Chapter 2
Physics iv 10-11 as a Parallel Account

Given the context of the Physics just explored, it will not be a surprise if time
(chrodnos) in Aristotle’s analytic of time turns out to be not a being qua itself but an
attribute of motion,l an interval.’ First, let us take seriously 218al, a rather neglected
line in the treatise,’ where Aristotle qualifies two types of time—ho apeiros chronos,
or infinite time, and ho aei lambanamenos chronos, or taken time—suggesting that
chronos is homonymous—naming two different senses of time. It should be highly
unlikely that chronos in the Physics means infinite time—in brief, infinite time is
outside the scope of the Physics, in so far as the Physics is principally concerned with
the nature of natural beings and the allusions to infinite time seem relegated to
Physics iv 10, where Aristotle works through the doxa. Thus, I turn to Chap. 11,
what I call Aristotle’s “analytic of time,” where Aristotle first defines chronos, to

"Interpreting Physics iv 11 is difficult, and the literature is divided on interpretation. I agree with
Shoemaker 1969, Sorabji 1983, Hussey 1981 that time for Aristotle requires perception of kinésis.
Roark (2011, 56) claims that readers of Aristotle in this camp have not defended why Aristotle
would hold this view here in the Treatise on Time but nowhere else. My defense is twofold: (1) I
read the Treatise on Time as highly contextualized and parallel in structure to Aristotle’s foregoing
arguments about the terms of kinésis. Time, like the infinite, place, and void is not considered a
being qua itself in Aristotle’s philosophy of nature here in the Physics. In short, this is an account
of time relevant to an inquiry into the being of natural beings, i.e., an account of time taken. Recall,
the Treatise on Time may have been the end of Aristotle’s initial work on nature; (2) It is not the
case that Aristotle does not at least assume this view in other works of his natural philosophy. I
will look to some of these works in the final chapter.

2Already, in the very idea of “the time taken,” there is a nod to the fact that time requires a “taker.’
Otherwise, time cannot be “taken.” This seems a foreshadowing of the subsequent arguments
about time and the soul in Physics iv 14.

3Namely, while there is literature discussing the difference between the two Greek times, chronos
and kairos (see for example Moutsopoulos 2010; Smith 1969), thus an acknowledgment that there
was more than one sense of temporality for the Greeks, there has been no sustained discussion
about the fact that chronos itself seems to be a homonym—naming two different senses of time.
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34 2 Physics iv 10-11 as a Parallel Account

argue that time for Aristotle is a time interval, insofar at its actual existence depends
on the motion of natural beings; it is not an a priori or self-subsistent being.*
Chapter 10 of the Treatise on Time is analogous in purpose to the initial chapters
of each foregoing treatise, e.g., on the archai of nature, kinésis, the infinite, place,
and void.” Namely, it serves to discuss the endoxa as preparatory to Aristotle’s actual
analytic of time, which begins at 219a1-3: “It is evident, then, that time is neither
movement nor independent of movement. We must take this as our starting-point
and try to discover—since we wish to know what time is—what exactly it has to do
with movement” (‘Oti u&v odv obte kivnoic obt’ dvev kvicemg 6 ¥pdvog £oti,
@avepdv).® In this chapter, I trace the development of Aristotle’s analytic from this
starting point until he both defines chronos at 219b1 (GpOpOg KvGE®S KATA TO
poTEPOV Kol Dotepov) and then, after some argument, reaffirms his definition at
220225 ('Ot pév toivov 6 gpovog ApBlog E6TIV KIVIIGEMG KATA TO TPOTEPOV KOl
votepov). I attempt to show, by way of a proposal that the “now” for Aristotle is not
only (1) non-temporal, as Coope (2005, 29) has suggested, but also (2) a referent for
existing self-subsistent natural beings undergoing kinésis, i.e., a referent to their
modality, that the best reading of this analytic is to understand Aristotle’s position on
time to be that time is only ever potentially actual, and by consequence only ever
potentially a continuum, unless it is apprehended as such. I support this reading in
part by contrasting the way Aristotle dismisses that time could be a self-subsistent
being composed of actual parts in Physics iv 10, and then argues that time is in some
sense continuous, i.e., presumably a whole composed of parts, in Chap. 11.7 1 treat
Physics iv 10 in both Sects. 2.1, and 2.2, in Sect. 2.3, I consider Physics iv 11.

“Ultimately, T agree with Roark that the before and after is non-temporal in Aristotle’s account,
thus with Coope that the business of numbering the before and after entails counting “nows,”
implying that “now” too is non-temporal; but, I will depart from Coope insofar as she argues that,
“... there must be some other continuum, prior to time, on which the now depends for its
existence” and that the other continuum is change, and instead propose that the other continuum—
in line with the greater context of Aristotle’s Physics—is a “this,” the self-subsistent existing
natural beings, “the matter” undergoing the change.

5Coope (2005, 17) also mentions the similarity in structure between the beginning of Aristotle’s
Treatise on Time and the way he began his account of place (209a2) and his account of the infinite
(iii 4-5), but adds in n. 1 that while puzzles about the infinite are answered by Aristotle (iii 8), he
wrongly claims that he has solved all of the puzzles about place at 212b22-23. Coope refers her
reader to Ross (1936, 564).

SRoark (2011, 53) supports the theory that Physics iv 11 begins Aristotle’s analytic of time, in
Roark’s words, “Aristotle’s positive account of time.”

T offer a reading of Physics 11 despite that the order of arguments is challenging to understand in a
coherent way (see for example Hussey (1983, 145) on the strange arrangement of the section).
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2.1 Introducing the Issue of Time

Aristotle begins his Treatise on Time as he did with the other terms of motion see
Chap. 1 fn 26; he will examine the endoxa and attempt to understand the difficulties
of his subject—here, time (217b29-30).® Commentators commonly refer to such
difficulties as the “paradoxes” or “puzzles” (aporiai) of time:’

(1) Does time exist or not?
(2) What is the nature of time?

