed and kind), and apart from one another. Furthermore,
since simultaneity can apply to any of the diverse kinds of motion, it cannot be attributed to
another kind of motion which somehow brings all these motions into a relationship. Nor can

. . . 442
the word I am translating as “simultaneous” — hama — refer here to coincidence of place.

For “motions are different (heteron) and separate (choris), but time is everywhere the

*91 have already mentioned the way that Einstein brings out the problematic nature of our assumption of

simultaneity. This also seems difficult for Coope (2005) in her interpretation of this passage. Her (admittedly
“speculative”) interpretation of hama states that the idea that there can be a number of things one and together
depends on the idea that “collections of things can be arranged in such a way that we are able to count several
different collections in one and the same act of counting...just as we could use the same seven pebbles to count
both horses and men on them, so also we can use the same now to count any changes that are simultaneous”
(Ibid, 123). But the problem I see with this interpretation is that the units of time are not a collection of nows:
the number of nows does not correspond to the number of simultaneous changes as do pebbles used to represent
the number by which we count. There is no numerical correspondence between the number of simultaneous
motions counted by the now, and the number of time. In Coope’s example, when the pebbles, the men, and the
horses are counted in the same act, their simultaneity is accidental: we could count them at the same time or at
different times, for, remaining what they are in time, the time of our counting them is accidental. By contrast,
the simultaneity of diverse motions in time is not accidental to their being in the number of time. It is not merely
that we “can” use the same now to count any changes that are simultaneous — rather, this is the only way that we
count changes as simultaneous.

! Phy. 1V.14 223b6-7.

2 Aristotle says in Phy. V.3 that “things are said to be hama with respect to place (kata topon)” and this is
contrasted with their being separate (choris) (226b22-24). However, it is evident that he is not reducing the
sense of hama operative here to that of place (the time is hama everywhere for motions that are in diverse places
(choris).
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Building on this, Aristotle goes on to explain how disparate motions can be temporally
identical by resuming his claim about how time measures motion and motion measures time
from Phy. IV.12. He says that, for anything that is counted, each is counted by some one
cognate (heni tini suggenei).*** Time is numbered by “some determined time” (chrond tini
horismend),” and the quantity of both time and motion is measured by a motion determined
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in time (hupo tés horismenes kinéseos chrond).”” Based on this, Aristotle suggests that “if

the first measure is the cognate of all, circular locomotion is the measure most of all (malista),
for its number is most knowable.”**’

It is worth pausing here to consider whether this claim poses a challenge to the
interpretation [ have been offering. If circular motion is the measure most of all, does it
supplant the role of soul in counting motion? The problem with this possibility is that it
leaves unexplained how circular locomotion is determined (horismenos) by time. In itself,
circular locomotion is continuous (suneches), even (homales), and exceeds the time of any
finite change. Being continuous, it can be divided into even parts, which can be taken again

and again as a consistent measure of time. But it is not time, for in itself it is not determined

into parts. Rather, it is determined by time, and only as such is it “the first measure.”**® And

*3 Phy. IV.14 223b11-12.
4% Phy. IV.14 223b13.
3 Phy. 1V.14 223b14.
¢ phy. 1V.14 223b17-18.
*7 Phy. IV.14 223b19-20.

% We might consider Pierre Aubenque’s (2013) reflections on this point. Recognizing that movement requires

(or “presupposes”) divisibility, he wonders whether this means that movement likewise “founds” divisibility, at
least in the sense that it “reveals” divisibility.**® On the one hand, “C’est le mouvement circulaire des corps
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if we understand Aristotle’s argument to be conservative of what he has established earlier,
we can see that this determination (horismenon) is the function of no motion, but rather of the
now, which is said by the soul, and establishes a unit of time when the soul says the nows are
two. It is thus important not to conflate the significance of “measure” (metron) and “number”
(arithmon) if we are going to understand the meaning of this passage. Time is said to be
“measured” (metreitai) by motion, but time is numbered (arithmeitai) by a certain determined
time (chroné tini horismend).** Numbering is the distinctive purview of the soul and, if this
is consistent with what he said about the now in Phy. V.11, there must be some way to show
that the activity of the nous of soul depends upon the soul’s ability to discern (krinetai)
determinate limits in what it has perceived as continuous.”’ Circular motion “measures” time
in the same way that a ruler “measures” a length: once it has been limited it provides a
standard, and as such its number is the “most knowable” (gnorimotatos), but circular motion
does not accomplish the activity of numbering time.*”'

Having indicated the sense in which circular motion is the first and most knowable
measure of time — but nonetheless is not time — Aristotle now offers a more sympathetic

interpretation of why some say that time is the sphere itself. Initially he disparaged this claim,

célestes qui divise I’espace céleste en régions du Ciel.” On the other hand, “Ce qui est premier ici, ce n’est pas la
divisibilité de ’espace, mais bien le movement lui-méme comme division. Le mouvement ne décrit pas un
espace qui serait déja 1a, car ce serait supposer que I’espace existe déja avec I’infinité de ses parties, mais le
mouvement est ce par quoi il y a un espace en général et par quoi cet espace se révéle rétrospectivement a nous
comme pouvant étre divisé” (Ibid, 428, italics mine). He makes motion primary, but his interpretation also
seems to show that the ability to divide space belongs to us — to our retrospective division of space once we have
perceived motion. I would thus challenge the “primacy” of movement on the basis that his own interpretation
seems to show that divided space belongs to our (recollective) ability.

9 Phy. 1V.14 223b14.
0 phy. 1V.14 223b27.

1 Cf Julia Annas (1975: 98) who claims that Aristotle equates number and measure.
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saying that it is “too simple-minded a statement to need examination of the impossibilities

that follow from it.”**

But now, having clarified that time is not the sphere, but that circular
locomotion is indeed the most knowable measure, he is able to give this claim some (limited)
credence. The reason why we are accustomed to speak of human affairs and all other motions
of natural generation and destruction as “circular,” is because “all these things are discerned
(krinetai) by time, and come upon an end and a beginning just as if according to some going

453 o
72 Time seems to be

around (tina periodon). For indeed time itself seems to be some circle.
a circle, because cyclical motions are easiest to count, and because so many recurring motions
of human events and natural generation and destruction can be understood as cyclical. But in
no way does this avowal of the things we are “accustomed to say” about time mean that
Aristotle has abandoned his earlier claim that the motion of the sphere is not time. The reason
why it might appear as though the circular motion is primary, is because, of all motions, it is
relatively easy to count (if we also relate it to rectilinear motions along the diameter).*** But
what is truly primary in the numbering of time is not a motion disassociated from what

numbers it. If what is truly primary is in fact an ensouled activity, the reason we do not see

this activity as exemplary of the measuring of finite motion is that the activity does not appear

2 Phy. 1V.10 218b7-8.

3 Phy. 1V.14 223b27-29. Given our anticipation of Aristotle’s exploration of the faculty of discernment (to

krinon) in the DA I11.2 (that we have touched upon above) we have reason to expect that even the circular
character of these kinds of finite motions is manifest through an activity of the soul.

% Indeed, as Aristotle argues in Cael. 1.4, if when we determine a circular motion as moving from point A to

point B along the circular path, we are in fact measuring it by means of rectilinear motion (along the diameter
which distinguishes A from B). If we consider circular motion purely according to itself — without making
reference to linear motion — we would have no means to divide the beginning from the end at all: it would
simply be simultaneously present, always complete, in itself.
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as something extant and accessible by perception.”> As Aristotle says in concluding this
paragraph: “Apart from the measure, nothing else reveals itself alongside the thing measured,

but the whole is a number of measures.”*®

Though an act of soul is not manifest to the senses
as something existing apart from what it is engaged with, as a motion external to the soul is, it
is nonetheless what is always at work in the numbering of time.

The final paragraph of the Phy. IV.14*7 has often perplexed interpreters of this text.*®
This is not without reason, for this passage — which one might hope to offer some sort of
conclusion, given its place at the end of Phy.IV.14 — makes no mention of time, the now, or
motion, at all. For Aristotle here offers what might appear to be a naive assimilation of the
numbering of time to the numbering of determinate things: animals and triangles. What he
says here is that ten livestock and ten horses are all the same number, being equal
numerically, but they are not the “same of ten nor are they the same ten.” He compares this to
the way in which different kinds of triangles (such as equilateral and scalene) can be counted
together — as “three” of the same kind of figure — despite the different relationships between
the lengths of the sides in each kind. What these examples convey is that things can be called

the “same”, and numbered accordingly, “if they do not differ by the differentia, but not if they

do.”*° What I take Aristotle to be doing here draws on what he has said about definition in

3 Recall Heidegger’s claim that in saying now “we are not addressing ourselves to anything extant,” but are

“addressing ourselves to the being that we ourselves are.”
4% phy. 1V.14 223b34-224a2.

7 Phy. IV.14 224a2-16

8 For instance, Hussey (1983) suggests that Aristotle is here wavering between the view that time is an abstract

number (i.e. equating the separable number of horses and triangles with the number of time) and the view that it
is a number of change (Ibid, xli—xlii and 161). Wicksteed and Cornford (1957) claim that this passage is
“worthless.”

% Phy. 1V.14 224a7-8.
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Met. VIIL.12: on how we define the primary being of each by dividing the genus.*®® This
dividing process, like all dividing processes, is potentially infinite. But it comes to a stop
when we hit upon something’s ousia: “We always tend to go on until we have to the

99461

indivisible (adiaphora),”™ and “if this holds, it is clear that the ultimate differentia (he

62 In the case of livestock

teleutaia diaphora) is the ousia and definition (horismos) of it.’
and horses, and of various triangles, we count them when we have determined the ultimate
differentia of the being we are seeking: we stop dividing when we have grasped the beingness
of what we have in view, and from this we are able to collect the individuals into a group, and
number them.

But how is this relevant to his discussion of time? I think that Aristotle is here
showing that there is a potential indeterminacy involved in our counting of anything. If we
were to count the ten livestock and ten dogs according to the differentia “four-footed,” their

463

number would be twenty.”” This is similar to the difference between saying there are three

49 Coope (2005) hits upon this idea, in a way that is different from how I am interpreting it. She claims that “his
view is that number is like a genus”: that number can be divided into two, three...ten, and that ten can be divided
into ten dogs and ten sheep, just as “figure” can be divided into triangle, square, and circle, and the triangle can
be divided into scalene and equilateral. Thus, according to her reading, “Aristotle is here treating the number ten
as a genus” (Ibid, 120). Despite her expressed intentions, I see this interpretation as falling into the problem that
it portrays Aristotle as treating number as abstract: for there is nothing more abstract than the idea of a number
that can apply to any and every kind of being. For the differentia, in the case of Coope’s interpretation, has no
intrinsic relationship to the genus (it just so happens to apply to dogs, triangles, or time). To call the ten dogs a
“kind of ten” works against the nature of numbering as it works for Aristotle (where the kinds that enable
numbering are not themselves kinds of number, but kinds of ousiai).

41 per. VILL12 1038al6.

462 Mer. VI1.12 1038219-20.

9 An interesting aspect of the examples Aristotle has chosen here is lost if we translate prosbatos as “sheep.” I
have translated it as “livestock”™, as it can refer to any four-footed livestock: sheep, cattle, or any four-footed
animals kept for slaughter. The fact that this name can apply to various species of animals emphasizes the role
of the differentia for determining how we specify the beings that we are counting. We could divide the genus
“animal” with four-footed, but this applies to both dogs and livestock (though the former are not used for
slaughter, whereas the latter are).

179



triangles, or saying that there are, say, one scalene and two equilateral triangles. Perhaps we
could also divide the ten dogs, and say there are six Border Collies and four German
Shepherds. In each case we are numbering, but according to different differentiae. Thus far
in this thesis, I have made a sharp contrast between our grasp of time and our grasp of natural
ousiai, such as horses or dogs. I have suggested that such beings offer themselves to us as
distinct, remaining what they are while we count them, unlike the parts of time. But Aristotle
is here, I think, showing that any act of counting involves “numbering”: a process of dividing
a genus until we reach something indivisible has to happen, even though any process of
division is potentially limitless. The various animals may be able “to be what they were” (fo
ti én einai) without our counting them, but in counting them as belonging to a group we have
divided a species from a genus. This process of division might go on forever (if the unity of
their beingness escapes our notice) to the point where we are counting their body parts or the
parts of their magnitudes, which can be determined as infinitely small. But they “are called
the same if they do not differ by the differentia” that has been grasped as ultimate.

We can see this as parallel to how we determine motion and thereby count time, up to
a point. Take, for instance, our “primary measure”: circular locomotion. When it is
determined, it is the most knowable cognate for the number of time. But, as it is moving, how
is it defined? As fo ti én einai? To ti én einai defines the sense in which a being is indivisible
from itself throughout “a certain time” (as I have argued in relation to my analysis of
Phy.IV.12). But circular motion only has a temporal “definition” by being externally limited
to “a certain time” (since it is itself infinite): it might be defined as a summer, or a fall, or as a
year, but it is never temporally defined as being what it was infinitely. Furthermore, circular

locomotion, as the measure of time, can always be divided further: the parts of a revolution
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. . . 464
are just as much parts of time as a whole revolution.

We do not reach a point in our
dividing where we are counting something else (as we do when we divide the dogs into the
parts of their bodies, or when we divide the triangles such that we are measuring the lengths
of their sides). It would seem that there is no “ultimate differentia” when we divide a circular
motion.

Or is there? Recall again that our account of the connection of motion to time in the
Physics began by establishing the connection between the perception of motion and the
perception of time. It is not motion itself that we determine when we divide time into parts
(before and after, past and future, or the seasons), but rather our perception of motion. Could
there by something endemic to the act of perceiving motion that is indivisible — which cannot
be divided further? This is a possibility that I will investigate in the next chapter of this
thesis, when we turn to look at Aristotle’s remarks on the divisibility of sensation in DS 6-7.

What have we attained in the focused discussion of time in Phy.IV 10-14? I have
offered a conservative reading of these chapters: conservative in the sense that I have
attempted to show that as the argument progresses nothing is lost or is merely stated in
contradiction in such a way that cannot be explained as belonging to the unfolding of the
argument. The argument progresses by presenting aporiae and then does its best to find a way
through them. In Phy. IV.14 Aristotle has presented a possible opposition between the
numbering of time by “soul and the nous of soul” and motion, which, as this OPO which is
time might exist without soul. This possible opposition creates the imperative to ask about the
meaning of togetherness or coincidence (hama) of motions as it belongs to time

(simultaneity). I have at the end suggested that the way to understand this will require that we

4% Phy. IV.10 218b2-3.
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reconcile the perception of motion, and the determination of a perception of motion, with the
act of numbering time beyond any present perception. We will have to see how the nous of
soul that numbers, though itself separable from the body, takes up into its activity the act of
perceiving motions everywhere, which is inseparable from the body. I see the possibility of
turning to soul for our way forward, based on Aristotle’s reformulation of the question of how

time pertains to motion in Phy. IV.11%%

when he asks how time pertains to soul in Phy.
IV.14.*° We have already seen how motion alone fails to provide an adequate account of
how motions are determined such that they can serve as a measure of time. It will be the task
of the next chapter of this thesis to see if, and how, Aristotle’s account of the soul’s

perception and determination of motion can fulfill some of the functions necessary to account

for time, that motion alone has failed to provide.

465 cerf TG KWNoes €otv” (Phy. IV.11 219a3).
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CHAPTER 4: Time and the Soul Part 1: Sensation

The thesis that I have been pursuing maintains that Aristotle’s account of time in the
Physics points beyond the scope assigned to phusis, which is focused primarily on motion and
on the sort of being that has in itself the principle of its motion and rest. Thus far I have
carefully considered each step of the argument in Phy. IV.10-14 — the most focused treatment
of time available to us in Aristotle’s corpus — and shown that it runs up against the limitations
of physics: that is, of an account of time that simply pertains to motion. Aristotle began this
account by claiming that even though time seems to belong to motion most of all, it is not
itself a motion. If time is not a motion — and thus time cannot relate to motion as being itself
a kind of motion — how, then, are we to account for the relationship between time and motion?
I have drawn our attention to the areas of this text when Aristotle refers to the soul — both
when he explicitly refers to soul by name (psukhé), or by referring to the ways in which we
perceive and determine motion, discern or make known the distinction of the before and after
— and suggested that by understanding time to be a power of soul we might find a way
through the aporiae that have come to light in the “physical” account of time. I have argued
that the treatment of time in the Physics unfolds between two main aporiae: the first is that
none of the parts of time seem to exist, insofar as these are the past and the future divided by
the now. The power of the now to distinguish past from future, and thereby establish a part of
time by being two, was seen only to be tenable insofar as the now is not exactly like the point
of the line, or the moving thing’s motion. Aristotle shows that these analogies are insufficient
to account for the now, and I have argued that his description of the now as articulated by the
soul opens the possibility of understanding the function of the now as some power of soul.

By focusing on the appeals to the soul and to the activities of our awareness mentioned in the
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Physics, 1 have argued that we might attain an understanding of the “active” function of now
in numbering time that is lost if we simply reify the now and try to understand it as something
existing apart from soul. The “dual nature of the now” (its sameness and difference, its ability
to unite and divide) can only be a paradox unless we consider these characteristics in light of
the fact that Aristotle describes them as expressions of the ensouled, who are capable of
perceiving motion, of simultaneously uniting and dividing a before and after that are different,
of saying the nows are two (and that time is between them), and of thereby numbering time

beyond any determinate part of time that is taken.

The aporia in which the argument of Phy. IV.10-14 culminates is the question about
whether time depends primarily on soul or on motion. This I took to be a question that
emerges genuinely from the argument leading up to it, since the soul has been present in the
argument since the beginning, even if it is not Aristotle’s primary focus in the Physics. If the
soul has such an important function in articulating time, as I am arguing it does, we must
understand why it is sidelined in the account of time in the Physics: why it is relegated to a
sort of shadowy and ghostlike — crucial, yet un-accounted for — role in this treatise. An
explanation for this requires understanding the relationship of physics to psychology for

Aristotle.

I have suggested that there is a cohesive relationship between physics and psychology,
despite the fact that Aristotle treats them in different works.**” In order for a question that
emerges in the Physics to point beyond physics to psychology for its fulfillment, physics and

psychology must not be altogether discrete disciplines. This is because, in the Physics, the

7 See chapter 1 of this thesis, p. 7-8.
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meaning of soul is absorbed into that of nature.*®® Phusis is inclusive of both inanimate and

469

animate being: animals and their parts, plants, and the elemental bodies.™ But in the Physics,

what distinguishes living beings (animals and plants) from the animal’s organs and the

elemental bodies is not addressed.*”

In the De Anima, Aristotle distinguishes out the
principle of life from the whole of nature. As Aristotle states in DA I1.1: “Bodies seem to be
beingnesses (ousiai) most of all (malista), and, of these, the natural ones, for these are the
principal sources of bodies. And, of natural bodies, some have life and some do not.”*’" He

claims that the soul is that which distinguishes a body that has life from one that does not, and

goes on to make the soul his primary focus in the DA.

Thus in the Physics, the principle of life (soul) is simply absorbed into that of nature,
whereas in the DA, Aristotle makes a distinction between the living and the non-living, such
that what it means to be alive comes into view. In his Physics Aristotle treats all natural being

according to its capacity to move and rest, whereas his psychology treats of natural beings

48 I am drawing here on Sachs (2001), who uses this phrasing when speaking of the relationship between

Aristotle’s psychology and Physics: “The word for soul hardly appears in the Physics, and plays no important
role there, but that is because its meaning is absorbed into that of nature” (ibid, 2). Obviously I do not fully
agree with the claim that the soul “plays no important role” in the account of time, but Sachs overall explanation
for how Aristotle’s understanding of the soul relates to his understanding of nature in his introduction (as the
soul’s recollection of itself throught its encounter with the world outside of it) is otherwise consistent with how I
am understanding the relationship between these texts.

49 phy. 1.1 192b9-11.

7 Note that Aristotle does not include the parts of plants as a distinct kind of natural being, since he considers

the parts of plants to be ensouled (because it is possible to fulfill their living function (nutrition and growth)
when they are separated). By contrast, a hand or eye separate from the body is no longer a hand or eye, for in
this condition it is deprived of its vital activity (DA L5, I1.2).

' DA 11.1 412al11-13. Though my translation of ousia as “beingness” may be jarring, I find it preferable to

“substance,” which though common, runs the risk of being misleading. Substance is etymologically closest in
meaning to hAupokeimenon, which is merely one meaning of ousia, and not the paramount meaning of it.
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that not only have the ability to move and rest, but also powers of awareness.”’> The aporia
we encountered near the end of the discussion of time in the Physics asked whether time
depends on soul, or, perhaps, only on motion. But we see here that the living is characterized
not only by powers that distinguish it from the rest of nature, but also by a power that they
share in common. It is worth noting that there is some continuity between the powers that
characterizes natural beings (having the principle of motion and rest) and the powers that
characterize living beings. By keeping in mind that physics and psychology are intrinsically
related, and are not merely discrete and unrelated discliplines, we will have a better chance of
understanding the relationship between what Aristotle says about time in the Physics to what

he says about time in the DA and PN.

While there are differences between the way that motion belongs to nature in general
and how it belongs specifically to living beings, *”* there is one point in particular that
Aristotle makes in DA I that we ought to have before us as we begin to look at the psychology
of time. This is the way that Aristotle argues emphatically against the views of his

predecessors who claimed that the soul moves the body by itself moving.*’* The soul might

472 «“The ensouled is reputed to differ from unsouled in two ways in particular: in movement and in sensation;
and we have nearly accepted these two things about the soul from those who have come before us” (DA 1.2
403b25-28). In DA I11.3 Aristotle claims that there are two characteristics of soul: 1) motion in place and 2)
thinking, discerning, and perceiving (427a18). As Russon (1996) points out, “’Sensation’ is given very broad
scope by Aristotle in Book 1” (Ibid, 781 fn 11). On aisthésis as awareness in general see Kahn (1966: 22-25)
and Benardete (1975: 611-622)

7 As the argument of the De Anima progresses Aristotle will show that the way that motion belongs to living
beings is distinct from the way it belongs to inanimate nature, at the beginning of the De Anima this is expressed
in terms of kinesis taken simply. It would be interesting to explore further whether the difference between the
kind of motion that characterizes living beings — self-motion — and how motion pertains to natural being — which
possess the principle (arche) of motion — can itself give us any insight into the question of whether or not there
can be time without soul. Unfortunately, this question is beyond the scope of this thesis, but I thank Eli
Diamond for bringing it to my attention in his review of my thesis.

4 D41.2-5.
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be said to move only incidentally (like a passenger in a ship) and not according to itself.*”

This indicates that if we come to the conclusion that there could not be time without soul, we
have excluded the possibility that what exceeds, embraces, and numbers time is itself a
motion. The soul may be what causes local motion in a living body, but the soul does not
itself move. This furthermore suggests that the powers of awareness that uniquely
characterize the soul cannot be reduced to motions.

For instance, while, in DA 1.3, Aristotle suggests that, “one would say that the soul is

25476

moved by things it perceives most of all, if it moves. However, he later (in DA 1.4) goes

on to refine this idea, claiming instead,

For, it is better, perhaps, not to say that the soul pities, or learns, or thinks
discursively (dianoeisthai) [insofar as he has just shown that these are or involve
motions], but to say rather that the human does these with his soul, and this not in
the sense that the motion is in the soul, but that it sometimes goes up to the soul,
and sometimes comes from it; for example, perception comes from the things here,
but recollection (anamnesis) goes from the soul to the motions or stopping places
(monas) in the sense organs.

Here we have mention of the two capacities of soul that will frame this chapter of my thesis:
sensation and recollection. These are said not to be motions of the soul per se, but rather to
involve motions that come to or go from the soul. In this chapter [ will argue that these

capacities of soul are crucial for discovering how motion and activity are reconciled in the

Y5 DA 1.3 406a4-13.

Y76 DA 1.3 406b11-12.
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KW oeLg 1) povac” (DA 1.4 408b14-18).
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soul such as to provide a ground for the reconciliation of “soul and the nous of soul” (which

numbers), and motion (which is numbered), in Aristotle’s account of time in the Physics.

To begin, we should consider how Aristotle characterizes the relationship between the
multiple powers or “parts” of soul that are commonly considered to be manifestations of life.
In DA 11.1-3 Aristotle addresses the relationship between the multiple powers that are
traditionally thought to characterize the ensouled. Here, Aristotle is concerned to show how
these powers are related to one another, such that there might be a definition of the soul that
attains a full articulation of each of them. In the account he provides in these chapters there is
an ambivalence present in what it means for a power to exist “separately.” On the one hand,
there is nutrition, and the sensation of touch, both of which appear as being able to exist
“separately” from the powers exceeding them (nutrition as separate from sensation and
thought, touch as separate from the other senses, though not from nutrition). These can be
“separate” in the sense that there exist plants and simple animals that are fully alive in their
own right when they fulfill these powers alone. On the other hand, Aristotle here suggests
that nous, alone among the powers of the ensouled, might admit of being separable, as the
eternal is separable from perishing.*”® Thus, the former powers (nutrition and touch), which
are least separable is this latter sense, are separable from powers that belong to other living

beings, whereas nous is said to be separable even though it (or at least the dianoetic power

78 DA 11.2 413b27. Though here the sense of “separable” is stated in temporal terms (the eternal is separable
from the perishing), the sense in which nous is separable is in some passages stated in terms of it not being
“mixed” with body (D4 1.3 407b2-3, 111.4 429a24-25). While this might seem to indicate Aristotle holds that
nous is separate from the body (as was held by some of Aristotle’s predecessors, and, as Bretano (1867:115-128)
for example, argues is Aristotle’s own position), Russon argues that nous is separable from “unreconciled
otherness”: “mind is not ‘bodily’ in the sense of having a particular organ through which it works...but it is
‘embodied’ in the sense that it depends on a bodily situation in that precisely what nous does is make the whole

body of its world an act of self-cognition” (Russon 1996: 796).
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derivative from it) belongs to beings for whom living involves all the powers of soul,

including nutrition and touch.*”

In order to understand this, Aristotle will speak of the powers of soul as being related
to one another as a succession of capacities (en 1 ephexés dunamei).*® In DA 11.3 Aristotle
explains this by means of an analogy to the relationship between geometrical figures.*®' He
suggests that we may understand the relationship between three- and four-sided figures as a
succession (ephexés) of different figures, but that we may also understand this as a
relationship within a single kind of figure: wherein the former is present as a capacity of the
latter. Within the quadrilateral, the triangle is present potentially, in that the four-sided figure
involves three sides, but also a fourth. As involving a fourth side, the quadrilateral is not
simply a triangle plus another side, but is rather a figure with its own identity, in which the
three-sided is merely within its full articulation, as a capacity (dunamis). Similarly, for a
more complex living being, who has more than just the simplest power of soul (nutrition), the
simpler power becomes a capacity for the next power (perception). What this means is that,
though there are triangles and plants, which do not need another side or any other powers in
order to be what they are, the quadrilateral and the animal need the three sides and nutrition
(respectively) but these alone fail to attain to what they are. Something else is required.
Without nutrition, the animal or human will die, and so is not capable of perceiving, or
thinking. But if the animal or human only attains nutrition, it is, in a sense, only potentially

alive: it is reduced what we call today a “vegetative state.” As such, sensation or “awareness”

7 D4 1.3 415a10.
80 DA 1.3 414b30.

Bl DATL3 414b28-415a13.
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is not simply a power added on for some living beings, but, for them, it unifies and completes

the capacity enabled by nutrition.

