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I examine the relation between the action of producing a change (kinêsis) in 

something else and the action of exercising one’s nature or craft (energeia). I call for the 

distinction between kinêsis and energeia by arguing that in Metaphysics IX.1-5 change 

should be construed as a transformational change that is still characterized in accordance 

with the categories, whereas in Met. IX.6-9 the action of exercising of one’s nature or 

craft should be construed as the presence of a state or an action that exhibits one’s nature 

or craft, which is meant to be a way of characterizing that-which-is (to on) that goes 

beyond the categories. Instead of the conventional patient-centered account of change, I 

argue that Phys. III.3 and V.4 suggest a non-patient-centered account of change and that 

the agent’s acting-upon (poiêsis) should also be construed as a non-self-contained 

change, just as the patient’s being-acted-upon (pathêsis), and therefore cannot be 

conflated with exercising one’s nature or craft. I also point out that a genuine Aristotelian 

event cannot be composed of the agent’s acting-upon and the patient’s being-acted-upon. 

I argue that Phys. VII.3 suggests a two-way relation between the action of producing a 

change in something else and the action of exhibiting one’s own nature, based on which I 
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outline a hylomorphic proposal that a genuine Aristotelian event is composed of the 

action of producing a change in something else as the material part of the event and the 

action of exhibiting one’s own nature as the formal part of the event. While the former 

provides the material necessitation force from the bottom up to the occurrence of the 

event, the latter provides the formal constraint force from the top down to the occurrence 

of the event.     
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 1 

CHAPTER ONE 

TENSION BETWEEN PHUSIS AND KINÊSIS  

1.1  TENSION BETWEEN PHUSIS AND KINÊSIS 

All things are said to exist, according to Aristotle‟s Physics II.1, either “due to 

nature” (II.1, υύςει) or “for other explanations” (δι’ ἄλλαρ αἰσίαρ) (II.1, 192b8-9). An 

artifact does not exist due to nature, because it does not have within itself “a source or 

principle of change and rest” (ἀπφὴν κινήςεωρ καὶ ςσάςεωρ, II.1, 192b14). A piece of 

wood, for instance, does not become a bed unless the form of the bed is imposed by the 

source or principle of change and rest that is “in some other things and from outside” (ἐν 

ἄλλοιρ καὶ ἔξωθεν, II.1, 192b29), i.e., the form of a bed. To initiate a change in the wood, 

it requires a craftsman to induce and transfer the form of a bed to the wood, since the 

wood does not have the form of a bed within itself. In contrast, natural organisms such as 

animals and their parts, plants, as well as the simple bodies such as earth, fire, air and 

water are said to exist due to nature, because each of these has within itself a source or 

principle of change and rest that covers at least locomotion, growth and decay, alteration 

(II.1, 192b14-15) and generation (II.1, 193b8). Accordingly, everything that has within 

itself a source or principle of change and rest is said to have a nature (II.1, 192b33-34).    

On the other hand, a general account of change (I.7, κίνηςιρ) is offered in 

Aristotle‟s Phys. I.7: change is characterized as the process in which the underlying 

subject proceeds from the privation of some property F to the acquisition of that property 

F. Take Socrates‟ coming to be musical1 as an example. At t1 Socrates does not possess 

the quality of being musical, while at t2, after learning how to play a lyre, he has come to 

possess the quality of being musical. Aristotle asks us to differentiate three items in the 

                                                 
1 The Greek word μοτςικόρ can also be translated as “educated” or “cultured.” 
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process of change: (a) the underlying subject, e.g., Socrates, (b) the state of lacking some 

property F, e.g., the quality of being musical, and (c) the state of having acquired the 

property F. While (a) the underlying subject Socrates remains the same throughout the 

process of coming to be musical, (b) the initial state of being unmusical at t1 is destroyed 

and replaced by (c) the new state of being musical at t2. The process of coming to acquire 

the quality of being musical from the privation of that quality is called change (κίνηςιρ). 

Now, since nature is said to be a principle of change and rest that is internal to the 

organism itself, it follows that nature is an internal principle of the organism‟s transition 

from the privation of a certain property F to the acquisition of F.  

In Phys. II.1, nature is said to be the source or principle of change and rest that 

covers change in respect of place (i.e., locomotion), change in respect of quality (i.e., 

alteration), change in respect of number (i.e., growth and decay) (Phys. II.1, 192b14-15) 

and change in respect of substance (i.e., generation) (193b8) as well. These four types of 

changes all together are said to fall under the most general characterization of change, 

i.e., transformational change (μεσαβολή, Phys. V.1, 224b8). Aristotle emphasizes this 

thesis again in the beginning of Phys. III.1: “nature is the source or principle of change 

and transformational change” (ἡ υύςιρ μέν ἐςσιν ἀπφὴ κινήςεωρ καὶ μεσαβολῆρ, 220b12-

13). 

Here arises the tension between Aristotle‟s account of change and his account of 

nature. Take the bird‟s building a nest as an example. The action of building a nest is not 

forced by any external agent. Birds build nests as a result of their nature of being a bird. 

Now, when a bird is engaged in the activity of exercising her natural potentiality of 

building a nest, she is simultaneously bringing about a change in twigs and leaves. The 

twigs and leaves, being deprived of the form of “being a shelter for birds” at t1, are turned 

into a nest through the acquisition of the form at t2. The change of turning twigs and 
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leaves into a nest is said to arise out of the nature of being a bird, since the bird possesses 

within herself the source or principle of change.  

Nevertheless, when the bird brings about a change in twigs and leaves by turning 

them into a nest, she is also engaged in the activity of exercising her natural potentiality 

of building a nest. Unlike the process of turning twigs and leaves into a nest, whose end 

will not be completed until the end of the whole building process, the end of the activity 

of exercising her potentiality is said to be completed at every moment (Nicomachean 

Ethics X.4, 1174a14-21). At every moment of the process of building a nest, no matter 

whether searching for twigs and leaves or piling them up on a tree branch, the bird 

simultaneously exercises and has exercised her potentiality of building a nest (Met. IX.6, 

1058b23-25).  

Furthermore, in the process of turning twigs and leaves into a nest, the initial state 

of being deprived of the form of “being a shelter for birds” at t1 is destroyed and replaced 

by the new state of taking on the form at t2. By contrast, in the activity of exercising of 

the bird‟s natural potentiality of building a nest, the initial state of possessing the natural 

potentiality at t1 is not destroyed nor replaced by the new state of exercising the 

potentiality at t2. The bird still possesses the potentiality of building a nest at t2. While the 

process of turning twigs and leaves into a nest is said to be a change to “negative 

conditions” (ἐπὶ σὰρ ςσεπησικὰρ διαθέςειρ, De Anima II.5, 417b15), i.e., negating the 

previous condition of lacking some property F, the exercise of the bird‟s natural 

potentiality of building a nest is said to be a change “to states [sc. of actuality] and to its 

nature” (ἐπὶ σὰρ ἕξειρ καὶ σὴν υύςιν, De Anima II.5, 417b16). The bird still keeps her 

natural potentiality of building a nest when she is engaged into the activity of exercising 

the potentiality. For this reason she can repetitively exercise such a potentiality and does 

not lose it in the end of the activity of exercise. The bird remains unchanged. For this 
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reason the activity of exercise which the bird is engaged in cannot be construed to be a 

change as narrow as is defined in Phys. I.7.  

Now comes the absurdity. On the one hand, we readers would expect that nature 

as an internal source or principle of change and rest covers all kinds of natural changes 

and activities of an organism, including those non-transformational activities (ἐνέπγειαι, 

Metaphysics IX. 6-9). One instance of the non-transformational activities is the activity of 

exercising a natural potentiality, in which the subject such as a bird who has possessed a 

certain property such as the potentiality of singing or building a nest at t1 comes to 

exercise the potentiality at t2. Another instance is the full development of an organism, 

for instance, at t1 a young oak tree which has possessed the form of an oak tree comes to 

be a fully grown oak tree at t2. None of these cases involves the transition from the 

privation of some property F to the acquisition of the property F.  

On the other hand, the definition of change that is offered in Phys. I.7 is confined 

to change alone, i.e., the process from the privation of a certain property F to the 

acquisition of F, and therefore excludes those non-transformational activities. Following 

such a narrow definition of change, the non-transformational activity of the bird‟s singing 

or building a nest cannot be regarded as an action that arises from and expresses the 

nature of a bird, on the grounds that the activity of exercising the natural potentiality of 

building a nest is not a transition of negating the previous condition of lacking some 

property F. Nature as an internal source or principle of change and rest covers changes 

alone. It turns out to be that, to our very surprise, nature cannot account for those natural 

non-transformational activities of organisms. Lindsay Judson (1983, 232-233) poses the 

tension as follows: 

If nature is a principle of κίνηςιρ and ςσάςιρ in that to which it belongs, we would 

expect κίνηςιρ to cover all natural, non-static conditions of the object; ... κινήςειρ 



 5 

are grounded in a privation in the subject, and are essentially incomplete: they are 

self-terminating processes towards a form. Now this definition excludes not only 

per accidens changes..., but also all ἐνέπγειαι: for these are activities which 

express a form, but do not move towards it. Thus it appears that nature cannot 

account for the ἐνέπγειαι of natural organisms. For (1) the activities which go to 

make up the life of a fully developed organism cannot be wholly reducible to a 

series of κινήςειρ, because no sense could then be given to „fully developed‟. 

There would be no significant difference in status between the κινήςειρ of the 

„developing‟ organism from those of the „developed‟ one: so why regard the 

immature organism as moving towards a form at all? (2) Many of these activities 

(like the bird‟s singing or building a nest), even if they cause κινήςειρ in other 

things, are not κινήςειρ in the subject itself...; so the bird‟s nature is not expressed 

in this activity at all. At best it might be held to be expressed in the twigs; but it is 

only in these twigs per accidens, and in any case this idea seems to undermine the 

concept of largely autonomous natural substances... (Lindsay Judson, 1983, 232-

233)     

Let me recapitulate the tension between nature and change and the absurdity arises from 

it as follows:  

1. x is a nature of a iff x is a source or principle of change that is internal to a. 

2. y is a change that a undergoes iff y is a process from the state of the privation 

of some property F to the state of the acquisition of F that a undergoes.  

3. x is a nature of a iff x is a source or principle of the process from the privation 

of some property F to the acquisition of F that is internal to a. (from 1, 2) 

4. A bird builds a nest out of her nature.   

5. When the bird brings about a change in twigs and leaves by turning them into 

a nest, she is simultaneously engaged in the activity of exercising her natural 

potentiality of building a nest.  

6. It is out of her nature that a bird brings about a change of turning twigs and 

leaves into a nest. (from 3, 4) 

7. But the bird‟s activity of exercising her natural potentiality of building a nest 

is not a process from the privation of some property F to the acquisition of it, 
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since the initial state at t1 in which the bird possesses her potentiality of 

building a nest is not destroyed nor replaced by the new state at t2. The bird 

still keeps her natural potentiality of building a nest when she is engaged into 

the activity of exercising the potentiality.   

8. Hence, the bird‟s activity of exercising her potentiality of building a nest is 

not a change. (from 3, 7) 

9. Hence, the bird‟s activity of exercising her potentiality of building a nest is 

not out of her nature. (from 1, 8) 

1.2  POSSIBLE WAYS OUT  

There are a couple of options to ease the above tension and avoid the absurdity. 

While one may modify the account of nature (i.e., premise 1) or modify the account of 

change (i.e., premise 2), one may also reconstruct the relation between the action of 

producing a change in something else and the action of exercising one‟s nature or craft 

(i.e., premise 5).  

1.2.1 Option One: Modifying the Account of Nature or the Account of Change 

Option one is to ease the tension and avoid the absurdity by modifying the 

account of nature or the account of change. Let us begin with the consideration of 

modifying the account nature. One may seek arguments and text evidences to weaken the 

account of nature (i.e., premise 1) by removing the biconditional relation between the 

protasis and the apodosis. Here follows is one version of the weakened premise 1. Let me 

put a * to mark that this following is a revised version of premise 1.  

[Premise 1*] x is a nature of a if x is a source or principle of change that is 

internal to a.  
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Premise 1* does not exclude the statement that x is a nature of a if x is an internal source 

or principle of an action that is other than change. Instead, it allows the statement that x is 

a nature of a if x is a source or principle of a non-transformational activity that is internal 

to a, such as the activity of exercising the bird‟s natural potentiality of building a nest. 

Under this line of interpretation, those non-transformational activities, such as seeing, 

hearing or contemplating, can be ascribed to be a result of an organism‟s nature. But does 

Phys. II.1 support this line of interpretation, especially when Aristotle seems to define 

nature in terms of the principle of change and rest by saying “since nature is a sort of 

principle [sc. or translated as source] and explanation of change and rest” (ὡρ οὔςηρ σῆρ 

υύςεωρ ἀπφῆρ σινὸρ καὶ αἰσίαρ σοῦ κινεῖςθαι καὶ ἠπεμεῖν, II.1, 192b20-22)?  

Let us turn to the consideration of modifying the account of change (i.e., premise 

2). One may seek arguments and text evidences to weaken premise 2, again, by removing 

the biconditional relation between the protasis and the apodosis. In this way the account 

of change gets extended to cover those non-transformational activities. Let me put a * to 

mark that this following is a revised version of premise 2.   

[Premise 2*] y is a change that a undergoes if y is the process from the state of 

the privation of some property F to the state of the acquisition of F that a 

undergoes. 

The premise 2* allows those non-transformational activities—in which the initial state of 

the privation of some property F at t1 is not destroyed nor replaced by the acquisition of 

the new state at t2—to be construed as a change. For instance, Myles Burnyeat (2002, 28-

90) contends that this kind of no-transformational activity should be ultimately construed 

to be a sort of change, although not an “ordinary” one. According to this line of 

interpretation, the account of change should not be construed as narrowly as the source or 

principle of the change process from the privation of some certain property F to the 
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acquisition of F, but covers all kinds of changes and non-transformational activities as 

well, such as the activity of repetitively exercising one‟s natural potentiality and the 

activity of fully developing one‟s nature. But, is such an extended account of change 

supported by Aristotle‟s texts elsewhere while remaining compatible with the narrow 

account of change that is offered in Phys. I.7?  

1.2.2 Option Two: Reexamining the Relation between the Action of Producing a 

Change and the Action of Exercising One’s Nature 

Option two is to ease the tension and avoid the absurdity by modify premise 5, 

which can also be further divided into two approaches, which I call the-one-and-the-

same-event thesis and the numerically-distinct-event thesis. The former contends that the 

action of producing a change is one and the same as the action of exercising one‟s nature, 

while the latter upholds that the action of producing a change is numerically distinct from 

the action of exercising one‟s nature.   

1.2.2.1 One-and-the-Same-Event Thesis: Producing a Change Is Identical with or at 

Least as One Way of Exercising One’s Nature  

The one-and-the-same-event thesis maintains that the action of producing a 

change in twigs and leaves should be construed to be one and the same as the action of 

exercising the bird‟s natural potentiality of building a nest. The underlying assumption of 

this line of reading is that the action of producing a change in twigs and leaves is taken 

for granted as an action that is out of the bird‟s nature. Accordingly, the action of 

producing a change in twigs and leaves should be construed to be either identical with or 

at least as one way of exercising one‟s nature.  

The problem of this line of solution is: does Aristotle‟s text support the 

interpretation that the action of producing a change in twigs and leaves and the action of 

exercising the bird‟s potentiality of building a nest are one and the same event? It is 
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noteworthy that, according to Aristotle‟s Met. IX. 8, the former is said to take place in the 

patient, i.e., the twigs and leaves, whereas the latter is said to take place in the agent, i.e., 

the bird. The action of producing a house resides in the house and “in general the change 

resides in that which undergoes the change” (ὅλωρ ἡ κίνηςιρ ἐν σῷ κινοτμένῳ, IX.8, 

1050a33-34), whereas the action of exercising a natural potentiality resides in the agent, 

for instances, “thinking in the thinker” (ἡ θεωπία ἐν σῷ θεωποῦνσι, IX.8, 1050a35-36). This 

passage seems to suggest something quite opposite to the one-and-the-same-event thesis. 

The action of producing a change in twigs and leaves and the action of exercising the 

bird‟s natural potentiality of building a nest cannot be one and the same event, since one 

of them takes place in the agent while the other in the patient.  

1.2.2.2 Numerically-Distinct-Event Thesis: Producing a Change Is Numerically 

Distinct from Exercising One’s Nature  

The numerically-distinct-event thesis argues that the action of exercising the 

bird‟s natural potentiality of building a nest cannot be construed to be one and the same 

action as the action of producing a change in twigs and leaves, on the grounds that they 

are actions taking place in difference locations, one in the agent, the other in the patient. 

Accordingly, these two actions are numerically distinct events.  

The problem of this line of solution is that it contradicts to our common intuition 

that these two actions do not seem to be numerically distinct events because the bird is 

apparently engaged into one single event, i.e., the action of building a nest, and not two 

different events. If one wishes to maintain the numerically-distinct thesis, she has to offer 

an explanation to dismiss the above concern on behalf of Aristotle. The other problem 

arising from maintaining this line of solution is that we have to explain how the action of 

producing a change in twigs and leaves is in relation to the action of exercising the bird‟s 

natural potentiality of building a nest if they are numerically two distinct events.    
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1.3 OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION PROJECT 

My dissertation project shall bring forth a proposal to ease the above tension and 

absurdity by centering on the consideration of option two, namely, the relation between 

the action of producing a change in twigs and leaves and the action of exercising the 

bird‟s natural potentiality of building a nest. Please note that I do not take option one and 

option two as two solutions that are mutually exclusive from each other. Through the 

journey of examining option two, the solutions offered by option one—Aristotle‟s 

account of nature (regarding premise 1*) and his account of change (regarding premise 

2*)—will also be taken into consideration and be modified accordingly.  

My general strategy of this dissertation project is that these two actions cannot be 

construed to be one and the same event, nevertheless, from this it does not follow that 

these two actions should be construed to be numerically distinct events, either. Chapters 

Two and Three shall center on refuting the one-and-the-same-event thesis, and Chapter 

Four shall center on refuting the numerically-distinct-event thesis and offering my own 

proposal for the relation between these two actions, namely, the action of producing a 

change in something else and the action of exercising one‟s nature or craft.   

In Chapter Two I shall examine the first popular assumption that underlies the 

one-and-the-same-event thesis, which I call the same δύναμιρ (which is usually translated 

as ability, capacity, potentiality or possibility) thesis: the capacity for producing a change 

(κίνηςιρ) in something else and the potentiality for being engaged in an activity 

(ἐνέπγεια) of exercising one‟s nature or craft are considered to be the same δύναμιρ in 

Aristotle‟s Metaphysics IX.  

[The First Popular Assumption: the Same δύναμιρ Thesis] The capacity for (i)  

producing a transformational change in something else is considered to be either 
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identical with or one way of the potentiality for (ii) presenting an action or a state 

that exhibits one‟s nature, e.g., of being a bird.  

I shall call for a careful distinction between κίνηςιρ (which is usually translated as change 

or motion) and ἐνέπγεια (which is usually translated as activity or actuality) by 

suggesting that the former should be construed as a transformational change in 

accordance with the categories while the latter a non-transformational event that is meant 

to go beyond the characterization in terms of the categories.  

In Chapter Three I shall examine the second and the third popular assumptions 

that underlie the one-and-the-same-event thesis. The second popular assumption holds 

that producing a change in something else, i.e., acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), should be 

construed to be identical or at least as one way of being engaged into the activity 

(ἐνέπγεια) of exercising one‟s nature or craft.  

[The Second Popular Assumption: the Same ἐνσελέφεια Thesis] (i) Producing a 

transformational change in something else, i.e., the acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), cannot 

be construed to be a change at all but should be construed to be either identical 

with or one way of (ii) presenting an action or a state that exhibits one‟s nature, 

e.g., of being a bird.  

The second popular assumption is in turn based on the third popular assumption. The 

latter holds that change should be construed to be identical with the patient‟s action of 

undergoing a change, i.e., being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), for this reason I also call the third 

popular assumption the patient-centered account of change.  

[The Third Popular Assumption: the Patient-Centered Account of Change] 

Change (κίνηςιρ) is considered to be identical with the patient‟s being-acted-upon 

(πάθηςιρ), i.e., the incomplete actuality of the patient.  
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Through reconstructing the arguments in Physics III.3 I shall argue for a non-patient-

centered account of change, which will help clarify one important thing that a genuine 

Aristotelian event is not composed of the agent‟s acting-upon and the patient‟s being-

acted-upon.  

[A Non-Genuine Aristotelian Event] An Aristotelian event is composed of the 

agent‟s acting-upon (as the formal part of the event) and the patient‟s being-acted-

upon (as the material part of the event). 

In Chapter Four I refute the numerically-distinct-event thesis by proposing a 

hylomorphic account of—as I shall call it—a genuine Aristotelian event. Although the 

action of producing a change in something else should not be considered to be one and 

the same event as the action of exercising one‟s nature or craft, it does not follow that 

they are numerically two distinct events. I shall argue that the action of producing a 

change in something else and the action of exercising one‟s nature or craft are neither one 

and the same event nor numerically distinct events. Instead, one of them as the formal 

part of the event and the other as the material part of the event constitute one single 

genuine Aristotelian event.  

[A Genuine Aristotelian Event] An Aristotelian event is composed of the action 

of exercising one‟s own nature (as the formal part of the event) and the action of 

producing or undergoing a change in or by something else (as the material part of 

the event). 

I shall argue that in Physics VII.3 Aristotle provides a two-direction hylomorphic relation 

between the action of producing a change in something else and the action of exercising 

one‟s nature or craft: the former possesses the necessitation force from the bottom up to 

the occurrence of the latter whereas the latter possesses the constraint force from the top 

down by imposing the conditions for the occurrence of the former.  
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Finally I shall provide a concise overview of the structure of my arguments in 

Chapter Five and state the contributions of each chapter.           
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN KINÊSIS AND ENERGEIA 

As is pointed out in Chapter One, there seem to be at least two actions going on 

and intertwined together in an event of bird‘s building nest: the bird is not only producing 

a change in the building materials such as twigs and leaves by turning them into a nest, 

she is also simultaneously exercising her nature of building nest, or, more general, her 

nature of being a bird, at every moment when she picks up twigs and leaves, chooses a 

right place to build the nest, pile up and organize all these materials, and so on. Now, 

how is the action of producing a nest distinct from the action of exercising one‘s nature of 

being a bird? As mentioned in Chapter One, are these two actions one and the same 

action or are they numerically distinct actions?1 What is relation between the action of 

producing a nest and the action of exercising one‘s nature of being a bird?2 Aristotle 

might not offer an explicit answer to the above questions, but does his work indicate 

anything from which we may construct an account on behalf of him?     

This chapter will center on seeking for an account of the first question that is 

mentioned above, namely, the distinction between change (κίνηςιρ) and actuality 

(ἐνέπγεια). I shall make a close examination of Metaphysics Book IX, where Aristotle 

considers two senses of δύναμιρ (which can be translated as power, capacity, or 

potentiality): the δύναμιρ for change in IX.1-5 and the δύναμιρ for actuality in IX.6-9. 

Aristotle argues that the δύναμιρ for change in IX.1-5 is the most strict sense (μάλιςσα 

                                                 
1 This question will be considered in Chapter Three. Through examining Physics III. 3 I shall argue that 

these two actions are not one and the same action. But note that from this it does not follow that these two 

actions are numerically distinct actions. The reason will be offered in Chapter Four.  
2 This question will be considered in Chapter Four. Through examining Physics VII. 3 I shall offer a 

hylomorphic account of the relation between these two actions.    
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κτπίψρ, IX.1, 1045b36) of the term δύναμιρ but not the most useful (φπηςιμψσάση, IX.1, 

1045b36) for what he is concerned with in Book IX, presumably the δύναμιρ of actuality 

in IX.6-9. The main concern of this chapter is to draw the line that Aristotle intends to 

mark out between these two senses of δύναμιρ. I shall divide this chapter into three parts. 

In Section 2.1 I shall consider the debate between Ross and Frede and point out the 

problems of these interpretations. In Section 2.2 I shall argue that change in IX.1-5 

should be construed as the transformational change that is characterized in terms of the 

four main categories, i.e., substance, quality, quantity and place. In Section 2.3 I shall 

argue that actuality in IX.6-9 should be construed as ―the presence of either a state or an 

action‖ that is intended to go beyond the characterization in terms of the categories.                

2.1. THE OPENING PASSAGE OF METAPHYSICS IX 

Aristotle begins Met. IX with two sets of contrasts:  

[Text 2.1] Πεπὶ μὲν οὖν σοῦ ππώσψρ ὄνσορ καὶ ππὸρ ὃ πᾶςαι αἱ ἄλλαι κασηγοπίαι σοῦ 

ὄνσορ ἀναυέπονσαι εἴπησαι, πεπὶ σρ οὐςίαρ (κασὰ γὰπ σὸν σρ οὐςίαρ λόγον λέγεσαι 

σἆλλα ὄνσα, σό σε ποςὸν καὶ σὸ ποιὸν καὶ σἆλλα σὰ οὕσψ λεγόμενα· πάνσα γὰπ ἕξει 

σὸν σρ οὐςίαρ λόγον, ὥςπεπ εἴπομεν ἐν σοῖρ ππώσοιρ λόγοιρ)· ἐπεὶ δὲ λέγεσαι σὸ ὂν 

σὸ μὲν σὸ σὶ ἢ ποιὸν ἢ ποςόν, σὸ δὲ κασὰ δύναμιν καὶ ἐνσελέφειαν καὶ κασὰ σὸ ἔπγον, 

διοπίςψμεν καὶ πεπὶ δτνάμεψρ καὶ ἐνσελεφείαρ, καὶ ππῶσον πεπὶ δτνάμεψρ ἣ λέγεσαι 

μὲν μάλιςσα κτπίψρ, οὐ μὴν φπηςιμψσάση γέ ἐςσι ππὸρ ὃ βοτλόμεθα νῦν· ἐπὶ πλέον 

γάπ ἐςσιν ἡ δύναμιρ καὶ ἡ ἐνέπγεια σῶν μόνον λεγομένψν κασὰ κίνηςιν. ἀλλ’ 

εἰπόνσερ πεπὶ σαύσηρ, ἐν σοῖρ πεπὶ σρ ἐνεπγείαρ διοπιςμοῖρ δηλώςομεν καὶ πεπὶ σῶν 

ἄλλψν.  

That which is in the primary sense and to which all other categories of that which 

is are related has been discussed, i.e., substance (for the others are called that 

which is in accordance with the account of substance, i.e., quantity, quality and 

the others which are so called; for they will all involve the account of substance, 

just as we mentioned in the previous discussions). Since that which is said on the 

one hand to be what, quality, quantity, and on the other in accordance with 

potentiality and fulfillment and in accordance with function, let us determine 

about potentiality and actuality, and first about the potentiality in the most strict 

sense, though it is not most useful for what we would like to focus on now; for 
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potentiality and actuality extend beyond those which are so called in accordance 

with change. After we discuss this, we shall in the determinations about actuality 

clarify the others as well. (1045b27-1046a4)3  

The first contrast is the contrast between two ways of characterizing that-which-is (σὸ ὄν): 

(a) that-which-is is characterized in accordance with the categories, such as substance, 

quality, quantity and place, and (b) that-which-is is characterized in accordance with 

some things other than the categories. But keep in mind that such a contrast does not 

imply that (a) and (b) are necessarily mutually exclusive from each other, since if x is 

potentially F, F will still fall under a category. Aristotle says that he has dealt with the 

former in the previous discussions, presumably in Books VII and VIII. Now in Book IX 

Aristotle is concerned with the other way of characterizing that-which-is. According to 

1045b33-34, that is to characterize that-which-is in accordance with potentiality 

(δύναμιρ), fulfillment (ἐνσελέφεια) and function (ἔπγον). It appears that the first contrast is 

meant to simply mark out a transition from Books VII and VIII to IX and what follows in 

Book IX is all about the other way of charactering that-which-is (Stephen Makin, 2006, 

17). 

The second contrast comes in 1045b35ff. Potentiality, fulfillment and function—

or potentiality and actuality (ἐνέπγεια) as is usually contrasted, e.g., 1046a1-2—can be 

further divided into two groups: one is the group of potentiality and actuality in the most 

strict sense (μάλιςσα κτπίψρ, 1045b36) to the word potentiality, though not the most 

useful (φπηςιμψσάση, 1045b36) for what Aristotle would like to focus on in Book IX. The 

other is the group of potentiality and actuality that Aristotle is concerned with in Book 

IX. The reason (γάπ, 1046a1) Aristotle offers is that the notions of potentiality and 

actuality extend beyond those which are so called in accordance with change (κασὰ 

                                                 
3 I am grateful to Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG); all the English translations, unless otherwise noted, 

are my translation.  
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κίνηςιν, 1045b2). That is to say, the potentiality and actuality in the most strict sense are 

the potentiality and actuality for change. Aristotle considers the first group of potentiality 

and actuality in IX.1-5 and the second group of potentiality and actuality in IX.6-9. 

Now what is the difference between the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 and 

the potentiality and actuality of IX.1-5? Why does Aristotle say that the potentiality and 

actuality of IX.1-5 is not most useful for what he is concerned in Book IX? Is the contrast 

between two ways of characterizing that-which-is merely a mark of the transition from 

Books VII and VIII to IX as some scholars take it, or does the contrast offer a clue for us 

to make distinction between the two groups of potentiality and actuality in IX.1-5 and in 

IX.6-9? I shall begin the inquiry with by considering the following two competing 

interpretations.  

2.1.1 Two Competing Interpretations 

W. D. Ross (1924, ii, 239-279) suggests that Aristotle in Book IX is concerned 

with two different items, i.e., power in IX.1-5 and potentiality in IX.6-9:    

The two senses of δύναμιρ which Aristotle wants to distinguish may be indicated 

by the words ‗power‘ and ‗potentiality‘ respectively. He proposes to treat first of 

power, and then, in discussing actuality, to treat incidentally of potentiality 

(1024a2-4). Power he explains as primarily a power in A to produce change in B, 

or in A considered in one respect, to produce change in itself in another respect 

(1046a11). Potentiality on the other hand is a potentiality in A of passing into 

some new state or engaging in some new activity (1048a32). This activity may be 

the production of a change in B but the notion of a B to be acted on is not 

necessarily implied in the notion of potentiality, as it is in that of power. (Ross, 

1924, ii, 240-241) 

Accordingly, IX.1-5 is concerned with the power in a doctor, for instance, to produce an 

external change of becoming healthy in a patient, or a change of becoming healthy in the 

doctor herself not insofar as she is a patient, but insofar as she is a doctor, i.e., the 
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medical knowledge she possesses. In contrast, IX.6-9 is concerned with the potentiality 

of passing into a new state such as a kitten‘s turning into a fully grown adult cat or a 

sense organ‘s exercising its natural capacity of seeing or hearing. Let us call this line of 

interpretation Reading R:  

[Reading R] Met. IX.1-5 deals with the power in A of producing an external 

change in B or in A herself insofar as someone else (and presumably the power in 

B of undergoing a change by an external agent A as well), whereas IX.6-9 deals 

with the potentiality in A of passing into a new state, which includes A‘s bringing 

about an internal change in herself and A‘s engaging in some activity.  

Michael Frede (1994, 173-193) contends that Reading R is wrong in making the 

claim that the discussion in IX.6-9 is confined to the potentialities for changes or 

activities that are initiated by an internal principle alone, on the grounds that the 

potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 are equally applied to changes that are initiated by an 

external principle such as an external agent as IX.7, 1049a5-18, suggests.  

But it is clear from Met. Θ. 7 that Aristotle wants the notion of potentiality 

equally to apply to the case where the principle of change is external, where there 

is an external agent, where a thing does not pass into a new state of itself, but due 

to the agency of something else. For he distinguishes two kinds of cases in which 

we can say that something A is potentially F: (i) cases in which A is turned into 

an F by an internal principle, and (ii) cases in which A is turned into an F by an 

external principle. And as examples of the latter he adduces (a) somebody who is 

potentially healthy in so far as he might be cured by the art of medicine, and (b) 

something which is potentially a house in so far as it is material in exactly the 

appropriate state to be turned into a building by the art of building. But these are 

precisely cases in which what is potential does not have the ability to pass into a 

new state of itself; the patient requires a doctor to become healthy, and the 

building material requires a builder. So Ross cannot be right to suppose that 

potentiality is essentially the ability of something to pass into a new state of itself. 

(Frede, 1994, 177) 
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In Frede‘s view, potentiality and actuality in IX.6-9 should be understood to cover not 

only (i) changes or activities that are produced by an internal principle but also (ii) 

changes that are produced by an external principle, which is also called the basic sense 

(IX.1, 1046a10) of potentiality and actuality, i.e., the capacity in A to produce an external 

change in B or in A herself qua something else.    

There is a basic sense of δύναμιρ in which the active power to produce a change in 

something else is called a δύναμιρ. There are derivative uses, in particular the use 

in which something which has the capacity to undergo a change can be called a 

δύναμιρ, but also the use in which a nature, or the use in which, for example, the 

faculty to perceive, which is constitutive of a nature, can be called a δύναμιρ. To 

these correspond different kinds of δύναμιρ, different kinds of items in the 

ontology. But they can all be taken analogously to each other in a certain way, 

and thus taken, they are called ‗potentiality.‘ (Frede, 187)        

The basic sense of potentiality is understood as the active capacity of A‘s producing a 

change in B or in herself qua someone else. Its derivative senses include the passive 

capacity of B‘s undergoing a change by an external agent A, or the passive capacity of 

A‘s undergoing a change as a result of itself qua something else, as well as the 

potentiality for using or exercising a sense organ, although the former is involved with an 

external principle of change while the latter is involved with an internal principle of 

change. According to Frede, all these different kinds of potentialities and their 

corresponding actualities that are mentioned in both IX.1-5 and IX.6-9 should be 

understood as ―a mark of the real.‖     

Doings and sufferings are also a mark of the real; indeed they can be regarded as 

themselves ways of being real, more precisely of being actual. After all, for 

Aristotle, to be heating something, or to be building something, is itself a way or a 

form of being real, of being actual. And looked at in this way these changes can 

be called ἐνέγειαι in the sense of ‗actualities‘ or, if we want to avoid ambiguity, 

ἐνσελέφεια. But there are, of course, other forms or ways of being actual, other 

kinds of actuality. And so the use of the term ‗actuality‘ in the sense in which we 
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talk of actual beings extends beyond the use of the term in which it refers 

primarily to doings or changes. (Frede, 182) 

Just as being a fully grown adult cat and exercising a sense organ‘s natural capacity of 

seeing or hearing are ways of being real or being actual, the case of building a house, 

which is taken as the standard example of producing an external change in IX.1-5, should 

also be considered as one way of being real or being actual as well. Throughout Book IX, 

as Frede concludes, Aristotle is consistently concerned with potential and actual beings. 

Nevertheless, in Frede‘s view, although the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 cover the 

potentiality and actuality of IX.1-5, Aristotle is rather pessimistic about finding one 

single unified definition for all these different ways of being real or being actual.    

But, as Aristotle emphatically insists (cf. Θ. 6, 1048a35-b9), there is no single 

thing which we would be referring to when we talk of different kinds of items as 

actualities in the sense we are after. There is no single thing which all the items 

called ‗actuality‘ in the relevant sense have in common and which we could 

capture and specify by a definition. (Frede, 183) 

Let us call this line of interpretation Reading F: 

[Reading F] Both Met. IX.1-5 and IX.6-9 are concerned with potential and actual 

beings. While IX.1-5 deals with the potentiality in A of producing an external 

change in B or in A herself insofar as she is someone else (and presumably the 

potentiality in B of undergoing a change by an external agent A as well), IX.6-9 

covers not only the potentiality and actuality of IX.1-5 but also some other types 

of changes and activities, such as A‘s bringing about an internal change in herself 

and A‘s engaging in some activity. Unfortunately, there is no single unifying 

account for these different ways of being potential and being actual.  

Following this line of interpretation, Stephen Makin (2006, 128-220) takes one 

step further to argue that the five analogies at IX.6, 1048a30-1048b9—(a) that which can 
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build a house and that which is building a house, (b) that which is asleep and that which 

is awake, (c) that which has its eyes shut but has vision and that which is seeing, (d) the 

matter and that which has been separated from the matter, and (e) that which has not been 

completed and that which has been completed (see Text 2.6 in Section 2.3.3)—suggest 

that there is a vertical move rather than a horizontal move from IX.1-5 to IX.6-9. By 

vertical move Makin means a move from the consideration of the potentiality of 

producing or undergoing an external change in IX.1-5, which he calls the change-

capacity relation, upwards to the consideration of a more general schema in IX.6-9, 

which he calls the relation of actual-potential being. The more general schema of actual-

potential being covers both the change-capacity relation and the substance-matter relation 

as the five analogies suggest: (a) (b) (c) represent the change-capacity relation and (d) (e) 

represent the substance-matter relation.   

The important point is that Θ 6 is not a ‗horizontal‘ move from a discussion of 

one relation (change-capacity) ‗sideways‘ to discussion of another (substance-

matter). It is rather a ‗vertical‘ move, from discussion of the change-capacity 

relation ‗upwards‘ to consideration of the more general schema: actual-potential 

being.... The core of the Frede interpretation is that the discussion of change and 

capacity in Θ 1-5 is already a discussion of actual and potential being, rather than 

simply a preparation for that discussion. Θ 6 explains how that is so: change-

capacity is one instance of a general schema which is identified by drawing 

attention to the analogies between different cases. (Makin, 132-133) 

It is worth mentioning that Makin argues that capacities for changes should be taken to be 

indistinguishable from the capacities that are not lost in the course of being exercised.  

The capacities involved in each case (the capacity to build, the capacities 

possessed by a sleeper and exercised on waking, the capacity to see) exhibit a 

common feature: they are capacities which are not lost in the course of being 

exercised (unlike, for example, the capacity of wood to be burned or the capacity 

of a child to learn French). (Makin, 138-139)  
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The case of building a house is mentioned both as an instance of the change-capacity 

relation in IX.1-5 (e.g., IX.1, 1046a24-28; IX.3, 1046b29-1047a4) and as an instance of 

the more general schema of actual-potential being in IX.6-9 (e.g., IX.6, 1048a37-

1048b1). Cases such as building a house, healing a patient and teaching a student are on 

the one hand regarded as the standard examples of change (κίνηςιρ) due to an external 

principle such as crafts or productive sciences (αἱ σέφναι καὶ αἱ ποιησικαὶ ἐπιςσμαι, 

IX.2, 1046b2-3); on the other hand, these cases are regarded as the standard examples of 

activity (ἐνέπγεια) of repetitively using or exercising what one has already acquired and 

would not be lost in the course of being exercised, just as the exercise of a sense organ. 

Following this line of reasoning, Jonathan Beere (2009, 191-195) argues that the case of 

housebuilding serves as the best textual evidence to reject Reading R that the powers in 

IX.1-5 and the potentialities in IX.6-9 are concerned with distinct classes of items.       

The builder‘s energeia is a change, the exercise of a power. ... The fact that the 

energeia of housebuilding is a change, and the capacity to produce a house is a 

power, shows that we should reject the following sort of reading of Metaphysics 

Theta. ―In the first part of Theta, Aristotle discusses certain capacities (call them 

‗powers‘) that are principles of change. In the second part of Theta, Aristotle 

discusses certain other capacities (call them ‗potentialities‘) that are not principles 

of change (but rather, presumably, principles of being).‖ In the case of 

housebuilder, the capacity relevant to being-in-capacity is one of the capacities 

discussed already in Theta 1-5. And this fact is taken for granted by Aristotle, 

receiving no special comment. This strongly suggests, and nothing will call into 

question, that all powers are equally relevant for being-in-capacity. (Beere, 192-

193)  

Note that the underlying assumption behind this line of interpretation is that the capacity 

for producing a change in something else is regarded to be the same as the potentiality for 

exercising one‘s own nature or a certain piece of knowledge. I shall take a close look at 

the problems of the Frede-Makin-Beere interpretation in Section 2.1.3 and offer my view 

in Section 2.3.3.2.  
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Before we consider the problems of these two interpretations, let us briefly clarify 

some translation issues in the next section.        

2.1.2 Translation of the Two Senses of δύναμιρ: Capacity and Potentiality 

In ordinary Greek, the noun δύναμιρ generally means ―power, strength, or 

capability‖; the verb δύναςθαι means “to be strong enough to (do something) or to be 

capable of (doing something)”; the adjective δτνασόν means ―strong, powerful, and 

capable.‖ Aristotle uses the same word δύναμιρ in both IX.1-5 and IX.6-9. As mentioned 

above, Ross (1924) translates the δύναμιρ of IX.1-5 as power and the δύναμιρ of IX.6-9 as 

potentiality; Makin (2006) translates the δύναμιρ of IX.1-5 as capacity and the δύναμιρ of 

IX.6-9 as potentiality; Jonathan Beere (2009) translates the δύναμιρ of IX.1-5 as power 

and the δύναμιρ of IX.6-9 as capacity. Scholars may differ in construing the relation 

between the two senses of δύναμιρ in IX.1-5 and in IX.6-9, but they all try to find a 

consistent translation to make plain what sense of δύναμιρ they are talking about now.     

It seems to me that the English translation of ―power‖ is adequate in picking up 

the sense of δύναμιρ in IX.1-5 as the efficient explanation for an event of change, 

although Ross and Beere do not make it clear whether they base their translation of 

―power‖ on this reason. I shall spell out an in-depth account that the δύναμιρ of IX.1-5 

should be construed as an efficient explanation for an event of change in Section 2.2. But 

my concern with using ―power‖ as the translation of the noun δύναμιρ in IX.1-5 is that the 

corresponding English adjective ―powerful‖ is apparently not what Aristotle intends to 

express by the Greek adjective δτνασόν, namely, the sense of ―able or capable.‖ To 

maintain a consistent translation among all the cognates, I shall use ―capacity‖ for the 

noun, ―to be capable of (doing something)‖ for the verb, and ―capable‖ for the adjective 

when we discuss the δύναμιρ of IX.1-5; when we come across the δύναμιρ of IX.6-9, I 
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shall use ―potentiality‖ for the noun, ―to be potentially something‖ for the verb, and 

―potential‖ for the adjective.        

Note that in ordinary Greek these words δύναμιρ, δύναςθαι, δτνασόν all have a 

modal sense, namely, ―possibility‖ (noun), ―it is possible that‖ (impersonal verb), and 

―possible‖ (adjective), which Aristotle also mentions in IX.4. But the modal sense of 

δύναμιρ is not the main concern of my dissertation research, i.e., constructing an account 

of Aristotelian events of change and actuality.  

2.1.3 Problems of the Two Interpretations 

Indeed, the criterion that is offered by Reading R—the capacity of IX.1-5 is in 

relation to an external change in the patient while the potentiality of IX.6-9 is in relation 

to an internal change in the agent herself—does not provide a real distinction between the 

capacity of IX.1-5 and the potentiality of IX.6-9. Reading F seems to me correct in 

maintaining that Book IX is mainly concerned with some certain ways of ―being real,‖ 

i.e., being potential and being actual, that are distinct from being real in virtue of the 

categories such as substance, quality, quantity and place, as Text 2.1 indicates. Also, 

Reading F seems correct in maintaining that the capacity and change of IX.1-5 and the 

potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 are not exclusively different in extension, for the 

reason that, as Makin and Beere have pointed out, the craft of housebuilding is regarded 

to be the same source of the capacity for the agent to produce a change (κίνηςιρ) in the 

patient in IX.1-5 and of the potentiality for the agent to be engaged in an activity 

(ἐνέπγεια) of repetitively exercising a craft or one‘s own nature. Nevertheless, I have two 

concerns regarding Reading F.   
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2.1.3.1 Does Not Explain Why the Capacity and Change of Metaphysics IX.1-5 Are 

Not Most Useful for the Main Concern in Metaphysics IX 

First, by pointing out that the capacity and change of IX.1-5 are covered by the 

potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9, Reading F still does not tell us how exactly the 

former is distinct from the latter. In particular, Reading F does not offer an explanation 

for why Aristotle seems to take the capacity and change of IX.1-5 to be something 

irrelevant to his main concern in Book IX when he makes it clear in the beginning of 

Book IX that the capacity and change of IX.1-5 are not most useful (IX.1, 1045b36) for 

what he would like to focus on now, presumably in IX.6-9. If the capacity and change of 

IX.1-5 (or, in Makin‘s words, the change-capacity relation) is part of the potentiality and 

actuality of IX.6-9 (or, in Makin‘s words, the more general scheme of actual-potential 

being), does it not follow that the capacity and change of IX.1-5 is also part of the main 

concern of Book IX?   

On the other hand, to argue that the move from IX.1-5 to IX.6-9 is a vertical move 

rather than a horizontal move (Makin, 2006, 132-133) does not seem to resolve the above 

concern, either. While the Frede-Makin interpretation holds that IX.6-9 presents a more 

general schema of actual-potential being that covers both the change-capacity relation 

that is presented in IX.1-5 as well as the substance-matter relation, both Frede and Makin 

are rather pessimistic about discovering one single unified account of such a general 

schema of actual-potential being. Now, as Aristotle has made it clear that the change-

capacity relation is not most useful (IX.1, 1045b36) for what he would like to focus on in 

Book IX, does it not follow that the main concern of Book IX would be the substance-

matter relation? That is to say, among the five analogies at IX.6, 1048a30-1048b9 we 

mentioned earlier, only the cases (d) that which has been separated from the matter and 

(e) that which has been finished up and that which has not been finished up are the real 
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concerns of Book IX, since they present the substance-matter relation? Does it not follow 

that the move from IX.1-5 to IX.6-9 would be in fact a horizontal move rather than a 

vertical move, since the real concern of Book IX is the substance-matter relation rather 

than the general scheme of actual-potential being?         

My point is that these two claims of Reading F—(a) that the capacity and change 

of IX.1-5 are covered by the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 and (b) that the move 

from IX.1-5 is a vertical move rather than a horizontal move—fail to explain how the 

capacity and change of IX.1-5 and the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 are distinct 

from each other, especially when Aristotle has made it clear that the former is not most 

useful for what we would like to focus on now. In Section 2.2 I shall argue that the 

change and capacity of IX.1-5 still fall under the class of ―being real‖ that is 

characterized in virtue of the categories, whereas the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 

do not. I argue this is why Aristotle thinks it not most useful (IX.1, 1045b36) for what he 

would like to focus on in Book IX.      

2.1.3.2 The Same δύναμιρ Thesis and the Same υύςιρ/σέφνη Thesis  

My second concern is in relation to the case of craft (σέφνη) or science (ἐπιςσήμη) 

such as the craft of housebuilding that shows up both in IX.1-5 as the capacity for the 

agent to produce a change (κίνηςιρ) in something else and in IX.6-9 as the potentiality for 

the agent to be engaged in an activity (ἐνέπγεια) of repetitively exercising a craft, science, 

or one‘s own nature. As mentioned above, Makin (2006, 138-139) and Beere (2009, 192-

193) conclude that the capacity for producing a change in something else such as turning 

bricks and stones into a house should be construed as the same as the capacity for 

exercising the craft of housebuilding. Now, from (α) that the craft of housebuilding is the 

capacity for producing a change in the building materials such as bricks and stones (e.g., 
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IX.3, 1046b29-1047a4; V. 12, 1019a15-18) and (β) that the craft of housebuilding is the 

potentiality for the housebuilder to exercise her knowledge of housebuilding which she 

has acquired earlier (e.g., IX.6, 1048b19-35), does it follow that the capacity for 

producing a change in bricks and stones is the same as the potentiality for the 

housebuilder to exercise her knowledge of housebuilding?  

In IX.6 Aristotle has reminded us that ―we not only call capable that which by 

nature effects a change in something else or undergoes a change by something else, either 

without qualification in some certain way, but also in a different way (ἀλλὰ καὶ ἑσέπψρ)...‖ 

(IX.6, 1048a27-30, see Text 2.20 in Section 2.3.1). Beere takes it to be saying that the 

very same capacity can be spoken in different ways, and for this reason the capacity for 

initiating a change in bricks and stones should be construed as being the same as the 

potentiality for the housebuilder to exercise her knowledge of housebuilding.   

But there is also another kind of innovation in the use of the term ‗dunamis,‘ not 

an expansion of its extension but a new way of using the term. This is what 

Aristotle means by ―another way‖ in which things are called ―capable‖ (dunaton): 

using the noun, dunamis to modify the verb ‗to be,‘ to say that something is in 

capacity. That this is what Aristotle means, is borne out by the subsequent course 

of the chapter.... Thus we should not conclude from this that Aristotle first talked 

about some items—the powers—and that he is now talking about a distinct class 

of items—the potentialities—that are relevant to being. The text says only that 

things are called ‗capable‘ (dunaton) in another way from the way they are called 

dunaton when a power is attributed to them. This leaves open that, say, the power 

(dunamis) to build a house is perfectly sufficient on its own to qualify it to be-in-

capacity a housebuilder. The very same thing—the power the housebuilder has—

can be considered either as a principle of bringing about change in something else 

(dunamis kata kinêsin) or as the way in which the thing itself is a housebuilder. 

(Beere, 170-171) 

Let me call this line of interpretation the same δύναμιρ thesis: 
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[The Same δύναμιρ Thesis] The δύναμιρ for the agent to produce a change in the 

patient is the same as the δύναμιρ for the agent to exercise its own nature or a craft 

that has been acquired earlier. 

But I would like to call attention to the distinction between (a) the housebuilder, or, more 

precisely, the craft (σέφνη) of housebuilding and (b) (i) the δύναμιρ for the housebuilder to 

produce a change in the building materials and (ii) the δύναμιρ for the housebuilder to 

exercise the craft of housebuilding. I argue that what is the same should be construed as 

the craft of housebuilding. It is in virtue of the same craft (σέφνη) or science (ἐπιςσήμη), 

rather than the same capacity, that the housebuilder is said to (i) possess the δύναμιρ for 

producing a change in bricks and stones (IX.2, 1046b2-3; V. 12, 1049a17-18) and (ii) 

possess the δύναμιρ for exercising the craft of (IX.6, 1048b19-35). Likewise, in the case 

of activities out of an organism‘s nature such as seeing or hearing, we need to 

differentiate between (a) the sense organ such as eyes and (a) (i) the δύναμιρ for the eyes 

to undergo a change by the perceptible object and (ii) the δύναμιρ for the eyes to exercise 

their own nature of sight. Again, it is in virtue of the same organism‘s nature that the 

sense organ is said to (i) possess the δύναμιρ for undergoing the perceiving process and 

(ii) possesses the δύναμιρ for being engaged in the activity of perceiving an object.  

I argue that the organism‘s nature (υύςιρ) or the craft (σέφνη) should be construed 

to be the bearer or source of both (i) the δύναμιρ for a change that concerns Aristotle in 

IX.1-5 and (ii) the potentiality for exercising a certain craft or one‘s nature that concerns 

Aristotle in IX.6-9. For this reason, (i) the δύναμιρ for a change and (ii) the potentiality 

for exercise a certain craft or one‘s nature should not be conflated with each other. Let 

me call this line of interpretation the same υύςιρ/σέφνη thesis:         
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[The Same υύςιρ/σέφνη Thesis] The υύςιρ/σέφνη in virtue of which the agent is 

capable of producing a change in the patient is the same as the υύςιρ/σέφνη in 

virtue of which the agent has the potentiality of exercising its own nature or a 

craft that has been acquired earlier.   

One reason in favor of this line of interpretation is that, according to the ―priority of 

actuality‖ which is addressed in IX.8, δύναμιρ is defined in terms of its corresponding 

actuality, since actuality is prior to potentiality in definition (IX.8, 1049b12-17) and in 

substance (IX.8, 1050a4-14). If the accounts of the corresponding actualities are not the 

same, the accounts of the δτνάμειρ at issue cannot be the same, either. Now the 

underlying assumption of the Makin-Beere interpretation is that the action of producing a 

change in bricks and stones is the same as, or, an instance of, the action of exercising 

one‘s knowledge of housebuilding. It follows that the capacity for producing a change in 

the patient and the potentiality for exercising a craft or one‘s nature are the same δύναμιρ. 

But in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 I shall argue that Aristotle has offered two distinct accounts of 

these two types of actualities and I will take one step further to argue that the former 

should be understood as the efficient explanation of the occurrence of a change while the 

latter as the formal explanation of exhibiting one‘s own nature. What is the same should 

be therefore construed as the bearer of the capacity and the potentiality, which is the craft 

(σέφνη) that the agent has acquired earlier or the nature (υύςιρ) of the organism.      

On the whole, I shall argue that both Reading R and Reading F miss the true 

difference between the potentiality and actuality of IX.1-5 and those of IX.6-9. The 

difference between these two sets of potentiality and actuality does not lie in the fact that 

IX.1-5 is concerned with an external change whereas IX.6-9 is concerned with an internal 

change as Reading R suggests. Nor does the difference lie in the fact that IX.1-5 is 
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concerned with the change-capacity relation in which the capacity is regarded to be 

indistinguishable with the potentiality for repetitively exercising a certain craft whereas 

IX.6-9 is concerned with an unclear schema of actual-potential being.  

2.2 THE ACCOUNT OF CHANGE AND CAPACITY IN METAPHYSICS IX.1-5 

Aristotle characterizes the sense of δύναμιρ in IX.1-5 as the most strict (μάλιςσα 

κτπίψρ, IX.1, 1045b36) sense to the term δύναμιρ, yet not most useful (φπηςιμψσάση, IX.1, 

1045b36) for what Aristotle plans to focus on in Book IX. According to IX.8, δύναμιρ is 

said to be defined in terms of its corresponding actuality, which is the so-called priority 

of actuality (IX.8, 1049b12-17, 1050a4-14). Now, our questions are, first, what is the 

corresponding actuality of the δύναμιρ in IX.1-5? Second, why is the sense of δύναμιρ in 

IX.1-5 said to be ―not most useful for what we plan to discuss now‖ (IX.1, 1045b36-37), 

presumably in IX.6-9?  

2.2.1 The Accounts of Capacity in Metaphysics IX.1 and V. 12  

[Text 2.2] ὅσι μὲν οὖν λέγεσαι πολλαφῶρ ἡ δύναμιρ καὶ σὸ δύναςθαι, διώπιςσαι ἡμῖν 

ἐν ἄλλοιρ· σούσψν δ’ ὅςαι μὲν ὁμψνύμψρ λέγονσαι δτνάμειρ ἀυείςθψςαν (ἔνιαι γὰπ 

ὁμοιόσησί σινι λέγονσαι, καθάπεπ ἐν γεψμεσπίᾳ καὶ δτνασὰ καὶ ἀδύνασα λέγομεν σῷ 

εἶναί πψρ ἢ μὴ εἶναι), ὅςαι δὲ ππὸρ σὸ αὐσὸ εἶδορ, πᾶςαι ἀπφαί σινέρ εἰςι, καὶ ππὸρ 

ππώσην μίαν λέγονσαι, ἥ ἐςσιν ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο. ἡ μὲν γὰπ σοῦ 

παθεῖν ἐςσὶ δύναμιρ, ἡ ἐν αὐσῷ σῷ πάςφονσι ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ παθησικρ ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ ἢ 

ᾗ ἄλλο· ἡ δ’ ἕξιρ ἀπαθείαρ σρ ἐπὶ σὸ φεῖπον καὶ υθοπᾶρ σρ ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο ὑπ’ 

ἀπφρ μεσαβλησικρ. ἐν γὰπ σούσοιρ ἔνεςσι πᾶςι σοῖρ ὅποιρ ὁ σρ ππώσηρ δτνάμεψρ 

λόγορ. πάλιν δ’ αὗσαι δτνάμειρ λέγονσαι ἢ σοῦ μόνον ποιςαι ἢ [σοῦ] παθεῖν ἢ σοῦ 

καλῶρ, ὥςσε καὶ ἐν σοῖρ σούσψν λόγοιρ ἐντπάπφοτςί πψρ οἱ σῶν πποσέπψν δτνάμεψν 

λόγοι.  

We have shown elsewhere that capacity and being capable are spoken of in many 

ways. Among these, those that are called capacities homonymously may be 

dismissed (for some are so called because of a certain similarity, just as in 

geometry and we call things possible or impossible because they are or are not in 

some certain way); but those that are in relation to the same type are all principles 

of a certain kind, and are so called in relation to one primary [sc. sense of 
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capacity], which is the principle of transformational change in something else or 

in itself qua something else. For one is the capacity to be acted upon, i.e., the 

principle of passive transformational change in the patient itself that is acted upon 

by something else or by itself qua something else; another is the state of being 

resistant to being acted upon for the worse and destruction by something else or 

by itself qua something else, i.e., by the principle of transformational change. For 

all the definitions of these capacities contain the account of the primary sense of 

potentiality. Again, these capacities are so called either because they merely act or 

are acted upon or because they act or are acted upon well. Thus the accounts of 

the previous capacities are present also in these accounts somehow. (Met. IX.1, 

1046a6-19) 

―We have shown elsewhere‖ (1046a6) refers to Met. V. 12, where δύναμιρ is divided into 

four types. It is worth attention that V. 12 is concerned with the (most) strict sense4 of 

δύναμιρ and its derivative senses only, namely, the capacities that are dealt with in IX.1-5, 

and does not include any of the δύναμιρ in IX.6-9. Here the most strict sense of δύναμιρ in 

IX.1 is also divided into the same four types of capacity: (a) active capacity, (b) passive 

capacity, (c) capacity for resistance, and (d) capacity for acting or being acted upon in a 

certain way.   

2.2.1.1 Active Capacity as the Primary Sense of Capacity 

The account of active capacity in IX.1 is rather concise: it is characterized as the 

principle of transformational change in something else or in itself qua something else 

(ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο, 1046a11) in Text 2.2. In V. 12 a slightly different 

phrasing is used: the principle of change or transformational change that is in something 

else or in itself qua something else (ἀπφὴ κινήςεψρ ἢ μεσαβολρ ἡ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο, 

1019a15-16). Two examples are offered in V. 12 to illustrate the locus of such a capacity: 

                                                 
4 Instead of using the superlative ―most strict‖ (μάλιςσα κτπίψρ, IX.1, 1045b36), Aristotle simply uses the 

positive ―strict‖ (κύπιορ, V. 12, 1020a4) to describe the primary sense of δύναμιρ in V. 12: ὥςσε ὁ κύπιορ 

ὅπορ σρ ππώσηρ δτνάμεψρ ἂν εἴη ἀπφὴ μεσαβλησικὴ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο. (It follows that the fundamental 

definition of the primary capacity must be: what originates alteration in something else or qua something 

else.) (Met. V. 12, 1020a4-6; translation by Christopher Kirwan, 1970).  
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the capacity of turning bricks and stones into a house is present (ὑπάπφει) in the 

housebuilder, not in the thing built (1019a16-17). In the case where the agent and the 

patient are identical, the doctor‘s capacity of making herself become healthy is in the 

doctor, but she has such a capacity because she is a doctor, not because she is a patient 

(1019a17-18).  

Makin (2009, 21) and many other commentators5 use one single English word 

―change‖ for two distinct Aristotelian terms, κίνηςιρ and μεσαβολή, in Book IX. His 

reason is that Aristotle does not make any distinction of these two terms there. I shall take 

a close look at the relation between κίνηςιρ and μεσαβολή and argue that μεσαβολή should 

be translated as ―transformational change‖ in Section 2.2.2. But before we get to the 

discussion of my distinction between these two Greek terms, I shall temporarily follow 

Makin and use ―change‖ to translate both κίνηςιρ and μεσαβολή in this Section 2.2.1.   

Let me formulate the active capacity as follows. Suppose that there is an agent x 

and a patient y, and that φ is an event of change: 

[Active Capacity] x has the active capacity for φ in y iff x has the capacity to 

produce φ in y.6    

For instance, if one does not have the capacity to produce an event of housebuilding in 

the materials such as bricks and stones, then one cannot be said to have the active 

capacity to produce an event of housebuilding. I take the formulation ―x has the capacity 

                                                 
5 For instance, W. D. Ross (1924, i, 318-323) also takes these two terms as referring to the same kind of 

change. 
6 Makin imports the definition of passive capacity into the definition of active capacity: ―[ACT*] an origin 

of change in something else, i.e. what possesses the appropriate sort of origin of being affected by 

something else.‖ (2006, 26) It seems to me that Makin is right in importing the definition of passive 

capacity into the definition of active capacity. But, four pages later, Makin contradicts to himself by 

maintaining that ―something could have an active capacity without anything having the correlative passive 

capacity‖ (2006, 30).    
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to produce φ in y‖ (ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο, IX.1, 1046a11, V. 12, 1019a16) to cover both (i) x 

has the capacity to produce φ in y (ἐν ἄλλῳ, 1046a11) and (ii) x has the capacity to 

produce φ in x itself insofar as x is y (ᾗ ἄλλο, 1046a11). Note that the account of active 

capacity always involves the presence of the patient, because an event of change always 

takes place in the patient only, as Aristotle makes clear in Physics III. 1-3.7   

In Text 2.2 the active capacity is also said to be the primary sense of capacity 

(1046a10, 1046a16) from which all other types of capacity are derived: ―those that are in 

relation to the same type are all principles of a certain kind, and are so called in relation 

to one primary [sc. sense of capacity]‖ (1046a9-11). What does Aristotle mean by saying 

that all other types of capacity are in relation to the primary sense of capacity, i.e., the 

active capacity? The connective γάπ at 1046a11 introduces three types of capacity and the 

reason why they are said to be in relation to the active capacity: (b) the passive capacity, 

i.e., the principle of passive [sc. transformational] change (ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ παθησικρ, 

1046a12-13) in the patient to undergo a change that is produced by something else or by 

the patient itself qua something else; (c) the capacity of resistance, i.e., the state of being 

resistant to being acted upon for the worse and destruction (ἡ δ’ ἕξιρ ἀπαθείαρ σρ ἐπὶ σὸ 

φεῖπον καὶ υθοπᾶρ, 1046a13-14) that is produced by the principle of [sc. transformational] 

change (ὑπ’ ἀπφρ μεσαβλησικρ, 1046a14-15); (d) the capacity for acting or being acted 

upon well (καλῶρ, 1046a17). The reason why they are said to be in relation to the active 

capacity is that ―all the definitions of these capacities contain the account of the primary 

sense of capacity‖ (1046a15-16).  

                                                 
7 I shall offer an in-depth discussion of this issue in my Chapter Three.  
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In V. 12 Aristotle offers a further account of how the active capacity, i.e., the 

principle of change, plays a role in (b) (c) (d).8   

[Text 2.3] σὰ γὰπ ἄλλα λέγεσαι δτνασὰ σῷ σὰ μὲν ἔφειν αὐσῶν ἄλλο σι σοιαύσην 

δύναμιν, σὰ δὲ μὴ ἔφειν, σὰ δὲ ὡδὶ ἔφειν.  

For the other things are said to be capable because something else has such a 

capacity over them; others because something else does not have such a capacity 

over them; others because something else has such a capacity over them in a 

certain way. (Met. V. 12, 1020a2-4)            

―Such a capacity‖ refers to the principle of [sc. transformational] change in something 

else or in itself qua something else (ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο) at V. 12, 1020a1-2.  

Considering the criteria offered in Text 2.2 (in particular, IX.1, 1046a15-16) and 

Text 2.3, let me formulate (b) (c) (d) as follows. It is worth noting that the definitions of 

(b) passive capacity, (c) capacity for resistance and (d) capacity for acting or being acted 

upon well all imply (a) active capacity as a necessary condition for their definitions in 

one way or another (IX.1, 1046a15-16). I shall provide a full-length discussion of (b) in 

Section 2.2.1.2, (c) in Section 2.2.1.3, (d) in Section 2.2.1.4. But let me present a general 

picture of (b) (c) (d) as follows.  

                                                 
8 σὰ γὰπ ἄλλα υηςὶ δτνασὰ σῶν κασὰ δύναμιν λεγομένψν ἀπὸ σαύσηρ εἰπςθαι· σὰ μὲν γὰπ σῷ ἄλλο σι ἔφειν 

αὐσῶν δύναμιν σοιαύσην, δηλονόσι μεσαβάλλειν αὐσὰ καὶ κινεῖν σε καὶ ποιεῖν (σοιαῦσά ἐςσι σὰ σὴν παθησικὴν 

δύναμιν ἔφονσα· σῷ γὰπ εἶναι αὐσῶν δύναμίν σινα ποιησικήν), σὰ δὲ σῷ μὴ ἔφειν ἄλλο σι δύναμιν σοῦ 

μεσαβάλλειν αὐσά (δτνασὰ γὰπ καὶ σὰ μὴ μεσαβαλλόμενα ὑπό σινορ ὡρ ἀπαθ· οὐδὲν γὰπ ἔφει σούσψν ποιησικὴν 

δύναμιν, καὶ διὰ σοῦσο δτνασὰ ὁμοίψρ καὶ σὰ εὐπαθ), σὰ δὲ σῷ ὡδὶ ἔφειν, οἷον σοῦ καλῶρ σε καὶ ἐπὶ σὸ βέλσιον 

μεσαβάλλειν ἢ σοῦ καλῶρ πάςφειν σε καὶ μεσαβάλλεςθαι. (For, he says, the other things called dunata 

(capable) in virtue of a capacity are so called from this capacity. Some of them are capable because another 

thing has this kind of capacity over them, obviously the power to change and move and act upon them; 

such are those that have the passive capacity, for [they are capable] because there is a power capable of 

acting on them. Others [are capable] because nothing else has the power to change them, for those that are 

not changed by anything inasmuch as they are impervious to change are also capable, since nothing has the 

power to act on them; and for this reason even things easily susceptible to change are likewise capable. 

Other things [are capable] because they have the capacity in a certain way, for instance to bring about a 

beneficial change for the well or to be so affected and changed.) (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 395,8-16; 

translation and brackets by William Dooley, 1994) 
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Aristotle first addresses the relation between active and passive capacities. 

Suppose that there is an agent x and a patient y, and that φ is an event of change:    

[Passive Capacity] y has the passive capacity for φ by x iff  

(i) y has the capacity to undergo φ by x, and  

(ii) x has the capacity to produce φ in y.   

At first sight, it might appear to be a too strong formulation to include (ii) as part of the 

definition of a passive capacity. Readers might wonder: why must the existence of a 

passive capacity depend on the actual existence of an active capacity? Why must (ii) x‘s 

capacity to produce φ in y play a role equally important as (i) y has the capacity to 

undergo φ? But note that in Text 2.2 Aristotle carefully characterizes (ii) as part of the 

account of a passive capacity: the principle of passive change in the patient itself that is 

acted upon by something else or by itself qua something else (ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο, Met. 

IX.1, 1046a13). Also, in Text 2.3 Aristotle make it even clearer that (ii) explains (i), or, at 

least he lists (ii) as one of the requirements for y to be capable of undergoing φ: because 

something else has such a capacity over them (σῷ σὰ μὲν ἔφειν αὐσῶν ἄλλο σι σοιαύσην 

δύναμιν, Met. V. 12, 1020a2-3).   