Aristotle first considers the arguments for the non-existence of time. Or, if not the
non-existence of time, the relative obscurity of whatever time is (&1t p&v obv §| 8Aog
oK €oTv 1| POMG Kol Gpvdpdc, €k T@VOE Tig v vmomtedoetev) (218al-2). He
implies that time is a whole composed of parts when he brings up the commonly
known “parts” (uépn) of time: past and future. Past does not exist because it “has
been and is not,” and the other part “is going to be and is not” (10 pév yap avtod
véyove kol ovK £oTv, TO 0¢ péAEL Kol obnw Eotv) (218a2-3). But, then, curiously,
Aristotle backtracks to state that any time “is made up of these” (218a4). Aristotle
continues to argue that since in order for something divisible to exist it is necessary
that all or some of its parts exist, but then seemingly exempts time from this
conditional saying: “but of time some parts have been, while others are going to be,
and no part of it is, though it is divisible” (tod 8¢ ypdvov ta pev yéyove ta O
péMAeL, €0t 8 00OEVY, dvtog pepiotod) (218a5-6). For Plato, in the Timaeus, days,
nights, months, and years are all parts (uépn) of time; the past (what “was”) and
future (what “will be”) are not parts, but forms (¢i6n) of time (37e). It is thus
unclear, if Aristotle is appealing to endoxa here, the source of the idea that “past”
and “future” are parts of time. If Aristotle is not appealing to endoxa, the argument
is circular. This is to say that if Aristotle is positing non-existent parts of time as a
premise whence to conclude that time does not exist, he has already assumed that
time is a whole, thus is composed of parts. The idea that time is a whole is
problematic when we consider the arguments Aristotle has just made with regard to
the kind of being he attributes to the infinite, place, and void. These are terms of
kinésis and not actual self-subsistent beings. Why then might Aristotle begin his
Treatise on Time with the assumption that time is a whole?'”

$Exopevov 88 v gipnuévav dotiv Emeldeiv mepi xpdvov: TpdTov 88 Kahdg Exel dramopiicon mepi
adTod Koi 816 TdV EEDTEPIKBY AOYOV, TOTEPOV TV SVIOV E0TIV #| TdV 1| dvTmV, £lta Ti¢ 1} OoIg
avTod.

9Coope (2005, 17) adds Aristotle’s subsequent question, “What is time’s relation to the present, or
‘now’?” to the puzzles.

1%Aristotle will argue in Physics 11 that time is continuous. Since the essence of continuity for
Aristotle is that something is a whole with parts, that these parts are touching, and that there is the
potential for infinite divisibility of the whole, it makes sense that he begins with this assumption.
But, if his Treatise on Time is an investigation in the same vein as his previous queries into the
terms of kinésis, i.e., in the form of APo ii 1, 89b24-5, and beginning with endoxa in the order of
explanation and proceeding to demonstrate that the term of motion is not a self-subsistent being
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Aristotle clarifies that there are two ways to think about time: (1) infinite time
(&mepog ypdvoc), and (2) time taken (AopPovopevog ypdvog) (218al). Now,
Aristotle has already shown that the infinite exists only to the extent that the
potentiality for it exists, e.g., in the possibility for infinite divisibility. What are we
then to make of the idea of “infinite time,” mentioned here without explanation or
definition?'! Aristotle’s reference to infinite time could mean two things: (1) a
reference to the ‘time” of his predecessors, that is, to Platonic time, whose emphasis
on number may be traced back to the Pythagoreans,'” or (2) an idea, whether from
Plato or elsewhere, presupposed about the possibility for endless time (aion),"
given that certain heavenly motions seem to be ceaseless and that the possibility
exists (at least in the intellective faculty of the soul) for motion qua motion to
continue forever.'*

(Footnote 10 continued)

itself, this assumption seems impetuous. If Aristotle’s puzzles are not just rhetorical, how can we
assume something is continuous when we have not yet established whether or not it exists? Indeed,
in her reply to Miller (1974, 139-141), Coope (2005, 20) raises a similar point when she says that
Miller’s suggestion that the puzzles of time could have been solved if Aristotle had said, “to be is
to be surrounded by time” would not work because assuming that being is surrounded by time is to
already assume that time exists, and whether or not time exists is the question Aristotle poses. Yet,
Coope does not raise this same issue with regard to Aristotle’s assumption that time is a whole
composed of parts, i.e., is continuous.

llCoope (2005, 81) cites Generation and Corruption (338b9-11) to argue that Aristotle elsewhere
posits “a pretemporal order that is both infinite and (in the relevant sense) linear,” and she believes
that Aristotle could have used this notion in the Physics to provide a temporal basis for the before
and after, thus defending “his assumption about time’s linearity.” I will discuss shortly that
Aristotle did not need a temporal basis for the before and after in his account of time in the Physics
and that in fact before and after are not inherently temporal concepts.

In the Timaeus 37d-38¢c, Plato defines time (chronos) as a type of number: as the number
according to which the universe, or Living Creature, moves (1ol pévovtog ai®vog €v évi kot
apBpov iodoav aidviov gikdva, todtov dv o ypodvov dvoudkopev) (37d) and as that which
“imitates eternity and circles according to number” (kat  ApOpOv Kukhovpévov yéyovev €idm)
(38a). Later, he affirms that there are numbers of time (38c). So, he appears to be inconsistent
regarding the relationship between time and number. The universe, or “Living Creature” has a
mostly eternal nature, but cannot be fully eternal due to the fact that it was created. That which
comes into being must also perish from being. So, it is said to have been modeled after eternity;
yet, it is truly sempiternal. As such, despite having been generated, it will be for all time. As
Helena Keizer (Keizer 1999, 88) points out, Aristotle seems to be referring to the Timaeus 38c1-3
in De Caelo i 10, 280a28-32. Here, Aristotle questions the idea that something can be both
generated and existing for all time. In short, Aristotle calls into question the whole notion of
creation. Cf. also Physics viii 1 251b15-20 where Aristotle challenges Plato’s claim that time was
created.

BKeizer (1999, 90) highlights the sense in which aion cannot be endless, i.e., it is “a completeness
which is an end (zelos) in all its fullness.”

14Plato makes the connection between motion and time already in the Timaeus when he concludes
that these things becoming in the world of sense do so in time. Time (chronos) is the circling
number, which imitates eternity (aion) (GAAG xpOVOL TODTO OBV LUHOVUEVOL Kod Kot GplOpov
KukAovpévou yéyovev €idn) (38a).
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If time as infinite refers to that which is unchanging and not becoming, it is not the
kind of time we would expect Aristotle to discuss in the Physics.'> We have seen his
emphasis on becoming from the beginning of the work. Contrast that with the fact that
there has been no mention whatsoever about the unchanging movement of the
heavens.'® Indeed, it would be beyond the access permitted to the natural scientist.
This ever-continuous time is not the time, which is a term of kinésis insofar as it refers
to the nature of natural beings. Instead, it might be a subject for a more speculative
thinker, perhaps a cosmologist. In both cases, then, the idea for infinite time (8nepog
¥povoq) is outside the scope of Aristotle’s arguments here in the Physics; they would
be beyond the scope, access, method, and goals of this inquiry.'” Instead, Aristotle
will focus on time that becomes an issue for us because it is a term of kinésis—the time
of this sort is a time interval—time taken (Aappovopevog ypdvog).