As we move forward with our investigation of the activities of soul involved in
articulating time, we shall see how this schema of the relationship between the powers of soul
pertains to the relationship between sensation, memory, and recollection. Each of these
powers exist “separately” in that there are some animals that attain only to sensation, others
that also attain to memory, and finally, there are humans capable of all three. The ways in
which time is grasped in each case shows a development from capacity to activity: from an
awareness of the present, to an ability to number all time, which requires an awareness that
extends beyond the time in which one is aware. The powers that are manifest among diverse
living beings in succession from one being to another are all found working together in our —
human — awareness, and a logical examination of these powers shows how they unfold
continuously in our own awareness and articulation of time. We shall first see that sensation
is a kind of awareness that is immediately identified with an awareness of time. However,
even if sensation is crucial for our ability to grasp time in some way, sensation alone is
inadequate to account for the full articulation of time that Aristotle has presented to us in the

Physics: to number motion as before and after or “take time as another and another”.
A “sense” of time?

In both the DA and DM, Aristotle will speak of there being some animals who have

99482

“perception of time (aisthésin chronou). The possibility that time is something we (and

some other animals) perceive seems, on the one hand, to be consistent with what we saw

2 Appetites and desires may come into conflict for those living things that “have a sense of time (en tois
chronou aisthésin echousin)” (DA 111.10 433b8); “If memory were a part of the intellect, it would not belong to
many other animals, perhaps not even to the mortal ones, since, even as it is, it does not belong to them all,
because they do not all have sensation of time (chronou aisthésin echein)” (DM 1 450a16-19).
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483 But,

about the connection between perceiving motion and perceiving time in the Physics.
on the other hand, perception alone would be inadequate to account for time as the number of
motion (which, in the Physics, was said also to involve nous). In order to discover the extent
to which one can have “perception of time” we shall now go on to investigate how

temporality as it has been articulated in the Physics pertains to Aristotle’s account of

sensation.

In our conclusions to the last chapter we briefly dealt with Aristotle’s claims about the
simultaneity and divisibility of motion. Emerging from the questions about how time

1,*** and whether or not there could be time without soul*®* Aristotle asked if

pertains to sou
there is some sort of motion of which time is the number,**® and then made two claims about
how time numbers motions various in kind and separate in place: 1) that each motion does not
have its own number of time, but that different motions are in one and the same time
simultaneously (hama),” and 2) that circular motion is our first measure by virtue of having

488

been limited into equal parts.”" The first claim, about simultaneity, is not there presented as

requiring a lengthy proof, but is merely laid down as such. This might be unsurprising, given

* Phy. IV.11 219a4.

% Phy. 1V.14 223al7.

3 Phy. 1V.14 223a22. The fact that these reflections, which concern to the problem of how time pertains to

motion, emerge from the questions about how time pertains to soul and whether or not there can be time without
soul (and the impossibility of numbering without soul), indicate that not even the relationship between time and
motion can be explained until we differentiated the soul from the rest of nature. Since this distinction is not
made in the Physics, the questions about soul remain unanswered, and the claims about simultaneity and the first
measure appear as ungrounded assertions.

86 phi IV.14 223a30.
7 Phy IV.14 223b4.

% Phy IV.14 223b13-20.
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that Aristotle presupposed simultaneity at the beginning of Phy. IV.10, as being necessary in
order to enter into a discussion about the relationship of time to motion.** But if simultaneity
(along with the related claim that time, unlike motion, has no speed*”) is indeed precisely
what distinguishes time from motion, it is worth considering whether simultaneity is
something that should and can be proved, or at least explained further. When we turn to the
account of sensation in DA and DS, we will be looking to see if what Aristotle says about the
simultaneity of perception can ground the assertion about the simultaneity of motions that
Aristotle makes in the Physics. Next, the claim about the divisibility of circular locomotion
into equal parts that can serve as a measure for all motions likewise appeared to be necessary
in order to account for the numbering of diverse simultaneous motions. But again, the
activity of dividing or limiting such a motion, and numbering a diversity of motions according
to this measure, was not explored at length in Phy. IV.14. Even though, as we saw, the
divisibility of a continuous motion is given some basis in Aristotle’s account of the now from
Phy. IV.11, Aristotle did not in the Physics go on to show how the ability of the now to
determine or divide the before and after can apply to various instances of motion (and rest) so
as to ground the claim that they are simultaneous. Nor was the problem of how the
potentially infinite divisibility of circular locomotion yields a determinate measure addressed

at this point, even though the salience of this problem seemed to be hinted at when Aristotle

* Phy. 1V.10 218b10-14.

% Phy. 1V.10 218b14-17. Simultaneity is not only a requirement for the possibility that several motions can be

in the same time, but is also required in order for motions to have different speeds. If no motions ever occurred
simultaneously there would be no differentiation between their speeds. Furthermore if time itself had a speed it
could not be that in which motions occur without affecting the speeds of the motions. We might try to
circumvent this necessity by treating time as is itself a motion with speed (as in the theory of relativity), in
relation to which the speeds of other motions are determined. But this destroys simultaneity — every motion will
have its own time and its own measure — and we are left trying to collect motions within some (supposedly)
absolute, and yet unstable velocity.
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spoke of the numbering of animals and triangles. I suggested that these examples serve to
draw our attention to the need to establish a common, “ultimate,” differentia in order to
number anything. However, it is particularly difficult to see how there can be an ultimate
differentia with respect to the divisibility of circular locomotion. I then asked if there is
something endemic to the act of perceiving this motion that is temporally indivisible, such
that it might ground Aristotle’s assertion about simultaneity. This question shall serve as our
passageway into Aristotle’s reflections on the simultaneity and divisibility of the act of

perceiving, which Aristotle discusses in DA I11.1-2, and DS 6-7.
Relationship of DA to PN

Before turning to these texts, I should first say a few words about the relationship
between the DA and DS, and why I think that these texts can be considered together to
address the above question. Aristotle’s treatise On Sensation and the Sensible (DS) is the first
part of what editors have called the Parva Naturalia (PN) — the small treatises on nature —
which also includes his treatise On Memory and Recollection (DM) that we will be looking at
subsequently. In all of the seven treatises that have been organized into this collection
Aristotle endeavours to account for how the body is involved in our living activities: he gives
more latitude to talk of the elemental nature of matter there than in the DA, and takes greater
pains to show how the material and moving causes operate with respect to the animate powers
that he takes as his focus in each treatise. Accordingly, the focus on the embodiment of the
activities of animals means that the way that sensitivity is empowered by nutrition is

examined in greater detail there than in the DA, where nutrition and sensation are treated as
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separate “parts” of soul, treated in separate chapters.””' Accordingly, what Aristotle has said
about time — that it is not motion but is not without motion — can equally said about the
powers of soul treated in the PN. We might even go so far as to say that the seven subjects
treated in the PN are all pre-eminently temporal: they pertain directly for what it means to live

492

in time.” I thus find it fitting that we look at the first two treatises from the PN (DS and

DM), along with his treatment of the parts of soul that accomplish these functions (the so-

93
called “common sense”*

and imagination) as they are articulated in the DA, in order to
continue our exploration of how time is “something of motion” — that it is “not without

motion”, though it is not itself motion — and to discover if the difference and relation between

time and motion can be understood according to these powers of the soul.

The relationship of DA to PN is unlike the relationship between physics and
psychology (wherein the latter transcends the former by making the fundamental distinction

between life and the rest of nature). Rather, PN functions as a sort of appendix to DA.*"*

! Aristotle begins the DS by considering the first principles of health and disease, and so considers how
sensation is something that either protects and perserves life, or destroys and extinguishes it (DS 1 436a17-b7).
As such his account of the proper senses in DS 1-5 concerns these not only as the fulfillment of our well being
but also how smelling, tasting and touching contribute to our ability to nourish our bodies.

2 The topics of the PN are 1) sensation, 2) memory, 3) sleep, 4) dreams, 5) divination in sleep, 6) length and

shortness of life, and 7) youth and old age, life and death, respiration: all of which concern the lives of animals
and the certain time (tina chronos) of their living embodiment.

3 Given Block’s (1988) critique of the supposition that Aristotle provides an account of the “common sense”
per se in the DA, I have put it in quotation marks.

% The relationship between PN and DA has become a matter of dispute amond scholars, particularly those who

are concerned with Aristotle’s account of the common sensibles in both treatises. Kahn (1966) argues that
Aristotle’s view of the common sense is more complete in the PN than in the DA: that the relationship of it to
memory, dreams etc. provides a more natural opportunity to explore it at length than is provided in the context of
the DA (Ibid, 62-63), whereas Block (1988) argues, against Kahn (1966), that Aristotle’s account of the common
sense in the PN demonstrates a development of his thinking, and differs significantly, from the account of the
common sense provided in DA. Block suggests that authors who find these texts compatible are guilty of
reading the account of the PN into the DA. However, if this is possible, and if the PN does provides solutions to
difficulties raised in the DA but never resolved there, it seems to me sound to read them together, if our aim is to
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Having provided an account of soul holistically in DA, which attains to the most pure
expression of soul as separable from the body (nous) in DA 1IL.5, in the PN Aristotle is
concerned with (quite literally) “fleshing out” certain capacities of the souls of animals:

495 However, Aristotle makes it

capacities that are common (koina) to the soul and to the body.
clear that he intends for the account of the PN to be compatible with that of the DA, when he
states at the beginning of DS: “Let what has been said about the soul be taken as granted

9496

(hupokeistho). Furthermore, though Aristotle sets out to focus on certain powers of
animals the PN, the way he does so integrates the powers of the elements, the function of
nutrition in relation to sensation (as preserving health), and the parts of the body involved in
sensation. So we can see that the account of soul there shows the relationship of these living
powers to all the kinds of being that he lists as existing “by nature” in the Physics: animals
and their parts, plants (nutrition), and the elemental bodies.*”” As such, we can consider the
PN as both confirming and integrating the projects undertaken in the De Anima and the
Physics. The DS in particular provides a suitable starting point for addressing the
simultaneity and divisibility of motion that arose in the Physics. For, Aristotle is more

concerned there than in the DA to show how the act of perception involves bodies, and thus,

as we shall see, for reconciling the motions involved in perception to these activities of the

know and not only to be faithful to the word of the text. Furthermore, with regards to the account of the DS in
particular, I find that the relationship between PN and DA is the opposite of what Kahn suggests: the problem of
the simultaneity and divisibility of perception which is explored at length in DS 6-7 is not ultimately resolved
there, but rather the resolution is found in DA III. I will thus be reading these texts as capable of informing one
another and do my best to offer a reading cognisant of the differences between what is said in each text.

495 DS 1 436a9.
496 DS 1 436a6.

7 Phy. 1.1 192b9-11.
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soul. Nonetheless, we shall see how the problem of the simultaneity and divisibility of

perception is not fully resolved in the DS: for this we must turn to DA II1.
Context of arguments about simultaneity and divisibility in DA and DS

My purpose in turning to Aristotle’s psychology is not to offer a complete or
systematic commentary of his account of soul. Rather, I am focusing on certain arguments
that pertain directly to the questions about the relationship of time to soul that we have
uncovered in the Physics. Nonetheless, we will need some understanding of the context of
these arguments in order to understand their meaning properly: we will need to have in mind
how these arguments function relative to Aristotle’s own purposes in order to accurately see
how they might serve our own purpose of understanding the relationship of time to soul. The
arguments about divisibility and simultaneity in DS 6-7 and DA I11.1-2 that we will examine
arise in a context where Aristotle has already dealt quite extensively with the perception of
what he calls “proper” (idion) to each sense (colour, sound, taste, smell, and feel) and, to a
lesser extent, those he calls “common” (koinon) to them all (magnitude, motion and rest, unity
and number, shape, and size).*”® The objects of each of the proper senses are the qualities that

95499

“one would say that the soul is moved by things it perceives most of all, if it moves,”" and to

which the sense organs can be understood as being mostly in a relation of passive receptivity

% Note that Aristotle lists the common sensibles differently at different points. In DA IL6 the list includes

motion, rest, number, shape, and magnitude (418a19), in DA II1.1 the list includes motion, rest, shape,
magnitude, number, and unity (425a17), and in DS 1 the list includes shape, magnitude, movement and number
(437a9). I have provided the a list comprehensive of them, for it does not seem to me that these differences are
significant, since, as Aristotle explains in DA I11.1, some of these (number, rest) are apprehended by negation
(apophasei) (425a20), and they all have in common that they are perceived by motion (425a18). Relevant to our
purposes, motion and number appear in all three lists: these are the components of the “definition” of time in
Phy. IV.11.

99 DA 1.3 406b11-12.
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to their objects.’® Aristotle’s method in the DA is to begin from the side of the object,’"
] g )

to
show that there is activity (energeia) on the side of the perceptible, in relation to which the
sense faculty is in potency (dunamis)’"*: receptive to the qualities transmitted by motions in
the media between perceiver and perceived, such that the animal receives the qualities as

°% In the

sensible forms without receiving the matter of the underlying object into its body.
DS Aristotle’s arguments proceed in a similar fashion, but with greater emphasis on how the

characteristics of the elemental bodies are involved in the act sensation, distinguishing his

view from the natural philosophies of his predecessors.”"*

Having treated the proper sensibles individually in DA 11.6-12 and DS 1-5, Aristotle
then presents a series of problems that arise if sensation is considered according to the passive
receptivity of these senses alone, operating individually. In both texts Aristotle proceeds in a
similar manner. In DA 11.12, Aristotle concludes his account of the proper sensibles with a

puzzle. If sensation is some manner of passivity (fo paschein ti), does this mean that

% The sense in which perception as a whole involves being moved (kineisthai), and thus involves some kind of

passivity (paschein) and alteration (alloiousthai) of the sentient is addressed in DA 11.5. There Aristotle shows
that even though these are not precise terms when applied to the act of sensation, we still make use of them in the
articulation of how the sentient being passes from a state of being potentially sentient to being actively sentient
(418al-6). These terms (passivity, alteration) must be included (albeit in a qualified way) in an account of
sensation in order to account for how the sentient being takes hold of the sensibility of each particular (fa
aistheta ton kath’ hekasta), which are external (exothen) to the being that is sensing them (417b22-28). At this
point in the argument, Aristotle has not yet distinguished the different sensible objects into three kinds (proper,
common, and incidental). Once this distinction has been made it becomes evident that the perception of the
proper sensibles (colours, sounds, etc, belonging to each of the five senses) involve motion and activity from
something external to the perceiver (DA 11.6 19; 11.7 420a22). The common sensibles, which are perceived by
all the five senses acting together, include motion, but are not apprehended passively.

> «One must speak first, for each of the senses (aisthésin), of the perceptibles (aisthéton)” (DA 11.6 418a7).
2 DA LS 417a7; DA 1111 424al1-3.
% DA TL12 424a18-19.

%% A greater concern for the body is of course consistent with the aim of the treatise: to provide an account of
those characteristics of animals “common to body and soul” (DS 1 436a9).
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inanimate bodies are altered and affected by sensible qualities in the same way as these are
received by the perceptive organs of the animal? Is the air itself smelling or hearing?
Aristotle concludes DA II by suggesting this alternative: “Or is smelling perceiving
(aisthanesthai), while the air being affected merely becomes perceptible?”>” In DA III
Aristotle then moves on to consider the “active center of sensation”:**® the common operation
of all the senses working together that precedes and conditions the receptivity of the various
sense organs. Similarly, in DS 5 Aristotle shows that his account of sensation according to the
proper senses considered individually is complete when he concludes the chapter by saying,
“let this be the determination, then, with respect to each sense organ.”507 However, instead of
beginning from the conclusion achieved in DA II1.1-2, in DS 6 Aristotle begins from a
different, deeper aporiae: he begins from the assumption that perceptibility originates in the
prior existence of external bodies themselves, and the problems that arise if perceptibility is
thought to be caused by magnitude or motion alone. These — magnitude and motion —
Aristotle considers to be “common sensibles”: qualities that are grasped by all the senses
working together. We will see that his attempt to explain our grasp of them as separate from
our grasp of the proper sensibles fails, nor can they be grasped by the senses working
individually. In working through the problems posed by magnitude and motion for the
account of sensation that only considers the proper senses individually, Aristotle begins to

reveal the active center of sensation that precedes and conditions the independent operation of

595 DATL12 424b17-18.

> T borrow this phrasing from Diamond 2015, who speaks of this transition as disclosing the “active moment of

awareness” (Ibid 142), and “the principle of general awarness” (Ibid 143).

97 DS 5 445b33.
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the individual senses, just as he does in DA II1.1-2. In DS 7 this is revealed primarily as the

temporal unity of the act of perceiving.

DS 6-7: simultaneous perception and the perceptibility of time

Simultaneous perception is encountered in DS 7 as a problem that is part of Aristotle’s
broader consideration of the limitations of our ability to perceive, which begins in DS 6.
Aristotle presents two aporiai in DS 6 that lead to the culminating aporia regarding
simultaneity in DS 7: if it is impossible to perceive several things simultaneously, then there
must be such a thing as imperceptible time. Though Aristotle offers preliminary responses to
each of the aporiae that arise in DS 6, it is not until we reach Aristotle’s claims about the
perceptibility of time that we have attained a perspective from which the earlier aporiae can
be resolved. We will see how the perceptibility of time is decisive for answering the concerns
about the limitations of our ability to perceive external bodies as magnitudes, and the
limitations introduced by the mediation of motion between perceiver and perceived, in DS 6.
In general, we can see DS 6-7 as speaking to the concern over whether there are dimensions
of our world — whether magnitude, motion, or time — that fundamentally escape our grasp, not
merely on occasion, or in cases of accident or defect, but according to themselves. We will
see that these arguments are similar to Aristotle’s attempts to understand time through the
analogies to motion and to magnitude in Phy. IV.11, but that, in the end, the nature of time
was revealed to be something beyond magnitude or motion considered unto themselves. In
both Phy. and DS, the activity of soul emerges from out of the insufficiency of magnitude and

motion alone to account for time and our grasp thereof.

The problem of the divisibility and continuity of time has been at issue throughout our

discussion of time in the Physics, and I have suggested that there is a reconciliation of these
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conflicting attributes in the soul. In the DS 6 the problem of divisibility comes to the fore in
the context of examining how bodies become sensible. Aristotle’s immediate concern in the
first half of this chapter is to show that perceptible bodies are not “made up of” imperceptible
parts (sugkeimenon ouk ech aisthéton).”” Aristotle must defend his account from this
possibility, because the notion that sensible objects are made up of imperceptible parts seems
to follow from the fact that the “sensibility” of external things — the colours, tastes, scents,
sounds, textures, and temperatures that we are able to apprehend — always belong to some
continuous magnitude. He asks, “if all body is capable of division to infinity, are the sensible
qualities, such as colour, flavour, smell, weight, sound, cold and hot, light and hard and soft,

likewise divisible, or not?°%

Does the divisibility of perceptible qualities correspond directly
with the way divisibility pertains to magnitude? If all sensible qualities belong to magnitudes
(as such qualities do not exist apart from some body), does it then follow that all objects of
sensation are divisible to infinity just as a magnitude is? Does this then mean that every
perceptible body consists of parts so small that it is impossible to perceive them, such that
perceptible bodies are “made up of” parts that are fundamentally imperceptible? If the
sensible qualities (colours, sounds etc) are indeed grasped by perception (since they are
external) and thus are not cognized or discerned directly by the intellect (nous),”'? it might

seem that their perceptibility or imperceptibility corresponds to the conditions of these as they

belong to magnitudes.

S8 DS 6 445b14.
5% DS 6 445b3-7

S0 DS 6 445b16-17.
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In order to respond to this, Aristotle engages in an elaborate argument about what
“divisibility” means for perceptible magnitudes. The first step of this argument involves a
rejection of atomism. He urges us to resist the temptation to try to solve this problem by
adopting the logic that all bodies are made up of indivisible parts, dismissing this solution by
referring to his arguments against atomism from the Physics.”'' But it is worth considering
how the atomist doctrine relates to the problem of divisibility as it pertains to perception, and

why it must fail here, just as it did in the Physics.

The logic seems to me to be that if all bodies are continuous, and thus divisible into
smaller and smaller halves without limit, there would seem to be a sense in which they could
be divided into parts so small as to escape detection by the senses. However, this does not
mean that we can turn around and say that all bodies are “made up of” imperceptible parts.
For the notion that something is “made up of” parts presumes that these parts pre-exist the
whole. Such self-subsisting parts would have to be indivisible: in order for them to be
grasped, the dividing process must ultimately stop. So we cannot have it both ways, and say
that, 1) because bodies are divisible, this division yields parts so small as to be undetectable,
and 2) these continually dividing parts can then serve as building blocks of the bodies.
Anything that is “made up of” parts is as such not continuous, but already partitioned. Thus
the sense in which perceptible magnitudes are continuous, and thus divisible, precludes the
possibility that they are made up of indivisible parts. The idea that imperceptible parts

divided from a continuous magnitude are also the parts that “make up” the magnitudes

> “If this supposition is true, it would seem to support the theory of atomic magnitudes, for that account might
provide a resolution. But this is impossible, as has been said in our account of these things as they concern
movement” (DS 6 445b17-21).

201



contradicts itself. The rejection of atomism in this context relates to Aristotle’s central

contention that perception cannot be explained as “a gradual build up of discrete data.”'?

For the moment, however, Aristotle is not making any general or conclusive claims.
Rather, he makes the apparently more moderate claim that, “The resolution of these questions
will make clear why the kinds of colour, flavour, sound and the other sensible qualities are
limited.”"® Aristotle maintains that there are limits to the sort of “divisibility” that is at work
in sensation of sensible bodies, but that these limitations are not due to the atomic character of
external bodies themselves. Rather, he goes on to show that the limitations arise from the side
of the sentient subject. This involves a transition from thinking about the divisibility of
perception in terms of dividing homogeneous bodies, to thinking about its divisibility into
qualities that we perceive heterogeneously. What we take hold of when we perceive an
external body is neither a collection of indivisible parts, nor is it a continuous and undivided
mass. Perception, it seems, involves a kind of dividing that has limits: the limitation of the

qualities into a finite number of kinds (eide).

The first limit, presupposed here, is due to a limit in the divisibility of kinds of
sensible qualities themselves. This rests upon what has already been established about the
proper senses. The number of kinds of qualities is limited: it is not possible for there to be
more kinds of qualities than those that pertain to the five senses.”'* The first division into

sensible kinds thus arises on the side of the embodied perceiver, where the capacities of its

*12 T borrow this phrasing from Russon (1996) who claims that “Aristotle’s story is not of the gradual build up of

apparent unities from discrete data of discrete senses” (Ibid, 788 fn 25).
513
DS 6 445b21-23.

S DA I 424b22-425a14.
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various organs are the basis for the heterogeneity of qualities.””> This division into kinds
cannot be derived from the adherence of the qualities in homogeneous magnitudes. Insofar as
the perceiver has eyes, ears, a nose, a tongue, and flesh, the external body appears to them as
having colour, sound, smell, flavour, and texture/temperature. The division of the sensible
into kinds indicates that the form of receptivity of the sentient sets limiting terms through

which the object becomes perceptible.’'®

This first limit can be taken for granted at this point in the text, based on the preceding
arguments. Here in DS 6 Aristotle is making a further point about the limitation of the
sensible into kinds. He is claiming that there is not only a limitation into five senses, but that,
furthermore, there are limitations to the number of colours, sounds, smells, flavours, sounds,
and textures/temperatures. These limitations are twofold. First, the variety of each of these
qualities is limited by extremes (eschata) (black and white (for sight), high and low, (for
sound), sweet and bitter (for taste), etc.): a range within which a quality can be perceived.’!’
Second, any particular attribute that we perceive is a limitation (peperanthai) within the

518

continuous range contained between the extremes.” ™ Thus, analogous to the way that the

°!> Aristotle’s defense of this rests on the determinate nature of both animate and inanimate bodies. The
sensitive body both incorporates and exceeds the limitations of the elemental bodies. This is because it is the
soul, which integrates and organizes the powers of the elements such as to make them capable of higher
functions in the organs, that causes the body to be capable of perception, and not vice versa. In DS 2 Aristotle
criticizes the sort of materialism which tries in vain to associate each sense with an element (as if the nature of
the element itself could be responsible for the activity of sense), by the simple fact that there are five senses and
only four elements (DS 2 437a20-22). Speaking generally of the organs and of the elements that mediate
perception as “bodies”, Aristotle says in DA, “If there is no other body, and no quality other than those of bodies,
there can be no sense apart from the list” (DA II1.1 425a12-14).

>16 My understanding of the significance of this limitation is influenced by Russon (1996: 788), who states quite

boldly, and correctly in my view, that the sentient experiences itself in the act of sensing an object.
>!" DS 6 445b24. Cf DA 1111 422b23-33.

S18 DS 6 445b24.
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continuous magnitude is divisible to infinity, so are the divisions within the range of qualities
that we can receive. The sentient is in this manner in a state of indeterminate receptivity to its
proper objects: capable of receiving as great a variety of qualities as there are potential

divisions within this continuous range.

This alone would seem to undermine Aristotle’s claim that the number of kinds of
each quality are limited. However, he goes on to suggest that there is also a sense in which
the divisibility of the continuous is limited insofar as the continuous is distinguished into

equal parts:

What is continuous can be dividied into unlimited unequal parts [such as division of
magnitudes into progressively smaller halves], but into finite equal parts; while
what is not in itself continuous can be divided into finite kinds [such as the different
sense organs]. Since, then, the qualities (pathe) are spoken of as kinds, and there is
always continuity in these, one must take hold of the difference between capacity
and activity (fo dunamei kai to energeiai heteron).”"’

In order to establish a measure of the continuous, we divide it into equal parts. If we turn our
attention to inquiring about what we have the capacity (dunamis) to perceive (as opposed to
simply asking “what are we perceiving actively”), we find that we are able to make use of a
determinate vocabulary for the different kinds of sounds that we hear, or colours that we see:
“the qualities are spoken of as kinds.” Since the qualities are already limited in extent
(between contrary extremes), this sort of division yields a finite number of these parts. The
variety of colours, flavours etc. that we are able to perceive can be distinguished with greater
or less precision, but insofar as we distinguish them in relation to some equal measure they

are determined as having a limited variety.

19 \ \ 5 \ b » / v ) P /. s \ > o
1“1 udv obv cuveyic el dmelpa TépveTaL dvioa, eig d (oa mMemeQATHéVA: TO D¢ i) KaO avTO

OLVEXEG €lc memeQaopéva €ldn). ETel OV T LEV TAON @G eidn Aektéov OtL dUVALEL KAl TO éveQYein
€tegov” (DS 6 445b28-32).
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Still, this manner of differentiation and division remains somewhat fluid. There is no
absolute way that we distinguish the qualities into kinds, and it would seem that we can
determine the qualities in terms of measures that are more or less precise, just as we could
train, focus, or habituate our sensibilities to be capable of perceiving more subtle differences
in sound or colour. (As an example, we might think of the well-worn cliché about northern
cultures having so many words for snow.) Therefore we cannot, from the basis of this claim
about there being limited kinds, presume that our ability to perceive is due to our organs being
“made up of” determinate kinds of objects, just as we cannot presume from the divisibility of
magnitudes that bodies are made up of indivisible parts.