It seems to me that the above concern or confusion arises from the conflation of 

y‘s capacity for undergoing a change process and y‘s potentiality for exhibiting its nature, 

which is what I would like to call for distinction. Take the building materials as an 

instance. Surely, y, as the building materials such as a pile of stones and bricks, possesses 

the potentiality of exhibiting its nature of being building materials (although it is an 

artificial nature in this case, since stones and bricks do not possess the principle of change 

in themselves; instead, the nature of being building materials is transferred from the agent 

housebuilder), even if there is no actual housebuilder around. But this is not the δύναμιρ 
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that Aristotle is concerned with in IX.1-5. Presumably he shall deal with this kind of 

δύναμιρ in IX.6-9. What concerns Aristotle here in Text 2.2 and Text 2.3 is the related 

capacities that are involved in an event of change process that takes place in something 

else (ἐν ἄλλῳ, IX.1, 1046a11) or is initiated by something else (ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ, IX.1, 1046a13 

for the case of passive capacity; ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ, IX.1, 1046a14 for the case of the capacity for 

acting upon or being acted upon better or worse).     

[Capacity For Resistance] y has the capacity for resistance to φ by x iff  

(i) y has the capacity to resist undergoing φ by x, and  

(ii) φ is limited to deterioration or destruction, and  

(iii) x does not have the capacity to produce φ in y. 

Note that condition (iii) is based on ―one thing is capable if neither any other thing nor 

itself qua something else contains a capacity or a destructive principle‖ (ἕνα δὲ σῷ μὴ 

ἔφειν αὐσοῦ δύναμιν ἢ ἀπφὴν ἄλλο ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο υθαπσικήν, Met. V. 12, 1019b10-11). For 

instance, a hurricane has the active capacity of producing destruction to a camping tent. 

We say that the camping tent does not have the capacity to resist the destruction brought 

by hurricane. But, suppose that a gust of strong wind may bring destructions to some 

things but not to the camping tent. We say that the camping tent has the capacity to resist 

a gust of strong wind.    

[Capacity For Acting-Upon Or Being-Acted-Upon In A Certain Way] x has 

the active capacity to produce φ in y or y has the passive capacity to undergo φ by 

x in a certain way (ὡδί, V. 12, 1020a4) iff x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y 

has the capacity to undergo φ by x well (σοῦ καλῶρ, IX.1, 1046a16-17).   

For instance, a housebuilder has the active capacity of turning bricks and stones into a 

house well or bricks and stones have the passive capacity of being turned into a house 



37 

 

well. We say that the housebuilder has the active capacity to produce an event of 

housebuilding and stones have the passive capacity of undergoing an event of 

housebuilding in a certain way. I will take a close look at what Aristotle means by a 

certain way and why I split such a capacity into two cases, i.e., capacity for acting upon 

and capacity for being acted upon, in Section 2.2.1.4.    

2.2.1.2 Relation between Active and Passive Capacities    

[Text 2.4] υανεπὸν οὖν ὅσι ἔςσι μὲν ὡρ μία δύναμιρ σοῦ ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν (δτνασὸν 

γάπ ἐςσι καὶ σῷ ἔφειν αὐσὸ δύναμιν σοῦ παθεῖν καὶ σῷ ἄλλο ὑπ’ αὐσοῦ), ἔςσι δὲ ὡρ 

ἄλλη. ἡ μὲν γὰπ ἐν σῷ πάςφονσι (διὰ γὰπ σὸ ἔφειν σινὰ ἀπφήν, καὶ εἶναι καὶ σὴν ὕλην 

ἀπφήν σινα, πάςφει σὸ πάςφον, καὶ ἄλλο ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ· σὸ λιπαπὸν μὲν γὰπ κατςσὸν σὸ δ’ 

ὑπεῖκον ὡδὶ θλαςσόν, ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν ἄλλψν), ἡ δ’ ἐν σῷ ποιοῦνσι, οἷον σὸ 

θεπμὸν καὶ ἡ οἰκοδομική, ἡ μὲν ἐν σῷ θεπμανσικῷ ἡ δ’ ἐν σῷ οἰκοδομικῷ· διὸ ᾗ 

ςτμπέυτκεν, οὐθὲν πάςφει αὐσὸ ὑυ’ ἑατσοῦ· ἓν γὰπ καὶ οὐκ ἄλλο. 

Therefore it is clear that in one sense there is one single capacity of acting and 

being acted upon (for a thing is capable both because it has the capacity of being 

acted upon and because something else has the capacity of being acted upon by 

it), but in another sense they are different. For, one of them is in the patient (for 

because it has a certain principle, and because the matter is also a kind of 

principle, the patient is acted upon, and one thing by another; for that which is 

oily is inflammable and that which yields is in a way breakable, and similarly in 

other cases), the other is in the agent, for instance, heat and the craft of 

housebuilding: one of them in that which heats, the other in that which builds. For 

this reason, insofar as it is naturally unified, nothing is acted upon by itself, since 

it is one and not a different thing. (IX.1, 1046a19-29)        

Ross suggests that the unity of the active capacity and the passive capacity is based on 

―the single fact that A can change B leads us to ascribe both an active power to A and a 

passive power to B. The active and the passive power are thus the complementary aspects 

of a single fact‖ (1924, ii, 241). Makin contends that the unifying item Ross suggests is 

―some item prior to the capacities themselves‖ (2006, 29). He argues that it should be 

construed as ―something posterior to the active and passive capacity‖ (2006, 29) and ―an 

appealing candidate is the single change which is the exercise of both the active capacity 
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and its correlated passive capacity‖ (2006, 29-30). But it seems to me that the unifying 

items that Ross and Makin suggest refer to the same event of change. The question is 

how these two capacities are related to the same event of change.  

According to Aristotle, the active capacity and the passive capacity are considered 

to be one single capacity, on the grounds that both (i) b has the capacity to undergo φ (σῷ 

ἔφειν αὐσὸ δύναμιν σοῦ παθεῖν, IX.1, 1046a20-21) by a, and (ii) a has the capacity to 

produce φ in b (note that Aristotle phrases it from the viewpoint of b: b has the passive 

capacity to undergo φ by a (σῷ ἄλλο ὑπ’ αὐσοῦ, IX.1, 1046a21). Let me reconstruct the 

reasons that Aristotle offers in Text 2.4, which is introduced by γάπ at 1046a20, for why 

the active capacity and the passive capacity are and are not said to be one single capacity. 

Suppose there is a and b and that φ is an event of change:              

[One Single Capacity Thesis] The active capacity and the passive capacity are 

considered to be one single capacity in the sense that  

(i) y has the capacity to undergo φ by x, and 

(ii) x has the capacity to produce φ in y.      

[Different Capacities Thesis] The active capacity and the passive capacity are 

said to be different capacities in the sense that  

(i) the active capacity is located in the agent x, and 

(ii) the passive capacity is located in the patient y.  

Note that in these two theses Aristotle puts emphasis both on the active capacity, i.e., 

condition (i) of each thesis, and the passive capacity, i.e., condition (ii). This suggests a 

non-patient-centered account of change, which I shall propose to refute the conventional 

patient-centered account of change in Chapter Three.   
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The analogy of one interval with two directions in Phys. III. 3 may help us clarify 

in what sense the active capacity and the passive capacity are one single capacity and in 

what sense not. Being capable of acting upon the patient and being capable of being acted 

upon by the agent should be understood as the same capacity, just as the journey from 1 

to 2 and the journey from 2 to 1 are the same interval (Phys. III. 3, 202a18-19). The 

journeys with different directions are one single interval only in a weak sense, since the 

definition of the journey from 1 to 2 and the definition of the journey from 2 to 1 are 

different. Likewise, the active capacity and the passive capacity are one single capacity 

only in a weak sense, since one of them is located in the agent while the other in the 

patient. I shall offer a further discussion on this analogy and my interpretation in Chapter 

Three.  

There is one more concern. Makin argues that ―an appealing candidate is the 

single change which is the exercise of both the active capacity and its correlated passive 

capacity‖ (2006, 29-30) (italics emphasized by me). The underlying assumption behind 

this line of interpretation is that the active capacity for producing a change in something 

else is taken to be identical with the potentiality for exercising one‘s own nature or a 

certain piece of knowledge. According to Makin, this helps explain why one can exercise 

her housebuilding knowledge without the existence of any building materials, which 

suggests that the active capacity can exist without passive capacity, but not vice versa.      

In contrast, the second approach [sc. Makin‘s construal of the unifying item for 

active and passive capacities] allows that something could have an active capacity 

without anything having the correlative passive capacity, for example, that 

craftsmen could have the capacity to build houses in the absence of any materials 

with the passive capacity to be built into houses—though it does not require that, 

if the one capacity is exercised, so too is the other one. (Makin, 2006, 30)    
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A housebuilder might be able to exercise her knowledge of building a house without the 

presence of any building materials, for instance, when she gives a lecture on the structure 

of a house. However, a housebuilder cannot produce a transformational change, i.e., build 

a house, if the building materials are absent. As I have pointed out earlier in Section 

2.2.1.1, the texts in IX.1 and V. 12 have indicated that the account of active capacity (and 

its derivative capacities as well) always involves the presence of the patient, on the 

grounds that the event of change always takes place in the patient only:     

[Text 2.5] οἷον ἥ σε οἰκοδόμηςιρ ἐν σῷ οἰκοδομοτμένῳ καὶ ἡ ὕυανςιρ ἐν σῷ 

ὑυαινομένῳ, ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν ἄλλψν, καὶ ὅλψρ ἡ κίνηςιρ ἐν σῷ κινοτμένῳ· 

For instance, the act of housebuilding takes place in the thing built and the act of 

weaving in the thing woven, and similarly with other cases, and in general the 

change takes place in the thing that is changed. (IX.8, 1050a31-34).  

For this reason we should be careful not to conflate the active capacity for producing a 

transformational change in something else with the potentiality for exercising a craft or 

one‘s own nature. I shall offer further clarification on the latter in Section 2.3.  

2.2.1.3 Capacity for Resistance 

It is noteworthy that Aristotle offers slightly different accounts of capacity for 

resistance in IX.1 and V. 12. The capacity for resistance in IX.1 is characterized as ―a 

state of being resistant to being acted upon for the worse and destruction by something 

else or by itself qua something else, i.e., by a principle of [sc. transformational] change‖ 

(ἡ δ’ ἕξιρ ἀπαθείαρ σρ ἐπὶ σὸ φεῖπον καὶ υθοπᾶρ σρ ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο ὑπ’ ἀπφρ 

μεσαβλησικρ, 1046a13-15) (italics emphasized by me). But the capacity for resistance in 

V. 12 seems to allow a more general construal of what the subject can be resistant to: not 

simply to deterioration and destruction, but also to all kinds of changes, such as 

locomotion.           
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[Text 2.6] ἔσι ὅςαι ἕξειρ καθ’ ἃρ ἀπαθ ὅλψρ ἢ ἀμεσάβλησα ἢ μὴ ῥᾳδίψρ ἐπὶ σὸ 

φεῖπον εὐμεσακίνησα, δτνάμειρ λέγονσαι·  

Moreover, all states in virtue of which things cannot be acted upon in general, or 

unchangeable, or not easily changeable for the worse are called capacities. (V. 12, 

1019a26-28)  

Let us consider again the earlier example of the tent. Suppose that hurricane has the 

active capacity of moving a tent away from the campsite. We say that the tent does not 

have the capacity to resist the locomotion brought by hurricane. But, suppose that a gust 

of strong wind may move some other things but not the tent. We say that the tent has the 

capacity to resist the locomotion brought by a gust of strong wind. 

Beere‘s translation suggests that he does not think the capacity for resistance in V. 

12 allows a more general construal of what the subject can be resistant to: ―there Aristotle 

writes, ‗states, in virtue of which changeable things are not affected at all, or [at least] are 

not changed [for the worse] or, being such as to be easily changed, are not easily changed 

for the worse, are called powers‘ (1019a26-8)‖ (2009, 45). Beere takes (a) being 

unaffected in general (ἀπαθ ὅλψρ, 1019a27), (b) being unchangeable (ἀμεσάβλησα, 

1019a27) and (c) being not easily changeable for the worse (μὴ ῥᾳδίψρ ἐπὶ σὸ φεῖπον 

εὐμεσακίνησα, 1019a27-28) to refer to the same thing. He goes one step further to narrow 

the sense of (b) being unchangeable down to (c) being unchangeable for the worse.  

Indeed, one may argue that the sense of (b) being unchangeable is ambiguous, 

since it may or may not cover cases other than (c) being not easily changeable for the 

worse. But it is fairly plain that at least (a) being unaffected in general cannot be 

restricted to the cases of deterioration and destruction alone which Beere maintains. If I 

am correct to hold that the account of capacity for resistance in V. 12 allows a more 

general construal of what the subject can be resistant to, the account of capacity for 
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resistance can be revised as follows. Suppose there is an agent x and a patient y and that φ 

is an event of change:  

[Capacity For Resistance]* y has the capacity for resistance to φ by x iff  

(i) y has the capacity to resist undergoing φ by x, which covers either (α) y is 

unchangeable in general or (β) y is not easily changeable for the worse, 

and  

(ii) x does not have the capacity to produce φ in y. 

Note that capacity for resistance should be carefully distinguished from incapacity 

(ἀδτναμία). The latter is characterized as ―a privation of capacity, i.e., of such a principle 

as has been described‖ (ςσέπηςιρ δτνάμεψρ καὶ σρ σοιαύσηρ ἀπφρ οἵα εἴπησαι, V. 12, 

1019b16-17) and ―a privation contrary to such a capacity‖ (ἡ σῆ σοιαύσῃ δτνάμει ἐνανσία 

ςσέπηςιρ, IX.1, 1046a30). Also, ―to each [sc. of the two senses] of capacity there is a 

corresponding incapacity‖ (καθ’ ἑκασέπαν δύναμιν ἔςσιν ἀδτναμία ἀνσικειμένη, IX.1, 

1019b19-20). According to Alexander of Aphrodisias (392,30-37), although ἑκασέπαν 

(each of two) refers to the active and passive capacities, each of them covers both the 

capacity that is merely such and the capacity for (either producing or undergoing) φ well; 

in addition to these, incapacity also covers the capacity in respect to resistance.9 In other 

                                                 
9 Εἰπὼν δὲ πεπὶ δτνάμεψρ καὶ σοῦ δτνασοῦ, ὅσι σρ δτνάμεψρ παποτςίᾳ λέγεσαι σοιοῦσον, ἀκολούθψρ καὶ πεπὶ 

ἀδτναμίαρ λέγει· ἀνσίκεισαι γὰπ σῆ δτνάμει. καθ’ ἕκαςσον δὴ σῶν σρ δτνάμεψρ σπόπψν ἀδτναμία σιρ οἰκεία 

ἀνσίκεισαι. ἦν δὲ σρ δτνάμεψρ ἡ μὲν ποιησικὴ ἡ δὲ παθησική, ἑκασέπα δὲ δισσή· ἡ μὲν γὰπ ἁπλῶρ ποιησική, ἡ 

δὲ σοῦ εὖ καὶ σοῦ καλῶρ, ὁμοίψρ καὶ παθησικὴ ἡ μὲν σοῦ πάςφειν ἁπλῶρ οὖςα δύναμιρ, ἡ δὲ σοῦ καλῶρ, καὶ 

παπὰ σαύσαρ ἥ σε κασὰ σὰρ ἕξειρ, καὶ ἔσι ἡ κασὰ σὰρ ἀπαθείαρ, ἃ δὴ καὶ αὐσὰ σὸ πποειπημένον δισσὸν ἕξει. 

(Aristotle has dealt with capacity and the capable, because [a thing] is called capable from the presence [in 

it] of the capacity. He goes on to speak of incapacity (adunamia) as well, for this is the opposite of 

capacity—there is indeed an appropriate incapacity opposed to each of the two senses of capacity. These 

were the productive and the passive capacities, each of them twofold: the productive capacity that is merely 

such and the one that produces good and satisfactory [actions], and similarly the passive capacity merely 

for being affected and that for being affected in a beneficial way; and in addition to these the capacity in 

respect to the states and again the one in respect to impassivity, [all] of which have themselves the double 

aspect that has been mentioned.) (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 392,30-37; translation and brackets by 

William Dooley, 1994) 
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words, in the case of incapacity, it is the subject itself who does not have the capacity 

either to produce or to undergo or to resist or to make well an event of change. By 

contrast, in the case of capacity for resistance, it is something else than the subject who 

does not have the active capacity to produce an event of change in the subject.    

2.2.1.4 Capacity for Acting-Upon or Being-Acted-Upon in a Certain Way 

The account of capacity for acting-upon or being-acted-upon well in IX.1 is rather 

concise: ―these capacities are so called either because they merely act or are acted upon 

or because they act are acted upon well‖ (αὗσαι δτνάμειρ λέγονσαι ἢ σοῦ μόνον ποιςαι ἢ 

[σοῦ] παθεῖν ἢ σοῦ καλῶρ, 1046a16-17). Perhaps this is why some commentators call this 

kind of capacity the capacity for ―doing well, being improved‖ (Beere, 2009, 47). But V. 

12 offers a slightly different account: one is said to be capable also in the sense that she is 

capable of (i) producing or undergoing an event well, or, as the following text points out, 

she is capable of (ii) producing or undergoing an event in accordance with her choice.      

[Text 2.7] ἔσι ἡ σοῦ καλῶρ σοῦσ’ ἐπισελεῖν ἢ κασὰ πποαίπεςιν· ἐνίοσε γὰπ σοὺρ μόνον 

ἂν ποπετθένσαρ ἢ εἰπόνσαρ, μὴ καλῶρ δὲ ἢ μὴ ὡρ πποείλονσο, οὔ υαμεν δύναςθαι 

λέγειν ἢ βαδίζειν· ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ σοῦ πάςφειν. 

Moreover, the capacity of performing this well or in accordance with choice; for 

sometimes we say that those who can merely walk or speak but not well or not as 

they choose cannot speak or walk; similarly in the case of being acted upon. (V. 

12, 1019a23-26)  

Some readers may wonder why Aristotle extends this kind of capacity to (ii) the capacity 

for acting or being acted upon in accordance with choice (κασὰ πποαίπεςιν, 1019a26-24) 

out of the blue. A few lines later, where Aristotle addresses the four corresponding kinds 

of that which is capable (σὸ δτνασόν, 1019a33), he extends this kind of capacity even to 

(iii) the capacity for acting and being acted upon for the worse:    



44 

 

[Text 2.8] ...ἕνα δ’ ἐὰν ἔφῃ μεσαβάλλειν ἐυ’ ὁσιοῦν δύναμιν, εἴσ’ ἐπὶ σὸ φεῖπον εἴσ’ 

ἐπὶ σὸ βέλσιον... 

...and in another sense it is capable of a transformational change due to such a 

capacity, either for the worse or for the better... (V. 12, 1019b1-3) 

I have argued that the criterion that was offered in Text 2.3—―because something else 

has such a capacity over them in a certain way‖ (σὰ δὲ ὡδὶ ἔφειν, 1020a3-4)—has 

indicated an answer. That is, the capacity for (i) producing or undergoing an event well 

(σοῦ καλῶρ, IX.1, 1046a17) or for the better (ἐπὶ σὸ βέλσιον, V. 12, 1019b2-3), (ii) 

producing or undergoing an event as one chooses (κασὰ πποαίπεςιν, 1019a26-24), (iii) 

producing or undergoing an event for the worse (ἐπὶ σὸ φεῖπον, 1019b2) should be all 

considered to be producing or undergoing an event in a certain way (ὡδί, 1020a4). 

Suppose there is an agent x and a patient y, and that φ is an event of change:    

[Capacity for Acting-Upon or Being-Acted-Upon in a Certain Way] x has the 

active capacity to produce φ in y or y has the passive capacity to undergo φ by x in 

a certain way (ὡδί, V. 12, 1020a4) iff  

(i) x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y has the capacity to undergo φ by x 

well or for the better, or 

(ii) x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y has the capacity to undergo φ by x 

as x or y chooses, or  

(iii) x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y has the capacity to undergo φ by x 

for the worse.       

One last issue worth of mentioning is that some commentators, such as Alexander 

of Aphrodisias (391,16-21), suppose that at least the capacity for acting or being acted 

upon well or for the better covers activities (ἐνέπγειαι) such as exercising one piece of 
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knowledge.10 Indeed, the phrasing in Text 2.7 looks ambiguous: performing (ἐπισελεῖν, 

V. 12, 1019a23), walking (ποπετθένσαρ, a24; βαδίζειν, a26) and saying (εἰπόνσαρ, a24; 

λέγειν, a25) can be construed as a change (κίνηςιρ) and an activity (ἐνέπγεια). I shall 

bring up some criteria to differentiate between these two, i.e., κίνηςιρ and ἐνέπγεια, in the 

following sections of this chapter. But the contrast with the case of being acted upon in 

the final sentence in Text 2.7—―similarly in the case of being acted upon‖ (ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ 

ἐπὶ σοῦ πάςφειν, a26)—has suggested that Aristotle is concerned with the case of 

producing a event in something else in Text 2.7. Text 2.8 helps justify this line of 

interpretation: this kind of capacity is still concerning the capacity in virtue of which one 

is capable of [sc. transformational] change (μεσαβάλλειν, V. 12, 1019b1-2). As Text 2.6 

suggests, this kind of capacity is closely attached to capacities for producing or 

undergoing an event of change (ἢ σοῦ μόνον ποιςαι ἢ [σοῦ] παθεῖν ἢ σοῦ καλῶρ, IX.1, 

1046a16-17).  

2.2.2 The Corresponding Fulfillment of the Capacity in Metaphysics IX.1-5?   

When Aristotle talks about the capacity in relation to ―change‖ in Met. IX, he 

sometimes uses the term μεσαβολή and sometimes the term κίνηςιρ. For instance, 

Aristotle uses the term μεσαβολή at IX.1, 1046a11, 1046a12, and 1046a15 (see Text 2.2) 

whereas he uses the term κίνηςιρ at IX.1, 1045b38 (see Text 2.1), IX.6, 1048a25 (see 

                                                 
10 ἄλλον σπόπον δτνασόν υηςιν εἶναι σὸ ἔφον δύναμιν, καθ’ ἣν ὁσιοῦν οἷόν σέ ἐςσι κασὰ σὴν ἐν αὐσῷ δύναμιν 

μεσαβάλλειν, εἴσε ἐπὶ σὸ φεῖπον εἴσε ἐπὶ σὸ βέλσιον. καὶ εἴη ἂν σοῦσο σὸ δτνασὸν λεγόμενον κασὰ σὴν δύναμιν 

ἐκείνην, καθ’ ἥν, ὡρ ἔλεγεν, σὸ καλῶρ ἐπισελεῖν σι ἐγίγνεσο, ἣν ἐλέγομεν εἶναι σὴν κασὰ σὰρ ἕξειρ σε καὶ σὰρ 

ἐπιςσήμαρ, ἀυ’ ὧν αἱ κασ’ αὐσὰρ ἐνέπγειαι, αἷρ καὶ παπαδείγμαςιν ἐφπήςασο σρ δτνάμεψρ. (He says that in 

another sense the capable is [3] what has a capacity in virtue of which it can change in any way whatever, 

whether for the worse or the better. And a thing would be called capable in this way by reference to that 

capacity in virtue of which, as Aristotle said, it successfully completes an action, and which we said is the 

capacity associated with the states and the sciences, from which proceed the activities [appropriate] to these 

latter, activities that he used as examples of this capacity.) (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 391,16-21; 

translation, italics, brackets by William Dooley, 1994)  
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Text 2.20) and 1048b8 (see Text 2.27).11 As is pointed out by Makin (2009, 21), 

Aristotle uses these two terms interchangeably in Book IX, which is why Makin uses one 

single English word ―change‖ to translate these two Greek terms. Note that in V. 12 

where the main concern is also the strict account of primary sense of capacity (ὁ κύπιορ 

ὅπορ σρ ππώσηρ δτνάμεψρ, V. 12, 1020a5), Aristotle seems to be intentionally vague again 

about the nuance of these two Greek terms by repetitively using the phrase κίνηςιρ ἢ 

μεσαβολή at V. 12, 1019a15, 1019a19, and 1019a34.12 In this section I shall use ―m-

change‖ to refer to μεσαβολή and ―k-change‖ to refer to κίνηςιρ. But when I use 

“change,” I am intentionally vague about the distinction of these two terms.  

As Aristotle uses m-change and k-change interchangeably when dealing with the 

primary sense of capacity in V. 12 and IX.1-5, I would like to raise the question: what 

exactly is the actuality that the primary sense of capacity is for? Is it for m-change or k-

change? Clarifying what the primary sense of capacity is for, I argue, shall help us spell 

out the distinction between the δύναμιρ in IX.1-5 and the δύναμιρ in IX.6-9 and answer 

why Aristotle says that the capacity of IX.1-5 is not most useful (IX.1, 1045b36; see Text 

2.1) for what he would like to focus on in Book IX.     

                                                 
11 For more instances, ἀπφαὶ γὰπ μεσαβλησικαί εἰςιν ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο (for they are the principles of 

transformational change in something else or qua something else, IX. 2, 1046b3-4), ἡ χτφὴ κινήςεψρ ἔφει 

ἀπφήν (the soul possesses the principle of change, IX. 2, 1046b17), ἐν χτφῆ ἣ ἔφει κινήςεψρ ἀπφήν (in the 

soul that possesses the principle of change, IX. 2, 1046b21).  
12 Δύναμιρ λέγεσαι ἡ μὲν ἀπφὴ κινήςεψρ ἢ μεσαβολρ ἡ ἐν ἑσέπῳ ἢ ᾗ ἕσεπον (capacity is said to be the 

principle of change or transformational change in something esle or qua something else, V. 12, 1019a15-

16), ἡ μὲν οὖν ὅλψρ ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ ἢ κινήςεψρ λέγεσαι δύναμιρ ἐν ἑσέπῳ ἢ ᾗ ἕσεπον (thus, in general, the 

principle of transformational change or change is said to be the capacity in something else or qua 

something else, V. 12, 1019a19-20), καὶ σὸ δτνασὸν ἕνα μὲν σπόπον λεφθήςεσαι σὸ ἔφον κινήςεψρ ἀπφὴν ἢ 

μεσαβολρ (καὶ γὰπ σὸ ςσασικὸν δτνασόν σι) ἐν ἑσέπῳ ἢ ᾗ ἕσεπον (and that which is capable will be called in 

one way that which possesses the principle of change or transformational change (for that which is capable 

of keeping something static is also considered to be capable) in something else or qua something else, V. 

12, 1019a33-35).  
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2.2.2.1 Distinction between M-Change and K-Change  

In Physics V. 1, m-change is considered to be the most general genus13 of 

change, which can be divided four genera: (a) change from something to something (ἐξ 

ὑποκειμένοτ εἰρ ὑποκείμενον, V.1, 225a3-4), (b) change from something to not being 

something (ἐξ ὑποκειμένοτ εἰρ μὴ ὑποκείμενον, V.1, 225a4-5), (c) change from not being 

something to something (οὐκ ἐξ ὑποκειμένοτ εἰρ ὑποκείμενον, V.1, 225a5) and (d) change 

from not being something to not being something else (οὐκ ἐξ ὑποκειμένοτ εἰρ μὴ 

ὑποκείμενον, V.1, 225a5-6).14  

Let us begin with the last one. (d) Change from not being something to not being 

something else is not considered as a m-change, since there are no contraries involved 

(V.1, 225a11-12). (c) Change from not being something to something is called 

generation, which can be an unqualified generation (γένεςιρ ἁπλῶρ, V.1, 225a16), i.e., 

generation in respect of substance such as the birth of a human being, or a qualified 

generation (γένεςιρ σούσοτ, V.1, 225a15), i.e., generation in respect of quality, quantity, 

or place, such as Socrates‘ acquisition of the quality of being musical. (b) Change from 

                                                 
13 But in Phys. III. 1 Aristotle seems to assert that (see Text 2.10) that there is nothing, presumably a more 

general genus of change, that is common (κοινὸν, Phys. III. 1, 200b34) to all these four kinds of change, 

i.e., change in respect of substance, change in respect of quality, change in respect of quantity and change 

in respect of place. Does this suggest that Aristotle is committed to the view that there is no more general 

genus of change that is over and above all these four kinds of change? I shall offer my interpretation to 

reconcile the conflict between these two texts in Section 2.2.2.2. 
14 Bonitz (1870, 798a13) argues that the Greek term ὑποκείμενον does not refer to the underlying subject 

of change but to its termini. Take the case of Socrates‘ becoming musical as an instance, the term 

ὑποκείμενον does not refer to the underlying subject Socrates but to ―unmusical Socrates‖ and ―musical 

Socrates.‖ Cornford (1929, ii, 14-15) and Ross (1936, 616-617) contend that ὑποκείμενον should be 

understood as ―positive entity,‖ which can be a underlying subject or an attribute such as a quality, a size, 

or a place. So in the case of becoming a musical man the term ὑποκείμενον can refer to Socrates or to the 

quality ―being musical.‖ Also, note that Philoponus suggests that ―by ‗subject‘ I refer to what is positively 

expressed. This may be either a contrary, such as [occurs in] the change from black to white, or an 

intermediate state, such as grey‖ (Philoponus, 510,17-18, translation and brackets by Paul Lettinck, 1994). 

Here I follow the interpretation of Philoponus (and of Cornford and Ross). I use ―something‖ to translate 

ὑποκείμενον in order to remain ambiguous about substratum and attribute.   
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something to not being something is called destruction, which again can be an 

unqualified destruction, i.e., destruction in respect of substance such as the death of a 

human being, or a qualified destruction, i.e., destruction in respect of quality, quantity, or 

place, such as one‘s loss of the quality of being pale. Qualified generations and qualified 

destructions are considered as a variation of (a) change from something to something.  

In an unqualified generation or unqualified destruction, what comes to be from or 

perishes into that-which-is-not (σὸ μὴ ὄν, 225a27) is a substance, for instance, a human 

being. By contrast, in (a) change from something to something, including qualified 

generations and qualified destructions, what comes to be or perishes into that-which-is-

not is an attribute, which can be a quality, quantity or place. In Phys. V. 2, there is 

another name for (a) change from something to something, i.e., k-change, which can be 

further divided into three subsets: (i) change in respect of quality, i.e., alteration 

(ἀλλοίψςιρ, 226a26) (ii) change in respect of quantity, i.e., increase and decrease (αὔξηςιρ 

καὶ υθίςιρ, 226a31), and (iii) k-change of place, i.e., locomotion (υοπὰ, 226a33).  

Let us turn to consider the role of categories in classification of change.  

2.2.2.2 Classification of Change and the Categories   

Here is the fresh principle that Aristotle introduces in the end of Phys. V. 1:    

[Text 2.9] εἰ οὖν αἱ κασηγοπίαι διῄπηνσαι οὐςίᾳ καὶ ποιόσησι καὶ σῷ ποὺ [καὶ σῷ 

ποσὲ] καὶ σῷ ππόρ σι καὶ σῷ ποςῷ καὶ σῷ ποιεῖν ἢ πάςφειν, ἀνάγκη σπεῖρ εἶναι 

κινήςειρ, σήν σε σοῦ ποιοῦ καὶ σὴν σοῦ ποςοῦ καὶ σὴν κασὰ σόπον.  

Thus if the categories are divided into substance, quality, place, [time], relation, 

quantity, and acting-upon or being-acted-upon, it is necessary that there are three 

kinds of k-changes, i.e., that of quality, that of quantity, and that in accordance 

with place. (Phys. V. 1, 225b5-9)  

Elsewhere Aristotle also mentions that there are as many kinds of change as there are of 

that which is, i.e., the categories:  



49 

 

[Text 2.10] οὐκ ἔςσι δὲ κίνηςιρ παπὰ σὰ ππάγμασα· μεσαβάλλει γὰπ ἀεὶ σὸ 

μεσαβάλλον ἢ κασ’ οὐςίαν ἢ κασὰ ποςὸν ἢ κασὰ ποιὸν ἢ κασὰ σόπον, κοινὸν δ’ ἐπὶ 

σούσψν οὐδὲν ἔςσι λαβεῖν, ὡρ υαμέν, ὃ οὔσε σόδε οὔσε ποςὸν οὔσε ποιὸν οὔσε σῶν 

ἄλλψν κασηγοπημάσψν οὐθέν· ὥςσ’ οὐδὲ κίνηςιρ οὐδὲ μεσαβολὴ οὐθενὸρ ἔςσαι παπὰ 

σὰ εἰπημένα, μηθενόρ γε ὄνσορ παπὰ σὰ εἰπημένα. ἕκαςσον δὲ διφῶρ ὑπάπφει πᾶςιν, 

οἷον σὸ σόδε (σὸ μὲν γὰπ μοπυὴ αὐσοῦ, σὸ δὲ ςσέπηςιρ), καὶ κασὰ σὸ ποιόν (σὸ μὲν 

γὰπ λετκὸν σὸ δὲ μέλαν), καὶ κασὰ σὸ ποςὸν σὸ μὲν σέλειον σὸ δ’ ἀσελέρ. ὁμοίψρ δὲ 

καὶ κασὰ σὴν υοπὰν σὸ μὲν ἄνψ σὸ δὲ κάσψ, ἢ σὸ μὲν κοῦυον σὸ δὲ βαπύ. ὥςσε 

κινήςεψρ καὶ μεσαβολρ ἔςσιν εἴδη σοςαῦσα ὅςα σοῦ ὄνσορ. 

There is no change apart from the things. For what changes always changes in 

respect either of substance, or of quantity, or of quality, or of place. But it is 

impossible to find a common item over these, as we assert, which is neither a this 

nor quantity nor quality nor any of the other categories. Thus neither change nor 

transformational change will be apart from what have been mentioned, since 

nothing is apart from what have been mentioned. Each [sc. category] is present in 

everything in two ways, for instances, a this (for one case is its form, the other is 

the privation [sc. of the form]), and in respect of quality (pale and dark), and in 

respect of quantity, complete and incomplete. Similarly, in respect of locomotion, 

upwards and downwards or light and heavy. Thus there are as many kinds of 

change and transformation change as there are of that which is. (Phys. III. 1, 

200b32-201a9)    

In Text 2.9, while enumerating eight categories, i.e., substance, quality, place, time, 

relation, quantity, acting-upon and being-acted-upon, Aristotle seems to assert that there 

are only three kinds of k-change, i.e., change in respect of quality, change in respect of 

quantity, and change in respect of place. In Text 2.10 again Aristotle seems to assert that 

there are only four kinds15 of m-change, namely, the above three kinds of k-change plus 

change in respect of substance, while holding that there are more than four categories of 

that-which-is. In other words, these two texts suggest that Aristotle has implicitly denied 

that there is a genuine kind (εἶδορ) of change in respect of the other six categories, 

namely, no genuine kind of (α) change in respect of relation, (β) change in respect of 

acting-upon, (γ) change in respect of being acted upon, (δ) change in respect of time, (ε) 

                                                 
15 For instance, Philoponus takes it to be saying that change occurs ―only‖ in these four categories: εἰ γὰπ 

ἐν σαύσαιρ σαῖρ κασηγοπίαιρ μόνον ἡ κίνηςιρ (for if change occurs only in these categories...) (Philoponus, 

348,13-14, translation by M. J. Edwards, 1994) 
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change in respect of being-in-a-position (κεῖςθαι) and (ζ) change in respect of being-in-a-

state (ἔφειν). We readers may wonder: does Aristotle maintain that there are only four 

genuine kinds of change in total? Does this assertion not conflict with his concluding 

sentence in Text 2.10: ―there are as many kinds of change as there are of that which is‖ 

(III. 1, 201a8-9)?  

It is not difficult to make sense of why Aristotle has omitted the first three cases, 

i.e., (α) change in respect of relation, (β) change in respect of acting-upon, (γ) change in 

respect of being-acted-upon, since Aristotle has made it clear in Phys. V. 1, 224a34-b1 

and V. 2, 225b11-33 that changes in respect of (α) (β) (γ) cannot be regarded as a change 

in its own right (καθ᾿ αὑσό, V.1, 224a29), for they are either incidental (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 

V. 2, 225b13) such as change in respect of relation or they are on account of the part 

(κασὰ μέπη, V. 1, 224a25) such as change in respect of acting-upon and of being-acted-

upon.16  

As for (δ) change in respect of time, (ε) change in respect of being-in-a-position 

and (ζ) change in respect of being-in-a-state, according to Simplicius‘ report of 

Alexander of Aphrodisias‘ construal (829,15-833,2), there is no change in these three 

categories because there is no contrariety (ἐνανσίψςιρ, 830,3) in (δ) time, in (ε) being-in-

a-position and of (ζ) being-in-a-state. Some might raise the challenge that there appears to 

be some contrariety in (δ) time such as the past and the future and the younger and the 

                                                 
16 I shall offer an in-depth discussion of Aristotle‘s criteria in virtue of which a change is said to be in its 

own right in Phys. V. 1-2 and his refutations of changes in respect of relation, of acting-upon and of being-

acted-upon as a genuine species of change in my Chapter Three, in particular, Section 3.3.2. 
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older. To this Alexander of Aphrodisias replies that although all change changes ―through 

time and in time‖ (μεσὰ φπόνοτ καὶ ἐν φπόνῳ, 830,8-9), nothing changes into a time.17  

But what about (ε) change in respect of being-in-a-position and (ζ) change in 

respect of being-in-a-state? The standard examples of (ε) change in respect of being-in-a-

position are sitting (κάθησαι, Cat. 2a3) and lying with the face upward (ἀνάκεισαι, Cat. 

2a2), and the standard examples of (ζ) change in respect of being-in-a-state are having 

armor on (ὥπλιςσαι, Cat. 2a3) and having a certain piece of knowledge or virtue (Cat. 

8b29). As Simplicius points out (832,3-8), changes in respect of these two categories 

seem to contain some contrariety, since standing is contrary to sitting and lying with the 

face downward is contrary to lying with the face upward. The reason why Aristotle 

omitted these three categories including (δ) time, Simplicius suggests, is that these 

categories are trivial (ἀμενηνάρ, 832,12). But Simplicius fails to note that Aristotle has 

reminded us in Phys. VII. 3 that cases such as coming-to-be into a state of being healthy 

(246b3-20) are not any kind of m-change at all (ὅλψρ μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία, 246b12) although 

we readers may quickly assume that they are (246a6-9). I shall offer an in-depth 

discussion of changes in respect of somatic and psychic states in Phys. VII. 3 in my 

Chapter Four, in particular, Sections 4.3 and 4.4.     

So now we can offer a solution to reconcile why Aristotle on the one hand 

maintains that there are only four kinds of changes—changes in respect of substance, of 

quality, of quantity and of place—but on the other he holds that there are as many kinds 

of change as the categories. Yes, there are as many kinds of change as the categories, but 

these changes either are not necessarily changes in their own right. We readers may 

                                                 
17 πᾶςα μὲν γὰπ κίνηςιρ, υηςί, μεσὰ φπόνοτ καὶ ἐν φπόνῳ, οὐ μὴν εἰρ φπόνον σι κινεῖσαι. (He says: all change 

involves time and in time, but nothing changes into a time.) (Simplicius, 830,8-9; tranlsation by Urmson, 

1997)  
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quickly assume that some of them are changes but in Aristotle‘s view they are not any 

kind of change at all.            

One more concern arises from Text 2.10. While asserting that there are only four 

kinds of change, Aristotle make it clear in Text 2.10 that there is nothing, presumably a 

more general genus of change, that is common (κοινόν, Phys. III. 1, 200b34) to all these 

four kinds of change, i.e., change in respect of substance, change in respect of quality, 

change in respect of quantity and change in respect of place. Does this suggest that 

Aristotle is committed to the view that there is no more general genus of change that is 

over and above all these four kinds of change?  

I argue that from Text 2.10 it does not necessarily follow that Aristotle is 

committed to such a view as Simplicius maintains (402,6-406,16). I suggest, perhaps, we 

may take a weaker stand on the issue: indeed, there is no more general category that is 

over and above the ten categories in accordance with which a change is characterized. 

And, indeed, according to Text 2.10, (i) change in respect of substance, (ii) change in 

respect of quality, (iii) change in respect of quantity and (iv) change in respect of place 

are considered to be the most general kinds of change in the sense that they are 

characterized in accordance with the most general classification of that which is, i.e., the 

categories. But these do not rule out that we may still take m-change (μεσαβολή) to be the 

most general genus of change to describe the most general collection that covers (i) 

change in respect of substance, (ii) change in respect of quality, (iii) change in respect of 

quantity and (iv) change in respect of place, while maintaining that each kind of change is 

still characterized in accordance with the most general classification of that which is, i.e., 

the categories.   
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In Phys. V. 1-2 Aristotle uses the term m-change (μεσαβολή) as the most general 

genus to cover changes that are characterized and classified in terms of these four 

ultimate genera. The term m-change covers unqualified generation and unqualified 

destruction, i.e., changes in respect of substance, and the three kinds of k-change 

(κίνηςιρ) as well, i.e., changes in respect of quality, changes in respect of quantity, and 

changes in respect of place. I hereby translate the term μεσαβολή as ―transformational 

change‖ to mark out two important things. First, the term μεσαβολή as the most general 

genus covers changes that are characterized and classified in terms of the four categories, 

namely, substance, quality, quantity and place. Second, the term μεσαβολή as the most 

general genus of a change corresponds to the prototype account of change that is offered 

in Phys. I. 7: that is, a process in which an underlying subject (either a certain matter or a 

substance) proceeds from the privation of some form (either a species form or an 

attribute) to the acquisition of that form:  

[Text 2.11] ἔςσι δὲ σὸ μὲν ὑποκείμενον ἀπιθμῷ μὲν ἕν, εἴδει δὲ δύο (ὁ μὲν γὰπ 

ἄνθπψπορ καὶ ὁ φπτςὸρ καὶ ὅλψρ ἡ ὕλη ἀπιθμησή· σόδε γάπ σι μᾶλλον, καὶ οὐ κασὰ 

ςτμβεβηκὸρ ἐξ αὐσοῦ γίγνεσαι σὸ γιγνόμενον· ἡ δὲ ςσέπηςιρ καὶ ἡ ἐνανσίψςιρ 

ςτμβεβηκόρ)· ἓν δὲ σὸ εἶδορ, οἷον ἡ σάξιρ ἢ ἡ μοτςικὴ ἢ σῶν ἄλλψν σι σῶν οὕσψ 

κασηγοποτμένψν. 

The underlying subject is one in number but two in form (for on the one hand 

there is the man, the gold, and in general the countable matter; for it is more of a 

this thing, and it is not by coincidence that what comes to be comes to be from 

this; on the other hand the privation and the contrariety are incidental); and the 

form is one, for instances, the arrangement or the knowledge of music or any of 

the other things that are predicated in this way. (Phys. I. 7, 190b23-29) 

Let me summarize it in the following way: 

[Prototype Account of Change] Transformational change is a transition in which 

the underlying subject x proceeds from the privation of φ to the acquisition of φ.  
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2.2.2.3 The Corresponding Fulfillment of the Capacity in Metaphysics IX.1-5 Should 

Be Construed as Transformational Changes  

Our next question is, what is the corresponding fulfillment (ἐνσελέφεια, IX.1, 

1045a33-34; also 1045a35) of the capacity in Met. IX.1-5? Is it m-change (μεσαβολή) or 

k-change (κίνηςιρ)? Despite that Aristotle characterizes the capacities in Met. IX.1-5 in 

terms of the principle of transformational change (ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ, 1046a11), the 

principle of passive transformational change (ἀπφὴ μεσαβολρ παθησικρ, 1046a12-13), 

and the principle of transformational change (ἀπφρ μεσαβλησικρ, 1046a14-15) in Text 

2.2, Aristotle does not seem to offer any case of unqualified generation or unqualified 

destruction in IX.1-5. Also, in the beginning of IX.6 when Aristotle refers back to the 

capacity of IX.1-5, he calls it the capacity ―in relation to k-change‖ (κασὰ κίνηςιν, IX.6, 

1048a25). Both Reading R and Reading F construe the capacity that is dealt with in IX.1-

5 to be the capacity in relation to ―change‖ without providing a further qualification of 

what they mean by change. Does the capacity of IX.1-5 cover changes in respect of 

substance, i.e., unqualified generation and unqualified destruction?   

One piece of the textual evidence in favor of a broader interpretation is to be 

found in IX.3, where Aristotle takes issues with the Megaric School‘s view of capacity. 

The Megaric School argues that one is entitled to be called ―capable of housebuilding‖ 

only when she is building a house. If we followed the Megaric theory, Aristotle contends, 

the person who is standing would never be capable of being seated and the person who is 

seated would never be capable of standing up, since according to the Megarics one is 

capable only of what she is currently doing. It follows that one would never be capable of 

standing up if she is not currently standing. Aristotle points out that one of the problems 

of the Megaric view is that their theory cannot account for ―both k-change and 

generation‖ (καὶ κίνηςιν καὶ γένεςιν, IX.3, 1047a14; cf. IX.3, 1047a28-29). This suggests 
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that Aristotle wants the primary sense of capacity to be able to account for changes in 

respect of substance as well as k-changes. We can conclude that the corresponding 

fulfillment of the primary sense of capacity covers changes in respect of substance, of 

quality, of quantity and of place. These are, in other words, transformational changes that 

are characterized in accordance with the four categories substance, quality, quantity and 

place. 

If such an interpretation is sustainable, we shall be able to answer the question 

that was posed in the very beginning of my Section 2.2—why Aristotle in Text 2.2 calls 

the capacity of IX.1-5 as ―most appropriate to the term but not most useful for what we 

plan to discuss now‖ (1045b36-37). Remember that Aristotle begins Book IX with two 

ways of speaking of that-which-is (σὸ ὄν, 1045b32): one way is to characterize that-

which-is in accordance with the categories such as substance, quality, or quantity (σὸ σὶ ἢ 

ποιὸν ἢ ποςόν, 1045b33); the other way is to characterize that-which-is in accordance 

with its potentiality and fulfillment and function (κασὰ δύναμιν καὶ ἐνσελέφειαν καὶ κασὰ 

σὸ ἔπγον, 1045b35-36). Aristotle makes it clear that what concerns him in Book IX is to 

discover a new perspective to characterize that-which-is, a new perspective that is 

different from the perspective in which that-which-is is characterized in accordance with 

substance, quality, quantity, or, in short, in accordance with the categories. Instead, 

Aristotle promises to discuss that-which-is from the perspective of the potentiality and 

fulfillment of that-which-is.  

The reason why the capacity that is dealt with in IX.1-5 is said to be ―most 

appropriate to the term but not most useful for what we plan to discuss now‖ (1045b36-

37) is that the capacity of IX.1-5 is the capacity for transformational change, the 

characterization of which still falls under the perspective of the four categories, namely, 
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substance, quality, quantity, or place, as is argued earlier. For that-which-is is still 

discussed in terms of the process in which the underlying subject (either a certain matter 

or a substance) transits from the privation of some form F (either a species form or an 

attribute such as quality, quantity or place) to the acquisition of that form F.  

2.2.3 Rational and Non-Rational Capacities in Metaphysics IX.2 and IX.5   

In Met. IX.1, the active capacity is said to be the primary sense of the principle or 

origin (ἀπφή, 1046a10-11) of a transformational change, from which all other types of 

capacity such as passive capacity, capacity for resistance and capacity for activating or 

being acted upon in a certain way are derived. But what counts as an active capacity? 

What does Aristotle mean when he says it is the principle or origin of its corresponding 

transformational change? That is to ask, what is the role of the active capacity in an event 

of transformational change in something else?18 Aristotle appears to offer two slightly 

different accounts in IX.2 and IX.5.   

2.2.3.1 Metaphysics IX.2: Active Capacities 

I argue that Aristotle puts forward two claims in Met. IX.2: (a) crafts and 

productive sciences are the sources of active capacities, and (b) active capacity is the 

efficient explanation for a transformational change.   

(a) Crafts and Productive Sciences as the Sources of Active Capacities 

In IX.2 Aristotle begins with the distinction between rational capacity and non-

rational capacity and points out that all crafts and sciences should be considered as the 

                                                 
18 As is addressed earlier, I use the principle of transformational change ―in something else‖ to cover both 

the cases in something else and in the thing itself qua something else.    
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sources of active capacities, on the grounds that they are principles of producing a 

transformational change in something else or in themselves qua something else:   

[Text 2.12] πεὶ δ’ αἱ μὲν ἐν σοῖρ ἀχύφοιρ ἐντπάπφοτςιν ἀπφαὶ σοιαῦσαι, αἱ δ’ ἐν 

σοῖρ ἐμχύφοιρ καὶ ἐν χτφῆ καὶ σρ χτφρ ἐν σῷ λόγον ἔφονσι, δλον ὅσι καὶ σῶν 

δτνάμεψν αἱ μὲν ἔςονσαι ἄλογοι αἱ δὲ μεσὰ λόγοτ· διὸ πᾶςαι αἱ σέφναι καὶ αἱ 

ποιησικαὶ ἐπιςσμαι δτνάμειρ εἰςίν· ἀπφαὶ γὰπ μεσαβλησικαί εἰςιν ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ 

ἄλλο.  

Since some principles of this sort are present in the inanimate things, and others in 

the animate things and in the soul and in the rational part of the soul, it is clear 

that of these capacities some will be non-rational and others rational. For this 

reason, all crafts and productive sciences are capacities; for they are the principle 

of transformational change in something else or in itself qua something else. 

(IX.2, 1046a36-1046b4)     

In this passage rational and non-rational capacities are distinguished through the locus of 

the capacity. Suppose that x is a capacity,  

[Rational Capacity-locus] x is a rational capacity iff x is a capacity in the rational 

part of the soul of an animate thing.  

[Non-Rational Capacity-locus] x is a non-rational capacity iff x is a capacity not 

in the rational part of an animate thing. 

Aristotle continues to offer examples for each case:  

[Text 2.13] καὶ αἱ μὲν μεσὰ λόγοτ πᾶςαι σῶν ἐνανσίψν αἱ αὐσαί, αἱ δὲ ἄλογοι μία 

ἑνόρ, οἷον σὸ θεπμὸν σοῦ θεπμαίνειν μόνον’ ἡ δὲ ἰασπικὴ νόςοτ καὶ ὑγιείαρ. 

Every rational capacity is the very same capacity for the contrary results, but non-

rational capacity is a single capacity for one result. For instance, that which is hot 

is for producing hotness alone but medical science is for illness and soundness 

(IX.2, 1046b4-7).     

That which can produce hotness is considered as the source of a non-rational capacity 

whereas medical science as the source of a rational capacity. Rational and non-rational 

capacities are distinguished through the result of the capacity. Suppose that x is a 

capacity:  



58 

 

[Rational Capacity-result] x is a rational capacity iff x is capable of producing 

two contrary results.  

[Non-Rational Capacity-result] x is a non-rational capacity iff x is capable of 

producing one result alone. 

It is worth attention that crafts and productive sciences are considered to be the source of 

active capacities, on the grounds that they are principles of producing a transformational 

change in something else. But what does Aristotle have in mind when asserting that crafts 

and productive sciences are the principles or origins (ἀπφαί, 1046b3) of producing a 

transformational change? In other words, what exactly is the role of the active capacity 

when it is said to be the principle of transformational change?   

[Text 2.14] ἐπεὶ δὲ σὰ ἐνανσία οὐκ ἐγγίγνεσαι ἐν σῷ αὐσῷ, ἡ δ’ ἐπιςσήμη δύναμιρ σῷ 

λόγον ἔφειν, καὶ ἡ χτφὴ κινήςεψρ ἔφει ἀπφήν, σὸ μὲν ὑγιεινὸν ὑγίειαν μόνον ποιεῖ 

καὶ σὸ θεπμανσικὸν θεπμόσησα καὶ σὸ χτκσικὸν χτφπόσησα, ὁ δ’ ἐπιςσήμψν ἄμυψ. 

λόγορ γάπ ἐςσιν ἀμυοῖν μέν, οὐφ ὁμοίψρ δέ, καὶ ἐν χτφῆ ἣ ἔφει κινήςεψρ ἀπφήν· ὥςσε 

ἄμυψ ἀπὸ σρ αὐσρ ἀπφρ κινήςει ππὸρ σαὐσὸ ςτνάχαςα· διὸ σὰ κασὰ λόγον δτνασὰ 

σοῖρ ἄνετ λόγοτ δτνασοῖρ ποιεῖ σἀνανσία· μιᾷ γὰπ ἀπφῆ πεπιέφεσαι, σῷ λόγῳ.  

Since the contraries do not occur in the same thing, and science is the capacity in 

the thing that has the rational part, and the soul has the principle of change, that 

which is healthy produces health alone and that which is hot produces heat [sc. 

alone], and that and that which is cold produces coldness [sc. alone], but that 

which has the science produces two [sc. contrary results]. For the rational account 

concerns two [sc. contrary results], though not in a similar way, and is in the soul 

which contains the principle of change. Therefore, from the same principle [sc. 

the rational capacity] it [sc. the soul] initiates the change for two contrary results 

by having linked them to the same thing. For this reason those which have 

rational capacities produce the contrary results as opposed to those which have 

non-rational capacities, since they [sc. contrary results] are contained in one 

single principle, i.e., the rational capacity. (IX.2, 1046b15-24) 

Although a rational capacity can produce two contrary results, it does not produce them 

in a similar way. A few lines earlier than Text 2.14, which I did not quote, Aristotle 

explains that one of the results stands in an ―in its own right‖ (καθ’ αὑσό, 1046b13) 
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relation to the definition (ὁ λόγορ, 1046b12) of the craft or productive science whereas the 

other result stands in an incidental (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 1046b13) relation to the definition 

or account of the craft or productive science. Take medical science as an instance. 

Medical science can produce two contrary results, i.e., health and disease (1046a7). Only 

health stands in an ―in its own right‖ relation to the definition of medical science whereas 

disease stands only in an incidental relation.  

(b) Active Capacity as the Efficient Explanation for a Transformational Change 

Text 2.12 tells us that crafts and productive sciences are the sources of active 

capacities, i.e., principles for producing a transformational change in something else, and 

are possessed by the rational part of the soul. For this reason crafts and productive 

sciences are considered to be rational capacities. Text 2.13 tells us that crafts and 

productive sciences as rational capacities can produce two contrary results. Text 2.14 tells 

us that the soul possesses such a principle of (transformational) change (ἡ χτφὴ κινήςεψρ 

ἔφει ἀπφήν, 1046b17; ἐν χτφῆ ἣ ἔφει κινήςεψρ ἀπφήν, 1046b21), namely, a rational 

capacity such as a craft or a productive science. From here, Aristotle concludes, as the 

term ―hence‖ (ὥςσε, 1046b21) indicates, that ―it is from the same principle that it initiates 

changes for two contrary results‖ (ἄμυψ ἀπὸ σρ αὐσρ ἀπφρ κινήςει, 1046b21-22). Here 

arises one question: what is ―the same principle‖ (σρ αὐσρ ἀπφρ, 1046b21-22) from 

which the change occurs?  

Jonathan Beere (2009, 79) takes ―the same principle‖ to be referring to the soul. 

But it seems to me that it is the subject of the verb ―initiates or produces the change‖ 

(κινήςει) at 1046b22 that refers to the soul, whereas ―the same principle‖ refers back to 

―the principle of change‖ that the soul possesses (ἐν χτφῆ ἣ ἔφει κινήςεψρ ἀπφήν) at 

1046b21, which again refers back to ―the principle of change‖ that the soul possesses (ἡ 
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χτφὴ κινήςεψρ ἔφει ἀπφήν) at 1046b17 and to ―the [sc. productive] science‖ (ἡ δ’ 

ἐπιςσήμη) at 1046b14. Although the soul is the subject of the verb ―initiates or produces 

the change‖ (κινήςει) at 1046b22, as Aristotle emphasizes, it is from the same principle, 

i.e., the productive science, that the soul initiates or produces the change. My 

interpretation suggests that the craft or productive science as the source of the active 

capacity serves as the efficient explanation for transformational change, which coheres 

with the account of the efficient explanation in Phys. II. 3. The instance offered as the 

efficient explanation there is the craft of statue-making:   

[Text 2.15] ...οἷον σοῦ ἀνδπιάνσορ καὶ ἡ ἀνδπιανσοποιικὴ καὶ ὁ φαλκόρ...ἀλλὰ σὸ μὲν 

ὡρ ὕλη σὸ δ’ ὡρ ὅθεν ἡ κίνηςιρ.  

For instance, both the craft of statue-making the bronze are the explanations of a 

statute... the latter [sc. the bronze] is the explanation as matter, whereas the former 

[sc. the craft of statue-making] is that from which a change comes. (Phys. II. 3, 

195a5-8) 

If this line of interpretation is correct, we may conclude that Aristotle wants to establish 

two things in Met. IX.2: first, the active capacity, i.e., the primary sense of capacity (IX.1, 

1046a10 and 1046a16 in Text 2.2), should be construed as the efficient explanation for a 

transformational change; second, in the case of rational capacity it is the productive 

science rather than the soul that should be construed as the source of the active capacity. 

Please keep the second point in mind. I shall provide a further discussion of the role of 

the productive science in initiating an event of transformational change in Section 2.2.3.2, 

where I argue that IX.5 demonstrates a much-less-decisive role of choice and desire.     

[Active Capacity as the Efficient Explanation for Transformational Change] 

Active capacity is the principle of producing a transformational change in the 

sense that it is the efficient explanation of the transformational change.    
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The next question Aristotle needs to face is that of what exactly it is to decide whichever 

of the two contrary results a rational capacity will produce. Aristotle offers a further 

clarification in IX.5, yet, which appears to suggest that there is some other candidate 

better than the productive science to serve as the efficient explanation of transformational 

change in the case of rational capacity. Does this conflict with the above theses that have 

been established in IX.2?  

2.2.3.2 Metaphysics IX.5: an Account for a Much-Less-Decisive Role of Desire and 

Choice  

In IX.5 Aristotle offers a further account of the distinction between rational 

capacity and non-rational capacity. Let us begin with considering the conditions to 

activate a non-rational capacity.  

(a) Conditions of the Occurrence of the Transformational Change in Relation to Non-

Rational Capacity  

[Text 2.16] ...σὰρ μὲν σοιαύσαρ δτνάμειρ ἀνάγκη, ὅσαν ὡρ δύνανσαι σὸ ποιησικὸν καὶ 

σὸ παθησικὸν πληςιάζψςι, σὸ μὲν ποιεῖν σὸ δὲ πάςφειν, ἐκείναρ δ’ οὐκ ἀνάγκη· 

...it is necessary that capacities of this sort [sc. non-rational capacities], whenever 

the agent and the patient meet with each other in the circumstance in which they 

are capable, the agent produces a change and the patient undergoes the change, 

but it is not necessary in the case of capacities of the other sort. (IX.5, 1048a5-8) 

I reconstruct the conditions of the occurrence of a transformational change that is from a 

non-rational capacity as follows. Suppose there is an agent x and a patient y and that φ is 

a transformational change: 

[Sufficient Conditions of the Occurrence of the Transformational Change in 

Relation to Non-Rational Capacity] it is necessary that x produces φ in y if  

(i) x and y meet with each other, and  
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(ii) x and y are in the circumstance in which x is capable of producing φ in y 

and y is capable of undergoing φ in x.  

I shall take a close look at what Aristotle means by the condition (ii), i.e., ―in the 

circumstance in which one is capable‖ (ὡρ δύνανσαι, 1048a6 in Text 2.16; also see ὡρ 

ἔφει, 1048a14 in Text 2.17, ὡδὶ ἔφονσορ [ποιεῖν], 1048a15-16 and ὡρ ἔςσι δύναμιρ σοῦ 

ποιεῖν, 1048a18 in Text 2.18) when we get to Text 2.18.  

(b) Conditions of the Occurrence of the Transformational Change in Relation to 

Rational Capacity 

As for rational capacity, Aristotle offers a reductio argument at 1048a8-10: it is 

impossible for a rational capacity to produce two contrary results simultaneously. 

Therefore one more factor is required for determining which of the two ways the rational 

capacity is activated for, which is desire (ὄπεξιρ) or choice (πποαίπεςιρ). In this 

dissertation I take these two notions to refer to roughly the same idea: the agent‘s desire 

for what she wants to use a certain rational capacity in her, for instance, to heal her 

patient or to kill him. For this reason I shall just use the term ―desire‖ alone instead of 

mentioning both.      

[Text 2.17] ἀνάγκη ἄπα ἕσεπόν σι εἶναι σὸ κύπιον· λέγψ δὲ σοῦσο ὄπεξιν ἢ 

πποαίπεςιν. ὁποσέποτ γὰπ ἂν ὀπέγησαι κτπίψρ, σοῦσο ποιήςει ὅσαν ὡρ δύνασαι 

ὑπάπφῃ καὶ πληςιάζῃ σῷ παθησικῷ· ὥςσε σὸ δτνασὸν κασὰ λόγον ἅπαν ἀνάγκη, ὅσαν 

ὀπέγησαι οὗ ἔφει σὴν δύναμιν καὶ ὡρ ἔφει, σοῦσο ποιεῖν·  

Then there must be another something else that is an important factor, by which I 

mean desire or choice. For whichever of the two results one would desire 

crucially, she will produce the thing whenever she is in the circumstance in which 

she is capable and meets with the patient. Hence it is necessary that everything 

which has a rational capacity, whenever she desires that for which she has the 

capacity and is in the circumstance in which she is capable, produces the thing. 

(IX.5, 1048a10-15) 
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It appears that Aristotle focuses simply on the conditions from the agent‘s perspective in 

the case of rational capacity in Text 2.17 whereas he considers the conditions from both 

perspectives in the case of non-rational capacity in Text 2.16. I take it to be that in Text 

2.17 Aristotle does not mean that the patient‘s circumstances play no role in the case of 

rational capacity, but rather that Aristotle wants to stress the role of the agent‘s desire. 

Let me reconstruct the conditions to necessitate a transformational change that is from a 

rational capacity as follows. Suppose that there is an agent x and a patient y and that φ 

and ¬φ are two contrary transformational changes: 

[Sufficient Conditions of the Occurrence of the Transformational Change in 

Relation to Rational Capacity] it is necessary that x produces φ in y if  

(i) x and y meet with each other, and  

(ii) x is in the circumstance in which x is capable of producing φ in y, and  

(iii) x desires φ [instead of ¬φ].   

In my view, condition (iii) is simply part of the sufficient conditions of producing φ. In 

addition to this, I shall argue that there is an asymmetrical relation among these three 

conditions: while condition (iii) is simply part of the sufficient conditions of producing φ, 

conditions (i) and (ii) are also considered as the necessary conditions of producing φ. 

Before I offer the reasons, let us take a look at the issue of construing the role of desire or 

choice in this passage:  

[Weak Thesis] Desire or choice determines only (a) which way the rational 

capacity is activated.  

[Strong Thesis] Desire or choice determines not only (a) which way the rational 

capacity is activated but also (b) whether the rational capacity is activated.    
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(i) Strong Thesis of Desire and Choice 

Commentators such as Jonathan Beere uphold the strong thesis:   

The desires that control the power in question not only determine which way the 

power is exercised, but also whether the power is exercised at all. (Beere, 2009, 

145)  

In other words, 

[Strong Thesis] It is necessary that x produces φ in y if x desires φ [instead of 

¬φ]. 

Other commentators such as Richard Sorabji and David Charles,19 while they do 

not contend for an interpretation as strong as Beere by admitting the requirement of 

certain conditions, maintain that desire plays a decisive role of producing an action, i.e., 

the efficient cause of the action, which does not simply determines which of the two 

ways, φ or ¬φ, the rational capacity is activated for.        

―...Desire has an end, and is, in certain conditions, a necessitating efficient cause 

of our acting toward that end. (Richard Sorabji, 1974, 82) 20  

                                                 
19Supply my response to Charles‘ discussion of the role of desire in Nicomachean Ethics.  

  Ὄνσορ δ’ ἀκοτςίοτ σοῦ βίᾳ καὶ δι’ ἄγνοιαν, σὸ ἑκούςιον δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι οὗ ἡ ἀπφὴ ἐν αὐσῷ εἰδόσι σὰ καθ’ 

ἕκαςσα ἐν οἷρ ἡ ππᾶξιρ. (NE III. 1, 1111a22-24) 

  ππάξεψρ μὲν οὖν ἀπφὴ πποαίπεςιρ—ὅθεν ἡ κίνηςιρ ἀλλ’ οὐφ οὗ ἕνεκα—πποαιπέςεψρ δὲ ὄπεξιρ καὶ λόγορ ὁ 

ἕνεκά σινορ. διὸ οὔσ’ ἄνετ νοῦ καὶ διανοίαρ οὔσ’ ἄνετ ἠθικρ ἐςσὶν ἕξεψρ ἡ πποαίπεςιρ· (NE VI. 2, 1139a31-34) 
20 On the one hand, Sorabji (1974) argues that desire should be construed as a ―necessitating efficient 

cause‖ of our acting toward some end (1974, 82). On Sorabji‘s view, the analysis of abilities in Met. IX.5 

implies that ―if a man desires to heal, and the desire to heal predominates over any desire to withhold 

health, then necessarily he will heal, provided (i) he has the ability to heal under appropriate conditions, 

and (ii) he is in those conditions‖ (1974, 80) (italics emphasized by me). Sorabji contends that the efficient 

cause of praxis (deliberate action) should be prohaeresis, for the reason that boulesis is a desire for an end 

such as health, while prohaeresis is a ―desire for something in our power which have calculated to be the 

best means‖ (1974, 81). On the other hand, Sorabji (1980, 55) argues that artifacts like houses and statues 

which arise ―from thoughts‖ never arise from necessity. 

  William Charlton (1987) argues that the primary sense of capacity should be understood as ―exercisable 

power‖ and cannot be construed as efficient explanation. Instead of ―genuine causal [sc. efficient] powers‖ 

such as the heat of a bottle, Charlton contends that craft and desire should be regarded as ―non causal [sc. 

efficient] sources of change‖ (1987, 280) (brackets added by me), on the grounds that the former enables us 

to understand the rise in temperature of the milk in the bottle as ―inevitable,‖ whereas the latter enables us 

to understand the recovery of a patient as ―voluntary and intelligent‖ (1987, 281). ―The difference between 
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Desiring is that type of activity which—if certain conditions obtain—will by itself 

produce the relevant action. Thus it is the mode of accepting a proposition which 

under certain conditions will by itself lead to action; it is distinct from belief (or 

affirmation), which does not, by itself, produce a relevant action under any 

conditions. (David Charles, 1984, 86, italics emphasized by me)21  

(ii) Weak Thesis of Desire and Choice 

I do not reject that the role of desire can be ―decisive‖ in certain cases such as 

those that are related to moral decisions in Aristotle‘s ethics. But it seems to me that, in 

Aristotle‘s general account of the principle or the origin of transformational change in 

Met. IX.1-5, desire plays an ―important‖ (κύπιον, IX.5, 1048a10) role only in determining 

which of the two ways, φ or ¬φ, a rational capacity is activated for, and therefore it would 

be too strong to construe desire to be an efficient cause of producing a transformational 

change. I argue, it is the capacity, both rational and non-rational, that is what Aristotle 

intends to establish as the overall efficient explanation of the occurrence of a 

transformational change event in IX.5 and in the whole IX.1-5 as well. Let us go on to 

look at what Aristotle tells us right after Text 2.17.  