2.2 Eschewing the Endoxa

First, Aristotle investigates what appears to be a third part of time, the “now.” But,
“now,” what we commonly think of as the present tense of time, is not going to be a
part of time for Aristotle. Parts, he instructs, are measures of wholes, and parts
themselves have parts (218a6-7). But, time for Aristotle is not made of nows, at least
in the temporal sense. Aristotle is rejecting the idea that time could be represented as
a string of points. We could imagine a string of beads to illustrate this commonly
held view of time. Placing a finger on one bead isolates it as the “present”—whatever
beads exist to the left of the finger are “the past,” and the beads to the right are “the
future.” In one’s actual experience of life, the now seems elusive. When can it be
said actually to occur? Is it now? Now? Now? How about, now? No, it is always
already gone. The future slides into the past before we can really acknowledge it.
It takes great intention to experience each moment as it arrives.

But, this is not at all how Aristotle is thinking of “now,” precisely because for
him time is not going to end up being a linear continuum existing as a subsistent
being itself, independent of natural objects. The treatment of what are commonly

>Though some have argued that aion is timeless (cf. Sorabji 1983, 126 n. 122 where he mentions
von Leyden 1964; Keizer 1999, 89), Sorabji (1983, 126—-127) appeals to De caelo i 9, 279a12-b3
to argue that Aristotle does not mean “timelessness” when he writes aion; but, rather, “everlasting
duration.” This is not to say, as Sorabji concludes, that Aristotle considers “possessers of this sort
of aion” to be in time. Instead, Sorabji notes the “special sense” of time that Aristotle presents in
the Physics.

16 Aristotle will of course famously broach this topic in Physics viii, but one could argue that, in the
spirit of many of Aristotle’s treatises, the topics of the last book are preparatory to a subsequent
topic of study. On this reading, Aristotle prepares us for the de Caelo at the end of the Physics.
7Sorabji (1983, 126) has noted that it does not seem that infinity can be a number. When this
conclusion is then accepted as a premise here, since time is going to end up being a number
(arithmos) for Aristotle, the idea that time could be both a number and infinite is self-
contradictory.
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held to be “parts of time,” i.e., past, present, and future, then is meant to show the
absurdity of understanding time in this way—if not the absolute illogicality, at least
that such an understanding of time does not derive from the preceding theory of
nature. Aristotle easily demonstrates that the past and future do not actually exist,
i.e., we can clearly think about them, but they cannot be perceived, and now
Aristotle sets out to understand “now.”

He writes that the now seems to be bound by past and future and then wonders
whether it is always the same or each time different (21829—-10). The arguments he
then puts forth to show that neither is possible are not arguments made in earnest.
On the contrary, he is disclosing the logical inconsistencies required to understand
the present, “the now,” as an actual part of time qua self-subsistent being. After
giving arguments against each possibility, he concludes that there are “difficulties
about the attributes of time” (mepi p&v odv @V VropydvIOY TP TocudT’ EoTm
dmmopnuéva) (218a30)."® At this point in the text, this conclusion is easy to infer.
There are clearly internal inconsistencies with the position that holds time to be a
whole, composed of two parts that do not exist, and the now, which is not a part but
acts as a marker between the two parts that do not exist, and is neither always the
same, nor always different. Aristotle is peeling us away from holding the traditional
view of time as a being itself, presupposed in our common understanding of nature
and nudging us toward an internally consistent, sound, view of time as the “time
taken.” The reasoning here is the same type of reasoning Aristotle employs to
explain accidental change. Things neither stay the same nor are ever different.
Because in the endoxa, the now appears to be a part of time, or it is commonly
talked about as if it were, Aristotle has to debunk this notion. Before demonstrating
by analogy the impossibility of the now as ever same or as ever different, he
defends the view in terms of the endoxa, i.e., as if the now were a being qua itself, a
part of the whole of time (218a12-29)." Since Aristotle has established that the
“parts” of time are not simultaneous—the past always has been and the future
always will be, the now has always just ceased to be. We can verify this with
experience. When is the now? Is it now? Now? Now? So, if the now has always just

!8«Attributes” is not a perfect translation of t@v Vmapyévv, literally “posessions.”

19 8% ypdvoc od Sokel ouykeiohar &k TRV VOV. &1L 8¢ TO ViV, O gaivetan Sopilew 0 Tapehdov kai
10 PEAAOV, TOTEPOV EV Kol TaWTOV del Stapével 1 GAAO Kol dAlo, o0 pddiov idelv. €l pev yap aiel
£tepov Kal ETepov, UNdEV &’ €0TL TV €V T® YPOVEO AL Kol GAX0 pépog Gpa (O pr mepiéyet, TO 6
nePLExeTal, Homep 0 EMATTOV YXpOVOG VIO T0D TAEIOVOG), TO O VOV pny OV TpdTepov d¢ OV Avaykn
€p0apOat moté, ki Ta VOV Gpo pev aAAAolg ook Eotat, EpOapOar 8¢ avaykn del TO TpdTEPOV. €V
Ot pEv odv £pBdpBar ovy oldv Te S1d TO elvon TOTE, &v HAAm 88 Vv EpBapOor TO TPOTEPOV VIV
oV &vdéyetat. EoTm Yap advvoToV xdpeva glvol AV T8 VOV, domep oty otiypdic. inep
otV £V 1§ pekiic odk Epbopron 6AL’ &v EAA®, &v Toig petafd [toig] viv dneipog odow o v in’
0010 8¢ AdvvaTov. GAAQ v ovd’ aigl TO aVTO SHEVEV SLVOTOV: 0VBEVOS Yap OlopeToD
TEMEPAGEVOL BV Tépag EGTIV, OUTE Gv &9’ &v 1) cuveydg obte v &mi mAsim: 1O 8& Vv mépag EoTiv,
Kai ypdvov £t Aafelv memepacpévoy. Tt el O fua eivar Kot ypOvov Koi piTe mPOTEPOV W TE
Botepov 10 v T® ovTd elvor Kol Evi [Td] vV doTy, £l TG Te TPOTEPOV Kal T8 HoTEPOV v TR VDV
ol éoty, dpa av €in ta £10G YEVOLEVA HUPLOGTOV TOIG YEVOUEVOLG THLEPOV, KOl 0VTE TPOTEPOV
otte HoTEPOV 0VOEV GANO dANOV.
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ceased to be, then that means it did exist. But, in what sense could it have existed?
If it did not cease to be in itself, it might have ceased to be in another now. But,
then, the now would be simultaneous with another now, which is impossible if both
the now is a part of time and the parts of time do not exist. If “nows” cannot be
simultaneous, it follows that when the present now “is,” the prior now must have
ceased to be.