Rather, perception is, as Aristotle says in DA 11.12, “some /logos and dunamis of each

[sense].”*

The way in which perception is a capacity (dunamis) is that the quality can be
perceived by virtue of the receptivity or indeterminacy of the particular sense, which is
capable of apprehending anything within its range. This is mirrored on the side of the object:
the magnitude that is itself continuous and undivided is capable of endless division. The way
in which perception is a logos — or ratio — is that the particular sensible form (eidé) is received
in the individual sense organ as a limitation within the range of its capacity. The reception of
this determination is the activity of perceiving, by which we divide and discern the possible
aistheta as a finite number of kinds. In this way we see that the determinate aspect of
perception is not a set of values that pre-exist either the receptive capacity of our faculties or

the act of being limited by a sensible form. Aristotle’s bid that “we must take hold of the

difference between capacity and activity” shows that the perceptibility or imperceptibility of

S0 DATL2 424428

205



bodies will be explained in terms of the relationship between dunamis and logos in this

scheme.

He goes on to provide some examples of how this is so. At first, it might seem that
there are ways that magnitudes are absolutely imperceptible. They might exceed the range of
the extremes that we are able to perceive (which Aristotle will elsewhere say destroys or
damages the sense’*"), or they might exhibit a distinction too subtle to be apprehended by a
determinate measure. But the examples Aristotle goes on to make use of show us in what
sense all magnitudes are nevertheless perceptible. He gives us concrete examples of each of
the two kinds of division. First he considers how we see a millet seed: when our vision comes
upon it, the ten-thousandth part of it (to muriostemorion) escapes our notice.”** Second, he
considers hearing song: the sound of the smallest interval (diesis) escapes our notice as we
listen to the continuous melody. In both cases, the small part (ta micra) of what we perceive
as continuous is potentially perceptible, though not actively, unless it were separated. Thus
the case is the opposite of what he originally suggested: the minute parts of perceived bodies
are not fundamentally imperceptible, rather, insofar as the minute part could be actively

divided out and separated from the rest of the perception it would be actively perceptible.

But there is an ambiguity in this answer. For the two examples he just gave refer to
different kinds of dividing. Dividing up a millet seed into very small parts is like dividing
something continuous into an endless number of unequal parts, whereas dividing the intervals
of musical scale is dividing into a limited number of equal parts. Only the latter is the sort of

division that yields a distinctly perceptible kind. The small interval distinguishes a kind of

21 DATL12 424a28-32.

S22 DS 6 445b32-44622.
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sound, whereas if we divide the millet seed, we do not, in dividing it, divide it into a more
subtle differentiation of colour. He makes use of a third example that speaks to this. We are
able to taste a drop of flavour if we taste it alone, but this flavour — presumably its sweetness
—would be overpowered and subsumed by a contrary flavour if it were merged with the all
salty water of the sea.’” Likewise, what we see of the millet seed — its sensible form — is its
colour, and the colour of the ten-thousandth part would be subsumed and overpowered by the
colour of its environment if it were separated from the rest of the seed. Thus the divisibility
of the magnitude does not correspond to the divisibility of the quality in this case, unlike
musical scale. This is why Aristotle will go on to elaborate on the way in which these

qualities are potentially perceptible, even when they are not actively sensed in separation.

When there is no extremity of the sense power (4é tés aitheseos huperoché) to
correspond to the sensible object itself, even when separated (for the extremity is in
potency to a higher power), a sensible object of such a size will not be sensed in
activity. But all the same it will be sensible. For it is already in potency, and will
be in activity when [such a sense power] comes to it.”**

Aristotle’s language here seems to run the risk of being misleading. I do not think he
means by huperoché that which exceeds the range of perceptible qualities: something beyond
the extremes of high and low, black and white: the kinds of motions that he says elsewhere to

525

be destructive of the sense power. > To speak of the qualities as overpowering motions

would be out of place in this discussion, which remains focused the divisibility of qualities

SB DS 6 446a8-9.
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and the magnitudes in which they inhere. Accordingly, what I take him to mean by
huperoche here is that which exceeds our discernment in terms of a determinate measure of
articulable kinds: a very subtle difference within the gradient of our capacity, which, in some
scenarios, we might not have the acuity to discern from its surroundings, such as the drop of
sweetness in the sea water, or the tiny yellow seed particle that disappears from view in the
surrounding brown soil. Only then does the talk of this “extremity” being separated make any
sense. For if we could separate the relatively small power of a colour or flavour from the
colour or flavour of its environment, these would be perceptible, as yellow or sweet. If [ am
right about this, then Aristotle is saying here that conditions might arise within which these
would be discernible, not as bare quantities of magnitude, but because they will be discerned

in terms of the kind of quality they exhibit.

Thus, through these examples Aristotle has shown that the infinite divisibility of a
continuous magnitude is not what defines the perceptibility of a body ultimately. Rather,
perceptibility is due to the divisibility of the qualities into kinds, which are discerned
according to a limited number of variations. It is for this reason that Aristotle claimed earlier
that “one must take hold of the difference between capacity and activity” to make sense of
this. His concluding remark to this section of the argument reads, “Since these [qualities] are
immanent in that which is already actively perceptible, and not only in the whole but also in

separation, the colours, flavours and sounds must be limited in number.”>*® What is

>20 DS 6 446a17-20. Notice that Aristotle’s reference to the “whole” in this passage runs the risk of being
ambiguous. If we consider the millet seed as a “whole” then we are not talking about it as a proper sensible, but
as an incidental perceptible: a determinate individual or ousia of which certain qualities can be predicated. For
this reason its divisibility is more complicated, and exceeds the scope of the present argument (which is why it is
possible to talk of it as being separable into infinitely small parts). But if we remain cognisant of the limitations
of the present argument, we have to understand the millet seed that we see in terms of its colour, which is viewed
as a “whole” of perceptible determinations that vision covers in an act of sensing something externally present to
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potentially perceptible is in every case defined relative to what is actively perceived, but only
insofar as the qualities are divided into kinds can the colour, flavour, or sound be actively
perceived on its own, or according to its own nature as a colour, flavour, or sound: as a
species of a genus (a yellow colour, or a sweet flavour). Aristotle’s argument here thus
confirms what he claimed in DA I1.11: at the extreme limits of vision and touch, the invisible
and intactile are also, in a way, perceived by their proper senses: as privations or qualities

perceptible to a very small degree.””’

Aristotle has shown here the sense in which magnitudes are and are not perceptible.
Perceptibility is defined by limiting terms set by the perceiver. These are limitations not in
the sense of excluding or leaving out dimensions of our world; rather, it is only through these
limitations that anything is actively perceived. Aristotle has thus shown that perception
cannot be explained as a gradual build up of discrete data at the level of the proper sensibles.
We do not receive the qualities as determinate kinds or indivisible parts independent from one
another, which we are then tasked with combining into general kinds: colour, for instance, is
not made up of red and yellow and blue combined into orange, green and purple. Rather the
colours are received as limitations within our perceptible range, from white to black: its
privation in utter darkness. Analogously, sound is not simply made up of various notes or
combinations thereof, but is articulated by equal divisions that fall within the range between
high and the low. For each limitation that is passively received in an act of perceiving some

external body enables the division of the spectrum into possibly discernible determinate

our senses. Considered in this way, the millet seed is seen in the same manner that the liquid is tasted or the
music is heard.

S DAL 424al4.
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kinds, which are limited in number. Divisibility is as such both something that happens to the

perceiver when he or she perceives, and something that he or she does.

Having established this, we might wonder if this insight can shed any light on the
question we are asking about the divisibility of time. Aristotle has here shown how the
divisibility of sensible qualities yields a finite number of kinds insofar as the continuous is
divided into equal parts. This sort of dividing occurs when the soul takes hold of an “ultimate
differentia”: something that is not divided further and, as parts taken indivisibly, can be taken
as another and another kind, each of equal measure. The differentia at work in this activity is
ultimate not because the magnitude could not be divided further, but, rather, the limitation of
its divisibility is based on limiting terms set by the perceiver: what is required in order to be
able to discern a palpable difference between the kinds. Consider how this might pertain to
the divisibility of the circular motion of the heavens. Recall that when Aristotle speaks of the
units of time that are taken again and again in Phy. IV.12 he does not speak of them as
distances or magnitudes. Rather, the year is divided into the seasons, “such as a spring or
fall.”>*® The seasons are as such a finite number of kinds into which the continuous changes
within a year are temporally divided. This sort of division is akin to the way that the qualities
are here said to be differentiated: as species of a genus. Indeed, Aristotle is here in the DS
only speaking of the proper sensible qualities. Motion and time are not grasped by the senses
working individually. But insofar as there is an analogous way that all the sensible qualities
are defined, there may be some basis for understanding the divisibility of circular motion in

this way. If this holds, it will mean that the indivisible part of the perceived motion is

> Phy. IV.12 220b13-14.
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established on the basis of limitations belonging to the receptivity of the perceiver. We will

investigate this hypothesis further as we proceed.

The example of the musical interval will be taken up again in the aporia of DS 7. We
will have to keep Aristotle’s arguments about the divisions of the scale in mind when he
comes to speak of our ability to perceive a harmony, which has profound consequences for he
understands our ability to perceive tout court. Aristotle’s understanding of how sound is
divided will be taken up to account for the instance of harmony: where a proper sense
encounters an object that seems to be both one and two. The peculiar qualities of a harmony
will serve as paradigmatic for the problem of whether or not it is possible to perceive two
qualities in one and the same indivisible time. But the problem of time as it relates to

perception already begins to come to light in the second half of DS 6.

The next aporia concerns the divisibility of motions mediating sensation. In the
second half of DS 6 Aristotle focuses on this aspect of perception, with a view to his
overarching concern about the limitations of perceptibility. There, Aristotle explores the way
that perceiver and perceived are related by motion in the medium between them. This
involvement of motions in perception poses a problem, similar to the one we just encountered
regarding the divisibility of magnitude. Since no motion is accomplished simultaneously (it is
not there and here at the same time) this must mean that there is some time (tina chronon)
between the initiation of the motion (emerging from the sensible) and its arrival in the body of

the percipient. It would seem that is must “first come to the middle.”**

There is also an additional problem that follows from this, which Aristotle mentions a

few lines down. Considering that it seems that sensible information changes as it makes its

S DS 6 446a24.

211



way to us, as sounds seem to be altered by the winds, is it impossible that several perceivers,
if they are at different distances from the object, perceive the same thing at the same time?
Though this problem has implications that go beyond our concerns here, we shall address it
insofar as it pertains to the temporality of perception, and the possibility of simultaneous

perception for several perceivers.

Aristotle offers a response to these problems here in DS 6, which, as we shall see, is
only provisional. His response has two parts, which do not offer separate solutions to the two
problems articulated above, but concern them both together. The first involves understanding
the character of light as it operates in the medium of the transparent. The second depends on
the numerical identity of the object perceived. Though both begin to form a solution to the
problem of there being some time between perceiver and perceived (insofar as there is motion
between them), I will show that a more powerful response is offered in DS 7.

First, let us consider with Aristotle whether the character of light can serve as a
solution. If not all perceptible qualities are subject to the same conditions, but one — seeing —
exhibits a different kind of mediation, and thus a different temporal relation between
perceiver and perceived, perhaps it can provide the basis from which we can say that the time
of perception is, at the very least, not in every case separate from the time when the
perceptible begins to become perceptible.

Before treating the peculiar characteristics of light, Aristotle makes a revealing
statement: he juxtaposes the temporal character of the activity of perceiving with the
temporality of the mediation of the motions involved in joining the perceiver to the object’s
sensible form.

Even if ‘hearing’ and ‘having heard’, ‘perceiving’ and ‘having perceived’ are
simultaneous (hama), and there is no genesis of them, but are without becoming, all
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the same no less, just as the sound of the blow has already been struck when it has
not yet reached the hearing...is not thus also the colour and the light?>*°

Aristotle here presents an account of the temporality of perception, which echoes the language
he used when he distinguished the temporality of energeia from that of motion in Met. IX.6.
However, whereas in Met. IX.6 Aristotle distinguishes the temporality of energeia and motion
according different kinds of acts, here Aristotle shows that even though perceiving
(specifically, hearing) is simultaneous and not a motion, insofar as it involves motion it would
seem to require that the sensible is active in a part of time exceeding the time in which we are
aware of the sensation: a part of time when the blow has already been struck but the sound is
not yet heard that is distinct from the time when the simultaneity of hearing and having heard
this particular sound can begin to take place.

It is interesting that, while acknowledging the involvement of motion in the act of
sensation, Aristotle still maintains that perceiving is not ultimately reduced to motion: that the
involvement of motion does not compromise the simultaneity of perceiving and having
perceived. But in order to resolve the dichotomy between these two times — a time of moving
wherein we are not aware of this motion, and a time of acting wherein we are — he does not
turn his attention directly to the act of soul as capable of accounting for this difference.
Rather, he looks to the nature of mediating motion itself: specifically, asking whether the light
that makes colours perceptible is a motion like that which brings sound to our hearing.

531

Light, Aristotle claims, follows a different logic (allos logos).””" Though Aristotle

often speaks of the affection of the medium as kinésis, he here’** makes a distinction between
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kinds of motion: local motion (phora) is not the same as an alteration (alloiosis). Only local
motions are strictly subject to the conditions he mentioned above: which travel from here to
there and as such must “first come to the middle” before they reach their end (in this case, the
body of the sentient subject). Even if the transmission of sound seems (dokei) to require such
a kind of traveling motion, the same cannot be said of how light works in relation to seeing
colour: “light is due to something being (¢ einai), and not some motion.”>

Though it might seem that Aristotle is making a distinction between hearing, as
involving local motion, and sight, as involving alteration, he is in fact reflecting on how
alteration, and not local motion, can account for both the simultaneity of perceptibility and
perception, in the case of seeing a particular colour, and their temporal differentiation, in the
case of hearing a particular sound.™ For, he says it is possible for something to be altered all
at once (athroon), or part by part,” illustrating this with the observable phenomenon of water
freezing into ice. Though water can crystalize into ice in an instant, a very large body of
water does not freeze all at once, but first the surface which is in contact with cold air freezes,
and then the freezing deepens, layer by layer, as each part affects the next with which it is in
contact. We should understand the sound as altering the medium in a similar way, and not as

traveling from here to there, as a body moving in place. So, when there is a great distance

between the origin of the sound and the listener, the sound will affect the body of air between

31 DS 6 446b27.
332 DS 6 446b27-447a12.
33 DS 6 446b238.

3% Cf Phy. VII.2 244b2-245a12, where Aristotle distinguishes altering and being altered (which refers to the
modification of perceptible qualities) from moving and being moved (243a3-244al5).

5% DS 6 447a3-7.
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them part by part until it impacts our eardrums, resulting in some temporal mediation. Light,
on the other hand, does not alter the medium of sight in this way: in De Anima Aristotle
describes light as the activity (energeia) of the transparent (whether air, or water) qua
transparent:>° the condition (hexis) whereby colours can be actively perceived.”’ Though
Aristotle does not use these words (energeia and hexis) to describe light here in the DS, the
way they convey the sense of light being something active consistent with the way that he
here describes light as having a special role in the mediation of vision: it is not a passive
(paschein) medium, but is rather active in that it makes (poiei) vision happen.’*®

I understand Aristotle to be showing here that light demonstrates something unique
about vision, but that it also reveals something about perception in general. Since that which
acts upon the sense organ is not, in either sight or hearing, a body moving from here to there,
it is not the case that there is always some time between the activity of the sensible and the
activity of sensing it. The simultaneous act of light indicates a provisional solution to the
aporia that is at issue in the second half of DS 6, if we anticipate the emergence of the
common operation of the senses from this discussion of how they operate individually. Ifit is
not the case that some time a/ways intervenes between perceptibility and perception, it is
possible that, when the senses are working together, we might grasp the time between the
moment when the blow is struck and the sound reaches our ears, even if this difference can
not be apprehended by hearing alone. Consider, perhaps, the way that we see lightning and

hear thunder and can thereby become aware of the temporal difference between these two acts

536 DA 117 419a10-11.
537 DA TIL5 430al5-16.

>3%Reasonably, when there is a medium of the sense organ, it is not all affected (paschein) simultaneously
(hama), except in the case of light, as was said. And the same goes for vision: for light makes (poiei) vision” DS
6 447a9-12; cf DA 1I1.5 “light makes (poiei) colours that are in potency colours in activity” (430al7).
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emerging from the same thing. Though Arisotle does not make use of this example, such a
grasp of both the sameness and difference of perceptible qualities is consistent with what he
says in the De Anima about our ability to distinguish proper sensibles belonging to one and
the same thing. Moreover, it would be illustrative of his suggestion in DA III.1 that the reason
why we have several senses rather than one is so that the common sensibles (such as motion)

3% Fyrthermore that the simultaneity of light for

“might be less able to escape our notice.
vision is in some sense unique does not indicate that vision is just an exception to the rule, but
rather revealing of something important for sensation in general, is indicated by Aristotle at
the beginning of the DS when he suggests that it is chiefly by sight that we perceive common
sensibles.”*" This may also be why in Met. IX.6 Aristotle singles out the simultaneity of
“seeing and having seen” as an example of energeia, and yet here in DS 6 shows that applies
also to hearing, and to perceiving in general: because what is principally manifest in seeing, is
also true for sensation in general.

The second problem concerns the possibility for several perceivers to perceive the
same thing at the same time. Due to the alteration of the medium, there are cases where the
distance of the perceiver from their object affects the way in which they perceive it (as in the
case of the large body of water that freezes part by part). Likewise, if several perceivers are
perceiving the same thing at different distances, they would not be perceiving it at the same

time. Aristotle’s response is that this does not mean that they are having a different kind of

perception. What each perceives is the same in kind: one’s distance from the object does not

5% DA TIL1 425b5-6.

% DS 1 437a8. Note that this conflicts with what Aristotle says in DSV 2 455a24 — that common sense is most

present together with touch — but that this claim is made to a different purpose: since touch is for some animals
separable from the other organs, for them there is no difference between common and proper sensibles: for the
proper sense of touch is the whole of their capacity.
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mean that one is receiving different information about the object, even though they might
discern it more clearly if they are at the appropriate distance. Each act of perceiving is
numerically one, such that several acts of perceiving are numerically many, but the object
they are perceiving is nonetheless one. This is because what we are perceiving is not simply a
local motion (which is different in its being when it is here or there):

The first of the movers which all perceive is one and the same in number, but the

proper is different in number, but the same in kind, on which account (dio) many

see and smell and hear simultaneously (hama). For these are neither bodies, but are

some pathos or motion (otherwise this would not have come together
(sunebainen)), nor are they without body.”**!

The reason is that we do not perceive motion simply, but we perceive motion arising from
some body (the “first mover”). The origin of the motion from a self-identical source places a
limit on the possible variation that its perceptible qualities can undergo en route to our own
perceiving of them. The kinds of perceptible qualities, we have seen, are limited and where
each falls within the range between possible extremes is determined by the numerically
identical object that all are perceiving. Thus the sensation that various observers are all
having is the same in kind (for they are all embodied perceivers capable of the same kinds of
sensible apprehension in their organs), even if the experience of sensing them is numerically

different.

However, this “numerical difference” between the experience of each perceiver still
seems that it would be open to possibility that they could each be perceiving at different

times, especially if they are at different distances from the “first mover” (the bell, the incense

541 con ~ . ~ = ~ , N ~ ; ~, ~ e
“Y] TOV HEV KIVIOAVTOG TRWTOV, OLOV TNGg Kwdwvog n /\L[sOLV(UTOU T TTVEOG, TOL AVTOV KAL EVOG

aQOp@ aloBavovtal mavteg, ToL d¢ o1 Wiov éTégov AQLOLQ, eldel D€ TOD avTOD, DO Gpa TTOAAOL
00WOL Kal OCHVTAL Kal AKOVOLOLV. E0TLY 0UTE CWHATA TAVTA, AAAX TABOC KAl KIVIOLS TIS - OV

YO0 Av TOUTO CLVEPRALVEV - OUT AveL OwWHatog” (DS 6 446b22-26).
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or the fire). How, then, can he confidently state that “many see and smell and hear
simultaneously (hama)”? In order to understand this claim, we must see Aristotle as
responding to the objection raised by those who argue that it is impossible for one person to
hear, see, or smell the same as another. He allows that it might be possible in some sense for
there to be some difference - “there is a sense in which the first and last hear and smell the
same thing, and a sense in which they do not” — but this does not mean that it is impossible
that they perceive the same thing at the same time. This solution follows a similar logic to the
one regarding the time of perception for the individual: in some cases there may be an interval
of time between when the object becomes perceptible and when it is perceived, but not in all
cases. The possibility of simultaneity is what is at stake here, not the possibility of temporal
difference. If it is possible for these acts to occur simultaneously, it will also be possible to
discern a temporal difference between them when it arises. Accordingly there is no time
within our act of perceiving that fundamentally escapes our notice. Thus Aristotle has

defended the possibility of simultaneous perception in the face of these challenges.
DS 7: the impossibility of imperceptible time

In DS 7 Aristotle will take these provisional solutions further, and show how it is that
simultaneous perception is not only possible, but is requisite in order for there to be sensation
at all: that not only is time perceptible in some conditions and according to some proper

%2 He begins the chapter by presenting another

senses, but “it is possible to perceive all of it.
aporia, which I will show ties into the aporiae he has just addressed regarding the divisibility

and simultaneity of our perception of the qualities belonging to magnitudes and the motions

mediating these perceptions. The question is “whether it is possible to perceive two together

542 DS 7 448a26.
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(hama), in one and the same indivisible time, or not.”>*’

By asking this question, Aristotle is
taking up was he has established about the senses working individually. Aristotle’s response
to this question is treacherous, largely because he spends the first part of the chapter
examining a position that he does not hold to be true: that each sense receives its proper

quality one at a time. Nonetheless, he seeks to show what would be more or less possible if

one were to take this perspective.

Aristotle entertains three possible ways of considering how two qualities might be
perceived as one. First, he considers the way in which one quality might overpower the other
such as to yield only the perception of the dominant quality. If each quality is essentially a
motion, then a stronger motion would override the weaker one, such that we would only
perceive the stronger one. But on this account we would not be perceiving two qualities at the
same time, but only one. It would as such be “more possible” to perceive something that is
presented simply than when it is mixed with something else.”** Second, he considers the
possibility that the two qualities are in an equal relation such that one does not overpower and
subsume the other, but they enter into a mixture (memigmena). However, in this case as well
we do not perceive them as two, but as one homogeneous mixture. This hypothesis only
serves to show that if it is impossible to perceive two qualities when they belong to the same
sense, it will be “less admissible” to perceive two simultaneously when they belong to
different senses.”* Thirdly, he considers that, perhaps, the various qualities could be

apprehended together by virtue of the fact that there is an analogous relationship between

3 DS 7 447al14.

¥ DS 7 447a19. Aristotle shows further that even the stronger motion is made less perceptible when it is mixed

than when it appears alone (447a23).

35 DS 7 447b21-24.
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them: white is to sweet as black is to bitter. But even if this were so, this does not provide a
sufficient ground for having a diverse perception. Rather, Aristotle claims that this only
shows that it is even less possible to perceive sweet and black simultaneously than to perceive
white and sweet simultaneously.”*® Aristotle finds he must take a new starting point, one
which does not presume that the various senses operate individually, or that the various
qualities must act upon one another (be overpowered or combined) in order to be perceived

simultaneously.>*’

At 448a20 Aristotle begins to present the view that he takes as his own. But again he
proceeds by distinguishing it from an impossibility raised by another point of view. Some say
that the notes in a harmony are not heard simultaneously, but that the temporal difference that
intervenes and distinguishes them escapes one’s notice, such that the time in which they are
perceiving involves parts that are imperceptible. This is similar to the problem raised in
chapter 6: that there is some time in the middle between when the motion has arisen from the
perceptible prior to its grasp by the percipient. But here, rather than wondering about the time
between the beginning and the end of the motion, he is concerned with the idea in order to
have perception of a harmony, some time must intervene between each of the notes that make

it up.

46 DS 7 448a18-19.

> Note that this argument closely parallels the discussion of mixtures in DG 1.10. Not only does Aristotle

present the same difficulties pertaining to mixture (in terms of overpowering or combining into one) as he does
here in DS, but he also considers the possibility that mixtures are merely cases of juxtaposition where the
difference cannot be discerned by perception (DG 1.10 327b34-328a6). However, just as in the present
argument, this suggestion only serves the rhetorical purpose of giving Aristotle the occasion to announce the
need for a fresh start. (See Frede 2004: 289). Ultimately, Aristotle will argue in the DG that mixtures are
possible among material elements, but we can see both from his argument there and here in DS that mixtures of
bodily elements will not be sufficient to account for sensation.
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The harmony is a special sort of combined perception. It is a sort of “mixture” of two
sounds, but they are combined in such a way that does not annul the difference and replace it
with the average. It is not like the way that red and yellow, when mixed, become the colour
that mediates between their difference — orange — or hot and cold become warm. When we
hear two notes ringing at once what we hear is neither what each of them sounds like on their
own, nor is their difference transformed into the sound of one note that falls between them on
the scale (the mean). The composition of the harmony is similar to the way that the syllable is
not just a combination of discrete letters, but has its own distinct vocal expression that is

different from the sum of parts.”*®

Those who account for this phenomenon by positing
imperceptible time deny the simultaneity of harmony, and can understand it only as a

succession of discrete and distinct sounds.

For Aristotle, how we understand our hearing of the harmony has serious
consequences for how we understand our activity of perceiving. The harmony might seem to
be a special case, but Aristotle shows that an inability to account for this phenomenon
undermines the very basis of our ability to perceive at all. In response to the theory that we

do not hear the sounds of the harmony simultaneously, Aristotle says:

This is not true: it is not possible for time to be imperceptible and escape our notice,
but it is possible to perceive it all. For if, when someone perceives himself or
anything else in continuous time (sunechei chronoi), it is not possible that he is then
unaware that he is, and anything in this continuity is of such a size that it is
altogether imperceptible, it is clear that then it would escape his notice whether he

>% Compare what Aristotle says of unity in terms of the syllable in Mer. VIL.17: “Since that which is composed
of something in such a way that all is one, not as a heap (séros) but as a syllable — the syllable is not its letters,
for BA is not the same as B and A, nor is flesh fire and earth, because after disolution the flesh and the syllable
are no longer, but the letters are, as are fire and earth — therefore the syllable is a this (#), nor merely the vowel
and the consonant, but something else...it would seem that the this (#) is not an element, but is the cause of its
being this flesh, or this syllable, and similarly in other cases. And this is the beingness of each: for it is the
primary cause of its being” (Met. VII.17 1041b11-28).
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is himself, and whether he sees and perceives. And if he perceives nevertheless,
there could be neither time nor thing (pragma), nothing in which he is perceiving,
except as he might see in some part of the time, or some part of the thing, if indeed
there is some part of magnitude, or of time, or of thing that is entirely imperceptible
due to its extreme smallness.”*

I take this passage to be central to resolving the problems that we have encountered, not only
in DS 6-7, but also the ones we have carried with us from the Physics. As such, we will

explore its consequences at length.

Aristotle’s central claim here is that the continuity of time and perception are
inextricable. Denying this has two dire consequences: 1) there would be parts of time in
which we are not aware of ourselves and our own activities 2) we would not be able be
perceive the whole of anything. However, I will argue that by affirming this connection
between the continuity of time and perception we will be able to resolve the problem of

simultaneous perception of several qualities that opened this chapter.