                                                                                                                                                 
the doctor‘s power to heal and the hot-water bottle‘s power to heat arises from the fact that the former 

pertains to the doctor‘s form, whereas the latter pertains to the bottle‘s contents‖ (1987, 281). I agree with 

Charlton that the doctor‘s capacity to heal pertains to the doctor‘s form, i.e., the medical knowledge. But 

his argument does not seem to refute the idea that medical knowledge can serve as the efficient explanation 

of a transformational change.    
21 As Charles points out, the recent analyses of Aristotle‘s voluntary action have been centering on 

characterizing voluntary action either in terms of ―efficient causality‖ or in terms of knowledge or 

teleology, but not both (1984, 59). Charles argues that both causal and teleological considerations play a 

role in a voluntary action without inconsistency, however, he does not offer a clear stand on the role of 

knowledge, for instance, the question whether by ―agent‘s knowledge‖ he means simply some beliefs ―of 

what he [sc. the agent] is about to do‖ (1984, 98) or a systematic set of beliefs regarding a certain craft or 

skill, which is, in Aristotle‘s own word, ―science‖ (ἐπιςσήμη, IX. 2, 1046b16), or, more specifically, 

―productive science‖ (ποιησικαὶ ἐπιςσμαι, IX. 2, 1046b3) in our context: ―Agent‘s knowledge (thus 

characterized) distinguishes the Aristotelian account from those which analyze intentional action solely in 

terms of knowledge, and from those which—leaving knowledge out of the picture—describe the 

appropriate dependency of the action on agent‘s desire in purely causal, counterfactual or functional terms. 

Unlike the former it uses the causal connection between S‘s desire to do z and his doing z as the basis for 

agent‘s knowledge of what he is about to do. Unlike the latter, it employs agent‘s knowledge to determine 

which are the relevant functional dependencies between desire and action.‖ (Charles, 1984, 98) 
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In Text 2.18, the passage that follows right after Text 2.17, Aristotle offers two 

further points: the first one is regarding the conditions of ―being capable‖ (ἔφει, 

1048a15), which includes an explanation of ―in the circumstance in which one is 

capable‖ (ὡδὶ ἔφονσορ [ποιεῖν], 1048a15-16 and ὡρ ἔςσι δύναμιρ σοῦ ποιεῖν, 1048a18 in 

Text 2.18; also see ὡρ δύνανσαι, 1048a6 in Text 2.16 and ὡρ ἔφει, 1048a14 in Text 2.17); 

the second is a clarification regarding, as I take it, the limitation of the role of desire and 

choice:  

[Text 2.18] ἔφει δὲ παπόνσορ σοῦ παθησικοῦ καὶ ὡδὶ ἔφονσορ [ποιεῖν]· εἰ δὲ μή, 

ποιεῖν οὐ δτνήςεσαι (σὸ γὰπ μηθενὸρ σῶν ἔξψ κψλύονσορ πποςδιοπίζεςθαι οὐθὲν ἔσι 

δεῖ· σὴν γὰπ δύναμιν ἔφει ὡρ ἔςσι δύναμιρ σοῦ ποιεῖν, ἔςσι δ’ οὐ πάνσψρ ἀλλ’ ἐφόνσψν 

πῶρ, ἐν οἷρ ἀυοπιςθήςεσαι καὶ σὰ ἔξψ κψλύονσα· ἀυαιπεῖσαι γὰπ σαῦσα σῶν ἐν σῷ 

διοπιςμῷ πποςόν σψν ἔνια)·  

One [sc. the agent] is capable when the patient is present and she [sc. the agent] is 

in the circumstance in which she is capable of producing a change. But if not, she 

will not be capable of producing a change. (For it is not necessary to make an 

additional specification that nothing external prevents it; for one has the capacity 

in the circumstance in which it is a capacity for producing a change, and that it is 

not in all but in certain circumstances, in which external things that prevent will 

be excluded; for these are set aside by some of the things present in the definition 

[sc. of the capacity]). (IX.5, 1048a15-21) 

At a first sight Aristotle appears to say that the agent is capable of producing a 

transformational change if, first, the patient is present (παπόνσορ, 1048a15); a slightly 

different phrasing is used in the earlier texts: the agent and the patient meet with each 

other (πληςιάζψςι, 1048a7 in Text 2.16 and πληςιάζῃ, 1048a12-13 in Text 2.17); second, 

the agent is in the circumstance in which she is capable of producing a transformational 

change. In other words, Aristotle appears to take these two conditions as the sufficient 

conditions of being capable of producing a transformational change. But the next 

sentence ―if not, she will not be capable of producing a transformational change‖ (εἰ δὲ 

μή, ποιεῖν οὐ δτνήςεσαι, 1048a16) clearly suggests that Aristotle takes these two 
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conditions as the necessary conditions of being capable of producing a transformational 

change. Although Text 2.18 is meant to be a further clarification of the case of rational 

capacity in Text 2.17, the conditions offered in Text 2.18 is equally applied to the case of 

non-rational capacity as well. Suppose that there is an agent x and a patient y and that φ is 

a transformational change: 

[Necessary Conditions of the Transformational Change in Relation to either 

Non-Rational Capacity or Rational Capacity] If x produces φ in y,   

(i) y is present, and  

(ii) x is in the circumstance in which x is capable of producing φ in y. 

1048a16-21 in Text 2.17 tells us that there is no need to add on one more necessary 

condition that nothing external prevents the agent or the patient from producing or 

undergoing a transformational change, because it is already covered by the above 

condition (ii), i.e., in the circumstance in which one is capable. The following (ii*) is 

simply for clarifying, not for modifying condition (ii):  

(ii*) If x and y are in the circumstance in which x is capable of producing φ in y 

and y is capable of undergoing φ by x, then nothing external prevents x from 

producing φ in y nor y from undergoing φ by x. 

If my interpretation is correct, conditions (i) and (ii) are not simply part of the sufficient 

conditions, as Texts 2.15 and 2.16 suggest, but also the necessary conditions, as Text 

2.18 suggests, for the occurrence of a transformational change.22 This explains why 

                                                 
22 A similar idea can be found in Nicomachean Ethics VII. 12 and X. 4, where Aristotle addresses the 

conditions for the occurrence of a perceiving activity:  

  Αἰςθήςεψρ δὲ πάςηρ ππὸρ σὸ αἰςθησὸν ἐνεπγούςηρ, σελείψρ δὲ σρ εὖ διακειμένηρ ππὸρ σὸ κάλλιςσον σῶν ὑπὸ 

σὴν αἴςθηςιν (σοιοῦσον γὰπ μάλιςσ’ εἶναι δοκεῖ ἡ σελεία ἐνέπγεια· αὐσὴν δὲ λέγειν ἐνεπγεῖν, ἢ ἐν ᾧ ἐςσί, μηθὲν 

διαυεπέσψ), καθ’ ἑκάςσην δὴ βελσίςση ἐςσὶν ἡ ἐνέπγεια σοῦ ἄπιςσα διακειμένοτ ππὸρ σὸ κπάσιςσον σῶν ὑπ’ 

αὐσήν. (Every sense faculty is in activity in relation to its sense object, and completely when it is in a good 

condition in relation to the best of its sense objects. (For this such is certainly considered as a complete 
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Aristotle bothers to make a clarification of ―being capable‖ in Text 2.18 right after Text 

2.17. Text 2.17 offers three sufficient conditions to distinguish rational capacities from 

non-rational capacities. But Text 2.18 clarifies that only two of them are considered as 

the necessary conditions; the freshly-added condition, i.e., desire, is not a necessary 

condition of the occurrence of a transformational change. This is why I argue that there is 

an asymmetrical relation among the three sufficient conditions of producing a 

transformational change φ. ―Therefore‖ (διὸ) at 1048a21 introduces the conclusion of the 

previous clarifications on ―being capable‖ in Text 2.18: 

[Text 2.19] διὸ οὐδ’ ἐὰν ἅμα βούλησαι ἢ ἐπιθτμῆ ποιεῖν δύο ἢ σὰ ἐνανσία, οὐ 

ποιήςει· οὐ γὰπ οὕσψρ ἔφει αὐσῶν σὴν δύναμιν οὐδ’ ἔςσι σοῦ ἅμα ποιεῖν ἡ δύναμιρ, 

ἐπεὶ ὧν ἐςσὶν οὕσψρ ποιήςει.  

Therefore even if one wishes or wants to do two things or two contrary things 

simultaneously, she will not produce them. For she does not have the capacity for 

them in this way nor is there a capacity to produce them simultaneously, since she 

will produces the things for which she is capable in the way in which she is 

capable. (IX.5, 1048a21-24)  

Producing a transformational change requires two things, as 1048a22-23 suggests: first, 

the agent is required to have the capacity of producing a transformational change φ, and, 

second, the agent is required to be in the circumstance in which she is capable of 

                                                                                                                                                 
activity; let it be irrelevant whether one says that it is the sense faculty is in activity or the subject that has 

it). In each sense faculty, the best activity is that of the subject in the best condition in relation to the best of 

its sense objects.) (NE X. 4, 1174b14-19) 

  οὐδεμία γὰπ ἐνέπγεια σέλειορ ἐμποδιζομένη... (For no activity is complete if it is impeded...) (NE VII. 12, 

1153b16) 

  Let us leave aside the question of what Aristotle means by a complete activity and the question whether a 

perceiving activity can be construed as a transformational change at this moment. The former passage (NE 

X. 4, 1174b14-19) offers the sufficient conditions of the occurrence of a perceiving activity. Suppose that 

there is a sense faculty x and a sense object y:   

  [Sufficient Conditions Of The Occurrence Of x‘s Being Actually Perceiving] x is in actuality x iff  

  (a) x is in relation to its patient y, and  

  (b) x is in a good condition and y is in a good (or the best) condition.   

  The latter passage (NE VII. 12, 1153b16) indicates the necessary conditions of the occurrence of a 

perceiving activity. The hindrance of (a) and (b) is generally considered as one of the circumstances in 

which the perceiving activity is impeded. For instance, there is some obstacle in between my eyes and the 

sensible object an apple.    
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producing φ. Text 2.18 has made it clear that the first claim is implied in the second 

claim. Accordingly, simply desiring for a transformational change φ, for instance, to 

make a patient become healthy, does not necessitate the occurrence of φ. While desire is 

simply part of the sufficient conditions for producing φ, (i) the presence of the patient 

(although Aristotle does not mention it in Text 2.19, he has made it to be one of the two 

necessary conditions in Text 2.18), and (ii) being in the circumstance in which the agent 

is capable of making someone else become healthy, which implies having the 

corresponding capacity, i.e., medical science, are both the necessary condition and part of 

the sufficient conditions for the occurrence of φ.  

2.2.4 Metaphysics IX.1-5: an Account of Change and Capacity in Accordance with 

the Categories (and Summary of 2.2) 

I have sought arguments to offer an account of the capacities that are dealt with in 

Met. IX.1-5, which includes the primary sense of capacity, i.e., the active capacity, and its 

derivative capacities, i.e., the passive capacity, the capacity for resistance and the 

capacity for acting or being acted upon in a certain way. As I pointed out in Section 2.2.1, 

the accounts of these capacities all entail, first, the presence of the patient, and, second, 

the presence of the agent‘s active capacity of producing a transformational change in the 

patient.  

In Section 2.2.2, I called attention to the distinction between m-change (μεσαβολή) 

and k-change (κίνηςιρ) and the classification of change in accordance with the categories 

in Phys. V. 1-2. M-change, which I translated to be ―transformational change,‖ while 

being the most general description to cover changes that are classified and characterized 

in terms of the four ultimate genera—substance, quality, quantity and place, should be 

construed the corresponding fulfillment of the capacity of IX.1-5. The characteristic 
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feature of a transformational change, as I have contended, represents the prototype 

account of change: a transition from the privation of x to the acquisition of x. And this 

resolved the question why the capacity of IX.1-5 was said to be ―not most useful for what 

we plan to discuss now‖ (IX.1, 1045b36-37).  

Finally, in Section 2.2.3, I argued that Aristotle established two things in IX.2: 

first, the active capacity should be construed as the efficient explanation for a 

transformational change; second, in the case of rational capacity it is the productive 

science rather than the soul that should be construed as the efficient explanation for a 

transformational change. It might appear that IX.5 offers a conflicting account by adding 

one more factor, i.e., desire or choice, to determine which of the two results the rational 

capacity is activated for. But I have sought arguments to show that the texts in IX.5 

suggest an account of a much-less-decisive role of desire and choice: desire or choice 

determines only which way the rational capacity is activated for, but not whether the 

rational capacity is exercised at all.              

2.3. THE ACCOUNT OF ACTUALITY AND POTENTIALITY IN METAPHYSICS IX.6-9 

As is argued earlier, one who is capable of producing or undergoing a 

transformational change in or by something else and one who is currently producing or 

undergoing such a change still falls under the characterization in terms of the four 

ultimate categories: the capacity at issue and its corresponding transformational change is 

characterized as the process from the privation of F to the acquistion of F (Phys. I. 7, 

190b23-29 or see Text 2.10); F can be a substance, quality, quantity or place. But in the 

beginning of Book IX Aristotle has told us that this sense of δύναμιρ was not ―not most 

useful for what we plan to discuss now‖ (IX.1, 1045b36-37). He promised to offer a new 

perspective to talk about that-which-is (σὸ ὄν, IX.1, 1045b32) presumably in IX.6-9. Now 
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what is this new perspective of characterizing that-which-is? How is it distinct from 

characterizing that-which-is in terms of the categories?  

2.3.1 The Transition Passage in the Beginning of Metaphysics IX.6 

Aristotle begins IX.6 by saying that he has dealt with the capacity that is ―in 

relation to change‖ (κασὰ κίνηςιν, 1048a25), which I have suggested should be 

understood as transformational change (μεσαβολή), i.e., the most general description of 

change that is characterized in terms of the four ultimate categories. Aristotle now turns 

to the other sense of δύναμιρ and its corresponding fulfillment, and offers a reason which 

is introduced by ὅσι (because) at 1048a28: the term σὸ δτνασόν (that which is capable or 

potential) can not only (οὐ μόνον, 1048a28) be applied to that which produces or 

undergoes a transformational change in or by something else, but also (ἀλλὰ καί, 

1048a29-30) it can be applied in a different way (ἑσέπψρ, 1048a30). 

[Text 2.20] πεὶ δὲ πεπὶ σρ κασὰ κίνηςιν λεγομένηρ δτνάμεψρ εἴπησαι, πεπὶ 

ἐνεπγείαρ διοπίςψμεν σί σέ ἐςσιν ἡ ἐνέπγεια καὶ ποῖόν σι. καὶ γὰπ σὸ δτνασὸν ἅμα 

δλον ἔςσαι διαιποῦςιν, ὅσι οὐ μόνον σοῦσο λέγομεν δτνασὸν ὃ πέυτκε κινεῖν ἄλλο ἢ 

κινεῖςθαι ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ ἢ ἁπλῶρ ἢ σπόπον σινά, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἑσέπψρ, διὸ ζησοῦνσερ καὶ πεπὶ 

σούσψν διήλθομεν.  

Since we have discussed the capacity that is said to be in relation to [sc. 

transformational] change, let us determine actuality—what actuality is and what 

sort of thing it is. For indeed, as we analyze, that which is capable will become 

clear, because we not only call capable that which by nature produces or 

undergoes a [sc. transformational] change in or by something else, either without 

qualification or in some certain way, but also in a different way, and for this 

reason in enquiring we have gone through these. (Met. IX.6, 1048a25-30) 

There are two ways of construing what Aristotle means by saying that σοῦσο δτνασόν at 

1048a28 can not only (οὐ μόνον, 1048a28) be applied to that which produces or undergoes 

a transformational change in or by something else, but also (ἀλλὰ καί, 1048a29-30) can 

be applied in a different way (ἑσέπψρ, 1048a30). σοῦσο δτνασόν at 1048a28 refers back to 
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σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27. One way is to construe σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27 to be σὸ δτνασόν 

that concerns Aristotle in IX.6-9, the other way is to construe it to be σὸ δτνασόν in 

general, i.e., σὸ δτνασόν that is neutral between σὸ δτνασόν of IX.1-5 and σὸ δτνασόν of 

IX.6-9.      

2.3.1.1 The Non-Mutually-Exclusive-In-The-Senses Thesis and the Mutually-

Exclusive-In-The-Senses Thesis 

Reading F such as Frede maintains that this passage suggests that the potentiality 

and actuality of IX.6-9 covers the capacity and change of IX.1-5: 

We should note that he is not saying that the potential is a further kind of δτνασόν 

besides the ones listed. Rather he is saying that something qualifies as potential 

for quite different reasons, either because it has an active power or because it has 

a passive δύναμιρ, or in an altogether different way. He does not say that only 

those things count as potential which are potential in this different way which we 

now have to elucidate. Aristotle‘s remark about the potential amounts to the claim 

that the term δύναμιρ in the sense of ‗potentiality‘ covers not only the basic kind 

of δύναμιρ, its passive counterpart, and, of course, particular modes of the two, but 

also a quite different kind of δύναμιρ or different kinds of δύναμιρ. (Frede, 1994, 

185) 

The underlying assumption of this line of interpretation, as I take it, is that Frede 

construes σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27 to be referring to what is in potentiality that concerns 

Aristotle in IX.6-9. This is probably because in the previous sentence Aristotle says that 

―let us determine actuality—what actuality is and what sort of thing it is‖ at 1048a26-27, 

which appears to suggest that σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27 refers to the δύναμιρ of IX.6-9. 

Remember that σοῦσο δτνασόν at 1048a28 refers back to σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27. It follows 

that σοῦσο δτνασόν at 1048a28 as what is in potentiality that concerns Aristotle in IX.6-9 

covers not only the way of speaking of what is capable in IX.1-5 (ὃ πέυτκε κινεῖν ἄλλο ἢ 

κινεῖςθαι ὑπ’ ἄλλοτ, 1048a28-29), but also speaking of σὸ δτνασόν in a different way 

(ἑσέπψρ, 1048a30) of speaking of σὸ δτνασόν. In short, the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9 
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covers the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5. Let me this line of interpretation the non-

mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis: 

[Non-Mutually-Exclusive-In-The-Senses Thesis] σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27 refers 

to the potentiality that Aristotle is concerned with in IX.6-9. The not-only-but-

also structure at 1048a28-30 suggests the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 is covered 

in the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9.   

But I read [Text 2.20] is in a quite opposite way. In the first sentence (1048a25-

27), as I take it, Aristotle addresses that he has done with the discussion of the capacity in 

relation to transformational change, presumably the capacity of IX.1-5, and now he wants 

to turn to the other sense of δύναμιρ or σὸ δτνασόν and consider what the corresponding 

actuality is and what sort of thing it is. In the second sentence (1048a27-30), Aristotle 

provides a reason—which is introduced by καὶ γάπ at 1048a27—to explain why he wants 

to move from the first way of speaking of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9. That is, σὸ δτνασόν can be 

spoken of in multiple ways. For this reason, σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27 should be constured to 

be something that can be spoken of in multiple ways and therefore is not necessarily 

restricted to σὸ δτνασόν that concerns Aristotle in IX.6-9. Also, ἑσέπψρ at 1048a30 

indicates that the different way of speaking of σὸ δτνασόν is the main concern of Aristotle 

when he moves onto IX.6-9 and thus is supposed to be distinct from σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5. 

In short, the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9 is meant to be distinct from the sense of σὸ 

δτνασόν in IX.1-5. Let me call my line of interpretation the mutually-exclusive-in-the-

senses thesis:    

[Mutually-Exclusive-In-The-Senses Thesis] σὸ δτνασόν at 1048a27 refers simply 

to the σὸ δτνασόν that can be spoken of in multiple ways. The not-only-but-also 
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structure suggests that the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9 is meant to be distinct 

from the sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5.   

Please note that the difference between Reading R and my mutually-exclusive-in-the-

senses thesis lies in the fact that Reading R maintains that σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 is distinct 

from σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9 in the sense that their extensions or references are mutually 

exclusive from each other. According to Ross (1924, ii, 239-279), IX.1-5 deals with the 

power in A of producing an external change in B or in A herself insofar as someone else, 

whereas IX.6-9 deals with the potentiality in A of passing into a new state; the latter 

includes A‘s bringing about an internal change in herself and A‘s engaging in some 

activity. But I argue for a weaker reading that σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 is distinct from σὸ 

δτνασόν in IX.6-9 only in the sense that their senses are mutually exclusive from each 

other; nevertheless this does not imply that their references are mutually exclusive from 

each.      

[Reading F] The sense of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 is covered by the sense of σὸ 

δτνασόν in IX.6-9.  

[Reading R] σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 is distinct from σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9 in the 

sense that their extensions or references are mutually exclusive from each other. 

[An Alternative Reading] σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 is distinct from σὸ δτνασόν in 

IX.6-9 only in the sense that their senses are mutually exclusive from each other; 

nevertheless this does not imply that their extensions or references are mutually 

exclusive from each. 

Let us proceed to consider in what sense σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5 and σὸ δτνασόν in IX.6-9 

should be construed to be mutually exclusive from each other only in their senses but not 

in their references or extensions.  



75 

 

2.3.1.2 The Same δύναμιρ Thesis and the Same υύςιρ/σέφνη Thesis 

The case of the housebuilding craft that shows up both in IX.1-5 as the capacity 

for the agent to produce a change (κίνηςιρ) in something else and in IX.6-9 as the 

potentiality for the agent to be engaged in an activity (ἐνέπγεια) of repetitively exercising 

a craft, science, or one‘s own nature. Following the reasoning of Reading F or the non-

mutually-exclusive-in-the-sense thesis, as mentioned in Sections 2.1.3.2 and 2.3.1.1, both 

Makin (2006, 138-139) and Beere (2009, 192-193) conclude that the capacity for 

producing a change in something else such as turning bricks and stones into a house 

should be construed as the same as the capacity for exercising the craft of housebuilding. 

In short, Reading F or the non-mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis implies the same 

δύναμιρ thesis: 

[The Same δύναμιρ Thesis] The δύναμιρ for the agent to produce a change in the 

patient is the same as the δύναμιρ for the agent to exercise its own nature or a craft 

that has been acquired earlier. 

Recall that in Section 2.1.3.2 I have called attention to the distinction between (a) 

the housebuilder, or, to be more precise, the craft of housebuilding and (a) (i) the δύναμιρ 

for the housebuilder to produce a change in the building materials and (ii) the δύναμιρ for 

the housebuilder to exercise the craft of housebuilding. I have argued that what is the 

same should be construed to be the craft (in the case of housebuilding) or one‘s own 

nature (in the case of an action out of a natural organism), which should be construed to 

be (i) the source or bearer of that which is capable of producing a change in the patient 

and (ii) the source or bearer of that which possesses the potentiality for exercising a 

certain craft or its own nature. In other words, it is in virtue of the same source or bearer, 

e.g., a certain craft (σέφνη) or science (ἐπιςσήμη) that the housebuilder is said to (i) 
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possess the capacity for producing a change in bricks and stones (IX.2, 1046b2-3; V. 12, 

1049a17-18) and (ii) possess the potentiality for exercising the craft repetitively (IX.6, 

1048b19-35). For this reason, the δύναμιρ of IX.1-5 and the δύναμιρ of IX.6-9 should be 

construed to be the same only in its reference or extension.  

Likewise, in the case of activities out of an organism‘s nature such as seeing or 

hearing, which I shall examine in Section 2.3.3, we need to carefully differentiate the 

distinction between (a) the sense organ such as eyes and (b) (i) the δύναμιρ for the eyes to 

undergo a change by the perceptible object and (ii) the δύναμιρ for the eyes to exercise 

their own nature of sight. It is in virtue of the same the source or bearer, namely, the 

nature of the sense organ, that the eyes (i) possess the capacity for undergoing the 

perceiving process and (ii) possess the potentiality for being engaged in the activity of 

perceiving an object. In short, the mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis implies the 

same υύςιρ/σέφνη thesis:        

[The Same υύςιρ/σέφνη Thesis] The υύςιρ/σέφνη in virtue of which the agent is 

capable of producing a change in the patient is the same as the υύςιρ/σέφνη in 

virtue of which the agent is potential at exercising its own nature or a craft that 

has been acquired earlier.   

I shall argue in Section 2.3.3.2 (c) that one reason in favor of this line of interpretation is 

that, according to the priority of actuality that is addressed in IX.8, δύναμιρ is defined in 

terms of its corresponding actuality, on the grounds that actuality is prior to potentiality 

in definition (IX.8, 1049b12-17) and in substance (IX.8, 1050a4-14). If the accounts of 

the corresponding actualities are not the same, then the accounts of δτνάμειρ at issue 

cannot be the same, either.  
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The underlying assumption of the non-mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis is 

that the action of producing a transformational change in bricks and stones is considered 

to be the same as, or, at least, an instance of, the action of exercising one‘s knowledge of 

housebuilding. It follows that the capacity for producing a change in the patient and the 

potentiality for exercising a craft or one‘s nature to be the same δύναμιρ. Now in Sections 

2.3.2 and 2.3.3 I shall offer the argument that the action of producing a change in bricks 

and stones cannot be the same as, nor as an instance of, the action of exercising one‘s 

knowledge of housebuilding. 

2.3.1.3 What Is This New Perspective of Characterizing That-Which-Is If Not in 

Accordance with the Categories? 

If the mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis and the same υύςιρ/σέφνη thesis 

make better sense of the transition from IX.1-5 to IX.6-9, what is this new perspective of 

characterizing that-which-is? How is it different (ἑσέπψρ, IX.6, 1048a30) from the way of 

speaking of σὸ δτνασόν in IX.1-5? Despite the interpretation upheld by Frede (1994, 183) 

and Makin (2006, 130-132) that Aristotle is rather pessimistic about discovering a 

definition (ὅπον, IX.6, 1048a36) for this new perspective of characterizing that-which-is, 

can we still obtain an approximate account through reconstructing Aristotle‘s arguments 

in IX.6-9?  

The discussion of the distinction between the capacity (and its corresponding 

fulfillment, i.e., transformational change) of IX.1-5 and the potentiality of IX.6-9 has 

been centering and relying on the famous passage of IX.6, 1048b18-35, 23  where 

                                                 
23 πεὶ δὲ σῶν ππάξεψν ὧν ἔςσι πέπαρ οὐδεμία σέλορ ἀλλὰ σῶν πεπὶ σὸ σέλορ, οἷον σὸ ἰςφναίνειν ἢ ἰςφναςία 

[αὐσό], αὐσὰ δὲ ὅσαν ἰςφναίνῃ οὕσψρ ἐςσὶν ἐν κινήςει, μὴ ὑπάπφονσα ὧν ἕνεκα ἡ κίνηςιρ, οὐκ ἔςσι σαῦσα 

ππᾶξιρ ἢ οὐ σελεία γε (οὐ γὰπ σέλορ)· ἀλλ’ ἐκείνη <ᾗ> ἐντπάπφει σὸ σέλορ καὶ [ἡ] ππᾶξιρ. οἷον ὁπᾷ ἅμα <καὶ 

ἑώπακε,> καὶ υπονεῖ <καὶ πευπόνηκε,> καὶ νοεῖ καὶ νενόηκεν, ἀλλ’ οὐ μανθάνει καὶ μεμάθηκεν οὐδ’ ὑγιάζεσαι 

καὶ ὑγίαςσαι· εὖ ζῆ καὶ εὖ ἔζηκεν ἅμα, καὶ εὐδαιμονεῖ καὶ εὐδαιμόνηκεν. εἰ δὲ μή, ἔδει ἄν ποσε παύεςθαι 
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ὥςπεπ ὅσαν ἰςφναίνῃ, νῦν δ’ οὔ, ἀλλὰ ζῆ καὶ ἔζηκεν. σούσψν δὴ <δεῖ> σὰρ μὲν κινήςειρ λέγειν, σὰρ δ’ ἐνεπγείαρ. 

πᾶςα γὰπ κίνηςιρ ἀσελήρ, ἰςφναςία μάθηςιρ βάδιςιρ οἰκοδόμηςιρ· αὗσαι δὴ κινήςειρ, καὶ ἀσελεῖρ γε. οὐ γὰπ ἅμα 

βαδίζει καὶ βεβάδικεν, οὐδ’ οἰκοδομεῖ καὶ ᾠκοδόμηκεν, οὐδὲ γίγνεσαι καὶ γέγονεν ἢ κινεῖσαι καὶ κεκίνησαι, 

ἀλλ’ ἕσεπον, καὶ κινεῖ καὶ κεκίνηκεν· ἑώπακε δὲ καὶ ὁπᾷ ἅμα σὸ αὐσό, καὶ νοεῖ καὶ νενόηκεν. σὴν μὲν οὖν 

σοιαύσην ἐνέπγειαν λέγψ, ἐκείνην δὲ κίνηςιν. (Since of actions of which there is a limit none is a 

completion, but is rather related to a completion—for example, making thin, these [bodily parts] 

themselves when being made thin are in change in this way, and those things which the change is for the 

sake of do not yet obtain—these things are not an action or at least are not complete (for there is no 

completion); but that in which the completion inheres is also action. For example, at the same time one is 

seeing [[and has seen]], and is understanding [[and has understood]] and is thinking and has thought, but it 

is not that one is learning and has learned, nor is one being healed and has been healed. And one is living 

well and has lived well at the same time, and one is flourishing and has flourished. If not, it would have had 

to stop sometime as in the case of making thin, but as it is this is not so, but one is living and has lived. Of 

these then [[it is necessary]] to call some changes, and others actualities. For all change is incomplete, 

thinning, learning, walking, house building; these are changes and surely incomplete. For it is not at the 

same time that one is walking and has walked, nor building a house and having built a house, nor coming to 

be and having come to be, nor being changed and having been changed, but these are different, and so too 

if something is bringing about and has brought about change. But the same thing at the same time has seen 

and is seeing, and is thinking and has thought. So I call such a thing an actuality, but that thing a change.) 

(Met. IX.6, 1048b18-35; translation, parenthesis and double brackets by Makin, 2006, 7-8) 

In what sense is a κίνηςιρ said to be incomplete? In what sense is an ἐνέπγεια said to be complete? 

Some scholars argue from the perspective of whether it takes time to complete the end of an action. W. D. 

Ross (1924, cxxviii) proposes that a κίνηςιρ is incomplete in the sense that a κίνηςιρ takes time to complete 

an end beyond itself, whereas an ἐνέπγεια is complete in each moment of itself since an ἐνέπγεια aims at 

nothing beyond itself. For instance, when you are building a house, you have not yet built a house; when 

you are being healed, you have not yet been healed; but at the same moment you see and have seen, know 

and have known. Gilbert Ryle (1959) further suggests that an ἐνέπγεια, e.g., see, should be understood as a 

―got-it verb‖ since it cannot go on through time. Whenever ―one sees‖ is true, ―one has seen‖ is also true. 

Therefore, ―sees‖ entails ―has seen‖, or, more precisely, the present entails the perfect. But Ackrill (1965) 

contends that a number of examples in Aristotle‘s texts show that ἐνέπγεια may go on through time, and 

hence the Ross-Ryle construal is not an adequate criterion of distinguishing ἐνέπγεια from κίνηςιρ. A.P.D. 

Mourelatos (1980) proposes an interesting criterion for the distinction between achievement and 

progressive activity. He argues that there is a close connection among the aspect of verb, count-mass 

distinction, and achievement and progressive activity. Roughly speaking, an activity such as knowing is 

usually described in terms of a verb with progressive aspect, e.g., imperfect, and hence uncountable, 

whereas an achievement such as walking from Athens to Piraeus is usually described in terms of a verb 

with non-progressive aspect, e.g., aorist, and hence countable. 

Others argue from the perspective of whether the form in the action is completed. For instance, David 

Bostock suggests that the end to be completed in either a κίνηςιρ or an ἐνέπγεια should be construed as a 

certain form: ―any process is incomplete in the sense that its form, which identifies it as the process that it 

is, has not yet been realized at any time that the process is going on. By contrast, an activity such as seeing 

is complete in this sense.‖ (Bostock, 1988, 257) He contends that a κίνηςιρ is incomplete in the sense that 

its form has not yet been realized at anytime when the κίνηςιρ is going on, whereas an ἐνέπγεια is complete 

in the sense that the form has been realized at every moment when the ἐνέπγεια is going on. Bostock further 

construes the form as the ἐνσελέφεια of the action itself: in the case of κίνηςιρ, e.g., learning, the form of 

this action should be identified with the ἐνσελέφεια of the process (κίνηςιρ) of learning itself, while in the 

case of ἐνέπγεια, e.g., seeing, the form of this action should be identified with the ἐνσελέφεια of the activity 

(ἐνέπγεια) of seeing itself.  
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Aristotle is considered to draw a line between κίνηςιρ and ἐνέπγεια. In a κίνηςιρ the 

subject cannot, for instance, be said to be building a house and to have built a house 

(οἰκοδομεῖ καὶ ᾠκοδόμηκεν, 1048b31) simultaneously (ἅμα, 1048b30), or, more generally, 

one cannot be said to be undergoing a change and to have undergone a change (κινεῖσαι 

καὶ κεκίνησαι, 1048b32) nor said to be producing a change and to have produced a 

change (κινεῖ καὶ κεκίνηκεν, 1048b33) simultaneously. By contrast, in an ἐνέπγεια the 

subject is said to have seen and be seeing (ἑώπακε δὲ καὶ ὁπᾷ, 1048b33) and said to be 

thinking and to have thought (νοεῖ καὶ νενόηκεν, 1048b34) simultaneously. Nevertheless, 

Myles Burnyeat24 in his recent article (2008) contends that this passage ―does not fit into 

the overall program of ϴ, was not written for ϴ, and should not be printed in the place we 

read it today‖ (2008, 220) and that ―the ϴ 6 distinction is unique in the corpus and should 

not be imported into other Aristotelian contexts such as Nicomachean Ethics 10 or De 

                                                 
24 A number of passages, including Met. IX.6, 1048b18-35, IX.8, 1049b14-18, NE X. 4, 1174a14-15, NE 

X4, 1174b27-30 suggest that seeing is considered to be an ἐνέπγεια rather than a κίνηςιρ. Just as Met. IX.6, 

1048b18-35, De Anima II. 5, 417b19-24 also suggests that there is a similarity between the case of actual 

sensation, e.g., seeing and hearing, and the case of exercising some particular piece of knowledge. But in 

other passages of De Anima, seeing is characterized as a κίνηςιρ, for instance,...ἡ μὲν αἴςθηςίρ ἐςσι σὸ 

δεκσικὸν σῶν αἰςθησῶν εἰδῶν ἄνετ σρ ὕληρ, οἷον ὁ κηπὸρ σοῦ δακστλίοτ ἄνετ σοῦ ςιδήποτ καὶ σοῦ φπτςοῦ 

δέφεσαι σὸ ςημεῖον, λαμβάνει δὲ σὸ φπτςοῦν ἢ σὸ φαλκοῦν ςημεῖον, ἀλλ’ οὐφ ᾗ φπτςὸρ ἢ φαλκόρ· (...the sense is 

that which is receptive of the form of sensible objects without the matter, just as the wax receives the 

impression of the signet-ring without the iron or the gold, and receives the impression of the gold or 

bronze, but not as gold or bronze.) (De Anima II.12, 424a17-21; trans. by W. S. Hett. Also see De Anima 

II.5, 418a5-6). Accordingly, the process of perception is characterized as the process of taking the form of 

the sensible object without its matter. Richard Sorabji suggests that the process of becoming like the thing 

perceived, i.e., the qualitative change of the sense organ that is acted upon by the object perceived, should 

be construed to be involving a physiological process. For instance, when one perceives a red apple, the 

underlying matter of the sense faculty of sight, e.g., the eye-jelly (κόπη), will become like the color of the 

perceived object (Sorabji, 1979, 51), i.e., will literally become red. 

    Myles Burnyeat (2002, 28-90) contends that perceiving as a qualitative change cannot be construed to 

be an ordinary qualitative change as Sorabji maintains, on the grounds that the altered state in the sense 

faculty is not lost but preserved. That is to say, even though the sense faculty is altered for receiving the 

form of some perceived object at t2, the initial state of the sense faculty at t1 is not thus destroyed, because 

at t2 the sense faculty is still ready to repetitively receive all different qualities or forms. In Burnyeat‘s 

view, a perceiving activity such as seeing is ultimately a κίνηςιρ, although a non-ordinary κίνηςιρ, and 

requires a more sophisticated analysis. 



80 

 

Anima 2. 5‖ (2008, 220). At this moment I do not have a strong refutation of the issues 

brought up by Burnyeat. My strategy in Section 2.3 now is: even if we leave aside the 

passage at IX.6, 1048b18-35, I argue that we can still manage to come up with an 

approximate account of the actuality and potentiality that concern Aristotle in IX.6-9.  

To illustrate this new perspective of characterizing that-which-is, Aristotle 

provides three instances of that which is in potentiality in IX.6, 1048a31-35 (see Text 

2.21 in Section 2.3.2) and five analogies in IX.6, 1048a37-b4 (see Text 2.25 in Section 

2.3.3). I argue that we will still be able to reconstruct an approximate account of this 

perspective of characterizing that-which-is by induction (σῆ ἐπαγψγῆ, IX.6, 1048a35-36) 

from these particular cases (σῶν καθ’ ἕκαςσα, IX.6, 1048a35).  

2.3.2 Seeking for an Approximate Account of Actuality and Potentiality  

I argue that Aristotle offers a quite positive statement regarding the new sense of 

actuality as soon as he enters the consideration of this issue:  

[Text 2.21] ἔςσι δὴ ἐνέπγεια σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα μὴ οὕσψρ ὥςπεπ λέγομεν 

δτνάμει· λέγομεν δὲ δτνάμει οἷον ἐν σῷ ξύλῳ πμν καὶ ἐν σῆ ὅλῃ σὴν ἡμίςειαν, ὅσι 

ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, καὶ ἐπιςσήμονα καὶ σὸν μὴ θεψποῦνσα, ἂν δτνασὸρ ᾖ θεψπςαι· σὸ δὲ 

ἐνεπγείᾳ. 

Actuality is the presence of a thing not in the way which we mean by 

―potentially.‖ By ―potentially‖ we mean, for instance, Herm in the wood, or the 

half-line in the whole, because they could be separated, and one who possesses a 

certain piece of knowledge even when she is not contemplating, if she is 

potentially contemplating. By ―actually‖ we mean the opposite. (IX.6, 1048a31-

35) 

But Makin thinks that this passage is not very helpful:   

There are two reasons why 1048a30-35 is not a very helpful explanation of the 

broad actuality-potentiality contrast. First, it fails to clarify both sides of the 

contrast together, and second it does not build sufficiently on the material in θ 1-

5. The appeal to analogy which follows at 1048a35-1045b9 repairs both those 

faults. Whereas 1048a30-32 refers to a contrast, but offers no examples, and 
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1048a32-35 offers examples for only one side of the contrast, the later examples 

at 1048a37-1048b4 specify both sides of the distinction far more fully. Further, 

the later examples are better integrated with the θ 1-5 discussion. (Makin, 2006, 

137) 

On my view, ἔςσι δὴ ἐνέπγεια σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα at IX.6, 1048a30-31 comes closest 

to the ―definition‖ of the potentiality and actuality that Aristotle would like to focus on in 

Book IX, presumably IX.6-9. There are two reasons that I would like to call attention to 

Text 2.21. First, the three instances at IX.6, 1048a32-35 do clarify both sides of the 

contrast by providing a substantial description of the content of the potentiality and 

actuality that concerns Aristotle in IX.6-9. The instances of the herm in the wood and the 

half-line in the whole line are made particularly clear by the criterion offered in the ὅσι 

clause ―they could be separated‖ (ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, IX.6, 1048a33).  

Second, the fact that Text 2.21 does cover any instance of capacity and change in 

IX.1-5 while IX.6, 1048a37-b4 (see Text 2.27 in Section 2.3.3) appear to cover the 

change-capacity analogy in IX.1-5 suggests that perhaps we should not quickly jump to 

the non-mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis that the sense of δύναμιρ in IX.6-9 is 

covered by the sense of δύναμιρ in IX.1-5. It is also worth noting that, while IX.6, 

1048a37-b4 (see Text 2.27 in Section 2.3.3) approaches the issue in terms of ―analogies,‖ 

what Text 2.21 provides are ―instances‖ that exemplify the new kind of potentiality and 

actuality. For this reason, the instances in Text 2.21 shall deserve more attention. 

2.3.2.1 σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα (the Presence of a Thing) 

What does Aristotle mean by saying that actuality is σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα at 

IX.6, 1048a32? The term σὸ ππᾶγμα is usually translated as ―a thing,‖ which Aristotle 

often uses as a synonym of ππᾶξιρ (cf. καὶ λόγψν καὶ ππαγμάσψν, Nicomachean Ethics 

IV.6, 1126b12; ἐν λόγοιρ καὶ ππάξεςι, IV.7, 1127a20) that is opposite to λόγορ or ὄνομα. 
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In Metaphysics IX, the only other occasion Aristotle uses the term σὸ ππᾶγμα is in IX.2, 

where he distinguishes non-rational and rational capacities in terms of two instances, i.e., 

heat and medical science: the former produces one result only, e.g., hotness, while the 

latter produces two contrary results, e.g., soundness and illness. The reason, as we have 

discussed in Section 2.2.3.1, is that the same rational account, e.g., medical science, can 

explain both soundness and illness:  

[Text 2.22] καὶ αἱ μὲν μεσὰ λόγοτ πᾶςαι σῶν ἐνανσίψν αἱ αὐσαί, αἱ δὲ ἄλογοι μία 

ἑνόρ, οἷον σὸ θεπμὸν σοῦ θεπμαίνειν μόνον’ ἡ δὲ ἰασπικὴ νόςοτ καὶ ὑγιείαρ. αἴσιον δὲ 

ὅσι λόγορ ἐςσὶν ἡ ἐπιςσήμη, ὁ δὲ λόγορ ὁ αὐσὸρ δηλοῖ σὸ ππᾶγμα καὶ σὴν ςσέπηςιν, 

πλὴν οὐφ ὡςαύσψρ, καὶ ἔςσιν ὡρ ἀμυοῖν ἔςσι δ’ ὡρ σοῦ ὑπάπφονσορ μᾶλλον, ὥςσ’ 

ἀνάγκη καὶ σὰρ σοιαύσαρ ἐπιςσήμαρ εἶναι μὲν σῶν ἐνανσίψν, εἶναι δὲ σοῦ μὲν καθ’ 

αὑσὰρ σοῦ δὲ μὴ καθ’ αὑσάρ· καὶ γὰπ ὁ λόγορ σοῦ μὲν καθ’ αὑσὸ σοῦ δὲ σπόπον σινὰ 

κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ· ἀπουάςει γὰπ καὶ ἀπουοπᾷ δηλοῖ σὸ ἐνανσίον· ἡ γὰπ ςσέπηςιρ ἡ 

ππώση σὸ ἐνανσίον, αὕση δὲ ἀπουοπὰ θασέποτ.  

Every rational capacity is the very same capacity for the contrary results, but non-

rational capacity is a single capacity for one result. For instance, that which is hot 

is for producing hotness alone but medical science is for illness and soundness. 

The reason is that science is a rational account, and the same account explains 

both the thing and its privation, though not in a similar way; and in one sense it 

applies to both, and in another sense it is rather to that which is present. Thus it is 

necessary that such sciences are of the contraries, but one of them in its on right 

while the other not in its own right; for indeed the rational account is of that 

which is in its own right while the other is in some way incidental; for indeed the 

latter explains the contrary through denial and negation; the contrary is the 

primary privation, which is the negation of the other. (IX.2, 1046b4-15).   

Text 2.22 helps clarify two notions σὸ ππᾶγμα and ὑπάπφειν that are mentioned in Text 

2.21: (a) σὸ ππᾶγμα should be construed to be an action or a state, and (b) ὑπάπφειν 

should be construed as being present.  

(a) Construing σὸ ππᾶγμα as an Action or a State 

In the case of rational capacity the capacity at issue produces two results, i.e., σὸ 

ππᾶγμα and σὴν ςσέπηςιν, whereas in the case of non-rational capacity the capacity at 
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issue produces only one result, i.e., σὸ ππᾶγμα, but not σὴν ςσέπηςιν. There is an 

interesting contrast in Text 2.22: (a) in the case of that which is hot at 1046b6, σοῦ 

θεπμαίνειν at 1046b6 suggests that σὸ ππᾶγμα refers to the action of producing hotness; 

(b) in the case of medical science at 1046a6-7, Aristotle uses nouns soundness or the state 

of being sound (ὑγιείαρ, 1046a7) and illness or the state of being ill (νόςοτ, 1046a7) to 

refer to σὸ ππᾶγμα and its counterpart σὴν ςσέπηςιν.25  

Aristotle offers a further clarification at IX.2, 1046b15ff, as we have seen earlier, 

that soundness and illness are considered as the states produced by medical science rather 

than the action of producing the states. Here is part of Text 2.14:   

[Part of Text 2.14] ...σὸ μὲν ὑγιεινὸν ὑγίειαν μόνον ποιεῖ καὶ σὸ θεπμανσικὸν 

θεπμόσησα καὶ σὸ χτκσικὸν χτφπόσησα, ὁ δ’ ἐπιςσήμψν ἄμυψ... διὸ σὰ κασὰ λόγον 

δτνασὰ σοῖρ ἄνετ λόγοτ δτνασοῖρ ποιεῖ σἀνανσία...  

...That which is healthy produces health alone and that which is hot produces heat 

[sc. alone], and that and that which is cold produces coldness [sc. alone], but that 

which has the science produces two [sc. contrary results]... For this reason those 

which have rational capacities produce the contrary results as opposed to those 

which have non-rational capacities... (IX.2, 1046b15-24)  

While σὸ ππᾶγμα in IX.2 is used both for the action of producing a state and for the state 

that is produced as Text 2.22 indicates, we need to bear in mind that such a usage of σὸ 

ππᾶγμα is under the context of the capacity for transformational change. But we should 

not quickly jump into the conclusion that σὸ ππᾶγμα is meant to be used to refer to the 

action that is limited to a transformational change, i.e., the action of producing or 

undergoing a transformational change, or limited to the state that is produced in a 

                                                 
25 To be more precise, hotness, coldness, soundness and illness are grouped as conditions (διάθεςειρ) 
rather than states (ἕξειρ). According to Categories 8, states (ἕξειρ) and conditions (διάθεςειρ) are classified 

as the first type of quality. The distinction between states and conditions relies on the stability: a state is 

more stable and lasting longer than a condition (8b27-28). The instances of the former are possessing a 

certain piece of knowledge or excellence (8b27-28) whereas the instances of the latter are hotness, 

coldness, soundness and illness (8b35-9a1).      
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transformational change. What I would like to draw from Text 2.22 is a rather weak 

thesis: (i) σὸ ππᾶγμα should not be considered as an Aristotelian individual (καθ’ ἕκαςσον) 

such as an agent or a patient like a housebuilder or the building materials; (ii) nor should 

σὸ ππᾶγμα be an event that is limited to a transformational change that an agent or a 

patient produces or undergoes. Instead, in Section 2.3.2.2 I shall propose that the three 

instances mentioned in Text 2.21—herm in the wood, half-line in the whole line and one 

who is potentially contemplating—suggest that σὸ ππᾶγμα is used to refer to an action or 

a state in a more general sense. I argue that the principle offered in Text 2.21—―they 

could be separated‖ (ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, IX.6, 1048a33)—shall further clarify the notion σὸ 

ππᾶγμα. 

(b) Construing ὑπάπφειν as Being Present 

The verb ὑπάπφειν has the sense of ―to begin to be‖ or ―to come into being‖ and 

thus is often translated as ―to be in existence‖ or ―to be present.‖ In Text 2.22 Aristotle 

mentions that in one sense a rational account such as medical science can explain both 

soundness and sickness (ὡρ ἀμυοῖν, 1046b9), but in another sense (δ’ ὡρ, 1046b9) medical 

science explains more ―that which is present‖ (σοῦ ὑπάπφονσορ, 1046b10), which 

presumably refers to σὸ ππᾶγμα at 1046b8, i.e., the state of being sound. The reason is 

that, as is indicated in the following sentence, although a rational capacity can produce 

two contrary results, only one of them is considered to be in its own right (καθ’ αὑσάρ, 

1046b11-12) with respect to the rational account, e.g., medical science, while the other is 

considered to be incidental (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 1046b13) with respect to the rational 

account. It is plain that in Text 2.22 the verb ὑπάπφειν is used to characterize σὸ ππᾶγμα 

to be an event that takes place in its own right (καθ’ αὑσάρ, 1046b11-12).   
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The following Text 2.23, on the other hand, suggests an even broader scope of 

what is present: not only that which takes place in its own right with respect to the 

rational account, e.g., the state of being sound, but also that which takes place 

incidentally with respect to the rational account, e.g., the state of being ill, can be 

construed to be what is present:   

[Text 2.23] ...καὶ σὰρ ἐνεπγείαρ δὲ ἅμα ἀδύνασον ὑπάπφειν (οἷον ὑγιαίνειν καὶ 

κάμνειν)... 

...And it is impossible for the [sc. two contrary] actualities to be present at the 

same time (for instance, being sound and being ill)...    

(IX.9, 1051a12-13) 

So far here is our temporary characterization of the role of σὸ ππᾶγμα and 

ὑπάπφειν when one is in actuality:      

[Temporary Remark of Actuality] x is actually x iff  

(i) a state in respect of x is present, or  

(ii) an action in respect of x is present.  

We still do not have a conclusive idea about the corresponding potentiality. But I propose 

we may at least suppose that what is in potentiality refers to that which, either an action 

or a state, is not present. In the next section I shall offer justification for such a 

formulation of the corresponding potentiality.    

[Temporary Remark of Potentiality] x is potentially x iff  

(i) a state in respect of x is not present, or  

(ii) an action in respect of x is not present.  

One more thing worth mentioning is that Text 2.21, Text 2.22 and Text 2.23 all suggest 

that when Aristotle uses the term ἐνέπγεια in IX.6-9 he is not simply concerned about a 

non-transformational action or a non-transformational activity but also a state. This is the 

main reason why I translate ἐνέπγεια in IX.6-9 as actuality. Let us now turn to see if we 
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can draw a clearer account of actuality and potentiality that Aristotle wishes to focus on 

in Book IX, presumably IX.6-9, through reconstructing the three instances concerning σὸ 

ππᾶγμα and ὑπάπφειν that are mentioned in Text 2.21.  

2.3.2.2 The Three Instances: Herm, Half-Line, and Contemplating 

In Text 2.21 Aristotle offers three instances to clarify what it is that which is in 

potentiality (δτνάμει, 1048a32). The dative δτνάμει can be translated as ―potentially‖ or 

―being in potentiality.‖ I shall use these two English translations interchangeably; the 

same holds in the dative ἐνεπγείᾳ as well, which can be translated as ―actually‖ or ―being 

in actuality.‖ Here are the three instances: (1) herm in the wood, (2) half-line in the whole 

line, and (3) one who is potentially contemplating but is not contemplating. I shall point 

out that the first two instances are concerning a state while the third instance is 

concerning an action, which justify my suggestion of σὸ ππᾶγμα in the previous section 

2.3.2.1.  

(a) The Cases of Herm and Half-Line Suggest the Principle of Separation 

Let us consider the first two instances, to which Aristotle clearly offers a criterion 

―because they could be separated‖ (ὅσι ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, 1048a33). The potential optative 

(ἀυαιπεθείη with ἄν) expresses what would or might happen. I call this criterion—

―because they could be separated‖ (ὅσι ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, 1048a33)—the principle of 

separation: the herm in the wood is potentially a herm because the herm could be, but is 

currently not, separated from the wood; the half-line in the whole line is potentially a 

half-line because the half-line could be, but is currently not, separated from the whole 

line.  
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Case (1): the herm in the wood is potentially a herm iff the herm could be, but is 

currently not, separated from the wood.  

Case (2): the half-line in the whole line is potentially a half-line iff the half-line 

could be, but is currently not, separated from the whole line.  

Let me put it in the following way:  

[Being-In-Potentiality] x in y is potentially x iff x could be, but is currently not, 

separated from y. 

It follows that x is in actuality as soon as x is separated from y:  

Case (1): the herm in the wood is actually a herm iff the herm is separated from 

the wood.  

Case (2): the half-line in the whole line is actually a half-line iff the half-line is 

separated from the whole line.  

Let me put it in the following way: 

[Being-In-Actuality] x in y is actually x iff x is separated from y.  

Here arises one concern. At first sight it appears odd to say that the herm could be or is 

separated from the wood, since the herm in actuality is still made of the wood. Likewise, 

it appears odd to say that the half-line could be or is separated from the whole line, since 

we tend to suppose that the half-line is separated from ―the other half-line‖ rather than 

from the whole line.  

I suggest that by the phrases ―Herm in the wood‖ (ἐν σῷ ξύλῳ πμν, 1048a32-

33) and ―the half-line in the whole line‖ (ἐν σῆ ὅλῃ σὴν ἡμίςειαν, 1048a33) Aristotle 

means that the herm in the wood is potentially a herm when the herm is still in the state 

of being in the wood and that the half-line in the whole line is potentially a half-line when 

the half-line is still in the state of being in the whole line. By contrast, the herm is in 
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actuality when the herm is no longer in the state of being in the wood but comes into 

presence (ὑπάπφειν, 1048a31), and the half-line is in actuality when the half-line is no 

longer in the state of being in the whole line but comes into presence. I argue that this is 

what Aristotle means by ―they could be separated‖ (ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, 1048a33). Let me put 

the case of herm in the wood in the following way: 

[Being-In-Potentiality] The herm in the wood is potentially a herm iff the herm is 

in the state of being in the wood.  

[Being-In-Actuality] The herm in the wood is actually a herm iff the herm is no 

longer in the state of being in the wood but comes into presence.  

Similarly with the case of half-line in the whole line:  

[Being-In-Potentiality] The half-line in the whole line is potentially a half-line iff 

the half-line is in the state of being in the whole line.  

[Being-In-Actuality] The half-line in the whole line is actually a half-line iff the 

half-line is no longer in the state of being in the whole line but comes into 

presence.  

Here arises another concern. The transition from being-in-potentiality to being-in-

actuality appears be from the absence of the herm or the half-line to the existence of the 

herm or the half-line. Some may wonder how such a transition is distinct from the 

transformational change that the capacity is for in IX.1-5. Remember that the prototype 

account of change in Phys. I. 7 and V. 1-2 (see Section 2.2.2) is characterized as the 

transition from the privation of some certain property to the acquisition of that property; 

for instance, Socrates is deprived of the property of being musical at t1 but comes to have 

acquired the property at t2. Now in the cases of the herm in the wood and half-line in the 
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whole line, the herm and the half-line appear to be absent when they are in potentiality, 

and they come into existence when they in actuality.   

[Prototype Account of Change] The transition is a transition from the privation 

of x to the acquisition of x.  

As discussed earlier in Section 2.2.2, x can be a substance, quality, quantity, or place.  

But I argue that the principle of separation (ὅσι ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, Met. IX.6, 

1048a33) provides something quite opposite to the transition that is characterized in the 

above prototype account of change. For, Aristotle has made it clear in Text 2.21 that the 

herm and the half-line are not considered to be absent in the initial state. Instead, as is 

indicated by the phrases that Aristotle uses—―Herm in the wood‖ (ἐν σῷ ξύλῳ πμν, 

1048a32-33) and ―the half-line in the whole line‖ (ἐν σῆ ὅλῃ σὴν ἡμίςειαν, 1048a33), the 

herm is considered to be already in the wood and the half-line is considered to be already 

in the whole line in the initial state when the herm and the half-line are still in 

potentiality. Let me characterize the transition from being-in-potentiality to being-in-

actuality in the following way: 

[Transition that Follows the Principle of Separation] The transition is a 

transition from the state of x‘s being in y to the state of x‘s being separated from y.  

What Aristotle intends to say by using these two phrases ―Herm in the wood‖ and ―the 

half-line in the whole line,‖ as I take it, is that, first, not everything is eligible to be what 

is potentially a herm or a half-line: 26  

                                                 
26 In the beginning of Met. IX.7 Aristotle takes ―becoming a human being‖ and ―becoming sound‖ as 

instances to illustrate the idea that ―not everything‖ (οὐδ’... ἅπαν, IX.7, 1049a3) is potentially an x: Πόσε δὲ 

δτνάμει ἔςσιν ἕκαςσον καὶ πόσε οὔ, διοπιςσέον· οὐ γὰπ ὁποσεοῦν. οἷον ἡ γ ἆπ’ ἐςσὶ δτνάμει ἄνθπψπορ; ἢ οὔ, 

ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον ὅσαν ἤδη γένησαι ςπέπμα, καὶ οὐδὲ σόσε ἴςψρ; ὥςπεπ οὖν οὐδ’ ὑπὸ ἰασπικρ ἅπαν ἂν ὑγιαςθείη 

οὐδ’ ἀπὸ σύφηρ, ἀλλ’ ἔςσι σι ὃ δτνασόν ἐςσι, καὶ σοῦσ’ ἔςσιν ὑγιαῖνον δτνάμει. (We must determine when a 

particular thing is in potentiality and when it is not; for it is not so at every occasion. For instance, is earth 

potentially a human being? Or not, but rather when it has already become semen, and perhaps not even 
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Not every y is eligible to be potentially x.  

Instead, and more importantly, these two phrases—―Herm in the wood‖ (ἐν σῷ ξύλῳ 

πμν, 1048a32-33) and ―the half-line in the whole line‖ (ἐν σῆ ὅλῃ σὴν ἡμίςειαν, 

1048a33)—suggest that what is eligible to be that which is potentially a herm or a half-

line must have already contained a herm or a half-line. Let me call the second point as the 

necessary condition of being-in-potentiality: 

[Necessary Condition of Being-In-Potentiality in the case that follows the 

principle of separation] x in y is (eligible to be) potentially x only if x is contained 

in y.  

Unlike the prototype account of change, in which the transition is characterized as a 

transition from the absence of a certain property x to the acquisition of x, the transition 

from being-in-potentiality to being-in-actuality that follows the principle of separation is 

characterized as a transition from the state in which x is already contained in y to the state 

in which x is separated from y and comes into presence. The principle of separation and 

the condition of being-in-potentiality will help clarify the substance-matter relation that is 

mentioned in the five analogies, as I will show in the next section 2.3.3.     

(b) The Case of Contemplating Suggests the Principle of Use 

Let us turn to consider case (3): we call one ―potentially contemplating‖ if she 

possesses a certain piece of knowledge but is not contemplating. In contrast to cases (1) 

                                                                                                                                                 
then? So it is just as not everything can be healed by medical science, nor by chance, but there is a certain 

thing that is in potentiality, and this is that which is potentially sound.) (IX.7, 1048b37-1049a5)  

  It is not immediate plain that why earth or even semen is not eligible to be potentially a human being. 

But Aristotle offers a reason for the case of becoming sound: not everything can be healed or become 

sound, since only that which is potentially sound, for instance a human being but not earth, can become 

sound. This helps us construct a reason for why earth or semen is not eligible to be potentially a human 

being: earth or even semen has to have first become something that contains the species form of human 

being, for instance, an embryo, which is considered to be potentially a human being.  
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and (2), in which the transition is from the state of x‘s being in y to the state of x‘s being 

separated from y, case (3) suggests a different type of transition, to which the principle of 

separation does not seem to be able to apply: a transition from x‘s being not in action φ to 

x‘s being in action φ.    

[Being-In-Potentiality] One is potentially contemplating iff one who possesses a 

certain piece of knowledge but is not contemplating, i.e., is not in action φ. 

[Being-In-Actuality] One is actually contemplating iff one who possesses a 

certain piece of knowledge is contemplating, i.e., is in action φ.  

Note that in IX.8 Aristotle uses the term φπςιρ (1050a24) translated as ―employment‖ or 

―use‖ to characterize the sensation such as sight that is in actuality. I shall call it the 

principle of use and use it to help clarify the case of contemplating.  

[Text 2.24] ἐπεὶ δ’ ἐςσὶ σῶν μὲν ἔςφασον ἡ φπςιρ (οἷον ὄχεψρ ἡ ὅπαςιρ, καὶ οὐθὲν 

γίγνεσαι παπὰ σαύσην ἕσεπον ἀπὸ σρ ὄχεψρ)...  

Since in some cases the ultimate thing is the exercise (for instance seeing in the 

case of sight, and nothing else in addition to this comes to be from sight)... (Met. 

IX.8, 1050a23-25) 

In Met. IX seeing and contemplating as well are generally taken as the standard examples 

of ἐνέπγεια, as opposed to κίνηςιρ. The instances of the latter are walking from one place 

to some other place, building a house, or, in general, producing or undergoing a change 

(IX.6, 1048b33-35; also IX.8, 1050a34-b2).27 As for the former, Aristotle often appeals 

                                                 
27 ὅςψν δὲ μὴ ἔςσιν ἄλλο σι ἔπγον παπὰ σὴν ἐνέπγειαν, ἐν αὐσοῖρ ὑπάπφει ἡ ἐνέπγεια (οἷον ἡ ὅπαςιρ ἐν σῷ 

ὁπῶνσι καὶ ἡ θεψπία ἐν σῷ θεψποῦνσι καὶ ἡ ζψὴ ἐν σῆ χτφῆ, διὸ καὶ ἡ εὐδαιμονία· ζψὴ γὰπ ποιά σίρ ἐςσιν). (But 

where there is no other product in addition to the actuality, the actuality is present in the agents (for 

instance, seeing in the one who is seeing and contemplation in the one who is contemplating and living in 

the soul, and thus also happiness, since it is a certain sort of living)). (IX.8, 1050a34-b2) 

  οὐ γὰπ ἅμα βαδίζει καὶ βεβάδικεν, οὐδ’ οἰκοδομεῖ καὶ ᾠκοδόμηκεν, οὐδὲ γίγνεσαι καὶ γέγονεν ἢ κινεῖσαι καὶ 

κεκίνησαι, ἀλλ’ ἕσεπον, καὶ κινεῖ καὶ κεκίνηκεν· ἑώπακε δὲ καὶ ὁπᾷ ἅμα σὸ αὐσό, καὶ νοεῖ καὶ νενόηκεν. σὴν μὲν 

οὖν σοιαύσην ἐνέπγειαν λέγψ, ἐκείνην δὲ κίνηςιν. (For it is not at the same time one who is walking and has 

walked, or is building a house and has built a house, or is coming to be and has come, or is undergoing a 

change and has undergone the change, but they are different things, and is producing a change and has 
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to the similarity between contemplating and seeing. Just as one is said to be potentially 

seeing when she possesses the sensation ―sight‖ and is not exercising it, one is said to be 

potentially contemplating when she possesses a certain piece of knowledge and is not 

exercising it. Likewise, just as one is said to be actually seeing when she is exercising the 

sensation ―sight,‖ one is said to be actually contemplating when she is exercising the 

knowledge:     

[Text 2.25] ...ὅσαν δὲ γεννηθῆ, ἔφει ἤδη, ὥςπεπ ἐπιςσήμην, καὶ σὸ αἰςθάνεςθαι. σὸ 

κασ’ ἐνέπγειαν δὲ ὁμοίψρ λέγεσαι σῷ θεψπεῖν·  

When at birth the subject already possesses sensation just as one possesses 

knowledge. The sensation is said to be in actuality in the same way as 

contemplating. (De Anima II. 5, 417b17-19)   

The reason that I said that the case of contemplating was generally taken as a standard 

example of ἐνέπγεια in Book IX is that Aristotle does allow one exception: ἀλλ’ οὐ 

θεψποῦςιν ἵνα θεψπησικὴν ἔφψςιν, εἰ μὴ οἱ μελεσῶνσερ (they do not contemplate in order 

that they can contemplate, except those who are learning, Met. IX.8, 1050a12-13). One 

can be said to be contemplating even when she is acquiring rather than exercising the 

piece of knowledge at issue. Acquiring one piece of knowledge is generally considered as 

a standard case of κίνηςιρ as opposed to ἐνέπγεια (cf. De Anima II. 5, 417a21-b27).  

Leave aside the above exception, let me draw a general view of the transition 

from non-contemplating or non-exercising of a piece of knowledge to contemplating or 

exercising the knowledge in the following way:  

[Transition That Follows the Principle of Use] The transition is a transition 

from x‘s being not in action φ to x‘s being in action φ.  

                                                                                                                                                 
produced a change as well. The same thing has seen and is seeing at the same time, and is thinking and has 

thought. The latter is what I mean by actuality while the former change). (IX.6, 1048b33-35)    
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Again, unlike the prototype account of change, the transition from being-in-potentiality to 

being-in-actuality that follows the principle of use is not a transition from the absence of 

a certain property, either substance, quality, quantity or place, to the acquisition of that 

property. Instead, it is a transition from x‘s inaction to x‘s action. Again, the transition 

that follows the principle of use cannot be construed to be a transformational change in 

which the subject proceeds from the privation of some certain property to the acquisition 

of it, on the grounds that x possesses the knowledge in both occasions of being-in-

potentiality and being-in-actuality. The principle of use shall help clarify the change-

capacity relation that is mentioned in the five analogies, which I shall deal with in Section 

2.3.3.2.  

[Necessary Condition of Being-In-Potentiality in the case that follows the 

principle of use] x is (eligible to be) potentially in action φ only if x has contained 

the knowledge for action φ but does not currently use it.  

Just as in the transition that follows the principle of separation y is eligible to be 

potentially x only when y has contained x, in the transition that follows the principle of 

use x is potentially in action φ only when x has contained the knowledge of action φ. Y is 

not deprived of x in the beginning of the transition that follows the principle of 

separation, nor is x deprived of knowledge for action φ in the beginning of the transition 

that follows the principle of use.   

From our discussion of the three instances in this section, here are the two types 

of transition from being-in-potentiality to being-in-actuality:     

[Transition that Follows the Principle of Separation] The transition is a 

transition from the state of x‘s being in y to the state of x‘s being separated from y.  
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[Transition that Follows the Principle of Use] The transition is a transition from 

x‘s being not in action φ to x‘s being in action φ.  

We are now a lot clearer about what Aristotle means by σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα at IX.6, 

1048a32 in Text 2.21. Let me revise the previous temporary formulations of actuality and 

potentiality that I brought up in the end of Section 2.3.2.1: 

[Remark of Actuality]  

(i) x in y is actually x iff x‘s being in the state in which x is separated from y 

is present, or  

(ii) x is actually in action φ iff x‘s being in action φ is present.   

[Remark of Potentiality]  

(i) x in y is potentially x iff (a) x is contained in y and (b) x‘s being in the state 

in which x is separated from y is not present, or 

(ii) x is potentially in action φ iff (a) x has contained the knowledge for action 

φ and (b) x‘s being in action φ is not present.   

(c) A State Or An Action That Exhibits One’s Nature Of Being F   

Our next concern is what exactly is that which the state or the action presents (σὸ 

ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα, IX.6, 1048a32) when one is in actuality. Earlier on in Section 2.3.2.1 

(b) I have pointed out that in Text 2.22 the verb ὑπάπφειν is used to characterize σὸ 

ππᾶγμα to be an event that takes place in its own right (καθ’ αὑσάρ, 1046b11-12). 

Remember that in Text 2.22 Aristotle mentions that in one sense a rational account such 

as medical science can explain both soundness and sickness (ὡρ ἀμυοῖν, 1046b9), but in 

another sense (δ’ ὡρ, 1046b9) medical science explains more ―that which is present‖ (σοῦ 

ὑπάπφονσορ, 1046b10), which presumably refers to σὸ ππᾶγμα at 1046b8, i.e., the state of 

being sound. It is for the reason that, although a rational capacity can produce two 
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contrary results, only one of them is considered to be in its own right (καθ’ αὑσάρ, 

1046b11-12) with respect to the rational account, e.g., medical science, while the other is 

considered to be incidental (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 1046b13) to the rational account.   