But, neither can the now be always the same. Aristotle argues that since no
determinate divisible thing has a single termination despite the ways it is extended,
and, since the now is like a point, indivisible, the now is a termination. So too, it is
possible to cut off a determinate time. And, as a negative account, if the now were
always the same, what happened in the past would be simultaneous, i.e., “now,” with
what has happened subsequently. Therefore, the now cannot be always the same.

The arguments against the possibility for ever-different nows suggest, on the one
hand, that the “now” does not actually exist. From the argument, since the now never
actually existed, the prior now cannot have ceased to be in itself. The now cannot
cease to be in itself because this entails that it must have existed. But, Aristotle never
denies that the now exists. As we noted, it seems demonstrable by way of perception,
even if the perception requires intention, to show that it does. But, he understands it
as akin to a point, i.e., without parts itself. If it cannot have parts itself, then it cannot
be part of a whole. Thus, as we saw, it is not a part of time.

Aristotle thus intends that the “now” is neither always the same, nor always
different. Following which, he openly dismisses the “difficulties” dealt with in this
preliminary chapter and remarks that, “the traditional accounts give us as little light
as the preliminary problems which we have just worked through” (6poiog €k e T@v
napadedouévov aMAOV Eotv, kol mepl GV TUYXGvOpEY SteEANAVBOTEC TPOTEPOV)
(218a31-32).

Aristotle proceeds to challenge the endoxa explicitly—(1) time is a movement of
the whole; (2) time is a sphere; (3) time is motion and a kind of change. He readily
dismisses the first two. Regarding the first view,”” Aristotle responds that part of the
kinésis, or revolution, is time as much as is the whole (218b2). On the other hand, if
time were the kinésis of the whole and if there were more than one whole, each one
revolving would be time. Aristotle waves this off as nonsensical, since this would
allow for the existence of multiple times at the same time (218b4-5).

Regarding the second view that time is the sphere of the whole itself,?' Aristotle
supposes that this idea is based on the logic that (1) all things are in the sphere of

20According to Ross (1936, 596), this is a reference to Plato’s Timaeus 37c-39e, specifically 39d1.
This is also reported by Eudemus, Theophrastus, and Alexander (Simplicius 1895, 108), specif-
ically 39C (Simplicius 1895, 111).

2! According to Hussey (1983, 141) this is a reference to Pythagorean DK 58 B 33 or Aetius 1.21,
1. According to Ross (1936, 596), Simplicius attributes it to Pythagoreans by way of a misreading
of Archytas by Iamblichus “diasteima teis tou pantos phuseos.” According to Simplicius (1895,
108), this is something attributed the Pythagoreans, who may have misinterpreted what some
Stoics reported to be Archytus’s definition of time, “time was an interval in the nature of the
whole.” Ross clarifies that the “some Stoics” mentioned by Simplicius was Iamblichus.
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the whole and (2) all things are in time (218b7). He dismisses this out of hand as
naive, and he moves on to the only theory of his predecessors that seems worth-
while to discuss.

That time is “supposed to be motion or a kind of change” (énel 6¢ dokel paiota
kivnowg stvan kol petafol] Tic 6 ¥pdvoc) is taken up next (218b10-11). Aristotle
reasons that time is not kinésis because kinésis is in the thing that changes and
where the thing, which moves, is (218b12-13). Time, on the contrary, is “present
equally everywhere and with all things” (6 8¢ yp6vog Opoimg Kol mavtoyod Kol
mapa maow) (218b13-14).

Aristotle refutes the commonly held beliefs on their own terms, which is to say
that he is arguing against the theories based on internal inconsistencies, assuming as
his predecessors did, a concept of time as infinite time. For example, were he
opposing theories of infinite time based on a theory of time taken, he would not
have concluded that there cannot be simultaneous times, nor would there have been
any problem with assuming that the movement of the whole would be time just as
much as the movement of a part of the whole. So too, there would be no problem
understanding time as equally everywhere and with all things, in contrast to motion.
Change for Aristotle, recall, occurs only in terms of being; it is specific to the being
undergoing the motion. Time, on the other hand, is going to end up being a number
or measure—that which is not specific to a given being.

Despite that commentators have taken Aristotle’s arguments in Chap. 10 so
seriously as part of his analytic on time, it seems clear—when reading it as parallel
to Aristotle’s previous treatments of the other terms of motion—that he is here
simply exposing the problems with the endoxa and setting himself up to re-
understand time as an appropriate topic for physics. If time is to be a subject for
physics, and if, as Aristotle has just shown, it is not a natural self-subsistent being
itself (it defies the principles of nature previously set out), it will have to be
something derived from nature. Indeed, as we have seen, Aristotle considers it a
term of kinésis, and he will go on to note here that it will be an attribute of kinésis.
In this preliminary investigation, then, he shows us only that time is not a whole
composed of actual parts, which calls into question whether or not time is a con-
tinuum, but, more fundamentally, as we have seen, that time is a self-subsistent
being itself.

2.3 Aristotle’s Positive Account of Time

In Chap. 11, Aristotle moves on to his analytic of time. This is where he will take
up the question regarding the nature of time despite that he has given his reader no
good reason to think that time actually exists. This is an important point to carry
over from Chap. 10. If time does not really exist, then (1) what can we really say
about it, and (2) in what sense could it exist?

Aristotle introduces his analytic with what I consider to be a sort of preamble;
first, he establishes time, like infinity, place, and void, to be an attribute of motion.
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He begins with an argument for the coexistence of time and kinésis. Time does not
exist without kinésis, he concludes, because it does not seem to us that time has
elapsed when we have not noticed kinésis. He submits the example of those fabled
to sleep among the heroes of Sardinia who when awakened did not realize that any
time had passed. They conflate the “now” they experience when awakened with the
“now” experienced before falling asleep. Since they do not perceive the change that
has in fact taken place, they fail to notice the time interval (218b21-27). Aristotle
continues with an analogy—just as if the “now” were one and the same, time would
not exist, when different nows are not perceived as such, it does not seem that the
interval separating them is in time (218b27-29).? Aristotle then reasons that time is
not independent of kinésis (218b31), if it is true that there is no realization that time
exists when there is no perception of kinésis.