First, let us consider the importance of Aristotle’s suggestion that “when someone
perceives himself or anything else in continuous time (sunechei chronoi), it is not possible
that he is then unaware that he is,” and that claiming that there are imperceptible times means
that there would be times in which “it would escape his notice whether he is himself, and
whether he sees and perceives.” Aristotle discusses “perceiving that we see and hear” in

several other texts, but it is only here that it is shown to have an explicitly temporal
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significance. In DA I11.2 the idea that “we perceive that we see or hear” raises a concern for
whether this can be accomplished by the proper senses acting alone.”™ In DSV 2, Aristotle
explicitly states that “perceiving that we see and hear” is accomplished not by the individual

> This formula also appears in

proper senses, but by the perceptive part of the soul as one.
EN IX.9, where Aristotle claims that the goodness of life is revealed by the pleasure we have
in being aware that we are active (in ways that include seeing and hearing, but extend beyond
it to include walking, and thinking); just as in the passage from DS 7 under consideration

here, he claims that the awareness that we see and hear is a direct expression of our being

aware that we are.”>?

The specifically temporal significance of perceiving that we see and hear is related to
the role it has in DSV: that “there is really only one sense, that which is strictly speaking the
sense organ is one, though what it is to sense is different for each mode (genos).”>>® In that

text, however, there is no mention of this oneness and difference as simultaneous. However,

>0 «Since we perceive that we see and hear, it is necessary either to perceive by sight that one sees, or by means
of another” (DA 111.2 425b12-13).

>>! “There is a common capacity associated with all (of the proper senses) by which one perceives that one sees
and hears (for it is not by sight that one sees that they see: one both discerns (krinei) and is able to discern that

sweet is different from white not by taste, nor by sight, nor by a combination of the two, but by some common

part of the whole percipient: for sensation is one and the ruling (kurion) perceptible faculty is one, but it senses
the being of each kind differently, such as sound or colour” (DSV 2 455a16-22).

532 “The one who sees perceives that he sees, the one who hears that he hears, one who walks that he walks, and
similarly for all the other human activities there is something that perceives that we are active (energoumen), so
that we perceive that we perceive, and we think that we think, and [to perceive or think] that we are perceiving or
thinking is [to perceive or think] that we are (esmen)” (EN 1X.9 1170a29-al).

>33 1 am here borrowing Kosman’s somewhat liberal translation of DSV 2 455a21 (Kosman 1975: 516).
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this same idea’>* forms Aristotle’s solution to the problem of simultaneous perception of

different qualities at the end of DS 7:

What is possible for the thing (ton pragmaton) is also possible for the soul. For
what the same and one in number is white and sweet, and many other qualities as
well, if the attributes (pathé) are not separable from one another, but it is to be for
each is different. So we must suppose likewise for the soul that the faculty of
perception as a whole is the same and one in number, but what it is to be is
different, differing sometimes in genus and sometimes in species. So that there
shall be simultaneous perception (aisthanoit’ an hama) of what is one and the
same, but not the same in logos.”™

I am suggesting that this solution — the unity and difference of both the soul and its
perceptible object — is intimately related to “how perceiving that we see and hear” ensures the
connection between the continuity of perception and that of time.”>® In DA IIL.2 Aristotle will
show in greater detail how it is necessary that both numerical unity and difference in being are
perceived simultaneously. But what concerns us most of all here it to see how simultaneous
perception and the continuity of our awareness are connected. For, it might seem as though
Aristotle’s claim about the continuity of our awareness of time conflicts with his claim about

perception occurring in one and the same indivisible (atomos) time. If what is continuous is

> Cf Russon (1996) who cites 448a25-b4 as referring to the “sense faculty as a whole” in support for his claim
that “sensation is always self-sensation” (Ibid 788).
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>%® The connection between these passages is not self-evident. For instance Gregoric (2007) does not mention
the first passage (448a25-b4) at all in his (otherwise) extensive commentary on simultaneous perception in DS 7
(Ibid, 130-144). Instead, he finds the solution to the problem of simultaneous perception in the second passage
(449a5-20) alone. He does, however cite 448a25-b4 in another context, in his chapter on “Perceiving that we
see and hear” (Ibid, 188). In my view the significance of Aristotle’s solution is lost if we do not understand how
these passages work together.
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always potentially divisible, as Aristotle so often reminds us, then how can Aristotle describe

the time of perception as both suneches and atomos?

Perhaps Aristotle only suggests that the time of perception is atomos counter-factually,
just as the bulk of the argument of DS 7 involves presenting positions that he does not hold to
be true and showing what could be more or less true on the basis of them. Indeed, Aristotle
refers to the time of perception as afomos at the beginning of the chapter in the form of a
question.”™’ Later on in the chapter he resumes the question again, asking “whether it is

% Though, again, this is stated as a

possible to perceive many at once (hama), or impossible.
question, the fact that he raises it again indicates that it has not been proved impossible by the
intervening arguments, which includes the passage on the continuity of perception and time.
Furthermore, not only does he stress that simultaneity (hama) must again be understood as
indivisibility (atomos) — “By hama 1 mean in one indivisible time in relation to several (pros
alléla)”>® — but he also clarifies what he means by atomos: “not as indivisible [per se], but

. e . . . - . . - 99560
indivisible as everything is continuous (0s panti onti sunechei).”

I take this as meaning that it is safe to say that Aristotle neither means atomos as a part
of time with its own determinate limits, nor, since it is continuous, does he mean it is
indivisible as itself being a limit in time. What I understand this to mean is that the time of

perceiving is not divided for us, prior to our activity of perceiving it. The continuity of time

37 “There is also another such aporia concerning sensation: whether it is possible to perceive two together
(hama), in one and the same indivisible time, or not.” DS 7 447al4.

538 DS 7 448b19-20.

5% DS 7 448b20.

0 NS 7 448b23. Alexander reads ds panti onti sunechei as “continuous as a whole” (157 19), which also seems

possible given the preceding argument about how we perceive the line as a whole and not part by part (DS 7
448b4-18).
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and the continuity of our awareness (of time, of ourselves, of anything) are one and the same.
Were they not — if time were continuous but awareness was not — then we would only ever be
perceiving some parts of whatever we are perceiving. If awareness were somehow
continuous, but time was not - as is the claim of those who posit imperceptible “parts” of
time that go unnoticed in the continuum of our awareness — then it would somehow have to be
divided into tiny parts prior to our awareness, and again, we would only be perceiving some
parts, and never the whole, of anything. Aristotle argues that that this is not true. But this

would be precisely the consequence if the now were anything other than a power of soul.

The now and simultaneous perception.

It is fitting at this point to consider how the account of simultaneous perception that
we have just seen relates to Aristotle’s account of the now in the Physics. Aristotle’s
argument, that the continuity of time and the continuity of our awareness are one, provides us
with a sense of time that is indivisible (atomos). I have suggested that this means that
perception does not take place in a limited portion of time, or in a /imit of time, in that there
are no temporal limits or divisions involved in perception at all. But if this suggestion is
going to hold we will have to figure out if there is any relationship between the time of
perception and the account of time that Aristotle provides in the Physics in terms of the now.
The now, which both limits and numbers time, makes no appearance in the DS. This is
surprising given the tremendous importance it has in the Physics: “there would be no time

99561

without the now, and no now without time.”””" How, then can Aristotle speak of the

perception of time at all without also speaking of the now?

> phy. IV.11 220al.
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The argument that I have been making throughout this thesis is that the now cannot be
understood as something separate from the powers of soul. But does that mean that the now
belongs to the perceptive power of the soul? Indeed, we have seen that Aristotle’s account of
the now in the Physics is founded on the idea that “we perceive motion and time

simultaneously (hama).””®

Yet, nowhere in the DA or DS does Aristotle go into detail about
how we perceive motion. He consistently includes motion in his various lists of the “common
sensibles,” and he claims in DA I1.6 that these, like the proper sensibles, are perceived as
themselves (kath’ auto) and not incidentally (kata sumbebékos).’® He furthermore uses the
example of motion to show that the common sensibles are perceived by more than one sense:
“a certain motion is perceptible both by sight and touch,”** and even claims in DA II1.1 that
all the common sensibles are perceived by motion.’®> But these statements are worthless to us
unless we can answer the following questions: 1) Can we perceive motion without making use
of the now: distinguishing before and after such that we can be aware of something traveling

from here to there, or changing from this to that? 2) How can perceiving make use of the now

if the time of perception is indivisible?

Understanding this will require that we make sense of how the account of the common
sense emerges from the examination of the proper sensibles individually. I have argued that
the account of perception in DS 6-7 Aristotle shows us how to move beyond the assumption

that perception can be explained as being “made up of” the independent operation of the

*62 Phy. IV.11219a4.
% D4 11.6 418a8-20.
5% DA T1.6 418a20.

55 DA TIL1 425al7.
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proper senses: that each aporia that Aristotle presents in these chapters work to expose the
limits of an account of perception that fails to take hold of the active center of awareness
animating and unifying perceptive life. The decisive limitation of such an account of
perception is encountered in DS 7 when Aristotle questions our ability to obtain a unified
perception of different qualities, and shows that it cannot be the case that the soul combines
different bits of information that impact us in different parts of our bodies or one after the
other, that have no intrinsic relation to one another. In DS 7 Aristotle makes a claim that
reminds us that, prior to the division of our awareness into different qualities, there is a center
of sensitive awareness: we perceive ourselves and whatever else in continuous time, and, as
long as we are doing so, it cannot escape our notice that we are doing so. There is nothing
intervening in this activity that itself creates boundaries or divisions between colours and
sounds, or between white and black. Having been reminded of this we are then able to see that
the perceptive soul is a single center of awareness, and not an amalgam of distinct
awarenesses, based on the way that perception reveals both the numerical identity and the

specific differences of what it perceives, and does so in indivisible time.

This shows, furthermore, that the soul is not simply passive in relation to various,
numerically distinct objects, but actively distinguishes the sensible forms that it receives as
affections (pathé), so as to reveal to itself the numerical unity of perceptible wholes that
comprehend the various attributes. This common activity of the senses is something that must
be understood not only in order to explain how we grasp common perceptibles like motion
and magnitude, but also to reveal the distinctly /iving principle at work in perception:
something beyond and irreducible to the alterations of the perceptible media that affect

animate and inanimate bodies equally. Perhaps the air becomes smelly, but smelling is
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perceiving, while the air being affected only becomes perceptible.”®® “We are not simply
affected by sensible forms in streams of environmental stimuli, but are consciously aware of
these affections.”®’ Again, this hinges on there being an awareness common to all the senses,
over and above the differences of the organs. From the perspective of having revealed the
active center of sensation in the second half of DS 7 (448a20-449b3), we can understand
Aristotle’s argument in the first half (DS 7 447a12-448a19) as trying to grasp this unity
according to the common structure of each of the senses: the capacity to receive the affections
is analogous for each sense as a ratio (/ogos) within a range of receptivity (dunamis), as was
shown in DS 6. But Aristotle shows that it is impossible, even on the basis of their analogous
structure, to bring about a unified awareness out of their presumed disparateness: even if there
are some qualities that we might call “co-ordinate” (sustoichos) from one sense to another
(such as sweet and white), even these cannot be perceived simultaneously,’®® insofar as
simultaneity is understood as mixture of independent attributes that nullifies their difference.
Simultaneity, then, must mean something else, which he goes on to address by way of the
harmony, and which we have already explored. Still the analogous structure of the senses
does take us some way towards seeing that they must be founded in one comprehensive
activity: that the senses, even when considered independently, are all doing the same kind of
thing. The comprehensiveness of this activity also reveals the identity between awareness and
time: time is not divided by their being different things going on in it, because a variety of

things can be perceived as happening at the same time.

5% DA T1.12 424b17-18.
597 Diamond 2015: 142.

5% DS 7 448a15-19.
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What if we take a similar approach to addressing the relation of sensation to the now?
We can, for instance, note some similarities in structure between the way Aristotle speaks of
the now in the Physics and his account of the simultaneity and divisibility of perception. A
perceptible object is one and the same in number, but its attributes differ in being, and the
same is said of the perceptive soul. Similarly in Phy IV.11 Aristotle argues that the now is the
same (as OPO), but differs in being.’® Furthermore, the now is said to be responsible for the
continuity and uniting (hendsis) of time,”’® which is similar to how the simultaneity of
perception is indivisible as continuous. The striking difference, which I have already pointed
out, is that the now is said to divide time (potentially), whereas nowhere in the DS or DA does
Aristotle speak of sensation in terms of divided time. Is this function of (potentially) dividing
time something that belongs properly to the now of time, over and above the activity of
perceiving? This would raise the problem exposed by considering the harmony: time is
divided, but it escapes our notice that it is divided. As I have already suggested, when
Aristotle speaks of the simultaneity of perception, he cannot mean that we perceive in the now

understood as a limit in time.

This difficulty might be solved along the lines taken by Gregoric’s (2007)
interpretation. Gregoric argues that the kind of simultaneity that pertains to perception differs
from that which pertains to the now. He suggests that in the Physics Aristotle employs a
“strict notion of simultaneity” (“the now as an indivisible point of no duration by which time

is limited”’) whereas in the DS the notion of simultaneity (“a time which is one and indivisible

*%% phy. IV.11 219b11-12.

70 phy. V.13 222a10, 20.
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relative to things perceived’) is “flexible.””’' According to this reasoning, we might say that
the problem is not that that perception provides no account of the now, but simply that the
kind of now that belongs to perception is less strict and more flexible. However I do not see
how it can be possible to keep the conceptions of simultaneity in DS and Phy. apart. For, as |
argued in chapter 2 of this thesis, Aristotle’s comparison of the now to a static point breaks
down over the course of Aristotle’s argument in the Physics, revealing rather a conception of
the now that actively determines and numbers time. Beyond the opening aporia Phy. IV.10
(which Gregoric takes to be Aristotle’s conclusive account of the now, rather than its initial,
problematic presentation) the now is never simply a point of no duration limiting time. The
analogy to the point persists in Phy IV.11, but only to show that the now cannot be thought of

as a limit in this sense.”’

What Gregoric calls the “flexible notion of simultaneity” is in fact
the only notion of simultaneity that Aristotle endorses. Otherwise, simultaneity could not be
said of motions at all (for no motion happens in the now which is only a limit). In the
Physics, too, the meaning of simultaneity speaks to a time that is one and the same relative to
several (motions).””

So, if Aristotle does not present two different notions of simultaneity, how is the now
related to the activity of perceiving? Aristotle explicitly mentions the now in relation to
perception only in DA I11.2, where he shows that the ability to discern the differences in the

objects of perception is exhibited by the simultaneity of our speaking now and saying that the

difference is now:

> Gregoric 2007: 130.
72 Phy. IV.11 220a11-22.

7 Phy. 1V.14 223b2-4.
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Clearly it is not possible to discern separate things with separate faculties, therefore
it is not possible that they should be discerned in separate times. For just as the
same (person) says that good and bad are different, so too when he says the one is
different he also says so of the other (and the when is not incidental, I mean the way
it is when I say now that they are different rather than that they are different now),
he both speaks now and says that the difference is now; therefore, they are
distinguished at the same time, so that it is an indivisible [act] in indivisible time.””*

This could be further evidence for my claim that the now is a power of soul. Here Aristotle
has shown that the unity of the perceptive faculty of the soul (which, as we have seen in DS 7,
is revealed by the continuity of our awareness that we perceive, and thus to the perceptibility
of time), and the basis from which it perceives differences simultaneously, is exemplified in

the simultaneity of the act of saying that they are different “now.”

Still, it is not clear from this how we might be able to perceive motion, with or without
making use of the now. For nowhere in his account of sensation does Aristotle speak of the
nows being two, with time between them. But it is possible, as we have just seen, to say at
the level of perception that there is a difference now. Is it possible, then that the difference in
being (to einai) that we perceive now, is not restricted to differences in quality, but could be

that exhibited by motion: that of before and after? Recall Aristotle’s words from the Physics:

Whenever we perceive the now as one, and neither as before and after in motion,
nor the same but belonging to something before and something after, no time
seems to happen because no motion has. But whenever there is a before and after,
then we say that there is time.””

From this we can see how we might have the ability to perceive motion. We can say that

574 ¢ \ oA > (A / / \ /. ~ 1% et )
“OtL eV o0V 0V) OlOV TE KEXWELOUEVOLS KQIVELY T KEXWwOLOUEVA, dNAOV- 6TLd' 0Vd' €V

KEXWOLOHEV® XQOVW, EvteDBeV. MTTeQ YO TO aLTO Aéyel OTL €TeQov TO AyaBov Kat TO Kakov,
oUtw kat 6te Odtegov Aéyel 6L éteQov Katl OAatepov (0 Kata oLpBePnKog T Ote, Aéyw O, olov vV
Aéyw 6tL ETeQov, OV péVTOL OTL VOV €TeQOoV, AAA' oUTw Aéyel, kal VOV KAt OTL VOV): &Ua &Qat. (OOTE

AXWELOTOV Kat €V aXwIloTw Xovw” (DA 111.2 426b23-30).

7 Phy. IV.11 219a32-b2.
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there is a difference now with respect to a motion in the same way as we say there is a
difference between white and sweet, because the now is not only two “in number” as “a
before and after in motion” (which are not simultaneous), but is simultaneously two
insofar as it “belongs to the before and after” whenever it is said. To perceive the now as
one, without recognizing this difference, means that no time seems to happen. But to
perceive the same now as two requires that we are able to simultaneously take hold of its
difference in being, which is precisely what Aristotle says perceiving is capable of in DS
7 and DA 111.2.

In the Physics, Aristotle shows us the error of taking this duality of the now too
“strictly” (to use Gregoric’s term): as some absolute division without length or breadth,
as something outside of the soul’s own activity, like a point that limits and divides a line.
If we use the now as two in the manner of a point — as a beginning and an end of two
different lines — it would have to stand still (histasthai) or rest (eremein) in order to serve
this dual function.’”® As such, in the Physics it was hard to see how we might distinguish
the before and after of motion, without stopping it.

The idea that the same now could only be two by coming to rest seemed to be fatal
to the understanding of the now in the Physics: in this sense of being a static limit, the
now is not time.””’ But this is because Aristotle was not able to explain in the Physics
that this is exactly what the perceiving soul is capable of doing when it perceives motion,
without stopping it or interrupting its continuity. The conflict between the continuous

motion (which we are perceiving) and resting point (which might divide it) seemed

7% phy. TV.11 220a13, 220al7.

77 Phy. IV.11 220a21
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insurmountable in the Physics. But the act of perceiving transcends this dichotomy, for
perceiving is an activity, not a motion. Immediately after having shown that the soul
could not be moved by contrary qualities in the same genus (such as sweet and bitter), or
by qualities of different genus (such as these and white) at the same time, Aristotle says,
Like what some say about the point, insofar as it is both one and two, in this way
it [the faculty of discerning] too is divided. So insofar as it is undivided, what
distinguishes is one thing and distinguishes at one time, but insofar as it has in it
to be divided, it uses the same mark as two simultaneously. So insofar as it uses a
boundary as double and distinguishes two separate things it acts in a way
dividedly, but insofar as it acts by means of one thing, it acts as one and at one
time (hama).”™
The act of perception is not itself simply a passive receptivity of the soul to motion:
perception is not simply a matter of being moved. For, our awareness could not be one
and be moved by contrary motions at the same time. It follows that perceiving motion
does not mean simply being moved by the motion we are perceiving. For, if perceiving
motion was simply receiving an imparted motion it would require something else, like
the point, in order to arrest the motion so as to distinguish the before and after. The
analogy to the point can be applied to our account of perceiving motion, where it could
not apply to the now of the Physics, insofar as it does not refer to some extant point that

divides and stops the motion, serving first as an “end” and then as a “beginning.””"

T8 EAAN OOTteQ {V KAAODOL TIveg oty v, ) pia kad dVo, tavTn Kai adlaigeTtog kai dtagetn. 1 pév
o0V AdLA(QETOV, &V TO KQLVOV E0TL KAl dpa, 1) O& DALQETOV VTIAQXEL, DIC T VT XONTAL OMHEiW
Apa- 1 eV o0V OLG XM TatL T@ TéQATL, dVO KQIVEL KAl KEXWELOUEVA, E0TLV WG KEXWOLOUEVWG: T) O&
&vi, v kai aua.” (DA 111.2 427a10-15).

°7% Cf Phy. VIIL8: Insofar as a motion is continuous, we cannot say that the moving body “has arrived” at a mid-
point and “has departed” from that mid-point in the now: we can only say that it “is” there “at the now”, which
is only a potential, and not an actual, division (262a28-32). Only when the body actually stops is there an actual
division in motion (but then it would not have arrived and have departed again in the same now).
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Rather, the before and after of motion must be perceived just as in the case mentioned
above: in saying that the good and bad are different, the two are not distinguished at
different times, but instead, “when he says the one is different he also says so of the
other.” So to say with respect to motion that we are perceiving a difference now is to
distinguish the before and after at the same time. The before and after are distinguished
without limiting time in the sense of “stopping” it, just as we can be said to distinguish
sweet and bitter, or sweet and white, or good and bad without requiring some
imperceptible part of time to step in and do the dividing for us. The difference of the
before and after of motion can thus be perceived in indivisible time.

The limitations of this “sense of time”:

We have seen how Aristotle’s account of perception grounds the concept of
simultaneity articulated in the Physics, insofar as the soul is able to simultaneously perceive
several things relative to one another. We have also seen that this is only possible insofar as
perception is not altogether passive in relation to its object: that there is rather an “active
center of awareness” at work in perceiving such that several perceptions can be distinguished
at once, and are not divided by some external factor (such as imperceptible parts of time). On
the basis of this active center of awareness, the time of perception is said to be one and the
same, indivisible and simultaneous. Nevertheless, this does not mean that perception is
locked into a static moment or takes place in a division of the now. Our awareness of time is
continuous, which is based on our awareness of ourselves and of our perceiving in continuous
time. In every act of perception, there is simultaneity of past-perfect and present progressive:

we are seeing and have seen, hearing and have heard, perceiving and have perceived, at the
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same time. Accordingly, the activity of the now of determining the before and after is not

something that exists apart from the activity of perceiving.

However, if the account of time were to stop here it would remain incomplete, and
would not fulfill the promise of what was offered in the Physics. For, while the great
achievement of perception centers on how it reveals simultaneous difference, its limitation is
precisely due to its requisite simultaneity. That is, perception only happens while there is
simultaneous activity shared by perceiver and perceived: only so long as the external object is
present to our ongoing awareness do we “sense” it.”*" Our awareness of anything beyond its
presence to us is not accessible to perception alone (or at least, not to the account of

perception we have covered so far).

We can note here how the account of perception that we have just witnessed makes it
possible for us to speak of the “present.” In chapter 2 of this thesis I disputed the claim that
Aristotle’s now is made up of a combination or confusion of two distinct concepts: present

and instant.’8!

Many consider the now to be a combination of present and instant because
they assume that Aristotle failed to distinguish what are in fact two distinct conceptions of
time: that of time as a flowing passage (past, present and future) and time as a changeless

order (earlier and later).”®” Aristotle does not speak of the present at the beginning of Phy

IV.10 when he sets up the aporia of time being composed of parts that do not exist: the past

>80 «Since the activity (energeia) of the sensation and of the sensible are one, though they are different in being,
it is necessary that hearing and sound meant in that way, or flavour and tasting, cease or persist together. But it
is not necessary to say this of their abilities (kata dunamin)” (DA 111.2 426a16-20).

¥ The claim that the now combines or confuses the concepts of present and instant is made by Barreau (1973:

402); Owen (1979: 141, 151); Sorabji (1983: 8); Waterlow (1984: 104).

>%2 This is the dichotomy pioneered by McTaggart (1908) between the “A-series” (past, present, and future) and
the “B-series” (earlier and later) as different ways of conceiving of the ordering of events (Ibid: 458).
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and the future distinguished by the now. I argued in chapter 2 that this was because an
account of the paradoxes of the now (namely, its sameness and difference, it ability to unite
and divide) was required in order to make possible our notion of the present. I have provided
an account of the sensation of the before and after of motion that deepens our understanding
of these paradoxes: I have shown the structure of the soul’s activity of discernment provides
the vantage point from which one can say that there is a simultaneous sameness and
difference of motion that the Physics sought in terms of the now. Whereas in the Physics
Aristotle makes scarce use of his word for “present,””™ in the DM Aristotle will speak of “the
present” (ta paronta) as belonging to sensation (aisthesis): “for by this we become acquainted
with neither future (to mellon) nor past (to genomenon), but only the present (alla to paron
monon).”**

If it seems odd that Aristotle does not speak of the present in his account of sensation
itself, this is because the distinctions between past, present and future only become
significant once he is giving his account of memory and recollection. On the basis of
memory it becomes possible to distinguish the past from present, and, as I shall argue, the
deliberative resoning that Aristotle introduces in his account of recollection provides the
basis for our ability to have some awareness of the future. By contrasting the time of which

we are aware in sensation to that of which we are aware in memory (and recollection),

Aristotle can then speak of the present in relation to its limitations: as being an awareness of

>3 When Aristotle does mention the present later on in the Physics he does so in a manner that is consistent with

what we have discovered about the time of sensation. He refers to it as a time that is one and indivisible: “Time
is the same everywhere simultaneously, but it is not the same as before and after; for the change (metabolé)
being present (parousa) is one, but as past (he gegenemene) and future (he mellousa) it is other (hetera)” (Phy
IV.12 220b7-8). “ ‘Already’ (édeé) is the part of future time which is near to the indivisible present now (fou
parontos nun atomou)” (Phy. IV.13 222b7-8).

58 DM 1 449b13-15.
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neither of the past nor the future “but only the present” (alla to paron monon).

Nonetheless, looking back at the account of perception we have seen so far, we can
say some things about what it does and does not mean when Aristotle says in the DM that
perception is “of the present.” It does not mean that we are sensing a distinct part of time
located between the past and the future. For we are sensitively aware in indivisible,
continuous time, not in a “present” part of time that has been divided from the past and
future. The time of our perceiving is not divided. Rather, we distinguish the contents of our
perception in indivisible time. This contrasts with what Aristotle says about the divisibility
of time in relation to thinking in DA II1.6: “in thinking each half [of the line] separately, the

intellect divides the time as well.””*’

I will argue that Aristotle’s account of memory and
recollection is required to make this dividing of time possible at the level of thinking.