The following text offers a further clarification of in what sense an event is said to  

take place in its own right. I argue that when an individual is in actuality, she is 

presenting a state or an action that exhibits the nature of her own species, e.g., of being a 

bird, or exhibits an artificial nature, e.g., of being a housebuilder, that she has acquired 

earlier on through either learning or habituation (Met. IX.5, 1047b31-35), such as a 

certain piece of knowledge or a craft.28    

[Text 2.26] λέγψ δὲ δτνάμεψρ οὐ μόνον σρ ὡπιςμένηρ ἣ λέγεσαι ἀπφὴ μεσαβλησικὴ 

ἐν ἄλλῳ ἢ ᾗ ἄλλο, ἀλλ’ ὅλψρ πάςηρ ἀπφρ κινησικρ ἢ ςσασικρ. καὶ γὰπ ἡ υύςιρ ἐν 

σαὐσῷ [γίγνεσαι· ἐν σαὐσῷ γὰπ] γένει σῆ δτνάμει· ἀπφὴ γὰπ κινησική, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐν 

ἄλλῳ ἀλλ’ ἐν αὐσῷ ᾗ αὐσό.  

By potentiality I mean not only that which has been defined as a principle of 

transformational change in something else or insofar as it is something else, but in 

general every principle of change or rest. For, indeed, nature comes in the same 

thing, since it is in the same genus as potentiality. For it [sc. nature] is a principle 

of change, although not in something else but in itself insofar as it is itself. (Met. 

IX.8, 1049b5-10)   

Commentators and scholars are still not clear about what Aristotle has in mind by saying 

that nature is in the same genus as potentiality. What are the differentiae in terms of 

which nature and potentiality are considered to be in the same genus but perhaps not in 

the same species? Does this account of nature indicate that Aristotle modifies his account 

of change by extending it to cover change in oneself insofar as it is itself, in other words, 

                                                 
28 Ἁπαςῶν δὲ σῶν δτνάμεψν οὐςῶν σῶν μὲν ςτγγενῶν οἷον σῶν αἰςθήςεψν, σῶν δὲ ἔθει οἷον σρ σοῦ αὐλεῖν, σῶν 

δὲ μαθήςει οἷον σρ σῶν σεφνῶν, σὰρ μὲν ἀνάγκη πποενεπγήςανσαρ ἔφειν, ὅςαι ἔθει καὶ λόγῳ, σὰρ δὲ μὴ 

σοιαύσαρ καὶ σὰρ ἐπὶ σοῦ πάςφειν οὐκ ἀνάγκη. (Since all capacities are either innate, such as the senses, or 

acquired by habituation, such as that of flute playing, or by learning, such as that of crafts, in the case of 

some, it is necessary that we possess them when they have been practiced previously, as many as those that 

are acquired by habituation and by reason, but for those that are not of this sort and for those that involve 

being-acted-upon, it is not necessary.) (Met. IX.5, 1047b31-35) 
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to cover the change as a result out of one‘s nature? But in the last sentence in Text 2.26 

ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐν ἄλλῳ ἀλλ’ ἐν αὐσῷ ᾗ αὐσό (although not in something else but in itself insofar 

as it is itself, 1049b9-10), Aristotle seems to clearly deny his account of nature here in 

IX.8 covers the account of transformational change in something else, which, as 

mentioned earlier, is the main concern of Met. IX.1-5.  

Fortunately the above controversial issues are not that much urgent in relation to 

our current concern: what does the state or the action exhibit? In Text 2.26 Aristotle 

mentions that ―for, indeed, nature [comes in the same thing, since it] is in the same genus 

as potentiality‖ (καὶ γὰπ ἡ υύςιρ ἐν σαὐσῷ [γίγνεσαι· ἐν σαὐσῷ γὰπ] γένει σῆ δτνάμει, 

1049b8-9; brackets by Ross). This nevertheless shall be useful in reconstructing what the 

action or the state presents or exhibits:      

[State] x‘s being in the state in which x is separated from y presents or exhibits 

that ―x‘s potentiality of being in a state in which x is separated from y,‖ i.e., ―x‘s 

potentiality of being x,‖ 

[Action] x‘s being in action φ presents or exhibits ―x‘s potentiality for action φ.‖ 

If we replace potentiality with nature, which is based on the above idea at 1049b8-9 that 

nature is said to be in the same genus as potentiality, let me put the revised version in the 

followin gway:   

[State]* x‘s being in the state in which x is separated from y exhibits x‘s nature of 

being x. 

[Action]* x‘s being in action φ exhibits x‘s nature for action φ.‖  

Recall the three instances offered in Text 2.21. A herm is in actuality when it is in a state 

exhibits its (nature of) being a herm rather than its being a herm in the wood. A half-line 

is in actuality when it is in a state that exhibits its (nature of) being a half-line rather than 
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its being a half-line in the whole line. The instance of contemplating may not be as clear 

as the former two instances. One who is contemplating is in actuality when she is in an 

action that exhibits her (nature of) being a thinker rather than being a potential thinker. 

Take a medical doctor as an example, a medical doctor is in actuality when she is in an 

action, such as exercising her medical knowledge, that exhibit her (nature of) being a 

medical doctor. Although such a nature of being a medical doctor is an artificial one, 

since she is not born with medical knowledge but acquires it sometime later on.   

[σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα] x‘s being in a state or an action that exhibits its nature of 

being x or an artificial nature such as of being a medical doctor.      

One last concern to keep in mind, before we turn to the Five Analogies, that the 

three instances that are introduced by οἷον at IX.6, 1048a32—the herm in the wood, the 

half-line in the whole line, and one who possesses a certain piece of knowledge but is not 

contemplating—are considered as instances rather than analogies of the potentiality and 

actuality of IX.6-9. You and I as the instances of Homo Sapiens exemplify what a Homo 

Sapiens is; Socrates‘ becoming pale is an instance of change in respect of quality that 

exemplifies what a qualitative change is; walking from Thebes to Athens is an instance of 

change in respect of place that exemplifies what a locomotion is. For, instances 

demonstrate the characteristic features of the things that are defined, e.g., Homo Sapiens, 

qualitative change and locomotion.  

But the cases of analogies should not be taken literally to be what is analogous to 

(see further discussion in Section 2.3.3.1). In the Five Analogies, as we shall see in Text 

2.27 in the next section, we are told that some of the analogies illustrate the change-

capacity relation while others the substance-matter relation. But, on my view, from such a 

distinction it does not follow that there exist literally two types of the new kind of 



98 

 

potentiality and actuality, i.e., one of them capacity and change, the other matter and 

substance. I shall call attention to what is meant to be conveyed behind the analogies. Let 

us move onto the Five Analogies and the distinction between instance and analogy.    

2.3.3 The Five Analogies 

This is the passage that immediately follows Text 2.25:    

[Text 2.27] δλον δ’ ἐπὶ σῶν καθ’ ἕκαςσα σῆ ἐπαγψγῆ ὃ βοτλόμεθα λέγειν, καὶ οὐ δεῖ 

πανσὸρ ὅπον ζησεῖν ἀλλὰ καὶ σὸ ἀνάλογον ςτνοπᾶν, ὅσι ὡρ σὸ οἰκοδομοῦν ππὸρ σὸ 

οἰκοδομικόν, καὶ σὸ ἐγπηγοπὸρ ππὸρ σὸ καθεῦδον, καὶ σὸ ὁπῶν ππὸρ σὸ μῦον μὲν ὄχιν 

δὲ ἔφον, καὶ σὸ ἀποκεκπιμένον ἐκ σρ ὕληρ ππὸρ σὴν ὕλην, καὶ σὸ ἀπειπγαςμένον 

ππὸρ σὸ ἀνέπγαςσον. σαύσηρ δὲ σρ διαυοπᾶρ θασέπῳ μοπίῳ ἔςσψ ἡ ἐνέπγεια 

ἀυψπιςμένη θασέπῳ δὲ σὸ δτνασόν. λέγεσαι δὲ ἐνεπγείᾳ οὐ πάνσα ὁμοίψρ ἀλλ’ ἢ σῷ 

ἀνάλογον, ὡρ σοῦσο ἐν σούσῳ ἢ ππὸρ σοῦσο, σόδ’ ἐν σῷδε ἢ ππὸρ σόδε· σὰ μὲν γὰπ ὡρ 

κίνηςιρ ππὸρ δύναμιν σὰ δ’ ὡρ οὐςία ππόρ σινα ὕλην. 

What we want to say is clear from the particular cases by induction, and we ought 

not to seek a definition of every case but should comprehend the analogy, because 

just as that which is building a house is in relation to that which can build a house, 

and that which is awake to that which is asleep, and that which is seeing to that 

which has her eyes closed but can see, that which has been distinguished off from 

the matter to the matter, and that which has been finished off to that which is 

unwrought. Of this antithesis let actuality be marked out by one part, and the 

potential by the other. But not all of these [sc. five] cases are said to be in 

actuality in the same way, except by analogy, as A is in B or to B, so is C in D or 

to D; for some of them are as [sc. transformational] change to capacity, others as 

substance to some certain matter. (Met. IX.6, 1048a35-1048b9) 

There are a couple of issues in this passage worth further consideration: first, regarding 

the method of approaching the understanding of the potentiality and actuality that 

concern Aristotle in IX.6-9: through definition or analogy? Frede (1994, 183) and Makin 

(2006, 132) contend that Aristotle is rather pessimistic about discovering a unifying 

definition for the actuality and potentiality of IX.6-9. But I shall argue that Aristotle need 

not be construed to be pessimistic about discovering a unifying definition, for the reason 

that Text 2.27 indicates an approximate account of the actuality and potentiality of IX.6-
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9. I shall argue that the approximate account helps carlify in what sense the change-

capacity relation and the substance-matter relation in Text 2.27 are considered to be not 

the same except by analogy (ἀλλ’ ἢ σῷ ἀνάλογον, 1048b6-7) in Section 2.3.3.2.   

2.3.3.1 Definition and Analogy 

In Text 2.27 we are told that Aristotle plans on approaching the understanding of 

the actuality and potentiality of IX.6-9 from the particular cases (σῶν καθ’ ἕκαςσα, 

1048a35), presumably the Five Analogies (1048a37-b4), by the method of induction (σῆ 

ἐπαγψγῆ, 1048a35-36). He suggests that we ought not (οὐ δεῖ, 1048a36) to seek a 

definition (ὅπον, 1048a36) of every case (πανσὸρ, 1048a36), rather we should comprehend 

the analogy (σὸ ἀνάλογον, 1048a37) that these five cases present. In the end of Text 2.27 

Aristotle reemphasizes this point by saying, first, that not all (οὐ πάνσα, 1048b6) of these 

five cases are said to be in actuality in the same way (ὁμοίψρ, 1048b6), since some of 

them are in the change-capacity relation, others the substance-matter relation, and, 

second, that these cases are considered to be not the same except by analogy (ἀλλ’ ἢ σῷ 

ἀνάλογον, 1048b6-7). 

(a) Pessimism about No Single Unifying Definition of Actuality and Potentiality in 

IX.6-9  

Frede (and Makin as well) takes this passage to be saying two things. First, 

appealing to the analogy suggests that Aristotle is pessimistic about discovering one 

single unifying definition of the actuality and potentiality in IX.6-9:   

But, as Aristotle emphatically insists (cf. θ. 6, 1048a35-b9), there is no single 

thing which we would be referring to when we talk of different kinds of items as 

actualities in the sense we are after. There is no single thing which all the items 

called ‗actuality‘ in the relevant sense have in common and which we could 

capture and specify by a definition. (Frede, 1994, 183) 
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Second, those cases in the change-capacity relation, such as that which is building a 

house to that which can build a house, should be considered as one certain way of being 

actual and potential. In contrast, those in the substance-matter relation, such as that which 

is finished off and that which is unfinished, should be considered as another way of being 

actual and potential.     

We can introduce a pair of terms for the general dichotomy: actuality and the 

potential (1048b4-6). But that dichotomy is instantiated in one way in the 

capacity-change relation, and in another way in the substance-matter relation.  

  Some terminology will help to mark the distinction. The general actuality-

potentiality pattern is a schema, instantiated in different relations: change-

capacity and substance-matter. (Makin, 2006, 132; italics by Makin)  

According to Makin, the relation of change-capacity and that of substance-matter cannot 

be considered as one single unifying actuality-potentiality relation but a general schema 

that can be instantiated in the above two relations:  

In purely mathematical applications it is often the same relation which holds 

between A and B and between C and D. For example, 20 is to 10 as 50 is to 25 in 

that the very same relation (being double) holds between the first pair of items as 

between.... If the same relation held between change and capacity and between 

substance and matter, then we would, presumably, have a single actuality-

potential relation in all five examples at 1048a37-1048b4.  

  But it is clear that Aristotle does not intend the examples to be understood in 

that way.... 

  Of the five examples at 1048a37-1048b4, the first three illustrate one relation 

(change-capacity), and the last two another (substance-matter). The further appeal 

to analogy is required precisely because the second-order relation between 

change-capacity and substance-matter relations is not identity. (Makin, 2006, 130-

131)  

I call the Frede-Makin interpretation the strong thesis for no single definition: 

[Strong Thesis for No Single Definition] The change-capacity relation and the 

substance-matter relation are different ways of being actual and potential. They do 
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not imply one single definition of actuality and potentiality, but a general schema 

of actuality and potentiality that can be instantiated in different relations.    

I agree with Makin that the first three cases, i.e., housebuilding, being awake and seeing, 

illustrate one relation and the last two cases, i.e., being distinguished off from the matter 

and being finished off, illustrate another relation. But it does not follow that what is 

implied in these two relations cannot be the same, especially when Aristotle has made it 

clear in Text 2.27 that ―not all of these [sc. five] cases are said to be in actuality in the 

same way, except by analogy‖ (1048b6-7).   

(b) Seeking for an Approximate Account of Actuality and Potentiality in IX.6-9 

Ross offers an interpretation for why Aristotle thinks that we ought not to seek a 

definition (ὅπον, 1048a36) for actuality and potentiality: definition is characterized by 

genus and differentia, whereas some universal terms such as actuality and potentiality are 

not included within any genus. Despite the fact that we are told that we ought not to 

approach the understanding of actuality and potentiality through a definition, Ross 

remains positive about discovering ―the nature of the universal term‖ (1924, ii, 251) of 

actuality and potentiality in Met. IX.6-9, i.e., the Reading R (see Section 2.1.1 and its 

problems in Section 2.13), through studying its analogies:       

For definition must be by genus and differentia, but philosophy deals with terms 

that are not included within any one genus but are common to all being as such. 

Potency or actuality, like being, unity, and good, is one only κασ᾿ ἀναλογίαν, and 

we must be content to grasp the analogy and see the nature of the universal term 

by studying the instances of it. It is beside the mark to criticize Aristotle for not 

succeeding in defining terms like potentiality and actuality, or for bringing out the 

nature of each by referring to the other. (Ross, 1924, ii, 251) 
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I argue that Aristotle himself too remains positive about discovering an approximate 

account of actuality and potentiality in Met. IX.6-9, which I have proposed when 

reconstructing the three instances in Text 2.21.  

The main problem of the strong thesis for no single definition, as it seems to me, 

is that from the claim ―not all of these [sc. five] cases are said to be in actuality in the 

same way‖ (1048b6) they quickly jump to the conclusion that the change-capacity 

relation and the substance-matter relation cannot be the same. But if we take a careful 

look at Text 2.27 again, what Aristotle says is that ―not all of these [sc. five] cases are 

said to be in actuality in the same way, except by analogy (ἀλλ’ ἢ σῷ ἀνάλογον), as A is in 

B or to B, so is C in D or to D; for some of them are as [sc. transformational] change to 

capacity, others as substance to some certain matter‖ (1048b6-9).  

I argue that Aristotle still remains positive about that these five cases can be said 

to be in actuality and potentiality in the same way (ὁμοίψρ, 1048b6), although it has to be 

grasped by analogy (σῷ ἀνάλογον, 1048b6-7) rather than definition (ὅπον, 1048a36). What 

Aristotle denies, as I take it, is that A (e.g., change) and C (e.g., substance) are in 

actuality in the same way, and that B (e.g., capacity) and D (e.g., matter) are in 

potentiality in the same way. But, as Aristotle has made it clear that these cases can be 

grasped in the following way: ―as A is in B or to B, so is C in D or to D.‖ In other words, 

Aristotle does not deny that what is implied in the change-capacity relation cannot be 

considered to be the same as what is implied in the substance-matter relation, because 

these cases cannot be said to be in the same way ―except by analogy‖ (ἀλλ’ ἢ σῷ ἀνάλογον 

[εἶναι], 1048b6-7, brackets added by me), which is in the form of ―as A is in B or to B, 

so is C in D or to D.‖ For this reason we should remain optimistic about that through 
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studying the five analogies we can still obtain an approximate account to characterize 

these cases in the same way (ὁμοίψρ, 1048b6) by analogy (σῷ ἀνάλογον, 1048b6-7):       

[Weak Thesis for an Approximate Account] The change-capacity relation and 

the substance-matter relation are different ways of being potential and actual. 

They do not imply one single definition of potentiality and actuality, but we can 

reconstruct an approximate account of potentiality and actuality from what is 

implied in the change-capacity relation and what is implied the substance-matter 

relation.   

(c) In What Sense Are the Change-Capacity Relation and the Substance-Matter 

Relation Said to be the Same by Analogy? 

It is worth mentioning that Aristotle offers an account of analogy (ἀναλογία, 

which is also understood as proportion) in Nicomachean Ethics V. 3, where he deals with 

the issue of justice in distribution. Analogy is said to be an equality of ratios that involves 

four terms in the form of A:B=C:D. But Makin contends that this ―is not a good model 

for Aristotle‘s use of analogy‖ (2006, 130) on the grounds that: 

If the same relation held between change and capacity and between substance and 

matter, then we would, presumably, have a single actuality-potential relation in all 

five examples at 1048a37-1048b4. (Makin, 2006, 130; italics by Makin) 

It is not immediately clear about what Makin means by the same relation that holds 

between the change-capacity relation and the substance-matter relation. By the same 

relation Makin seems to mean that what is implied in the change-capacity relation should 

be construed to be identical with what is implied in the substance-matter relation, since 

he denies such an identical relation two paragraphs later:  

...the second-order relation between change-capacity and substance-matter 

relation is not identity. (Makin, 2006, 131) 
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If I correctly understand what Makin intends to refute, I shall point out that what Makin 

intends to refute is exactly what Aristotle wants to establish through the Five Analogies. 

My approximate account of actuality and potentiality in Met. IX.6-9 shall offer 

explanation for why the account of analogy in NE V.3 can help us understand why what 

is implied in the change-capacity relation is considered to be the same as what is implied 

in the substance-matter relation by analogy:      

[Text 2.28] ἡ γὰπ ἀναλογία ἰςόσηρ ἐςσὶ λόγψν, καὶ ἐν σέσσαπςιν ἐλαφίςσοιρ... ἔςσι 

δὲ καὶ σὸ δίκαιον ἐν σέσσαπςιν ἐλαφίςσοιρ, καὶ ὁ λόγορ ὁ αὐσόρ· διῄπησαι γὰπ ὁμοίψρ 

οἷρ σε καὶ ἅ. ἔςσαι ἄπα ὡρ ὁ α ὅπορ ππὸρ σὸν β, οὕσψρ ὁ γ ππὸρ σὸν δ, καὶ ἐναλλὰξ ἄπα, 

ὡρ ὁ α ππὸρ σὸν γ, ὁ β ππὸρ σὸν δ. ὥςσε καὶ σὸ ὅλον ππὸρ σὸ ὅλον·  

Since analogy is an equality of ratios, and involves at least four terms... The just 

also involves at least four term, and the ratio is the same; for the persons [sc. A 

and B] and the things [sc. C and D] are divided in the same way. As A is to B, so 

will C be to D, and alternatively, as A is to C, so is B to D. Therefore, also the 

whole [sc. A and C] is to the whole [sc. B and D] in the same way. (NE V. 3, 

1131a31-b8) 

Text 2.28 suggests, first, that the ratio that is implied in A:B is the same as the ratio that 

is implied in C:D. Take 3:6= 12:24 as an instance. The ratio that is implied in 3:6 is 1:2, 

which is the same as the ratio that is implied in 12:24. Let me call it the ratio1. It is worth 

attention that Aristotle does not use the singular form but the plural form for ―ratios‖ 

(λόγψν, 1131a31), since an analogy also requires another ratio, which is the second point 

I would like to make, namely, the ratio2: what is implied in A:C is the same as what is 

implied in B:D. For instance, the ratio that is implied in 3:12 is 1:4, which is the same as 

the ratio that is implied in 6:24. Let me present the account of analogy that is offered in 

Text 2.28 in the following way.  

[Account of Analogy] An analogy—as A is to B, so is C to D—holds iff  

(i) The ratio1: the ratio that is implied in the relation of A to B is the same as the 

ratio that is implied in the relation of C to D, and  
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(ii) The ratio2: the ratio that is implied in the relation of A to C is the same as the 

ratio that is implied in the relation of B to D.  

I argue that the change-capacity relation and the substance-matter relation satisfy the 

above account of analogy if we follow the approximate account of actuality and 

potentiality in Met. IX.6-9:  

[The Five Analogies] The analogy—as change is to capacity, so is substance to 

matter—holds iff 

(i) The ratio1: what is implied in the relation of change (A) to capacity (B) is the 

same as what is implied in the relation of substance (C) to matter (D), and 

(ii) The ratio2: what is implied in the relation of change (A) to substance (C) is 

the same as what is implied in the relation of capacity (B) to matter (D).   

Now the two principles that I have proposed when reconstructing the sense of σὸ 

ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα at IX.6, 1048a32 (see Section 2.3.2.2), namely, the principle of 

separation and the principle of use, shall help clarify what ratio1 and the ratio2 are 

supposed to be and why ratio1 and the ratio2 hold in both the change-capacity relation and 

the substance-matter relation:  

I. The Relation of Change to Capacity 

(a) x is building a house    x can build a house 

(b) x is awake      x is asleep 

(c) x is seeing      x has eyes closed but can see 

(a) (b) (c) involve the principle of use, namely,  

The presence (ὑπάπφειν) of x‘s action φ  x is not in action φ  

II. The Relation of Substance (C) to Matter (D) 
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(d) x is distinguished off29 from the matter (y) x is not distinguished off from the matter (y) 

(e) x is finished off30     x is not finished off  

(d) (e) involve the principle of separation, namely,  

The presence (ὑπάπφειν) of the state in which x is separated from y 

x is in y (or x is not separated from y) 

In the relation of change to capacity, while we have ―the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of x‘s 

action φ‖ on the left column, on the right column we have ―x is not in action φ.‖ In the 

relation of substance to matter, while we have ―the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of the state in 

which x is separated from y‖on the left column, on the right column we have ―x is in y (or 

x is not separated from y).‖ I shall offer further explanation of in what sense the change-

capacity relation involves the principle of use in Section 2.3.3.3 and in what sense the 

substance-matter relation involves the principle of separation in Section 2.3.3.2.  

Now the above chart suggests two things. First, the ratio1: what is implied in the 

relation and of change (A) to capacity (B) and what is implied in the relation of substance 

(C) to matter (D) should be construed to be the same in the sense that change stands to 

capacity just as ―the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of x‘s action φ‖ stands to ―x is not in action φ‖ 

(i.e., no presence of x‘s action φ) whereas substance stands to matter just as ―the presence 

of the state in which x is separated from y‖ stands to ―x is in y‖ (i.e., no presence of the 

state in which x is separated from y).  

Second, the ratio2: what is implied in the relation of change (A) to substance (C) 

and what is implied in the relation of capacity (B) to matter (D) should be construed to be 

the same in the sense that change stands to substance just as ―the presence of x‘s action 

                                                 
29 The Greek participle ἀποκεκπιμένον (Met. IX.6, 1048b3) is in perfect tense.   
30 The Greek participle ἀπειπγαςμένον (Met. IX.6, 1048b4) is in perfect tense. 
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φ‖ stands to ―the presence of the state in which x is separated from y,‖ while capacity 

stands to matter just as ―x is not in action φ‖ (i.e., no presence of x‘s action φ) stands to 

―x is in y‖ (i.e., no presence of the state in which x is separated from y).   

The ratio1 should be reconstructed in the following way: 

[The ratio1] the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of x‘s action φ : no presence of x‘s action φ = 

the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of the state in which x is separated from y : no presence of 

the state in which x is separated from y. 

The ratio2 should be reconstructed in the following way:  

[The ratio2] the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of x‘s action φ : the presence (ὑπάπφειν) of 

the state in which x is separated from y = x is not in action φ (i.e., no presence of 

x‘s action φ) : x is in y (i.e., no presence of the state in which x is separated from 

y). 

Let us now turn to take a close look at the change-capacity relation and the 

substance-matter relation. I shall seek arguments for why the change-capacity relation 

involves the principle of use and why the substance-matter relation involves the principle 

of separation.  

2.3.3.2 Relation of Substance to Matter 

It is rather easier to understand the relation of substance to matter, i.e., cases of 

(d) (e), in terms of the approximate account of actuality and potentiality that I brought up 

in Section 2.3.2.2. As for cases of (a) (b) (c) they are rather complicated on the grounds 

that they involve a feature of ―double characterization,‖ as I shall call it: on the one hand 

these cases can be construed as a transformational change, which Aristotle claims ―not 

most useful‖ (IX.1, 1045b36) for his main concern in Book IX; on the other hand, these 

cases are characterized as the instances of the new kind of actuality and potentiality in 
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Text 2.27. In this subsection I shall first consider the easier ones, i.e., cases of (d) (e), 

while the more complicated ones, i.e., cases of (a) (b) (c), in the following section 2.3.3.3.    

My reconstruction of the cases of herm in the wood and half-line in the whole line 

in Text 2.21 has offered a quite straightforward interpretation of the relation of substance 

to matter, i.e., cases of (d) (e) in Text 2.27, when he considered. Recall our analysis of 

what Aristotle means by saying that a herm and a half-line are said to be in actuality and 

in potentiality:        

Case (1): a herm is in actuality iff the herm is separated from the wood.  

Case (2): a half-line is in actuality a half-line iff the half-line is separated from the 

whole line.  

[Being-In-Actuality] x is in actuality iff x is separated from y.  

And, 

Case (1): the herm in the wood is potentially a herm iff the herm could be, but is 

currently not, separated from the wood.  

Case (2): the half-line in the whole line is potentially a half-line iff the half-line 

could be, but is currently not, separated from the whole line.  

[Being-In-Potentiality] x in y is potentially x iff x could be, but is currently not, 

separated from y. 

As I have argued in Section 2.3.2.2, the transition from the herm in the wood to the 

herm‘s being in actuality and the transition from the half-line in the whole line to the 

half-line‘s being in actuality follow the principle of separation: ―because they could be 

separated‖ (ὅσι ἀυαιπεθείη ἄν, 1048a33). Now I argue, the principle of separation can 

apply to the transition from ―x is not distinguished off from the matter (y)‖ to ―x is 
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distinguished off from the matter (y)‖ and the transition from ―x is not finished off‖ to ―x 

is finished off‖ as well.  

It is rather easy to understand (d), since the sense of the participle ―having been 

distinguished off‖ (ἀποκεκπιμένον, 1048b3) is not that much different from the sense of 

the optative ―would be separated‖ (ἀυαιπεθείη, 1048a33). But in what sense does (e) the 

transition from ―x is not finished off‖ to ―x is finished off‖ also follow the principle of 

separation? Perhaps we may take a completed house to be analogous to a substance in the 

sense that a completed house is in a state in which all the building materials such as 

bricks and stones are well-structured and well-organized in accordance with the form of a 

house. Note that a finished-off house that is now in a state of being well-structured and 

well-organized implies a separation from the old state in which there was simply a pile of 

unstructured and unorganized stones and bricks. Accordingly, we may take the latter, i.e., 

the pile of unstructured and unorganized stones and bricks, to be analogous to the matter. 

For this reason I argue that the transition from matter to substance also follows the 

principle of separation. 

(d) x is distinguished off from the matter (y).   

(e) x is finished off (presumably) from the matter (y).  

[Being-In-Actuality] x is in actuality if x is separated from y.  

And,  

(d) x is not, but could be, distinguished off from the matter (y). 

(e) x is not, but could be, finished off (presumably) from the matter (y). 

[Being-In-Potentiality] x in y is potentially x if x could be, but is currently not, 

separated from y. 
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Cases of (d) (e) involve the principle of separation, on the grounds that the transition of 

matter to substance is a transition from ―x is in y (i.e., x is not separated from y)‖ to ―the 

presence (ὑπάπφειν) of the state in which x is separated from y.‖  

I shall wrap up this subsection by comparing the relation of substance to matter 

with our earlier remarks of actuality and potentiality that follows the principle of 

separation that are drawn from the approximate account which is based on Text 2.21:       

[Remark of Actuality] x in y is actually x iff x‘s being in the state in which x is 

separated from y is present, or  

[Remark of Potentiality] x in y is potentially x iff (a) x is contained in y and (b) 

x‘s being in the state in which x is separated from y is not present, or 

2.3.3.3 Relation of Change to Capacity 

Let us now consider cases (a) (b) (c). There are two myths regarding the relation 

of change to capacity that is illustrated at 1048a37-b2 in Text 2.27.   

(a) Two Myths regarding the Relation of Change to Capacity 

Myth One. The five analogies cover some cases that present solely the relation of 

change to capacity that Aristotle is concerned in IX.1-5. For instance, case (a) building a 

house appears to be considered as a standard example of [sc. transformational] change 

(κίνηςιρ, IX.1, 1046a27, IX.3, 1046b29-36 and IX.6, 1048b31): a transition from the 

privation of some property to the acquisition of that property. But there are other cases in 

the five analogies, such as case (c) seeing, that appears to be considered as a standard 

example of activity (ἐνέπγεια, IX.6, 1048b33 and IX.8, 1050a23-29): not a transition of 

transformational change from the privation of some property to the acquisition of that 

property. As I have mentioned in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.3.1, those who espouse Reading F, 
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such as Frede, take case (a) to justify the non-mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses thesis that 

the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 and the capacity and change of IX.1-5 are not 

mutually exclusive in the senses, because the sense of the former covers the sense of the 

latter.  

Now the major distinction made in chapter 6 is the one already alluded to, that 

between two kinds of doings, namely changes and things like seeing. Now the 

δύναμιρ which corresponds to the actual building of a house is the active ability to 

build a house. But there is also an ability which corresponds to actually seeing, 

namely the ability to see. And this is neither the basic kind of active δύναμιρ, nor 

its passive counterpart, nor a mode of either. For seeing is not a change. And yet 

this ability, too, has a corresponding actuality and analogously confers a degree of 

reality on what has this ability. (Frede, 1994, 185)  

Let me summarize it as follows: 

[Myth One] Among the five analogies, there are some such as case (a) building a 

house that represent the relation of change to capacity, but others such as case (c) 

seeing that do not. This justifies that the sense of potentiality and actuality in 

IX.6-9 cover the sense of capacity and change in IX.1-5.   

Myth Two. Producing a [sc. transformational, as I construe] change in something 

else is considered to be the same as, or at least, an instance of, exercising one‘s own 

nature or a certain piece of knowledge. It follows that the capacity for producing such a 

transformational change should be regarded as the same δύναμιρ as the potentiality for 

exercising one‘s own nature or knowledge. This serves another justification for that the 

potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9 and the capacity and change of IX.1-5 are not 

mutually exclusive in the sense but the sense of the former covers the sense of the latter. 

We have seen the following passage of Beere in Section 2.1.1. He takes the builder‘s 

producing a transformational change in something else to be the same as the exercise of 

the capacity of housebuilding:   
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The builder‘s energeia is a change, the exercise of a power. ... The fact that the 

energeia of housebuilding is a change, and the capacity to produce a house is a 

power, shows that we should reject the following sort of reading of Metaphysics 

Theta. ―In the first part of Theta, Aristotle discusses certain capacities (call them 

‗powers‘) that are principles of change. In the second part of Theta, Aristotle 

discusses certain other capacities (call them ‗potentialities‘) that are not principles 

of change (but rather, presumably, principles of being).‖ In the case of 

housebuilder, the capacity relevant to being-in-capacity is one of the capacities 

discussed already in Theta 1-5. And this fact is taken for granted by Aristotle, 

receiving no special comment. This strongly suggests, and nothing will call into 

question, that all powers are equally relevant for being-in-capacity. (Beere, 2009, 

192-193)  

Makin responds to Frede‘s distinction between case (a) and (b) in an implicit way: Makin 

argues that all the three cases (a) (b) (c) should be taken to illustrate the change-capacity 

relation, in which the corresponding actualities of these three cases, i.e., (a) that which is 

building a house, (b) that which is awake and (c) that which is seeing, should all be 

understood as exercising the capacity.  

Examples (d) and (e) plainly qualify as substance to matter. And that suggests that 

(a) – (c) illustrate the change-capacity relation. Further, it is entirely 

understandable that (a) – (c) should be stated in terms of objects possessing and 

exercising capacities. ... The capacities involved in each case (the capacity to 

build, the capacities possessed by a sleeper and exercised on waking, the capacity 

to see) exhibit a common feature: they are capacities which are not lost in the 

course of being exercised (unlike, for example, the capacity of wood to be burned 

or the capacity of a child to learn French). (Makin, 2006, 138-139) 

Let me summarize Myth Two as follows: 

[Myth Two] Producing a [sc. transformational] change in something else is the 

same as or an instance of exercising one‘s own nature or a certain piece of 

knowledge. It follows that the capacity for producing a transformational change is 

the same δύναμιρ as the potentiality for exercising one‘s own nature or 

knowledge, which are not lost in the course of being exercised. 
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(b) The Two-Tier Hypothesis: First Tier-κίνηςιρ and Second Tier-ἐνέπγεια 

Nonetheless Makin points out one important thing: exercising one‘s own nature or 

knowledge and its corresponding capacity (here I use Makin‘s translation of δύναμιρ in 

IX.6-9, i.e., capacity, rather than my translation potentiality, as the corresponding δύναμιρ 

for exercise, because in his view the capacity for producing a change is the same as the 

potentiality for exercise) do not ―float free‖ (2006, 183), by which he means that the 

corresponding capacity must be possessed by some object. It follows that, as Makin 

contends, the change-capacity relation brings in a ―parallel claim‖ (2006, 138) that the 

possession-exercise of the capacity for change.  

For capacities and the changes which result when they are exercised do not ‗float 

free‘. There are no capacities which are not possessed by some object, and there 

are no changes which do not consist in some object changing (Phys. 3.1, 200b32-

201a3). So any claim about the capacity-change relation bring in its train a 

parallel claim about objects possessing and exercising capacities. (Makin, 2006, 

138) 

Makin does not further clarify how exactly the possession-exercise relation is ―parallel‖ 

to the change-capacity relation. But, as he stresses, this parallel claim is concerning the 

possessing and exercising the capacities for changes, but not a different sense of δύναμιρ. 

Perhaps there is no good reason to ascribe to Makin that by parallel he means that the 

change-capacity relation should be taken to be identical to the relation of possessing-

exercising capacity.   

Makin almost touches the point that I would like to make: the relation of [sc. 

transformational] change to the corresponding capacity involves the relation of exercise 

to the corresponding potentiality. The key distinction between me and Makin lies here: 

according to Makin, Text 2.27 indicates that producing a change is considered to be the 

same as or an instance of exercise of one‘s nature or craft. It is for this reason Makin 
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maintains that the capacity for change and the potentiality for exercising should be 

construed to be one and the same δύναμιρ. But, in my view, Text 2.27 does not suggest a 

claim as strong as Makin‘s interpretation.   

Instead, I would like to call attention to the feature of ―double characterization,‖ 

as I call it, of these three events: while (a) housebuilding, (b) being awake and (c) seeing 

involve the change-capacity relation, they show up in Text 2.27 as the ―analogies‖ to 

illustrate the new kind of actuality-potentiality relation which concerns Aristotle in IX.6-

9. For instance, housebuilding is characterized as a standard instance of the change-

capacity relation in IX.1-5 on the one hand, but on the other it is characterized as an 

analogy of the new kind of actuality-potentiality relation as Text 2.27 shows. Such a 

feature of ―double characterization‖ suggests that these three cases bear the ―two-tier 

relation‖ of an event, as I call it: while the first tier is the relation of change (κίνηςιρ) to 

its corresponding capacity, the second tier is the relation of exercise (φπςιρ/ἐνέπγεια) of 

one’s nature or craft to the possession of the nature or craft.  

Let us take a close look at these three cases (a) (b) (c). I shall seek substantial 

justifications and arguments in Chapter Three and Chapter Four for why these three cases 

bear the feature of ―double characterization‖ and therefore suggest the ―two-tier relation‖ 

of an event. But now in Chapter Two I would like to draw the two-tier hypothesis from 

these three analogies through the observation of these cases, and offer two supports for 

the two-tier hypothesis.   

(a) Transition from Can-Build-A-House to Being-Building-A-House 

On the one hand, as the following Text 2.29 indicates, the case of housebuilding 

in Met. IX.1-5 is characterized as a standard example of producing a transformational 
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change in something else such as bricks and stones, which is also called an acting-upon 

(ποιεῖν, 1046a20).      

[Text 2.29] υανεπὸν οὖν ὅσι ἔςσι μὲν ὡρ μία δύναμιρ σοῦ ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν..., ἔςσι 

δὲ ὡρ ἄλλη. ἡ μὲν γὰπ ἐν σῷ πάςφονσι..., ἡ δ’ ἐν σῷ ποιοῦνσι, οἷον σὸ θεπμὸν καὶ ἡ 

οἰκοδομική, ἡ μὲν ἐν σῷ θεπμανσικῷ ἡ δ’ ἐν σῷ οἰκοδομικῷ· 

Therefore it is clear that in one sense there is one single capacity of acting-upon 

and being-acted-upon..., but in another sense they are different. For, one of them 

is in the patient..., the other is in the agent, for instance, heat and the craft of 

housebuilding: one of them in that which heats, the other in that which builds. 

(Met. IX.1, 1046a19-28) 

Keep in mind that according to Text 2.29 the source or bearer of the capacity for such an 

acting-upon, i.e., the craft of housebuilding (ἡ οἰκοδομική, 1046a27), is said to be located 

in the agent, although the acting-upon takes place in the patient only, as we shall see in 

Chapter Three.  

On the other hand, as the following Text 2.30 indicates, the craft of housebuilding 

is taken to be analogous to the possession of sight (ὄχιν, 1050a11) and the skill of 

contemplating (σὴν θεψπησικήν, 1050a12). Accordingly, housebuilding can be construed 

to be an exercise of one‘s artificial nature, i.e., the craft of housebuilding, just as seeing 

or contemplating is considered to be an exercise of the organism‘s nature of being eyes or 

of being a human being.      

[Text 2.30] σέλορ δ’ ἡ ἐνέπγεια, καὶ σούσοτ φάπιν ἡ δύναμιρ λαμβάνεσαι. οὐ γὰπ ἵνα 

ὄχιν ἔφψςιν ὁπῶςι σὰ ζῷα ἀλλ’ ὅπψρ ὁπῶςιν ὄχιν ἔφοτςιν, ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ οἰκοδομικὴν 

ἵνα οἰκοδομῶςι καὶ σὴν θεψπησικὴν ἵνα θεψπῶςιν· ἀλλ’ οὐ θεψποῦςιν ἵνα θεψπησικὴν 

ἔφψςιν, εἰ μὴ οἱ μελεσῶνσερ· (Actuality is the end, and it is for the sake of which 

the potentiality is acquired. For the animals do not see in order that they may 

possess sight, but possess sight in order to see. Similarly, humans possess the craft 

of housebuilding in order to build a house and the skill of contemplating in order 

to contemplate; but they do not contemplate in order to possess the skill of 

contemplating) (Met. IX.8, 1050a9-13) 
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There might be some controversial issues regarding the transition from the possession of 

sight to the exercise of it, as mentioned earlier.31 But it is fairly plain that the case of 

contemplating is considered to be the standard instance of being-in-actuality in Text 2.21 

that, as I have argued, involves the principle of use. Recall the three instances in Text 

2.21, i.e., herm in the wood, half-line in the whole line, and the contemplating person, 

upon which I based my construal of σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα at IX.6, 1048a32.  

From the fact that housebuilding is characterized as a standard instance of the 

change-capacity relation in IX.1-5 while it is characterized as an analogy of the new kind 

of actuality-potentiality relation in IX.6-9, it does not automatically follow that the 

acting-upon, i.e., producing a change in a certain pile of bricks an stones, and exercising 

one‘s craft of building a house are the actualities in the same sense, nor that the δύναμιρ 

for producing a transformational change in something else and the δύναμιρ for exercising 

one‘s own nature or a certain piece of craft are the δτνάμειρ in the same sense.32 Instead 

of quickly jumping to the conclusion that these two actions are the same or the 

corresponding δτνάμειρ are the same, I would like to let them remain distinct as they are 

and suggest the two-tier hypothesis to describe the ―double characterization‖ feature of 

the case of housebuilding:   

[First Tier-κίνηςιρ] The housebuilder is producing a transformational change in 

the building materials, e.g., turning stones and bricks into a house, in which the 

                                                 
31 I introduced the debate between Richard Sorabji and Myles Burnyeat in footnote 24.  
32 Instead, as I have argued earlier in Section 2.3.1.2, what is the same in the case of housebuilding should 

be construed to be the craft or science of housebuilding, or the organism‘s nature (υύςιρ) if in the case of 

natural organism‘s activities, which, as mentioned earlier, I call the bearer or source of the capacity for 

producing a transformational change in something else and the potentiality for exercising one‘s own nature 

or a certain piece of craft. 
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building materials proceed from the privation of the form of a house to the 

acquisition of the form of a house.  

[Second Tier-ἐνέπγεια] The housebuilder is presenting an action, e.g., exercising 

her knowledge of housebuilding, that exhibits her nature (artificial though) of 

being a housebuilder.33 

Let us move onto the analogy of being asleep and being awake.  

(b) Transition from Being-Asleep to Being-Awake  

The transition from being asleep to being awake can also be characterized in two 

distinct ways. In De Somno (see the following Text 2.31), sleep is said to be a sort of 

privation (ςσέπηςίρ σιρ, 453b26) of waking, just as disease is a (sort of) privation of 

health, ugliness is a (sort of) privation of beauty, weakness is a (sort of) privation of 

strength, blindness is a (sort of) privation of sight and deafness is a (sort of) privation of 

hearing.      

[Text 2.31] ἀνσίκεινσαι γάπ, καὶ υαίνεσαι ςσέπηςίρ σιρ ὁ ὕπνορ σρ ἐγπηγόπςεψρ· 

ἀεὶ γὰπ σὰ ἐνανσία καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν ἄλλψν καὶ ἐν σοῖρ υτςικοῖρ ἐν σῷ αὐσῷ δεκσικῷ 

υαίνεσαι γιγνόμενα, καὶ σοῦ αὐσοῦ ὄνσα πάθη, λέγψ δ’ οἷον ὑγίεια καὶ νόςορ, καὶ 

κάλλορ καὶ αἶςφορ, καὶ ἰςφὺρ καὶ ἀςθένεια, καὶ ὄχιρ καὶ στυλόσηρ, καὶ ἀκοὴ καὶ 

κψυόσηρ. 

For they are opposites, and sleep is apparently a sort of privation of waking; for in 

natural objects, as in all other cases, contraries evidently occur in the same 

receptive material, and are affections of the same subject; I mean, e.g., health and 

disease, beauty and ugliness, strength and weakness, sight and blindness, hearing 

and deafness. (De Somno 1, 453b26-31, trans. by W. S. Hett) 

                                                 
33 Also see ἔσι πάςφει σι ἡ σπουὴ ὑπὸ σοῦ σπευομένοτ, ἀλλ’ οὐ σοῦσο ὑπὸ σρ σπουρ, ὥςπεπ οὐδ’ ὁ σέκσψν 

ὑπὸ σρ ὕληρ, ἀλλ’ ὑπ’ ἐκείνοτ αὕση· ὁ δὲ σέκσψν μεσαβάλλει μόνον εἰρ ἐνέπγειαν ἐξ ἀπγίαρ. (Again, the food 

is affected by the thing fed, and not vice versa, just as the carpenter is not affected by his material, but the 

material by the carpenter; the carpenter merely changes from idleness to activity.) (De Anima II. 4, 416a34-

b3, trans. by Jeffery Henderson) 
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At this moment we are not certain if by taking the transition from being-asleep to being-

awake analogously to these five cases in Text 2.31 Aristotle intends to convey that the 

transition from being-asleep to being-awake is a transformational change rather than an 

exercise of an organism‘s nature, despite the fact that he uses the term privation 

(ςσέπηςίρ, 453b26) to characterize such a transition. At least, among these five cases in 

Text 2.31, we are not certain if the case of the transition from being-ill to being-healthy is 

meant to be a transformational change here, since in Physics VII.3 Aristotle argues that 

the transition between somatic states cannot be considered to be a genuine qualitative 

change, nor any kind of transformational change at all.34 Nevertheless, the transition 

from blindness to sight (and the transition from deafness to hearing as well) is taken to be 

a standard example of transformational change in Met. IX.3, where Aristotle refutes the 

Megarian account of capacity.   

Fortunately, in the following Text 2.32 and Text 2.33 Aristotle provides an in-

depth characterization of the physiological process of falling asleep and the physiological 

process of awakening to confirm that the transition from sleep to waking or from waking 

to sleep is considered to be a transformational change.   

[Text 2.32] ὥςσε υανεπὸν ἐκ σῶν εἰπημένψν ὅσι ὁ ὕπνορ ἐςσὶ ςύνοδόρ σιρ σοῦ θεπμοῦ 

εἴςψ καὶ ἀνσιπεπίςσαςιρ υτςικὴ διὰ σὴν εἰπημένην αἰσίαν· διὸ πολλὴ ἡ κίνηςιρ σοῦ 

ὑπνοῦνσορ. ὅθεν δ’ ἐκλείπει, κασαχύφεσαι καὶ διὰ χῦξιν κασαπίπσει σὰ βλέυαπα, καὶ 

σὰ μὲν ἄνψ κασέχτκσαι καὶ σὰ ἔξψ, σὰ δ’ ἔνσορ καὶ σὰ κάσψ θεπμά, οἷον σὰ πεπὶ σοὺρ 

πόδαρ καὶ σὰ εἴςψ. 

Thus it is obvious from what has been said that sleep is a sort of concentration or 

natural recession inwards of the hot matter, due to the cause described above. 

Hence the movement of a sleepy person is considerable. But where the heat fails 

he grows cold, and owing to this chilling his eyelids fall. The parts above and 

outside are now cold, but the parts below and within, e.g., those about the feet and 

the interior of the body, are hot. (De Somno 1, 457a33-b6, trans. by W. S. Hett) 

                                                 
34 We shall take a close at the passages in Phys. VII.3 in Chapter Four.  
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[Text 2.33] ἐγείπεσαι δ’ ὅσαν πευθῆ καὶ κπασήςῃ ἡ ςτνεψςμένη θεπμόσηρ ἐν ὀλίγῳ 

πολλὴ ἐκ σοῦ πεπιεςσῶσορ, καὶ διακπιθῆ σό σε ςψμασψδέςσεπον αἷμα καὶ σὸ 

καθαπώσεπον. ... διὰ δὲ σὸ γίγνεςθαι ἀδιακπισώσεπον σὸ αἷμα μεσὰ σὴν σρ σπουρ 

πποςυοπὰν ὕπνορ γίγνεσαι, ἕψρ ἂν διακπιθῆ σοῦ αἵμασορ σὸ μὲν καθαπώσεπον εἰρ σὰ 

ἄνψ, σὸ δὲ θολεπώσεπον εἰρ σὰ κάσψ· ὅσαν δὲ σοῦσο ςτμβῆ, ἐγείπονσαι ἀπολτθένσα 

σοῦ ἐκ σρ σπουρ βάποτρ.  

Awakening occurs when digestion is complete; when the heat, withdrawn from 

the surrounding parts and concentrated in large quantity in a small space, prevails, 

and the more corporeal is separated from the pure blood. ... It is because the blood 

stands in great need of discrimination after the absorption of food that sleep 

occurs, and it continues until the purer part of the blood is separated upwards, and 

the more turbid downwards; when this has happened the animals awake, being 

liberated from the heaviness induced by food. (De Somno 3, 458a10-25; trans. by 

W. S. Hett) 

Accordingly, the transition from being-awake to being-asleep is characterized as the 

recession of heat that explains why the subject‘s head and its limbs or outside part of its 

body to grow cold and chill when the subject is falling asleep. By contrast, the transition 

from being asleep to being awake is characterized as the recovery of heat that explains 

why the purer part of the blood to move upwards when the subject is awakening.   

On the other hand, in De Anima II.1 (see the following Text 2.34) Aristotle makes 

it clear that being-awake should be taken analogously to be contemplating (σὸ θεψπεῖν, 

412a23), i.e., the exercise of knowledge (ἐπιςσήμη, 412a22) and being-asleep should be 

taken analogously to be the possession of knowledge. Accordingly, the transition from 

being-asleep to being-awake or from being-awake to being-asleep is characterized in 

terms of whether or not the organism‘s nature is in exercise or in use.           

[Text 2.34] αὕση δὲ λέγεσαι διφῶρ, ἡ μὲν ὡρ ἐπιςσήμη, ἡ δ’ ὡρ σὸ θεψπεῖν. υανεπὸν 

οὖν ὅσι ὡρ ἐπιςσήμη· ἐν γὰπ σῷ ὑπάπφειν σὴν χτφὴν καὶ ὕπνορ καὶ ἐγπήγοπςίρ ἐςσιν, 

ἀνάλογον δ’ ἡ μὲν ἐγπήγοπςιρ σῷ θεψπεῖν, ὁ δ’ ὕπνορ σῷ ἔφειν καὶ μὴ ἐνεπγεῖν· 

But actuality is spoken of in two ways, one of them is analogous to the possession 

of knowledge while the other is analogous to contemplating [sc. the exercise of 

knowledge]. So it is clear that the actuality at issue is analogous to the possession 

of knowledge; for both sleep and waking depend upon the presence of soul, and, 

while waking is analogous to contemplating [sc. the exercise of knowledge], sleep 
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is analogous to the possession but not the exercise [sc. of knowledge]. (De Anima 

II. 1, 412a22-26) 

From these two distinct characterizations of the transition from being-asleep to being-

awake, we should avoid quickly jump to the conclusion that these two actions are the 

same, or that the corresponding δτνάμειρ are the same. Again, I would like to let them 

remain distinct as they are and suggest the two-tier hypothesis to describe the ―double 

characterization‖ feature of the transition from being-asleep to being-awake: 

[First Tier-κίνηςιρ] The subject is undergoing a transformational change, e.g., the 

recovery of heat, in which she proceeds from the privation of being awake to the 

acquisition of being awake.  

[Second Tier-ἐνέπγεια] The subject is presenting an action, e.g., being awake, that 

exhibits its nature of being a natural organism.35  

Next, move onto the analogy of can-see and seeing.  

(c) Transition from Can-See to Seeing 

The transition from can-see to seeing is also characterized in two distinct ways. 

Following from my interpretation of the transformational change and its corresponding 

capacity of IX.1-5 and the approximate account of actuality and potentiality of IX.6-9, let 

us see if we could draw a line between the transition from can-see to seeing as a κίνηςιρ 

and the transition from can-see to seeing as an ἐνέπγεια or φπςιρ, without appealing to 

the ―tense test‖ criterion (Burnyeat, 2008, 245) in the passage at IX.6, 1048b18-35.  

                                                 
35 Also see ἔςσι δὲ οὐ σὸ ἀποβεβληκὸρ σὴν χτφὴν σὸ δτνάμει ὂν ὥςσε ζν, ἀλλὰ σὸ ἔφον· σὸ δὲ ςπέπμα καὶ ὁ 

καππὸρ σὸ δτνάμει σοιονδὶ ςῶμα. ὡρ μὲν οὖν ἡ σμςιρ καὶ ἡ ὅπαςιρ, οὕσψ καὶ ἡ ἐγπήγοπςιρ ἐνσελέφεια, ὡρ δ’ ἡ 

ὄχιρ καὶ ἡ δύναμιρ σοῦ ὀπγάνοτ, ἡ χτφή· (That which has the capacity to live is not the body which has lost 

its soul, but that which possesses its soul; so seed and fruit are potentially bodies of this kind. The waking 

state is actuality in the same sense as the cutting of the axe or the seeing of the eye, while the soul is 

actuality in the same sense as the faculty of the eye for seeing, or of the implement for doing its work.) (De 

Anima II. 1, 412b25-413b1, trans. by Jeffery Henderson)  
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On the one hand, perceiving is characterized as the process for the sense faculty to 

receive the form of the perceived object without its matter (see the following Text 2.35), 

which is also called the ―principle of taking form without matter.‖      

[Text 2.35] ...ἡ μὲν αἴςθηςίρ ἐςσι σὸ δεκσικὸν σῶν αἰςθησῶν εἰδῶν ἄνετ σρ ὕληρ, 

οἷον ὁ κηπὸρ σοῦ δακστλίοτ ἄνετ σοῦ ςιδήποτ καὶ σοῦ φπτςοῦ δέφεσαι σὸ ςημεῖον, 

λαμβάνει δὲ σὸ φπτςοῦν ἢ σὸ φαλκοῦν ςημεῖον, ἀλλ’ οὐφ ᾗ φπτςὸρ ἢ φαλκόρ· ...the 

sense is that which is receptive of the form of sensible objects without the matter, 

just as the wax receives the impression of the signet-ring without the iron or the 

gold, and receives the impression of the gold or bronze, but not as gold or 

bronze.) (De Anima II.12, 424a17-21; trans. by W. S. Hett) 

Accordingly in a perceiving process the sense faculty is said to become like the form of 

the object it perceives (cf. De Anima II.5, 418a5-6) by taking the form of the perceived 

object without its matter. As mentioned in the earlier footnotes,36 Richard Sorabji (1979, 

51) offers a famous literal or physiological interpretation of what Aristotle means by 

becoming like the object it perceives: for instance, when one sees a red object, the 

underlying matter such as the eye-jelly (κόπη), will literally become red.  

Now Text 2.35 suggests that, no matter if we follow Sorabji‘s literal interpretation 

of taking form without matter, in a perceiving process there is some certain part of the 

sense faculty, which can literally be construed to be eye-jelly or to be something else 

such as part of the content of one‘s consciousness, as a underlying matter, in which the 

initial state say at t1 is destroyed and replaced by the new perceived form say at t2 in this 

particular event. For this reason, as I take it, the transition from can-see to seeing that 

follows the principle of taking form without matter should be construed to be a 

transformational change.  

                                                 
36 Please see footnotes 23 and 24.  
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Myles Burnyeat (2002, 28-90) contends that even though the sense faculty 

undergoes the qualitative change by receiving the form of the perceived object at t2, the 

initial state of the sense faculty at t1 is not therefore destroyed, since at t2 the sense faculty 

is still ready to repetitively receive (and thus to perceive) different qualities or forms. 

While maintaining that there is no substantial distinction between the transition from can-

see to seeing as a κίνηςιρ and the transition from can-see to seeing as an ἐνέπγεια and 

maintaining that the transition from can-see to seeing should be ultimately construed to 

be a κίνηςιρ, Burnyeat argues that the transition from can-see to seeing should be 

construed to be a non-ordinary κίνηςιρ.  

My concern about Burnyeat‘s interpretation is that he might have conflated the 

transition from can-see to seeing as a κίνηςιρ and the transition from can-see to seeing as 

an ἐνέπγεια or φπςιρ, although this is exactly what he intends to argue for. If the sense 

faculty turns to perceive another object say a green honeydew at t2, as soon as done with 

perceiving the red apple at t2, then the new perceiving process of the green honeydew 

should be construed as another perceiving process, on the grounds that it is still 

characterized in terms of a transformational process in which the initial state of the sense 

faculty at t2—no matter if the perceiving process begins from the initial ―transparent‖ 

state or from the previous state at t2 in which the sense faculty has received the redness 

from the apple—is also destroyed and replaced by the quality green at t3. The 

characterization of a transformational change is in terms of the process from the privation 

of a certain property F—no matter if the eye jelly or the content of our consciousness 

returns to the so-called initial ―transparent‖ state—to the acquisition of it. In Chapter 

Three, in particular, in Section 3.3.1.1, I shall point out that ―that to which a change 
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proceeds‖ is considered to be more important than ―that from which a change proceeds‖ 

(Phys. V.1, 244b6-11).   

On the other hand, a number of passages, including Met. IX.8, 1049b14-18, 

Nicomachean Ethics X. 4, 1174a14-15 and X. 4, 1174b27-30, suggest that the transition 

from can-see to seeing is considered to be an ἐνέπγεια rather than a κίνηςιρ. The passage 

in De Anima II. 5, 417b19-24 also suggests that there is a similarity between the case of 

actual sensation (e.g., seeing and hearing) and the case of exercising a certain piece of 

knowledge. Let us leave aside the ―tense test‖ criterion (Burnyeat, 2008, 245) in the 

passage at IX.6, 1048b18-35 as well as the implied thesis that an ἐνέπγεια can be 

repetitively exercised, and see if we can make sense of the transition from can-see to 

seeing is considered to be an ἐνέπγεια by following my interpretation of σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ 

ππᾶγμα at IX.6, 1048a32:    

[Text 2.36] Αἰςθήςεψρ δὲ πάςηρ ππὸρ σὸ αἰςθησὸν ἐνεπγούςηρ, σελείψρ δὲ σρ εὖ 

διακειμένηρ ππὸρ σὸ κάλλιςσον σῶν ὑπὸ σὴν αἴςθηςιν (σοιοῦσον γὰπ μάλιςσ’ εἶναι 

δοκεῖ ἡ σελεία ἐνέπγεια· αὐσὴν δὲ λέγειν ἐνεπγεῖν, ἢ ἐν ᾧ ἐςσί, μηθὲν διαυεπέσψ), 

καθ’ ἑκάςσην δὴ βελσίςση ἐςσὶν ἡ ἐνέπγεια σοῦ ἄπιςσα διακειμένοτ ππὸρ σὸ 

κπάσιςσον σῶν ὑπ’ αὐσήν.  

Every sense faculty is in actuality in relation to its sense object, and perfectly 

when it is in a good condition in relation to the best of its sense objects. (For this 

such is certainly considered as a perfect actuality; let it be irrelevant whether one 

says that it is the sense faculty is in actuality or the subject that has it). In each 

sense faculty, the best actuality is that of the subject in the best condition in 

relation to the best of its sense objects. (NE X. 4, 1174b14-19) 

Text 2.36 provides the conditions for the occurrence of the transition from can-see to 

seeing as an ἐνέπγεια. Suppose that there is a sense faculty x and a sense object y:   

[Conditions for the Occurrence of the Transition from Can-See to Seeing as 

an ἐνέπγεια] x is in actuality x iff  

(a) x is in relation to its patient y (ππὸρ σὸ αἰςθησὸν, 1174b14), and  
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(b) x is in a good condition (εὖ διακειμένηρ, 1174b15), and  

(c) y is in the best condition (σὸ κάλλιςσον, 1174b15). 

The transition from can-see to seeing as an ἐνέπγεια implies that the faculty of sight must 

be in a good condition. This coheres with and supports my interpretation of σὸ ὑπάπφειν 

σὸ ππᾶγμα at IX.6, 1048a32: an ἐνέπγεια is the presence of an action in which the sense 

faculty of sight exhibits its own nature of seeing by being in a good condition. Another 

interesting point is that being-in-actuality is allowed to have degree differences, because 

Text 2.36 also provides an account of the transition from can-see to seeing as the best 

ἐνέπγεια: 

[Conditions of the Occurrence of the Transition from Can-See to Seeing as 

the Best ἐνέπγεια] x is in best (βελσίςση, 1174b18) actuality x iff  

(a) x is in relation to its patient y, and  

(b) x is in the best condition (ἄπιςσα διακειμένοτ, 1174b18-19), and 

(c) y is in the best condition (σὸ κπάσιςσον, 1174b19). 

Conditions (a) and (c) remain the same. What makes the sense faculty of sight in best 

actuality should then be condition (b) that the sense faculty of sight itself is in the best 

condition. This suggests that we may construe the best ἐνέπγεια to be the presence of an 

action in which the sense faculty of sight fully or most exhibits its own nature of seeing—

by being in the best condition, or, we may construe it to be being ―most in accordance 

with one‘s nature,‖ μάλιςσα [σὸ] κασὰ υύςιν, Phys. VII. 3, 246a14-15).37 Again, there are 

the two tier relations in the two distinct characterizations of the transition from can-see to 

seeing: 

                                                 
37 I shall take a close look at the relation among being perfect, being-in-actuality, and being most in 

accordance with one‘s nature in Chapter Four, in particular, in Section 4.3. 
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[First Tier-κίνηςιρ] The eyes are undergoing a transformational change, e.g., 

taking the form of the perceived object without its matter, in which the sense 

faculty proceeds from the privation of the form of the perceived object to the 

acquisition of it.  

[Second Tier-ἐνέπγεια] The eyes are presenting an action, e.g., exercising their 

faculty of sight, that exhibits the nature of being eyes. 

To wrap up our observation of these three analogies, I propose that the above three events 

of (a) the transition from can-build-a-house to being-build-a-house, (b) the transition 

from being-asleep to being-awake and (c) the transition from can-see to seeing in Text 

2.27 should be construed to be composed of two tiers of relations: while the first tier is 

the relation of change (κίνηςιρ) to the corresponding capacity, the second tier is the 

relation of exercise (φπςιρ/ἐνέπγεια) to the possession of one‘s own nature or a certain 

craft. Let me call this the two-tier hypothesis:  

[First Tier-κίνηςιρ] The agent (or the patient) is producing (or undergoing) a 

transformational change in (or by) something else.  

[Second Tier-ἐνέπγεια] The agent (or the patient) is presenting an action, i.e., 

exercising her nature or craft, that exhibits her nature, e.g., of being a bird (of of 

being the building materials).  

I shall seek substantial justifications for the two-tier hypothesis by reconstructing the role 

of acting-upon in Chapter Three and by proposing a hylomorphic relation between 

κίνηςιρ and ἐνέπγεια in Chapter Four. At this moment, I shall provide two supports—that 

are offered in Met. IX—for the two-tier hypothesis: why we need to distinguish κίνηςιρ 

from ἐνέπγεια, and the capacity for κίνηςιρ and the potentiality for ἐνέπγεια. 
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2.3.3.4 First Support of the Two-Tier Hypothesis: the Priority of Actuality in Account 

There are two arguments in favor of this line of the two-tier distinction, which are 

offered in Met. IX.8. First, actuality is said to be prior to potentiality in account; for this 

reason, the corresponding δύναμιρ is defined in terms of its actuality. If the accounts of 

the actualities are not the same, the accounts of the corresponding δτνάμειρ cannot be the 

same, either. Second, actuality is said to be prior to potentiality in time; for this reason, 

what is capable of producing a change in something else, for instance, building materials, 

must be already in actuality, namely, must be in action of exercising her knowledge of 

housebuilding. I shall consider the first one in this section, and the second one in the next 

section.  

In Met. IX.8 Aristotle proposes that actuality is prior to potentiality in three 

senses: (α) in account (σῷ λόγῳ, 1049b12), (β) in time (σῷ φπόνῳ, 1049b17), and (γ) in 

substance (σῆ οὐςίᾳ, 1050a5). Let us first consider his discussion of the priority of 

actuality in account:  

[Text 2.37] σῷ λόγῳ μὲν οὖν ὅσι πποσέπα, δλον (σῷ γὰπ ἐνδέφεςθαι ἐνεπγςαι 

δτνασόν ἐςσι σὸ ππώσψρ δτνασόν, οἷον λέγψ οἰκοδομικὸν σὸ δτνάμενον οἰκοδομεῖν, 

καὶ ὁπασικὸν σὸ ὁπᾶν, καὶ ὁπασὸν σὸ δτνασὸν ὁπᾶςθαι· ὁ δ’ αὐσὸρ λόγορ καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν 

ἄλλψν, ὥςσ’ ἀνάγκη σὸν λόγον πποϋπάπφειν καὶ σὴν γνῶςιν σρ γνώςεψρ)· 

It is clear that actuality is prior [sc. to potentiality] in account (for it is because it 

can be actual that what is primarily potential is potential, for instance, I mean that 

what is potentially building a house can build a house, and that what is potentially 

seeing can see, and that what is potentially seen can be seen; and the same 

account also holds for the other cases, thus it is necessary that the account and 

knowledge [sc. of actuality] proceeds the knowledge [sc. of potentiality]). (IX.8, 

1049b12-17) 

The account of actuality determines what it is that the subject is potential for. In Section 

2.2, I have argued that the term change (κίνηςιρ) in Met. IX.1-5 should be construed to be 

transformational change (μεσαβολή), which is the most general genus of change that 
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covers all kinds of changes that are classified in accordance with the four ultimate 

categories, i.e., substance, quality, quantity and place. The characteristic feature of a 

transformational change, as I have pointed out, corresponds to the prototype account of 

change: a transition from the privation of x to the acquisition of x. The corresponding 

capacity of IX.1-5 is said to be ―not most useful for what we plan to discuss now‖ (IX.1, 

1045b36-37) because that-which-is is still characterized in accordance with the 

categories, but Aristotle is hoping to find a way—that goes beyond the categories—to 

characterize that-which-is in Book IX.   

In Section 2.3 from our reconstruction of σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα (IX.6, 1048a32) 

and its three instances: herm, half-line and contemplating in Text 2.21, we have drawn an 

approximate account of the actuality and potentiality that ―we plan to discuss now‖ (IX.1, 

1045b36-37), presumably in IX.6-9. As I have argued in Section 2.3.2.2, unlike the 

prototype account of change, the transition from being-in-potentiality to being-in-

actuality that follows either the principle of separation or the principle of use cannot be 

construed to be a transition from the privation of a certain property that is characterized 

ultimately in accordance with the categories, such as substance, quality, quantity or place, 

to the acquisition of that property. Let me present it again:  

[Remark of Actuality] x is in actuality iff  

(i) x in y is actually x iff x‘s being in the state in which x is separated from y 

is present, or  

(ii) x is actually in action φ iff x‘s being in action φ is present.   

[Remark of Potentiality] x is in potentiality iff  

(i) x in y is potentially x iff (a) x is contained in y and (b) x‘s being in the state 

in which x is separated from y is not present, or 
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(ii) x is potentially in action φ iff (a) x has contained the knowledge for action 

φ and (b) x‘s being in action φ is not present.   

Accordingly, the transition from being-in-potentiality to being-in-actuality should be 

construed as a transition from that which is contained (according to the instances 

Aristotle offers in Text 2.21, herm is contained in the wood, half-line is contained in the 

whole line, and knowledge is contained in the one who is potentially contemplating) to 

the presence (ὑπάπφειν, IX.6, 1048a32) of that which is separated from what has been 

contained (e.g., the herm is separated from the wood, half-line is separated from the 

whole line, and the one is exercising her knowledge by contemplating).  

2.3.3.5 Second Support of the Two-Tier Hypothesis: the Priority of Actuality in Time   

Let us move onto consider the second and more powerful support in favor of this 

line of the two-tier distinction:  

[Text 2.38] σῷ δὲ φπόνῳ ππόσεπον ὧδε· σὸ σῷ εἴδει σὸ αὐσὸ ἐνεπγοῦν ππόσεπον, 

ἀπιθμῷ δ’ οὔ. λέγψ δὲ σοῦσο ὅσι σοῦδε μὲν σοῦ ἀνθπώποτ σοῦ ἤδη ὄνσορ κασ’ 

ἐνέπγειαν καὶ σοῦ ςίσοτ καὶ σοῦ ὁπῶνσορ ππόσεπον σῷ φπόνῳ ἡ ὕλη καὶ σὸ ςπέπμα καὶ 

σὸ ὁπασικόν, ἃ δτνάμει μέν ἐςσιν ἄνθπψπορ καὶ ςῖσορ καὶ ὁπῶν, ἐνεπγείᾳ δ’ οὔπψ· 

ἀλλὰ σούσψν ππόσεπα σῷ φπόνῳ ἕσεπα ὄνσα ἐνεπγείᾳ ἐξ ὧν σαῦσα ἐγένεσο· ἀεὶ γὰπ ἐκ 

σοῦ δτνάμει ὄνσορ γίγνεσαι σὸ ἐνεπγείᾳ ὂν ὑπὸ ἐνεπγείᾳ ὄνσορ, οἷον ἄνθπψπορ ἐξ 

ἀνθπώποτ, μοτςικὸρ ὑπὸ μοτςικοῦ, ἀεὶ κινοῦνσόρ σινορ ππώσοτ· σὸ δὲ κινοῦν 

ἐνεπγείᾳ ἤδη ἔςσιν. 