This is a peculiar claim because, on the one hand, Aristotle seems to be saying
that time does exist independently of perception. When the difference between
nows is not perceived, time is not perceived, but Aristotle seems clear here that just
because time is not perceived does not mean that it does not exist. Yet, he supports
his conclusion that time does not exist independently of kinésis because time is not
perceived without the perception of kinésis; put another way, time perception
entails perception of kinésis. So, on the one hand, he explains time as something
that exists independently of perception; and, on the other hand, he justifies this on
the basis of what is perceived, i.e., on account of the inextricability of time per-
ception with perception of kinésis. These first arguments in Aristotle’s analytic
establish the preamble to the rest of his analytic and point to his theory of time as a
time interval—a result of an interaction between a being undergoing kinésis and one
that is “taking” or apprehending the time of the kinésis.>> Before continuing, let us
take note of the language Aristotle’s argument employs here. He tells of time
apprehension as a noticing, as a perceiving (218b30-35)**: not using the language
of measure and number, as he will later on in the treatise, but the terms, opicopev
and aicObpeda, “we mark™ and “we perceive,” respectively. The specific import of
this passage for a full understanding of time apprehension will be dealt with in the
next chapter, i.e., when I ask who or what Aristotle intends to be capable of time
apprehension. For now, it is enough to notice that Aristotle’s transition from

Zdonep odv £ iy v Etepov TO VIV GALY ToTd Kod Ev, 00K &v Tiv xpdvog, obTmg Kai £mel AavOdvel
&tepov &v, o0 Sokel stvar O HeTa D ypovog.

Hussey (1983, 142) claims that, “Aristotle is arguing here from the phenomenology of time and
change,” which he notes to be good dialectical method and apparently “carefully non-committal”
about whether time is a “content-noun” or a “mass-term.” If Hussey intends the difference between
“content-noun” and “mass-term” to be analogous to Aristotle’s differentiation between “time
taken” and “infinite time,” respectively, which I suspect he does, I disagree that this ambiguity
continues in Chap. 11; rather, it is relegated to Chap. 10.

2461 31 10 pR| oiecBan glvan ypévov toTe cvuPaiver Huiv, Stav i dpicopey undepiav petoforiyv,
AN €v évi kol adlopéte eaivntar 1 oy pévety, dtav 8' aicbbpeba kol opicopey, TOTE PopEY
yeyovévar xpovov, eavepov &t o0k 6TV dvev Kivioews kol PeTAPoATC.
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critiquing the endoxa to providing his own position tells of this apprehension as the
result of perception and not, perhaps, of intellection.

The analytic begins in earnest at 219al when Aristotle claims that, “it is evident,
then, that time is neither kinésis nor independent of kinésis” and then announces
that this will be his starting point (&m&l 0V 00 kivno1c, Gvérykn Tig KIviGe®G Tt £iva
ovtov). His task now, he offers, is to understand what time has to do with kinésis
(219a3—4). He begins again to show that we perceive (aicOovopeba) time and
kinésis together. Aristotle famously concludes that there is an inextricable rela-
tionship between kinésis and chrénos (219a4-9).%> Though, instead of justifying the
relationship based on his prior arguments that time is a term of movement, he now
supports the idea based on everyday experience with time recognition. Aristotle
posits that we perceive movement and time together. His evidence is again based on
experience: even in the darkness, when sight is impossible or limited, and when the
body does not otherwise sense change (undév S t0d codpTOg TACKWLEV), but
movement takes place in the soul (év tf] yoyf]) we say time has elapsed (dpa doxel
TG yeyovévar Kol ypovoc). Likewise, he tells that when we think time has passed, we
assume that kinésis has occurred. We associate the passing of time with change and
change with the passing of time. Given his previous separation of kinésis from time,
Aristotle immediately denies that time is actually kinésis, thereby concluding that
time is an attribute of kinésis (Gvéryxm tfig Kviicedg Tt glvan adTév). At this point,
apprehension of time does not seem to require anything more than perception of
kinésis. Motion, in some sense, points us to time.

Aristotle then starts in another vein, establishing the relationship of kinésis, thus
time, with magnitude (2192110—14).26 Since what is moved is moved from some-
thing to something and all magnitude is continuous, kinésis entails the magnitude.
Since kinésis entails the magnitude and the magnitude is continuous, the kinésis is
continuous. Since kinésis is continuous, time belongs to kinésis (219a9), and the
time that has passed is always thought to be as great as the kinésis; time is, at least
in some way, continuous.

Having now established the relationship of time to magnitude, Aristotle con-
tinues then to transpose the distinction of “before” and “after,” one he admits to
hold primarily of place and in virtue of relative position (219a15-16), to time. He
moves from what he thinks must be the correspondence of “before” and “after” in
place to that of kinésis (219al17), and from “before” and “after” in kinésis to that
of time (219al18). That Aristotle argues from magnitude to time both in the case of
continuity and in the case of “before” and “after” demonstrates the primacy of

Bapo yap kivioeng aicBavopedo kai ypévou: kal yop &dv | okdTog Kol pmdsv Si 10D shpatog
TacY®UEV, Kivnoig 8¢ TG v T wuxd évi], e000g Gua Sokel Tig yeyovévor kal xpovog. GAAG pnv kol
dtav ye ypovog dokT] yeyovéval Tig, dpa kol kivnoig Tig Sokel yeyovéval. Gote fjTotl kivnoig 1 Tig
KIVAoE®OC Ti 0TIV & YpdVOC. £mel oDV ob Kiviolc, Gvirykn Tfic KIvioede Tt lval odToV.

26¢mei 8% 1O Kvobpevov Kveiton £k Tvog €ig Tt ko v péyefog cuveyée, Gkohovbel T peyEst 1
kivnolc S1d yap 10 10 péyebog sivon cuveyic kai 1 kivioig €0ty cuveyfic, S 88 v kiviow o
¥pOvog 6o yap N Kivnolg, T0600T0G Kol O ¥pOvog oiel SOKET yEYOVEVAL.
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magnitude to time in his account (on primacy of change in place to all other kinésis
see also Meta. xii 7, 1073a10-13).

The diversion to establish the primacy of magnitude to time benefits Aristotle’s
account because it establishes that there is a before and after in time, but not in the
circular sense in which temporality has to be assumed in order to conclude the
existence of time as an attribute of kinésis.>’ Instead, before and after are transposed
from attributes of magnitude to attributes of time by way of the attributes of kinésis
to show that they constitute nothing temporal at all. Instead, they are modal,
signaling the constant change of natual being from potentiality to actuality. In
locomotion, due to the nature of change of place, this modality happens to be
spatial. Time for Aristotle comes later. The kinésis from before to after is noticed
because before, “x,” alters. It no longer exists; it becomes, “x;”—after. It is thus
when the kinésis is noticed that time is said to have elapsed. So, while the potential
for the continuity of time exists even at the same level as the continua of magnitude
and kinésis and, even more fundamental, the being undergoing the change, it does
not exist in actuality unless the modal change from before to after is perceived.
Thus, time is not the kinésis from before to after.