We can also say something positive about the meaning of the present for sensation
based on what we have discovered. Sensation is of the “present” in that is it of what presents
itself to us. That which is present refers to the simultaneity of the activity of the perceiving
soul and what it perceives: the external and particular sensible things that ignite our ability to
be actively aware of our world.”® The requisite presence of an external cause is what
distinguishes the activity of sensation from that of thinking. As Aristotle explains in DA IL.5,
the ways we understand the relationship of capacity to activity for both sensation and
thinking are parallel, except for this difference:

Active perception is of the particular (kath” hekaston), while knowledge is of

universals, which are in a way (pos) in the soul itself. Thinking is up to oneself,
whenever one wishes, but sensing is not up to oneself. For it is necessary that the

585 DA TI1.6 430b13.

*%6 T am here drawing on Aristotle’s description of our ability to sense as like fuel (to kauston) which does not

burn without being ignited by fire (DA 11.5 417a8-10)
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sensible is present (huparchein to aisthéton). Similarly, this also holds with respect

to the kinds of knowledge that deal with sensible things, and for the same reason:

that the sensibles are among those that are particular and external (ta aisthéta ton

kath’ hekasta kai ton exothen).”’
From this we can see how the kind of awareness possible for perception is distinguished from
that of thinking. In what follows, I will show that we must move beyond the perception of
external particulars and make the transition to thinking of universals in the soul in order to
fulfill the promise of the account of time in the Physics. Even though the unity and difference
of the act of perceiving showed how we could perceive the before and after as a simultaneous
difference of a present motion’s “being” while it is happening, we do not perceive anything
that is before or after what is present together with our act of perceiving it, whether this be a
proper sensible, like colour, or a common sensible, like motion. We become aware of these

by perceiving them while they are in our presence, but cannot directly perceive them before or

after the time in which they are present to us. Recall Aristotle’s statement from Phy. IV.10:

Nothing that is divisible is limited by one limit, whether it is continuous in one or
many [dimensions]. But the now is a limit, and it is possible to take hold of time as
limited. Still, if there is simultaneity (hama) according to time, and this is neither
before nor after, but in the same time and in the now, then if both the before and the
after are in this here now, then what happened ten thousand years ago would be

*T«ajtiov d' 6LtV Kad' ékaoTtov 1) kat' Evégyelav aionotg, 1 d' émotiun TV kaBdAov- tavTa d'

€V avTh) mwe EoTL M) Puxi. 010 vonjoal pév €T’ avtq), oTotav PovAntat, aloBaveoBal d' ovk €’
AT AVayKalov Yop DTTAQXELY TO aloONTOVv. Opolwe d& TOUTO EXEL KAV TALS EMIOTUALS TALS TOV
alodnT@v, kal dia TV avTVv aitiav, 1Lt alcOnta tov kad' ékaota kat Twv €éEwdev” (DA 115
417b19-28). Perhaps one might object at this point that we have neglected the way in which one is said in DS 7
to perceive himself in continuous time (DS 7 448a27). If the limitation of perception is the requisite simultaneity
of the presence of the object of perception, why is it not sufficient that he is always perceiving himself? I think
Kosman’s account of how perceiving that we perceive differs from the kind of self-consciousness where we
divide ourselves into subject and object provides a response to such a question: “Self-consciousness, we must be
careful here to note, does not mean being conscious of oneself, but of consciousness being conscious of itself.
Reflective self-consciousness cannot be pure and immediate self-consciousness in this latter sense, since
consciousness when taking itself for object is immediately alienated from itself, dividing itself into subject and
object, the witnessing and the witnessed self... the perceptual awareness of which we are speaking presents itself,
as Moore notes, as total transparency” (Kosman 1975: 516).
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simultaneous with what is happening today, and nothing would be either before or
after anything else.”™

Despite the ability of the soul to distinguish “the before and after” of a present motion
simultaneously, there is also “either a before or an after” beyond the simultaneity of perceiver
and perceived: a before and an after which are mutually exclusive, and cannot be
simultaneously present, such that there is a difference between what happened ten thousand
years ago and what is happening today. The sameness and difference of time is not identical
to the sameness and difference of the contents of perception, because one does not directly
perceive an external particular that was or will be before or after it is being perceived. Such a
grasp of what is beyond the present sensation is required in order for the soul to fulfill the
function attributed to it in the Physics: “whenever we think the extremes as different from the
middle, and the soul says the nows are two — one before and one after — then we say that this

99589

is time. In order to explain how the soul is capable of doing this, we will have to look

beyond perception of the present to Aristotle’s account of memory and recollection.

588 5 \ \ ~ , o j ¥ M N Az \ 5 N
“o0devOg YAQ 6I.O(I.QETOU TLETLEQAROLEVOD EV TLEQAG £OTLV, OVUTE VvV ECI)v EV 1) OUVEXEC OVTE XV ETTL

mtAelw: 1O O& VOV Tépag E€oTiv, Kal XQOVoVv €0TL Aafelv TTEMEQAOIEVOV. ETL €L TO QA Elval KATa
X0OVOV Kal U1 Te TOOTEQOV LTE VOTEQOV TO €V T aALTR elvaL kat évi [T@] vOv EoTwy, el ta T
TEOTEQOV KAL T DOTEQOV €V TQ VOV TwdL €0TLV, AUa AV £l T €TOG YEVOUEVA HVQLOOTOV TOIC YE

VOULEVOLG TIHEQOV, Kol OVTE TTROTEQOV 0UTE DOTEQOV OVDEV &XAAO AAAoL.” (Phy. IV.10 218a23-30).

% Phy. IV.11 219a27-28.
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CHAPTER 5: Time and the Soul Part 2: Memory

We are now prepared to look at Aristotle’s account of memory and recollection in the
DM. As noted earlier, this treatise follows the DS in Aristotle’s Parva Naturalia. 1t is thus
fitting that it picks up where the DS left off in its consideration of the simultaneity of
perception. We will see that Aristotle’s account of the temporality of perception that we just
traced forms the basis from which memory is distinguished. But we will also see that
Aristotle argues that memory belongs properly to the “perceptive part” of the soul. It will be
the task of the first part of this chapter to figure out how both these things can be true: that
memory is essentially different from perception, but still depends on and belongs properly to
the capacity for perception, such that it is possible for animals that have no higher intellectual
abilities to remember. Our concern with these issues is to understand what they tell us about
how living beings grasp time: how the awareness of time afforded at the level of perception
develops through memory and recollection. We shall now turn to the text, giving a close

reading of Aristotle’s arguments that pertain to these concerns.

DM 1: Opening questions and preliminary response
(DM 1 449b4-23):

Aristotle begins his investigation of memory by asking three questions: What is it (#
esti)? What is its cause (aitia)? To which part of the soul does this affect (pathos) and that of
recollection belong?”” The first thing Aristotle says after asking these questions is to indicate
an empirical difference between memory and recollection: the people who are good at

remembering are not the same as the people who are good at recollecting.””'  As the

50 DM 1 449b5-6.

1 DM 1 449b6-7.
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argument of the DM progresses, we will see that this is due to the fact that the answer to this
third question — to which part of soul do these belong — is different in the case of memory

from that of recollection. However, before we can understand how memory and recollection
belong properly to different parts of the soul, we must begin by addressing the first question.

Aristotle claims that “First, then, one must consider what sort of things is it possible to

%2 Thys the question “what is memory” becomes a

remember (poia esti ta mnémoneuta).
question about the nature of the object of memory. Just as he began his account of sensation
in DA 11 by considering the nature of sensible objects, here he proceeds in a similar manner,
by considering the nature of what it is that we remember.”” Aristotle shows that the nature of
what we remember is distinguished by its time. He proceeds to rule out the parts of time one
after the other — first the future, *** and then the present’”” — until he arrives at the conclusion

that “memory is of the past.”*®

Perhaps it seems facetious to proceed is this manner to such
an (seemingly) obvious conclusion. But, as I indicated at the end of the last chapter, the
distinction of the past and the future from the present is not as obvious as one might assume.
Perception is “of the present” not in the sense that we perceive only a distinct part of time
with determinate limits, cut off from the past and the future. Nor is the present a static cross-

section or limit in time in which no change could take place. Rather, as I have argued, the

time of perception is continuous, and we only perceive “the present” in the sense that we

2 DM 1 449b9.

>% This is in fact the methodological principle that Aristotle outlined for himself in DA 11.4, and follows in
relation to both nutrition and sensation (DA 11.4 415a21).

%% DM 1 449b11-12.
5% DM 1 449b13-15.

5% DM 1 449b15.
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perceive a particular sensible object only while it is present to us, for only insofar as it is in
this way “present” are we capable of being actively affected by its qualities. The limitations
of the present are not temporal limits per se, but limitations in the sense that we can only

perceive some particular thing when it is in our presence.

As such, the claim that memory is of what is past is neither obvious nor easy to
understand. However, having thusly distinguished the object of memory from that of
sensation gives us some indication of the challenge that lies in store for us when we will come
to confront Aristotle’s second question: “what is its cause?” Though it is relatively obvious
that the cause of sensation is the active presence of an external particular object, the cause of a
memory might only be alluded to by way of what it is not: we do not remember by virtue of
having an external object present to us. Then what kind of object or cause is there that makes
remembering possible? So far, Aristotle has only made it possible for us to define it

negatively.

Aristotle’s next move is somewhat surprising. He leaves aside how memory is
distinguished from hopes or opinions about the future, and he goes on to distinguish memory
not only from sensation, but also from actively contemplating or knowing something. This is
surprising because objects of contemplation — if these are universals that are in the soul®’ —
would not seem to have any specific temporal designation at all. However, even if active
thinking does not depend on anything being present to us externally, Aristotle indicates here
in DM 1 that we recognize a difference between the time “when (hote)” one “happens to be
(tugchanai)” contemplating or thinking and the time when one is remembering such an

activity:

> Recall the passage from DA I1.5 417b22-28, quoted in the last chapter.
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That which is present, when it is present, such as this white thing here when one is
seeing it, no one would claim to remember, nor that which one contemplates (7o
theoroumenon), when (hote) one happens to be (fugchanai) contemplating
(theoron) and thinking (ennoon). But one claims only to perceive the former, and
to know (epistesthai) the latter.””®

It might seem that the claim that “no one would claim to remember that which is present
when it is present””” is meant to apply to thinking as well as to sensation. Given what I
have been arguing about the meaning of the “present” this seems unlikely. Or is this
definition of the present that I have been working with — that it always refers to the
presence of an external particular object — too narrow? Perhaps the meaning of the

“present” is not limited to the presence of an external sensible, but is broader in such a

way that it can apply equally whatever time one happens to be thinking a thought.

Let us look closely at what Aristotle goes on to say about how perception and

thinking are distinguished from remembering. Aristotle explains that one remembers

when one has knowledge or perception “without these activities (aneu ton energeion).”*"

How should we understand aneu ton energeion? It is not simply that the soul was active

(energeion) when it was thinking or perceiving, and is no longer active in any way when

601
1

it is remembering. Memory too, is an activity (energeia) of soul’" ', and Aristotle does

598 \ \ \ 1% 7 = \ \ \ o [~ >, \ N / . s N \
“T0 D& MOV OTE TAREOTLY, OOV TODL TO AeUKOV OTE 0QQ, OLdEIC AV Paitv uvnuoveveLy, oVdE TO

Bewgovpevov, 6Te DewE@V TUYXAVEL Kol EVVOWV: AAAQ TO pev aloBaveoBal ¢pnot, to d°
éniotacBat povov” (DM 1 449b15-18).

410 5 TaQOV GTe TAQETTLV.... OUDELS &V datv pvnuovevey” DM 1 449b15.

690 «whenever one has knowledge or perception without these activities, he thus remembers.” DM 1 449b19-20.

601 i . .
Ross makes use of the word “present” when explaining how memory is an energeia, but clearly does not

mean it in a temporal sense (for he contrasts it with the past): “There really is perception or knowledge of
something present whenever we remember; an energeia is realised but to be memory it depends upon whether or
not this energeia is referred to something else existing in the past” (1906: 245, italics added). This leaves me
wondering what he means by “present” here? Present internally?
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refer to it using this term a few lines down: hotan energei kata to mnémoneuein.*”* Thus,
remembering is an activity that must somehow be distinct from both sensation and
thinking. If we can say that the difference between remembering and sensing is that,
when we remember, the activity on the side of the external sensible object is no longer
present, can we say the same for thinking? Is there an object of thought that is present
when we are thinking but absent when we are remembering the thought? How, if the
thought is in both cases something internal to the subject, and its presence or absence to
our awareness is “up to us”? While the difference between “when” we are sensing and
“when” we are remembering can be understood by the object no longer being present, it
is difficult to see how thinking and remembering could be likewise distinguished by

means of the presence or absence of the object.

How, then, are we able to distinguish between the time “when” one happens to be
thinking and “when” one is remembering a thought? Can it truly be understood along the
same lines that we distinguish the time when we are sensing and when we are
remembering? Aristotle does not indicate that there is any important difference between
them at this point in the argument. Rather, he treats them together, stating quite
definitively, “Always (aei), whenever one is actively remembering (hotan energei kata to
mnémoneuein), one thusly says in one’s soul (en té psukhé legei) that one heard, or

perceived or thought this before (proteron).®”

2 DM 1 449b23.
003 “Gel yag Grav Evegyn KAt TO pvnpovevel, oUTws &v T Puxh Aéyet 6Tt TEdTEQOV TODTO

fovoev 1 fjobeto 1) évonoev” (DM 1 449b23-24).
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Even if this does not tell us how remembering a thought is different from
remembering a sensation, it does tell us that, in both cases, the time is distinguished by
the soul itself, based on an awareness of a temporal order in its own activities. Whatever
distinguishes the activity of memory from both sensation and thinking, it is something
that the soul declares in relation to its activities. Though we may not yet be able to
answer Aristotle’s first question — what is memory — he has told us two things regarding
what it is “of.” First, it is of something that has happened or is past (to genomenon).
Second, memory is not simply of whatever has happened and as such belongs to the past,
but is of some one of our past activities, and this can be either an activity of thinking or of
sensing. It is not that we remember “the past” directly as a part of time that is past.

Rather, we remember having engaged in a certain activity “before.”

From here, the argument seems to head in several directions all at once, but I think
that we can discern some structure within it if we keep in mind the three questions that
Aristotle originally asked at the beginning of DM 1. Aristotle has already started to address
the first question — “what is memory” — by way of considering its object, as is his customary
method. This led us to the distinction of the object of memory from that of expectation/hope
and sensation, insofar as their objects pertain to different parts of time. Aristotle furthermore
showed that memory is intimately connected to both active sensation and thought in that
memory is a sensation or thought that one is aware of having had before. So what does all
this tell us about the object of memory? Since the object of memory is a prior activity of soul
— whether this be a sensation or a thought — it is not something existing apart from the soul at
all. We cannot explain how the object of memory itself belongs to the past except by turning

to the soul itself, because, as Aristotle tells us in the Physics, whatever has happened is no
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%% In the context of Aristotle’s psychology this means that it can no longer affect us as

longer.
an object outside of us. So, in order to understand the object of memory, we must look to the

soul itself, to the part or faculty of soul to which memory belongs. Aristotle’s first question

thus leads us to his third question.

To summarize, at this point in the argument, the answer to the first question remains
incomplete, and the second question — what is its cause — is sidelined, and our attention has
been directed to the third question: to which part of the soul does it belong. Ultimately, all
three questions remain bound up in each other, and Aristotle’s responses to them cannot be
perfectly demarcated into discrete sections of text. Nonetheless, for the sake of the clarity of
my own argument, I divide them into sections of this thesis. First, I will treat the question ‘to
which part of soul does memory belong,” and then I will treat the aporia of ‘how it is possible
to remember what is not present,” which I take to be akin to asking ‘what is the cause of
memory.” Ultimately, however, it will be impossible to avoid the overlapping of these

themes, and in the end we will see how the answers to all three questions are intertwined.
Parts of soul: Imagination and the primary sense faculty (449b24-450a25)

So far Aristotle has established that memory is a temporal distinction articulated by
the soul in its awareness of the time of its own activities, and that the activities we remember
may be either prior sensations or prior thoughts. At this point, it is not at all clear to which
part of the soul memory belongs. Aristotle will begin to address this ambivalence in lines
449b24-450a25. He will eventually claim that memory belongs to the part of the soul to

which imagination (phantasia) belongs,’® and that the awareness of time associated with
g g

694 phy. IV.10 217b35.

95 pM1 450a23.
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59 In what follows, we will see that these

memory is a function of the common sense faculty.
two aspects of memory — its relationship to imagination, and the awareness of time — come
together to show how memory is an activity of soul distinguishable from perception and

thought, and how it is situated in relation to the perceptive and intellectual faculties as distinct

parts of soul.

Assigning memory to a specific part of soul proves to be challenging, and the answers
that Aristotle provides accentuate this challenge almost more than they resolve them. For
instance, saying that memory belongs to the same part of the soul as that to which imagination
belongs is itself ambivalent, since, based on Aristotle’s account of the imagination in DA III,
it seems that imagination neither belongs strictly to the sensitive part of soul, nor to the
thinking part of the soul, but functions as some sort of transition between them.®”’ Secondly,
the claim that we recognize (gnorizein) time by means of the primary or common sense
faculty is not quite as definitive as it might seem, as a closer look at Aristotle’s wording there
will reveal. Furthermore, it is difficult to understand why Aristotle seems to include time
among the other common sensibles so nonchalantly here, when he does not mention time in
any other list of them. There are also reasons to doubt that time can be perceived in the same
way as common sensibles like magnitude and motion: grasping time poses its own unique set

of challenges, for the reasons we have already seen in the Physics.

% pAr1 450al11-12.

597 “Imagination is different from both perception and thought” (DA I11.3427b15); “Yet, the imaginative faculty
(to phantastikon), which in its being is different from all the rest, whether it is is the same or different from any
of them is a great aporia, if one is going to set down the parts of the soul as separate” (D4 111.9 432b1-3).
Furthermore, Aristotle will later indicate that imagination can be either rational (logistike) or sensitive
(aisthetike) (DA 111.10 433b30).
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Let us first look at how the imagination emerges in this discussion. First, the
imagination is alluded to when Aristotle says that “memory is neither sensation nor judgment
(hupolépsis), but is a habit (hexis) or affection (pathos) of these whenever time happens
(hotan genétai chronos).”® Aristotle’s choice of the word “hupolépsis” for the kind of
thinking in question here is not arbitrary. Rather, I think this is a deliberate echo of the
language he uses in DA I11.3, when he is describing how there is no imagination without
sensation, and no judgment (hupolépsis) without imagination.®” It is exactly the
imagination’s function of bridging the divide between sensation and intellect that Aristotle is
describing in the passage from DA II1.3. The way that sensation functions as a necessary
condition of imagination is said to be parallel to the way that imagination is a necessary
condition for judgment: ouk aneu. This is also how Aristotle will go on to describe how
memory pertains to thought a little further down in DM 1: we can remember a thought insofar

as the thought is not without an image.’'’

However, while Aristotle is about to show us just
how closely connected are memory and imagination, we can see that memory is already
distinguished from imagination by being qualified by a temporal determination: “whenever
time happens (hotan genétai chronos).” This qualification is never made of imagination itself
(even though, the fact that imagination does not necessarily involve a “present” sensible

object does serve to distinguish imagination from sensation in DA I11.3, much like how

memory is distinguished from sensation in DM 1).

9% DM 1 449b24-26.

89 DA TIL.3 427b16-17.
610 ¢

VOeLV oK E0TLV &vev daviaouatos” (DM 1 450al); “kai Eéott pvnuovevta kad’ adta pev doa

€0TL PaAVTAOTA, KATA OLUHUPEPNKOG OE Ooa T dvev davtaoiac” (DM 1 450a24-25).
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Still, the qualification hotan genétai chronos is itself quite vague, and so it is hard to
know what to do with it. Similarly, a few lines down Aristotle will remark that, “all memory

is with time (meta chronou).”

These more general statements about memory’s relationship
to time — saying that memory is an affection or habit of sensing or judging “whenever time
happens” or that it is “with time” — might not seem to be very illuminating. For, neither
sensation, nor expectation, nor judgment are “without time,” nor do they occur when time
“does not happen.” Why, then, is it memory that is said to be “with time”?

As we saw in DS 7, there is a sense in which perception too is “with time” insofar as

. . . . 612
there are no parts of time that escape one’s notice during continuous awareness.

The way
in which our perceptual awareness might be said to be “with time” is in being carried on in
tandem with time or being equal to time as it continues. By contrast, the sense in which
memory is “with time” is not that of being simultaneously continuous with time. Perhaps,
then, memory is “with time” in the sense of time as exceeding the departure of the prior cause
of the activity®"® (for instance, the present external sensible object), just as time exceeds and

embraces all change.®'*

Though this is an admittedly speculative suggestion, it seems in line
with Aristotle’s thought, given the broad view of his account of time that we have established

so far in this investigation.

Keeping in mind this broad view as we proceed, we can notice that Aristotle gives us an

indication of why time is such an important condition for memory in particular, when he

S DM 1 449b28.
612 DS 7 448a25-30.
13 Cf Phy. IV.13 222b16-27.

614 phy. 1V.12 221a29.
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makes use of key language from the Physics, saying: “it is not possible to remember the now

25615

in the now.”” "~ This could of course just be viewed as a reiteration of his earlier statement that

“no one would claim to remember what is present when it is present.”'®

But, given our
understanding of the Physics, we know that the now is not the same as the present.’'” Is it
possible, then, that in his account of memory Aristotle is devising a response to the paradoxes

2°!8 1n order for there to

of sameness and difference of the now articulated in Phy. IV.10-11
be a before and after of time, the now cannot always be the same; in order to remember the
now, time must happen, such that the “now” that we remember is no longer now. If it is not
possible to remember the now in the now, but memory is indeed something that is possible,
then when we remember we must distinguish nows. The distinction of memory from
sensation that we have been tracing is beginning to show how we determine, or mark a limit
in (horizein) time as we pass from the awareness of what is present in indivisible time, to an

awareness of having felt or thought something before.®"”

The distinction of memory from
sensation shows us that, in addition to our ability to simultaneously grasp different qualities

belonging to a sensible object, it is also possible to distinguish different times belonging to

our activities, such that we can identify a particular activity as having happened before.

So far in the DM we have seen that “the before” is a distinction said “in one’s soul”

with respect to one’s own activities of awareness (either perceiving or thinking). It thus

o3 “100 5 VOV éV T VOV 0K E0TL puvijun” (DM 1 449b26).

16 DAL 1 449b16.

617 The present is continuous and indivisible relative to several things perceived, while the now determines and

numbers time and motion.
1% ppy. V.10 218a23-30; 11 219b1 1£f.

619 ¢f Phy. TV.11 218b31-32; 219a22-23.
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seems plausible to me that when “one says in one’s soul that one heard, or perceived or

99620

thought this before,” " this is the same as what Aristotle describes as the “soul saying the

621

nows are two” in the Physics.”” Recall also that in the Physics ‘saying the nows are two’ was

said to happen “whenever we take hold of the perception (aisthésin labomen) of the before

622 T am thus suggesting that this “taking hold of a perception” described

and after in motion.
in the Physics is compatible with his account of memory, where we take hold of a prior

activity of sensing (or perhaps also thinking).

But in order to test the validity of these suggestions we will have to continue to look
closely at what Aristotle says about our awareness of time in the DM. We have already seen
that there is some kind of “awareness” of time at the level of perception in our discussion of

23 The main

DS 7, insofar as no time escapes our notice while we are perceiving anything.
question I seek to answer here is what memory brings to this awareness of time. Since we
still do not know exactly which part of soul memory belongs to, I will use the expression
“awareness of time” as a general term that commits us to neither the idea that time is grasped
by perception alone nor that it requires thought. Aristotle speaks of this “awareness” here in
DM 1 alternately as aisthesis and gnosis. This ambivalence is exemplary of the overall

ambivalence over how memory belongs to sensation and how it belongs to thinking. This

ambivalence also persists in DM 2, where Aristotle will resume a discussion of how we

620 DM 1 449b23-24.
21 phy. IV.11 219a28.
622 phy. IV.11 219a24-25.

23 DS 7 448a25-b4.
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become acquainted with (gnorizein) time in the context of his discussion of anamneésis, an

ostensibly intellectual faculty, but seemingly this discussion pertains to memory as well.

On the one hand, it might seem that Aristotle speaks in the DM of there being
perception of time that is distinct from memory. For he indicates that animals who perceive
time are the ones that remember,’** and says that we become acquainted with time by means
of the common sense.®” Some scholars have argued that this is because memory presupposes
the perception of time as its precondition. For instance, King argues that a length of time can
be perceived without the use of memory, insofar as “a series of perceptions of something

changing can be taken together.”**

For King, the perception of time is the dividing of a
perception of a change by nows that act as boundaries or limits. Thus according to him, the
perception of time (which he understands to be the dividing of present change by nows) does
not require the retrieval of a past perception. Rather, memory requires that we must already
have some sense of the “before” in time, and that this is a pre-requisite for our ability to “say
in the soul that we saw this before” when we retrieve a past perception as memory. Morel

argues similarly that the perception of time provides us with a sense of the before and after of

time, and that “remembering” is to perceive that something is “in” this continuum of time.®”’

824 DM 1 449bH29-30; 450a19

35 DM 1 450a9-11.

626 King 2009: 65, italics mine.

627 «“La mémoire suppose 1’appréhension d’une relation d’antériorité/postériorité” (Morel 2006:72); “la mémoire
suppose donc le temps comme une condition nécessaire” (Ibid, 73); “Il faut du rest que le temps soit encore
présent et constitue un unique continuum pour que nous puissons dire qu’un événement est passé, par rapport a
un présent qui se situe dans une temporalité commune avec cet événement” (ibid 73);“la mémoire, ainsi
comprise, n’est pas la perception effective du temps lui-méme, mais la perception de ce qui est dans le temps
(Morel 2006: 73-74)
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By contrast, I have been saying that it is in fact in the act of remembering that we

628 If this is so, then we can not divide a perception with

become able to say the nows are two.
“nows” prior to remembering, because it is in fact through remembering that we have this
ability to conceive of the “nows” as two: we “now’ are remembering an activity that we are
aware of as belonging to another, past, “now.” There is not sufficient evidence in Aristotle’s
texts that sensation alone (that is, without memory) apprehends its objects in a temporal
series: rather, Aristotle stresses the temporal continuity and indivisibility of the act of
perceiving.®” According to my reading, the “perception of time” as something divided into

parts (past as distinguished from the present) is either the same thing as or necessarily

involves the act of remembering.

That the perception of time precedes memory might be suggested in the DM insofar as
Aristotle says that the animals that perceive time are the ones than can remember. So if we

take this to mean that in order to remember, we need to have a sense of time, then we would

%My account thus is more compatible with that of Bloch: “If one wants to talk about ‘sensing time at all (that is,

with the use of the proper senses), it must be something that occurs in all five senses, and it seems difficult to
imagine what factors of accidental sensation that would produce the collected sensation of time, except as
connected to the common sensibles. The audience will then have known that sensing time happens in the
‘common sense’, and at the same time that memory does so too” (Bloch 2007: 60-61).

%29 For instance, King seems to misinterpret Aristotle’s claim from DS 7. King reads “to " &uo Aéyw &v évi

KAl ATOUW X0V 1RO AAANAa” (DS 7 448b19-20), as “a series of perceptions can be taken together.” The
passage is quite clear in saying that pros allela does not refer to a temporal multiplicity, but rather a multiplicity
or characteristics that are apprehended simultaneously. A different view is put forward by Frede (1992), who
distinguishes sensation from imagination by denying that a series of perceptions can be taken together at the
level of sensation: “strictly speaking the eyes or ears perceive only one object at a time; thus animals without
phantasia would only get a sequence of incoherent imprints” (285). Frede restricts the scope of perception to a
single discrete object, such that it is not possible to perceive something like a landscape, or even a whole
building, but instead she attributes this kind of broad view to the synthesis of the imagination. Like King, Frede
fails to recognize that the unity of the perceptive act centers on the the time of perceiving. The numerical unity
of the act of perceiving is given by its simultaneity, and from this basis we can distinguish it into different
objects (incidental sensibles) by an act of division. Recall that Aristotle says that number is the negation of
continuity and not vice versa (DA II1.1 425a19-20).
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be inclined to agree with King and Morel. But we should look carefully at the passages where
Aristotle makes this argument, in order to determine if in fact he is trying to indicate such an
ordering of dependence among distinct powers, or if he is rather just trying to say that these

powers are inseparable from one another.

The first place where Aristotle refers to the perception of time is directly following the
lines we last looked at, where Aristotle is discussing how memory is “with time.” He follows
this up by saying, “The sorts of beings (hosa) that perceive time, these alone of the animals

630 This alone does not indicate

remember, and they do so with that by which they perceive.
that the perception of time precedes memory, but rather shows them to be manifest identically
in animals, and to belong to the same faculty. The fact that this is said to be a perceptive
faculty is the only thing that might lead one to think that the perception of time is different

from memory, since it has not yet been firmly established whether or not memory too belongs

to this part of soul.