It [sc. actuality] is prior in time in the following sense: that which is actual, which 

is the same in form but not in number, is prior [sc. to that which is potential]. By 

this I mean that the matter, seed, and that which can see, which are potentially a 

human being, wheat, and that which is seeing, although not yet in actuality, are 

prior in time to the human being, wheat and that which is seeing, which are 

already in actuality. But prior in time to these things [sc. that are in potentiality] 

there are other things that are in actuality, from which these things [sc. that are in 

potentiality] came to be. For that which is in actuality always comes to be from 

that which in potentiality by [sc. something else] that which is in actuality. For 

instance, a human being from a human being, a musical38 person by a musical 

                                                 
38 As mentioned in Chapter One, μοτςικόρ can be translated as ―educated‖ or ―cultured.‖ 
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person, because there is always some primary mover that is producing the change; 

and that which is producing a change is already in actuality. (IX.8, 1049b17-27)       

Indeed, in one sense, what is capable of learning to play lyre, for instance, is considered 

to be prior in time to what is playing lyre, since it is clear that the patient proceeds from 

the privation of the craft at t1 to the acquisition of that craft at t2. But, in another sense—

which is the main concern in Text 2.38—what is playing lyre must be prior in time to 

what is capable of learning to play lyre. For, the transition from what can learn to play 

lyre to what is playing lyre must be initiated by someone else, e.g., a teacher, who not 

only has acquired and possessed the craft of playing lyre but also has to be currently 

engaged in exercising her music knowledge, e.g., demonstrating to her pupil how to play 

a lyre, when initiating and producing such a transformational change in her pupil. In 

Aristotle‘s own words, the teacher has to be ―already in actuality‖ (ἐνεπγείᾳ ἤδη, IX.8, 

1049b27). Let me rephrase the sentence ―that which is producing a [sc. transformational] 

change is already in actuality‖ (σὸ δὲ κινοῦν ἐνεπγείᾳ ἤδη ἔςσιν, IX.8, 1049b27) of Text 

2.38 as follows:        

[Priority of Actuality in Time] If x is producing a [sc. transformational] change 

in y, x is already (ἤδη) in actuality.  

It can be refined in terms of our earlier accounts of κίνηςιρ (Section 2.2.2) and ἐνέπγεια 

(Section 2.3.2) as follows:  

[Priority of Actuality in Time]* If x is producing a [sc. transformational] change 

in y, x is already (ἤδη) presenting an action or a state that exhibits her nature or 

craft.  

I argue that Aristotle‘s account of priority of actuality in time suggests that Aristotle is 

taking the protasis ―x is producing a transformational change in something else‖ as one 

action that presents the first tier of change-capacity relation, while taking the apodosis ―x 
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is already presenting an action or a state that exhibits her nature or craft‖ as another 

action that presents the second tier of actuality-potentiality relation.  

I take these two arguments—actuality is said to be prior to potentiality both in 

account (σῷ λόγῳ, IX.8, 1049b12) and in time (σῷ φπόνῳ, IX.8, 1049b17)—as a strong 

support for arguing that Aristotle is not committed to the view that κίνηςιρ and ἐνέπγεια 

are one and the same action, nor the view that the corresponding capacity and potentiality 

are one the same δύναμιρ as well, in cases such as housebuilding. As for the substantial 

justifications for the two-tier hypothesis, I shall present them out in Chapter Three and 

Chapter Four.  

There might be a potential concern that, especially in response to the above 

formulation [priority of actuality in time]*, the statement that A implies B does not rule 

out the statement that A is B. I shall offer my refutations to this concern in Chapter Three. 

Following from this, another potential concern may arise, too. That is, how is ―x is 

producing a transformational change in something else‖ as one action in relation to ―x is 

already presenting an action or a state that exhibits her nature or craft‖ as another action? 

I shall consider the relation in Chapter Four.              

2.3.4 Metaphysics IX.6-9: an Approximate Account of Actuality and Potentiality and 

the Two-Tier Hypothesis (and Summary of 2.3) 

I have summarized my interpretations of Aristotle‘s Met. IX.1-5 in Section 2.2.4. 

Now let me go over the main points of my interpretations of Met. IX.6-9 that I argue in 

Section 2.3. In Section 2.3.1, I argue that the Frede-Makin-Beere interpretation maintains 

that the change-capacity relation in IX.1-5 is covered in the new kind of actuality-

potentiality relation in IX.6-9, which I call the non-mutually-exclusive-in-the-senses 

thesis. I point out the underlying assumption is the same δύναμιρ thesis: the capacity for a 
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bird‘s producing a change in leaves and twigs should be construed to be the same as the 

potentiality for exercising the bird‘s nature. My strategy of refuting this line of reasoning 

is to call for the distinction between these two actions by seeking an approximate account 

of the new kind of actuality and potentiality in IX.6-9 to explicate in what sense the new 

kind of actuality and potentiality is no more characterized in accordance with the 

categories. 

 In Section 2.3.2 I have sought to establish an approximate account of the new 

kind of actuality and potentiality upon proposing a new interpretation of Text 2.21. While 

the Frede-Makin-Beere interpretation maintains that Aristotle is pessimistic about 

discovering one single unifying account of actuality and potentiality, I remain positive 

about reconstructing an approximate account on behalf of Aristotle. I argue that Text 2.20 

(Met. IX.6, 1048a25-30) makes clear that actuality in Text 2.21 should be understood as 

σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα (the presence of a thing). I suggest that σὸ ππᾶγμα should be 

construed to be a class of things that is broader than the standard Aristotelian individuals 

such as you, me, a horse, an apple, and so on, but covers actions and states. I also suggest 

that ὑπάπφειν should be understood as being present. Through the three instances—herm 

in the wood, half-line in the whole line and contemplating—that Aristotle offered in Text 

2.21, I draw two principles, i.e., principle of separation and principle of φπςιρ, and 

establish an approximate account of actuality and potentiality upon these two principles. 

Finally, I suggest that actuality should be construed as the presence of an action or a state 

in which one exhibits its own nature or a piece of knowledge or craft, and, for this reason, 

ἐνέπγεια in IX.6-9 should be translated as actuality since it covers not only a non-

transformational action or activity but also a state.  
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In Section 2.3.3 I argue that the five analogies are meant to be the analogies to 

illustrate the new kind of actuality and potentiality in IX.6-9 rather than the instances that 

exemplify what they are. For this reason, we should avoid jumping into the equation of 

some of the five analogies with the change-capacity relation and the equation of others 

with the substance-matter relation. My analysis centers particularly on the three cases that 

involved the change-capacity relation: housebuilding, being awake and seeing, which all 

present a “double-characterization.” Based on such a double-characterization feature of 

these three analogies, I propose a two-tier hypothesis that the three cases should be 

construed to be composed of a two-tier relation: while the first tier is the relation of 

transformational change (κίνηςιρ) to the corresponding capacity, the second tier is the 

relation of exercise (φπςιρ) to the possession of one‘s own nature or a certain craft; the 

former follow the principle of κίνηςιρ as described in IX.1-5 whereas the latter follow the 

principle of use that I have proposed when reconstructing an approximate account of the 

new kind of actuality and potentiality.  

I shall provide substantial justifications for the two-tier hypothesis in Chapters 

Three and Four. I shall refute potential challenges to my two-tier hypothesis in Chapter 

Three whereas in Chapter Four I shall draw a generalization of these three cases and 

argue for a hylomorphic account of a genuine Aristotelian event.                
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE AGENT’S POIÊSIS AS SOME SORT OF KINÊSIS 

In Chapter Two I have sought arguments to call for differentiating two things: (i) 

the bird‘s action of producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves; (ii) the 

bird‘s action of exercising her nature of being a bird by building a nest, which I suggested 

construing as the presence of an action or a state (σὸ ὑπάπφειν σὸ ππᾶγμα) that exhibits 

one‘s own nature or a certain piece of knowledge. Now we cannot overlook that there is 

one more action going on in our favorite scenario of the bird‘s building a nest: (iii) the 

twigs and leaves‘ action of undergoing the transformational change and being turned into 

a nest. We took a brief look at (iii) when considering the relation between active and 

passive capacities in Section 2.2.1.2, where I promised to carry on the discussion of the 

issue one step further in Chapter Three.  

In Chapter Three I shall focus on examining the role of (i) in a transformational 

change and its relation to (ii) and (iii). In Physics III.3, 202a21-25, (i) is said to be the 

agent‘s acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), which is also known as the incomplete actuality of the 

agent, and (iii) is said to be the patient‘s being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), which is also known 

as the incomplete actuality of the patient. In Phys. III.3 Aristotle proposes that these two 

incomplete actualities should be understood as one and the same change (κίνηςιρ), which 

nonetheless seems to conflict with our common sense. Or, perhaps I should put it in this 

way: what is the reason for Aristotle to put forward a claim conflicting with our common 

sense? The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon appear to be two distinct actions. The 

agent, e.g., the bird, appears to be engaged in one action, e.g., building a nest, and the 

patient, i.e., the pile of twigs and leaves, appears to be engaged in another action, e.g., 

becoming a nest.  



 134 

On the other hand, as I called for differentiating (i) from (ii) in Chapter Two, my 

readers might find that such a distinction conflicts with our common sense too. Again, I 

should put it in this way: what is the reason for Aristotle to put forward a claim 

conflicting with our common sense? Apparently the agent, e.g., the bird, appears to be 

engaged in one change only, not two changes of building a nest? A I have pointed out in 

Chapter Two, this is based on The same δύναμιρ thesis that Aristotle‘s commentators tend 

to associate the capacity for (i) producing a transformational change in something else 

with the potentiality for (ii) presenting an action or a state that exhibits one‘s nature. Let 

me present it again: 

[The First Popular Assumption: the Same δύναμιρ Thesis] The capacity for (i)  

producing a transformational change in something else is considered to be either 

identical with or one way of the potentiality for (ii) presenting an action or a state 

that exhibits one‘s nature, e.g., of being a bird.  

The first popular assumption is based on the second popular assumption. Both ancient 

and modern Aristotelian commentators, such as Simplicius (439,1-451,9) and Sarah 

Broadie (1982, 183-200, in particular 186) argue that (i) the bird‘s producing a 

transformational change in twigs and leaves, which is also known as the agent‘s acting-

upon (ποίηςιρ) or the agent‘s incomplete actuality in Phys. III.3, cannot be construed as 

the change (κίνηςιρ) at all, but should be construed to be either identical with or as one 

way of (ii) presenting an action or a state that exhibits one‘s nature, e.g., of being a bird. 

Let me call it the same ἐνσελέφεια thesis: 

[The Second Popular Assumption: the Same ἐνσελέφεια Thesis] (i) Producing a 

transformational change in something else, i.e., the acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), cannot 

be construed to be a change at all but should be construed to be either identical 
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with or one way of (ii) presenting an action or a state that exhibits one‘s nature, 

e.g., of being a bird.  

The second popular assumption is in turn based on the third popular assumption that I 

call the patient-centered account of change, in which change is characterized solely from 

the perspective of the patient and therefore taken to be identical with (iii) the patient‘s 

being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), i.e., the incomplete actuality of the patient (Edward Hussey, 

1983, 71-72, and David Charles, 1984, 12-16). For instance, change is considered to be 

identical with the process of the twigs and leaves‘ being turned into a nest. Here is the 

third popular assumption:  

[The Third Popular Assumption: the Patient-Centered Account of Change] 

Change (κίνηςιρ) is considered to be identical with the patient‘s being-acted-upon 

(πάθηςιρ), i.e., the incomplete actuality of the patient.  

I also call the third popular assumption the priority of the patient‘s incomplete actuality. 

Now a bizarre outcome seems to follow from the third popular assumption: the change is 

characterized without any reference to agency at all (Hussey, 1983, 72). And such an 

outcome, in turn, justifies the first and second popular assumptions. It is for the reason 

that the third popular assumption leaves no room for (i) the agent‘s acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), 

i.e., the incomplete actuality of the agent, and, therefore, scholars such as Sarah Broadie 

construe (i) the agent‘s acting-upon to be not a change at all and takes it to be identical 

with (ii) the agent‘s presenting an action or a state that exhibits her nature (ἐνέπγεια).    

As I have devoted Chapter Two to refute the first popular assumption, namely, (i) 

the agent‘s (capacity for) producing a transformational change in something else should 

not be conflated with (ii) the agent‘s (potentiality for) presenting an action or a state that 

exhibits her nature, now in Chapter Three I shall focus on refuting the second and the 

third popular assumptions, in particular, the third popular assumption, since it is upon this 
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that the First and Second Popular Assumptions are established. In Chapter Three I shall 

argue that Aristotle is aware that his account of change in Phys. III. 1-2 can be 

misleading, namely, his readers might suppose that the agent plays no significant role in 

the change process. For this reason, I argue that, in Phys. III. 3 Aristotle is devoted to 

making a clarification that his account of change is not a patient-centered account of 

change. I shall argue that in Phys. III. 3 Aristotle claims that his account of change covers 

both the agent‘s acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), i.e., the incomplete actuality of the agent, and the 

patient‘s being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), i.e., the incomplete actuality of the patient. I shall 

call this view a non-patient-centered account of change. According to Phys. III.3, the 

acting-upon does play a significant role in a change process: both the acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon are considered as some sort1 of changes that compose the change 

process, for instance, of building a nest that involves both the agent, e.g., the bird, and the 

patient, e.g., twigs and leaves. Under this line of interpretation, the agent‘s acting-upon, 

i.e., the incomplete actuality of the agent, should be construed to be a transition from the 

privation of some property to the acquisition of that property, just as any other 

transformational change, although later on I shall argue that they cannot be considered as 

transformational changes in their own right. For this reason the agent‘s acting-upon 

cannot be conflated with the exercise or exhibition of the nature of the agent. The 

conclusion of Chapter Three shall strengthen again the distinction of the two notions, 

change (κίνηςιρ) and exercise (ἐνέπγεια), that has been established in my Chapter Two.  

I shall begin with presenting two rival accounts of change: the patient-centered 

reading and the non-patient-centered reading in Section 3.1, and seek philosophical 

justifications for the non-patient-centered account of change through reconstructing the 

                                                 
1 I carefully qualify this term with ―some sort,‖ since I shall argue in Section 3.3 that both acting-upon (i.e., 

the actuality of the agent) and being-acted-upon (i.e., the actuality of the patient) do not belong to the class 

of change in its own right.  
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arguments of Phys. III.3 in Section 3.2. I shall argue that Phys. V.4 offers an account for 

determining whether x and y are one and the same change without qualification. This 

shall offer a further support for my non-patient-centered account of change in Section 

3.3. Finally in Section 3.4 I shall explicate why I argue that Aristotle needs a non-patient-

centered account of change. First, it helps drawing a line between the incomplete 

actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, and the exercise or exhibition of the agent‘s 

nature, since in the non-patient-centered account of change the incomplete actuality of 

the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, should be construed as a change (κίνηςιρ) (again, later on 

in Section 3.3.2.2 I shall argue that, in Aristotle‘s view, neither the acting-upon nor the 

being-acted-upon is considered a change in its own right) rather than an exercise 

(ἐνέπγεια) of the agent‘s nature or knowledge; second, the non-patient-centered account 

of change helps clarify that an event of change that is composed of the acting-upon and 

the being-acted-upon cannot be construed to be—as I call it—a genuine Aristotelian 

event. In Aristotle‘s own words, such an event of change cannot be considered as a 

change in the strict sense (κτπίωρ, Phys. III. 3, 202b19-21) nor a change in its own right 

(καθ’ αὑσό, Phys. V. 1, 224a29).  

I shall consider in Chapter Four the question of how (i) the agent‘s producing a 

transformational change stands in relation to (ii) the patient‘s exercising or exhibiting its 

nature by proposing a hylomorphic account of a genuine Aristotelian event.  

3.1  THE PATIENT-CENTERED ACCOUNT OF CHANGE 

Change (κίνηςιρ) appears to be characterized without any reference to agency in 

Aristotle‘s Physics Books I to III.2. In Phys. I.6-7, change is described in terms of three 

elements: the two terminal states of a patient and the patient that moves from one of the 

terminal state to the other. For instance, in the case that a pile of bricks and stones is 
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transformed into a house, change is said to be the process in which the pile of bricks and 

stones proceeds from the privation of the form ―house‖ to the acquisition of that form. 

The underlying subject, e.g., the pile of bricks and stones, is the patient that undergoes 

the transformational change.  

In Phys. III.1-2, change is characterized in a notorious technical way: change is 

said to be ―the [sc. incomplete] actuality of the patient that is potentially something, 

insofar as the patient is potentially something‖ (Phys. III.1, 201a10-11;  also see III.2, 

202a7-8). But what Aristotle wants to express is not that complicated. Take the pile of 

bricks and stones as an instance. The incomplete actuality of the pile of bricks and stones 

refers to the process of the bricks and stones being acted upon (by the housebuilder) and 

being turned into a house. And the above sentence—―the [sc. incomplete] actuality of the 

patient that is potentially something, insofar as the patient is potentially something‖—

means that, very roughly speaking, the bricks and stones get acted upon and turned into a 

house because they are potentially a house and nothing else. There has been a long 

debate centering on the interpretation of the second part of the sentence starting from 

―insofar as,‖ but my current concern is more with the first part of the sentence, which 

plainly presents a patient-centered account of change, as Edward Hussey has pointed out 

―the change has been defined, without any reference to agency at all‖ (1983, 72).     

Let us return to the context of Phys. III.1-2, where Aristotle sought arguments for 

a version of his account of change that he perhaps hopes to be more precise than what is 

offered in Phys. I.6-7. Now in Phys. III.3 Aristotle considers the question:2 what exactly 

is it that which is entitled to be called ―change‖? Is it the agent‘s incomplete actuality, 

i.e., the acting-upon? Or is it the patient‘s incomplete actuality, i.e., the being-acted-

                                                 
2 The connection and shift between Phys. III.1-2 and III.3 will be further examined in my Section 3.2.  
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upon? Aristotle uses the Distance Analogy (Phys. III.3, 202a16-20) to illustrate the 

relation between the agent‘s incomplete actuality and the patient‘s incomplete actuality: 

the incomplete actuality of the patient and the incomplete actuality of the agent are one 

and the same, although their definitions are not, just as—one of Aristotle‘s favorite ways 

of offering his arguments—the interval from 1 to 2 and the interval from 2 to 1 are one 

and the same, although the journey from 1 to 2 and the journey from 2 to 1 are not one 

and the same. In support of this claim, Aristotle offers a series of arguments to refute the 

possibility of there being two different changes or roads. In the end of Phys. III.3 

Aristotle explicates in what sense the journey from 1 to 2 and the journey from 2 to 1 are 

one and the same: 

[Text 3.1] ὅλωρ δ’ εἰπεῖν οὐδ’ ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει οὐδ’ ἡ ποίηςιρ σῇ παθήςει σὸ 

αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, ἀλλ’ ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, ἡ κίνηςιρ· σὸ γὰπ σοῦδε ἐν σῷδε καὶ σὸ σοῦδε ὑπὸ 

σοῦδε ἐνέπγειαν εἶναι ἕσεπον σῷ λόγῳ. 

In general, teaching is not the same as learning nor the acting-upon as the being-

acted-upon in the strict sense, but that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon 

and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change. For, the actuality of this in 

that [sc. the acting-upon] is different from the actuality of that under this [sc. the 

being-acted-upon]. (Phys. III.3, 202b19-22) 

There are at least two ways of understanding the sentence ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, ἡ κίνηςιρ 

(translated as that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon] 

are present, i.e., the change). Let me call one of them Reading P and the other Reading 

NP: 

[Reading P: Patient-Centered Account of Change] The acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon are not the same in the strict sense, but that in which these 

things [sc. the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change, 

is the same as the being-acted-upon in the strict sense.  
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[Reading NP: Non-Patient-Centered Account of Change] The acting-upon and 

the being-acted-upon are not the same in the strict sense, but that in which these 

things [sc. the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change, 

is the same in the strict sense.  

Reading P is based on the patient-centered perspective: the acting-upon and the being-

acted-upon are considered the same only in a non-strict sense, but that in which the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are present, i.e., change, is construed to be the 

same as the being-acted-upon in the strict sense. I call this view the priority of the 

patient‘s incomplete actuality.  

In contrast, Reading NP indicates a shift toward an account of change that is 

neutral between the incomplete actuality of the agent and the incomplete actuality of the 

patient: the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are considered the same only in a non-

strict sense, but that in which the acting-upon is present and that in which the being-

acted-upon is present are the same in the strict sense; under this line of interpretation, 

change is construed to be the same in the strict sense neither with the acting-upon nor the 

being-acted-upon but the that which is. Although the acting-upon and the being-acted-

upon are said to take place in the patient alone, neither of them is fundamental to the 

other. I call this view a non-patient-centered account of change. Nevertheless, as Hussey 

(1983, 71) has pointed out, there is no clear syntactical preference for either 

interpretation.  

Hussey himself seems to be rather sympathetic to Reading NP as well, although 

with some reservation. He suggests that ―the change‖ should not be defined as the being-

acted-upon but should be defined as the [sc. incomplete] actuality of that which is 

capable of being changed.    
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It may be objected that if the change is indeed the same in definition as the being-

acted-upon it does not supply a ‗more fundamental and neutral description‘ of 

what goes on; and, more, generally, that this fact points to a strange asymmetry—

why should the change be defined as the being-acted-upon and not as the acting-

upon? The answer is that the change has been defined, without any reference to 

agency at all, not as the being-acted-upon but as the actuality of a certain 

potentiality of the changing thing. Strictly, therefore, it is not the same in 

definition as the being-acted-upon... and the description ‗the change‘ is indeed 

neutral as between the agents‘ and patient‘s operations considered as such. (1983, 

71-72) 

The problem of Hussey‘s interpretation is: is there a substantial distinction between 

defining the change as the being-acted-upon and defining the change as the [sc. 

incomplete] actuality of that which is capable of being changed?  

Sarah Broadie and David Charles are among those who clearly espouse Reading 

P. But they begin their arguments with opposite views of whether the acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon are or are not numerically distinct changes. Broadie contends that the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not numerically distinct change.  

What matters to him [sc. Aristotle] here is what we should call the distinction 

between sense and reference: he thinks that it is enough to show that ‗X teaches‘ 

and ‗Y learns‘ refer to the same concrete event, and ignores any difference in 

logical structure between these two senses. This is borne out by the Thebes-

Athens illustration, for here the two descriptions ‗the road from Thebes to Athens‘ 

and ‗the road from Athens to Thebes‘ have senses of identical structure apart from 

the direction of the relation. (Broadie, 1982, 182) 

For this reason, Broadie argues, the acting-upon cannot be construed to be a change at all, 

but should be understood as a transitive activity: ―the transitive activity is or resembles an 

ἐνέπγεια‖ (1982, 186).  

...the transitive causal activity of an agent is not incomplete in the way in which 

the change effected in the patient is. If this incompleteness is to be regarded as 

built into the notion of change, it follows that an agent‘s transitive activity is not 

only not an extra change (or coming to be) but not a change at all. (Broadie, 1982, 

183)  
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It follows that the change should be construed to be identical with the incomplete 

actuality of the patient, i.e., the being-acted-upon. 

Charles, on the other hand, argues that the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon 

are numerically distinct changes, since they have opposite direction just as the journey 

from Thebes to Athens and the journey from Athens have different direction:  

The road from Athens to Thebes ends at a different point from the road to Thebes 

from Athens, since roads—unlike distance—have as their essential properties not 

just their boundaries, but also which is the beginning and which the end: ‗the 

whence and the whither‘... (Charles, 1984, 14) 

Unlike Broadie, Charles contends that in Text 3.1 Aristotle has rejected the Distance 

Analogy that was considered to be in favor of a neutral account of change. According to 

Charles, Text 3.1 suggests that the being-acted-upon is more fundamental than the acting-

upon and that the acting-upon should be construed as something that underlies the acting-

upon, just as the form belongs to the matter which underlies it. Meanwhile, Charles 

contends that only the being-acted-upon should be construed to be identical with the 

underlying change process, just as the matter serves as the role of underlying the form.   

Teaching and learning are numerically distinct, but are one in some sense because 

the teaching ‗belongs to‘ the learning which ‗underlies it‘. Because Aristotle 

identifies the process strictly with the learning (the capacity of the patient: see 

also 202a14-16, b25-27), there is no non-directional process which underlies both 

teaching and learning. The underlying process is the learning, and not a non-

directional (non-relational) phenomenon because for Aristotle all processes are 

directional (1174b4-5), relational (200b28ff.) and the exercise of a given subject‘s 

goal-directed capacity. Thus Aristotle has clear grounds for rejecting the distance 

analogy, which he had previously entertained (202a20-21, b16-18), as this might 

allow for the possibility of one and the same non-directional process possessing 

two distinct contingent descriptions when two capacities are actualized. (Charles, 

1984, 15)  

The underlying presupposition of Reading P, as it seems to me, is that the 

incomplete actuality of the patient, i.e., the being-acted-upon, is considered to be more 
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fundamental than the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, in a change 

process. This is precisely why earlier on I call this line of interpretation the priority of the 

patient‘s incomplete actuality. Let me make it clearer in terms of an argument. Suppose 

that the acting-upon is x, the being-acted-upon is y and the change is z:  

(i) x and y are the same not in the strict sense. (from Reading P) 

(ii) y and z are the same in the strict sense. (from Reading P) 

(iii) x and z are the same not in the strict sense. (from (i) (ii)) 

(iv) y is more essential to z than x to z. (from (ii) (iii)) 

Now do Aristotle‘s arguments in Phys. III.3 support this line of interpretation? As it 

seems to me, the Distance Analogy (both the analogy of the interval between 1 and 2 at 

202a16-20 and the analogy of the distance between Thebes and Athens at 202b10-19) 

does not endorse any claim that either of the two journeys is illustrated as a prerequisite 

for the other journey.  

While maintaining that the journeys stand to the interval in the same way as sense 

stands to reference (1982, 182), Broadie calls attention for an asymmetrical relation 

between the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon by arguing that the former should be 

construed to be not a change (κίνηςιρ) at all (but an ἐνέπγεια) whereas the latter still a 

change (1982, 183). While maintaining that the acting-upon stands to the being-acted-

upon in the same way as the form stands to the matter, Charles also calls attention for an 

asymmetrical relation between the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon by arguing that 

the change process should be considered to be identical with the being-acted-upon that 

underlies the acting-upon. Do the Distance Analogy and Aristotle‘s arguments in Phys. 

III.3 support such an asymmetrical relation between the two journeys of opposite 

direction? In addition, Charles contends that Aristotle has rejected the Distance Analogy 

in Text 3.1, but do the arguments in Phys. III.3 suggest that the Distance Analogy is 
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overturned? I shall present an in-depth criticism on Broadie in Section 3.2.3 and on 

Charles in Section 3.2.4.   

I argue that Aristotle himself is aware that his characterization of change in Phys. 

III.1-2 can be very misleading, as some readers might read it as a patient-centered 

account of change. For this reason, I argue that Aristotle devotes his Phys. III.3 to 

clarifying and presenting change as something neutral between the acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon, i.e., that which underlies the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon, as 

Reading NP suggests. I shall reconstruct Aristotle‘s arguments to justify that Text 3.1 

does follow from the Distance Analogy and to justify that Reading NP is more preferable 

to Reading P. However, please bear in mind that I do not contend something as strong as 

the claim that in Phys. III.3 Aristotle has withdrawn from the position that every change 

takes place in the patient alone.  

3.2 TOWARD A NON-PATIENT-CENTERED ACCOUNT OF CHANGE (PART I): 

RECONSTRUCTING THE ARGUMENTS IN PHYSICS III.3 

Although change is characterized solely from the patient perspective in Phys. 

III.1-2 as well as I.6-7, I argue that from the thesis ―change is the [sc. incomplete] 

actuality of the patient (that is potentially F, as such)‖ (III.1, 201a10-11; III.2, 202a7-8), 

it does not follow that Reading P is correct in asserting that ―change is identical with the 

incomplete actuality of the patient.‖ Instead, in Phys. III.3 Aristotle is hoping to clarify 

that the predicate ―is the [sc. incomplete] actuality of the patient‖ is simply a part of the 

change.  

3.2.1 The Transition from Physics III.1-2 to III.3: Some Linguistic Observations 

Let us take a close look at how Aristotle begins Phys. III.3: 

[Text 3.2] Καὶ σὸ ἀποπούμενον δὲ υανεπόν, ὅσι ἐςσὶν ἡ κίνηςιρ ἐν σῷ κινησῷ· 

ἐνσελέφεια γάπ ἐςσι σούσοτ [καὶ] ὑπὸ σοῦ κινησικοῦ. καὶ ἡ σοῦ κινησικοῦ δὲ 

http://www.tlg.uci.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b.html
http://www.tlg.uci.edu.ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b.html
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ἐνέπγεια οὐκ ἄλλη ἐςσίν· δεῖ μὲν γὰπ εἶναι ἐνσελέφειαν ἀμυοῖν· κινησικὸν μὲν γάπ 

ἐςσιν σῷ δύναςθαι, κινοῦν δὲ σῷ ἐνεπγεῖν, ἀλλ’ ἔςσιν ἐνεπγησικὸν σοῦ κινησοῦ, ὥςσε 

ὁμοίωρ μία ἡ ἀμυοῖν ἐνέπγεια ὥςπεπ σὸ αὐσὸ διάςσημα ἓν ππὸρ δύο καὶ δύο ππὸρ ἕν, 

καὶ σὸ ἄνανσερ καὶ σὸ κάσανσερ· σαῦσα γὰπ ἓν μέν ἐςσιν, ὁ μένσοι λόγορ οὐφ εἷρ·  

What is puzzling is obviously that change is in that which is capable of being 

changed, since change is the fulfillment of this [sc. that which is capable of being 

changed] and is brought about by that which is capable of producing a change. 

And the actuality of that which is capable of producing a change is not something 

else, for there must be a fulfillment for both [sc. that which is capable of being 

changed as well as that which is capable of producing a change], since on the one 

hand it [sc. that which is capable of producing a change] is capable of producing a 

change because it is in potentiality, and on the other hand it is producing a change 

because it is in actuality, but it is upon that which is capable of being changed that 

it [sc. that which is capable of producing a change] is capable of being in 

actuality. Thus, likewise, there is one single actuality for both, just as the journey 

from 1 to 2 and the journey from 2 to 1 are the same interval, so are the uphill and 

the downhill, for they are one, but their definitions are not one. (Phys. III.3, 

202a13-20) 

There is an agreement among scholars that these two technical terms ἐνσελέφεια 

(fulfillment) and ἐνέπγεια (actuality, but in particular, incomplete actuality under this 

context) are used synonymously in Phys. III.1-3 (cf. Mary Louise Gill, 1980, 134; 

Hussey, 1983, 66). At this moment I will not take issue with the question whether these 

two terms are used synonymously here. But I would still like to remain on translating 

these two different terms with two different English words: fulfillment for ἐνσελέφεια and 

actuality for ἐνέπγεια. 

Note that Aristotle begins Phys. III.3 with the concern that is introduced by ―what 

is puzzling‖ (σὸ ἀποπούμενον, 202a13). It is not difficult to imagine, after Aristotle 

lectures on his account of change in Phys. III.1-2, that some of his students might raise 

the following questions, when the master says ―change is the incomplete actuality of the 

patient‖ in his previous lectures, presumably, Phys. III.1-2, does he mean that ―change is 

identical with the incomplete actuality of the patient‖? Or, when the master describes 

change solely from the patient perspective, does the incomplete actuality of the agent still 
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play a significant role in such an account of change? The opening of Phys. III.3 indicates 

that Aristotle himself is aware of these potential challenges. And this, in my view, 

explains why Aristotle in the second sentence of Text 3.2 provides a clear statement that 

the incomplete actuality of the agent is not something different from the incomplete 

actuality of the patient, because there is only one single change for both the agent and the 

patient, just as there is numerically one single interval between 1 and 2.   

Let me start the discussion of Text 3.2 with some linguistic observations. As 

opposed to the ambiguous statement that ―change is the incomplete actuality of the 

patient‖ that he asserted in Phys. III.1-2, now in the opening paragraph of Phys. III.3 

Aristotle carefully rephrases his account of change with a rather neutral language: change 

is in the patient (ἐν σῷ κινησῷ, 202a13-14). In the following sentence ―since change is the 

fulfillment of this [sc. the patient]...,‖ which appears to be going back to the standard 

patient-centered phrasing in III.1-2 again, Aristotle adds with care the agent‘s 

perspective: by the mover (ὑπὸ σοῦ κινησικοῦ, 202a14). Also, ἀμυοῖν (for both), a term 

that equally favors the agent and the patient, is used twice in the beginning paragraph of 

III.3: a fulfillment for both (ἐνσελέφειαν ἀμυοῖν, 202a16), and one single [sc. incomplete] 

actuality for both (μία ἡ ἀμυοῖν ἐνέπγεια, 202a18).  

3.2.1.1 ἐνσελέφειαν At 202a16 as the Incomplete Actuality of the Patient 

It is worth noting that in Text 3.1, as Aristotle switches to focus on the incomplete 

actuality of the agent, namely, ―the [sc. incomplete] actuality of that which is capable of 

producing change‖ (ἡ σοῦ κινησικοῦ δὲ ἐνέπγεια, 202a15), he argues that the incomplete 

actuality of the agent is not something else, ―for there must be a fulfillment for both‖ (δεῖ 

μὲν γὰπ εἶναι ἐνσελέφειαν ἀμυοῖν, 202a15-16). There is a potential issue in this sentence: 

what does ἐνσελέφειαν at 202a16 refer to? One way is to take it to refer back to 
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ἐνσελέφεια...σούσοτ (the fulfillment of this) at 202a15, and again σούσοτ (of this) at 

202a15 refers back to σῷ κινησῷ (that which is capable of being changed) at 202a13-14. 

In other words, it should be understood to be: there must be a fulfillment of the patient, 

i.e., an incomplete actuality of the patient (as mentioned earlier, these two technical terms 

ἐνσελέφεια and ἐνέπγεια are used synonymously in Phys. III.1-3) that is for both the 

incomplete actuality of the agent and the incomplete actuality of the patient. And such an 

incomplete actuality of the patient is said to be ἡ κίνηςιρ (the change, 202a13). It is plain 

that this line of interpretation is in favor of Reading P.  

3.2.1.2 ἐνσελέφειαν At 202a16 as the Change 

But I would like to propose an alternative interpretation that ἐνσελέφειαν at 

202a16 refers to the change itself rather than the incomplete actuality of the patient. In 

other words, there must be an incomplete actuality, i.e., change, for both the incomplete 

actuality of the agent and the incomplete actuality of the patient. Here are my reasons.  

It would be odd to construe ἐνσελέφειαν at 202a16 to be the fulfillment or the 

incomplete actuality of the patient, especially when in Text 3.1 Aristotle seems keen to 

put emphasis on the role of the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, in 

his account of change, in particular, see the sentence at 202a16-17: κινησικὸν μὲν γάπ 

ἐςσιν σῷ δύναςθαι, κινοῦν δὲ σῷ ἐνεπγεῖν, ἀλλ’ ἔςσιν ἐνεπγησικὸν σοῦ κινησοῦ. Aristotle 

explains (γάπ, 202a16) why there must be an incomplete actuality—i.e., change, as I take 

it—for both the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon: on the one hand (μέν, 202a16) the 

agent is capable of producing a change (κινησικόν, 202a16) since she is in potentiality 

and on the other hand (δέ, 202a17) the agent is producing a change (κινοῦν, 202a17) since 

she is in actuality, just as—here we should add—on the one hand the patient is capable of 

enduring change  her potentiality and on the other hand the patient is actually enduring 
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change by her incomplete actuality. The reason that there must be one single incomplete 

actuality for both the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon is that, as is marked out by 

ἀλλ’  at 202a17, the agent and the patient cannot be separated from each other: ―it is upon 

that which is capable of being changed that the agent is capable of producing change‖ 

(202a17-18).3 This point will be considered again in 202b6-8 (in my section 3.2.1). 

Furthermore, the following Distance Analogy at 202a16-20 that is introduced by 

ὁμοίωρ μία ἡ ἀμυοῖν ἐνέπγεια (likewise there is one single actuality for both) at 202a18 

again suggests that ἐνσελέφειαν at 202a16 refers to the interval between 1 and 2 rather 

than the journey either from 1 to 2 or from 2 to 1. The interval between 1 and 2 that is 

one in number is considered analogously as the change, while the journey from 1 to 2 and 

the journey from 2 to 1 that are different in definition are considered analogously as the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon. Notice that neither of the journeys is said to be a 

prerequisite for the other, nor is the whole change process considered to be properly 

analogous to any of the two journeys. Instead, Aristotle is choosing a fairly neutral 

image—the interval that is neutral between 1 and 2—to reshape his account of change.  

All these stylistic terms and phrases and usages in this beginning paragraph of 

Phys. III.3 suggest that Aristotle endeavors to clarify that the account of change given in 

Phys. III.1-2 is in fact a neutral account that includes not only the patient‘s perspective 

but the agent‘s perspective as well. 

                                                 
3 Hussey (1983, 66) argues that Aristotle does not get the conclusion he wants, namely, the [sc. incomplete] 

actuality of the agent and the [sc. incomplete] actuality of the patient are the same. But it seems to me that 

this is not the conclusion Aristotle wants to draw from the beginning paragraph of Phys. III.3, namely, 

202a13-20. As I have pointed out, Aristotle‘s main task in Phys. III.3 is to reshape his account of change 

with a neutral image that covers the actuality of the agent as well. In other words, change covers not only 

the actuality of the patient but also the actuality of the agent. Accordingly, the conclusion Aristotle intends 

to get from this paragraph should be understood as that there is one single actuality for both the actuality of 

the agent and the actuality of the patient, i.e., μία ἡ ἀμυοῖν ἐνέπγεια (one single actuality for both, 202a18).    
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3.2.2 Reconstructing the Arguments in Physics III.3 

But what does the argument in Phys. III.3 suggest? Aristotle begins his argument 

from 202a21 by examining the relation of teaching and learning, which is the standard 

case of acting-upon and being-acted-upon.  

[Text 3.3] ἔφει δ’ ἀποπίαν λογικήν· ἀναγκαῖον γὰπ ἴςωρ εἶναί σινα ἐνέπγειαν σοῦ 

ποιησικοῦ καὶ σοῦ παθησικοῦ· σὸ μὲν δὴ ποίηςιρ, σὸ δὲ πάθηςιρ, ἔπγον δὲ καὶ σέλορ 

σοῦ μὲν ποίημα, σοῦ δὲ πάθορ. ἐπεὶ οὖν ἄμυω κινήςειρ, εἰ μὲν ἕσεπαι, ἐν σίνι; 

There is a logical difficulty; for it is perhaps necessary that there is a certain 

actuality of that which acts upon and of that which is acted upon; one is the 

acting-upon, the other is the being-acted-upon, and the product and the end of the 

one is an action, and of the other a passion. Since then they both are changes, if 

they are different changes, what are they in? (Phys. III.3, 202a21-25)  

[Text 3.4] ἀλλὰ μία ἔςσαι ἡ ἐνέπγεια. 

Now suppose that the actuality is one. (Phys. III.3, 202a36) 

He first considers option (A) (let me call the Two-Distinct-Changes Thesis) that teaching 

and learning are numerically distinct changes (202a25 in Text 3.3), then option (B) (let 

me call the One-And-The-Same-Change Thesis) that teaching and learning are 

numerically one change (202a36 in Text 3.4).  

[Option A: Two Distinct Changes] Teaching and learning are numerically 

distinct changes.  

[Option B: One and the Same Change] Teaching and learning are numerically 

one change.  

First, if teaching and learning are numerically distinct, where do they respectively occur? 

Since learning must take place in the pupil, for otherwise the pupil would remain 

unchanged, there are only two options left (202a25-28):  

[Text 3.5] ἢ γὰπ ἄμυω ἐν σῷ πάςφονσι καὶ κινοτμένῳ, ἢ ἡ μὲν ποίηςιρ ἐν σῷ 

ποιοῦνσι, ἡ δὲ πάθηςιρ ἐν σῷ πάςφονσι (εἰ δὲ δεῖ καὶ σαύσην ποίηςιν καλεῖν, 

ὁμώντμορ ἂν εἴη). 

For either they are both in that which is acted upon and is changed, or the acting-

upon is in that which acts upon while the being-acted-upon is in that which is 
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acted upon (if we must call the latter also the acting-upon, it would be 

homonymous [sc. used in the same name]). (Phys. III.3, 202a25-28)  

Either option (A-a) teaching and learning both take place in the pupil (202a25-26) or 

option (A-b) teaching takes place in the teacher and learning takes place in the pupil 

(202a26-28).  

[Option A-a: Two Distinct Changes—Both in the Patient] Teaching and 

learning are numerically distinct changes that both take place in the pupil alone.  

[Option A-b: Two Distinct Changes—One in the Agent, the Other in the 

Patient] Teaching and learning are numerically distinct changes that take place 

both in the teacher and in the pupil: teaching takes place in the teacher and 

learning takes place in the pupil.  

But option (A-b) is ruled out immediately.  

[Text 3.6] ἀλλὰ μὴν εἰ σοῦσο, ἡ κίνηςιρ ἐν σῷ κινοῦνσι ἔςσαι (ὁ γὰπ αὐσὸρ λόγορ ἐπὶ 

κινοῦνσορ καὶ κινοτμένοτ), ὥςσ’ ἢ πᾶν σὸ κινοῦν κινήςεσαι, ἢ ἔφον κίνηςιν οὐ 

κινήςεσαι. 

But if it is the latter case [sc. option A-b], the change will be in that which 

produces a change (for the same account holds for that which produces a change 

and that which undergoes a change), thus either everything that produces a change 

[sc. the agent] will be changed, or, something that has a change in it [sc. the 

patient] will not be changed. (Phys. III.3, 202a28-31) 

Accordingly, the teacher would be changed by her own teaching if teaching takes place in 

the teacher, or the pupil would remain unchanged, since teaching does not take place in 

the pupil. For this reason teaching must take place in the pupil rather than in the teacher. 

So, now, only options (A-a) and (B) remain possible:  

[Option A-a: Two Distinct Changes—Both in the Patient] Teaching and 

learning are numerically distinct changes that both take place in the pupil alone.  

[Option B: One and the Same Change] Teaching and learning are numerically 

one change.  
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Aristotle does not further address the question of whether option (B) also has two 

possibilities as option (A) does. But if we follow the reasoning that rules out option (A-

b), namely, teaching must take place in the pupil alone, then, first, option (B) has in fact 

only one possibility that teaching and learning as numerically one change takes place in 

the pupil alone, and, second, that the term ―both‖ in option (A-a) is rather redundant now. 

Here follows a more precise version of option (A-a) and option (B).  

[Option A-a: Two Distinct Changes in the Patient] Teaching and learning are 

numerically distinct changes that both take place in the pupil alone.  

[Option B: One and the Same Change in the Patient] Teaching and learning 

are numerically one change that both take place in the pupil alone..  

Next Aristotle considers two challenges to option (A-a) and two challenges to option (B). 

He offers one refutation of the challenges to option (A-a) and two refutations of the 

challenges to option (B).  

3.2.3 Aristotle’s Refutation and Response of the Challenges to the Two-Distinct-

Changes-In-The-Patient Thesis 

There are two challenges of option (A-a), i.e., the Two-Distinct-Changes-In-The-

Pupil Thesis:  

[Text 3.7] εἰ δ’ ἄμυω ἐν σῷ κινοτμένῳ καὶ πάςφονσι, καὶ ἡ ποίηςιρ καὶ ἡ πάθηςιρ, 

καὶ ἡ δίδαξιρ καὶ ἡ μάθηςιρ δύο οὖςαι ἐν σῷ μανθάνονσι, ππῶσον μὲν ἡ ἐνέπγεια ἡ 

ἑκάςσοτ οὐκ ἐν ἑκάςσῳ ὑπάπξει, εἶσα ἄσοπον δύο κινήςειρ ἅμα κινεῖςθαι· σίνερ γὰπ 

ἔςονσαι ἀλλοιώςειρ δύο σοῦ ἑνὸρ καὶ εἰρ ἓν εἶδορ; ἀλλ’ ἀδύνασον. 

If on the other hand both are in that which is changed and is acted upon, namely 

both the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon, and teaching and learning, being 

two, are in the learner, then, first, the actuality of each will not be present in each, 

and, second, it will be absurd that two changes take place simultaneously in that 

which is changed. For what two qualitative changes will of one thing and toward 

one form? This is impossible. (Phys. III.3, 202a31-36) 

Text 3.7 provides two challenges: 
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Challenge (1): If teaching and learning, being numerically distinct, are in the 

pupil, then the [sc. incomplete] actuality of each, in particular, the [sc. 

incomplete] actuality of the teacher, i.e., teaching (which is indicated in 

Aristotle‘s refutation in Text 3.8), would not take place in the teacher. But this is 

impossible. (202a33-34) 

Challenge (2): If teaching and learning, being numerically distinct, are in the 

pupil, then two changes taking place simultaneously in one pupil and toward one 

form. But this is impossible. (202a34-36) 

Let us now consider Aristotle‘s responses to these challenges.  

3.2.3.1 Challenge (1) and Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (1) 

Here is my reconstruction of the argument of challenge (1). Suppose that P stands 

for the claim that ―teaching and learning, being numerically distinct, are in the pupil,‖ 

and suppose that Q stands for the claim that ―the [sc. incomplete] actuality of the teacher, 

i.e., teaching, would not take place in the teacher‖:   

[Argument of Challenge (1)]  

If P, then Q. But Q is false. Therefore, P is false.     

Now this following is how Aristotle refutes challenge (1):  

[Text 3.8] ἢ οὔσε σὸ σὴν ἄλλοτ ἐνέπγειαν ἐν ἑσέπῳ εἶναι ἄσοπον (ἔςσι γὰπ ἡ δίδαξιρ 

ἐνέπγεια σοῦ διδαςκαλικοῦ, ἔν σινι μένσοι, καὶ οὐκ ἀποσεσμημένη, ἀλλὰ σοῦδε ἐν 

σῷδε)...  

Or it is not absurd that the actuality of one thing is in the other (for teaching is the 

actuality of that which is capable of teaching, nevertheless it [sc. teaching] takes 

place in a certain thing, and cannot be cut off, but is of this [sc. the teacher] in this 

[sc. the pupil])... (Phys. III.3, 202b5-8) 

To make it clearer,  
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Refutation of Challenge (1): It is not absurd that the [sc. incomplete] actuality of 

the teacher, i.e., teaching, takes place in the pupil, since teaching cannot be ―cut 

off‖ (ἀποσεσμημένη) from the pupil. (202b6-8)  

If we use P and Q to reconstruct the argument:  

[Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (1)]  

Q is not false. Therefore, challenge (1) cannot be sustained.  

Notice that Aristotle‘s refutation does not imply that P must be true, since P may be false 

when Q is true. It simply implies that challenge (1) cannot be sustained. We should keep 

in mind that the refutation of challenge (1) does not entail Aristotle‘s endorsement of the 

claim that teaching and learning are distinct in number. All he establishes is simply that 

challenge (1) cannot be sustained. Aristotle makes this view even clearer when he 

considers challenge (2). Aristotle does not object the claim that the acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon are distinct changes, but they are distinct only in definition but not in 

number (see Section 3.2.4).  

(a) Self-Contained Principle 

We need to keep in mind that neither of them is considered to be a change ―in its 

own right‖ (καθ’ αὑσό, Phys. V. 1, 224a29)—which we may also call a ―self-contained‖ 

change—even if they are construed as numerically distinct changes. Let me clarify what I 

mean by a self-contained change. In the refutation of challenge (1) Aristotle provides an 

important criterion for determining whether a change process is considered to be a self-

contained change. I borrow the terminology ―self-contained‖ from Sarah Broadie:  

...only if X‘s teaching were a self-contained actuality that was, as he [sc. 

Aristotle] says, ‗cut off‘ (ἀποσεσμημένη, 202b8) from Y.‖ (Broadie, 1982, 181).  

I shall call this the self-contained principle. Suppose that x and y are changes: 
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[Self-Contained Principle] x is a self-contained change iff x can be cut off 

(ἀποσεσμημένη) from y.  

(b) Teaching as a Non-Self-Contained Change 

Accordingly, the process of teaching alone is not a self-contained change, since a 

teacher‘s teaching cannot be cut off from the presence of a certain pupil. A teacher may 

give a lecture about the Pythagorean Theorem to an empty classroom, but this is not 

entitled to be called ―teaching,‖ because the teacher‘s teaching involves her action of 

transferring the form, e.g., the Pythagorean Theorem, to a certain recipient who is 

learning, no matter if the recipient successfully has learned the Pythagorean Theorem. 

Recall that Aristotle has reminded us in the beginning of Phys. III.3 that it is upon that 

which is changed [sc. the patient] that it [sc. the agent] is capable of producing a change 

(ἀλλ’ ἔςσιν ἐνεπγησικὸν σοῦ κινησοῦ, 202a17). It is in this sense that the teacher‘s teaching 

involves the pupil‘s learning.  

I agree with Broadie that in the refutation of challenge (1) what Aristotle refutes is 

the claim that ―X‘s teaching is a distinct concrete event from Y‘s learning‖ (1982, 181). 

Aristotle intends to refute is (a) that teaching and learning are numerically distinct 

changes. But from here she argues that the teacher‘s teaching plays simply a transitive 

causal role in a change process that should be construed to be identical with learning, or, 

more precisely, the being-acted-upon. What I disagree with Broadie is the latter part, 

namely, she maintains that the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, 

should not be construed to be a change (κίνηςιρ), but a transitive causal activity 

(ἐνέπγεια) of the agent (1982, 180-186).  

Let us turn to the logical difference between the transitive causal activity of an 

agent, and the corresponding change in the patient. Above (para. (27)) I claimed 
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that the former can be shown not to be incomplete like the latter. If this is true, 

then the transitive activity is or resembles an ἐνέπγεια. (Broadie, 1982, 186) 

The other reason why the acting-upon cannot be construed to be a change is that, as 

Broadie in the above paragraph says that she mentions it in her paragraph (27) (and 

paragraphs (28) and (29) as well):    

...the transitive causal activity of an agent is not incomplete in the way in which 

the change effected in the patient is. If this incompleteness is to be regarded as 

built into the notion of change, it follows that an agent‘s transitive activity is not 

only not an extra change (or coming to be) but not a change at all. (Broadie, 1982, 

183)  

According to Broadie, the actuality of the patient is an incomplete actuality, in which the 

actuality is not completed the end till the end of the change process, such as walking from 

A to B. In contrast, the actuality of the agent should be construed to be a complete 

actuality, such as seeing. This serves as one more reason for her claim that the acting-

upon cannot be construed to be a change at all.   

Through reconstruction of the arguments in Phys. III.3, I shall argue that 

Broadie‘s interpretation of the asymmetrical relation between the acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon—as she construes the former as an activity (ἐνέπγεια) and the latter as 

a change (κίνηςιρ)—cannot be sustained. Also, through reconstructing the arguments in 

Phys. III.3, I shall argue that Broadie conflates two distinct actions (but they are not two 

distinct events, as I shall argue in Chapter Four): (i) the agent‘s complete actuality, as I 

proposed in Chapter Two, which can be a state or an action that exhibits her nature or an 

artificial craft she has acquired earlier, and (ii) the agent‘s incomplete actuality, i.e., the 

acting-upon, which should be construed as some sort of a change. By construing the 

acting-upon as some sort of a change I mean that the acting-upon cannot be construed as 

a change ―in its own right‖ (καθ’ αὑσό, Phys. V. 1, 224a29), which we may also call a self-

contained change.     
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(c) Learning as a Non-Self-Contained Change 

Some may wonder whether the Self-Contained Principle can be equally applied to 

the process of learning. The refutation of challenge (1) appears to be applied to the 

process of learning alone, since Aristotle mentions ―teaching cannot be cut off from the 

patient‖ only, not the other way around. I argue that the Self-Contained Principle should 

be equally applied to learning as well, on the grounds that the pupil‘s acquiring one piece 

of knowledge, e.g., the Pythagorean Theorem, cannot be brought about without a certain 

instructor who transfers the Pythagorean Theorem to her. It is in this sense that the 

pupil‘s learning involves the teacher‘s action of transferring out the form. Although 

learning takes place in the pupil alone, the process of a pupil‘s acquiring the Pythagorean 

Theorem cannot be carried out without a teacher‘s transferring the form of Pythagorean 

Theorem to the pupil. For this reason, the patient‘s incomplete actuality, i.e., the being-

acted-upon, which cannot be construed as a change ―in its own right‖ (καθ’ αὑσό, Phys. V. 

1, 224a29) nor a ―self-contained‖ change.  

A further objection may be raised that the cases of self-curing and self-learning 

offer justification for the claim that it is not always required a certain recipient or 

instructor in cases involved with the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon. But we 

should keep in mind that, for Aristotle, a doctor is capable of curing herself not insofar as 

she is a patient, but insofar as she is a doctor or insofar as she possesses medical 

knowledge. The doctor who is in the privation of health still requires someone else to 

transfer the form of health to her or to help remove the form of disease from her. In the 

cases of self-curing and self-learning, the agent and the patient simply happen to be one 

and the same person.  

Now it may appear a bit obscure in the case of self-learning, for instance, through 

reading a book about the Pythagorean Theorem. But if we follow the same line of 
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reasoning, the self-learner who is in the privation of the Pythagorean Theorem still 

requires someone else, such as a book, to transfer the form of Pythagorean Theorem to 

her. In the case of self-learning, it happens to be a book or the author of the book that 

transfers the form to the self-learner herself. For this reason, I argue, the fact that the 

patient‘s being-acted-upon that always involves the agent‘s transferring the form to the 

patient renders the process of being-acted-upon to be an equally non-self-contained 

change as the process of acting-upon.4  

3.2.3.2 Challenge (2) and Aristotle’s Silence about Challenge (2) 

Let us consider challenge (2): it is impossible that two changes taking place 

simultaneously in one pupil and toward one form; therefore, teaching and learning, being 

numerically distinct, are in the pupil (202a34-36). In other words, challenge (2) argues 

that it is impossible for numerically two changes to take place simultaneously in one 

pupil and toward one form, and, for this reason, teaching and learning cannot be 

numerically distinct. Compared to challenge (1), it is a lot clearer that challenge (2) aims 

to refute the first part of option (A-a) (the Two-Distinct-Changes-In-The-Pupil Thesis), 

i.e., there are numerically two distinct changes. Here is the argument of challenge (2). 

Suppose that P stands for the claim that ―teaching and learning, being numerically 

distinct, are in the pupil,‖ and suppose that R stands for the claim that ―two changes 

taking place simultaneously in one pupil and toward one form‖:  

[Argument of Challenge (2)]  

If P, then R. But R is false. Therefore, P is false.     

In other words, Aristotle argues that the claim ―teaching and learning, being numerically 

distinct, are in the pupil‖ is false.  

                                                 
4 Simplicius (446,1-12) and Philoponus (381,10-22) also hold that Self-Contained Principle should equally 

apply to the process of learning. 
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Aristotle does not appear to offer any refutation to challenge (2). Does this 

indicate that Aristotle accepts it? I argue that it is not surprising that Aristotle‘s 

acceptance of challenge (2), for two reasons. First, challenge (2) coheres with the three 

criteria for determining a change without qualification in Phys. V.4. Challenge (2) 

suggests that x and y must be numerically one iff x and y (i) are of the same substrate 

(σοῦ ἑνόρ, 202a35), e.g., the pupil, (ii) move toward the same terminus form (εἰρ ἓν εἶδορ, 

202a36), (iii) take place over the same stretch of time (ἅμα, 202a34). Keep in mind that 

when Aristotle mentions the condition (ii) he does not state that x and y have the same 

terminus form (ἓν εἶδορ) but that x and y move toward the same terminus form (εἰρ ἓν 

εἶδορ, 202a36). Aristotle seems to want to cover not only the terminus form but also the 

track to the terminus form. These three conditions together, interestingly enough, provide 

a primitive version of the three criteria for determining a change without qualification, 

which will be proposed in Phys. V.4: (i) of the same substrate (ὅ, 227b23) (ii) on the 

same track (ἐν ᾧ, 227b24), (iii) over the same period of time (ὅσε, 227b24). I shall take a 

close look at these three criteria in Section 3.3.1.  

Second, the conclusion that P is false in challenge (2) coheres with Aristotle‘s 

refutation of challenge (1). The conclusion that P is false in challenge (2) supports my 

earlier interpretation that in the refutation of challenge (1) Aristotle does not intend to 

argue that P is true. All he establishes is that challenge (1) cannot be sustained.  

It is not immediately clear that what it is that which Aristotle intends to convey by 

accepting ―P is false,‖ since the claim P ―teaching and learning, being numerically 

distinct, are in the pupil‖ is composed of two parts: (a) teaching and learning are 

numerically distinct, and (b) teaching and learning are in the pupil. Does Aristotle intend 

to argue that (a) ―teaching and learning are numerically distinct changes‖ is false, or (b) 

―teaching and learning are in the pupil‖ is false? But remember that Aristotle has clearly 
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ruled out option (b) in Text 3.6: otherwise the teacher will be changed and the pupil will 

remained unchanged. Also, in challenge (2) the claim that R is false suggests teaching 

and learning cannot be numerically two changes, since they take place simultaneously in 

one pupil and toward one form. Therefore it is plain that what Aristotle intends to refute 

is (a) that teaching and learning are numerically distinct changes. This supports my 

earlier interpretation that in the refutation of challenge (1) Aristotle does not intend to 

argue for the claim that teaching and learning are numerically distinct. All he wants to 

contend is that challenge (1) cannot be sustained.  

So far I have argued that Aristotle established two things in discussing option (A-

a): (i) neither the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, nor the 

incomplete actuality of the patient, i.e., the being-acted-upon, is entitled to be called a 

self-contained change (from his refutation of challenge (1)), and (ii) the incomplete 

actuality of the agent and the incomplete actuality of the patient cannot be numerically 

distinct actualities (from his acceptance of challenge (2)). I argue that this is where 

Charles goes wrong when he maintains that these two distinct actualities should be 

understood as being numerically distinct (Charles, 13-15). This is also why, as I 

understand it, Aristotle moves onto the discussion of option (B) and argue that the 

incomplete actuality of the agent and the incomplete actuality of the patient, though 

distinct in definition, are numerically one. 

3.2.4 Aristotle’s Refutations of the Challenges to The One-And-The-Same-Change-

In-The-Patient Thesis 

Now let us consider the two challenges to option (B), i.e., the One-And-The-

Same-Change Thesis that teaching and learning are one and the same change in the pupil: 

[Text 3.9] ἀλλ’ ἄλογον δύο ἑσέπων σῷ εἴδει σὴν αὐσὴν καὶ μίαν εἶναι ἐνέπγειαν· καὶ 

ἔςσαι, εἴπεπ ἡ δίδαξιρ καὶ ἡ μάθηςιρ σὸ αὐσὸ καὶ ἡ ποίηςιρ καὶ ἡ πάθηςιρ, καὶ σὸ 
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διδάςκειν σῷ μανθάνειν σὸ αὐσὸ καὶ σὸ ποιεῖν σῷ πάςφειν, ὥςσε σὸν διδάςκονσα 

ἀνάγκη ἔςσαι πάνσα μανθάνειν καὶ σὸν ποιοῦνσα πάςφειν.  

But it is unreasonable that there is one and the same actuality of two things that 

are distinct in form; and if teaching and learning are the same thing, and the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon as well, then teaching will be the same 

thing as learning, and the acting-upon will be the same thing as the being-acted-

upon. Thus it will be necessary that every teacher learns and everything that acts 

upon is acted upon. (Phys. III.3, 202a36-b5) 

Text 3.9 provides two challenges:  

Challenge (3): It is unreasonable that there is one and the same [sc. incomplete] 

actuality of two things that are distinct in form (σῷ εἴδει). (202a36-b2) 

Challenge (4): If teaching and learning are numerically one, then teaching would 

be the same as learning, and the acting-upon would be the same as the being-

acted-upon. But that is impossible. (202b2-5) 

3.2.4.1 Challenge (3) and Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (3) 

According to challenge (3), if two things have one and the same [sc. incomplete] 

actuality, then it is unreasonable that they are distinct in form. Here is Aristotle‘s 

refutation of challenge (3).  

[Text 3.10] οὔσε μίαν δτοῖν κωλύει οὐθὲν σὴν αὐσὴν εἶναι (μὴ ὡρ σῷ εἶναι σὸ αὐσό, 

ἀλλ’ ὡρ ὑπάπφει σὸ δτνάμει ὂν ππὸρ σὸ ἐνεπγοῦν)...  

Nor is there anything to prevent the actuality of two things being one and the 

same (not as the same in being, but as that which is in potentiality is in relation to 

that which is in actuality)... (Phys. III.3, 202b8-10) 

To make it clearer,  

Refutation of Challenge (3): Teaching and learning are numerically one (μίαν, 

202b8) not in the sense that they are the same in their being (σῷ εἶναι, 202b9) but 

in the sense that what is in potentiality is the same as what is in incomplete 

actuality.  
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The phrase σῷ εἶναι at 202b9 is used in the sense of definition or essence, whereas a few 

lines later at 202b16 the same phrase σῷ εἶναι is used in the sense of number. But 

Aristotle does not explain why the meaning of σῷ εἶναι is shifted.  

My main concern in this section is: what does Aristotle have in mind when he 

makes the claim that teaching and learning are numerically one in the sense that ―what is 

in potentiality is the same as what is in actuality‖?  

(a) Strong Interpretation of Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (3) 

David Charles takes the refutation of challenge (3) to be suggesting that ―the 

teaching belongs to the learning which ‗underlies it‘‖ on the grounds that what is in 

potentiality is analogous to matter and what is in actuality is analogous to form (1984, 

15). Learning stands to teaching just as matter stands to form, since, according to Charles, 

learning underlies teaching and teaching ―imprints‖ a certain piece of knowledge on the 

pupil, i.e., the patient. Learning is that which underlies teaching, and therefore more 

fundamental than teaching.  

Teaching and learning are numerically distinct, but are one in some sense because 

the teaching ‗belongs to‘ the learning which ‗underlies it‘. Because Aristotle 

identifies the process strictly with the learning (the capacity of the patient: see 

also 202a14-16, b25-27), there is no non-directional process which underlies both 

teaching and learning. The underlying process is the learning, and not a non-

directional (non-relational) phenomenon because for Aristotle all processes are 

directional (1174b4-5), relational (200b28ff.) and the exercise of a given subject‘s 

goal-directed capacity. Thus Aristotle has clear grounds for rejecting the distance 

analogy, which he had previously entertained (202a20-21, b16-18), as this might 

allow for the possibility of one and the same non-directional process possessing 

two distinct contingent descriptions when two capacities are actualized. Further, 

since in Aristotle‘s account there can be no non-relational or non-directional 

process underlying the teaching and the learning, he must also reject the 

possibility of one and the same non-directional process underlying two distinct 

and separate process of teaching and learning. Rather, the learning is the 

underlying  process which stands to the teaching in a relation akin to that of 
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matter to form, because the latter ‗imprints‘ on the learner the knowledge which 

he had possessed previously on potentially (202a9-12). (Charles, 1984, 15)  

I call this line of interpretation the strong interpretation of Aristotle‘s refutation of 

challenge (3): 

[Strong Interpretation of Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (3)] 

(i) The process of teaching is analogous to what is in actuality, and the 

process of learning is analogous to what is in potentiality. (Refutation of 

challenge (3)) 

(ii) What is in actuality is numerically the same as what is in potentiality in 

the sense that form and matter constitute one and the same thing.  

(iii) Therefore, the process of teaching is numerically the same as the process 

of learning in the sense that form and matter constitute one and the same 

thing.  

It seems to me that Charles might have offered a too strong interpretation of premise (ii) 

by associating what is in actuality and what is in potentiality with form and matter.  

First of all, if we follow Charles‘ line of reasoning, i.e., premise (ii), then what is 

imprinted by that which is analogous to the form, i.e., the teaching process, should be 

construed as that which is analogous to the matter, i.e., the learning process, rather than 

the patient. But Charles construes what is imprinted to be the patient (1984, 15). On the 

other hand, he maintains that it is the teaching process that imprints the form, e.g., the 

Pythagorean Theorem, on the pupil. Two absurd things are involved in such a claim. It is 

absurd to imagine that it is the teaching process rather than the teacher who transfers the 

form on to the pupil, especially when Charles seems to be aware that what is imprinted 

should be construed as the pupil rather than the learning process. The provider of the 

form is normally construed to be the teacher, i.e., the agent, rather than the teaching 
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process. Now, it is even more absurd to claim that the teaching process, as the form of the 

teaching-learning process (if we follow premise (ii)), imprints another form, e.g., 

Pythagorean Theorem, onto the matter of the learning process.  

Second, Charles‘ association of teaching and learning with form and matter 

conflicts with his other assertion that teaching and learning are numerically distinct 

changes. If Charles wishes to maintain that the teaching-learning process should be 

construed as a process composed of a formal element, i.e., the teaching process, and a 

material element, i.e., the learning process, then Charles will have to admit that teaching 

and learning should be understood to constitute numerically one process, just like any 

other individual thing composed of form and matter.  

My third concern is more of a general picture of what a genuine Aristotelian event 

is supposed to be. Why should the material part of an event be considered as more 

fundamental than the formal part of an event and construed to be that which underlies the 

formal part? Why is it not the other way around? Let me call Charles‘ account of an 

Aristotelian event a non-genuine Aristotelian event: 

[A Non-Genuine Aristotelian Event] is composed of the agent‘s acting-upon (as 

the formal part) and the patient‘s being-acted-upon (as the material part). 

I have one more reservation about Charles‘ account of an Aristotelian event. That is, his 

account is based on the texts of Phys. III.3, where Aristotle does not deal with the issue 

either whether the agent‘s acting-upon as the formal part of the event contributes 

necessitation from the top down or some sort of formal explanatory force to the 

occurrence of the event at issue, or whether the patient‘s being-acted-upon as the material 

part of the event contributes necessitation from the bottom or some sort of material 

explanatory force to the occurrence of the event at issue. For, again, the Distant Analogy 

in Phys. III.3 does not suggest that any of the two journeys—the journey from Thebes to 
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Athens or the journey from Athens to Thebes—should be construed as that which 

contributes necessitation from the top down or formal explanatory force, while the other 

should be construed as that which contributes necessitation from the bottom up or 

material explanatory force, to the existence of the interval between Thebes and Athens. It 

seems to me that both the agent‘s acting-upon and the patient‘s being-acted-upon are 

considered as equally important, and at most, material constituents of the change process.    