Once Aristotle accounts for a non-temporal before and after in time, establishing
these as modal features of change instead of as parts of time themselves, he turns
back to his argument for the relationship between time and kinésis (219a22-29)*:

But we apprehend time only when we have marked motion, marking it by before and after;
and it is only when we have perceived before and after in motion that we say time has
elapsed. Now we mark them by judging that one thing is different from another, and that
some third thing is intermediate to them. When we think of the extremes as different from
the middle and the soul pronounces that the ‘nows’ are two, one before and one after, it is
then that we say that there is time, and this that we say is time. For what is bounded by the
‘now’ is thought to be time—we may assume this.>

*"My reading here has benefitted greatly from Roark’s account of the “before” and “after” as non-
temporal (Roark 2011, 95-119). Roark argues against the majority view that Aristotle’s definition
of time is circular because it uses seemingly temporal terms, i.e., “before” and “after” in the
definition (Cf. Annas 1975; Owen 1975; Ross 1936 for the alternative view). But, as helpful as
Roark’s account is, it does not seem necessary to accept Roark’s hylomorphic reading of
Aristotle’s Treatise on Time to understand Aristotle to intend an underlying material continuum to
provide non-temporal “relata” expressed in the relation “before” and “after.” Roark argues that
priority and posteriority are already present in Aristotle’s account of kinésis (Roark 2011, 95). 1
agree, but they are present only insofar as there is a natural being undergoing kinésis.

286000 v ki TOV xpGvov ye yvapilopey, dtav dpicmpey TV Kiviiowv, 1O TpodTepov Kol HoTepov
opilovteg Kol TOTE QOUEV YEYOVEVOL XpOVOV, OTOV TOD TPOTEPOL KOl VOTEPOL &V Tf| KIVOEL
aioOnow AaPopev. opilopev 6¢ @ GAlo kol GAlo dmolafelv avth kai peta&d Tt avtdv Etepov:
btav yap Etepa T Gicpo TOD PEGOV VONGOUEV, Kad 300 €I 1) YuxT) T0 VOV, TO PV TTpdTEPOV TO &’
Botepov, ToTE Kol TODTO Papev givat ypodvov: 1O yap opildpevoy T viv xpévoc eivon Sokel: kol
vnokeicho.

*Hardie and Gaye translate 1 yoyn, “mind” in the ROT. To be more precise, I have amended the
translation so that 7 yoyn is rendered “soul.”
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Here again, we see Aristotle allow that the apprehension of time requires
marking change (tov ypdvov ye yvopilopev 6tav dp owuev v kiviow).*® And
again, it is not change per se that is marked, but the “before” and “after.” This
before and after refers to the “one thing...different from another”, i.e., of the
differing modal features of a being undergoing kinésis in the context of its under-
lying unity, viz. that it is a self subsistent substantial being gua itself. When we
apprehend the difference between modal features in terms of a substantial being
undergoing various sorts of change (alteration, locomotion, diminution/growth), we
ascertain that the nows are more than one.”'

This is to say that time, meaning the time taken, appears to exist because it is
apprehended by us as a result of (1) the principle of nature, and (2) the apprehension
of that principle. “Now,” which is terminology precipitate of the endoxa, takes on a
modal reference. “Now,” recall, is not an actual part of time (see also ahead at
220a18-21); it is merely believed to be a part of time. It is a limit. It delimits the
kinésis occurring of existing self-subsistent beings (Recall 211b30-212a2 from
Aristotle’s discussion of place. He related place first to the hypokeimenon, or the
intermediate that undergoes change, and then as a limit). The man is untrained (now
o), and he is trained (now ). When accidental change is noticed and marked, time
is said to have elapsed, at least in some sense.

Aristotle continues, again drawing conclusions about what time is with support
from the way it is perceived (recall 218b27-29). Time is not thought to have elapsed,
he reasons, when the “now” is not perceived to be more than one (219a30-31). But,
whereas in the previous argument Aristotle leaves open the possibility that time
exists regardless of the perception, and that it is only on account of the perception—
or lack thereof—when we misapprehend time, here Aristotle makes the stronger
claim that the actual perception and subsequent apprehension of the before and after
contributes necessarily to the being of time. “When we do perceive a ‘before’ and an
‘after,”” he writes, “then we say that there is time. For time is just this—number of
motion in respect of ‘before’ and ‘after’” (8tav 6¢ 10 mpdTEPOV KOl VoTEPOV, TOTE
Aéyopev ypdvov: ToUTo Yap €0TV O ¥POVOS, APOLOG KIVIIGEDG KATA TO TPOTEPOV

**Heinemann’s analysis of this passage (2012, 6) is helpful here: “The ‘earlier and later’ in change
is that, by being which in passing change is. Yet, what it is to be earlier and later in change is
something else, and is not the same thing as change. We become acquainted with time when we
mark off the change, that is, when we mark it off by what is earlier and later. We say that time has
passed when we get a perception of the earlier and later in change.”

3Looking at language used: Aristotle is here referring to thinking or judging for the first time,
Aristotle tells that when we judge a difference between #his (thing here) “now” and this (thing here)
“now,” we mark time. However, it is the soul (1] yvym), not specified to be either perceptive or
intellective, which discriminates the nows—the before and after—as two. De motu 700b18-20
uses different language (kprrica instead of vorjompev) to conclude that perception is capable of
exercising judgment: “For imagination and sensation cover the same ground as the mind (since
they all exercise judgment) (though they differ in certain aspects as has been defined elsewhere”
(De anima iii). This early language about perception, marking, and apprehension of time by soul,
generally, suggests that time may be apprehended by the sensitive soul as well. Again, we will
return to this possibility in the next chapter.
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koi Sotepov)’® (219a34-219b1). Not only do we say “there is time,” when we
perceive the change from “before” to “after,” but this time that we proclaim when we
have apprehended it is indeed all that time is if we are talking about the time taken.
Just prior to his famous definition of time, Aristotle concludes: “for time is this”
(todto yap €otv 0 xpdvog). His original puzzle to understand the being of time has
properly debunked the endoxa, and in their wake leaves an entirely new way to think
about temporality. Not unlike his treatments of place, infinity, and void, we see his
clear intention here to associate time with kinésis and, more primordially, with the
beings undergoing kinésis, to render time a potential derivation of kinésis when
certain conditions are met.