Aristotle again refers to the co-existence of the powers of memory and of the perception
of time in the context of arguing that we cannot think without an image, and that all memory,
even if its object is a noéton, is not without an image (phantasma). Thus, memory can only
be said to belong to the dianoetic faculty incidentally (we remember the image, but the image
can be understood as an image that has intelligible content), but it belongs to the primary
sense faculty according to itself (kath hauto). This again explains why humans are not the
only animals that are capable of memory, but animals that lack doxa and phronesis can

nevertheless remember. But, on the other hand, not all animals can remember, “because (dia)

830 DM 1 449b29-30.
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they do not all have the sense of time.”®' “For always, whenever, in actively remembering
(energé té mnémé), [one says] that he has seen, or has heard, or has felt this, he perceives

besides (prosaisthanetai) that [this was] before; and the before and after are in time.”®*?

I don’t think that there is good reason to take these passages as saying that the
perception of time precedes the activity of remembering. Rather, the function of these
references to the perception of time seem to be intent upon proving that memory is
inseparable from the ability to perceive time. Still, the fact that they occur together in
animals does not mean that they are the same thing. And the fact that there was mention of
the perception of time in DS 7 without reference to memory would seem to indicate that there

is some kind of awareness of time that precedes or might be able to exist without memory.

Let us look more closely at Morel’s interpretation. Morel suggests that we have a
pre-understanding of there being a “continuum of time” prior to remembering a particular
event as past. This might be defended based on the passage on the perceptibility of time in
DS 7, which links our awareness of the continuity of time with the continuity of our
awareness of ourselves and of our perceiving. However, what is not clear in Morel’s
interpretation is how we have this sense of the continuum of time, and how this involves an
apprehension of the before and after without memory. In fact, from Morel’s descriptions, it
might seem that the “sense of time” is something broader than memory. “Or la mémoire, loin
d’étre une perception du temps comme tel sous ses trois aspects, est perception du passé, et

95633

non pas du présent et du futur. If the “sense of time” requires a grasp of the future as

8 D1 450a18-19.
82 pM 1 450a19-22.

633 Morel (2006: 73).
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distinct from present and past, then to what extent can it be said to belong to animals who lack
doxa and phronesis? Admittedly, Aristotle does, in DA I11.10, speak of the perception of time

%% This indicates a sort of fluidity to

as precisely requiring a noetic grasp of the future.
Aristotle’s use of the expression “perception of time”, such that he can in the DM attribute it
to animals incapable of thinking, and in the DA say that perception of time is responsible for
the conflict between what is immediately desired and what is desired with a view to the
future. But in neither case does it follow that the perception of time is prior to the activities in

question, as if this is some kind of congenital awareness of an abstract temporal continuum

which is then filled with memories, or desires.

The point of showing that memory and the perception of time are co-existent powers
in DM 1 is that the awareness of the difference between past and present is not separable from
being aware of one’s activities as being past. Just as the awareness of time at the level of
sensation was said to be coextensive with the awareness of ourselves and of our own activities
of perceiving in DS 7, here in DM 1 Aristotle shows that the awareness of time as
distinguished into before and after accompanies our grasp of our own activity as past.
Furthermore, as we shall see, the kind of perception of time that involves a view to the future
is inseparable from taking hold of and determining the possibilities of future actions. Thus
when Aristotle speaks of the “perception” or “cognition” of time this should be thought of
more generally as an “awareness of time” that unfolds according to the activities of the living

being in time, and is not separable from these activities. This time of which we are aware

634 > \ > 7 /. > / > / ~ \ / o < 7 \ [ /
“gmel 0' 00€elc YivovTal évavtial aAANAaLs, To0To 0¢ ovpBaivel Otav 6 Adyog kat at émbvpial

évavtial wo, yivetat d' év toig xoovou alodnowv éxovowv (0 Hev Yoo voug dix 10 HéEAAOV avOEéAkeLy
KkeAeveL, 1) 0" émBupia dox TO )01 dpatvetat ya to 101 oL kal ATADS 110U kat ayabov anAwg, dux
TO Un 6pav O HEAAOV)” (DA TI1.10 433b5-10).
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differs from one species to the next depending on the level of their capacities. The awareness
of time is not a distinct activity of its own that can be confined to a particular part of the soul
(perceptive or intellectual).

Understanding this we can better understand why Aristotle says, “memory belongs to

633 Memory, like the

the same part of the soul as that to which imagination belongs.
imagination, is part of a transition from sensation to thinking. While for some animals,

consciousness culminates in imagination or memory, for man, imagination forms the basis for
thinking. Likewise, the awareness of time develops as we pass from sensation to thought, but

at no level of awareness does time completely escape our notice. Let us look more closely at

Aristotle’s account of the role of the image in our acquaintance with time.

First, Aristotle makes the general claim that it is not possible to think without an
image. This is the literal translation of noein ouk estin aneu phantasmatos.”® Even if this is
the most literal way to read this sentence, rather than show how “it is not possible to think
without an image,” Aristotle in fact goes on us how it is possible to think by way of an image,
but is careful to show that this does not mean thinking is simply the same as imagining.
When we think with an image, we are doing something different than merely beholding an

image as though it were a concrete reality informing us by how it appears to be.

Rather, Aristotle specifies that it is possible to “put an image before one’s eyes” and
not take what one is thinking to be literally identical with what one is imagining. When one is

thinking of something that has no quantity, one makes use of an image of something that has

835 DM 1 450a23-24

36 DM 1 450al.
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quantity, but does not thereby think it as a quantity.”’ Or, if we are thinking of something
that is of such a nature as to have a quantity, but only indefinitely, we still put before our eyes

a definite quantity, but think it only as “quantity.”®*®

In these examples Aristotle is claiming
that images lend themselves to our understanding of immaterial things — things which either
have no quantity at all, or have an indefinite quantity, meaning that is not that of “body”
(which is always limited) — without reducing our intellectual grasp of such things to the
sensual grasp of the image. Furthermore, even though he opened with an example of using
physical magnitudes to represent abstract mathematical universals, Aristotle does not indicate
that our imagery is specifically related to magnitudes, for he goes on to speak generally about
how it is impossible to think anything without the continuous (aneu tou sunechous).”® As we
know from the Categories, the continuous quantities include, but are not restricted to
magnitude, as they include time and place as well.**

The placement of this passage here in this treatise on memory is somewhat perplexing,
since Aristotle seems to be making a very general claim about epistemology that has no
special bearing on memory. Though Aristotle does make similar claims at several points in

the DA, here in the DM he goes into more detail on this point than he does anywhere else is

his psychology.®*' Could it be that it has some special bearing on how we grasp time?

637 v ~ < /. N \ \ ~ , o 7 / ~ < >, = /
“rat 6 Vowv woadtws, K&V | Tooov vor, tibetat mpo OppdTwy ooov, VoeLd' ovyx 1) Toodv”

(DM 1 450a4).

638 ¢ 5 ’ 5 ~, ~ L / / \ \ 3 / ~ Q0 .z \
“av 0’ 1 PUOIS 1) TWV TTOOWYV, AOQLOTOV OE, T(OETAL UEV TTOCOV WOLOKEVOV, VOELD 1) TOOOV

pévov” (DM 1 450a5-6).
9 DM 1 450a8

640 Cat. 6 5a29-30.

54! Though the idea that “the soul never thinks without an image” is mentioned in DA I11.7 431a17, and the idea

that “we must have a phantasma to think” is mentioned at DA I11.8 432a8-9, this point is not elaborated on in
either of these places. Possibly, the argument for the difference between imagination and opinion (doxa) (D4
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Indeed, Aristotle does both raise and then dismiss the question of what is the reason for this,
deferring the answer to another inquiry.*** Likely, a full explanation of this phenomenon
exceeds the bounds of the current investigation. But the fact that Aristotle goes on to specify
that it is not possible to think what is not in time without time (before retreating from
explaining why this is so), and then immediately takes on the question of the relationship
between how we perceive magnitude, motion and time, seems to indicate that the role of
quantitative images in our thinking is especially pertinent to the investigation of time and

memory.

Perhaps, as Sorabji and Ross suggest, Aristotle’s mention of how it is impossible to
think what is not in time without time here is meant to illustrate how we can’t think of the

43 If so, Aristotle could be

heavenly bodies without time even though they are not in time.
saying that to think of the heavenly bodies, over and above merely sensing or imagining them,
is to know that they are eternal. But we do not achieve this insight by eternally observing
them and witnessing that their motion never ends. We only become acquainted with such
eternal substances by means of sensation, and we only are able to contemplate them by means

of images. But this does not mean that our only knowledge of them is reducible to what we

observe or imagine about them.

I11.3 428b1-9) could be read as a related point, but is nowhere near as explicit about the broad consequences this
has for the relationship of thinking to images in general.

%42 DM 1 450a6-9.

643 «Aristotle is forced to talk of chronos because he wishes to illustrate the objects of thought which cannot be
apprehended without an image in the mind, not only by the concepts of mathematics...but by the eternal
substances which, though appearing in time, are not conditioned by it” (Ross: 1906: 253). Similarly, Sorabji
claims that “not in time” means “not encompassed by time,” and examples of things not in time include the
heavenly bodies, the incommensurability of the diagonal and side (Sorabji 2004: 74).
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Even so, it is not immediately clear what, if anything, this has to do with our
perception of magnitude, motion and time. And yet Aristotle follows this passage by saying
“it is necessary to become acquainted with magnitude and motion with that by which we

become acquainted with time.”***

He goes on to say that it is by the common or first sense
that we become acquainted with all three of them. If Aristotle’s earlier claim about time has

no bearing on these claims, it is at the very least a strange coincidence that they are found

juxtaposed here.

On the one hand, the claim that magnitude and motion are apprehended with the same
capacity as time is unsurprising given what we have seen from Physics IV. There certainly is
an important connection indicated there between our grasp of magnitude, motion and time.
However, as I have argued, magnitude and motion proved to be only imperfect analogies for
time, and we found that if we try to think time according to these models, it appears not to

%4> The challenge of grasping time as something apart from the soul was that, unlike

exist.
magnitude, the parts of time do not remain what they are, and, unlike motion, there is no
moving body underlying and providing continuity to time’s before and after. So both the
continuity and difference of time was said to belong to the now. But the now, as I have
argued, only exists as an expression of soul. Based on this, it is difficult to see how time can

be perceived in the same manner as magnitude and motion, which both exist separately and

independently of the soul. The other difficulty is to understand why Aristotle seems inclined

8% DM 1 450a9-10.

5 AsT argued in chapter 2 of this thesis, the criteria that “all or some of its parts must exist” (Phy. IV.10 218a4-
7) apply to magnitude and motion (respectively).
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to include time as among the common sensibles here, when he does not do so elsewhere.**
The fact that time was not included in these earlier lists seemed to support the idea that time is

not something that can be directly perceived.®*’

Navigating this bit of text is quite hazardous, but a closer look at Aristotle’s
explanation will be fruitful. Editors and interpreters disagree about where to place the crucial

phrase “and the image is an affection of the common sense.”***

Perhaps its specific location
is not as important as the fact that it is there at all. On the one hand, saying that the image
(phantasma) is an affection (pathos) of the common sense can draw our attention to the way
that the image becomes the material for thinking: that the passive aspect of the activity is the
externally received impression that one goes on to use for the sake of thinking about
something that has no sensuous nature of its own. In the light of this understanding, it seems
possible that images of magnitude and motion are used in order to think about time, while
remaining cognizant that the sensuous dimensions of the image do not belong properly to
what we are thinking about (which is exactly what Aristotle does in Phy IV. 10-14). This
reading of this phrase would make its most logical placement after “memory of intelligible

»649 Byt we have also seen that the common sense is

things is not possible without an image.
not just a receptacle for impressions, but rather is also used by Aristotle to explain the general

activity of awareness at the center of all sensitive experience, by which we discern the

646 The places where Aristotle provides lists of the common sensibles are DA 11.6 418a19; DA 1111 425a17; DS 1
437a9.

647 Recall that in DA I1.6 (418a9-10) Aristotle specifies that the common sensibles are perceived directly (kath’

hauta), as opposed to incidentally (kata sumbebékos).
5% DM 1 450a10-11. For instance, Sorabji (2004:74) argues that it should be kept in its original location,
whereas Sachs (2004: 169) moves it to what he takes to be a more logical position, following the phrase
“memory of intelligible things is not without an image.”

6% DM 1 450a13. This is Sachs’ reading.
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difference between various qualities, and by which we “perceive that we perceive.”
Furthermore, we saw that the description of the perception of time from DS 7 comes up in the
context of describing this very activity of the center of awareness from which no time escapes
our notice when we discern differences in qualities. This aspect of the common sense is best
brought out by keeping the phrase in its original location, before “it is clear that awareness of

these is provided by the first sense.”®*’

In other words, I do not think that we have to choose one or the other reading here.
Rather, it is precisely the ambivalence belonging to each the sense of time, memory and the
imagination, that is captured by reading it both ways. On the one hand, there is a complete
activity of remembering, or imagining, which is the highest activity of awareness possible for
some animals, but occasionally is experienced as the final form of awareness by humans

651
too.

There is an awareness of time possible here, but it is not the only or highest awareness
of time possible for intelligent beings. For the human, imagination and memory serve not
only as ends in themselves, but also as material for experience, habit, and eventually, practical

and theoretical understanding. The sense of time that accompanies such activities deepens in

scope and complexity accordingly.

We thus have established some kind of answer to the question with which we were
tasked in this section. The part of soul to which memory belongs is the same as that of the
imagination. On the one hand, the imagination belongs to the sensitive part of the soul,

insofar as sensuous images still involve the body, but on the other hand, the imagination has

80 pari1 450al1-12.

651 perhaps, over the course of their development, or in cases of drunkenness or sleep (which Aristotle often

cites).
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an important function in providing the material for thinking. Indeed, thinking is impossible
without it. By identifying memory with the imagination as a “part of soul” I think Aristotle is

showing us that memory shares this ambivalence with the imagination.
The cause of memory as absent

Given how closely related are memory and the imagination, in the next section
Aristotle will show exactly how they are distinguishable from one another. Aristotle presents
the fundamental aporia that defines memory: “How, when a pathos is present (parontos), but
the thing (pragmatos) is absent (apontos), is it possible to remember what is not present (fo
mé paron)?®*> We have seen that Aristotle originally defined memory in distinction from
sensation, where the object is always present. From there he went on to show that we are
aware of our past activity by means of an image, which is an affection (pathos) in the
sensitive part of the soul. But if it is to be possible to be aware of something that is past, we
will have to explain the paradox that this image or affection is in some manner of speaking

“present” but the memory is in fact of something past.

The answer to this aporia will show how memory differs from imagination. However,
like memory, imagination is characterized (in some cases at least) by the fact that it is an
awareness of something that is not externally present.®> Though Aristotle does indicate in his

account of imagination that being unable to distinguish between a present sensation and an

82 DM 1 450a26-27.

653 It is clear from the following that imagination is not sensation. For sensation is either a capacity or an
activity, such as sight or seeing, but imagination happens when neither of these are present, such as in dreams”
DA 111.3 428a6-8. For a view that argues that imagination does concern itself with present sensations (insofar as
it is responsible for synthesizing various objects together), see Frede (1992).
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image is a sign of intellectual poverty,®* nowhere in Aristotle’s account of imagination does
he specify that imagination must involve tracing back the origin of this image to something
that we perceived or thought in the past.

Aristotle first suggests that, in the soul, the present affection should be thought of as a sort

655 Note the vitalistic word

of picture (zographéma), the hexis of which we call memory.
choice Aristotle makes both with reference to the object and subject of memory: zographéma
means literally a “life drawing”, and &exis has the connotation of “actively holding” onto
something. This phrasing implicitly contrasts with the passivity implied in speaking of the
image as a “pathos.” However, this active connotation is lost sight of when Aristotle next
speaks of the pathos as the impression (tupon) of a motion that affects the senses, and goes on
to give some physical reasons for why the old and the young have more difficulty

remembering than those in the prime of life, due to the rigidity or fluidity of their bodily

constitution.®’®

This emphasis on the passive side of imagination does not account for any activity on
the part of the ensouled: it seems that we merely receive the impression (fupon) (so long as
our bodies are not too hard or soft), and have no role in maintaining it or retrieving it. This
passive account of imagination also conceals what might distinguish the remembered
impression from that which made the impression on us in the first place (the present sensible).

Thus speaking of the image as an impression incites us to explain how the pathos might be

6>% “Because images remain in us and are similar to sensations, animals often act according to them, some, like
the beasts, because they have no mind, and some, such as humans, because the mind is clouded by passion,
disease, or sleep” (DA 111.3 429a5-7).

55 DM 1 450a30.

86 DAM1 450b1-11.
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distinguished from the original experience we had in sensing it. If the impression somehow
remains in our soul, as the final impact of a motion that remains as though at rest there, how
can we also be aware that the external particular cause of the impression is no longer there?
How are we not simply perceiving it as something still remaining out there, likewise to our
awareness, continuing to be responsible for our continued or renewed awareness of it? How

can the impression be grasped as something absent (apontos) or not present (fo mé paron)?

Aristotle entertains the paradox that the pathos must either be the same as the
sensation, or somehow different, in order for us to be aware of it as something absent from
our current perceiving. Either way, the idea that the object of memory is a pathos or tupos
fails to tell us how we can be aware of having a memory, rather than just be sensing
something else, or the same thing again or continuously. The idea that a memory is of
something absent that was present (before, in the past) is inexplicable from this point of view.
It would seem that either we are sensing something inherently different from the original (and
thus, not the original understood as something that has been sensed before) or we are sensing
something the same as the original (and liable to be confused with active perception of it as

something present).

We should already have reason to doubt that this account of imagination simply in
terms of a remaining pathos will be an adequate description of the active center of awareness
that we have seen characterizes the common sense. For we have seen that awareness of
sensibles involves a simultaneous grasp of their numerical identity and active distinguishing
of the various ways it can be said to be (differences “in being” (to einai)) when we are
sensing. What is common in every act of sensation is this ability to simultaneously grasp

sameness and difference, in such a way that the act cannot be equated with the passive aspect
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of being moved by something. For a motion, the difference between moving and having been
moved constitutes a contradiction: moving excludes whatever is completed or perfected in
having been moved. If each attribute were only a motion affecting a different part of the body
and there were no common awareness uniting this receptivity, there would be no being
capable of distinguishing differences such as white and black, white and sweet, good and bad,

or before and after.®’

When Aristotle offers his ultimate solution to this aporia, we can see how this account
of the common structure of every act of awareness also applies to how we remember. After
entertaining the idea that the memory functions as an impression, he resumes the notion that

remembering is something like seeing a painted or drawn image of some living thing (zoon):

Just as a drawing on a panel is both an animal/picture (zoon) and a likeness (eikon),
and one and the same thing is both of these, although what it is to be (fo einai) for
both is not the same, and it is possible to behold it both as a picture/animal, and as a
likeness, so too one ought to take the image (phantasma) in us as being something
in its own right (kath auto), and an image of something else.®*®

Perhaps this image can be taken quite literally. The drawing has the same form as what it
depicts, but a different matter: we recognize, on the one hand, that we are looking at pigments
on a board, and on the other hand, that we are looking at an animal made of flesh and fur. It
might be possible to read the same form/matter distinction into the way one distinguishes the

image in the soul from the original perception of it. For, though Aristotle does not specify

857 Cf. DA TI1.2 426b30fT.
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“olov YAQ TO €V TW TUVAKL YEYQAMUUEVOV KAL C(pOV EO0TLKAL EIKWV, KAL TO XVTO KAXL €V TOVT EOTLV

apdw, To pévtot eival oL Tavtov apdoly, kat €0t Oewelv kat wg CQoVv kal wg elkdva, oUTwW Kol TO
&v MUty pavtaoua del UoAafelv kal avTo TLkad’ avTo eivat Bewpnua kat dAAov daviaoua” (DM
1 450b20-26). Note that unlike the example of the impression, where the soul was represented by the unformed

material that receives the form, the material “panel” of the above description is not the image for the soul.
Rather, in the above metaphor the soul should be understood as observing the image painted on the panel.
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what the material basis for imagination is, he is quite clear that it does not happen without the
(ensouled) body. Thus, the image must have its own material basis that is different from that
causing the original perception. But this alone tells us nothing about how we are aware that
the memory is of some perception (or thought) that one had before. Indeed, if it is possible to
imagine things that one has never experienced, then even if this materialist answer could
explain how we differentiate an image from a sense experience, it does not tell us how we

specify that we are having a memory of something before.

I think there are two ways of answering this dilemma. The first is that for animals
who lack any cognitive faculties beyond memory, the only division of time of which they are
aware is that between past and future. Lacking higher intellectual faculties, they do not

659 1f such an animal is

engage in the kind of imaginative play that Aristotle says is “up to us.
aware that it is experiencing an image that is not present, the only alternative source for this
image is that it is something that was experienced as a sensation in the past. By contrast,
human beings have to distinguish the memory from all kinds of thoughts and fantasies, so it
becomes more complicated to assign the origin of memory correctly to the past. However, we

are also equipped to discern these differences by means of our higher cognitive abilities, and

our richer understanding of time.

Indeed, Aristotle indicates as much when he goes on to speak of how it is possible to
be mistaken about whether or not we are having a memory.®® Aristotle showed in DA II1.3

that it is important to distinguish imagination from both sensation and intelligence in order to

659 «[Imagination] is a pathos that is up to us, whenever we wish” (D4 1I1.3 427b18-19). Note that when

Aristotle elaborates on this he uses the example of using a mnemonic place system, indicating that the kind of
imagining that is “up to us” is something that is the exclusive purview of human beings (just like recollection).

%0 P 1 451a3-7.
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make room for the possibility of error, and that some intellectual ability is required in order to
distinguish true and false within the image. Similarly, here in DM 1 Aristotle shows that in
cases where there is any doubt about whether the image belongs to something experienced in
the past one will be able “to reflect (ennoésai) and recollect (anamnésthénai) that we have
heard or seen this before.®"” This language is quite telling: in cases of doubt over whether or
not this is a memory, the intellect (ennoésai), or at least certain capabilities only belonging to

humans (anamnésthénai), must be called upon to judge.

In the end we have seen just how deeply runs the ambivalence of the question “to
which part of soul does memory belong.” On the one hand it belongs properly to the
perceptive part of the soul. We have seen that it is possible for the soul to discern the
difference between the before and after of time in the same manner that it discerns
simultaneous differences belonging to present perceptions: by apprehending the image as that
which is numerically one but different in being. But we also saw that cases where this would
not suffice — where there might be many other possible origins of this image — are the cases
where the soul has higher abilities, which also enable it to determine if the image is of
something sensed or thought before, or not. Humans do not experience memory the same
way as other animals. Our memories are both open to more confusion, and we have a greater
ability to correct such confusion. Having sufficiently shown the extent to which memory is
and is not confined to the perceptive part of the soul, we are now amply prepared to move on
to consider recollection (anamnésis), which belongs only to man, and involves more than just

the abilities of the sensitive soul.

! DM 1 451a6-7.
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DM 2: Recollection (anamnésis) distinguished from memory (mnémé):

So far I have argued that memory is involved in our capacity to say the nows are two.
Memory involves either being aware of an image that is not due to something present, and
therefore is due to an activity that is past, or distinguishing the image from a wider variety of
possibilities, and determining that it has its origin in the past. Based on this, I have made
sense of the fact that Aristotle insists that memory is the function of the sensitive capacity of
the soul, and not the intellective capacity, because the ability to distinguish the temporal
difference belonging to the remembered activity (that it was something felt or thought before)
is consistent with the way that we are said to discern differences belonging to proper and
common sensibles as well: the image apprehended as both itself and a likeness of something
else is one in number but different in being. What memory contributes to the account of
sensation that we have already seen in the DS and DA is that in remembering the soul is
discerning a difference belonging something that is not present to it externally: specifically,
the awareness that something was once present but is no longer present to the senses. This
shows an awareness of time connected to the soul’s awareness of the status of its own images:
as being both a currently remembered image and a likeness of something that was present

before.

We can see that this explication of memory elucidates what Aristotle says about the
determining power of the now in the Physics: “We say (phamen) then that time has happened
whenever we take hold of (labomen) the perception (aisthésis) of the before and after in

99662

motion.”””” What we are taking hold of in a memory is not a present external sensible, but we

are rather taking hold of our own, prior perception. As such, memory provides the beginning

662 ppy. IV.11 219a22-25.
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of a transition toward thinking. By not depending on the presence of something external, it
approximates the more autonomous character attributed to thinking in DA 11.5. Just as
thinking was said to have its object in the soul and thus be “up to us, whenever we wish,”
Aristotle says in DA 1113 that phantasia is “a pathos that is up to us whenever we want.”%%
However, memory remains distinct from thinking, and is thus aligned with sensation, insofar

as the object of memory (the pathos) is not universal, but particular: a particular external

sensible that we experienced before.

In DM 2 Aristotle considers recollection (anamnesis), saying that we must first take
what has been said in the exploration (of memory, in chapter 1) as being true.”** We have
already seen that there is an ambivalence about memory: that it properly belongs to sensation,
but that it might also incidentally belong to what is thought and thus to the faculty of thinking.
This is because memory is the soul’s grasp of its own activity (ton energeion) that happened
before. Insofar as this refers to the activity of sensation, it depends on something that has
been perceived before, and we are then remembering our activity of having perceived
something external and particular. But ifit is also possible, incidentally, to remember
something thought before, we would in this case be remembering an act of thinking that did
not depend on the presence of a particular external cause. The act of remembering a thought
must then be rooted in a different sense of the “before” from the one provided by the earlier

presence of an external particular sensible and its current (external) absence.

863 DA TI1.3 427b17-20.

66 DM 2 451a19-20. It is also possible that Aristotle means that we need to take to be true some other

“exploratory” works, as Sachs (2004: 173) and Sorabji (2004: 88) claim. But this seems odd to me, given that
Aristotle goes on to show that recollection is distinguished from learning by virtue of what he has just said about
memory.
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Aristotle’s main concern in DM 2 is not to show how memory and recollection differ.
Rather, he is building on his account of memory when he enters into a discussion of the more
complex operations of recollection in DM 2, speaking of the culmination of recollection as
“remembering” throughout this chapter. The distinction Aristotle is more concerned to make
here is that between recollection and learning or discovering something for the first time (or
learning it again when we have failed to internalize it) through either a sensitive experience or
through the guidance of a teacher (probably in order to distinguish his position from the one
presented in Plato’s dialogues).®®> However, since we are concerned with the development of
the awareness of time from the properly sensitive grasp of time, toward the intellectual ability
to number time, the way that there is a transition between memory and recollection is
important to our present study. Accordingly, I will draw attention to the differences between
memory and recollection indicated by the text as we proceed, even though differentiating

them is not Aristotle’s main concern in DM 2.

As I have already mentioned, Aristotle will ultimately distinguish recollection from
memory based on the fact that they do not always appear together in living beings: there are

animals that remember, but none other than man recollect.®®

He will furthermore say that
recollecting is a sort of reasoning/deduction (¢is sullogismos), specifically the ability to
deliberate (to bouleutikon).®®’ This shows that recollecting involves an intellective ability that

is not universally required for all instances of remembering. However, this does not mean

that recollection has no connection to our sensitive experience, or that it takes hold of the

665 See for instance Sorabji’s analysis of this (Sorabji 2004: 35-40).
% DM 2 453a5-10.

%7 DM 2 453al1-14.
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universals of thought in such a way that it cuts ties with sensitive experience altogether.
Rather, as Aristotle reminded us in DM 1, it is not possible even to think without an irnage.668
We will see that this is significant for our grasp of time, insofar as Aristotle will speak of how

we cognize time in relation to images of magnitude.