(b) Weak Interpretation of Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (3) 

I suggest that we should seek for a weaker understanding of the refutation of 

challenge (3) that does not necessarily associate what is in actuality and what is in 

potentiality with form and matter. Let us reconsider the refutation of challenge (3) in 

terms of the standard Aristotelian case of what is in potentiality and what is in actuality. 

Suppose that Socrates is unmusical at t1, and after learning to play the lyre, he becomes 

musical at t2. The unmusical Socrates at t1 is considered to be what is potentially musical, 

and the musical Socrates at t2 is considered to be what is actually musical. What is 

potentially musical and what is actually musical is understood to be the same in the sense 

that the underlying substrate, i.e., Socrates, is the same, since Socrates is the substrate 

that proceeds from the privation of knowledge of playing the lyre to the acquisition of 

knowledge of playing the lyre.  

Following this line of reasoning, just as it is the underlying subject, i.e., Socrates, 

who makes the unmusical Socrates at t1, i.e., what is in potentiality, and the musical 

Socrates at t2, i.e., what is in incomplete actuality, one and the same person, the same 

holds for the case of teaching-learning process. I propose that there is a substrate thing 

that makes the teaching process, i.e., the incomplete actuality of the agent, and the 

learning process, i.e., the incomplete actuality of the patient, one and the same change 
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process. In other words, the teaching process and the learning process should be 

understood to be numerically one in the sense that the substrate that underlies the 

teaching process is one and the same as the substrate that underlies the learning process.  

Notice that, since neither the unmusical Socrates at t1 nor the musical Socrates at 

t2 is more fundamental than the other, neither the learning process nor the teaching 

process should be considered to be more fundamental than the other. Nor is it justified in 

construing the learning process to be the substrate of the teaching process. I call my line 

of interpretation the weak interpretation of Aristotle‘s refutation of challenge (3):  

[Weak Interpretation of Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (3)] 

(i) The process of teaching is analogous to what is in actuality, and the 

process of learning is analogous to what is in potentiality. (Refutation of 

challenge (3)) 

(ii) What is in actuality is numerically the same as what is in potentiality in 

the sense that the substrate that underlies what is in incomplete actuality 

and the substrate that underlies what is in potentiality is one and the same.  

(iii) Therefore, the process of teaching is numerically the same as the process 

of learning in the sense that the substrate that underlies the teaching 

process and the substrate that underlies the learning process is one and the 

same. 

If I am right in arguing that Aristotle‘s refutation of challenge (3) has established 

that the teaching process is numerically the same as the learning process in the sense that 

their substrate is one and the same,5 our next concern will be: what is the substrate that 

                                                 
5 Philoponus (382,1-5) seems to be sympathetic to my line of interpretation: ὁ γὰπ δτνάμει γπαμμασικὸρ εἶσα 

γενόμενορ ἐνεπγείᾳ γπαμμασικόρ, οὗσορ εἷρ μὲν καὶ ὁ αὐσόρ ἐςσι σῷ ὑποκειμένῳ, σῷ μένσοι λόγῳ καὶ σῷ ὁπιςμῷ 

οὐφ εἷρ· ἄλλωρ γὰπ ὁπίζομαι αὐσὸν δτνάμει ὄνσα γπαμμασικόν, καὶ ἄλλωρ ἐνεπγείᾳ. (For the potential teacher 

of grammar, when he has become a teacher of grammar in actuality, is one and the same as to his 
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underlies both the teaching process and the learning process? One possible candidate is 

the patient, since the patient is generally regarded as the locus where the acting-upon and 

the being-acted-upon take place throughout Physics. But I argue that this option is 

immediately ruled out in the refutation of challenge (4), where Aristotle proposes that the 

underlying substrate should be understood as a certain kind of process.  

3.2.4.2 Challenge (4) and Aristotle’s Refutation of Challenge (4) 

Now consider Challenge (4): it is impossible that teaching would be the same as 

learning, and the acting-upon would be the same as the being-acted-upon; therefore, 

teaching and learning cannot be numerically one (202b2-5). Here is Aristotle‘s refutation: 

[Text 3.11] οὔσ’ ἀνάγκη σὸν διδάςκονσα μανθάνειν, οὐδ’ εἰ σὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν σὸ 

αὐσό ἐςσιν, μὴ μένσοι ὥςσε σὸν λόγον εἶναι ἕνα σὸν <σὸ> σί ἦν εἶναι λέγονσα, οἷον ὡρ 

λώπιον καὶ ἱμάσιον, ἀλλ’ ὡρ ἡ ὁδὸρ ἡ Θήβηθεν Ἀθήναζε καὶ ἡ Ἀθήνηθεν εἰρ Θήβαρ, 

ὥςπεπ εἴπησαι καὶ ππόσεπον; οὐ γὰπ σαὐσὰ πάνσα ὑπάπφει σοῖρ ὁπωςοῦν σοῖρ αὐσοῖρ, 

ἀλλὰ μόνον οἷρ σὸ εἶναι σὸ αὐσό. οὐ μὴν ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ εἰ ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει σὸ αὐσό, 

καὶ σὸ μανθάνειν σῷ διδάςκειν, ὥςπεπ οὐδ’ εἰ ἡ διάςσαςιρ μία σῶν διεςσηκόσων, καὶ 

σὸ διίςσαςθαι ἐνθένθε ἐκεῖςε κἀκεῖθεν δεῦπο ἓν καὶ σὸ αὐσό.  

Nor is it necessary that the teacher learns, even if to act upon and to be acted upon 

are the same thing, provided that they are not the same in the sense that the 

definition that states what is for it to be is one, for instance, just as raiment and 

clothing; instead, they are the same in the sense that the journey from Thebes to 

Athens and the journey from Athens to Thebes is one, as has been mentioned 

earlier? For not all things that are the same are present in the things that are the 

same in any way whatever, but only in those which are the same in the being. But, 

indeed, even if teaching is the same as learning, it does not follow that to learn is 

the same as to teach, just as even if there is one interval between [sc. two] 

separated things, it does not follow that to be separated from here to there and to 

be separated from there to here are one and the same. (Phys. III.3, 202b10-19) 

To make it clearer,  

Refutation of Challenge (4): The journey from Thebes to Athens and the journey 

from Athens to Thebes are not ―one and the same‖ but simply ―numerically one,‖ 

                                                                                                                                                 
substratum, but not one in his account and definition, for I define him in one way as a potential teacher of 

grammar and in another as an actual one.) (Translation by M. J. Edwards, 1994) 
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because they are the same not in definition but in number only. Likewise, the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not ―one and the same‖ but simply 

―numerically one,‖ because they are the same not in definition but in number 

only.     

In his refutation of challenge (4), Aristotle differentiates between two senses of ―the 

same‖ (σὸ αὐσό, 202b11): (a) the same in definition (σὸν λόγον, 202b12), or, more 

precisely, ―that which is for it to be‖ (σὸ σί ἦν εἶναι, 202b12) and (b) the same in number 

(μία, 202b18). The former answers the question raised earlier, namely, in what sense the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are distinct actualities, whereas the latter gives us 

the sense in which they are considered to be the same change process.  

Aristotle uses the Distance Analogy again to illustrate his idea of the two senses 

of the same. The journeys are distinct in definition in the sense that they have opposite 

directions: one of them is from Thebes to Athens, and the other from Athens to Thebes. 

Nevertheless, between Thebes and Athens there is only one road. Note that the journeys 

in opposite directions are considered to be the same road because they have or possess 

numerically one interval (ἡ διάςσαςιρ μία, 202b17-18), but from here it does not follow 

that the journeys in opposite directions are considered to be the same in definition 

because they are not one and the same (ἓν καὶ σὸ αὐσό, 202b19) journeys. This suggests 

that Aristotle takes being numerically one (μία, 202b18) as one type of ―the same‖ to be 

weaker than being one and the same (ἓν καὶ σὸ αὐσό, 202b19) as another type of ―the 

same.‖ And such an interval between two cities is said to be the being (σὸ εἶναι, 202b16) 6 

of the journeys in opposite directions. I suggest that the being or the interval should be 

construed to be something that are possessed by (202b17-18), or, more precisely, 

                                                 
6 As mentioned earlier, the phrase σὸ εἶναι at 202b16 is used as number while the phrase σῷ εἶναι at 202b9 

is used as definition or essence.  
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underlies the journeys in opposite direction. Let me call the being or the interval the 

substrate interval between the journeys in opposite directions.  

Following the same line of reasoning, the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon 

are distinct actualities in the sense that they have opposite process: one is the process of 

transferring out one form to someone else while the other is the process of receiving the 

form at issue from someone else. On the other hand, they should be understood to be the 

same in the sense that the being of the teaching process and the being of the learning 

process is one and the same. The being of the teaching process and the learning process is 

analogous to the substrate interval between Thebes and Athens.  

I argue that the being of the teaching process and the learning process should be 

construed as the substrate process that underlies these two processes in opposite 

directions, namely, the teaching process, i.e., the acting-upon, and the learning process, 

i.e., the being-acted-upon, just as the interval between Thebes and Athens is considered 

to be the substrate interval that underlies the journeys in opposite directions. Notice that 

in Text 3.11 the substrate interval between the journeys in opposite directions, i.e., the 

interval between Thebes and Athens, is not considered to be identical with either of the 

journeys. Neither the journey from Thebes to Athens nor the journey from Athens to 

Thebes is a prerequisite for the other, which suggests that the substrate process 

underlying the teaching process and the learning process is considered to be something 

that is neutral between teaching and learning. 

The substrate process interpretation that is based upon Text 3.11 not only coheres 

with my weak interpretation of the refutation of challenge (3), but also explains, first, 

why the process in opposite directions are said to be not the same in the strict sense, since 

they are distinct in definition, and, second, what are the same in the strict sense should be 
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construed as that which underlies the acting-upon and that which underlies the being-

acted-upon (Phys. III.3, 202b19-22 or Text 3.1). 

[Text 3.1] ὅλωρ δ’ εἰπεῖν οὐδ’ ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει οὐδ’ ἡ ποίηςιρ σῇ παθήςει σὸ 

αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, ἀλλ’ ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, ἡ κίνηςιρ· σὸ γὰπ σοῦδε ἐν σῷδε καὶ σὸ σοῦδε ὑπὸ 

σοῦδε ἐνέπγειαν εἶναι ἕσεπον σῷ λόγῳ. 

In general, teaching is not the same as learning nor the acting-upon as the being-

acted-upon in the strict sense, but that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon 

and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change. For, the actuality of this in 

that [sc. the acting-upon] is different from the actuality of that under this [sc. the 

being-acted-upon]. (Phys. III.3, 202b19-22; italics and brackets by me) 

But before we move on to Text 3.1 that immediately follows Text 3.11, let us consider 

the question of whether the substrate process is a directional process.     

3.2.4.3 Is the Substrate Process a Directional Process?  

Charles contends that in Text 3.11, in particular, 202b14-19, Aristotle has 

overturned his initial Distance Analogy at 202a18-20 in Text 3.2:  

...initially Aristotle had held that (e.g.) teach and learning were numerically 

identical (202a18-20) on the basis of the analogy with distance. Hence if, in 

202b16-19, he assumes that in fact teaching and learning are not like (non-

directional) distances, he is rejecting his initial (non-directional) distance analogy 

for processes and so giving up his earlier grounds for treating teaching and 

learning as numerically identical. Earlier, he had taken the essential properties of 

processes to be, like those of distances (and not stretches: 202b18-19), their 

boundaries, irrespective of how one looks at them. If this was the basis on which 

he had previously concluded that (e.g.) teaching and learning were identical, and 

he now rejects this analogy, he requires a distinct account of the essential 

properties of processes, and thus of their numerical identity, in 202b14-21. 

(Charles, 1984, 13-14)  

In the previous section I have shown that Aristotle is consistently seeking for a neutral 

characterization of change: his refutation of challenge (4) is consistent with the Distance 

Analogy at 202a18-20 in Text 3.2. In the next section I shall argue that the substrate 

process interpretation that is based on Aristotle‘s refutation of challenge (4) will support 

Reading NP of Text 3.1 (202b19-22). But in this section I would like to refute the claim 
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that the substrate process that underlies the teaching process and the learning process is a 

directional process. Maintaining that the substrate process that underlies the teaching and 

learning processes should be construed as a ―directional process‖ endorses the view of 

Reading P that is mentioned in Section 3.1. Here I present it again:  

Reading P: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same in the 

strict sense, but that in which these things are present, i.e., the change, is the same 

as the being-acted-upon in the strict sense. 

According to David Charles (1984, 13-15)7, the refutation of challenge (4) indicates that 

Aristotle sees the interval between Thebes and Athens to be directional. The interval 

between Thebes and Athens is not neutral between the journey from Thebes to Athens 

and the journey from Athens to Thebes, but one of the journeys is a prerequisite for the 

other. Likewise, the being (σὸ εἶναι, 202b16) of the teaching process and the learning 

process is not neutral between the teaching and learning processes, but one of them is a 

prerequisite for the other. Here is Charles‘ argument (1984, 14-15) as I reconstruct:  

[David Charles’ Interpretation of the Thebes-Athens Analogy] 

(i) The journey from Thebes to Athens and the journey from Athens to 

Thebes are directional because they do not share the same beginning and 

end points. (According to Charles‘ interpretation of the refutation of 

challenge (4)) 

                                                 
7 In addition, Charles suggests that teaching and learning are, as illustrated in NE 1174a29-34, consecutive 

and distinctive parts just as the process of building the foundation and the process of building the triglyph 

are parts of one continuous process of building a house (27-30). But it is not difficult to refute this reading, 

since teaching and learning share one and the same substrate, e.g., the pupil, and begin and end at the same 

times without any break, which satisfies the criteria (i) and (iii) of determining one single change in Phys. 

V.4, 227b23-228a2. In contrast, the process of building the foundation and the process of building the 

triglyph, though they are parts of one continuous process of building a house, do not share one and the 

same substrate oftentimes, since the lump of materials for building the foundation is normally not one and 

the same lump of materials for building the triglyph. Nor do they have the same beginning and end points 

of time especially when there is only one craftsman engaging in the whole process of building a house. 
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(ii) Change x and change y are distinct in number if they are distinct in the end 

points. (Phys. V.4, 227b16-18, according to Charles 8) 

(iii) Therefore, the journey from Thebes to Athens and the journey from 

Athens to Thebes are numerically distinct changes. (From i and ii)  

(iv) The acting-upon stands to the being-acted-upon just as form stands to 

matter in the sense that the latter underlies the former. (According to 

Charles‘ interpretation of the refutation of challenge (3)).   

(v) Therefore, the being-acted-upon is the process that underlies the acting-

upon. (From iv) 

(vi) The acting-upon is analogous to one of the two [sc. directional] journeys, 

and the being-acted-upon is analogous to the other. (Refutation of 

challenge (4))  

(vii) Therefore, one of the [sc. directional] journeys underlies the other. (From 

i, v and vi) 

(viii) Therefore, the interval between the journeys in opposite directions must be 

the same as the [sc. directional] journey that underlies the other [sc. 

directional] journey. (From iii and vii) 

(ix) Therefore, the interval between the journeys in opposite directions, i.e., 

the road between Thebes and Athens, must be of the same direction as the 

journey that underlies the other, since the journey that underlies the other 

is directional. (From i and viii) 

                                                 
8 But the passage in Phys. V.4, 227b16-18 is in fact concerning the criterion of determining whether x and y 

are the same change in species rather than in number.  
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(x) The interval between Thebes and Athens is the same in the sense that the 

being of the journeys in opposite directions is the same. (Refutation of 

challenge (4)) 

(xi) Likewise, the being of acting-upon and being-acted-upon must be 

directional, since the being of the two must be the same as the being-

acted-upon. (From ix and x) 

I have talked about the problems of premise (iv) when we considered Aristotle‘s 

refutation of challenge (3). Let us now consider the premise (iii) and premise (ix).  

(a) Problem of Premise (iii): Different Beginning and End Points 

I argue that premise (iii) does not follow from premises (i) and (ii), since in a 

teaching-learning process the teaching process and the learning process do share the same 

beginning and end points. The beginning point of the learning process is the pupil‘s 

privation of the form and its end point is the pupil‘s acquisition of that form. It looks as if 

teaching process has a different set of the (beginning and) end points: the moment in 

which the teacher initiates her lecture of a certain piece of knowledge, e.g., the 

Pythagorean Theorem, and the moment in which the teacher accomplishes the transition 

of the form of the Pythagorean Theorem to the pupil. But, if we take a careful look at this 

set of beginning and end points, we shall find that the beginning point of the teaching 

process is in fact also the same as the beginning point of the learning process: the pupil‘s 

privation of the form of the Pythagorean Theorem. The end point of the teaching process 

is in fact the same as the end point of the learning process: the pupil‘s acquisition of the 

form of the lecture content, e.g., the Pythagorean Theorem.  

If the teaching process and the learning process (and the underlying substrate 

process as well) are all pointed to the same end point, then this is not the sense of 
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―directional‖ that Aristotle has in mind when using in the Thebes-Athens Analogy in 

Text 3.11. As I have suggested in Section 3.2.4.2, what are analogous to the journeys in 

opposite directions should be construed as the process of the agent‘s transferring out one 

form to the patient and the process of receiving the form at issue from the agent. Again, 

as I have suggested in Section 3.2.3.1, neither of these two change process is considered 

to be a self-contained change or a change in its own right.   

Second, we should keep in mind that the option of construing the teaching-

learning process to be two numerically different changes has been ruled out as early as 

when Aristotle accepted challenge (2). 

Challenge (2): If teaching and learning are numerically distinct, there would be 

two different qualitative changes taking place simultaneously in one patient and 

toward one form. But this is impossible. (202a34-36) 

One last issue worth our attention is that premise (iii) indicates that Charles might 

have relied on a strict interpretation on ―the same in number‖ that conflicts with the 

Distance Analogy in the refutation of challenge (4).  

It follows that in III. 3 teaching and learning must be numerically distinct process 

since they differ in essence. (Charles, 1984, 11) 

I shall take issue with this in Section 3.2.5 and Section 3.3. I shall argue in Phys. III.3 

Aristotle uses a weak sense of the same in number that does not imply the same in 

definition in Section 3.2.5, whereas in Section 3.3 I shall argue Aristotle uses a strong 

sense of the same in number that implies the same in definition in Phys. V.4. This 

explains why Charles has maintained that the journeys in opposite directions, being 

different in definition, must be different in numbers as well.  
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(b) Problem of Premise (viii): What Underlies What? 

Let us now consider the problem of premise (viii): why should the interval 

between the journeys in opposite directions be construed to be the same as the journey 

that underlies the other? It is plain that premise (viii) does not seem to follow from 

premises (iii) (vii).  

To secure the logical connection between premise (viii) and premises (iii) (vii), 

Charles might want to supply one more premise, let me call it premise (vii*), which is 

provided in the second part of the refutation of challenge (4):  

(vii*) The interval between the journeys in opposite directions underlies both the 

journeys.   

But the question still exists. What is the reasoning behind premise (vii*)? Why should the 

interval that underlies both the journeys in opposite directions be construed to be 

numerically the same as the journey that underlies the other, especially when Charles 

have relied on a narrow interpretation of ―the same in number‖ that implies the same in 

definition?  

Also, suppose that the journey from Thebes to Athens is the same as the interval 

between the two journeys in opposite directions both in number and in definition. From 

premise (vii*), would it not follow that the journey from Athens to Thebes is a journey 

subordinate to the journey from Thebes to Athens? As I have mentioned earlier in Section 

3.2.4.2, it would be difficult to imagine that the journey from Athens to Thebes (that is 

construed to be the form of the interval) is something subordinate to the journey from 

Thebes to Athens (that is construed to be the matter of the interval), if we follow Charles‘ 

premise (iv) that the journey from Thebes to Athens stands to the journey from Athens to 

Thebes in the way as matter stands to form.  
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On the other hand, instead of premise (vii*), perhaps what Charles might want to 

supply is premise (vii**): 

(vii**) The interval between the journeys in opposite directions underlies only 

one of the journeys. 

No matter if Charles supplies premises (vii) or (vii**), he would trap himself into 

begging the question. For, this is exactly the conclusion that Charles should offer 

arguments to justify. 

3.2.4.4 My Reconstruction of Aristotle’s Arguments in Physics III. 3 

I have sought arguments for the claim that the Thebes-Athens Analogy in Text 

3.11, in particular, 202b14-19, does not overturn the Distance Analogy at 202a18-20 in 

Text 3.2 and the claim that Text 3.1 (202b19-22) does follow from Text 3.11 (202b10-

19). Here I summarize my reconstruction of Aristotle‘s arguments in Phys. III.3, which 

covers both his considerations of the challenges to the Two-Distinct-Changes Thesis in 

Section 3.2.3) to his refutation of challenge (4) (his refutations to the challenges to the 

One-And-The-Same-Change Thesis (section 3.2.4): 

(I) Neither the acting-upon nor the being-acted-upon alone is entitled to be 

called a self-contained change. (Refutation of challenge (1))  

(II) The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not numerically distinct 

actualities (from Aristotle‘s acceptance of challenge (2)). 

(III) The acting-upon is numerically the same as the being-acted-upon in the 

sense that the substrate that underlies the process of acting-upon and the 

substrate that underlies the being-acted-upon process is numerically one. 

(Refutation of challenge (3)) 
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(IV) The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are distinct actualities in the 

sense that they are distinct in their definition. (from the first part of the 

refutation of challenge (4)) 

(V) The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are numerically the same in the 

sense that there is one and the same substrate process that underlies the 

process of acting-upon and the process of being-acted-upon. (from the 

second part of the refutation of challenge (4)) 

If this line of interpretation does justice to what Aristotle intends to address in Phys. III.3, 

then Reading NP that is based on Text 3.1 (202b19-22) does follow from Texts 3.7~3.11: 

[Text 3.1] ὅλωρ δ’ εἰπεῖν οὐδ’ ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει οὐδ’ ἡ ποίηςιρ σῇ παθήςει σὸ 

αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, ἀλλ’ ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, ἡ κίνηςιρ· σὸ γὰπ σοῦδε ἐν σῷδε καὶ σὸ σοῦδε ὑπὸ 

σοῦδε ἐνέπγειαν εἶναι ἕσεπον σῷ λόγῳ. 

In generally, teaching is not the same as learning nor the acting-upon as the being-

acted-upon in the strict sense, but that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon 

and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change. For, the actuality of this in 

that [sc. the acting-upon] is different from the actuality of that under this [sc. the 

being-acted-upon]. (Phys. III.3, 202b19-22; italics and brackets by me) 

Teaching and learning are not the same in the strict sense because teaching and learning, 

although the same in number, are distinct in definition, namely, different in actualities. 

On the other hand, what should be understood to be the same in the strict are that which 

underlies the teaching process and that which underlies the learning process, i.e., the 

substrate process of change. Such an underlying process is illustrate (in the Distance 

Analogy at 202a18-20 in Text 3.2 and in the Thebes-Athens Analogy at 202b14-19 in 

Text 3.11) as something neutral to both the teaching process and the learning process.   

Reading NP: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same in the 

strict sense, but that in which these things are present, i.e., the change, is the same 

in the strict sense. 
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I shall end this section with two quotes from ancient commentators Alexander of 

Aphrodisias nor Philoponus, which I take to be sympathetic to Reading NP, although 

neither of them offers a clear argument for why Reading NP is more preferable than 

Reading P. Here follows is Simplicius‘ report of Alexander of Aphrodisias:  

οὐ γὰπ εἰ μία, υηςίν, ἡ ἀμυοῖν ἐνέπγεια κασὰ σὸ ὑποκείμενον, ἕπεσαι ἤδη σὴν 

δίδαξιν σῇ μαθήςει σαὐσὸν εἶναι, ἀλλὰ σὸ μὲν ὑποκείμενον ἀμυοσέποιρ σῇ σε διδάξει 

καὶ σῇ μαθήςει σαὐσόν ἐςσιν (ἓν γάπ σι ὑπ’ ἀμυοῖν γίνεσαι σὸ μανθάνειν), οὐ μὴν ἡ 

δίδαξιρ σαὐσὸν σῇ μαθήςει· 

For, Alexander of Aphrodisias says, if the actuality of both with regard to the 

underlying substrate is one, it does not follow that teaching is the same as 

learning, but it is the underlying substrate for both teaching and learning that is 

the same (for learning comes about as one by both of them), but teaching cannot 

be the same as learning. (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 449,5-9)  

Philoponus also allies with Reading NP: 

νῦν δέ υηςιν ὅσι οὐδὲ ὅλωρ σαὐσὸν ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει, ἀλλ’ ἐκεῖνό ἐςσι σὸ σαὐσόν, 

ᾧσινι ὡρ ὑποκειμένῳ ὑπάπφει ἡ δίδαξιρ καὶ ἡ μάθηςιρ. 

Now he [sc. Aristotle] says that teaching is not on the whole the same as learning, 

but what is the same is that in which as an underlying substrate teaching and 

learning are present. (Philoponus, 383,21-23)   

3.2.5 The Same in the Strict Sense 

Now let us reconsider Text 3.1: 

[Text 3.1] ὅλωρ δ’ εἰπεῖν οὐδ’ ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει οὐδ’ ἡ ποίηςιρ σῇ παθήςει σὸ 

αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, ἀλλ’ ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, ἡ κίνηςιρ· σὸ γὰπ σοῦδε ἐν σῷδε καὶ σὸ σοῦδε ὑπὸ 

σοῦδε ἐνέπγειαν εἶναι ἕσεπον σῷ λόγῳ. 

In general, teaching is not the same as learning nor the acting-upon as the being-

acted-upon in the strict sense, but that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon 

and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change. For, the actuality of this in 

that [sc. the acting-upon] is different from the actuality of that under this [sc. the 

being-acted-upon]. (Phys. III.3, 202b19-22; italics and brackets by me) 

This passage suggests two senses of ―the same‖: the same in the strict sense (σὸ αὐσὸ 

κτπίωρ, 202b20) and the same in non-strict sense. How should we understand these two 

senses of the same? In the refutation of challenge (4), two senses of the same are 
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discussed: the same in definition and the same in number. But I would like to call 

attention that from here it does not automatically follow that one of them must be the 

strict sense and the other a non-strict sense. Instead, I argue that both the same in 

definition and the same in number here in the context of Phys. III.3 should be understood 

as the same in a non-strict sense.  

3.2.5.1 Proposal: the Same in Non-Strict Senses as the Same either in Definition or in 

Number and the Same in the Strict Sense as the Same Both in Definition and in 

Number 

Aristotle‘s acceptance of challenge (2) suggests that the acting-upon and the 

being-acted-upon are not distinct in number, but Aristotle does not object that they can be 

distinct in some other sense. In the first part of the refutation of challenge (4) provides an 

account of in what sense the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are distinct. He 

suggests that these two distinct actualities are distinct in definition. On the other hand, 

both the refutation of challenge (3) and the second part of the refutation of challenge (4) 

suggest that these two distinct actualities are the same in number but not in definition. 

Accordingly, sameness in number cannot serve as sameness in the strict sense, since the 

same in number does not imply the same in definition. Nor can the same in definition 

serve as the same in the strict sense, since sameness in definition does not imply 

sameness in number (cf. Phys. V.4, 227b6-7 and 227b19-20). For instance, a teacher may 

initiate numerically different teaching processes of transferring the form of the 

Pythagorean theorem to different pupils.  

I propose that the same in non-strict senses should be construed as follows. 

Suppose that there are two changes x and y:  

[The Same in Non-Strict Senses] x and y are the same in a non-strict sense iff  

(i) x and y are the same in definition, or 
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(ii) x and y are the same in number.   

In contrast, I propose that the same in the strict sense should be construed to be the same 

both in definition and in number:  

[The Same in The Strict Sense] x and y are the same in the strict sense iff x and y 

are the same both in definition and in number.  

In Section 3.3 I shall argue that this reading of the same in the strict sense coheres with 

Phys. V.4, 227b20-22, where Aristotle determines the sense of the same without 

qualification: x and y are one and the same without qualification iff x and y are one and 

the same in essence (σῇ οὐςίᾳ) and in number (σῷ ἀπιθμῷ).  

Next I would also like to seek justifications for that my distinction of these two 

senses of the same, i.e., the same in the strict sense and the same in non-strict senses, are 

supported by Aristotle‘s discussion of the different senses of the same and of one in Met. 

V.9 and V.6.  

3.2.5.2 Justification One: the Senses of the Same in Metaphysics V.9 

In Metaphysics V.9 Aristotle does not directly deal with the same in the strict 

sense (σὸ αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, Phys. III.3, 202b20), instead, he divides the senses of the same into 

two classes: first, x and y are the same by coincidence (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, Met. V.9, 

1017b27), for instance, the pale thing and the musical thing are the same because they are 

accidents of the same subject. Second, x and y are the same, i.e., the same in their own 

right (καθ’ αὑσά, 1018a5).  

[Text 3.12] καὶ σὰ μὲν οὕσωρ λέγεσαι σαὐσά, σὰ δὲ καθ’ αὑσὰ ὁςαφῶςπεπ καὶ σὸ ἕν· 

καὶ γὰπ ὧν ἡ ὕλη μία ἢ εἴδει ἢ ἀπιθμῷ σαὐσὰ λέγεσαι καὶ ὧν ἡ οὐςία μία, ὥςσε 

υανεπὸν ὅσι ἡ σατσόσηρ ἑνόσηρ σίρ ἐςσιν ἢ πλειόνων σοῦ εἶναι ἢ ὅσαν φπῆσαι ὡρ 

πλείοςιν, οἷον ὅσαν λέγῃ αὐσὸ αὑσῷ σαὐσόν· ὡρ δτςὶ γὰπ φπῆσαι αὐσῷ.  

Some things are said to be the same in this sense [sc. by coincidence], but others 

are said to be the same in its own right in as many ways as they are said to be one; 

for both the things whose matter is one in species or in number and those whose 
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essence is one are said to be the same [sc. in their own right]. Thus it is clearly 

that sameness is a sort of oneness of the being either of more than one thing or of 

one thing when it is treated as more than one thing. For instance, when a thing 

itself is said to be the same as itself, because it is treated as two things. (Met. V.9, 

1018a4-9) 

Accordingly, being the same in its own right is associated with being one, and can be 

further divided into two senses. Suppose that x and y are two entities: 

[The Same in Matter (Weak Sense of the Same in Its Own Right)] x and y are 

the same in its own right if the matter of x and the matter of y are one in species or 

in number.  

[The Same in Essence (Strong Sense of the Same in Its Own Right)] x and y 

are the same in its own right if the essence of x and the essence of y are one. 

It seems to me that the same in matter is weaker than the same in essence, since the 

former requires x and y to be the same in matter only, whereas the latter requires x and y 

to be the same not only in matter but in form or species or definition as well. Teaching 

and learning cannot be the same in essence, since teaching and learning are distinct in 

definition (refutation of challenge (3)). But teaching and learning can be construed to be 

the same in matter, i.e., the weak sense of the same in its own right, if we take ―the 

matter‖ to be the underlying substrate process as I suggested earlier. This reading coheres 

with Text 3.1 that teaching and learning are not the same in the strict sense, but they 

should be construed to be the same in their matter, namely, the underlying substrate 

process.    

But we are still not clear about what Aristotle means by the same in the strict 

sense (σὸ αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, Phys. III.3, 202b20). Since being the same in its own right—both 

the weak sense and the strong sense—is associated with being one, let us turn to take a 

look at Aristotle‘s discussion of oneness.  
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3.2.5.3 Justification Two: the Senses of One in Metaphysics V.6 

Aristotle considers different senses of oneness in Met. V.6. Again he first divides 

them into two classes: x and y are one by coincidence (1015b16) and x and y are one in 

their own right (1015b36). The latter covers (a) x and y are one in virtue of their 

continuity (σῷ ςτνεφῆ εἶναι, 1015b36-1016a1), (b) x and y are one because the substrate is 

indivisible in the species (σῷ σὸ ὑποκείμενον σῷ εἴδει εἶναι ἀδιάυοπον, 1016a17-18), (c) x 

and y are one because their genus is one though differed in their opposite differentiae (ὧν 

σὸ γένορ ἓν διαυέπον σαῖρ ἀνσικειμέναιρ διαυοπαῖρ, 1016a24-25), (d) x and y are one 

because x‘s definition stating that which is for it to be is indistinguishable from y‘s 

definition (ὅςων ὁ λόγορ ὁ σὸ σί ἦν εἶναι λέγων ἀδιαίπεσορ ππὸρ ἄλλον, 1016a33), (e) x and 

y are one in number because their matter is one (ἀπιθμῷ μὲν ὧν ἡ ὕλη μία, 1016b32-33), 

and (f) x and y are one in analogy because x stands to y just as p stands to q (κασ’ 

ἀναλογίαν δὲ ὅςα ἔφει ὡρ ἄλλο ππὸρ ἄλλο, 1016b34-35).  

Note that (e) x and y are said to be one in number in a stronger sense in Met. V.6: 

―the latter is always implied in the former, for instance, those which are one in number 

are also one in the species‖ (ἀεὶ δὲ σὰ ὕςσεπα σοῖρ ἔμπποςθεν ἀκολοτθεῖ, οἷον ὅςα ἀπιθμῷ 

καὶ εἴδει ἕν... 1016b35-1016b36). As I mentioned earlier, I do not deny that Aristotle uses 

the strong sense of the same in number that implies the same in definition. In fact I shall 

take a close look at the stronger sense of the same in number this view in Phys. V.4 in 

Section 3.3. But I would like to call attention to the fact that in Phys. III.3 Aristotle uses 

the weak of the same in number that does not imply the same in definition. As is pointed 

out earlier, the weak sense of the same in its own right, i.e., the same in matter, seems to 

allow x and y to be the same in matter only, especially in comparison with the strong 

sense of the same in its own right, i.e., the same in substance, that requires x and y to be 

the same not only in matter but in form or species or definition as well.  
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Fortunately, Aristotle offers an account of being one in the primary sense in Met. 

V.6, which I argue shall help clarify what Aristotle means by the same in the strict sense 

(σὸ αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, Phys. III.3, 202b20):    

[Text 3.13] σὰ μὲν οὖν πλεῖςσα ἓν λέγεσαι σῷ ἕσεπόν σι ἢ ποιεῖν ἢ ἔφειν ἢ πάςφειν 

ἢ ππόρ σι εἶναι ἕν, σὰ δὲ ππώσωρ λεγόμενα ἓν ὧν ἡ οὐςία μία, μία δὲ ἢ ςτνεφείᾳ ἢ 

εἴδει ἢ λόγῳ· 

Most things are said to be one because they either act upon, or possess, or are 

acted upon, or are relative to another thing that is one; but other things that are 

said to be one in the primary sense are those whose substance is one, and it is one 

either because of the continuity or the species or the definition. (Met. V.6, 

1016b6-9)    

Text 3.13 provides two senses of one (I take these two senses of one to be both one in its 

own right, on the grounds that Aristotle has moved onto the consideration of one in its 

own right since 1015b36):  

[One in the Primary Sense] x and y are one if the substance of x and the 

substance of y are one, which means that x and y are one either because they are 

one in continuity or species or definition.  

[One in Non-Primary Senses] x and y are one if x acts upon, or possesses, or is 

acted upon, or is related to y. 

It is fairly plain that the one in the primary sense gives us a clarification of the claim ―x 

and y are the same in its own right if the substance of x and the substance of y are one‖ in 

the strong sense of the same in its own right in Met. V.9. This justifies my interpretation 

of the same in the strict sense (σὸ αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, Phys. III.3, 202b20): x and y are the same 

in the strict sense when x and y are the same in substance, i.e., both in matter and in form, 

if we take the same in matter to be the same in number and the same in form to be the 

same in definition or species.  
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In contrast, the one in non-primary sense gives the best explanation of and 

justifies my interpretation of the same in the strict sense. Teaching and learning, or, more 

precisely, the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are exactly those which are said to be 

one in non-primary sense in Met. V.9.  

3.2.6 The Non-Patient-Centered Account of Change Is More Preferable to the 

Patient-Centered Account of Change (and Summary of 3.2)   

Let us keep in mind the distinction between the same in the strict sense and the 

same in a non-strict sense, and return to Text 3.1 in Phys. III.3, 202b19-22.     

[Text 3.1] ὅλωρ δ’ εἰπεῖν οὐδ’ ἡ δίδαξιρ σῇ μαθήςει οὐδ’ ἡ ποίηςιρ σῇ παθήςει σὸ 

αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, ἀλλ’ ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, ἡ κίνηςιρ· σὸ γὰπ σοῦδε ἐν σῷδε καὶ σὸ σοῦδε ὑπὸ 

σοῦδε ἐνέπγειαν εἶναι ἕσεπον σῷ λόγῳ. 

In general, teaching is not the same as learning nor the acting-upon as the being-

acted-upon in the strict sense, but that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon 

and the being-acted-upon] are present, i.e., the change. For, the actuality of this in 

that [sc. the acting-upon] is different from the actuality of that under this [sc. the 

being-acted-upon]. (Phys. III.3, 202b19-22; italics and brackets by me) 

Here are the two readings: 

Reading P: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same in the 

strict sense, but that in which these things are present, i.e., the change, is the same 

as the being-acted-upon in the strict sense. 

Reading NP: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same in the 

strict sense, but that in which these things are present, i.e., the change, is the same 

in the strict sense. 

Reading P presents the view of the priority of patient‘s incomplete actuality, which I also 

call the patient-centered account of change, whereas Reading NP presents a non-patient 

centered account of change. As mentioned in section 3.1, there is no clear syntactical 

preference for either interpretation (Hussey, 1983, 71). We can only rely on the 
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arguments provided in Phys. III.3, and examine which one of them, Reading P or 

Reading NP, follows from the arguments provided in Phys. III.3. But before we examine 

the logical connection between the two readings and the arguments in Phys. III.3, let us 

first substitute the same in the strict sense (σὸ αὐσὸ κτπίωρ, Phys. III.3, 202b20) with the 

same both in definition and in number. I shall put * to mark out the revised version:  

Reading P*: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same both in 

definition and in number, but that in which these things are present, i.e., the 

change, is the same as the being-acted-upon both in definition and in number. 

Reading NP*: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same both in 

definition and in number, but that in which these things are present, i.e., the 

change, is the same both in definition and in number. 

It is fairly plain that the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are said to be not the same 

in the strict sense, namely, not the same both in definition and in number, on the grounds 

that the refutation of challenge (4) has shown that the acting-upon and the being-acted-

upon are the same in number only but not in definition. What is problematic is the second 

half of Text 3.1: ―but that in which these things [sc. the acting-upon and the being-acted-

upon] are present‖ (ἀλλ’ ᾧ ὑπάπφει σαῦσα, 202b20-21), i.e., the change. My reconstruction 

of the arguments in Phys. III.3 in Sections 3.2.1 to 3.2.5 has shown that Reading P does 

not follow from the arguments in Phys. III.3, for two main reasons.  

First, Reading P conflicts with the Self-Contained Principle that is based on the 

refutation of challenge (1). If the process of being-acted-upon is the same as the change 

in the strict sense, namely, both in number and in definition, then the process of being-

acted-upon must be entitled to serve as a self-contained change. But, according to the 

refutation of challenge (1), as I have argued earlier in Section 3.2.3, neither the acting-
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upon nor the being-acted-upon alone is entitled to be called a self-contained change, since 

neither of them can be cut off from the other. 

Second, Reading P, by equating the change with the process of being-acted-upon, 

presupposes an asymmetrical relation between the process of acting-upon and the process 

of being-acted-upon: the latter is a prerequisite for the former. But, as I have argued 

earlier in section 3.2.4, such an asymmetrical relation does not follow from Aristotle‘s 

refutation of challenge (3) and the refutation of challenge (4). Instead, a neutral account 

of the relation between the process of acting-upon and the process of being-acted-upon, 

i.e., neither of them is a prerequisite for the other, is suggested in the arguments in Phys. 

III.3, in particular, the Distance Analogy at 202a16-20 (Text 3.2) and the Thebes-Athens 

Analogy at 202b14-19 (Text 3.11).  

In contrast, Reading NP serves as a conclusion that follows properly from both 

the Distance Analogy and the Thebes-Athens Analogy as well as all the arguments in 

Phys. III.3. I have argued that the being (σὸ εἶναι, 202b16) of the process of acting-upon 

and the process of being-acted-upon should be understood as the substrate process that 

underlies the process of acting-upon and the process of being-acted-upon. Such a 

substrate process is neutral between the process of acting-upon and the process of being-

acted-upon. Following this line of interpretation, the process of acting-upon and the 

process of being-acted-upon, although distinct in definition, should be understood the 

same in the sense that the substrate process that underlies the process of acting-upon and 

the process of being-acted-upon is numerically one, as the Distance Analogy at 202a16-

20 and 202b10-19 have suggested.   

As I have argued in Section  3.2.5, even though the process of acting-upon and the 

process of being-acted-upon are the same in number, they are still not qualified as the 

same in the strict sense, namely, they are not the same both in number and in definition, 
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since the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon differ in definition. This explains why the 

first half of the passage in Phys. III.3, 202b19-21 says ―the acting-upon and the being-

acted-upon are not the same in the strict sense.‖  

Nevertheless, as I have argued, although the process of acting-upon and the 

process of being-acted-upon are not the same in the strict sense, the substrate process that 

underlies the process of acting-upon and the substrate process that underlies the process 

of being-acted-upon are the same in the strict sense, namely, the same both in number 

and in definition. This substrate process, being neutral between the process of acting-

upon and the process of being-acted-upon, is called the change. I put ** to mark out the 

revised edition of Reading NP: 

Reading NP**: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same both 

in definition and in number, but the substrate process that underlies the acting-

upon and the substrate process that underlies the being-acted-upon are the same 

both in definition and in number. Such a substrate process is called the change. 

3.3 TOWARD A NON-PATIENT-CENTERED ACCOUNT OF CHANGE (PART II): 

RECONSTRUCTING THE ARGUMENTS IN PHYSICS V.4 

Aristotle begins Phys. V.1 with three general ways in which a change takes place: 

(i) one thing undergoes change by coincidence (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 224a21-22), for 

instance, the musical one walks means simply that the one who happens to be musical 

walks; (ii) it undergoes change on account of its parts (κασὰ μέπη, 224a25), for instance, 

the body is said to be healed because the eye is healed; (iii) that which undergoes change 

neither by coincidence nor on account of its parts is said to undergo change in its own 

right (καθ’ αὑσό, 224a29). Only the last one is what Aristotle intends to focus on in Phys. 

V. It appears like a patient-centered account of change so far. Yet Aristotle immediately 
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adds the agent‘s perspective: that which produces change (σοῦ κινοῦνσορ, 224a31) does so 

in the above three cases.  

Aristotle proceeds on to propose, for the first time in Phys. V, the elements or 

criteria for determining a change that takes place in its own right (καθ’ αὑσό, 224a29): (α) 

a primary mover that produces change (σὸ κινοῦν ππῶσον, 224a34), (β) a patient that 

undergoes change (σὸ κινούμενον, 224a34-35), (γ) a certain period of time in which the 

change takes place (ἐν ᾧ, ὁ φπόνορ, 224a35), and (δ) that something from the change 

proceeds to something else (ἐξ οὗ καὶ εἰρ ὅ, 224a35-224b1).  

It is noteworthy that the role of the agent is highlighted by being placed as the 

first criterion. Aristotle does not jump into the arguments of justifying these criteria right 

away, which he puts off this project to Phys. V.4. Instead, Aristotle continues to explicate 

that (i) that which undergoes change should not be conflated with that from which the 

change proceeds and that to which the change proceeds, and that (ii) that from which the 

change proceeds and that to which the change proceeds should be understood as forms, 

such as the hot and the cold (224b1-3). The change is said to take place in the patient not 

in the form (224b3-5), since the form such as quality or quantity neither produces change 

nor undergoes change (224b5-6).  

In 224b6-7 Aristotle reiterates the elements that determine a change: (α) the 

agent, (β) the patient, and (δ) that to which the change proceeds. This time Aristotle skips 

over the third criterion, i.e., the period of time in which the change takes place, as well as 

the second part of the fourth criterion, i.e., that from which the change proceeds. I take 

him to be suggesting that these three criteria are the most important elements that 

determine a change. Notice that the agent is among these three.  

Interestingly enough, at 224b7 Aristotle takes one step further to narrow his 

criteria down to one element, i.e., ―that to which the change proceeds.‖ His reason is that 
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the word “change” (μεσαβολή) is named after that to which the change proceeds (224b7-

8). That from which the change proceeds is not regarded as being as important as that to 

which the change proceeds, on the grounds that change is said to be a process from the 

privation of a certain form to the acquisition of that certain form, i.e., it is the completion 

of the change that determines what sort change it is. Whatever that from which the 

change proceeds is, it has to be the privation of the form that the patient is going to take 

on.9 This also marks out the main concern of Book V, i.e., the question how a change is 

named after, which covers the classification of change (Phys. V.1-2) and the 

individuation of change (Phys. V.4).  

As I have sought to point out, the beginning passage of Phys. V.1, 224a21-b7 

displays an account of change that draws attention to the role of the agent, which echoes 

the account of non-patient-centered change displayed in Phys. III.3. I argue that Reading 

NP is further supported in Phys. V.4, where Aristotle offers an account of what the 

substrate process that underlies both the process of acting-upon and the process of being-

acted-upon is. I shall first reconstruct Aristotle‘s account of the substrate process in Phys. 

V.4 (section 3.3.1). Then I shall examine the question whether teaching and learning are 

one and the same change in terms of the account Aristotle offers in Phys. V.4 (section 

3.3.2).    

3.3.1 Individuation of Change 

Now, how do we determine whether x and y are one change? Aristotle begins 

Phys. V.4 with these words:  

[Text 3.14] Μία δὲ κίνηςιρ λέγεσαι πολλαφῶρ· σὸ γὰπ ἓν πολλαφῶρ λέγομεν. 

Change is said to be one in multiple ways, for we mean one in multiple ways. 

(Phys. V.4, 227b3-4) 

                                                 
9 This is further illustrated in terms of colors in Phys. V.4, 227b6-11 (see Section 3.3.1). 
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As I have discussed in Chapter Two (in particular, in Section 2.2.2) Phys. V.1-2 is 

devoted to offering a general categorization of change, namely, all changes occur in one 

of the following four ways: generation and destruction, i.e., changes in respect of 

substance, alteration, i.e., change in respect of quality, increase and decrease, i.e., 

changes in respect of quantity, and locomotion, i.e., change in respect of place. Recall 

that at the beginning passage of Phys. III.1 changes are classified in accordance with the 

categories, such as substance, quality, quantity, or place (200b32-201a9).  

[Text 3.15] οὐκ ἔςσι δὲ κίνηςιρ παπὰ σὰ ππάγμασα· μεσαβάλλει γὰπ ἀεὶ σὸ 

μεσαβάλλον ἢ κασ’ οὐςίαν ἢ κασὰ ποςὸν ἢ κασὰ ποιὸν ἢ κασὰ σόπον, κοινὸν δ’ ἐπὶ 

σούσων οὐδὲν ἔςσι λαβεῖν, ὡρ υαμέν, ὃ οὔσε σόδε οὔσε ποςὸν οὔσε ποιὸν οὔσε σῶν 

ἄλλων κασηγοπημάσων οὐθέν· ὥςσ’ οὐδὲ κίνηςιρ οὐδὲ μεσαβολὴ οὐθενὸρ ἔςσαι παπὰ 

σὰ εἰπημένα, μηθενόρ γε ὄνσορ παπὰ σὰ εἰπημένα. ἕκαςσον δὲ διφῶρ ὑπάπφει πᾶςιν, 

οἷον σὸ σόδε (σὸ μὲν γὰπ μοπυὴ αὐσοῦ, σὸ δὲ ςσέπηςιρ), καὶ κασὰ σὸ ποιόν (σὸ μὲν 

γὰπ λετκὸν σὸ δὲ μέλαν), καὶ κασὰ σὸ ποςὸν σὸ μὲν σέλειον σὸ δ’ ἀσελέρ. ὁμοίωρ δὲ 

καὶ κασὰ σὴν υοπὰν σὸ μὲν ἄνω σὸ δὲ κάσω, ἢ σὸ μὲν κοῦυον σὸ δὲ βαπύ. ὥςσε 

κινήςεωρ καὶ μεσαβολῆρ ἔςσιν εἴδη σοςαῦσα ὅςα σοῦ ὄνσορ. 

There is no change apart from the things. For what changes always changes in 

respect either of substance, or of quantity, or of quality, or of place. But it is 

impossible to find a common item over these, as we assert, which is neither a this 

nor quantity nor quality nor any of the other categories. Thus neither change nor 

transformational change will be apart from what have been mentioned, since 

nothing is apart from what have been mentioned. Each [sc. category] is present in 

everything in two ways, for instances, a this (for one case is its form, the other is 

the privation [sc. of the form]), and in respect of quality (pale and dark), and in 

respect of quantity, complete and incomplete. Similarly, in respect of locomotion, 

upwards and downwards or light and heavy. Thus there are as many kinds of 

change and transformation change as there are of that which is. (Phys. III.1, 

200b32-201a9)    

According to the last sentence in Text 3.15, the number of the species of change is said to 

be ―as many as of that which is‖ (201a9). But how do we determine whether x and y are 

one and the same change in species? In Phys. V.4 Aristotle begins from the consideration 

of the criteria that determine x and y the same in genus and in species.  
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Notice that Aristotle uses the term one (μία) here. But the English word ―one‖ is 

ambiguous: it can mean that x and y are numerically one, or it can mean that x and y, 

although numerically distinct, are the same. As I mentioned earlier in Section 3.2.5 that 

Aristotle acknowledges that the sense of one can be ambiguous, for instance, there are at 

least two senses of one, e.g., one in the primary sense and one in non-primary sense in 

Met. V.6 (see Text 3.13). Although in Met. V.9 Aristotle also acknowledges that the 

sense of the same in its own right (σὸ αὐσὸ καθ’ αὑσό) which he associates with one (μία) 

can be ambiguous (see Text 3.12). But the English word ―the same‖ seems to exclude the 

sense of numerically one. I shall use the phrase ―the same‖ when considering the question 

of whether x and y are ―one‖ in genus and whether x and y are ―one‖ in species, and I 

shall use the phrase ―one and the same‖ when considering the question of whether x and y 

are ―one‖ without qualification, i.e., x and y are one both in species and in number.  

3.3.1.1 The Same Change in Genus and in Species 

Now in Phys. V.4 227b3-21 Aristotle offers a detailed discussion of the criteria 

for determining ―the same change in genus‖ and ―the same change in species.‖ Suppose 

that x and y are changes:   

[The Same in Genus] x and y are the same change in genus iff x and y are in the 

same category. (227b4-6) 

[The Same in Species] x and y are the same change in species iff  

(i) x and y are in the same genus, and  

(ii) x and y are in the same species specialissima (ἀσόμῳ εἴδει) of change. 

(227b6-7) 

For instances, change of place is different from change of quality in genus, whereas all 

changes toward dark in color are the same in species specialissima (species hereafter, 
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since the word εἶδορ is generally used as referring to species specialissima in Aristotle‘s 

works). The condition (i) of being in the same genus in the criteria of the same in species 

is in fact redundant, since whatever is in the same species must be in the same genus.  

Aristotle takes change of color as an example to illustrate the same in species. As 

he reminds us, change of color is not a change in species, because the form ―color‖ is still 

a bit too general. Changing toward dark is different from changing toward pale, since the 

forms the substrates aim to acquire in the end of the change process are different. On the 

other hand, no matter if the change is from red to dark, from yellow to pale, or from dark 

to pale, it is all regarded as the same change in species, because in these cases the 

substrates are all changing from the privation of a certain form, i.e., paleness, to the 

acquisition of it. This suggests a more precise version of the criterion for determining the 

same change in species: the species of change is determined by the two termini of the 

change process, i.e., the state in which the substrate lacks a certain form F as well as the 

state in which the substrate has acquired the form F at the end of the change process. 

Suppose that x and y are changes: 

[The Same in Species-1
st
 revision] x and y are the same change in species iff x 

and y have the same termini, which means that x and y start off from the privation 

of the same form F and end with the acquisition of the form F.  

The reason why the change toward paleness cannot be further differentiated is that the 

property paleness as a species specialissima cannot be further differentiated (227b10-11).  

Now, as Aristotle points out, some may wonder whether changes toward the same 

terminus could be further differentiated in species by following different routes or 

manners. For instance, would the movement from A to B by following a straight path 

different from by following a curved path (227b17-18)? Is the movement from A to B by 

walking different from by rolling (227b18)? Aristotle‘s reply is that the criterion he has 
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mentioned before, presumably, the criterion of the same in species-1
st
 revision, can solve 

the question:  

[Text 3.16] ἢ διώπιςσαι, σὸ ἐν ᾧ ἂν ἕσεπον ᾖ σῷ εἴδει, ὅσι ἑσέπα ἡ κίνηςιρ, σὸ δὲ 

πεπιυεπὲρ σοῦ εὐθέορ ἕσεπον σῷ εἴδει.  

As it has been laid down that if that in which [sc. change takes place] is different 

in form, the change is different, while the circular path and the straight path are 

different in form. (Phys. V.4, 227b19-20) 

But at first sight it appears that Aristotle is adding one more criterion, i.e., (ii) as follows. 

Suppose that x and y are changes:  

[The Same in Species-2
nd

 revision] x and y are the same change in species iff  

(i) x and y have the same termini, which means x and y start off from the 

privation of the same property F and end with the acquisition of the same 

property F, and  

(ii) x and y have the same manner or path, in which (ἐν ᾧ) change process 

takes place.   

Two concerns need to be clarified: first, what does Aristotle mean by that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ, 

227b19)? Second, and more importantly, Aristotle says that criterion (ii) of the same in 

species-2
nd

 revision “has been laid down‖ (διώπιςσαι, 227b19). It is not quite clear about 

why Aristotle thinks he is not adding a new criterion to the same in species-1
st
 revision in 

resolving the question at issue. 

It is noteworthy that in Book V the phrase that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ) was mentioned 

twice before 227b19, however, one refers to (a) the period of time in which change takes 

place (Phys. V.1, 224a35), the other refers to (b) the continuous track in which change 

proceeds from the privation of a certain property F to the acquisition of it (Phys. V.3, 

226b30). But the context of 227b14-18 rules out right away the interpretation of (a) the 

period of time, since the instances used in 227b18—the movement by following different 
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paths like a ―straight path or curved path‖ and the movement by following different 

manners like ―walking or rolling‖—suggest that what concerns Aristotle here is not the 

period of time in which change takes place but some sort of path or manner in terms of 

which change proceeds between two termini.   

Now, why does Aristotle in Text 3.16 say that the criterion (ii) of the same in 

species-2
nd

 revision—x and y have the same the manner or path, in which (ἐν ᾧ) change 

process takes place, i.e., the continuous track (Phys. V.3, 226b30)—―has been laid down‖ 

(διώπιςσαι, 227b19) in the criterion of the same in species-1
st
 revision? The criterion of 

the same in species-1
st
 revision seems to address the criterion (i) of the same in species-

2
nd

 revision alone: x and y are the same change in species iff x and y proceed from the 

same terminus a quo, i.e., the privation of a certain property F, to the same terminus ad 

quem, i.e., the acquisition of the property F. In other words, change is a process between 

the terminus a quo and the terminus ad quem. But, does such an account imply the 

criterion (ii) of the same in species-2
nd

 revision, namely, the continuous track?  

I argue that the discussion of ―between‖ (σὸ μεσαξύ) in Phys. V.3 sheds light on 

the issue. Phys. V.3 serves as a little lexicon to clarify the meaning of the technical terms 

used in Aristotle‘s account of change, such as ―together,‖ ―apart,‖ ―touching,‖ and 

―between.‖ In particular, the term ―between‖ (σὸ μεσαξύ) is said to involve at least three 

elements: the two contrary termini and what is in between the termini. What is in between 

is understood as a line of passage over which one is in motion continuously (ςτνεφῶρ δὲ 

κινεῖσαι, 226b27-28) from the terminus a quo to the terminus ad quem, with little or no 

intermission (σὸ μηθὲν ἢ ὅσι ὀλίγιςσον διαλεῖπον, 226b28). As Aristotle reminds us, this 

line of passage is not of time (μὴ σοῦ φπόνοτ, 226b28-29), but of the thing (ἀλλὰ σοῦ 

ππάγμασορ, 226b30) in which the subject undergoes the change (ἐν ᾧ κινεῖσαι, 226b30-

31). This helps explains why Aristotle thinks he is not adding a new criterion to the same 
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in species-1
st
 revision. It is for the reason that the criterion of (i) of the same in species-

2
nd

 revision—change is a process between the terminus a quo and the terminus ad 

quem—has covered not only the contrary termini but also the line of passage over which 

one moves from the terminus a quo to the terminus ad quem. Here follows an improved 

understanding of the same in species-2
nd

 revision. Suppose that x and y are changes:  

[The Same in Species-3
rd

 revision] x and y are the same change in species iff x 

and y have the same process stretching from the same beginning terminus to the 

same end terminus, i.e., from the privation of the same property F to the 

acquisition of that same property F, which covers the path or the manner in terms 

of which x and y proceed between the two termini.   

Let us turn to look at the argument in Phys. V.4, 227b20-228a2, where Aristotle 

considers the criteria that determine whether x and y are one and the same change without 

qualifications. The discussion interestingly offers a further account to explicate and 

strengthen my interpretation of the same in species-3
rd

 revision.  

3.3.1.2 One and the Same Change without Qualifications: (WQ)? 

After dealing with the question of in what sense x and y are the same change in 

species, Aristotle proceeds to consider his main concern in Phys. V.4, namely, the 

question of in what sense x and y are one and the same change ―without qualification.‖  

[Text 3.17] γένει μὲν οὖν καὶ εἴδει κίνηςιρ μία οὕσωρ, ἁπλῶρ δὲ μία κίνηςιρ ἡ σῇ 

οὐςίᾳ μία καὶ σῷ ἀπιθμῷ· 

So change is [sc. said to be] one in genus and in species in this way, whereas 

change is one without qualification when it is one in essence and in number. 

(Phys. V.4, 227b21-22) 

Suppose that x and y are changes, in Text 3.17 Aristotle contends:   

[(WQ): One and the Same without Qualification] x and y are one and the same 

change without qualification iff  
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(i) x and y are the same in essence, and  

(ii) x and y are the same in number.   

My readers might wonder why now I translate σῇ οὐςίᾳ as [sc. the same] ―in essence,‖ 

whereas earlier on I translated σῇ οὐςίᾳ as [sc. the same] ―in substance‖ when I discussed 

the different senses of the same and of one in Met. V.9 and V.6 in Section 3.2.5. Here is 

the reason: just as the criteria of the original version of the same in species in 227b6-7 

covers the higher common feature, namely, x and y are in the same genus, the criteria of 

one and the same without qualification should also be construed to cover the higher 

common feature, namely, x and y are in the same species. Recall that I said the criterion 

―x and y are in the same genus‖ is redundant, since it is necessarily implied in the same in 

species. I present again the original version of the same in species.    

[The Same in Species] x and y are the same change in species iff  

(i) x and y are in the same genus, and  

(ii) x and y are in the same species specialissima (ἀσόμῳ εἴδει) of change. 

(227b6-7) 

Accordingly, the criterion (i) of (WQ), being the same in essence (σῇ οὐςίᾳ, 227b21), 

should be construed to be equivalent to being the same in species (σῷ εἴδει, 227b20) 

rather than being the same in substance. 

Note that here Aristotle does not quickly incorporate the criteria of the same in 

species-3
rd

 revision into (WQ) and jumps to the naive conclusion that one and the same 

without qualification is composed of sameness in species and sameness in number. 

Instead, he turns to take one step further to refine again the criterion of the same in 

species-3
rd

 revision. Aristotle proposes an in-depth account of the three criteria. It is in 

terms of the three criteria how we determine whether x and y are the same change both in 
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essence and in number, namely, the same without qualification. Here are the three 

criteria: (i) ὃ (ii) ἐν ᾧ (iii) ὅσε. 

[Text 3.18] σπία γάπ ἐςσι σὸν ἀπιθμὸν πεπὶ ἃ λέγομεν σὴν κίνηςιν, ὃ καὶ ἐν ᾧ καὶ 

ὅσε. λέγω δ’ ὅσι ἀνάγκη εἶναί σι σὸ κινούμενον, οἷον ἄνθπωπον ἢ φπτςόν, καὶ ἔν σινι 

σοῦσο κινεῖςθαι, οἷον ἐν σόπῳ ἢ ἐν πάθει, καὶ ποσέ· ἐν φπόνῳ γὰπ πᾶν κινεῖσαι. 

σούσων δὲ σὸ μὲν εἶναι σῷ γένει ἢ σῷ εἴδει μίαν ἐςσὶν ἐν σῷ ππάγμασι ἐν ᾧ κινεῖσαι, 

σὸ δ’ ἐφομένην ἐν σῷ φπόνῳ, σὸ δ’ ἁπλῶρ μίαν ἐν ἅπαςι σούσοιρ· καὶ ἐν ᾧ γὰπ ἓν δεῖ 

εἶναι καὶ ἄσομον, οἷον σὸ εἶδορ, καὶ σὸ ὅσε, οἷον σὸν φπόνον ἕνα καὶ μὴ διαλείπειν, 

καὶ σὸ κινούμενον ἓν εἶναι μὴ κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, ὥςπεπ σὸ λετκὸν μελαίνεςθαι καὶ 

Κοπίςκον βα- δίζειν (ἓν δὲ Κοπίςκορ καὶ λετκόν, ἀλλὰ κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ), μηδὲ 

κοινόν· εἴη γὰπ ἂν ἅμα δύο ἀνθπώποτρ ὑγιάζεςθαι σὴν αὐσὴν ὑγίανςιν, οἷον 

ὀυθαλμίαρ· ἀλλ’ οὐ μία αὕση, ἀλλ’ εἴδει μία.  

For there are three elements regarding the things which we speak of change, 

namely, the what [sc. the patient], that in which [sc. the track], and the when [sc. 

the period of time]. I mean that there must be something that undergoes the 

change, such as a human being or gold, and that in which this thing is in motion, 

such as in a place or in an attribute, and when, since everything is in motion in 

time. Among these elements, being one in genus or species is in [sc. is determined 

by] the thing in which it [sc. the patient] is in motion, and the continuity is in [sc. 

is determined by] the when [sc. the period of time], and being one without 

qualification is in [sc. is determined by] all these three elements together. For, that 

in which [sc. the track] must be one and indivisible, such as species, and the when 

[sc. the period of time] must be one continuous period of time that is not broken, 

and that which undergoes the change must be one not by coincidence, just as 

Coriscus who is pale is getting dark and walking simultaneously (the unity of 

Coriscus and paleness is by coincidence). Nor can it [sc. that which undergoes the 

change] be something common, for although two people might get healed 

simultaneously regarding the same disease such as ophthalmia, the healing 

process is not one [sc. without qualification], but the species of the healing 

process is one. (Phys. V.4, 227b23-228a3) 

This passage can be divided into three parts: first, 227b23-26 states what the three 

elements are with regard to the individuation of a change. Second, 227b27-29 states that 

these three elements taken together are the criteria for determining whether x and y are 

one and the same change without qualification. In particular, one of the three elements is 

the criterion for determining whether x and y are one and the same in genus and in 
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species. Finally, 227b29-228a3 offers a vivid elaboration of the content of the three 

criteria.  

According to [Text 3.18], (i) ὃ refers to the patient that undergoes the change, 

such as a human being or a piece of gold; (ii) ἐν ᾧ refers to that in which the substrate 

undergoes the change (ἔν σινι σοῦσο κινεῖςθαι, 227b25, and ἐν σῷ ππάγμασι ἐν ᾧ κινεῖσαι, 

227b26-27), such as in a place (σόπῳ) or in an attribute (πάθει); (iii) ὅσε refers to a certain  

period of time in which a change takes place. These three elements taken together are the 

criteria for determining whether x and y are one and the same change without 

qualification (227b29). 

As Aristotle rephrases his account of one and the same without qualification in 

227b29-228a3, x and y are one and the same change if and only if the three criteria are all 

fulfilled. First, criterion (i): the patient of x and the patient of y must be one and the same 

not by coincidence (μὴ κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 227b31-32). For instance, Coriscus‘ becoming 

dark and his walking are not one and the same change, since the unity of becoming dark 

and walking is incidental and not essential to either of the two changes. Also, if change x 

and change y have two different patients, then change x and change y must be 

numerically distinct changes, despite the fact that these two changes can be the same in 

species. For instance, if two patients might get healed simultaneously regarding the same 

kind of eye disease, there must be numerically two healing processes, despite the fact that 

these two processes are the same in species (228a2-3). Second, criterion (ii): that-in-

which x takes place and that in which y takes place must be one and the same. We should 

keep in mind that that-in-which a change takes place is what determines the genus and 

the species of the change (σὸ μὲν εἶναι σῷ γένει ἢ σῷ εἴδει μίαν ἐςσὶν ἐν σῷ ππάγμασι ἐν ᾧ 

κινεῖσαι, 227b27-28). Third, criterion (iii): the period of time in which x takes place and 
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the period of time in which y takes place must be one and the same and without 

intermission (ἕνα καὶ μὴ διαλείπειν, 227b31). 

Now I would like to take a close look at criterion (ii), i.e., what exactly the that-

in-which. My reconstruction of that-in-which is divided into three steps: 

(a) That-In-Which (ἐν ᾧ) Should Be Construed as the Track of the Change Process 

W. D. Ross suggests that the that-in-which in 227b24 has a different extension 

from the that-in-which in 227b19. According to Ross, the that-in-which in 227b19 should 

be understood as the path of the movement, whereas the that-in-which in b24 should be 

understood as ―the province in which movement occurs, e.g., place (in the case of 

locomotion) or attribute (πάθορ) (in the case of alteration)‖ (Ross, 1936, 630).  

But it seems to me that the that-in-which in 227b19 also covers place and attribute 

in terms of which a change takes place. In other words, the that-in-which in 227b19 and 

in 227b24 refer to the same thing. Remember that the passage in 227b19-20 is meant to 

answer the question posed one line above, namely, whether changes toward the same 

terminus could be further differentiated in species by following different routes or 

manners. The example of movement from A to B by following a straight path or a curved 

path (227b17-18) shows that the that-in-which in 227b19 covers the place in which the 

change takes place, and the example of movement from A to B by walking different from 

by rolling (227b18) shows that the that-in-which in 227b19 covers the manner, or, more 

precisely, the attributes, in terms of which the change takes place.   

I suggest calling the that-in-which the track, along which a change proceeds 

between the contrary termini. Precisely speaking, that-in-which is the track of the change 

process that stretches from the beginning terminus of the process to its end terminus, and 

thus it covers not only the two contrary termini, but also the place or the attribute in terms 
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of which the substrate conducts the change process, since the place or the attribute is also 

part of the track of a change process. It is such a track—tracking down the route of a 

change process – that determines the species of change (227b27-28). Here follows a 

further improved version of the criterion of the same in species-3
rd

 revision, the criterion 

for determining the species of change: 

[The Same in Species-4
th

 revision] x and y are the same change in species iff x 

and y have the same that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ), i.e., the track of the change process, 

which stretches from the same beginning terminus to the same end terminus, i.e., 

from the privation of a certain property F to the acquisition of that property F.  

(b) Constructing the Criteria for Individuation of Change: (WQ*) 

Now we are equipped to build up a more precise version of (WQ) in terms of the 

above interpretation of that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ) as the track of change process. Earlier on I 

pointed out that this was where David Charles went wrong.10 Let me put a * to mark the 

refined version of (WQ), which I also call the criteria of individuation of change. 