Predictably, then, Aristotle again concludes that “time is not kinésis,” and here
he adds the clarification that it is, “only kinésis in so far as it admits of enumeration”
(219b3-5). At this point, then, Aristotle has moved through his justification for the
conclusion that time does exist despite that it seems impossible that it could. It
exists because Aristotle has redefined it. Now, time is to be understood as a number
and not as an imagined vessel containing parts that do not exist. It is to be
understood as a number, which demarcates each interval of kinésis for natural
beings when this kinésis is apprehended. To say that time exists, then, is to sig-
nificantly qualify what “exists” means. This is where we have to rely once again on
the modal category of beings that exists only in potentiality, which Aristotle
established in Physics iii.

Aristotle posits a substantial natural being, a subject or a “this,” to help dem-
onstrate what he means by “now.” The particular example of primary substance he
posits is a human being (10 Kopioxov) (219b13-33), which is meant to be a
metaphor for the “now.” The idea that the now is a being itself, and a perfect being
at that, is dismissed. The human or “this” is carried from place to place. As the
“this” travels, time seems to progress. So is the “this” the same “this” in each place?
Or does the “this” change? Aristotle’s solution is two-fold. It reiterates our earlier
point about the way that natural self-subsistent beings undergo kinésis. On the one
hand, the “this” stays the same because there is something about the “this” that does
not substantially changes as it moves along. In order for kinésis to even exist, there
must be something that is undergoing the kinésis. Aristotle calls this aspect of
something its substratum. In the case of the human being, there is an underlying
unity of material and form unmarred as the “this” is carried along. Its identity
remains intact not only in its starting location, but also in each location where it
arrives thereafter. On the other hand, the “this” changes or moves in accordance
with its various potentialities for accidental change (see again 192b13-22). With its
travels, we can imagine it ages in accordance with the succession of its locomotion;
it is altered in small-—even superficial—ways, e.g., it may become pale, thinner,
weaker. The “this” both remains the same and yet is ever different. 219a22-29.

The “we perceive” given here in English but not found in the Greek is a carryover from the “we
perceive” aicBavopeda just previous in 219a31; the two clauses are parallel in sentence structure.
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What Aristotle means here is that the now, like each “this,” is non-temporal; it is
something that exists and changes along the continuum of spatial magnitude, itself a
modal continuum in the sense that it is ever changing from potentiality to actuality.*
The body is “here” and now it is “there.” In this case, where there is an explicit
display of change in place, the change in the “this” is noticed as a spatial difference;
it can be moved in any direction—it is not necessarily moved in the typical forward
processing temporal direction “left” to “right.” Despite its direction, its change from
“here” to “there” is perceived and marked. Recall 219a22-29, the “this” is a foun-
dation primary to the “now.”

Just as we become aware of “before” and “after” in the act of the subject being
carried, yet despite the direction it is moving, we likewise notice the “now” when
we observe the “this” undergoing change, whether in terms of place or in terms of
qualitative or quantitative change.** “Before” the alteration is differentiated from
“after” the alteration because a change is perceived. The house was not built, and
now it is built; I was on my way to Thessaloniki, and now I have arrived. We
typically think of these examples of kinésis as temporally determined. We under-
stand time to be a vessel in which all change occurs according to a predetermined
progression, and we think of the “now” as points on the line of this progress. But,
this view is precisely what Aristotle has countered. The “now,” as it is with the
human subject Aristotle posits, is both that which remains, i.e., the identity or
substratum that is maintained through kinésis, as well as the difference before and
after the kinésis (219b26-29). The “now” is every subsistent being, both its sub-
stratum and its difference between what it is before and then after kinésis.

Recall, that Aristotle is after comprehensive understanding of nature, and here he
writes, “this is what is most knowable; for motion is known because of that which is
moved, locomotion because of that which is carried. “For what is carried is a ‘this’
(t6d¢ 11), the movement is not” (219b29-31). Physics i—ii provided us the archai of
nature and the nature of natural beings. Physics iii—iv investigated motion and its
terms. Here, we see confirmation from Aristotle that we have indeed been

#3Coope (2003, 29) supports that the now is not temporal when she observes, “On the one hand,
none of time is except the now. This suggests that time only exists in virtue of the existence of the
now. But on the other hand, for the now to exist, it must be a division or boundary of some
independently existing continuum. This continuum cannot be time, since time itself is dependent
on the now. It follows that there must be some other continuum, prior to time, on which the now
depends for its existence” (emphases in original). For Coope, however, the “other continuum” is
going to be change. I will ultimately disagree with this conclusion. The more primordial “other
continuum” is a “this,” the self-subsistent existing natural beings undergoing the change as a result
of their very nature. King (2009, 63) states both that “the change is marked by our saying now and
now; that is how we mark off the before and after in time”; and, “saying now has to be thought of
as occupying no time, like an instant...[the now] is the temporal analogue of a point...” While it is
not correct to say that the before and after is marked in time—by time is more appropriate—
because as King acknowledges just after, the now does not occupy time, it does seem right that the
change is marked by apprehension of more than one “now,” which must be non-temporal.
**See Hussey (1983, 143) on “changes ‘along’ magnitudes™; there, he concludes that every change
is necessarily a change along a path and thus that there is ontological and logical priority on the
path.
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proceeding from what is most knowable to us to what is most knowable to nature.
We perceive motion, which alerts us to investigate nature. When we investigate the
nature of natural beings, we find that their nature is the principle of kinésis and
stasis.

Kinésis exposes the complexity of natural beings, humans included; no natural
being, by its nature, is simply static. We proceed from the kinésis we perceive, and
we discover that the terms of motion are all—at least to begin with—potentialities
and not actualities of being. e.g., contra Zeno, infinity exists only by potential
division. The kinésis itself is not the topic of investigation; the “this,” or substantial
beings are. The “now” we notice as “before” in this way and “after” in that way is
precisely Aristotle’s topic in the Physics, as demonstrated in the last chapter. The
kind of being, which remains the same, and yet constantly changes, is peculiar to
natural being. This is to say that “the now” is a common name for natural being, and
thus a referent for its various stages of potentiality and actuality.