There are two central characteristics of recollection that Aristotle will outline in DM 2.
The first is that it involves a succession (ephexeés) of images or thoughts, passed through as
motions (kinésis) from one to the next. The second is that moving through this sequence is
something initiated by the soul itself: in recollecting, one is not merely the passive recipient of
a series of motions, but rather, one actively seeks out something one wishes to remember. In
order to do this, one must take hold of the origin (arche) of the motion or series of motions

that will bring about the awareness of the memory sought.

Based on this, it seems that recollection differs from memory both by the fact that
Aristotle speaks of the path of recollection in terms of motion (kinésis), rather than simply a

remaining affection (pathé), °

and that this passage involves a successive ordering that leads
to the revelation of memory. This means that recollection involves one or more steps in the
process towards remembering. Whereas Aristotle described remembering as the act of the
soul saying that it sensed (or thought) something before, he describes recollecting as the act of

initiating a series of motions in the soul leading to the memory sought. That Aristotle did not

speak of the origin (arche) of remembering in DM 1 indicates that it is possible to remember

%8 DA 1 450al

669 Sorabji insists that there is no meaningful difference here. “The change in question is an image...The word
kingsis is ambiguous as between the process of change and the product of change” (Sorabji 2004: 93). It would
be very strange if Aristotle were to here confuse the notion of kingsis that he consistently maintains: that for a
motion, unlike an activity, there is a fundamental difference between process and product.
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spontaneously; it is possible to be aware of something that was before, without actively
seeking the awareness of it as an intended end. In this way, animals are capable of the simple

act of remembering without having the ability to deliberate.

Accordingly, whereas remembering involved an awareness of the difference between
two nows — the one at which we are remembering, and the one which we are remembering,
which is said to be “before” insofar as it is not present — it might be possible to recollect
several nows in succession. However, while this might be possible given Aristotle’s account
of the successive contents of recollection, Aristotle does not speak of these paths as strictly
historical: as pertaining to different remembered nows or as motions that are likenesses of
motions perceived in the past. Rather, when he explains that, “recollections happen when
motion naturally (pephuken) comes about this with that (hede meta ténde),”®’° he specifies
that there are two ways in which something can be grasped by “naturally” moving from

another: either by necessity (ex anagkés) or by habit (ethei).*”!

Aristotle says very little about the necessary connection, beyond saying that things
that have an order (taxin), like mathematics, are remembered well, as opposed to these that

672 However, insofar as

are poorly ordered, which are remembered with difficulty.
mathematics are included among the things we are capable of recollecting, it is clear that we

are capable of recollecting something that is not itself in time®”* (even if we would have had

7 DM 2 451b12-13. T hesistate to translate meta as “after” (and suggest “with”) because it is not clear here that

Aristotle intends to restrict the ordering of these motion to those in a temporal or local sequence.
7' DM 2 451b13ff.
72 DM 2 452a4.

73 Cf. Phy. 1V.12
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to have a prior experience of learning the language of mathematics in order to later recall a

specific proof).

Though engendering a habit requires some past action, the ordering of motions
engendered by habit are not simply derivative of a past sensitive experience: of witnessing the
same thing over and over again.’”* Rather, habits can be engendered by repeatedly imagining
or thinking about something in a certain way. When Aristotle goes on to speak of the
different sorts of connections that allow us to move through the sequence he suggests that
they might be “same” (autai), “together” (hama), or a “part” (meros) of what remains to be

675
d.

graspe Though the connection of togetherness or simultaneity (hama) can refer to a

strictly historical or accidental connection, the connections based on sameness or being a part
of a whole imply a logical, rather than a historical, relationship ordering the steps taken in
recollecting. He will also speak of the way we recall from places (fopoi): passing through a

676

series of images that we imagine as located together.””” Furthermore, Aristotle shows that the

origin (arche) that we take hold of does not need to have a specifically temporal designation.
He claims that “we might begin from the now or from something else (allou tinos),”®’" and
generally the middle of the series serves as a good starting point, from which we can move in

678

either direction.”’” Thus, Aristotle shows that it is possible to take up the search and to pass

674 Cf the following comments on the way that repetition features in Aristotle’s account of the imagination.
“Phantasmata are flexible, and can be enriched by repeated observations, while immediate sense-perceptions
cannot” (Frede 1992: 291). “The only good way of warding off the snare of images is to take them all into
consideration, to multiply the phantasmata” (Bodéiis 1990: 26).

75 DM 2 451b622-23.
76 DM 2 452a12.
877 DM 2 451b619-20.

78 DM 2 452a16-17.
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through images arranged in a wide variety of ways, or recognize the necessary order of things
thought, and any of these paths might enable us to move through a recollected sequence.
Recollection is not strictly historically determined: it is more than a mere repetition of the past

as something that was present to the senses.’””

Still, we cannot recall anything that we are discovering for the first time, and the
memory in which recollection culminates is always something of the sort that we have seen,

680 Thig restriction allows Aristotle to maintain the

heard, or somehow experienced before.
distinction between learning and recollecting, and seems to imply that recollection is indeed
rooted in the past, and does not give us access to anything new or not already discovered.
Still, this does not mean that we can only recollect things by repeating the series identically as
it has already been taught to us, or revealed to us in our sensitive experience. For, what
crucially distinguishes recollecting from learning is not the determinate contents or the
determinate ordering of the sequence, as if these, once experienced, were set in stone. Rather,
the fact that recollection can unfold from habit shows that the soul develops a measure of
independence from what has been revealed by the external environment or taught by a
teacher. If recollection is to be meaningfully connected to the rational capacities of the soul it
cannot simply consist of a faithful obedience to what was presented to us externally in the

past.681

57 Though this point does not tap into an overt controversy in the scholarship that I am aware of, I do find that

interpreters of DM 2 assume that recollection pertains primarily to historical sequences. For instance, Sorabji
treats the example of recollecting “what one did last Tuesday” as paradigmatic of what Aristotle is saying one
searches for when recollecting (Sorabji 2004: 43)

80 pAr2 453a12-13.

8L CfENT.13 1103a3.
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Thus, Aristotle’s account does not commit us to the idea that the aim of recollection is
to faithfully recall a series of events that have past. Still, recollection does culminate in
remembering, and Aristotle uses very similar language when he speaks of them, with an
important difference. Speaking of memory, Aristotle says that, “one says in one’s soul that

99682

one heard or felt or thought this (touto) before. When Aristotle speaks of recollection he

says that, “one reasons that he said, or heard, or experienced this sort of thing (¢ toiouton)

before.”%®

The difference between referring to the object of the activity with the deictic
pronoun (fouto) in relation to memory, and using the much less definite construction (¢
toiouton) in relation to recollection, indicates that there is room for the object of recollection

to be something of the same kind or nature as what was heard or felt or thought before, and

need not be an exact literal representation.

Our question as we move forward is: does our awareness of time develop when one
exercises recollection, compared to one who only has the ability to remember? We have seen
that there are two central characteristics that distinguish recollection from memory: 1) the
way that recollection unfolds successively (ephexés), and 2) the fact that we actively initiate
the unfolding of this series, by taking hold of the arche. Over the next two sections of this
chapter, we will look at each of these two themes — succession and taking hold of the arche —
and see both how they characterize Aristotle’s account of our thinking more generally, and

how they contribute to our awareness of time.

Succession (ephexeés) and the ability to measure time:

682 «“Whenever one is engaging in memory, one thusly says in one’s soul that one heard, or felt or thought this
before” (DM 1 449b22-23).

683 “The one who is recollecting (ho anamimnéskomenos) reasons that he said or heard or experience this sort of
thing (¢ toiouton) before” (DM 2 453a 10-12).
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We will now consider the significance of Aristotle’s claim that recollection is an
activity that unfolds successively.”®* If we remain mindful of what was said about the
temporality of sensation in the DS, we can see that sensitive experience does not unfold

685 Rather, our awareness of time was there shown to be continuous, as our

successively.
awareness of ourselves and our perceiving is continuous. Sensations are not presented to us
successively: the succession of images is only established when we retrospectively take hold

of our sensations as images, and develop an intellectual grasp of what distinguishes and

orders the images as one after another.

The ability to grasp something successively is the purview of thinking, and not of
sensation, which grasps its objects simultaneously (hama). Aristotle makes a notable remark
to this point in DA 1.3. There, he criticizes the position put forward in Plato’s Timaeus that
the movement (phora) of the heavens can be identified with the motions of the soul.*® One of
the issues that Aristotle takes with this position is that, while thinking is continuous, it is not
continuous in the same way that circular motion is continuous: “Nous is one and continuous,
as is thinking (noésis): and thinking is of thoughts (noémata). But these are one in succession
(16 ephexés hen), as number is, and not as magnitude.”®’” Recall the distinction Aristotle
made in the Categories between continuous and discrete quantities: on the one hand, time was
said to share in the nature of continuous quantities, like magnitude and place, insofar as these

all have parts that share common boundaries. But Aristotle also made a second distinction:

8 DM 2 451619, 28.

%The successive unfolding of our awareness is shown in the Physics to depend on our ability to determine our

sensations: “We determine (horizomen) by taking (hupolabein) them as another and another (allo kai allo), and
what is between them is different (kai metaxu ti auton heteron),” (Phy. 1V.11 219a25-27).

86 DA 1.3 407a2-3.

%7 DA 1.3 407a7-8.
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between quantities that exist as holding a relative position (ek thesin ekhonton pros allela) and
those that have no position at all. On the basis of this distinction, time was shown to be akin
to discrete quantities, like number and logos, which have no position such as to remain and
hold onto a position relative to the next part. In his critique of the position put forward in the
Timaeus, Aristotle shows that this seeming ambivalence about the nature of time is precisely

that which belongs to thinking: both are somehow both continuous and successive.

This is not just an offhand remark made about thinking at the beginning of the DA, but
rather reveals a deep truth about the connection of time to soul. This will become clear when
we take a close look at how Aristotle speaks about how we measure time. We will be looking
at two passages where Aristotle speaks to this. The first is within the context of his account
of recollection in DM 2. The second is a passage from DA I11.6, in the context of discussing

the divisibility of the object of thought.**®

We have already looked at Aristotle’s comments on our ability to become acquainted
with time (gnarizein chronon) in DM 1.°® We noted a tension between Aristotle’s use of a
verb that is etymologically connected with knowing (gnorizo), and his subsequent claim that
our acquaintance with time belongs properly to sensation. This tension is one of the many
signs of there being a transition from sensing to thinking being made possible in the act of
memory, and the awareness of time that accompanies it. In DM 2 Aristotle re-opens the

subject of our awareness of time, again, speaking of this awareness as gnarizein,”° but this

88 DA TI1.6 430b7-14.

89 DM 1 450a10.

6% King is sensitive to the cognitive connotation of this verb, but does not make a connection to the use of the

same word in DM 1, where Aristotle does claim to be talking about perception: “It is wise here to talk of
cognition of time, rather than perception. For not only the language indicates the presence of nous. The
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time making a distinction: that we can have this awareness of time either indefinitely
(aoristos) or by measure (metrd).”! This distinction supports what I have been saying about
the awareness of time as being something that develops in the soul according to its activities,
and there not being a distinct activity of its own, through which we achieve a complete
awareness of time. This distinction is necessary in order to bridge the difference between the
continuous awareness of time Aristotle described in DS 7, where the contents are grasped
simultaneously, and time as the number of motion with respect to before and after, which is

the function of nous, as Aristotle makes clear in the Physics.

Aristotle’s claims here invoke several themes we have already seen. First, he refers to
there being some faculty by which one discerns (krinei) more or less, which we know to be

692

the common sense.” -~ Next he makes an analogy to magnitude, specifically, to how one

693
Between these two sentences we see

thinks (noei) a magnitude that is large or far away.
again that there is some tension about whether we are speaking of this measuring as a
fundamentally perceptive or intellectual act. Since it is not quite clear one way or the other, it
is not altogether surprising that some scholars have read this passage as being a regression to

the subject of memory after having moved on to a discussion of recollection for the majority

of DM 2.°* Whether we understand this section as pertaining fundamentally to memory, and

operations involved, relying as they do on a geometric model, encourage one to think that the mental processes
involved here are more complicated than those attributed to animals other than humans” (King 2009: 67).

1 DM 1 45208.
2 DM 2 45208, cf. DA T11.2 427a10-15.
3 DM 2 45209-10.

694 «For he has devoted all the second chapter [to the subject of recollection] except for the section on judging
temporal distances” (Sorabji 2004: 35). Annas claims that the section on “estimating time lapses” concerns both
memory and recollection, and that the points made from 452b26-453a4 concern memory alone (Annas 1992:
298).
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thus indicating the measuring of time is a function of the perceptive faculty, or belonging
more properly to recollection, depends on how we understand the role being played by the
image of magnitude here. Aristotle begins by telling us that how we are acquainted with time
is “the most important point” at issue here, and then goes on to only talk about the analogy
between this and how we measure magnitude. Does the fact that Aristotle does not mention
any significant difference between the way that we measure magnitude and how we measure
time indicate that our measuring of magnitude can be understood as a perfect analogy to how

we measure time?

We have seen that there are many reasons provided in the Physics for why magnitude
cannot serve as a perfect analogy for time. The most pertinent among these reasons, for the
present purposes, is that the magnitude remains where it is while we divide and count its
parts, whereas time does not. However, it is this very difference that makes the analogy
between magnitude and time here so surprising. For what Aristotle says is that “one thinks
big or far away things not by having one’s thinking stretch out to them, as some say vision

works (for the mind would think them similarly if they were not there).”®”

This is perhaps a
surprising claim in relation to magnitude, for a magnitude is something that remains where it
is out there, available for the purposes of our measuring it. So to say that this is not in fact
how we measure a magnitude, is a striking claim about magnitude. But what does it tell us
about time? Time is not something remaining what it is external to us as an object that could

possibly be “stretched out to.” How could this be an informative claim about how we

measure time?

5 DM 2 45209-12.
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The value of this analogy is that it shows how the acts of measuring time and
magnitude are related, even if time and magnitude themselves are significantly different.
Aristotle has already shown us how it is possible for us to think of something by means of an
image of something else without identifying the object thought with the image in DM 1.
There, Aristotle spoke of how when we think of something that does not have quantity, we
place a quantity as though it were “before our eyes” but we do not think it as quantity.®*®
Similarly, when we think of time, we may make use of images of magnitudes, of a continuous
length, or of points dividing it, but we do not think of it as lines or points. So it is possible to

make use of images of magnitude in order to think time without identifying time with all (or

perhaps any) aspects of a magnitude.

Furthermore, Aristotle is here telling us something about a similarity between the acts
of measuring magnitudes and measuring time. He tells us that in neither case do we
physically reach out to the thing “out there” to measure it, but, rather, we do so “by an
analogous motion.”®” This has led some commentators to assume that Aristotle is here
saying that the mind moves along a mental diagram®® when measuring a length of time.
Though this seems like a natural supposition, it leads us to a problem that is by now quite

familiar to us. As Sorabji remarks,

9 DM 2 450a4.
7 DM 2 452b12.

6% “How can one move from a purely spatial diagram to a conclusion about the absolute length of some time
period? Perhaps Aristotle would answer that one does not statically view the imaged diagram, but moves in
one’s mind along the lines that compose it at a standard pace determined by human physiology” (Sorabji 2004:
20); “We have seen that representations are changes, albeit ones left behind by actual perception, and it is an
allowable extension of the meaning of the term to apply it to a mental diagram: the changes are those one had in
mind while drawing a mental diagram (King 2009: 66-67)
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When the mental movement...terminates, how can one know what its duration has
been? Must one rely on memory? Must one appeal to yet another mental diagram?
In either case, the account would be threatened with a regress... But how then does
one estimate it [the duration]? Can it be through sense perception?®”

Sorabji’s questions expose the limitations of equating motions in the soul with the
activity of thinking. For, as we have seen, the limitations that characterize motion as an
incomplete activity, do not characterize the activities of soul. If we equate the act of
measuring time with moving along a line we will never be able to explain our grasp of
what was, or will be. But the simple solution to this problem is to liberate ourselves from

equating either time or the awareness of the soul with a motion.

In order to understand the alternative, we have to understand how Aristotle thinks
we are capable of thinking thoughts in succession. Recall that the defining structure of
recollection is that one initiates a series (ephexes) of motions (kinéseis) in the soul, to
eventually arrive at a memory sought.”” The very fact that Aristotle speaks of being
cognizant of a succession of motions shows that he does not hold thinking to be subject to
the limitation of being itself a finite motion (which would retain no connection to its
process after having come to an end, as Sorabji pointed out). But how does this pertain to

our ability to measure time?

Throughout our analysis of the Physics, I emphasized that the act of numbering
time (there attributed to the now) involves both dividing it and numbering the divisions,
as opposed to numbering something that is already a discrete plurality. In a passage from
DA 111.6, Aristotle makes a notable remark about the connection between how we divide

magnitudes and how we divide time.

699 Sorabji 2004: 20-21.

"0 ppM2 451617-20.
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There is nothing that prevents one from thinking of the indivisible whenever he
thinks the length (which is undivided in activity), and in undivided time. Time is
divisible and indivisible similar to the length. So it is impossible to say what one
thinks in each half, since there are no halves when it has not been divided, other
than potentially. But by thinking separately during each of the halves, one divides
the time along with it, and then it is as if there were separate lengths; but if one
thinks in a way that is made up of the two halves, one also thinks in a time that
applies to both.”"!

When Aristotle speaks of the “length” in this passage, I again think it is important to have in
mind the imagined quantities that we “put before our eyes” that Aristotle spoke of in DM 1,
and the fact that we do not measure a magnitude by stretching out to it in our minds, as
Aristotle claimed in DM 2. For, the activity of dividing the length cannot be understood as
the physical manipulation of a body, which is susceptible to not only potential, but also real
physical divisions. The comparison between time and the magnitude that Aristotle is making
here would not hold in that case. But insofar as this is an imagined length we can see that
time becomes determined in dividing and thinking the parts of the imagined length
successively. If we think of each half separately, we divide the time, and if we think of the

two divided halves together, the time in which we are thinking covers both halves.

This is further evidence for my claim that time is not divided prior to our awareness,
but becomes divided in thinking of the parts of an object successively. It also explains
Aristotle’s claim in the Physics that time is only ever potentially divided, even though all
sensible magnitudes have real, active limits — insofar as all bodies are limited in length,

breadth and depth — and are susceptible to active divisions — insofar as bodies can be

701 5. \ ’ ~ \ \ T ’ [ 1 ~ \ ~ > / \
“ov0&V KWAVEL VOELV TO DLALRETOV 1) &dlAlpeTOV, 0loV GTary VOT) TO PNKOG (AdLx(QeTOV YXQ

€vepyelq), kat év XV AdLaéTw: OHO0Iws Yoo O X0OVOG dDLAQETOG Kal AdLAIQETOS TG UNKEL.
oUKOoULV 0TIV elmelv év T NploeL TL Evoel EkaTéQ: oV Yo £0TLy, av Un daxted), AAA' 1) duvapel
XWOLG O' EKATEQOV VOV TV THIoEWV DLALQEL KAl TOV XQOVOV dua, TOTE O' Olovel UK1): 10" wg €€

apdoty, kat v 1@ Xeove T@ €' apdotv” (DA 111.6 430b7-14).
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physically divided, broken, or cut into pieces. Aristotle claimed in DM 2 that we measure the
time just as we measure the magnitude: by way of an internal image. Here Aristotle shows
that through the activity of dividing the magnitude into parts that are each thought separately
we also divide time. This shows how time is determined according to the activities performed
by soul. If there is an awareness of time at the level of sensation, this is an awareness that is
continuous and undivided. It is only when Aristotle speaks of thinking that he speaks of time
as divided. Time is divided as the object being thought is divided, and then the parts are

thought in succession.

We have now explored one aspect of how our grasp of time develops as we pass from
memory to recollection. One thing that distinguishes recollection from memory is that
recollecting is mediated by a succession of images or thoughts, whereas memory is
immediate, or, we might say, simultaneous. But this alone does not distinguish recollection
from learning something for the first time, or from learning the same thing again; for, learning
also involves passing through a succession of thoughts or images. What fundamentally
distinguishes recollection from learning again is that, in recollecting “one is able somehow to
be moved on one’s own (di’ hautou) to what is with the arche. Whenever one is not able to
do this, except through another (alla di’ allou), he is no longer remembering.”’** Thus in
order to recollect, one must be able to initiate one’s own motion, and this involves doing
something that cannot be simply “given” in one’s past or present experience: taking hold of

the arche. This comes about when one is seeking (zétountes) something,””® when we hunt

2 DM 2 452a5-7.

7 DM 2 451623
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something down (théreuomen).””" What compels us to do so? Could it be that we do this

with a view to the future?

The question now becomes whether this ability to apprehend time successively will
explain how we are able to have an awareness of the future. It is important to understand that
awareness of the future is not revealed to us as an additional part of time tacked on after the
present of which one was altogether unaware at the level of sensation. The time of sensation
is indivisible and continuous: sensation is not a form of awareness where one is cut off from
the past or the future. For the animal who lives according to sensation alone time has no
parts; it is not that such an animal is surprised when time continues when one “part” of time
has finished, rather than coming to an end. At the level of perception one is aware that time
continues, but one does not divide the future or the past from the present. The sensitive soul
is not aware of how the future can or might be different from the continuously unfolding
present. The ability to divide time, first when we distinguish that an activity happened before,
and is not present, and next, in our ability to think an object as a succession of parts, make
possible our ability to distinguish time into parts that may be different. However, the way we
think of parts of a continuous magnitude does not directly reveal how we become aware of the
future as a distinct part of time. We may be able to divide the parts of a magnitude infinitely,
and go on counting these parts of the same thing again and again. But the future is
distinguished from the present and past by being something beyond the present, not the same

705

parts taken again and again.” In the next section I will examine what it looks like if the

4 DM 2 451b19.

75 Cf. Phy. IV.12 220b14.
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object which we are able to divide and think successively is not something homogeneous like

an image of magnitude, but is rather an action (praxis) that we are intending to undertake.
Deliberation and awareness of the future:

In order to explore how we become aware of the future, we must consider the
significance of Aristotle’s claim that recollection is only possible for those who have the
capacity to deliberate (fo bouleuesthai).”*® Aristotle states this claim near the end of the DM
without explaining how it is to be understood. (Rather, he goes on to finish the treatise by
explaining that recollection unfolds in motions in the body). Still, it is a powerful, if stark,
claim, especially if it is understood in terms of what Aristotle has to say about deliberation in

the Nicomachean Ethics (EN) and in the De Anima.

In EN I11.3 Aristotle states that, “we deliberate about things that are up to us (peri ton
eph’ hemin) and are matters of action (praktan).”’”’ We have already seen that there is a way
that recollection is to some degree up to us: both in how we determine the arche of motion
from ourselves, and in how the ordering of the recollected sequence can unfold in a variety of
ways. The motions unfold as though natural from the habits we instill in ourselves, but these
are not determined prior to our activity of habituation. However, it is not so clear if
recollection concerns the second thing that Aristotle says we deliberate about above: that it is
about matters of practical action (prakton). Thus far in our exploration of recollection, it
seems equally possible that we recollect purely for the sake of remembering something, and
the remembering could be an end in itself without being put to use towards a further end

realized in practical action. We will have to consider whether there is in recollection any

7% DM 2 453a13-14.

7 ENTIL.3 1112a30.
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important connection to praxis, or whether it is more aligned, or exclusively aligned, with

theoretical contemplation.

Aristotle clarifies what it is we deliberate about when he goes on to say, “We
deliberate not about ends (peri ton telon) but about things that are related to ends (peri ton

7% We can see from this that there is a way that the structure of praxis is related

pros ta telé).
to that of recollection. We do not deliberate about the end we seek to bring about by action:
the doctor does not deliberate about whether or not to cure the patient. This is simply
determined as the good end that she seeks to bring about in action.  Similarly, the end sought
in recollecting is not up to us, but is rather something experienced before. We do not
deliberate about what it is we will remember, but rather about the means that will bring the
memory about.

There is another connection between praxis and recollection: the nature of the origin
or source (arche) of the motions that bring each about. Concerning action, Aristotle says,
“Each person stops searching for how he will act when he traces the source (arche) of it back
to himself, and to the part of him that leads the way, for this is what chooses.”””” Similarly, in
the DM Aristotle say, “Remembering is the presence within (eneinai) of the power to set the
motion going, and this in such a way as to be set in motion out of oneself and those motions
that one contains, as was said. But it is necessary to get hold of a starting point (arche).”’"

The parallel between praxis and recollection extends to Aristotle’s articulation of the source

of both processes: in both cases it is crucial that the source is internal to subject, and the

7% ENTIL3 1112b12-13.
7% ENTIL3 1113a5-7.

0 DM 2 452a10-12.
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means to the end sought must be found to originate within him, in order for the process to
unfold from him. We might also recall Aristotle’s statement at the begining of the De Anima
about the sense in which the soul might be said to move. “Recollection goes from the soul to
the motions or stopping places (monas) in the sense organs.”'" Thus there is a parallel between
recollection and praxis insofar as both involve initiating motion in the body: in both cases the
cause or source of the motion is in the human being who will move him or her self. In neither
case is the moving due to being moved by something or someone else. Without this self-
origin, there would be no ensuing motion that could be called a recollection or a praxis.

Thus we can see that there is some consistency in the ways that deliberation functions
in relation to both recollection and in praxis. In order to discover how far this parallel
extends, we must reckon with some further developments of his account of deliberation, in
EN VI. There, Aristotle develops the meaning of the idea he stated earlier — that “we
deliberate about things that are up to us (peri ton eph’ hemin)” — by showing that what is up to
us is what admits of variation, and as such pertains to the future.

In EN V1.1 Aristotle distinguishes the rational soul into two faculties: that of knowing
(epistemonikon) and that of calculating (logistikon). The first contemplates what cannot be
otherwise (mé endechontai allés echein), the second concerns itself with what varies.”"
Aristotle includes deliberation within calculation insofar as “no one deliberates about what

99713

cannot be otherwise,”’ ~ whereas knowing deals with what is invariable. We deliberate with a

view to the open variability of the future, such that it is possible for us to realize actions that

T 8 avapvnoig &' éxelvng émi Tag &v Toig aloOnTniols KivioelS 1) Hovag” (DA 1.4 408b18).

"2EN VI.1 1139a8-9.

"B EN VL1 1139a13-15.
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have their source in us: “Choice is not concerned with what has happened already...neither
does one deliberate about what has happened in the past but about what still lies in the future
and may happen or not.”’"*

To what extent might this pertain to recollection? Since recollection culminates in
remembering, the end of recollection is determinate, just as the end of praxis (the good) is
determinate. But this does not rule out the variability of the means that we might choose to
bring about this end. Recollection is a deliberate seeking of such an end, motivated by the
desire to remember something. Recollection depends on our ability to deliberate insofar as

the paths to remembering admit of variation, and so are not confined to a repetition of what

has happened in the past.

What does this tell us about our ability to grasp time? If recollecting is not simply a
reiteration of the past, it might give us insight into the future: of what admits of variation, and
is to some extent “up to us” insofar as it is the object of praxis. Recollecting shares
something of the structure of praxis: tracing the origin of motion back to oneself, initiating
bodily motions that have their source in the soul and become manifest in the body. But
recollecting has its proper end not in practical action, but in remembering. Remembering is

something that we should desire for its own sake.”"”