Suppose that x and y are changes: 

[(WQ*): Same without Qualification, i.e., Individuation of Change] x and y 

are one and the same change without qualification iff x and y are one and the same 

in essence and in number in the sense that 

(i) x and y have the same patient non-accidentally, and 

                                                 
10 One of the problems of David Charles‘ interpretation is that he fails to spell out the more precise version 

of (WQ). Here is the way he reconstructs the criteria in Phys. V.4, 227b21-228a2 (Charles, 1984, 11):  

―x=y iff  

(1) if ‗P‘ specifies the essence of x and ‗Q‘ specifies the essence of y, ‗P‘ and ‗Q‘ are the same in  

definition;  

(2) (for all t) (x is at t iff y is at t);  

(3) (for all s) (x involves s iff y involves s);  

(4) x and y begin and end at the same points. (where t are times and s substance)‖  
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(ii) [The Same In Species-4
th

 revision] x and y are the same change in species 

iff x and y have the same that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ), i.e., the track of change 

process, which stretches from the same beginning terminus to the same 

end terminus, i.e., from the privation of a certain property F to the 

acquisition of that property F, and 

(iii) x and y have the same period of time. 

Our discussion has been centering on seeking a more precise version of criterion (ii) that 

may contribute to understanding what Aristotle means by one and the same change 

without qualification, or, as I call it, individuation of change. But from Phys. V.4 228a3ff 

Aristotle offers two cases to explicate one and the same change without qualification 

from the perspective of criterion (iii).   

First, Aristotle emphasizes that criterion (iii) refers not only to the same 

continuing length of time but also the same beginning and ending points of time. Case 

One (228a3-228a6): some may wonder that whether x, one and the same subject, could 

go through one and the same change without qualification again and again in the same 

length of time, for instance, whether x could undergo one and the same recovery without 

qualification—from being sick to being healthy—a few times. Aristotle‘s answer is no, 

on the grounds that it is not possible for that which has perished and for that which comes 

to exist again to be numerically one. The fundamental idea of individuation of change is 

that one and the same change without qualification cannot come into and perish from 

existence many times, just as an individual human being cannot come into and perish 

from existence many times. The best way we can make sense for the case of repetitive 

recoveries is that every time the same subject x is making the same (ἡ αὐσὴ) recovery that 

is understood as the same in species only, but not one and the same recovery without 

qualification.  
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Case Two (228a6-228a20): some might also wonder if the subject‘s capacity for 

locomotion from A to B this morning is one and the same without qualification as the 

capacity for locomotion from A to B this afternoon, can we construe the movement this 

morning to be one and the same without qualification as the movement this afternoon? 

Aristotle‘s answer is again no, since even if the state (ἕξιρ) in the subject, for instance, the 

capacity for locomotion, is one and the same over a stretch of time, it does not follow that 

its corresponding incomplete actuality is necessarily one and the same numerically. 

Again, the locomotion from A to B this morning ceases to exist once the subject stops 

moving, and when she starts again this afternoon, the locomotion from A to B, although 

along the same path, would be another individual event of locomotion. 

Now back to our newly established (WQ*), which I also call the criteria of 

individuation of change. Recall that the naive version (WQ) suggests that x and y are the 

same change without qualification iff x and y are the same both in essence and in number. 

Now, (WQ*) offers a more precise characterization than (WQ) in the sense that it offers a 

more precise account of the ―essence condition‖ in terms of the same in species-4
th

 

revision. Also, while the criterion (ii) of (WQ*) presents the ―essence condition,‖ criteria 

(i) and (iii) present the ―number condition‖ on account of which x and y are said to be the 

same in number. In particular, criterion (iii) serves as key criterion for individuating an 

event of change, as we have seen through the above two cases of repetitive recovery and 

locomotion.  

(c) That-In-Which (ἐν ᾧ) as the Track of Change Process (in Physics V.4) Coheres 

with the Substrate Process that Underlies Both the Acting-Upon and the Being-Acted-

Upon (in Physics III.3) 

It is particularly worthy of our attention that the account of that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ), 

i.e., the track of the changing process that stretches from the privation of a certain 
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property F to the acquisition of that property F, as criterion (ii) has, offers explanation of 

and coheres with the that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ), i.e., the substrate process as I interpret, in Phys. 

III.3, 202b21. That-in-which (ἐν ᾧ, 202b21) underlies both the process of acting-upon 

(i.e., transferring a certain form F to the patient) and the process of being-acted-upon 

(i.e., receiving the property F from the agent), is that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ, 227b24) a process 

stretches from the privation of the property F to the acquisition of that property. This 

explains why the that-in-which is called ―change‖ in Phys. III.3, 202b21, since the 

substrate process is the track of the change process.  

But there are two worries about (WQ*) that require further clarification. First, 

apparently, in (WQ*) or even in the rest of Phys. V.4, Aristotle does not mention the 

agent criterion as he did when he began Book V (224a34-224b1; 224b6-7). Why does he 

leave out the agent criterion? Does ―leaving out the agent criterion‖ indicate a deviating 

from the non-patient account of change, which Aristotle argued for in Phys. III.3 and V.1, 

and returning to the patient-centered account of change?  

Second, is the more precise version of (WQ), i.e., (WQ*), of any help in resolving 

our central concern, i.e., whether and in what sense teaching and learning are one and the 

same change? According to (WQ), x and y are the same change without qualification iff x 

and y are the same both in essence and in number. But according to Phys. III.3, 202b12, 

teaching and learning are the same in number yet different in definition, which seems to 

conflict with the ―essence condition‖ of both (WQ) and (WQ*). Does it follow that 

teaching and learning cannot be numerically the same change?  

I shall deal with at the first concern in section 3.3.2, and the latter in section 3.3.3. 
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3.3.2 A Non-Patient-Centered Account of Change without Qualification 

This is not the first time for Aristotle‘s readers to meet with the above three 

criteria of (WQ*), namely, (i) ὃ (ii) ἐν ᾧ (iii) ὅσε, in Phys. V.11 Remember at the 

beginning of section 3.3 we mentioned that Aristotle had introduced these criteria in 

Phys. V.1 when he stated that the focus of Book V was change in its own right (καθ’ αὑσό, 

224a29): (α) a primary mover that produces change (σὸ κινοῦν ππῶσον, 224a34), (β) the 

patient that undergoes change (σὸ κινούμενον, 224a34-35), (γ) a certain period of time in 

which the change takes place (ἐν ᾧ, ὁ φπόνορ, 224a35), and (δ) that from something the 

change proceeds to something else (ἐξ οὗ καὶ εἰρ ὅ, 224a35-224b1). We may find that (i) 

corresponds to (β), (ii) corresponds to (γ), and (iii) is an improved version of (δ) with 

justification. Now what about (α)? Why does Aristotle leave out the agent criterion in 

(WQ*)? Does the omission of criterion (α) in Phys. V.4 suggest that Aristotle abandoned 

the non-patient-centered account of change which he propounded earlier, i.e., in Phys. 

III.3 and V.1? 

3.3.2.1 Reading Physics V. 1-4 as a Whole: Why Missing the Agent Criterion in 

(WQ*)? 

Criterion (α) is highlighted by being placed as the first criterion in Phys. V.1, 

224a34 and 224b6-7, however it appears to be omitted here in (WQ*). Nor does the text 

indicate any the role for the agent in the rest of Phys. V.4. There is a temptation to take 

Phys. V.4 as a single treatise concerned with determining the species of change and the 

individuation of change and thus conclude that it involves only a patient-centered account 

of change. In this section I argue that criterion (α) is already implied in the account of 

                                                 
11 As mentioned earlier, in Phys. III.3 challenge (2) has envisaged a primitive version of these three 

conditions: x and y must be numerically one iff x and y (i) are of the same substrate (σοῦ ἑνόρ, 202a35), (ii) 

move toward the same terminus form (εἰρ ἓν εἶδορ, 202a36), (iii) take place over the same stretch of time 

(ἅμα, 202a34). 
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(WQ*). We should read Phys. V.1-4 as a whole and supply criterion (α) to (WQ*), for 

two main reasons.  

First of all, in Phys. V.1, 224b6 Aristotle narrows down the four criteria for 

determining a change to three, namely, (α) the agent, (β) the patient, and (δ) that to which 

a change proceeds. He skips over (γ) the period of time in which a change takes place, 

but this does not mean that Aristotle no longer endorses (γ) as one of the criteria for 

determining a change, since (γ) recurs elsewhere such as at Phys. V.4. Rather, indicates 

that (α) (β) (δ) play a rather important role in the determination of a change than (γ). At 

224b7 Aristotle appears to reduce the criteria to one, i.e., (δ), on the grounds that the 

word “transformational change” (μεσαβολή) is named after that to which the change 

proceeds (224b7-8). Likewise, we should not jump into the conclusion that Aristotle has 

abandoned the rest of criteria, i.e., (α) (β) (γ). Rather, it indicates that (δ) is to be regarded 

as the main concern in Phys. V.  

Aristotle continues to seek a precise account of (δ), i.e., that to which a change 

proceeds, by clarifying what is meant by sameness in genus and sameness in species in 

Phys. V.4.  He finally arrives at the same in species-4
th

 revision, a much-improved 

version of (δ), when considering the criteria for determining one and the same change 

without qualification. Yet this time he skips over criterion (α) the agent. Should we take 

this to mean that Aristotle no longer endorses (α)? All these cases of missing one or 

another criterion I take to be suggesting that what concerns Aristotle most in Phys. V is to 

spell out a satisfying account of criterion (δ). For this reason, we should not read too 

much into the omission of (α) the agent in Phys. V.4 and jump into the conclusion that 

Aristotle abandoned the non-patient-centered account of change which he propounded 

earlier in Phys. III.3 and V.1. Instead, it would be more reasonable to read Phys. V.1-4 as 

a whole and take criterion (α) to be implicit in (WQ*). 
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On the other hand, the omission of (α) the agent is also understandable. Although 

Aristotle makes it very clear in Phys. VII.1 that ―whatever is in motion must be moved by 

something‖ (241b34), which confirms that the agent criterion (α) is taken to be implied in 

an Aristotelian account of change, the primary concern of Physics is nonetheless with 

those who possess within themselves the source of change and rest (Phys. II.1). In these 

cases, such as a plant that grows up or an animal that moves from here to there, the 

patient is not physically separated from the agent. The omission of (α) in (WQ*) the 

agent suggests that the primary concern of Physics, i.e., is more about those who possess 

the source or principle of change and rest within themselves.  

3.3.2.2 Classification of Change and Changes Not in Their Own Right   

Let us turn to the second reason for reading Phys. V.1-4 as a whole and that 

requires that we supply the agent criterion (α) in (WQ*). It is noteworthy that there is no 

genus of change in respect of the agent nor change in respect of the patient if we take a 

close look at Phys. V.1-2.  

Let us suppose that (WQ*) without the agent criterion implies a patient-centered 

account of change. It would follow that there must be a genus change in respect of the 

patient. This appears to be a correct claim, since, as mentioned earlier in Text 3.15, 

Aristotle tells us that there are just as many kinds (εἴδη) of change as there are of what is 

(Phys. III.1, 201a8-9), and things are classified in accordance with the categories, such as 

substance, quality, quantity, and place. From here readers might quickly conclude that, 

just as there is a genus of change in respect of quality that is called alteration (ἀλλοίωςιρ), 

there should also be a genus of change in respect of the patient in Aristotle‘s 

classification of change, since the being-acted-upon (πάςφειν) is classified as one of the 

ten categories just as quality is.  
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Nevertheless, Aristotle makes it very clear in the end of Phys. V.1, 225a34-225b9 

that although things are categorized in respect of substance, quality, place, time, relation, 

quantity, the acting-upon, and the being-acted-upon, it does not follow that changes in all 

these categories should be considered to be genuine kinds of change, or, in Aristotle‘s 

own words, change in its own right (καθ’ αὑσό, 224a29). There are only four genera of 

change that are considered to be genuine changes or changes in their own right: (i) 

change in respect of substance, i.e., generation and destruction, (ii) change in respect of 

quality, i.e., alteration (iii) change in respect of quantity, i.e., increase and decrease, and 

(iv) change in respect of place, i.e., locomotion. But changes in respect of relation and 

changes in respect of the agent and of the patient cannot be considered to be changes in 

their own right. 

(a) Change in Respect of Relation 

The reason why there is no genus of change in respect of relation, as Aristotle 

explains in the beginning of Phys. V.2, 225b11-13, is that when one of the two relative 

subjects changes, the relation may cease to be true of the other subject, though the other 

subject remains unchanged. Change in respect of relation is thus said to be by 

coincidence (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 225b13) to the one that remains unchanged. For instance, 

A, initially on the right of B, has moved to the left of B. The change from the relation ―A 

is on the right of B‖ to ―A is on the left of B‖ is merely incidental to B, since B remains 

unmoved.12  

                                                 
12 According to Simplicius (834,20-835,12), Alexander of Aphrodisias goes one step further in suggesting 

that all change in relation can be reduced to change in respect to quality, quantity, or place. For instance, A 

comes to be on the left of B from being on the left of B by changing their place. A becomes like B from 

unlike B by changing their quality. A becomes equal to B instead of unequal to B by changing their 

quantity. We shall further deal with the ancient version of the Cambridge Change in Chapter Four, in 

particular, in Section 4.4.2.1 (a).  
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(b) Change in Respect of the Agent or the Patient  

Aristotle goes on to explain why there is no genus of change in respect of the 

agent nor change in respect of the patient (225b13ff). The statement that ―there is no 

‗change of the agent‘ nor ‗change of the patient‘‖ (οὐδὲ δὴ ποιοῦνσορ καὶ πάςφονσορ, 

225b13-14) is ambiguous, for ―change of the agent‖ and ―change of the patient‖ could 

mean either (i) literally mean change of the agent (i.e., the change that is produced by the 

agent) and change of the patient (i.e., the change that is undergone by the patient) or (ii) 

change of the acting-upon (instead of the agent) and change of the being-acted-upon 

(instead of the patient), in other words, change of some sort of change.  

But Aristotle makes clear that his primary concern here is the latter by arguing 

that, first, unlike the individual things such as you, me, or a pile of stones and bricks, 

change itself can never serve as the underlying subject of change (225b17-21). Second, 

nor can change serve as a terminus of change except by coincidence (225b21-33). For 

instance, change from remembering F to forgetting F is merely incidental, since that 

which changes from the state of ignorance of F to the acquisition of F, i.e., remembering 

F, merely happens to change from the acquisition of F back to the state of ignorance of F 

(225b31-33).  

Aristotle did not discuss case (i), i.e., the change that is produced by the agent and 

the change that is undergone by the patient. Simplicius (837, 21-28) has tried to argue 

that the discussion of case (ii) has covered case (i): he suggests that ―for if there is change 

in action-and-passion it will be through the transformation of the agent and the affected in 

this category‖ (translated by Urmson, 1997).13 But it is still unclear that whether 

                                                 
13 υεξῆρ δείκντςιν, ὅσι οὐδὲ κασὰ σὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν κίνηςίρ ἐςσι, υεξῆρ δείκντςιν, ὅσι οὐδὲ κασὰ σὸ 

ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν κίνηςίρ ἐςσι, κίνηςιρ κασὰ σὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν, οὕσωρ ἐςσὶν ὡρ σοῦ ποιοῦνσορ καὶ 

πάςφονσορ κασὰ σὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάςφειν μεσαβάλλονσορ, ὥςπεπ καὶ κασὰ ποιόσησα ἔςσιν ὅσι σὸ ποιὸν ςῶμα κασὰ 

σὴν ἐν αὐσῷ ποιόσησα μεσαβάλλει. εἴη δὲ ἂν σοῦ μὲν ποιοῦνσορ κασὰ σὸ ποιεῖν μεσαβολή, ὅσαν σὸ ποιοῦν ἐκ 

σοῦ ποιεῖν εἰρ ἄλλο σι ποιεῖν μεσαβάλλῃ, σοῦ δὲ πάςφονσορ, ὅσαν σὸ πά ςφον εἰρ ἄλλο πάςφειν μεσαβάλλῃ ἐξ 
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Aristotle‘s refutation of change in respect of the agent and change in respect of the 

patient is meant to cover the refutation of ―the transformation of the agent and the 

affected.‖ In other words, it is unclear whether Aristotle denies that there can be a genus 

of change that the agent produces and a class of change that the patient undergoes. Here I 

shall offer two more reasons to show that Aristotle has ruled out this option in Phys. V.1, 

which is why he does not even mention this here in Phys. V.2.  

(c) Why Is There No Genus of Change in Relation and No Genus of Change Produced 

by the Agent or Undergone by the Patient? 

The reason why in Aristotle‘s view there is no genus of change produced by the 

agent and of change undergone by the patient is, I suggest, first, that both of change 

produced by the agent and of change undergone by the patient can be reduced to change 

in respect of quality, quantity, or place. For instance, teaching and learning the 

Pythagorean Theorem can be reduced to change in respect of quality, in which the pupil 

proceeds from the privation of the form of the Pythagorean Theorem to the acquisition of 

it with the help of the teacher. The same goes in the cases with quantity and place.  

Second, although the change produced by the agent and the change undergone by 

the patient appear to be some sort of change, they are never regarded as changes in their 

own right (καθ’ αὑσό, 224a29). Note that Aristotle begins Phys. V.1 with three general 

ways in which a change takes place: (i) one undergoes change by coincidence 

(κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 224a21-22), for instance, the musical one walks simply means that 

which happens to be musical walks; (ii) one undergoes change on account of its parts 

                                                                                                                                                 
ἄλλοτ. (He next proves that there is also no change in action-and-passion, transposing action and passion 

into the agent and the affected. For if there is change in action-and-passion it will be though the 

transformation of the agent and the affected in this category, just as there s change of quality because of the 

transformation of a body with qualities with respect to its qualities. There might be transformation of the 

agent in respect of his action when the agent is transformed from one activity to another, and of the affected 

by transformation from having one affection to having another.) (Simplicius, 837, 20-27, translation by 

Urmson, 1997) 
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(κασὰ μέπη, 224a25), for instance, the body is said to be healed because the eye is healed; 

(iii) that which undergoes change neither by coincidence nor on account of its parts is 

said to undergo change in its own right (καθ’ αὑσό, 224a29). Note that only the last one is 

what Aristotle intends to examine closely in Phys. V. In Phys. V.1-2, (iii) is differentiated 

into three kinds of M-change (μεσαβολή): unqualified generation, unqualified destruction, 

and K-change (κίνηςιρ). The first two are change in respect of substance, and the last one 

Aristotle further differentiates into three genera: change in respect of quality, change in 

respect of quantity, and change in respect of place.  

The reason why change in respect of relation is considered to be not a change in 

its own right, as Aristotle makes it very clear in Phys. V.2, is that change in respect of 

relation takes place by coincidence (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, 224a21-22): while undergoing the 

change in respect of relation, the subject remains unchanged (225b11-13). Remember our 

earlier example that A, initially on the right of B, has moved to the left of B. The change 

from the relation ―A is on the right of B‖ to ―A is on the left of B‖ is incidental to B, 

since B remains unmoved. In short, change in respect of relation is not considered to be a 

change in its own right, since it is a change that occurs by coincidence to the subject that 

remains unchanged. 

As for change produced by the agent and change undergone by the patient 

(ποιοῦνσορ καὶ πάςφονσορ, 225b14), although Aristotle does not make it clear in Phys. V.2 

whether they are excluded from the classification of change as well, I argue that they 

have been already ruled out at the beginning of Phys. V.1, on the grounds that they are 

not changes in their own right, either. I suggest that change produced by the agent and 

change taking place in the patient should be construed to be changes on account of their 

parts (κασὰ μέπη, 224a25), because neither of them is considered to be a self-contained 

changes, as I argued in section 3.2.3.1. I suggest that the acting-upon should be construed 
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to be a change in the sense that what underlies the acting-upon is a change, just as the 

body is said to be healed in the sense a part of the body such as the eye or the chest is 

healed (224a25-26). It is for this reason that I suggest that the acting-upon (and the being-

acted-upon as well) should be construed to be a sort of change, although not a change in 

its own right.   

3.3.2.3 Change in Its Own Right and the Non-Patient-Centered Account of Change 

Let me further clarify ―the part‖ on account of which the agent produces the 

acting-upon and the patient undergoes the being-acted-upon. The non-patient-centered 

account of change that is based on Phys. III.3 has offered the hint: 

Reading NP**: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same both 

in definition and in number, but the substrate process that underlies the acting-

upon and the substrate process that underlies the being-acted-upon are the same 

both in definition and in number. Such a substrate process is called the change. 

There is a substrate process that underlies the acting-upon and a substrate process that 

underlies the being-acted-upon. It is the substrate process on account of which the acting-

upon and the being-acted-upon are said to be changes. For this reason, change produced 

by the agent and change undergone by the patient are not considered to be changes in 

their own rights, and thus are excluded from the classification of change.      

3.3.3 Are Teaching and Learning One and the Same Change without Qualification? 

(and Summary of 3.3) 

Now I would like to examine whether the more precise version of (WQ), i.e., 

(WQ*), is of any help in resolving our central concern, i.e., whether and in what sense 

teaching and learning are one and the same change. According to (WQ) (V.4, 227b20-

22), x and y are the same change without qualification iff x and y are the same both in 
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essence and in number. But according to Phys. III.3, 202b12, teaching and learning are 

the same in number yet different in definition (Refutation of challenge (4)). It follows 

that, as David Charles (1984, 6-11) maintains, teaching and learning cannot be the same 

change without qualification. They are numerically distinct changes.   

(i) (WQ) x and y are one and the same change without qualification iff x and 

y are the same both in essence and in number (V.4, 227b20-22). 

(ii) But teaching and learning differ in essence (III.3, 202b12). 

(iii) Therefore, teaching and learning cannot be one and the same change 

without qualification. 

The problems of this line of argument are fairly plain, especially after (WQ*) was based 

in Section 3.3.1 and the status of acting-upon and being-acted-upon was clarified in 

Section 3.3.2. Regarding the first premise, it demands a more precise characterization of 

(WQ), namely, what Aristotle exactly has in mind when he says ―the same change both in 

essence and in number,‖ which David Charles (1984, 11) fails to spell out. Regarding the 

second premise, as Aristotle has repeatedly reminded us in the refutation of challenge (3) 

and the refutation of challenge (4) in Phys. III.3, from the fact that two changes differ in 

definition it does not necessarily follow that they are numerically distinct changes. 14   

3.3.3.1 Problem of Premise (ii): Teaching and Learning Are Not Changes in Their 

Own Right Nor Self-Contained Changes  

Let us begin from the second premise. As I have pointed out in Section 3.3.2, the 

classification of change in Phys. V.1-2 and the criteria for change in species and for 

change without qualification in Phys. V.4 apply only to changes in their own right. 

                                                 
14 As mentioned earlier in Section 3.2.5, Aristotle allows some cases to be different in definition yet the 

same in number. For instance, in Met. V. 9, where Aristotle discusses different senses of the same, x and y 

are said to be the same in its own right: (i) if the matter of x and the matter of y are one in species or in 

number, or (ii) if the substance of x and the substance of y are the one (1018a5-8). It is plain that the 

condition (i) allows that x and y may have different form or definition.  
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Earlier in Phys. III.3, 202b6-8, teaching and learning are said to be not self-contained 

changes for the reason that neither of them can be cut off from the other (according to the 

refutation of challenge (1)). The status of being a non-self-contained change in cases such 

as teaching and learning is further confirmed in Phys. V.1-2, where change in respect of 

relation and change in respect of the agent and the patient are excluded from the 

classification, since the former takes place accidentally while the latter takes place on 

account of its parts. Furthermore, Reading NP** offers an explanation of the part on 

account of which the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are said to be changes: the 

that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ, substrate process) that underlies both teaching and learning.  

3.3.3.2 Problem of Premise (i): a Refined Account of (WQ), i.e., (WQ*), Is in Demand 

Now, for the first premise. The criteria of (WQ*), in particular, the condition of 

the same in species-4
th

 revision, i.e., the essence condition, not only offer a more precise 

account of ―the same change both in essence and in number‖ in (WQ), but also explain 

what the that-in-which (substrate process) exactly is in Phys. III.3. As is argued earlier, 

the substrate process mentioned in Phys. III.3 should be understood as the track in which 

a change process stretches from the same beginning terminus to the same end terminus, 

i.e., from the privation of a certain form F to the acquisition of that form F. As I have 

pointed out in the section 3.2.2, there are not two different sets of beginning and end 

points for the processes of teaching and of learning. Instead, the end point of both 

processes is the pupil‘s acquisition of the lecture content, e.g., the Pythagorean Theorem, 

whereas the beginning point of both processes is the pupil‘s privation of the Pythagorean 

Theorem. The process of teaching and the process of learning are the same change 

process in species in the sense that they have the same track of change process that 

stretches from the pupil‘s privation of the Pythagorean Theorem to the acquisition of it. 
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One last potential challenge might be worth of our attention: from the claim that x 

and y have the same set of the beginning and end termini, it still does not follow that x 

and y have the same track of change process, since one may argue that teaching and 

learning are different in manner—after all one is the acting-upon and the other is the 

being-acted-upon—and therefore different in numbers. Aristotle shows himself aware of 

this in Phys. V.4, 227b17-20 when he says that different routes or manners of x and y 

should also be taken into account when we determine if they have the same track of the 

change process.  

Here is my response. Indeed, it is perhaps not inappropriate to argue that teaching 

and learning are different in manner, just as teaching and learning are different in 

definition. Also, indeed, different manners or routes do play a role in determining the 

species of change, as Aristotle has made clear. Nevertheless, we should keep in mind that 

it is not ―the manner of teaching‖ that determines the track of the change process of 

teaching, since the teaching process itself is not a change in its own right, in other words, 

not a self-contained change. Instead, teaching is said to be a change on account of its part, 

namely, on account of the substrate process that underlies the teaching process. For this 

reason, in the case of teaching and learning, that which determines the track of the 

change process should be understood as ―the manner of the substrate process‖ that 

underlies teaching and learning if there was any. If ―the manner of the substrate process‖ 

that underlies teaching differed from ―the manner of the substrate process‖ that underlies 

learning, teaching and learning would possess different tracks of the change process and 

therefore different changes in species. But as Aristotle has made clear in Phys. III.3, the 

substrate process that underlies teaching and the substrate that underlies learning are one 

and the same both in definition and number. Therefore, even though teaching and 
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learning can differ in manner, it does not follow that they possess different tracks of 

change process.  

To wrap up Section 3.3, the account of change in Phys. III.3, i.e., Reading NP, 

and the account of change without qualification in Phys. V.4, i.e., (WQ)* support each 

other:   

I. (WQ)* x and y are one and the same change without qualification iff x and 

y are one and the same in essence and in number in the sense that  

(i) x and y have the same patient non-accidentally, and  

(ii) (i.e., [Same In Species-4
th

 revision]) x and y are the same change in 

species iff x and y have the same that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ), i.e., the 

track of change process, which stretches from the same beginning 

terminus to the same end terminus, i.e., from the privation of a 

certain property F to the acquisition of that property F, and  

(iii) x and y have the same period of time. 

II. Teaching and learning have the same patient, i.e., the pupil, non-

accidentally. (fulfill (i) of (WQ*)) 

III. Teaching and learning have the same that-in-which, i.e., the track of 

change process, that stretches from the same beginning terminus to the 

same end terminus. (fulfill (ii) of WQ*) 

IV. Teaching and learning have the same period of time. (fulfill (iii) of 

(WQ*))     

V. Therefore, teaching and learning are the same change without 

qualification. 

VI. The conclusion V. coheres with Reading NP*: although teaching and 

learning are different in definition, the that-in-which, i.e., the substrate 
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process, that underlies teaching and the that-in-which, i.e., the substrate 

process, that underlies learning are the same both in definition and in 

number, i.e., the same without qualification.  

3.4 WHY DO WE, OR ARISTOTLE, NEED A NON-PATIENT-CENTERED ACCOUNT OF 

CHANGE?—THE ROLE OF ACTING-UPON IN A TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE 

In Chapter Three I have sought arguments for that a non-patient-centered account 

of change was presented in Phys. III.3 (Section 3.2) and V.1-4 (Section 3.3). But how can 

a non-patient-centered account of change be helpful in resolving our main concern here, 

namely, the question of whether the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-

upon, should be construed as a change (Section 3.1)? Let us return to our favorite case of 

bird‘s building a nest. Some scholars such as Sarah Broadie (1982, 183-200) argues that 

the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, is not a change at all but 

should be construed as identical with or at least one way of exercising and exhibiting the 

nature of being a bird (186). For, the acting-upon, e.g., producing a change in twigs and 

leaves, cannot be, in Broadie‘s words, ―a coming to be of some new state of him [sc. the 

agent]‖ (199), on the grounds that the incomplete actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-

upon, is not a self-contained change at all.  

On the other hand, scholars such as Mary Louise Gill and David Charles argue 

that the acting-upon should be read as a change. Mary Louise Gill (1980) goes one step 

further to argue that the agent is eventually changed by producing a change in the patient. 

David Charles (1982) contends that the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon should be 

understood as numerically distinct changes, which together compose the change process. 

Meanwhile, he argues, only the latter, i.e., the being-acted-upon, is identical with the 

change process. I have brought up my objections to Charles in my sections 3.2 and 3.3.  
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Here is one more objection to Charles. If Charles was right in maintaining that 

change should be taken to be identical with the being-acted-upon, then first how is it 

possible for z (e.g., change) as a composite of x (e.g., the acting-upon) and y (e.g., the 

being-acted-upon) to be identical with x at the same time? In other words, if z is identical 

with y, how is it possible for x still to be part of the definition of z? And second, would 

this render x (i.e., the acting-upon) to be a numerically distinct new process of change 

other than y (which is construed to be identical with z)? The latter question concerns the 

ontological status of acting-upon, yet Charles does not seem to make things clear 

regarding this point.   

3.4.1 The Acting-Upon (ποίηςιρ) Should Be Construed as Some Sort of 

Transformational Change (κίνηςιρ) and thus Cannot Be Conflated with Actuality 

(ἐνέπγεια), i.e., the Presence of an Action or a State that Exhibits One’s Nature  

I agree with Broadie that the agent‘s acting-upon should not be construed to be a 

self-contained change, I also agree that the agent‘s acting-upon should not be construed 

to be a [sc. transformational] change in the sense of a coming-to-be of some new state of 

the agent. However, from here it does not follow that the agent‘s acting-upon cannot be a 

construed to be a transformational change in any sort of sense. I argue that the non-

patient-centered account of change that is presented in Phys. III.3 and V.1-4 has clearly 

indicated two points: first, the agent‘s acting-upon (and the patient‘s being-acted-upon as 

well) should be construed to be some sort of transformational change, and for this 

reason—this is my second point—that the acting-upon as a κίνηςιρ should not be 

conflated with the exercise and exhibition of one‘s nature, i.e., ἐνέπγεια. Let us take a 

look again at the Reading NP** that I reconstructed from the arguments in Phys. III.3: 

Reading NP**: The acting-upon and the being-acted-upon are not the same both 

in definition and in number, but the substrate process that underlies the acting-
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upon and the substrate process that underlies the being-acted-upon are the same 

both in definition and in number. Such a substrate process is called the change. 

Reading NP** suggests that the acting-upon, like the being-acted-upon, should be 

characterized as a change in the sense that it shares the same substrate process stretching 

between the same termini. For instance, a teaching process, including all the bodily 

movements of the teacher, such as picking up chalk, writing on the blackboard, grading 

her student‘s homework, etc., should be understood as a process stretching from the same 

termini as a learning process, e.g., from the student‘s privation of the Pythagorean 

Theorem to her acquisition of it. It is in this sense that the acting-upon is entitled to be 

called ―a coming-to-be of some new state.‖  

But notice that from characterizing the agent‘s acting-upon as a change (κίνηςιρ) 

it does not follow that such a coming-to-be into some new state is of the agent. I have 

sought arguments to show that the agent‘s acting-upon stretches between the same 

termini as the patient‘s being-acted-upon, on the grounds that the substrate process 

underlies both the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon. But what undergoes ―the 

coming-to-be of some new state‖ is the patient alone, not the agent. After all, by ruling 

out the option (A-b) Aristotle has made very clear that the agent does not change by 

producing a change (Phys. III.3, 202a25-30, also see De Anima II.5, 417b8-9).  

More importantly, the non-patient-centered Reading NP** suggests that the 

being-acted-upon should be taken as being just as much a non-self-contained change as 

being the acting-upon. The learning process and the teaching process require each other 

equally. Neither of them is a prerequisite for the other. If this is right, then a non-self-

contained process of teaching should be entitled to be called a change no less than an 

equally non-self-contained process of learning. Notice that the terms Aristotle is using in 

Phys. III.3, such as ―so since both of them [sc. the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon] 
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are changes‖ (ἐπεὶ οὖν ἄμυω κινήςειρ, 202a25) and ―two qualitative changes [sc. the 

acting-upon and the being-acted-upon]‖ (ἀλλοιώςειρ δύο, 202a35), indicate that Aristotle 

sees the acting-upon not merely as an exercise or exhibition of the agent‘s nature but also 

as a change that stretches between two termini.  

I have sought support from Phys. V.4 for my characterization of the incomplete 

actuality of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, as playing a role equally important as the 

incomplete actuality of the patient, i.e., the being-acted-upon. Let me present it again. 

(WQ)* x and y are one and the same change without qualification iff x and y are 

one and the same in essence and in number in the sense that  

(i) x and y have the same patient non-accidentally, and  

(ii) [Same In Species-4
th

 revision] x and y are the same change in species iff x 

and y have the same that-in-which (ἐν ᾧ), i.e., the track of change process, 

which stretches from the same beginning terminus to the same end 

terminus, i.e., from the privation of a certain property F to the acquisition 

of that property F, and  

(iii) x and y have the same period of time. 

First, teaching, for instance, has the same patient, not the teacher herself but the student, 

as learning does. Second, teaching and learning also have the same that-in-which, i.e., the 

track of the change process that stretches from the privation of the Pythagorean Theorem 

to the acquisition of it. Thirdly, teaching takes place in the same period of time as 

learning. Accordingly, what is said to be one and the same change process without 

qualification is neither the teaching process nor the learning process, but the substrate 

process, i.e., the track of the change process, that underlies these two.  

Nevertheless, from this it does not follow that the acting-upon and the being-

acted-upon can be understood as changes in their own right (καθ’ αὑσό, 224a29), as I have 
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emphasized in Section 3.3.2. Aristotle in Phys. V.1-2 has pointed out that the acting-upon 

and the being-acted-upon cannot be said to be any genuine kind of [sc. transformational] 

change, since they are simply part of a change, or, in Aristotle‘s own words, they are 

changes on account of their parts (κασὰ μέπη, 224a25). It is for the same reason that they 

are not considered to be self-contained changes, either.  

Neither the acting-upon nor the being-acted-upon should be taken to be identical 

to the substrate process. Instead, it is in terms of the substrate process, i.e., the track of 

change, that the being-acted-upon is considered to be some sort of change (Phys. V.1-2), 

since it is part of a change (Phys. V.1, 224a25). So is the case with the acting-upon. It is 

in terms of the same substrate process, i.e., the same track of change, that the acting-upon 

is considered to be some sort of change, since it is also part of a change. For this reason, 

the agent‘s acting-upon, e.g., producing a change in twigs and leaves, should not be 

conflated with exercising and exhibiting the nature of the agent, e.g., being a bird.  Again, 

the non-patient-centered account of change draws a line between the incomplete actuality 

of the agent, i.e., the acting-upon, and the exercise or exhibition of the agent‘s nature, 

since in the non-patient-centered account of change the incomplete actuality of the agent, 

i.e., the acting-upon, is construed as some sort of change (κίνηςιρ) (although it is not a 

change in its own right) rather than an exercise (ἐνέπγεια) of the agent‘s nature or 

knowledge.  

To wrap up, in Chapter Three I have refuted the second popular assumption, i.e., 

the same ἐνσελέφεια thesis, and the third popular assumption, i.e., the patient-centered 

account of change.   

[The Second Popular Assumption: the Same ἐνσελέφεια Thesis] (i) Producing a 

transformational change in something else, i.e., the acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), cannot 

be construed to be a change at all but should be construed to be either identical 
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with or one way of (ii) presenting an action or a state that exhibits one‘s nature, 

e.g., of being a bird.  

[The Third Popular Assumption: the Patient-Centered Account of Change] 

Change (κίνηςιρ) is considered to be identical with the patient‘s being-acted-upon 

(πάθηςιρ), i.e., the incomplete actuality of the patient.  

3.4.2 A Change that Is Composed of the Acting-Upon and the Being-Acted-Upon 

Cannot Be Construed as a Genuine Aristotelian Event 

Last but not least, the patient-centered account of change has pointed to a 

mistaken characterization of, as I call it, a genuine Aristotelian event. In Section 3.2.4.1 I 

have pointed out that David Charles maintains that, while the change process should be 

construed to be identical with the patient‘s being-acted-upon, an event of change is 

composed of the acting-upon and the being-acted-upon. He contends that the acting-upon 

stands to the being-acted-upon just as form stands to matter since the latter underlies the 

former  (1984, 15). I have argued in Section 3.2.4 that the non-patient-centered account 

of change helps clarify that the agent‘s acting-upon and the patient‘s being-acted-upon 

should be considered equally as non-self-contained changes. That is, neither of them is 

considered a prerequisite for the other. For this reason I argue that neither the acting-

upon nor the being-acted-upon should be construed as something that underlies the other. 

After all, the Distance Analogy that Aristotle offers in Phys. III.3 does not indicate a 

strong preference of construing any of the two, i.e., the acting-upon or the being-acted-

upon, to be the form of the event of change, and the other to be the matter of the event of 

change; the Distance Analogy does not suggest anything that which of the two journeys, 

the journey from Thebes to Athens or the journey from Athens to Thebes, is a 

prerequisite for the other. Why should the material part of an event be considered to be 
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more fundamental than the formal part of an event and construed as that which underlies 

the formal part? Why is it not the other way around?  

As mentioned earlier, I called Charles‘ account of an Aristotelian event a non-

genuine Aristotelian event: 

[A Non-Genuine Aristotelian Event] An Aristotelian event is composed of the 

agent‘s acting-upon (as the formal part) and the patient‘s being-acted-upon (as the 

material part). 

My reservation about Charles‘ account of an Aristotelian event is that his account is 

based upon the texts of Phys. III.3. But the texts of Phys. III.3 do not mention anything 

such as (a) whether the agent‘s acting-upon (as the formal part of the event) contributes 

necessitation from the top down or some sort of formal explanatory force to the 

occurrence of the event of change at issue, or (b) whether the patient‘s being-acted-upon 

(as the material part of the event) contributes necessitation from the bottom or some sort 

of material explanatory force to the occurrence of the event at issue. For, again, the 

Distant Analogy does not suggest that any of the two journeys, either the journey from 

Thebes to Athens or the journey from Athens to Thebes, should be construed as that 

which contributes (a) necessitation from the top down or understood as a formal 

explanatory force or (b) necessitation from the bottom up or understood as a material 

explanatory force, to the existence of the interval between Thebes and Athens. Now the 

non-patient-centered account suggests that in Phys. III.3 both the agent‘s acting-upon and 

the patient‘s being-acted-upon are considered as equally important, and, at most, material 

constituents of the change process.       

In my Chapter Four I shall propose an account of a genuine Aristotelian event that 

is composed of two parts as well, but my account of an Aristotelian event is quite 

different from that of Charles. I shall argue that the formal part should be construed as (i) 
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the agent‘s producing a transformational change, such as bird‘s building nest while the 

material part should be construed as (ii) the agent‘s exercising or exhibiting her nature of 

being a bird, from the agent‘s perspective. From the patient‘s perspective, the formal part 

should be construed as (i) the patient‘s undergoing a transformational change, such as 

twigs and leaves‘ being turned into a nest, while the material part as (ii) the patient‘s 

exercising or exhibiting their nature of being building materials. More importantly, I shall 

seek textual evidences and philosophical arguments for the formal part that contributes 

the constraint force from the top down and the material part that contributes the 

necessitation force from the bottom up. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

A HYLOMORPHIC PROPOSAL OF THE RELATION BETWEEN 

ONE’S KINÊSIS AND ENERGEIA 

In Chapter Three I have proposed a non-patient-centered account of change by 

arguing, first, that the agent‟s acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), e.g., a bird‟s producing a 

transformational change in twigs and leaves, should be construed as a change (κίνηςιρ), 

although it is not a self-contained change nor a change in its own right; second, such a 

change—the agent‟s acting-upon—should not be conflated with the agent‟s exercising or 

exhibiting (ἐνέπγεια) her nature of being a bird. Our main concern now in Chapter Four 

is: how is a bird‟s producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves, i.e., κίνηςιρ, 

in relation to her exhibiting the nature of being a bird, i.e., ἐνέπγεια? Aristotle did not 

provide us with an answer explicitly. But, fortunately, he has offered a few important 

clues in his works such as Physics VII.3, which I argue shall help us reconstruct 

arguments for an Aristotelian answer to the question.  

In Chapter Three I have also argued that the patient-centered account of change 

pointed to a mistaken characterization of what a genuine Aristotelian event was: for 

instance, David Charles, while maintaining that change should be construed to be 

identical with the patient‟s being-acted-upon, contends that an Aristotelian event is 

composed of the agent‟s acting-upon and the patient‟s being-acted-upon. I have pointed 

out the reasons why a genuine Aristotelian event cannot be characterized as an event that 

is composed of the agent‟s acting-upon and the patient‟s being-acted-upon. Now in 

Chapter Four I shall argue that reexamining the arguments in Phys. VII.3 will lead us to 

envisage a new picture of what a genuine Aristotelian event could be. Let me recapitalize 

the characterization of a non-genuine event as follows:  
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[A Non-Genuine Aristotelian Event] An Aristotelian event is composed of the 

agent‟s acting-upon (as the formal part of the event) and the patient‟s being-acted-

upon (as the material part of the event). 

To lay out my cards on the table, here is a rough idea of my solution to the above two 

concerns in Chapter Four:  

[A Genuine Aristotelian Event] An Aristotelian event is composed of the action 

of exercising or exhibiting one‟s own nature (as the formal part of the event) and 

one‟s acting-upon or being-acted-upon (as the material part of the event). 

The event of “leaves and twigs‟ being turned into a nest” that takes place in the patient 

should be construed to be composed of two parts: (a) the patient‟s exercise and exhibition 

of its nature, e.g., leaves and twigs‟ exhibiting their (artificial) nature of being “building 

materials,” which serves as the formal part of the event, and (b) the patient‟s being-acted-

upon, e.g., the change process of leaves and twigs‟ being transformed into a nest, which 

serves as the material part of the event. Likewise, the event of “a bird‟s building a nest” 

that takes place in the agent should be construed to be composed of two parts as well: (a) 

the agent‟s exercise and exhibition of its nature, e.g., a bird‟s exhibiting her nature of 

being a bird, which serves as the formal part of the event, and (b) the agent‟s acting-upon, 

e.g., a bird‟s producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves, which serves as 

the material part of the event. To make it clearer, there are two events going on. One 

takes place in the agent, the other in the patient: 

[A Genuine Aristotelian Event of the agent] An Aristotelian event is composed 

of the agent‟s exercising or exhibiting her own nature, e.g., of being a bird (as the 

formal part of the event that takes place in the agent) and the agent‟s acting-upon 

(the material part of the event that takes place in the agent). 
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[A Genuine Aristotelian Event of the patient] is composed of the patient‟s 

exercising or exhibiting its own nature, e.g., of being nest building materials (as 

the formal part of the event that takes place in the patient) and the patient‟s being-

acting-upon (as the material part of the even that takes place in the patient). 

This line of interpretation presents a hylomorphic account of the two-way relation 

between one‟s exhibition of its own nature (ἐνέπγεια) and one‟s change (κίνηςιρ). I argue 

that the arguments in Aristotle‟s Phys. VII. 3 provides the best support for such a 

hylomorphic relation between (a) one‟s exhibition of its nature (ἐνέπγεια) and (b) one‟s 

change (κίνηςιρ), in which (a) possesses a constraint force from the top down by 

imposing the conditions for the occurrence of (b), whereas (b) possesses a necessitation 

force from the bottom up for the occurrence of (a).   

4.1 THE PROBLEM OF PHYSICS VII.3: CHANGE IN RESPECT OF AFFECTIVE QUALITY  

In the beginning of Phys. VII.1 Aristotle argues that everything that is in change 

(σὸ κινούμενον) must be changed by something, i.e., either by the source within the thing 

itself that is in change or by something else (241b34-37). In Phys. VII.2 he explains why 

contact is necessary for change, i.e., the agent who is producing the change and the 

patient who is undergoing the change must be in contact (243a32-35), and argues that 

contact is required in all kinds of changes, which covers changes in respect of place, 

changes in respect of quality, and changes in respect of quantity (243a35-39). Among 

these changes, changes in respect of quality are regarded as changes in respect of the so-

called affective qualities (κασὰ σὰρ παθησικὰρ καλοτμέναρ ποιόσησαρ, 244b, 5a), on the 

grounds that all bodies differ from one another in perceptible qualities (ἅπαν γὰπ ςῶμα 

ςώμασορ διαυέπει σοῖρ αἰςθησοῖρ) (244b, 5b-c). Note that Aristotle uses the terms 

“affective quality” and “perceptible quality” interchangeably.  
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In Phys. VII.3 Aristotle pauses and turns to take a look at some cases which his 

readers might be inclined to suppose to be exceptions to the above thesis, i.e., everything 

that is undergoing a change in respect of quality is changed by perceptive qualities (σὸ 

ἀλλοιούμενον ἅπαν ἀλλοιοῦσαι ὑπὸ σῶν αἰςθησῶν) (245b3-4). The cases Aristotle considers 

are changes in respect of shape and external form (245b9-246a9) and changes in respect 

of somatic and psychic states (246a10-248a6). According to Aristotle, none of these 

cases—possessing, acquiring, or losing a shape, an external form, a somatic or psychic 

state—are considered to be genuine qualitative changes, although they cannot take place 

without a genuine qualitative change at the material level (246a6-9).  

 Among the cases that are considered to be the exceptions of changes in respect of 

qualities mentioned in Phys. VII.3, two of them strike us most: completing building a 

house (246a17-b2) and acquiring a certain piece of knowledge (247b10-13), which have 

been considered to be the paradigm cases of qualitative change, i.e., a process from the 

privation of a certain property to the acquisition of it, are now regarded to be not genuine 

changes in respect of qualities. Some commentators such as Simplicius1 and Robert 

                                                 
1 καὶ ἦν μὲν σὸ πποκείμενον εἰπεῖν, ὅσι αἱ ςφημασίςειρ οὐκ εἰςὶν ἀλλοιώςειρ, ὁ δὲ ἐπήγαγεν ὅσι α ἱ  

γ ε ν έ ς ε ι ρ  οὐκ εἰςὶν ἀ λ λ ο ι ώ ς ε ι ρ  δεικνύρ, ὅθεν ἔφει σὴν ἰςφὺν ὁ λόγορ, ὅσι ἐκ σοῦ σὰρ μεσαςφημασίςειρ 

γενέςειρ ἤδη σινὰρ εἶναι. (The point proposed was to state that shapings are not alterations, but he inferred 

that comings to be are not alterations, showing whence the argument has its strength, namely, that it is 

based on the consideration that reshapings are already comings to be of some kind, 1063,16-20)  

  δείξαρ ὅσι ἡ κασὰ σὸ ςφῆμα καὶ σὴν μοπυὴν μεσαβολὴ οὐκ ἔςσιν ἀλλοίψςιρ, ἀλλὰ γένεςιρ μᾶλλον, δείκντςιν 

ὅσι οὐδὲ ἡ κασὰ σὴν ἕξιν μεσαβολή, ἥσιρ ἦν σὸ ππῶσον εἶδορ σῆρ ποιόσησορ, οὐδὲ αὕση ἀλλοίψςίρ ἐςσιν, ἀλλὰ 

γένεςιρ μᾶλλον. (Having proved that change with respect to shape and external form is not alteration, but 

rather coming to be, he proves that change with respect to state, which is the first species of quality, is also 

not alteration, but rather coming to be, 1064,26-1065,1)  

  καὶ δείκντςιν ὅσι οὐδὲ αἱ κασὰ σαύσαρ μεσαβολαὶ ἀλλοιώςειρ εἰςίν, εἴπεπ καὶ αὗσαι ὥςπεπ καὶ αἱ ςψμασικαὶ 

σελειόσησέρ εἰςι σῆρ χτφῆρ καὶ ἐν σῷ ππόρ σί πψρ εἶναι σὴν ὑπόςσαςιν ἔφοτςιν. ὡρ οὖν σελειόσησορ γενέςειρ 

μᾶλλον αἱ λήχειρ αὐσῶν καὶ υθοπαὶ αἱ ἀποβολαί, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἀλλοιώςειρ· (He [sc. Aristotle] proves that changes 

with respect to these [sc. the states of the soul] are not alterations either, since these too, just like the bodily 

states, are perfections of the soul and have their existence in being „somehow relative to something‟. 

Accordingly, acquisitions and losses of them [sc. the states of the soul] are rather, as it were, comings to be 

and perishings of perfection, not alteration.) (1071,12-15)  

  All the translation of Simplicius‟ On Aristotle’s Physics 7 are Hagen‟s (1994).  
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Wardy (1990, 183-187) interpret that the change process in which a form or a state is 

acquired should be construed to be generation (γένεςιρ, Simplicius, 1063,19; 1065,1; 

1071,14) i.e., change in respect of substance, which explains why they are not genuine 

qualitative change. They maintain that the case of acquiring the form of a human being or 

of a house in the same chapter (Phys. VII.3, 246a4-9) offers best support to this line of 

interpretation.  

[Text 4.1] ἔσι δὲ καὶ εἰπεῖν οὕσψρ ἄσοπον ἂν δόξειεν, ἠλλοιῶςθαι σὸν ἄνθπψπον ἢ 

σὴν οἰκίαν ἢ ἄλλο ὁσιοῦν σῶν γεγενημένψν· ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ ἕκαςσον 

ἀναγκαῖον ἀλλοιοτμένοτ σινόρ, οἷον σῆρ ὕληρ πτκνοτμένηρ ἢ μανοτμένηρ ἢ 

θεπμαινομένηρ ἢ χτφομένηρ, οὐ μένσοι σὰ γιγνόμενά γε ἀλλοιοῦσαι, οὐδ’ ἡ γένεςιρ 

αὐσῶν ἀλλοίψςίρ ἐςσιν.  

Furthermore, it would seem absurd to say in this way that a human being or a 

house or any other thing whatsoever that has come to be has undergone a change 

in respect of quality; but perhaps it is necessary that each thing comes to be when 

something is undergoing a change in respect of quality, for instance, when the 

matter is thickened or thinned or heated or cooled. However, those which come to 

be do not undergo a change in respect of quality, nor is their coming-to-be a 

change in respect of quality. (Phys. VII.3, 246a4-9)    

There are two main problems that are involved in this passage. The first problem centers 

on the interpretation of γίγνεςθαι at 246a6. What sort of coming-to-be does Aristotle 

have in mind when he mentioned the case of the coming-to-be of a house at 246a5? Does 

he mean that something new such as a house or a human being does appear to come into 

existence? Can such an account be extended to interpret the cases of acquisition and loss 

of somatic or psychic states? More importantly, later on at 246b10-12 (see Text 4.12 in 

Section 4.4), Aristotle has made clear that such a coming-to-be cannot be construed as a 

change in respect of substance (γένεςιρ), nor a change in respect of quality (ἀλλοίψςιρ),  

nor “in general any kind of transformational change at all” (οὐδ’ ὅλψρ μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία) 

(see Text 4.12). How should we make sense of such a coming-to-be if it cannot be any 

kind of transformational change at all? In Chapter Four I shall offer an original 
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interpretation of γίγνεςθαι (246a6) by arguing that those cases that are considered to be 

non-genuine qualitative changes in Phys. VII.3 should be construed as ἐνεπγέιαι rather 

than κινήςειρ or any kind of transformational change.   

The second problem centers on the interpretation of “perhaps it is necessary that 

each thing comes to be when something is undergoing a change in respect of quality” 

(246a6-7). A number of scholars, including Simplicius (1073,11-22), Philoponus 

(766,12-722,6), Robert Wardy (1990, 204-205), Michael Wedin (1993, 49-105), Victor 

Caston (1993, 107-135), all take Text 4.1 to be the best textual evidence in favor of a 

one-way supervenience relationship between, for instance, the coming-to-be of a house 

and the qualitative change of building materials. It is, roughly speaking, the idea that the 

supervenient substance or property such as the coming-to-be of a house supervenes over 

and therefore depends upon the base substance or property such as the building materials, 

which the supervenient properties cannot be reduced to. Does Aristotle‟s texts in Phys. 

VII.3 suggest such a one-direction-only relation between the coming-to-be of a house and 

its qualitative change at the material level? I shall argue that Phys. VII.3 in fact offers a 

picture of a two-way relationship between the coming-to-be of a house and the qualitative 

change of the building materials, which will in turn help us establish a hylomorphic 

account for the relation between the actuality (ἐνέπγεια) of the agent and the change 

(κίνηςιρ) of the agent.   

Before examining the arguments in Phys. VII, please keep in mind that there are 

two versions of the first three chapters of Book VII: versions α and β, as Ross (1936, 11-

19) labels them. Ross contends that only version α derives from the notes written by 

Aristotle himself whereas version β, which is also called “the other seventh book” 

(Simplicius, 1051,5; 1054,31), is probably more of a student‟s notes of Aristotle‟s 

lectures. I shall follow Ross and reconstruct the arguments in Phys. VII.3 upon version α. 
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But I will extend my discussion to version β when the textual differences indicate more 

than one philosophical implication, for instance, in Section 4.3.1.2.   

4.2 SEEKING FOR A NON-SUBSTANCE-BASED ACCOUNT OF γίγνεςθαι 

Phys. VII.3 divides into several sections: (a) the opening passage in which 

Aristotle addresses what concerns him in Phys. VII.3 are some non-genuine qualitative 

changes, such as changes in respect of shape and external form and changes in respect of 

somatic and psychic states; (b) the discussion of changes in respect of shape (ςφῆμα) and 

external form (μοπυὴν), such as the coming-to-be of a human being or that of a house, 

which are not genuine qualitative changes (245b8-246a9); (c) the discussion of changes 

in respect of states in general, i.e., both somatic and psychic states, which are not genuine 

qualitative changes (246a10-b3); I shall call attention to the case of completing building a 

house that is mentioned again in this section; (c-1) the discussion of changes in respect of 

somatic states, such as the acquiring the healthy state, which are not genuine qualitative 

changes (246b3-20); (c-2) the discussion of changes in respect of moral excellences, such 

as moral virtues, which are not genuine qualitative changes (247a1-20); (c-3) the 

discussion of changes in respect of intellectual excellences, such as the acquisition and 

the exercise of knowledge, which are not genuine qualitative changes (247b1-248a6). 

These cases are said to be non-genuine qualitative changes on the grounds that they are 

not changes in perceptible qualities (σῶν αἰςθησῶν, 245b3-4). As I mentioned earlier, 

perceptible qualities are also called affective qualities (κασὰ σὰρ παθησικὰρ ποιόσησαρ, 

244b5a) in Phys. VII.2.  

4.2.1 The Opening Passage of Physics VII.3 

In the opening passage (245b3-9), Aristotle addresses that the considerations in 

Physics VII.3 will show two things: first, that whatever undergoes a [sc. genuine] 
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qualitative change is changed by perceptible qualities (σῶν αἰςθησῶν, 245b3-4), and, 

second, that a [genuine] qualitative change occurs only in those things that are said to be 

affected in their own right (καθ’ αὑσά, 245b4-5), i.e., not incidentally, by perceptible 

qualities.2  

[Text 4.2] Ὅσι δὲ σὸ ἀλλοιούμενον ἅπαν ἀλλοιοῦσαι ὑπὸ σῶν αἰςθησῶν, καὶ ἐν 

μόνοιρ ὑπάπφει σούσοιρ ἀλλοίψςιρ ὅςα καθ’ αὑσὰ λέγεσαι πάςφειν ὑπὸ σῶν αἰςθησῶν, 

ἐκ σῶνδε θεψπησέον. σῶν γὰπ ἄλλψν μάλιςσ’ ἄν σιρ ὑπολάβοι ἔν σε σοῖρ ςφήμαςι καὶ 

σαῖρ μοπυαῖρ καὶ ἐν σαῖρ ἕξεςι καὶ σαῖρ σούσψν λήχεςι καὶ ἀποβολαῖρ ἀλλοίψςιν 

ὑπάπφειν· ἐν οὐδεσέποιρ δ’ ἔςσιν.  

That everything that undergoes a qualitative change is changed qualitatively by 

perceptible things, and there is a qualitative change only in things that are said to 

be acted upon by perceptible things, from the following considerations. For, of 

other things, what one would be most inclined to suppose exceptions to the above 

characterization are that there is a qualitative change, first, in shapes and external 

forms, and, second, in states and in the acquisitions and losses of them; but 

neither of these two cases constitutes an exception. (Phys. VII.3, 245b3-9)  

Text 4.2 provides two characterizations of one undergoes a [sc. genuine] qualitative 

change. Suppose that x is an individual object: 

(i) If x undergoes a qualitative change, x is changed by perceptible qualities. 

(ii) If x is affected in its own right by perceptible qualities, x undergoes a 

qualitative change.    

In other words, Aristotle uses a quasi biconditional relation to characterize how these two 

events “x undergoes a qualitative change” and “x is changed by perceptible qualities” are 

connected with each other. By quasi I mean that in (ii) he adds one more criterion in the 

                                                 
2 ὅσι γὰπ ἐ ν  μ ό ν ο ι ρ  σ ο ύ σ ο ι ρ , υηςί, λέγεσαι ἀ λ λ ο ί ψ ς ι ρ ὅ ς α  κ α θ ’  α ὑ σ ὰ  π ά ς φ ε ι  ὑ π ὸ  σ ῶ ν  

α ἰ ς θ η σ ῶ ν ,  κ α θ ’  α ὑ σ ὰ  μὲν σὰ μὴ κασὰ ςτμβεβηκὸρ πάςφονσα λέγψν (ὁ γὰπ Σψκπάσηρ κασὰ ςτμβεβηκὸρ 

ὁπασόρ, καθ’ αὑσὸ δὲ σὸ φπῶμα), ὑ π ὸ  σ ῶ ν  α ἰ ς θ η σ ῶ ν  δὲ λέγει σῶν παθησικῶν ποιοσήσψν, δῆλόν υηςιν ἐκ 

σοῦ κασὰ μηδεμίαν ἄλλην ποιόσησα ἀλλοίψςιν γίνεςθαι. (For he asserts that alteration is spoken of „only in ... 

those things which‟ are affected „in their own right ... by the sensibles‟ [245b4-5], meaning by „in their own 

right‟ [kath’ hauta] the things which are not being affected incidentally (for Socrates is visible incidentally, 

but color is in its own right). By [the phrase] „by the sensibles‟ he means „[by] the affective qualities‟. [This 

is] obvious, he asserts, from the [fact that] alteration occurs with respect to no other quality.) (Simplicius, 

1061,28-1062,5, translation, brackets and italics by Charles Hagen, 1994) 
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protasis that x is changed in its own right by perceptible qualities. We may combine (i) 

and (ii) as follows:    

(iii) x undergoes a qualitative change iff x is changed by perceptible qualities.  

I shall postpone the consideration of what Aristotle means by “being affected in their own 

right (καθ’ αὑσά, 245b4-5) by perceptible qualities” to my Section 4.4.2, where I deal with 

the interpretation of mere Cambridge Change and offer my non-relativity account of 

coming-to-be. Now the cases Aristotle plans to consider in Phys. VII.3 are the cases that 

his readers would be inclined to suppose to be exceptions to the above biconditional 

thesis (iii): qualitative change also occurs, first, in shapes (ςφήμαςι), in external forms 

(μοπυαῖρ), and, second, in states (ἕξεςι) and in the acquisition (λήχεςι) and loss 

(ἀποβολαῖρ) of them (245b6-8), since shapes, external forms, states and the acquisition 

and loss of them are not perceptible qualities. But, according to Aristotle, neither of these 

cases—changes in shapes, external forms, and changes in states and the acquisition and 

loss of them—constitutes an exception, since none of them can be considered to be a 

genuine qualitative change.    

Aristotle begins the discussion with a linguistic observation3 concerning the case 

of change in respect of shape and external form: when a lump of bronze has been 

changed into a statue or a piece of wood has been changed into a bed, we do not call the 

statue bronze nor the bed wood; instead, we call the statue brazen and the bed wooden 

(245b9-12). That is to say, we no longer characterize the thing that has taken on new 

shape or external form in terms of the noun of its material, e.g., bronze and wood, since it 

is no more bronze or wood; we characterize it in terms of the adjective of its material, 

                                                 
3 Wardy (1990, 180) calls it a “linguistic argument.” The reason why I do not call it an argument is that it 

does not offer any explanation on why the thing that has undergone change in shape and external form 

cannot be characterized in terms of the noun of its material but the thing that has undergone change in 

perceptive quality can. In short, it does not explain why change in shape and external form is distinct from 

change in perceptive quality. Wardy (182) shows himself aware of this problem as well.  
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e.g., brazen and wooden, since it is made of bronze or wood. In contrast, if the bronze or 

the wood has undergone a genuine qualitative change, for instance, the bronze or the wax 

has become dry, moist, hot, or hard, we still characterize the thing that has taken on new 

affective quality in terms of the noun of its material (245b12-246a1). The same idea is 

mentioned elsewhere, such as in Met. IX.7:  

[Text 4.3] λέγεσαι δὲ σῆρ μοτςικῆρ ἐγγενομένηρ ἐκεῖνο οὐ μοτςικὴ ἀλλὰ μοτςικόν, 

καὶ οὐ λετκόσηρ ὁ ἄνθπψπορ ἀλλὰ λετκόν, οὐδὲ βάδιςιρ ἢ κίνηςιρ ἀλλὰ βαδίζον ἢ 

κινούμενον, ὡρ σὸ ἐκεί νινον· 

The subject, when music is induced in, is said to be not music but musical, and 

the human being is said to be not paleness but pale; nor is he said to be walk or 

change, but walking or changed; just as we said that things are of a definite 

material. (Met. IX.7, 1049a30-34) 

On the basis of such a linguistic observation, in Phys. VII.3 Aristotle proposes, coming-

to-be in respect of shape or external form cannot be the same as change in respect of 

perceptible quality.  

It is tempting to draw two claims from the linguistic observation concerning the 

case of coming-to-be of a certain shape or external form. First, the coming-to-be of a 

statue and that of a bed are meant to serve as instances of change in respect of substance. 

Second, the first claim explains why the coming-to-be of a statue and that of a bed are 

distinct from the bronze‟s coming-to-be of a certain perceptible quality (i.e., the bronze‟s 

acquisition of a certain perceptible quality), since they are construed as changes in respect 

of substance rather than changes in respect of perceptible quality. I shall spell out a 

clearer account of this line of interpretation in Section 4.2.2 and discuss its problems.  

In illustrating what sort of change the coming-to-be in respect of shape or external 

form is supposed to be, Aristotle offers two cases (246a4-6): the coming-to-be of a 

human being and the coming-to-be of a house. Keep in mind that it is from these two 

cases—not from the case of the coming-to-be of a human being alone—that Aristotle 
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draws a generalized account (246a6-9) that is meant to be applied to all the cases of non-

genuine qualitative changes in Physics VII.3.  

4.2.2 The Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι 

Let us take a close look at Text 4.1 now. The connective ἔσι at 246a4 suggests 

that the following consideration is following from the linguistic observation to account 

for why changes in respect of shape and external form are not genuine qualitative 

changes.    

[Text 4.1] ἔσι δὲ καὶ εἰπεῖν οὕσψρ ἄσοπον ἂν δόξειεν, ἠλλοιῶςθαι σὸν ἄνθπψπον ἢ 

σὴν οἰκίαν ἢ ἄλλο ὁσιοῦν σῶν γεγενημένψν· ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ ἕκαςσον 

ἀναγκαῖον ἀλλοιοτμένοτ σινόρ, οἷον σῆρ ὕληρ πτκνοτμένηρ ἢ μανοτμένηρ ἢ 

θεπμαινομένηρ ἢ χτφομένηρ, οὐ μένσοι σὰ γιγνόμενά γε ἀλλοιοῦσαι, οὐδ’ ἡ γένεςιρ 

αὐσῶν ἀλλοίψςίρ ἐςσιν.  

Furthermore, it would seem absurd to say in this way that a human being or a 

house or any other thing whatsoever that has come to be has undergone a change 

in respect of quality; but perhaps it is necessary that each thing comes to be when 

something is undergoing a change in respect of quality, for instance, when the 

matter is thickened or thinned or heated or cooled. However, those which come to 

be do not undergo a change in respect of quality, nor is their coming-to-be a 

change in respect of quality. (Phys. VII.3, 246a4-9)    

I shall consider the first half of Text 4.1, i.e., 246a4-6, in this section, and the second half 

of Text 4.1, i.e., 246a6-9, in Section 4.2.4. Two cases are mentioned in 246a4-6: the 

coming-to-be of a human being and the coming-to-be of a house. The coming-to-be of a 

human being is generally regarded to be a paradigmatic case of change in respect of 

substance. It would be absurd, as Aristotle asserts, if we say that a human being or a 

house has been changed qualitatively (ἠλλοιῶςθαι, 246a5) in the process of change in 

shape and external form. I agree with Wardy that when Aristotle states that a certain 

thought, say P, is ἄσοπον he means that P is unacceptable.   

„ἄσοπον’: in accordance with his standard practice, we should understand this as 

understatement for unacceptable bizarrerie. (Wardy, 1990, 202) 
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But what exactly is that which is considered to be unacceptable? One way is to take it to 

be saying that the human being or the house at issue has been changed qualitatively if the 

human being does not come to exist till the end of the change process, as Simplicius 

(1064,15-17) and W. D. Ross (1963, 675) think.4  

Following this line of interpretation, Simplicius (1064,10-25), Robert Wardy 

(1990, 183), and Michael Wedin (1993, 81) contend that change in respect of shape or 

external form should be construed as an instance of change in respect of substance, or in 

Wardy‟s words, “existential change.” Accordingly, γίγνεςθαι at 246a6 should be 

construed as coming-to-be without qualification (γένεςιρ ἁπλῶρ): coming-to-be from 

nothing at all (σοῦ μὴ ὄνσορ ἁπλῶρ) to a substance (οὐςίαν), as opposed to coming-to-be 

with qualification or coming-to-be of something (γένεςιρ σούσοτ) (Phys. V.1, 225a15-16, 

recall my discussion of the distinction between M-change and K-change in Section 

2.2.2.1). The latter can be of a certain quality, quantity, or place. The standard instance is 

coming-to-be from being non-pale (μὴ λετκοῦ) to being pale (λετκόν) (Phys. V.1, 225a14-

15; cf. GC I.3. 317b2-5). I shall call this line of interpretation the substance-based 

account of coming-to-be:  

[The Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι]: γίγνεςθαι should be construed as 

coming-to-be in respect of a substance, in which a new substance comes to exist.  