Aristotle has thus done the work to extricate the temporal character of “now”
(nun) from the term. To perceive a change from “now” to “now” connotes no
change “in time.” Instead, it means simply the actual difference on the path (to use
Hussey’s term) of kinésis from “before” (Jackson is untrained.) to “after” (Jackson
is trained.). Aristotle’s moving body metaphor is perfect here—the body was “here”
and now it is “there.” The temporal component of such kinésis comes as a deriv-
ative of the kinésis when the change is apprehended. It is this apprehension, per-
ception and marking, which creates time by way of bringing it from potentiality
(possible as a derivative of the change naturally occurring in this world) to actuality
(actually derived of the change naturally occurring in the world by another part of
nature).

With this said, then, we are in a position to correctly interpret Aristotle’s sub-
sequent claim that “if there were no time, there would be no ‘now’, and vice versa”
(pavepov 8¢ kai &t gite Ypovog un €in, TO VOV ovk Gv €, ite TO VOV un) €in, ypoOvog
ovk av €in) (220al). It would be too easy to read this passage to suggest that
Aristotle has now contradicted himself, or that my argument is severely flawed,
understanding him here to be reverting to a traditional understanding of time as a
whole composed of three parts: past, present, and future. And, this would seem to
make sense. How could we have time without having “now”? But, what Aristotle
seems to mean here is that to speak of “now” as a common name for an existing
self-subsistent natural being undergoing kinésis is already to be implying perception
of the being. Just like the number that Aristotle claims to be time, the “now” refers
to or names the natural being existing independently of all perception and con-
ceptualization. The “now” does not exist without time and vice versa because both
the “now” and time require someone noticing and naming, i.e., apprehending,
kinésis in natural objects. Put another way, “now,” signifies a relation between the
one perceiving motion and the motion itself; it is a referent to mark perceived
change from “before” to “after.” Re-invoking the body metaphor, Aristotle con-
cludes that, “the number of the locomotion is time, while the ‘now’ is comparable to
(g 10) the moving body, and is like the unit of number” (ypévog p&v yap O Tiig
Qoplic apBuoc, T viv 88 ¢ TO @epduevov, olov pHovag apduod) (220a4). The
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number is the name of the change, and the now is the name of the “this”—the
existing self-subsistent natural being—observed. That both the thing changing and
the change itself are named implies someone or something doing the naming.

The “now” and time have a complex relationship because not only does time
seem to be made continuous by the now, i.e., time intervals continue so long as a
natural object is in motion, but also time is limited by the “now,” i.e., when change
has occurred, the interval numbering the change likewise ends (220a5). To say here
that the “now” is both that which makes time continuous as well as that which
limits time is really to equivocate on the term. Or, to be charitable to Aristotle here,
it is seemingly to conflate the two senses of “now” just established—(1) the sub-
stratum of the natural object and (2) the object “before” and then “after” kinésis. It
is by the first sense of “now” that time is made continuous because the natural
object continues to move with periods of rest so long as it exists. It is by the second
sense that time is limited.

Aristotle returns to the earlier comparison of the “now” with a point (recall
218a12-29), officially dismissing it here (220a9-14). Whereas a point can be the
end of one thing and the beginning of another, essentially making one into two, so
long as there is a pause, the “now” taken in the first sense above is the analogue or
name of the body constantly moving. It continuously undergoes many individual
instances of kinésis. Thus, it is in this sense always different. It is constantly
undergoing kinésis just as the body is always being carried along.

Aristotle concludes Chap. 11 asserting that the “now” in indeed not time. It is an
attribute of time (1] p&v ovv mépac Td VOV, 0D ¥pdvog, dAAe cupuPépniey). To clarify,
though, Aristotle does not intend attribute (coppépnkev, literally “comes together”)
here in the sense that time is “an attribute” of kinésis, i.e., derivative of it. The sense
in which the “now” is an attribute of time is “in so far as it numbers, it is number...
but number (e.g., ten) is the number of these horses, and belongs also elsewhere”
(220a18-21).% This is the first time Aristotle will introduce the Greek idea that
number is nothing symbolic, but rather that which is named by the number (see also
220b6-9), i.e., “the number of these horses”. Because “now” names the natural
object or “this,” and the “this” is constantly undergoing kinésis, the number of its
kinésis from “here” to “there,” from “before” to “after,” ends up referring to the
same thing, though in a different sense, that the “now” names. Number names
the things counted, i.e., the “nows,” and the now names, at least in one sense, the
natural being at different points of kinésis, i.e., at different points of being.

Following the discussion of the relationship between time and “now,” Aristotle
concludes Physics iv 11 confidently, saying: “It is clear, then, that time is number of
kinésis in respect of the before and after, and is continuous since it is an attribute of
what is continuous” (811 pév toivov 0 ypoOvog ApBudS €0TV KIVIIGE®MG KOTO TO

30 8 ap1Opet, appoc T+ o pév yap mépata Ekeivon povov oty 0b dotty mépata, 6 8’ aPIOpOC O
T®VOE TOV mmwv, 1 deKdc, kol dAloOL.
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npdTEpoV Kai Botepov, kol cuvexrg (ouvexodg yap), eovepdv) (220a25-26).%
Aristotle thus ends the chapter as if he were providing a conclusion immediately
following his discussion of the magnitude-kinésis-time relationship at 219al4.
Strangely, this abrupt back-step to what he had discussed prior to his arguments for
the relationship between the “now” and time make the latter seem as though they
were tangential. Perhaps Aristotle wanted to reconcile his definition of time with
previous conceptions of the now; if his entire analytic of time would contend with
the endoxa, he had to explain too a new way to think about “now,” i.e., as non-
temporal. If “now” is non-temporal, then so too are “before” and “after,” and thus
there is no circularity in his definition of time, as the number of before and after
with regard to kinésis. And, in this last assertion, he brings everything together
when he returns to the idea that temporality is an attribute of that which is already
continuous, i.e., kinésis, and by way of his discussion of the now, it seems clear that
kinésis is in turn consequent of that which is more primordial to change, i.e., the
natural being that undergoes the kinésis.

If Aristotle has then addressed the first puzzle in his analytic of time and has
established that time does exist, but in a new sense, i.e., as a potential continuum
derived from the kinésis beings are undergoing, it is still left to him to be more
explicit about its nature. If time needs to be apprehended in order that it exist as
actualized, i.e., as a number identifying the kinésis of a being from before to after,
who or what exactly is doing the apprehending? Whence does the number come?
We will take up these questions in the next chapter.

*Hardie and Gaye (ROT) render “cuvexfic (cuvexods yap), @avepdv” as “attribute of what is
continuous,” but the idea of “attribute” does not appear in the Greek. It would be more accurate to
translate the Greek: manifestly continuous; for the continuous.
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