But is it not also possible that we seek
out a memory in order initiate action? If so, perhaps recollection is responsible for our

awareness of the future.

74 “Choice is not concerned with anything that has happened already: for example, no one chooses to have
sacked Troy; for neither does one deliberate (bouleutai) about what has happened in the past, but about what still
lies in the future and may happen or not; what has happened cannot be made not to have happened. Hence
Agathon is right in saying, ‘This only is denied to God, the power to make what has been done undone’” (EN
V1.2 1139b6-11).

713 “There are many things we should be eager to possess even if they brought no pleasure at all, for instance,
sight, memory, knowledge, virtue” (EN X.3 1174a4-6)
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The path from desire to action is not simple, but proceeds by way of deliberation.
Desiring something does not mean that this will automatically, or naturally, come to pass. We
desire something that is not yet in our possession, and there are many possible obstacles that
can prevent us from realizing our desires. One of these obstacles is internal to the soul itself.
Desires can be contrary to one another, such as when reason (logos) and appetite (epithumia)
come into conflict. This, Aristotle claims, happens in those living beings who have a sense of

716

time.” > For, “mind advises us to resist with a view to the future, while appetites arise on

account of what is already (édé). For what is already pleasant appears to be simply pleasant

and simply good, because it does not look to the future.””"’

It is only those of us who have the ability to experience a conflict between present and
future goods that are capable of having some grasp of the future as some part of time,
distinguished from the present and possibly different from it. Just as memory does not
presuppose an abstract awareness of the continuum of time in which we must place our
memories, neither does deliberation presuppose an abstract awareness of the future. This
“sense of time” is furnished in us only through the ability to deliberate about our desires: to
divide an action into parts such that the means to the end can be discovered. Our ability to
deliberate about our desires depends on our ability to reflect upon multiple images or

appearances, assess them by a single measure, and bring about one of them.

For whether one will do this or that, already this is the act of reasoning (logismou).
And it is necessary to measure by one thing (heni metrein). For one pursues the

716 Appetites and desires may come into conflict for those living things that “have a sense of time (en tois
chronou aisthésin echousin)” (DA 111.10 433b8).

7 DA TI1.10 433b7-10.
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better. Therefore, one is able to produce a unity out of many images (hoste dunatai
hen ek pleionon phantasmaton poeion).”"

This measure is not something simply given, like an already present object of sensitive
pleasure, but rather is the unity of many images. It involves a considered image of the good
that serves as the standard of deliberation in the case of conflicting goods. If our grasp of
time is revealed in relation to the way that we grasp an object of either sensation or thought,
as [ have been arguing, this indicates that the measure of time is indeed a function of our

ability to produce a unity out of many images: to assess them according to a single measure.

As we transition from sensation, to memory, to recollection, we see how the parts of
time become distinguished in relation to the soul’s awareness of its own activities. However,
we have also seen that memory and recollection are not sharply distinguished by Aristotle,
and that they both are primarily concerned with the awareness of something that has happened
before. Furthermore, I have argued that the structure of the DM is purposefully ambivalent
about where the powers of memory and recollection fall within the division of the soul into
sensitive and intellectual parts. It seems that memory is closer to sensation, and recollection
is closer to the intellect. However, Aristotle’s insistence that it is possible to remember a
thought (even if this is an “incidental” function of memory), and his insistence that
recollection is inseparable from the body, indicate that there is not a clear-cut demarcation of
memory being purely sensitive and recollection being purely intellectual. As such, I think it
is best to understand memory and recollection as a microcosm of the transition from a purely

sensitive grasp of the world, to an intellectual understanding of it.

T8 “rdtegov Yo modset 16de ) TOde, AoYIoHOD 1O 0Ty EQYOV- Kal AvAyKT éVi peTQelv- TO peilov

Y&Q dlKeL OOTE dUvVATAL EV €K TAEOVWVY Paviaouatwv notetv” (DA 1111 434a7-10).
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This explains why the most definitive answer Aristotle gives to his question “to which
part of soul does memory belong” is to say that it is just like the imaginative part.”"> This is
itself an ambivalent answer, as the imagination can be shown to have a dual function. We
have already seen that the imagination serves the intellect by providing images — without
which one would not be able to think — as well as being itself the highest form of sensitive
awareness that some animals — and occasionally, some humans — achieve. In DA 111.10
Aristotle will describe these two different purposes belonging to the imagination as the
distinction between two kinds of imagination: calculative (logistike) and sensitive

(aisthetike).”

We should at this point be reminded of a similar division that we just looked
at from the EN: when he distinguished the rational soul into calculative (logistikon) and
scientific (epistémonikon) parts.”*' Looking at the DA and the EN together we see that the
calculative ability is distinguished on one side from sensation, and on the other, from
scientific knowledge. Calculation shares with sensation that its objects are capable of
variation, but it differs from sensation in that it deals with what is to some extent up to us.
Calculation and scientific knowledge are both to some extent up to us, but are distinguished
by the variability and invariability of their respective objects. Distinguishing the imagination
into parts shows how it overlaps with the sensitive and rational parts of the soul, and by

looking specifically at the calculative faculty we see how it also represents a distinction

within the rational part itself.

9 DM 1 450a23.
20 DA TI1.10 433b30.

2L EN'VI1 1139al3.
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This tells us something about how sensation and thought are not altogether separate
abilities of soul, even if it is possible for animals to exist and be functionally aware without
the latter. This is surely an important facet of Aristotle’s psychology in general, but more
pertinent to our intentions here is what it tells us about the development of the awareness of
time. The way that the soul’s awareness of time develops as one makes the transition from
aisthesis to nous is not that one gradually accumulates awareness of parts of time, and finally
has access to parts of time that would have escaped one’s notice at a lower level of
understanding. This is why Aristotle is so emphatic in DS 7 that “it is possible to perceive it
all.”’** The awareness of time develops through the ability to make distinctions in time, and
to refine the divisions one has made in time when one says “now,” or remembers an earlier
now, or anticipates a later now.”” Recollection contributes to one’s ability to anticipate a
future now by virtue of how it involves grasping its contents not immediately (hama), but in

succession (ephexés).

I have argued that the object of recollection is not restricted to the past. First, even
though recollection culminates in a sort of memory, its object can be some such thing (¢
toioutos) as one experienced before. Secondly, the very act of distinguishing an object into
parts and thinking them successively opens the possibility to think connections that are
logical, or necessary, rather than revealed contingently in the order of our experience. And
thirdly, if recollection is indeed related to praxis through the ability to deliberate, it has some

bearing on our grasp of the future: that which we have not yet experienced. If recollection is

"2 DS 7 448a26.

723 Stephen Eberle makes a similar claim to the one I am making here. Speaking broadly of perceiving and
thinking, he writes, “chaque actualisation particuliére d’une faculté de cognition revendique son propre
maintenant” (Eberle 2000: 76-77).
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not restricted to contents that are directly identical with something we have experienced, it
tells us something critical about our intellectual awareness of time: that is, that a thinking
being is capable of having some grasp of time beyond his or her own experience. One of the
conundrums of our awareness of time is, how can it be grasped if we can never grasp all of it?
There will always be times that are beyond the reach of our direct experience, as finite human
individuals. But insofar as we are able to grasp anything beyond our direct experience, so

shall we be able to grasp time.

Our grasp of time is something that is both practical and theoretical. We may recollect
in order simply to remember a past activity: we might desire to contemplate the goodness of
our past actions or the truth of our past thoughts. We may thus seek out memories of these,
and hunt them down as sources of pleasure. But these memories should only invoke nostalgia,
and not desire or pleasure, if they in no way condition or reveal the possibilities for the
future.””* We have also seen how recollection shares in the structure of praxis in that it
involves deliberation and causes a series of motions to arise from the soul throughout the
body. Remembering is not always desired: in some cases we simply can’t get that damned
song out of our heads, or fall into a melancholic repetition of past grievances that only lead to
dismay. But insofar as recollection is something actively sought, and that this is primarily
what motivates it and is the basis from which we take hold of the arche that will move us to
remember, it seems to share in the nature of deliberative desire that Aristotle outlines in DA

I11.10.

724 “What is pleasant is the activity (energeia) of the present, the hope of the future, and the memory of the past:
for the most pleasant is what pertains to activity (kata ten energeian), and the most loved. For memory of
beautiful deeds is pleasant, memory of what is useful is either not at all or less pleasant. Expectation seems to be
the reverse” (EN I1X.7 1168a14-19). Cf EN IX.4 where Aristotle discusses how people who have done wrong
seek to escape from themselves and from remembering their past actions, just as they anticipate other things of
the same kind arising from them in the future (1166b14-16.)
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It is now appropriate that we look back at the Physics, and re-evaluate the connection
of time to motion and of time to soul. Having seen how every function that Aristotle
attributes to the now can be shown to be an act of soul in his psychology, it is worth asking
why Aristotle did not start his investigation in the Physics by claiming that time is “something

of soul,” rather than “something of motion”?"*

In numbering time, and thus thinking time,
are we determined (horizomen) by the object we are observing? Is this object something
sensed, or something thought? We have seen in the Physics that this object is not time itself,
but is rather the motions that are in time. Is motion, in the end, what gives us a complete
awareness of time simply by being observed? Having undertaken this long analysis of the
soul, are we still left asking the same question we asked in Phy. IV.14 — to what kind of

motion does time pertain? — as if, by observing this motion, we both become aware of time

and directly number a present motion with respect to before and after?
Awareness of time beyond one’s own experience: revisiting the sleepers of Sardenia

In DS 7 Aristotle claims that it is impossible for time to escape our notice, because it is
impossible for us to be unaware that we are sensing and that we exist while we exist. This
might appear to conflict with Aristotle’s lengthy discussion at the beginning of Phy. IV.11
about how time does in fact escape our notice on occasion. Aristotle undertook this argument
to explain how time is connected to motion, based on the fact that we cannot be aware of the
former without the latter. Time is related to motion by virtue of the connection of our
awareness of motion to our awareness of time. However, we saw that this account of the
relationship of time to soul is established only negatively: by two negative proofs. Aristotle

showed both that we are not aware of time when we are not aware of motion, and that our lack

23 Phy. 1V.11 219a10.
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of awareness of motion does not necessarily mean that no time has passed (or that no motions
have occurred). The example used to make this second proof was taken from a myth about the
sleepers of Sardinia who make a mistaken judgment about time: who awake after an incredibly
long sleep unaware of the time that has passed and join together the now before and the now
after and make them one. While this example depicts an unusual situation where the soul falls
into error in its grasp of time, it might seem that the possibility for this error rests on something
usual that happens to us every day: the interruption of our consciousness at the end of each day
when we sleep. It worth considering why Aristotle does not suggest that the regular practice of
sleep causes us to fall into error each time we awake; each morning we do not join the now
before (when we fell asleep) and the now after (when we awake) even though in the time
between we were not actively sensing any motion. Presumably, normal sleep patterns do not
lead us into such an error because we anticipate the duration of our sleep each night, whereas
the myth depicts an exceptional case where the continuity of the sleepers’ awareness has been
interrupted by an unusually long sleep that they had not anticipated. When the sleepers of
Sardinia awake, they are not immediately aware of the length of time that has passed while they
were unconscious. However, the usual, indeed physically necessary, practice of sleep does not
normally result in such confusion. This demonstrates something about the power of continuity
of consciousness, which remains continuous despite awareness of such intervals of
unconsciousness. When one’s consciousness has been interrupted by sleep, one’s awareness
before is connected with one’s awareness after, even when one is cognizant of the interruption.
This is because we do not cease to be the being that was aware before and become a new being

726

aware of a new after.”” We continue, “being what we were” (o ti én einai). An interruption of

726 Cf Phy. VIL3 “Just as when someone is set free from being drunk or from sleeping or from being sick, into
their opposites, we do not say that someone has become knowing again (even though he was incapable of using

297



the continuity of one’s consciousness does not mean that the being that we were before has
come to an end, and that a new being has begun in the after. The sensitive soul does not lose its
identity despite the fact that it experiences periods of unconsciousness. In the normal practice
of sleep, we anticipate the duration of our unconsciousness, and when we awake we understand
that time has passed even though we were not aware of the motions that occurred between
nows while these motions were happening.

The remarkable thing about the soul’s awareness of time is that the continuity of our
consciousness is not destroyed by the interruption of our awareness by times when we are not
sensing: while sleeping. On the one hand, the example of the Sleepers of Sardenia seems to
indicate a flaw in our ability to grasp time. Indeed, talking about how time escapes our notice,
and how we can mistakingly join together nows that are in fact different seems to point to a
deficit in our grasp of time. However, what I take Aristotle to be showing by means of the
example of the sleepers of Sardenia is not so much the impoverishment of the soul’s ability to
grasp time, but rather its abiding power to always take time as another and another. Despite
this limitation of the powers of our awareness, which calls for periods of rest from the activity
of sensation, we do not lose our power to grasp time’s continuity in relation to the continuity of
our being. If it is possible in the case of an unusually long sleep to fall into error about the
passing of time, and join together nows that are in fact other, this is because the soul, so long as
it is living, does not lose its ability to determine the now, and the now always belongs to
something before and something after. Thus while it is possible to make an error when we

determine the now, it is also possible to correct such a mistake. While we may become

his knowledge before), nor in the same way when in the first place one take on the active state; for it is by the
soul’s own calming down of its native disorder that it becomes something understanding and knowing” (247b14-
248al).
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disoriented sometimes when we equate the continuity of our awareness of change with the
continuity of time, we may also reorient the continuity of our consciousness to the continuity of
time if we subsequently become aware of the changes that have taken place while we were
unconscious. Perhaps the sleepers of Sardenia notice that their friends have grown older, or
that their own bodies or surroundings have changed, and these apparent changes do not match
up with their initial assumption that no time had passed when they were not aware of any of
these changes while they were taking place.””” We are conscious of the continuity of time, on
the one hand, based on our enduring awareness of motions while they are happening, but on the
other hand, we have the capacity to grasp the time that stretches beyond the immediacy of our
awareness when we anticipate or retrospectively account for such periods of unawareness. We
always take into account the before and after when we take hold of time, and this is not limited
to what we are aware of as happening while it is happening. Thus the requirement that
Aristotle cites for being, that it is necessary “when something exists that all or some of its parts
must exist”, does not apply properly to the time that is grasped by the soul. As I suggested
earlier, this standard applies to magnitude and to moving things, but not to time as it is grasped
by soul.

Thus the connection of time to motion forged by our awareness of both tells us something
about what time is and what time is not. On the one hand, time is not without motion due to the

simultaneity of the perception of time and of motion. On the other hand, our awareness of the

7' We might draw upon another ancient myth which speaks to this point. In the Epic of Gilgamesh, Gilgamesh

was told by the god Ut-napishtim that he could be granted immortality if he could stay awake for six days and
seven nights. Gilgamesh prompty falls to sleep. In order to prove to him the length of his sleep, Ut-napishtim
gets his wife to bake a loaf of bread each day, and lay it by his head. Upon awaking, the loaves of bread and
their progressive states of decay immediately prove to Gilgamesh the duration of his sleep, which is likewise a
sign of his mortality (See Dalley 1989: 116-117). The myth depicts the manner in which the mortal soul both
encounters its limitations in relation to time, but also has the capacity to become aware of these limitations. The
soul’s awareness extends beyond its finite periods of active awareness.
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before and after of motion (that gives particular content to our awareness) may or may not be
simultaneous with the time in which the motion occurred. This means that the before and after
of time unfolds in our awareness both when that awareness is simultaneous with the time in
which one discerns and thinks (while the soul is actively sensing some motion), and when it is
not simultaneous (when it discerns and thinks through the before and after of motions
recognized subsequently, or in the anticipation of future possibilities). Time both always
remains the same like we are always the same when we are aware of some change, and it is
always another and another because both 1) what we are aware of is changing, and 2) it is
possible for time to escape our immediate notice. When time escapes our notice we must
recollect the changes we missed in order give continuity to our grasp of time in relation to the
continuity of our own existence. Thus, our awareness of time is and is not a private affair. The
time of our awareness is continuous because we remain who we are whether or not we are
aware of change and time. But if the only thing of which we are aware were the enduring,
unchanging nature of our awareness — if the soul thus remained “one and undivided” — we
would not be aware of time. The certain time of our active awareness is not the ultimate
measure of time, for the temporality of our awareness must also be measured in relation to
motions of which we may or may not be directly aware. If we become aware that some time
has escaped our notice we can then reintegrate the before and after of our awareness with the
before and after of the time exceeding our immediate awareness. Time is that in which motion
and rest happens. But there is no time or motion of which we are fundamentally incapable of
being aware. As such, our awareness of time extends beyond the simultaneity of our

perception of time and motion.
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Concluding Remarks:

I have done my best to show how the questions raised and answered as we moved
through Physics IV.10-14 and through the PN and DA unfold, starting from an inquiry about
time as a condition of motion to reveal a close affinity between time and activity (energeia),

as exemplified by our own activities of awareness.

The first analogy we have for time is motion. Aristotle’s point of departure for his
discussion about time in the Physics is the intuition that time is some motion or change, but he
rightly dismisses the notion that time could be merely among the many motions or changes
that happen in our world. Two central characteristics distinguish the nature of time from that
of motion. The first is that many motions can occur at the same time: a diversity of motions is
not the same as a diversity of times. The second is that time has no speed: it neither speeds up

nor slows down, it cannot stop and start.

Yet, while we must distinguish time and motion as such we must still be able to
explain how time and motion are nonetheless related, such that there can be motion and
change “in time.” If time neither speeds up nor slows down, neither stops nor starts, how do
we explain the way that time is differentiated at all (which is necessary in order for there to be
change in time)? Aristotle’s inquiry into how time can be said to have “parts” speaks to this.
If time does not change its properties as a motion does (speed), nor is it divided in the way
that motions are divided by periods of rest (since it does not come to be or cease to be, stop or

start), then how is it that time is not all simultaneous?
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Our first clue to how we might explain time’s differentiation is that our awareness of

. : 28
time depends on our awareness of motion.”

In order words, it is not simply motion that
depends on time in order to be what it is, but, reciprocally, time depends on motion in this
respect: in respect to what it takes for us to become aware that time is passing. Thus quite
early on in Aristotle’s account of time he gives us an indication that the relationship between
time and motion is connected to some power distinctive of soul: the power of awareness. The
mutual dependence of time and motion is expressed in the context of explaining one’s ability
to become aware of these: of noticing that time has passed, or of measuring the duration or
speed of a specific motion. This is because there is a distinct sense of the before and after that
time and motion share. This sense of the before and after cannot be reduced to - or simply
extended from — that which belongs to magnitudes holding differentiated positions (for the
very least, because local motion is not the only kind of motion/change). Rather Aristotle

claims that this sense of the before and after is determined by the kind of being that is capable

of perceiving motion and determining its perception of motion as before and after.

In the Physics, although Aristotle makes use of verbs in the first person plural to
describe the powers of perceiving, differentiating, and counting time, he mainly attempts to
account for these powers in terms of the now. The now expresses the simultaneity of diverse
motions; the now determines a part of time; the now exceeds and embraces every part of time.
Insofar as the now numbers, it is time. I have called this the “reified now” of the Physics,
divorced from the subject that speaks it. This reified now is the source of deep perplexity if it

is assumed to exist apart from soul: it appears to be a bizarre or mystical sort of thing,

2% Phy. IV.11 218b21-219al.
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possessing attributes without having any being of its own: a completely sophistical kind of

thing whose nature is determined entirely by how it appears at a given moment.

I have made the case that all these powers that Aristotle attributes to the now in the
Physics can be shown to be powers that he attributes to the soul in his psychology. This
means that the now either is a power of the soul — something that the soul says or does — or it
is very closely analogous to the powers of soul. For instance, a feature distinctive of the now
of time that is inexplicable by means of an analogy to motion is simultaneity. I showed in my
examination of DS 6-7 that the simultaneity of the act of sensation accounts for the way
simultaneity was said to belong to the now in the Physics. Though my close reading of
Aristotle’s argument in those chapters may have gotten tedious at points, the insight that it
yielded — that the time of sensation was one and undivided relative to several objects — is
explosive in its significance. By examining these chapters I showed how simultaneity is
compatible with seamless continuity: that simultaneity does not mean a static “point” in time
or a cross section which would exclude motion or change, but rather refers to the presence of
an object to an observing subject united in an act of sensation, and the ability for this sentient
subject to grasp its multifarious object without there being different parts of time for each
distinct attribute he or she is observing. Another striking revelation from these chapters was
the way that Aristotle justified his claim for the uninterrupted continuity of time, saying that it
was assured on the basis of the fact that we are aware of ourselves and of our power of
perceiving as being continuous and uninterrupted while it is happening. This indicates the
way that the powers of the soul come to take the place originally occupied by motion as the

exemplar or analogue of the nature of time. We become aware of time not only insofar as we
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are aware of motion, but as we become aware of the activities that distinguish us from the rest

of nature as ensouled.

The other main features of time that are not captured by the analogy to motion also
proved to be explicable as we come to understand the powers of our souls. The sameness and
difference of the now, which appeared to be a mere paradox in the Physics, becomes
explicable once we make the shift from thinking about the now as analogous to the point, and
instead think about the way that the point is “used” by the discerning observer. The point can
be used as both one and two insofar as it represents the relationship of a middle to a beginning
and to an end. Since time is not an enduring line, remaining in place, this double relationship
of the now to a before and after cannot be explained in terms of position. As Aristotle shows
us in the De Anima 111.2, this power to use the one point as two is characteristic of the
discernment of the sensitive soul, and is the key to the way that the soul is able to
simultaneously grasp the differences inherent to its objects. Again, we see that as light is shed
on the nature of the powers of soul, so too does the nature of time come into view with greater

clarity.

Next I showed that the differentiation of time into parts takes place cumulatively as
the powers of soul become more complex and sophisticated. (One might, for instance,
imagine the development and maturing of the consciousness of a human baby, or the way that
a sense of time becomes more complex from one species to the next in the animal kingdom.)
First, I argued that the present must primarily be understood not as a distinct part of time with
its own determinate limits, but as referring to the simultaneous presence of a subject and
object in an act of sensation. How time becomes differentiated into parts, then, occurs

cumulatively, as the soul becomes able to distinguish the time pertaining to its own activities.
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We examined this differentiation as taking place through two main steps. First of all, the past
becomes distinguished from the present by negation. Secondly, the differentiation of past-

present-future happens in concert with the ability to think thoughts successively.

The awareness of a memory, in its simplest form, is the awareness of a sensation when
the object is absent. This “not-present” object gives one an inchoate sense of the before: the
awareness that what has endured from a prior sensation is not the relationship between a
subject and object, but is rather the subject’s awareness of its own activity even after the
object is no longer present. The past becomes an object for us as we become aware of the
independence of the power of soul from its given circumstances: that what remains in a

memory is nothing outside of us, but an activity of our own.

For some animals this might suffice to give them something that Aristotle would call a
“sense of time.” But for animals capable of more complex form of imagination — of conjuring
up images never before seen or of making associations not taken directly from experience —
there is need for a higher form of reasoning to distinguish what one has experienced as an act
of sensation in the past from what one has imagined, or thought of. I argued that Aristotle’s
account of recollection introduces the main themes necessary in order to explain the capacity
that more intelligent animals have to become aware of the future as an object of reasoning and
of action. I show that there are strong parallels between the way that Aristotle describes the
power of recollection and what he will go on to say about our capacity to engage in actions
that have the future as the object. These parallels indicate the way in which the future
becomes differentiated from both the present and the past. Furthermore the fact that this
awareness of the future is prefigured in the act of recollection — which is still oriented to the

recovery of a past experience — indicates that it is a development that arises as our awareness

305



of the present and the past becomes more complex, requiring that we have the ability to

organize and unify our thoughts and experiences in a successive order.

Finally, I have argued that the way that time is said to contain, exceed, and number all
possible motions is also exemplified by the soul in a way that surpasses any models available
in motion. Although Aristotle will speak of time, motion and thinking as all being infinite, I
argued that there is one way in particular that thinking and time are infinite that motion is not.
As Aristotle shows us in Physics VIILS§, the only possible infinite motion is motion in a circle.
Though circular motion is truly endless, it is so by virtue of being the same again and again.
By contrast, thinking and time are not only eternally repeating the same course, but rather
have in them the capacity to stretch beyond themselves. Aristotle calls thinking unlimited not
because it is the eternal contemplation of what does not change, but because when thinking
encounters a difficult object it is able to reach beyond the perplexity such an object might at
first present. Similarly, time can be said to exceed and contain all change not because every
future possibility has already been realized in it, in some sort of static freeze of eternity, but
because every division of time reaches beyond itself, making it possible for events to unfold
not only as the same again and again (palin kai palin), but as different, another and another
(allo kai allo). With each generation the cosmos harbors an openness to being changed by
intelligent deeds and accidental forces, creating previously unseen possibilities, beautiful and

new.

Thus, in the end I have made a case for there being a close commonality between
these powers distinctive of soul and these otherwise perplexing features of time, such that as
we become aware of the activities of our own souls the nature of time too becomes

comprehensible. Still I have remained tentative about proclaiming definitively that “I am the
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now” or that time should be understood absolutely as a power of the human soul, whether
individual or collective. This is because, despite our ability to number time to infinity in our
thinking — and thus take the infinity of time as the object of our thinking — none of us are
active in a way that is equal to the infinity of time’s duration. All of our activities are
something that we partake in but for a small time. Though there are times when we are living
and have lived, we are seeing and have seen, we are thinking and have thought, we also are
born and we die, we wake and sleep, our thinking is often interrupted by the business of
bodily needs that sustain us. The intervening time in which we are active and living, seeing,
or thinking, is relatively small when put into relief with the world that we know exceeds us in
its duration. So while the time that exceeds the moments of our active awareness is not
something that escapes our notice entirely, and is something of which are aware, we must also
distinguish the time of our self-awareness from our awareness of time, in that we

acknowledge that we are not always actively living, sensing and thinking.

This is a tension that I leave unresolved as I bring this study to a close. Likewise, I
must defer adequate treatment of a related issue that I brought up in the introduction, but can
for the time being only indicate as a problem in outline. In the introduction I suggested that if
time belongs not simply to motion, but more perfectly to activity, then time itself will belong
to the divine activity of thinking thinking of thinking. If the expressions of human (and
animal) activity that we have explored here in this thesis are not in the end fully adequate to
account for time, for the reason just stated, would not divine activity be equal to time in the

exact way that human activity falls short? Note that it is precisely the intermittence of human
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thinking, the fact that it is not always active but is only active for a small time, which

distinguishes human activity from that of the divine for Aristotle.”*’

I cannot offer a decisive conclusion to this matter here. However, I will make a
suggestion. Perhaps we recognize our own activity when we try to think time. Like the soul,
time does not manifest itself to us concretely; it is not immediately accessible as an object to
the senses. But when we try to grasp time, to take hold of it as an object of our thinking, we
discover a resonance between subject and object: the parts of time that we take hold of are our
own activities, and not some object outside of us. Is this not very close to describing the way
that divine thought thinks itself? Perhaps our thinking about time can give us insight into the
nature of divine thinking; perhaps understanding what Aristotle says about divine thinking
can give us insight into the nature of time. In particular, it would be worthwhile to investigate
if the conclusions I have drawn in the present study might serve us well in understanding the
kind of temporality Aristotle calls aion in Metaphysics X11.6-9 and in De Caelo 1.9 in relation
to divine thinking and to what encompasses the visible heaven respectively. I will leave the

investigation of these hypotheses to a future study.

" Met. XIL.9 1075a7-11.
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