The substance-based account of coming-to-be seems to fit well with the case of the 

generation of a human being, which I am not going to challenge at this moment. After all 

                                                 
4 Here are Simplicius‟ and Ross‟ interpretations: σὸ μὲν γὰπ ἀλλοιούμενον καὶ μένον ὅπεπ ἦν καὶ μεσὰ σὸ 

ἠλλοιῶςθαι οὕσψρ ἀλλοιοῦσαι, σὸ δὲ γινόμενον μήπψ ὂν γίνεσαι. οὔσε γὰπ ὁ ἄνθπψπορ ἦν πψ οὔσε ἡ οἰκία· (For 

a thing being altered and remaining just what it was even after having been altered is being altered in this 

way, but a thing which is coming to be is coming to be when it does not yet exist, for neither the human 

being nor the house existed yet.) (Simplicius, 1064,15-17; translation by Charles Hagen, 1994). “Since it 

did not exist before. (W. D. Ross, 1963, 675) 

In the end of Section 4.3.3 I shall offer my interpretation of what exactly is that which is considered to be 

absurd or unacceptable.       
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it is the paradigmatic case of coming-to-be without qualification. But perhaps it is not all 

evident that—and this is what I would like to argue—from the case of the generation of a 

human being it automatically follows that all changes in respect of shape and external 

form should be construed as coming-to-be in respect of substance. Note that when 

Aristotle seeks to illustrate what sort of change the coming-to-be in respect of shape and 

external form is, he appeals not only to the case of the generation of a human being but 

also to the case of the coming-to-be of a house, an artificial product in which there is no 

principle of change and rest. I would like to call attention that it is not all evident that 

from the cases of the coming-to-be of or the acquisition of a certain shape or external 

form it automatically follows that such a coming-to-be is meant to be “substantial 

change.” 

It is worth noticing that in the beginning of De Generatione et Corruptione I.4 

Aristotle draws a line between (a) change in respect of substance and (b) change in 

respect of shape or external form, and argues that the change of a lump of bronze in 

respect of shape, for instance, from being spherical to being angular, should be 

considered to be (b) change in respect of quality [sc. note that in Categories 8 shapes and 

external forms are classified as one type of quality, which I shall take a close look at in 

Section 4.2.3.1] rather than (a) change in respect of substance:  

[Text 4.4] Πεπὶ δὲ γενέςεψρ καὶ ἀλλοιώςεψρ λέγψμεν σί διαυέποτςιν· υαμὲν γὰπ 

ἑσέπαρ εἶναι σαύσαρ σὰρ μεσαβολὰρ ἀλλήλψν. πειδὴ οὖν ἐςσί σι σὸ ὑποκείμενον καὶ 

ἕσεπον σὸ πάθορ ὃ κασὰ σοῦ ὑποκειμένοτ λέγεςθαι πέυτκεν, καὶ ἔςσι μεσαβολὴ 

ἑκασέποτ σούσψν, ἀλλοίψςιρ μέν ἐςσιν, ὅσαν ὑπομένονσορ σοῦ ὑποκειμένοτ, αἰςθησοῦ 

ὄνσορ, μεσαβάλλῃ ἐν σοῖρ αὑσοῦ πάθεςιν, ἢ ἐνανσίοιρ οὖςιν ἢ μεσαξύ, οἷον σὸ ςῶμα 

ὑγιαίνει καὶ πάλιν κάμνει ὑπομένον γε σαὐσό, καὶ ὁ φαλκὸρ ςσπογγύλορ, ὁσὲ δὲ 

γψνιοειδὴρ ὁ αὐσόρ γε ὤν. 

Next let us discuss what the difference is between generation and alteration, for 

we maintain that these changes are distinct from one another. Since, then, we 

must distinguish the underlying subject and the attribute which is by nature 

predicated of the underlying subject, and since change takes place in each of 
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these. There is alteration when the underlying subject, which is perceptible, 

persists, but there is change in its own attributes, which are either contraries or 

intermediates. For instance, the body is healthy and then ill again, although it 

persists as the same body, and the bronze is spherical and at some other time 

angular, while it remains the same bronze. (GC I.4, 319b8-14)    

Accordingly, the bronze persists through contrary qualities—from the privation of a 

certain shape or external form to the acquisition of it. Note that shape and external form 

are regarded as a quality, although it needs not be a perceptible quality (cf. Phys. I.5, 

188a36-b23).5 Nevertheless, in the substance-based account of coming-to-be, shape and 

external form are assumed to be some sort of substance, which is said to not admit 

contraries (Phys. V.2, 225b10-11). The fact that the coming-to-be of a house is not 

necessarily considered to be a change in respect of substance in Aristotle‟s works 

suggests that we should be very careful about not jumping to such an equation right 

away.  

After all, if Aristotle really meant to take the cases of change in shape and 

external form to be identical with change in respect of substance, he could have put it 

more straightforward by replacing “changes in respect of shape or external form” with 

“changes in respect of substance.” But it is plain that in the opening passage of Phys. 

VII.3, where the main concern is addressed, Aristotle has put “in shapes (ςφῆμα) and 

external forms (μοπυήν) and in states and in the acquisition and loss of them” (245b6-8) 

rather than “in substances and in states and in the acquisition and loss of them.” In 

Section 4.2.4 I shall argue that changes in respect of shape and external form in Text 4.2 

are meant to point to something quite different. Before that, let us take a close look at 

                                                 
5 There is another line that seems to convey a similar idea: ἥ σε γὰπ οἰκία γίγνεσαι ἐκ σοῦ μὴ ςτγκεῖςθαι 

ἀλλὰ διῃπῆςθαι σαδὶ ὡδί, καὶ ὁ ἀνδπιὰρ καὶ σῶν ἐςφημασιςμένψν σι ἐξ ἀςφημοςύνηρ. (For a house comes to be 

from being unorganized and separated, and a statue or anything that has been shaped comes to be from 

being shapeless.) (Phys. I.5, 188b18-20; my translation.) 
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how Aristotle uses the Greek terms ςφῆμα and μοπυήν, which he ascribes to be one subset 

of qualities in Categories 8 and Metaphysics V.14. 

4.2.3 Different Ways of Speaking of Quality 

In Phys. VII.3, among these three types of qualitative change—(a) changes in 

respect of perceptible qualities (σῶν αἰςθησῶν, 245b3-4), also understood as change in 

affective qualities (κασὰ σὰρ παθησικὰρ ποιόσησαρ, 244b5a), (b) changes in respect of 

shapes and external forms (245b8-246a9), and (c) changes in respect of somatic and 

psychic states (246a10-248a6)—only (a) changes in respect of perceptible qualities are 

considered to be genuine qualitative changes. It is tempting to construe (b) and (c) to be 

non-genuine qualities, and, in particular, it is also tempting to ascribe (b) to be one of the 

features for determining whether a certain change is generation, i.e., change in respect of 

substance, rather than a feature for determining whether a certain change is change in 

respect of quality. Nevertheless, just as many other things, we should be careful about the 

issue that qualities too are spoken in multiple ways.  

In Categories 8, qualities are characterized as those in virtue of which things are 

said to be qualified: (i) states and conditions (8b26-9a13), (ii) natural capacities and 

incapacities (9a14-27), (iii) affective qualities and affections (9a28-10a10), and (iv) 

shapes and external forms (10a11-26). In Met. V.14, qualities are said to be spoken in 

two main ways: (a) as the differentiae of substance (1020a33-1020b8, 1020b14-17), and 

(b) as the affections of substances in change and actuality (1020b8-13, 1020b17-25). If 

there are multiple ways of speaking of quality, one may naturally suppose that there 

should be the same number of corresponding sub-types of qualitative changes, such as 

changes in states and conditions, changes in natural capacities and incapacities, and so 
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on.6 But Aristotle has clearly denied the above option, not only in Phys. VII.3 but also in 

Phys. V.2. In the latter he explicates what a change in respect of quality is supposed to 

be:  

[Text 4.5] λέγψ δὲ σὸ ποιὸν οὐ σὸ ἐν σῇ οὐςίᾳ (καὶ γὰπ ἡ διαυοπὰ ποιόσηρ) ἀλλὰ σὸ 

παθησικόν, καθ’ ὃ λέγεσαι πάςφειν ἢ ἀπαθὲρ εἶναι.  

By quality I do not mean the quality of the essence (though indeed the differentia 

[sc. of the substance] is a quality) but the affective quality, in virtue of which one 

thing is said to be acted upon or to be incapable of being acted upon. (Phys. V.2, 

226a27-29) 

By change in respect of quality Aristotle means change in respect of affective quality (σὸ 

παθησικόν, 226a28-29) solely. It does not cover the quality of the essence, which is also 

understood as a differentia of substance in Met. V.14. Robert Wardy (1990, 162) suggests 

that affective qualities should be understood as logically simpler than states, conditions, 

natural capacities and incapacities, and shapes and external forms. By logically simpler 

he means that the analyses of the other three types of qualities involve a further account 

such as a causal explanation, whereas the analysis of affective qualities does not involve 

any further account.  

By this claim I do not mean to associate this type of quality with any esoteric 

doctrine of logical atomism.... My point is rather that any such account could not 

involve an analysis of the affective quality in terms of some complex of 

constitutive, perhaps causal properties, and „logical simplicity‟ seems a good label 

for this condition. In contrast, accounts of states/conditions, natural (in)capacity 

and even shape would necessarily prove logically complex, and λόγοι of ἕξιρ, 

                                                 
6 Simplicius and Ross make notes of the question why in Phys. VII.3 Aristotle ignores the second sub-kind 

of quality, i.e., natural capacities and incapacities, when he excludes changes in respect of shape and 

external form and changes in respect of somatic and psychic states from genuine qualitative changes. πεπὶ 

δὲ σούσοτ σοῦ εἴδοτρ σὸν λόγον οὐκ ἐποιήςασο σῷ μήσε, εἰ σὰ σοιαῦσα ποιόσησέρ εἰςι, γνώπιμον εἶναι σάρ σε 

λήχειρ καὶ ἀποβολὰρ αὐσῶν ἔσι μᾶλ λον ἀδήλοτρ ὑπάπφειν. (He did not produce the argument concerning this 

species because it is not known whether such things are qualities and [the status of] the acquisitions and 

losses of them is still more unclear.) (Simplicius, 1062,20-23; brackets and translation by Charles Hagen, 

1994.) 

    Ross (1936, 674) suggests that it is more probably because the fourfold division of quality in Cat. 8 had 

not yet been worked out when Aristotle dealt with the issue of non-genuine qualitative changes in Phys. 

VII.3. 
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διάθεςιρ and δύναμιρ might plausibly incorporate specifications of affective 

qualities as elements. (Wardy, 1990, 163) 

According to Wardy, the logical simplicity of an affective quality explains why in Phys. 

VII.3 change in respect of substance and change in respect of somatic and psychic states 

necessarily involve a change in respect of affective quality at the material level, whereas 

change in respect of affective quality does not involve another change.    

But one might wonder, first, how is affective quality in relation to the other three 

types of quality? The interpretation that affective qualities are logically simpler than the 

other types of qualities implies that affective qualities are mutually exclusive from all the 

other three types of qualities. But does the text in Cat. 8 and in Met. V.14 support this 

line of interpretation? Second, how should we understand the fourth type of qualities, i.e., 

shapes and external forms, upon which the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι is 

established? Is it correct to ascribe shapes and external forms to the differentiae of 

substance as the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι suggests?  

Following Jonathan Barnes‟ suggestion (1995, 1-26), I do not hold the assumption 

that Aristotle is or should be consistent among Categories, Metaphysics, and Physics; nor 

do I maintain the assumption that there is a development of his philosophy such as he 

rejects a certain view at an earlier stage but compromises with it later on. But since 

Wardy uses Cat. 8 to support his interpretation that affective qualities are logically 

simpler than shape, external form, and states (1990, 160-163), and his claim implies that 

affective qualities are mutually exclusive from the other types of qualities, I shall 

examine Cat. 8 and argue that the arguments in Cat. 8 do not support the latter claim that 

affective qualities are mutually exclusive from the other types of qualities, even if we 

accept that there is a consistency between the works Categories and Physics.  
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I shall argue that Met. V.14, which is generally considered to be written roughly 

around the same period as Physics, suggests that shape and external form can be 

construed in two ways: as the differentiae of substance and as the differentiae of change 

(κίνηςιρ) and actuality (ἐνέπγεια). Accordingly, coming-to-be in respect of shape and 

external form can be construed as coming-to-be in respect of an event, such as a change 

or an actuality. This shall help make another case against the substance-based account of 

γίγνεςθαι: change in respect of the fourth type of quality, i.e., shape and external form, is 

not necessarily change in respect of substance.  

4.2.3.1 Categories 8 

(a) States and Conditions 

States (ἕξειρ) and conditions (διάθεςειρ) are said to be the first type of quality.: a 

state is more stable and longer time (σῷ μονιμώσεπον καὶ πολτφπονιώσεπον εἶναι, 8b28) 

than a condition. According to Ackrill (1963, 104), “the distinction between states and 

conditions Aristotle relies on at least two criteria, length of time and changeability.” But 

it seems to me that these two phrases refer to one single criterion, i.e., stability, on the 

grounds that the latter, i.e., longer time (πολτφπονιώσεπον, 8b28) seems to serve as more 

an appositive role of explaining the former, i.e., more stable (μονιμώσεπον, 8b28). The 

criterion of stability is restated a few lines later in slightly different phrases: a state is not 

easily changed (οὐκ εὐκίνησον, 8b34) and not easily changing (οὐδ’ εὐμεσάβολον, 8b34-

35) whereas a condition is easily changed and quickly changing (εὐκίνησα καὶ σαφὺ 

μεσαβάλλονσα, 8b35-36). It does not seem to me that here Aristotle turns to rely on one of 

the two criteria; instead, they are the same one single criterion, i.e., stability. The 

instances of state are different branches of knowledge and excellences (8b28-35), 
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whereas the instances of condition are hotness, chill, health, and sickness (οἷον θεπμόσηρ 

καὶ κασάχτξιρ καὶ νόςορ καὶ ὑγίεια, 8b36-37).  

(I) x is called a state if x is longer-lasting. 

(II) x is called a condition if x is quickly-changing.  

One might suppose that the former instances are concerning psychic states whereas the 

latter instances are concerning somatic states in Phys. VII.3. But in the following passage 

Aristotle reminds us that states and conditions are not mutually exclusive, since states are 

regarded as one type of conditions while conditions are not necessarily states.  

[Text 4.6] εἰςὶ δὲ αἱ μὲν ἕξειρ καὶ διαθέςειρ, αἱ δὲ διαθέςειρ οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκηρ ἕξειρ· οἱ 

μὲν γὰπ ἕξειρ ἔφονσερ καὶ διάκεινσαί πψρ κασὰ σαύσαρ, οἱ δὲ διακείμενοι οὐ πάνσψρ 

καὶ ἕξιν ἔφοτςιν. 

States are also conditions, but conditions are not necessarily states. For people in 

a state are, in virtue of this, also in some condition, but people in a condition are 

not in every case also in a state. (Cat. 8, 9a10-13, Ackrill‟s translation) 

I would like to call attention to the first sentence in Text 4.6. Aristotle does not say that 

“states are also conditions but conditions cannot be states,” but that “states are also 

conditions but conditions are not necessarily states.” It is not clear that what Aristotle 

wants to address in the first part of the sentence “states are also conditions”, since the 

definitions of (I) (x is called a state if x is longer-lasting) and (II) (x is called a condition 

if x is quickly-changing) indicate that they are supposed to be mutually exclusive from 

each other. But perhaps it is not difficult to imagine that in (I) a is a temperate person 

from birth and therefore possesses a long-lasting state of being temperate, whereas in (II) 

b is an irascible person from birth but, say, she is in a certain circumstance in which she 

is particularly delightful and therefore temporarily possesses a quickly-changing 

condition of being temperate. This is the best I can do on behalf of Aristotle iff this line 

of interpretation sounds plausible.   
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Now in the second part of the sentence “conditions are not necessarily states,” 

Aristotle leaves room for a certain cases that are regarded as “quality as a condition” to 

be regarded as “quality as a state” as well. I shall argue that, interestingly enough, all the 

four the cases that Aristotle provides as the instances of a condition, i.e., hotness, chill, 

health, and sickness (θεπμόσηρ καὶ κασάχτξιρ καὶ νόςορ καὶ ὑγίεια, 8b36-37), can also be 

regarded as a long-lasting and stable state. But this does not mean that the same case of 

illness can be interpreted to be a long-lasting state and a quickly-changing condition. 

Following the above line of interpretation, we may imagine that some illness are long-

lasting whereas others are quickly-changing.  

The best textual evidence is that illness is taken to be a quickly-changing 

condition as it is at 8b36, which we may take to be something like a flu or a cold; 

nevertheless, when Aristotle discusses the third type of quality, i.e., affective quality and 

affection, it is plain that he takes the case of illness to be an instance of a long-lasting and 

stable state by using the phrase long illness (νόςον μακπάν, 9b24), which we may take to 

be some long-termed chronic disease such as diabetes. More importantly, I shall argue in 

this section (Section 4.2.3.1), the fact that these four cases also show up as the instances 

of the second and third types of quality indicates that the first three types of quality are 

not meant to be mutually exclusive from one another. In the next section I shall argue that 

the fourth type of quality is not mutually exclusive from the first three types of quality, 

either.          

One last thing to keep in mind before we turn to look at the second and the third 

types of quality is that the instances of a state that are provided in 8b28-35 seem to 

indicate that states cover only excellences (or virtues) and different branches of 

knowledge whereas conditions cover both defects or departures from a sound condition, 

since the instances of a condition cover sickness (νόςορ, 8b36). But, as we shall see later 
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on when we consider Met. V.14 in Section 4.2.3.2 and when we return to Phys. VII.3 in 

Section 4.2.4, states do not refer to excellences only but also cover their contrary states, 

i.e., defects or departures from the excellences.   

(b) Natural Capacities and Incapacities 

Natural capacities and incapacities are said to be the second type of quality. The 

instances offered are capacity for boxing, capacity for running, capacity for being healthy 

or sick, capacity for being hard and being soft (9a14-27). According to Aristotle, one is 

said to be a boxer or runner, not because she is in a condition somehow (οὐ γὰπ σῷ 

διακεῖςθαί πψρ, 9a16-17), but because she has a natural capacity (ἀλλὰ σῷ δύναμιν ἔφειν, 

9a17-18) for doing boxing or running easily. Aristotle gives a further explanation in 

terms of the cases of health and sickness as instances: “they are called healthy because 

they have a natural capacity not to be affected easily by what befalls them and sickly 

because they have an incapacity to be unaffected” (9a21-24) (Ackrill‟s translation). Now, 

how is one who is called healthy in virtue of her natural capacity distinguished from one 

who is called healthy in virtue of her condition?  

J. L. Ackrill attempts to draw a line between one who is called a boxer in virtue of 

a natural capacity and one who is called a boxer in virtue of a condition by suggesting 

that the latter is concerning “the ability to fight well without training” while the former is 

concerning “the ability to acquire skill through training” (1963, 105). In other words, 

Ackrill suggests that there are two ways of characterizing why one is called a runner: (i) 

the natural capacity for running should be understood as the ability one acquires through 

some efforts, and (ii) the condition of running should be understood as to the ability one 

acquires without any effort (such as a human being is born to be able to protect herself 
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from a dangerous circumstance by running away). Let me call Ackrill‟s solution the 

with/without effort solution: 

[The With/Without Effort Solution] 

[Natural Capacity of Being a Runner] x has the natural capacity of being a runner 

if she runs well with effort such as training.  

[Condition of Being a Runner] x has the condition of being a runner if she runs 

well without any effort.  

The problems of this line of interpretation are that, first, the latter case seems to be more 

of a natural capacity if one acquires the ability to run well without any effort or she is 

born to be able to do so. Even Ackrill (106) shows himself aware that it is doubtful 

whether his solution can apply to the case of the capacity to be hard or soft (σὸ ςκληπὸν 

καὶ σὸ μαλακόν, 9a24-25).    

It is worth attention that, while Ackrill tries to draw a line between the condition 

of being a runner and the natural capacity of being a runner, the cases of illness (νοςώδειρ, 

9a23) and health (ὑγιεινοί, 9a21) that are mentioned as the instances of the natural 

capacities and incapacities here were mentioned earlier as the instances of the first type of 

quality (νόςορ καὶ ὑγίεια, 8b36-37). Again, we are not quite clear about if there is meant 

to be any nuance between the condition of being healthy and the natural capacity of being 

healthy, just as we not clear about the distinction between the condition of being a runner 

and the natural capacity of being a runner.  

An alternative interpretation can be that there can also be two senses of being 

healthy in Cat. 8: (i) in a quickly-changing condition of being healthy, in which one does 

not possess the natural capacity not to be affected easily and (ii) in a long-lasting and 

stable state of being healthy, in which one possesses the natural capacity not to be 

affected easily. For instance, in (i) the patient is temporarily healthy and feeling better 
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despite the fact that she is still in a chronic disease, while in (ii) the patient is generally 

healthy and not in any chronic disease. Let me call the alternative solution the long-

lasting/quickly-changing solution: 

[Long-Lasting/Quickly-Changing Solution] 

[Natural Capacity of Being Healthy] x has the natural capacity of being healthy if 

she is in a long-lasting and stable state of being healthy.  

[Condition of Being Healthy] x has the condition of being healthy if she is in a 

quickly-changing condition of being healthy. 

This long-lasting/quickly changing solution is supported by the instance of being pale due 

to a long illness (νόςον μακπάν) at 8b24, where Aristotle discusses the third type of 

quality, i.e., affective quality and affection. This suggests that, as I have mentioned 

earlier, some illness can be taken to be in a quickly-changing condition as it is at 8b36, 

such as a flu or a cold, whereas others can be taken to be in an instance of a long-lasting 

and stable state, such as diabetes, a long-termed chronic disease. Following the same line 

of reasoning, although Aristotle not make clear that there is a long-lasting and stable state 

of being healthy when he dealt with the first type of qualities at 8b25-9a10, we may 

reasonably assume that Aristotle would allow the cases being healthy in a long-lasting 

state, in addition to the cases of being healthy in a quickly-changing condition (8b36).     

(c) Affective Qualities and Affections 

The third type of quality is said to cover affective qualities (παθησικαὶ ποιόσησερ) 

and affections (πάθη). The instances offered are sweetness, bitterness, sourness, hotness, 

coldness, paleness, and darkness (9a28-31), which can be further divided into two groups. 

First, honey is said to be sweet, not because honey is affected by sweetness, but because 

the sweetness that honey possesses produces the affective quality “being sweet”; one 
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thing is said to be hot, not because it is affected by the affection hotness, but because the 

hotness it possesses produces the affective quality “being hot” (9a33-35).  

But, paleness, darkness, and other colorings are not called affective qualities in 

the same way (9b9-11), for instance, an individual is said to be pale because she is 

affected by an illness. This group of affective qualities can be further divided into two 

subgroups: (i) if the individual is pale due to her natural make-up7 or a long term illness, 

which do not easily give way or even last for a life time, the paleness is said to be a 

quality (ποιόσηρ, 9b23); (ii) if the individual is pale due to something that easily disperses 

or quickly gives way, such as one pales in fright or reddens through shame, the paleness 

and redness are said to affections (πάθη, 9b29). Note that the cases offered in (ii) are the 

affections resulted from a psychological condition such as fright or shame. Suppose that x 

is an individual object and that F is a quality of the object x: 

(I) x is said to be F because the F-ness that x possesses produces F (9b5-7). 

(II) x is said to be F because x is affected by a circumstance (9b9-19). 

(i) x is said to be F
1
 because x is affected by its nature or by a long-

lasting circumstance; F
1
-ness is also called a quality. 

(ii) x is said to be F
2
 because x is affected by a quickly-changing 

circumstance; F
2
 is also called an affection (and not a quality). 

Ackrill brings up the issue why “Aristotle starts by calling affections qualities (9a28) but 

ends by saying they are not quality (10a10)” (1963, 106). Ackrill questions, “he [sc. 

Aristotle] seems to be saying that if Callias is temporarily red-faced or bad-tempered it 

would not be right to answer the question „what is Callias like?‟ by saying that he is red-

faced or that he is bad tempered” (1963, 106). Now we may reply with an answer on 

                                                 
7 σῇ κασὰ υύςιν ςτςσάςει (Cat. 8, 9b22, Ackrill‟s translation). 
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behalf of Aristotle: Aristotle not only uses two parallel senses of [sc. affective] qualities 

as (I) and (II) show, he also uses another set of senses of [sc. affective] qualities:  

[Broad Sense of Affective Quality] x is said to be F either (I) because the F-ness 

that x possesses produces F or (II) because x is affected by a circumstance. 

[Narrow Sense of Affective Quality] x is said to be F because x is affected by a 

quickly-changing circumstance, for this reason F is called an affection and not a 

quality. 

Accordingly, being red-faced or bad-tempered are not considered as [sc. broad sense of 

affective] qualities on the grounds that they easily disperse and quickly give way (9b28). 

Aristotle does not mean to say that an individual cannot be qualified by “being red-faced” 

or “being bad-tempered.” Aristotle‟s point is rather that the latter qualities are not long 

lasting and thus should not be called affective qualities in the broad sense. This is why he 

uses a different term “affection” to refer to those quickly-changing qualities. 

Interestingly enough, Aristotle goes one step further to consider the affective 

qualities and affections with regard to the soul (κασὰ σὴν χτφήν, 9b34). The instances 

offered are madness, irascibility, and bad temper. Following the above line of reasoning 

of (i) and (ii), the group of affective qualities with regard to the soul can also be divided 

into two subsets: (i) if the individual is irascible from birth or as a result of some other 

long-termed circumstances, being irascible and the like are said to be qualities (ποιόσησερ, 

9b36); (ii) if the individual is bad-tempered as a result from things that quickly subside, 

such as in stress, being bad-tempered and the like are said to be affections (πάθη, 10a9).  

Again, I would like to call attention to the cases of hotness (θεπμόσηρ, 9a30) and 

coldness (χτφπόσηρ, 9a31), which show up as the instances of “condition” in the first type 

of quality, i.e., hotness and chill (θεπμόσηρ καὶ κασάχτξιρ, 8b36) are now taken as the 

instances of affections. We are not certain if there is meant to be any difference between 
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the case of being hot as a condition and the case of being hot as an affective quality, just 

as earlier on we were not certain about the distinction between the case of being healthy 

in a quickly-changing condition and the case of being healthy as possessing a natural 

capacity. If the criterion that is offered for differentiating the cases (i) and (ii) of (II) at 

9b9-33 can apply to the cases of (I), then it seems that in the case of being hot as an 

affective quality Aristotle is concerned with a long-lasting and more stable state whereas 

in the case of being hot as a condition he is concerned with a quickly-changing condition. 

This line of interpretation support the long-lasting/quickly-changing solution:    

[Long-Lasting/Quickly-Changing Solution] 

[Hotness as an Affective Quality] x has the affective quality of being hot if she is 

in a long-lasting and stable state of being hot.  

[Hotness as a Condition] x has the condition of being healthy if she is in a 

quickly-changing condition of being hot. 

We may imagine that in the former case a when having leukemia is in a long-lasting state 

of being hot, usually at least one or two months continuously in a fever, whereas in the 

latter case b when having a cold is in a quickly-changing condition of being hot.     

The case of a long-lasting state of being healthy or being ill that shows up as the 

instance of a long-lasting natural capacity in Section 4.2.3.1 (b) and the cases of a long-

lasting state of being hot and being cold that shows up as the instance of a long-lasting 

affective quality in Section 4.2.3.1 (c) suggest that these different types of qualities are 

not meant to be mutually exclusive from one another.  

One more argument against Wardy‟s interpretation that the third type of quality, 

i.e., affective qualities and affections, are logically simpler than the other three types of 

quality is the consideration of the affective qualities and affections with regard to the soul 

(κασὰ σὴν χτφὴν, 9b34): being irascible and being mad and the like (μανικὴ ἔκςσαςιρ καὶ ἡ 
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ὀπγὴ καὶ σὰ σοιαῦσα, 9b36-37) are considered to be affective qualities as well, which are 

clearly characterized as being hard to get rid of or even completely unchangeable 

(δτςαπάλλακσοι ἢ καὶ ὅλψρ ἀκίνησοι, 10a4-5). If we follow the long-lasting/quickly 

changing solution, then we may ascribe these qualities with regard to the soul to the class 

of long-lasting affective qualities. Interestingly, these long-lasting affective quality of 

being irascible and being mad and the like can be construed to be psychic states, which 

pertain to the first type of quality as well. If this line of interpretation sounds plausible, 

then the cases of psychic states may serve as another textual evidence against the claim 

that affective qualities are meant to be mutually exclusive from the other three types of 

quality.  

Last but not least, at first sight it appears striking that the psychic states such as 

being irascible and being mad are said to be (genuine) affective qualities in Cat. 8, since 

in Phys. VII.3, as Aristotle tells us, changes in somatic and psychic states are not genuine 

changes in affective qualities. The latter claim in Phys. VII.3 seems to imply that somatic 

and psychic states are not genuine affective qualities. Does this suggest that in Phys. 

VII.3 Aristotle has modified his (so-called earlier) theory of quality that is offered in Cat. 

8? Now, if I am correct in maintaining that these four types qualities in Cat. 8 are not 

mutually exclusive from each other, then the claim in Phys. VII.3 that changes in somatic 

and psychic states are not genuine changes in affective qualities is not built upon the 

claim that somatic and psychic states are mutually exclusive from affective qualities but 

upon some other claim.   

(d) Shapes and External Forms 

The fourth type of quality is said to cover (a) shape (ςφῆμα, 10a11), (b) the 

external form that is present in each thing (ἡ πεπὶ ἕκαςσον ὑπάπφοτςα μοπυή, 10a11-12), 
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and (c) straightness (εὐθύσηρ) and curvedness (καμπτλόσηρ) or anything like this (10a11-

12). Ackrill suggests that (a) shape refers to the “properties of geometrical lines and 

surfaces” and (b) the external form of each thing refers to “the configurations of physical 

objects” (1963, 107).  The instance Aristotle offers is that a thing is said to be three-sided 

or being-four-sided since it is a triangle or quadrangle. Following Ackrill‟s interpretation, 

I suggest that we may go one step further and take (a) to refer to the property that always 

attaches to the substance, a geometrical figure such as a triangle, whereas we may take 

(b) to refer to the property in virtue of which one object is said to become a triangle in a 

change process. I shall argue that Met. V.14 (see Text 4.9 in Section 4.2.3.2 (b)) will best 

support this reading.     

Notice that none of the instances offered in the fourth type of quality—triangle, 

quadrangle, straightness, and curvedness—shows up as instances in the previous three 

types of quality, i.e., states and conditions, natural capacities and incapacities, and 

affective qualities and affections. It appears that the fourth type of quality is mutually 

exclusive from the previous three types of quality. One might argue that shape and 

external form should be construed as pertaining to the group of the differentia of 

substance, and for this reason changes in respect of shape and external form should be 

construed as changes in respect of substance. In the next section I argue that Met. V.14 

shall shed light on this issue: Met. V.14 suggests the fourth type of quality in Cat. 8 can 

be further divided into two subsets, one of which cannot be taken mutually exclusive 

from the other types of quality in Cat. 8.  
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4.2.3.2 Metaphysics V.14 

(a) Quality as a Differentia of Substance 

In contrast to the four types of quality in Cat. 8, quality is mentioned to be spoken 

in two main different ways in Met. V.14. The quality that is spoken in the first way (Met. 

V.14, 1020b15) refers to the differentia of substance (ἡ διαυοπὰ σῆρ οὐςίαρ, 1020a33), 

which is said to be the primary sense (ππώση, 1020b14) of quality and is more strict 

(κτπιώσασον, 1020b14) than the other [sc. quality as a differentia of change and actuality]. 

W. D. Ross suggests that we may understand it as the distinctive feature that “always 

attaches to the subject” (1924, vol. i, 326).  For instances, a human being is an animal of 

a certain quality such as two feet, a horse is an animal of a certain quality such as four 

feet, and a circle is a shape (ςφῆμα, 1020a35) of a certain quality such as without angles. 

In these cases, the differentia of human being is understood as “being biped,” the 

differentia of horse is understood as “being quadruped,” and the differentia of circle is 

understood as “being without angles.” The changeless things and mathematical objects 

(σὰ ἀκίνησα καὶ σὰ μαθημασικά, 1020b2-3) also fall under this group.  

Aristotle offers an account for in what sense a quality of a changeless thing and a 

mathematical object is regarded as a differentia of substance:    

[Text 4.7] διαυοπὰ γάπ σιρ οὐςιῶν, ἀλλ’ ἢ οὐ κινοτμένψν ἢ οὐφ ᾗ κινούμενα.  

For it is a kind of differentia of substance, but either of things that are changeless 

or of things not insofar as they are in change. (Met. V. 14, 1020b16-17).  

Suppose that x is a changeless thing or a mathematical object and that F is a quality of the 

object x, we may formulate it in the following way:  

[Primary Sense of Quality] F is a quality in the primary sense iff F is a 

differentia of a substance x if  

(i) x is changeless, or  
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(ii) x is F not insofar as x is in change.  

I argue that we may extend the above formulation to be an account for in what sense a 

quality is regarded as a differentia of substance in general, and not simply for changeless 

things and mathematical objects, for two reasons. First, the condition (i) is pretty much 

restricted to changeless things or mathematical objects; for instance, being three-equal-

sided is a differentia of equilateral triangle, which is plainly changeless. But the condition 

(ii) seems to allow the quality to qualify something that is changeable, and therefore is 

not restricted to changeless things or mathematical objects. For instance, the condition (ii) 

seems to allow the quality of being biped to qualify a human being who is obviously 

changeable; nevertheless, a human being is qualified as being biped, not because she is in 

change, but because the quality of being biped picks up the feature that always attaches to 

the species of human being.    

Second, the sentence that follows [Text 4.7] suggests an account of the secondary 

sense of quality that is right in contrast with the above formulation:  

[Text 4.8] σὰ δὲ πάθη σῶν κινοτμένψν ᾗ κινούμενα, καὶ αἱ σῶν κινήςεψν διαυοπαί  

Others are the affections of those which are in change insofar as they are in 

change, and the differentiae of changes. (Met. V. 14, 1020b17-18).  

Suppose that x is an individual object and that F is a quality of the object x:    

[Secondary Sense of Quality] F is a quality in the secondary sense iff 

(i) F is an affection of x that is in change insofar as x is in change, or  

(ii) F is a differentia of change.  

What does Aristotle mean by “F is an affection of x that is in change because x is in 

change” and “F is a differentia of change”? Let us now turn to take a close look at what it 

is that which is covered in the secondary sense of quality.    
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(b) Quality as a Differentia of Change and Actuality 

As opposed to the differentiae of substances that always attach to their subjects, 

quality in the secondary sense refers to those features which are separable from the 

subjects. For instances, a human being becomes pale after a long-termed illness or she 

comes to acquire a certain excellence after learning and practicing. The qualities paleness 

(λετκόσηρ, 1020b10) and possessing an excellence or defect (ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία, 

1020b18-19) are separable from the subjects themselves, since there is one time at which 

the subject is not pale nor possessing the excellence or defect. This sense of quality is 

said to cover (i) the affections in virtue of which the subject is said to undergo a 

qualitative change, for instances, hotness and coldness, paleness and darkness, heaviness 

and lightness (1020b8-12; 1020b17-18) and (ii) the differentiae of changes (αἱ σῶν 

κινήςεψν διαυοπαί, 1020b18). The latter is also said to be a part of the former (1020b18-

19). 

[Text 4.9] ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία σῶν παθημάσψν μέπορ σι· διαυοπὰρ γὰπ δηλοῦςι σῆρ 

κινήςεψρ καὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ, καθ’ ἃρ ποιοῦςιν ἢ πάςφοτςι καλῶρ ἢ υαύλψρ σὰ ἐν 

κινήςει ὄνσα· σὸ μὲν γὰπ ὡδὶ δτνάμενον κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν ἀγαθὸν σὸ δ’ ὡδὶ καὶ 

ἐνανσίψρ μοφθηπόν.   

Excellences and defects are a part of the affections, since they indicate the 

differentia of change and actuality in virtue of which the things in change act 

upon or are acted upon well or badly. For a thing is good when it is capable of a 

change or an actuality in such a way, whereas it is bad when in the contrary way. 

(Met. V.14, 1020b18-23)  

Note that in Text 4.9 Aristotle uses a slightly different phrase: the differentiae are 

concerning both change and actualities (σῆρ κινήςεψρ καὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ, 1020b19-20) 

rather than simply the differentiae of changes (αἱ σῶν κινήςεψν διαυοπαί, 1020b18), as he 

initially states in Text 4.8. 

Christopher Kirwan (1971, 163) suggests that affections are meant to cover all the 

four types of quality that are mentioned in Cat. 8, including states, conditions, natural 
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(in)capacities, affective qualities, affections, external form and shape. Nevertheless he 

does not offer any further explanation of why they cover all the four types of quality. But 

Kirwan is not the only one commentator who brings up this line of interpretation. 

Alexander of Aphrodisias (401,28-36) has argued that all the four types of quality in Cat. 

8 fall under the secondary sense of quality in Met. V.14, and the reason he offers is that it 

is in virtue of states and capacities that different changes or movements take place.8 But 

Alexander of Aphrodisias does not explain why he skips over the forth type of quality, 

e.g., shapes and external forms, if all the four types of quality in Cat. 8 fall under the 

secondary sense of quality in Met. V.14.9 More importantly, neither Alexander of 

Aphrodisias nor Kirwan offers an account of what Aristotle means by the differentiae of 

change and actuality.  

Presumably, if the differentiae of substances refer to the distinctive features that 

always attach to the subjects, then the differentiae of changes should be construed to refer 

to the distinctive features that always attach to the changes. Let us now consider what the 

options are for construing the differentiae of change and actuality and see if my line of 

                                                 
8 ἔοικε δὲ πάνσα σὰ εἴδη σῆρ ποιόσησορ, ἃ ἔθεσο ἐν σαῖρ Κασηγοπίαιρ, ὑπὸ σὰ πάθη κασὰ σὸ ςημαινόμενον σοῦσο 

σῆρ ποιόσησορ σάςςειν, φψπὶρ σοῦ κασ’ ἐπισηδειόσησά σε καὶ δύναμιν λεγομένοτ· σούσοτ γὰπ οὐκ ἐμνημόνετςεν, 

ἐκσὸρ εἰ μὴ κἀκεῖνό σιρ ὑποσάςςοι σαῖρ σῶν κινήςεψν διαυοπαῖρ, σοτσέςσιν ἀυ’ ὧν καὶ αἱ διαυοπαὶ σῶν 

κινήςεψν. ὡρ γὰπ κασὰ σὰρ ἕξειρ διάυοποι γίνονσαι κινήςειρ, οὕσψ καὶ κασὰ σὰρ δτνάμειρ σε καὶ 

ἐπισηδειόσησαρ καὶ σὰρ ἐν σαύσαιρ διαυοπάρ. ὥςσε εἶναι σάρ σε ἕξειρ καὶ σὰρ δτνάμειρ, ἔσι δὲ σὰρ παθησικὰρ 

ποιόσησαρ καὶ σὰ ςφήμασα ὑπὸ σὴν ποιόσησα σὴν κασὰ σὰ πάθη σῶν οὐςιῶν σῶν ἐν κινήςει. (And all the types 

of quality that Aristotle listed in the Categories can, it seems, be reduced to the affections [of mobile 

substances] according to this [second] meaning of „quality‟, with the exception of the kind that refers to 

fitness (epitêdeiotês) as well as capacity, for he does not mention that kind [here], unless one were to 

include it too under the differentiae of movements: that is, under the differentiae from which differences of 

movement result; for as different movements occur in virtue of the states, so [they occur] in virtue of the 

capacities associated with fitness and the differentiae in them. The result then is that both states and 

capacities, and moreover passive qualities and external forms, come under the quality that is such by 

reference to the affections of substances in motion.) (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 401,28-36; translation, 

brackets, and parenthesis all by William E. Dooley, 1993) 
9 Elsewhere Alexander of Aphrodisias (401,36-402,2) holds that perhaps it would be better to ascribe 

external form and shape to the primary sense of quality, i.e., the differentiae of substance. I shall discuss 

this issue a few paragraphs later in Section 4.2.3.2 (b) (iii).  
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interpretation, or, more precisely, my hypothesis—the differentiae of change and 

actuality are the distinctive features that always attach to the change or actuality at 

issue—can be confirmed by Aristotle‟s text.   

(i) Construing Affections as Different Kinds of Changes and Actualities 

One way to understand the differentiae of changes is to construe them as different 

kinds of changes in Phys. V.1-2, i.e., changes in respect of quality, changes in respect 

quantity, and changes in respect of place.10 But, if we look at this option more closely, 

qualitative change, quantitative change, and locomotion are regarded as different genera 

of change (see Chapter Two, in particular, Section 2.2.2) rather than the distinctive 

features that always attach to a change, just as Mongolian horses and Arabian horses are 

two of the many breeds of horses rather than the distinctive features that always attach to 

the species of horse.  

(ii) Construing Affections as Differentiae of Change and Actuality 

What else options are there? Let us reconsider Text 4.9: 

[Text 4.9] ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία σῶν παθημάσψν μέπορ σι· διαυοπὰρ γὰπ δηλοῦςι σῆρ 

κινήςεψρ καὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ, καθ’ ἃρ ποιοῦςιν ἢ πάςφοτςι καλῶρ ἢ υαύλψρ σὰ ἐν 

κινήςει ὄνσα· σὸ μὲν γὰπ ὡδὶ δτνάμενον κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν ἀγαθὸν σὸ δ’ ὡδὶ καὶ 

ἐνανσίψρ μοφθηπόν.   

Excellences and defects are a part of the affections, since they indicate the 

differentia of change and actuality in virtue of which the things in change act 

upon or are acted upon well or badly. For, in this way, a thing is good when it is 

capable of a change or an actuality in a certain way, whereas it is bad when in the 

contrary way. (Met. V.14, 1020b18-23)  

                                                 
10 Alexander of Aphrodisias mentions this option: καὶ σὰρ σῶν κινήςεψν διαυοπάρ, κινήςεψν λέγψν διαυοπὰρ 

ἤσοι ἀλλοίψςιν αὔξηςιν μείψςιν υοπάν, ὡρ καὶ σούσψν οὐςῶν ποιοσήσψν... (By „the differentiae of movement‟ 

he [sc. Aristotle] means either alteration, growth, diminution, and local motion, with the implication that 

these too are qualities ...) (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 401,9-10; translation by William E. Dooley, 1993; 

brackets inserted by me).  
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As is indicated in Text 4.9, Aristotle is concerned with not simply the differentiae of 

changes (αἱ σῶν κινήςεψν διαυοπαί, 1020b18) as he states in Text 4.8, but the differentiae 

of change and actuality (σῆρ κινήςεψρ καὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ, 1020b19-20; also see δτνάμενον 

κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν, 1020b21-22). The first set of instances that is offered for the 

differentiae of change and actuality is excellence and defect (ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία, 

1020b18-19), which are generally classified as states in Cat. 8, 8b28-35, and in others 

works.11  

According to Text 4.9, it is in virtue of excellence and defect one is said to act 

upon or be acted upon well or badly (καλῶρ ἢ υαύλψρ, 1020b20-21). This suggests two 

things: first, unlike the primary sense of quality that is concerning a substance, the 

differentiae of change and actuality is concerning the actions of acting upon and being 

acted upon, in other words, it is concerning an event of change that covers both the 

patient‟s incomplete actuality and the agent‟s incomplete actuality; second, recall that I 

have argued in Chapter Two that acting-upon and being-acted-upon well and badly 

should be construed to be acting-upon and being-acted-upon in some certain ways in Met. 

IX. 1 (cf. Met. V. 12, 1019a23-26 or see Text 2.7 and Met. V. 12, 1019b1-3 or see Text 

2.8),12 it is in virtue of excellence and defect that the subject acts upon or is acted upon 

well or badly (καλῶρ ἢ υαύλψρ, 1020b20-21).  

In the following sentence, Aristotle turns to look at a quite opposite case, namely 

the corresponding potentialities of change and actuality, although he uses a reasoning 

                                                 
11 NE II.5, 1106a11-12 and Phys. VII.3, 246b3-248a6. 

12 Recall my reconstruction in Section 2.2.1.4: [Capacity for Acting-Upon or Being-Acted-Upon in a 

Certain Way] x has the active capacity to produce φ or y has the passive capacity to undergo φ in a certain 

way (ὡδί, V. 12, 1020a4) iff  

(i) x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y has the capacity to undergo φ by x well or for the better, or  

(ii) x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y has the capacity to undergo φ by x as x or y chooses, or  

(iii) x has the capacity to produce φ in x or y has the capacity to undergo φ by x for the worse.       
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mark γάπ (1020b21) to connect this sentence with its previous sentence at 1020b19-21: 

“for, in this way, a thing is said to be good when it is capable of a change or an actuality 

(δτνάμενον κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν, 1020b21-22) in a certain way (ὡδί, 1020b22) and said to 

be bad when it is in the contrary way (ἐνανσίψρ, 1020b22).”13 Following the interpretation 

that I proposed in Chapter Two, being capable of a change or an actuality in such a way 

(ὡδί, 1020b22) refers back to do it well (καλῶρ, 1020b20-21), whereas being capable of a 

change or an actuality in the contrary way (ἐνανσίψρ, 1020b22) refers back to do it badly 

(υαύλψρ, 1020b21).  

Perhaps the reasoning mark γάπ in 1020b21 indicates that Aristotle takes the 

corresponding potentiality of a change or an actuality (δτνάμενον κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν, 

1020b21-22) to be another set of explanations for why the subject acts upon or is acted 

upon well or badly at 102019-21: it is in virtue of the corresponding potentiality for 

excellence or defect that the subject acts upon or is acted upon well or badly. 

Nonetheless, in addition to the first set of the differentiae of change and actuality, i.e., 

excellences and defects, here Aristotle also offers another set of instances of the 

differentiae of change and actuality, i.e., the corresponding potentialities for excellences 

and defects.  

Suppose that x is an individual and that F is a quality, Text 4.9 suggests that we 

may formulate quality in the secondary sense as differentia of change and actuality as 

follows:   

[Quality as Differentia of Change and Actuality] F is a differentia of change 

and actuality iff 

                                                 
13 There are two ways of understanding “in the contrary way” (ἐνανσίψρ, 1020b22): (a) one is said to be bad 

when it is not capable of a change or an actuality, and (b) one is said to be bad when it is capable but does 

not engage in a change or an actuality. Aristotle does seem to want to include (b) as well, since he proceeds 

on to say that quality refers especially to “good” and “bad” in the case of living things, and of these 

especially in the case of those who possess choice (1020b23-25).  
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(i) F is an actuality, such as excellence and defect (ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία, 

1020b18-19), in virtue of which x acts upon or is acted upon well or badly, 

or  

(ii) F is the corresponding potentiality (δτνάμενον, 1020b21-22) in virtue of 

which x is capable of change or actuality.  

If this line of interpretation is correct, then the differentiae of change and actuality at 

1020b19-20, i.e., excellence and defect, should be construed to be the distinctive features 

that always attach to a change or an actuality, i.e., the actuality and its corresponding 

potentiality. We may conclude that it is in virtue of the related actuality and potentiality, 

i.e., excellence and defect, that an event either an actuality or a change takes place. For 

this reason excellences and defects as affections—or, more generally, as qualities—that 

are said to be the differentiae of change and actuality at 1020b19-20 should be construed 

to be the differentiae of event, as opposed to qualities in the primary sense that are 

construed to be the differentiae of substance.  

Let me summarize the primary sense of quality and the secondary sense of quality 

as follows: 

[Primary Sense of Quality] F is a quality in the primary sense iff F is a 

differentia of a substance x (Met. V.14, 1020b16-17, or see Text 4.7). 

[Secondary Sense of Quality] F is a quality in the secondary sense iff 

(i) F is an affection of x that is in change because x is in change (Met. V.14, 

1020b17-18, or see Text 4.8), or  

(ii) F is a differentia of change and actuality, i.e., a differentia of an event φ 

(Met. V.14, 1020b19-20, or see Text 4.9).     
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(iii) The Fourth Type of Quality in Categories 8 Should Be Allowed to Be Construed in 

Two Ways: One as Differentia of Substance and the Other as Differentia of Change 

and Actuality 

Bear the above interpretation of differentiae of change and actuality in mind, and 

now reconsider the first type and the second type of quality in Cat. 8. The instances of the 

former—excellences, possessing (i.e., having acquired) a certain piece of knowledge, 

being hot, being cold, being healthy and being sick—indicate that quality is regarded as a 

state or a condition in which one is in actuality. The instances of the latter, i.e., natural 

capacities and incapacities, indicate the potentiality for a change or an actuality. 

Accordingly, the differentiae of change and actuality, i.e., the differentiae of an event φ, 

in Met. V.14 cover at least the first type of quality as well as the second type of quality 

that are mentioned in Cat. 8. Together with the affections that are considered as the third 

type of quality in Cat. 8, we may reasonably conclude that the secondary sense of 

quality—that is said to cover both affections and the differentiae of change and actuality, 

i.e., the differentiae of an event φ, in Met. V.14—covers at least the first three types of 

quality in Cat. 8.  

What about the fourth type of quality, namely, shape (ςφῆμα) and the external 

form that is present in each thing (ἡ πεπὶ ἕκαςσον ὑπάπφοτςα μοπυή) in Cat. 8, 10a11-25? 

As mentioned earlier, Ackrill suggests that shape refers to the “properties of geometrical 

lines and surfaces” and the external form of each thing refers to “the configurations of 

physical objects” (1963, 107).  Now, are shape and external form supposed to be ascribed 

to the differentiae of a substance x or to the differentiae of change and actuality, i.e., the 

differentiae of event φ? Alexander of Aphrodisias seems to be sympathetic to the 

interpretation of the former option, i.e., construing shape and external form to be the 
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differentiae of a substance x.14 Or, can some of them, shapes and external forms, be 

ascribed to the differentiae of a substance x and others to the differentia of change and 

actuality, i.e., the differentiae of event φ? Aristotle does not take an explicit stand in Met. 

V.14. But the above interpretation of the differentiae of change and actuality might be 

able to shed light on the issue.  

Take equilateral triangle as an instance. The quality of being three-equal-sided 

can be taken as a certain distinctive feature that helps us identify what this object is, 

namely, whether this object is an equilateral triangle. Being three-equal-sided is one of 

the distinctive features that always attach to the mathematical object equilateral triangle, 

just as being biped is one of the distinctive features that always attach to the species of 

human being and being quadruped is one of the distinctive features that always attaches 

to the species of horse. It is in virtue of equilateral triangle that one thing is said to be 

three-equal-sided. Accordingly, the quality of being three-equal-sided is understood as a 

differentia of a substance, i.e., the mathematical object equilateral triangle.  

Nevertheless, following the above construal of the differentiae of change and 

actuality, we may also construe the quality of being three-equal-sided to be a certain 

feature that helps us identify what this event of change is, namely, whether this event is 

an event of becoming an equilateral triangle. We may take it to be saying that it is in 

                                                 
14 ἢ σὰ ςφήμασα ὑπὸ σὸ ππόσεπον· οὐ γὰπ κίνηςιν οἷον ἐνέπγειαν ποιὰν σοῦ ἰςοπλεύποτ σπιγώνοτ δηλοῖ σοῦσ’ 

αὐσό, ἀλλὰ διαυοπὰν ππὸρ σὸ ςκαληνὸν καὶ ἰςοςκελέρ, καὶ ὡρ αὐσὸρ ὑπέδειξεν ἐπὶ σοῦ ἀνθπώποτ, ἂν 

ἐπεπψσηθῶμεν ὁποῖον ζῷόν ἐςσιν, εἰπεῖν ὅσι πεζόν, οὕσψ καὶ ἐπὶ σοῦδε σοῦ σπιγώνοτ, ἂν ἐπεπψσηθῶμεν ὁποῖον 

σπίγψνόν ἐςσιν, εἰπεῖν ὅσι ἰςόπλετπον. (Perhaps, however, external forms should be assigned to the first 

meaning [of quality], for „equilateral‟ itself does not indicate a movement, i.e., a certain kind of activity, of 

the equilateral triangle, but [rather] how this type of triangle differs from an isosceles or scalene triangle. 

As Aristotle points out in the case of man, if we were asked what kind of animal man is, we would say, 

„one with feet‟; so too in the case of the equilateral triangle, if we were asked what kind of triangle it is, we 

would say, „one with equal sides.‟) (Alexander of Aphrodisias, 401,36-402,2; translation and brackets by 

William E. Dooley, 1993) 
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virtue of the actuality of being an equilateral triangle that the subject such as the bronze 

undergoes a change process of acquiring the quality of being three-equal-sided.  

If this line of interpretation is plausible, then Aristotle would allow at least two 

senses of shape and external form: (a) one as a differentia of substance, and (b) the other 

as a differentia of change and actuality if we follow the criterion that is offered in Met. 

V.14. These two senses of shape and external form not only cohere with but also can help 

explain the two senses of shape and external form that Ackrill differentiates in Cat. 8: (a) 

shapes refer to the “properties of geometrical lines and surfaces” and (b) the external 

forms of each thing refer to “the configurations of physical objects” (1963, 107).  

Accordingly, (a) shape can be construed as a differentia of substance whereas (b) the 

external form can be construed as a differentia of change or actuality. In particular, the 

latter, i.e., the external form of each thing can be taken as the actuality of being an 

equilateral triangle in virtue of which the bronze undergoes a change process. Notice that 

the actuality of being something is generally taken as a state (ἔξιρ). It follows that the 

fourth type of quality should not be taken to be mutually exclusive from the other types 

of quality, such as at least states, conditions, natural capacities and incapacities in Cat. 8.  

To wrap up the section 4.2.3, I have sought arguments for the following three 

points: (i) affections and affective qualities in Cat. 8 should not be considered to be 

mutually exclusive from at least states and conditions and natural capacities and 

incapacities; for this reason Wardy‟s interpretation that affective qualities and affections 

are logically simpler than the first two types of quality cannot be sustained. (ii) The 

differentiae of change and actuality that are mentioned in Met. V.14 should be understood 

as the actuality such as excellence and defect and the corresponding potentiality. For this 

reason, the differentiae of change and actuality cover at least states and conditions (as 

actuality) and natural capacities and incapacities (as potentiality); in other words, together 
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with affections, the secondary type of quality that is mentioned in Met. V.14 covers at 

least the first three types of qualities that are mentioned in Cat. 8. (iii) My interpretation 

of qualities as the differentiae of change and actuality allows some of the fourth type of 

quality, shapes and external forms, to be construed as the differentiae of change and 

actuality, which helps justify Ackrill‟s construal that, while some (i.e., shapes as he takes) 

refer to the “properties of geometrical lines and surfaces,” others (i.e., external forms as 

he takes) refer to “the configurations of physical objects” (1963, 107). For this reason, the 

fourth type of quality should not be considered mutually exclusive from the other three 

types of quality in Cat. 8, either. 

Now let us return to the arguments in Phys. VII.3 and see how the above 

interpretation of differentiae of change and actuality and the interpretation of the two 

senses of the fourth type of quality can be helpful in building up an account of coming-to-

be in respect of figure and shape in Phys. VII.3. 

4.2.4 A General Account for the Non-Genuine Qualitative Changes in Physics VII.3  

After the linguistic observation (245b9-12) (in Section 4.2.1) and the discussion 

of the cases of coming-to-be of a human being and of a house (246a4-6) (in Section 

4.2.2), Aristotle comes to the second half of Text 4.1, i.e., 246a6-9, where he is trying to 

draw a general account of γίγνεςθαι to account, presumably for all the cases of non-

genuine qualitative changes in Physics VII.3: “perhaps it is necessary (ἀναγκαῖον) that 

each thing comes to be (γίγνεςθαι) when something is undergoing a change in respect of 

quality” (246a6-7). As mentioned earlier, Aristotle is drawing a general account of 

γίγνεςθαι not only from the case of the coming-to-be of a human being alone, but also 

from the case of the coming-to-be of a house. One would have to make sure that the case 

of the coming-to-be of a house is also intended to be another instance of change in 
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respect of substance if he or she would like to maintain that the substance-based account 

of γίγνεςθαι is drawn from these two cases. 

At this moment I shall postpone the consideration of (i) the scope and force of the 

necessity operator (ἀναγκαῖον, 246a6-7) as well as (ii) the relation between the coming-

to-be of a human being or a house to the qualitative changes at the material level to 

Section 4.4. Here I would like to continue pursuing the questions of whether (a) the case 

of the coming-to-be of a human being, which the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι is 

built upon, is meant to be generalized to be the explanation for the other cases of non-

genuine qualitative changes in Phys. VII.3, i.e., changes in respect of shape and external 

form as well as changes in somatic and psychic states, or (b) perhaps we should take the 

case of coming-to-be of a human being to be one specific case that is covered in an 

account of γίγνεςθαι weaker than the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι.  

I would like to call special attention to the case of the coming-to-be of a house 

that serves not only as an instance of change in respect of shape and external form at 

246a4-9 (see Text 4.1 in Section 4.1), but also shows up again at 246a17-b1 (see the 

following Text 4.10), where Aristotle turns to consider changes in respect of states of 

excellence and defect:  

[Text 4.10] ὥςπεπ οὖν οὐδὲ σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα λέγομεν ἀλλοίψςιν (ἄσοπον γὰπ 

εἰ ὁ θπιγκὸρ καὶ ὁ κέπαμορ ἀλλοίψςιρ, ἢ εἰ θπιγκοτμένη καὶ κεπαμοτμένη ἀλλοιοῦσαι 

ἀλλὰ μὴ σελειοῦσαι ἡ οἰκία), σὸν αὐσὸν σπόπον καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν ἀπεσῶν καὶ σῶν κακιῶν 

καὶ σῶν ἐφόνσψν ἢ λαμβανόνσψν·  

Thus just as we do not call the completion15 of an individual house alteration 

(since it would be absurd if coping stone or roof tile is alteration or if the house is 

altered rather than perfected by the addition of coping stone or roof tile), the same 

holds in the cases of excellences and defects and of those who possess or acquire 

them. (Phys. VII.3, 246a10-b3)  

                                                 
15 I shall suggest that σελείψμα (246b17) should be construed as perfection

token
 in Section 4.3.  
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4.2.4.1 Construing Shape and External Form as Differentiae of Substance and the 

Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι  

Simplicius (1065,24-1066,2) takes the analogy of completing a house to acquiring 

a state of excellence in 246a17-b1 to justify the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι, 

and argues that the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι should be extended to the cases 

of changes in respect of states of excellences and defects. He proposes that the reason 

why it would be absurd to speak of the addition of coping stone roof tile as an alteration 

of the house is that the house as a substance does not come to exist yet.16 According to 

Simplicius (1066,27-32), the states of excellences and defects should be considered 

analogous to the parts of the house, on the grounds that they are the most important parts 

to their substance.17 Just as the house comes to exist as a substance, the state of 

                                                 
16 εἰ δέ εἰςιν αἱ μὲν εἰρ σὰρ ἀπεσὰρ μεσαβολαὶ σελειώςειρ, αἱ δὲ εἰρ σὰρ κακίαρ υθοπαὶ καὶ ἐκςσάςειρ σῆρ 

σελειόσησορ, γενέςειρ ἂν εἶεν μᾶλλον καὶ υθοπαὶ αἱ εἰρ σὰρ ἕξειρ μεσαβολαί, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἀλλοιώςειρ. ἄσοπον γὰπ 

σὴν σοῦ θπιγκοῦ πεπιβολὴν ἢ σὴν σοῦ κεπάμοτ ἐπίθεςιν ἀλλοίψςιν λέγειν σῆρ οἰκίαρ σῆρ μηδέπψ οὔςηρ ἀλλ’ ἔσι 

γινομένηρ. ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ ἡ εἰρ σὴν ἀπεσὴν μεσαβολὴ σελείψςίρ ἐςσιν· ἡ δὲ σελείψςιρ εἰρ γένεςιν ςτνσελεῖ. (If 

changes to the virtues are perfectings, whereas [changes] to the vices are perishing of and departures from 

perfection, changes to states would, rather, be comings to be and perishings, not alterations. For it would be 

absurd to speak of laying round the coping or putting on the roof tile as alteration of the house which does 

not yet exist but is still coming to be. Similarly too, change to virtue is perfecting, and the perfecting 

contributes to coming to be.) (1065,24-1066,2; brackets and translation by Hagen, 1994)  

    In addition, Simplicius argues that the phrase καθάπεπ καὶ σὸ εἶδορ καὶ σὴν μοπυήν at 246b15-16 (or see 

Text 4.12 in Section 4.4) allows the construal of γίγνεςθαι based on the case of change in shape and 

external form to be extended to the cases of changes in somatic and psychic states: σὸ δὲ κ α θ ά π ε π  σ ὸ  

ε ἶ δ ο ρ  κ α ὶ  σ ὴ ν  μ ο π υ ὴ ν  εἶπεν δηλῶν, ὅσι ὥςπεπ ἡ γένεςιρ (αὕση γάπ ἐςσιν ἡ εἰρ σὸ εἶδορ καὶ σὴν μοπυὴν 

μεσαβολή) κασά σε σὴν σοῦ εἴδοτρ λῆχιν καὶ ἀποβολὴν οὐκ ἔςσι μὲν ἀλλοίψςιρ, ἀλλοιοτμένψν δὲ γίνεσαί σινψν, 

οὕσψρ ἔφει καὶ ἐπὶ σῆρ κασὰ σὴν ἕξιν μεσαβολῆρ· καὶ γὰπ αὕση ἀλλοίψςιρ μὲν οὐκ ἔςσιν, ἀλλοιοτμένψν δέ σινψν 

ἐπιγίνεσαι. (He said „just like the form [eidos] and the external form [morphê]‟ [246b15-16] to indicate that 

just as coming to be (for this is what change to „the form and the external form‟ is) is not alteration in virtue 

of the acquisition and loss of the form, though it occurs when certain things are altered, so also in the case 

of change with respect to state, for this too is not alteration, though it supervenes when certain things are 

altered.) (1069,11-16; brackets, parentheses, and translation by Charles Hagen, 1994) 
17 ὡρ μέπορ οὖν σὸ κτπιώσασον σῆρ ὅληρ ἑκάςσοτ οὐςίαρ σὴν κασὰ υύςιν αὐσῷ πποςήκοτςαν ἀπεσὴν 

πποςλογιςσέον, ἧρ φψπὶρ νεκπὸν σὸ λοιπόν ἐςσι καὶ ὁμψνύμψρ λεγόμενον. δηλοῖ δὲ σὸ σὰρ οἰκείαρ ἐνεπγείαρ σοῦ 

εἴδοτρ μὴ ἀποδιδόναι. καλῶρ οὖν ὁ Ἀπιςσοσέληρ σοῖρ μέπεςι σῆρ οἰκίαρ σὴν κασὰ σὴν ἕξιν σελειόσησα ὡρ μέπορ 

οὖςαν σὸ κτπιώσασον παπέβαλεν. (One must, then, reckon in addition as the most important part of the whole 

substance of each the virtue naturally befitting it, apart from which the rest is dead and spoken of 

homonymously. Not displaying the proper activities belong to the form [or species, edios] indicates [this]. 

Aristotle, then, rightly compared the perfection involving the state to the parts of the house on the grounds 

that it is the most important part.) (1066,27-32; brackets and translation by Charles Hagen, 1994) 
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excellence comes to exist as something quasi substance. Simplicius uses ἐπιγίνεσαι 

(1069,16) to characterize the coming-to-be of a state of excellence or defect. The Greek 

term ἐπιγίνεσαι can be translated as “comes to be after” or “comes to be upon,” or, as 

Charles Hagen suggests, as “supervenes” (1994, 47).18 Philoponus (766,16-20) goes one 

step further to argue that the acquisition of a certain capacity should be construed to be a 

change in substance.  

Michael Wedin (1993, 80) also argues that the form—including changes in 

respect of the states of excellences and defects as well as changes in respect of external 

form and shape—“will supervene on matter insofar as the existence of certain matter and 

material states necessitates the existence of form” (italics by Wedin). Wardy does not 

take an explicit stand on this issue. But in his earlier discussion of Phys. VII.3, he also 

maintains that changes in shape and external form in the first half of Text 4.1, i.e., 246a4-

6, should be construed as changes in respect of substance, or, in his own words, 

“existential changes” (1990, 183) and later on he uses the analogy of completing a house 

and acquiring a certain states in 246a17-20 (see Text 4.11 in Section 4.3) to argue that the 

acquisition of a certain state is not considered to be a qualitative change in the same 

manner as the completion of a house is not considered to be a qualitative change (1990, 

211). When Wardy formulates the general account of γίγνεςθαι at the second half of Text 

4.1, i.e., 246a6-9, he uses the term “this substance” (204, also see 206) to characterize 

what comes to be if certain alterations occur.  

We must distinguish between (a) „necessarily, if these ἀλλοιώςειρ occur, then this 

substance comes to be‟ and (b) „necessarily, if these ἀλλοιώςειρ occur, then this 

substance comes to be purely thereby.‟ (Wardy, 1990, 204) 

                                                 
18 “Similarly, when a child lacks the capacity to learn—and then acquires this capacity when he gets 

stronger and becomes a young man, then this is a change in substance.” (Philoponus: On Aristotle Physics 

5-8, 1994, translation by Paul Lettinck)  
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All these indicate that Wardy seems to be in accord with the idea that the substance-based 

account of γίγνεςθαι is meant to be extended to account for the cases of changes in 

somatic and psychic states as well.  

Following from the Simplicius-Wardy-Wedin‟s interpretation of the analogy of 

completing a house to acquiring a somatic or psychic state, here comes a refined version 

of the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι (see the initial account in Section 4.2.2). Let 

me mark it with *: 

[The Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι]*: γίγνεςθαι should be construed as 

coming-to-be in respect of a substance or something quasi substance, in which a 

new substance or a new property comes to exist, while it involves a genuine 

qualitative change at the material level.  

I agree with Simplicius and Wardy that in the second half of Text 4.1, i.e., 246a6-9, 

Aristotle is making an attempt of drawing a generalization of the account of γίγνεςθαι 

from the cases of coming-to-be in respect of shape and external form, i.e., the coming-to-

be of a human being and that of a house. Nevertheless, as I have emphasized earlier, we 

should be very careful about not immediately jumping into the conclusion that what is 

generalized is the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι that is built solely upon the case 

of the coming-to-be of a human being, for a couple of reasons. 

4.2.4.2 Construing Shape and External Form as Differentiae of Change and Actuality 

and a Non-Substance-Based-Account of γίγνεςθαι 

First, I argue that the case of the coming-to-be of a house at 246a17-b1 is meant 

to serve as an instance of change in respect of excellence (ἀπεσή, 246a13) rather than an 

instance of change in respect of substance. By excellence Aristotle means a sort of 

perfection (σελείψςίρ σιρ, 246a13), although he chooses a slight different word σελείψμα 

to describe the coming-to-be of a house. But from using a slightly different word 
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σελείψμα for the coming to be of a house it does not necessarily follow that σελείψμα 

should be translated as completion while σελείψςίρ should be translated as perfection. I 

shall offer further arguments and my interpretation of σελείψςίρ and σελείψμα in Section 

4.2.  

It is worth attention that in illustrating the idea of the state of excellence as a sort 

of perfection Aristotle appeals not only to the case of coming-to-be of a house but also to 

the case of coming-to-be of an individual circle, which presumably is an instance of 

change in shape and external form as well. According to Aristotle‟s characterization, 

“just as an individual circle is said to be perfect when it has become most circular and 

when best” (ὥςπεπ κύκλορ σέλειορ, ὅσαν μάλιςσα γένησαι κύκλορ καὶ ὅσαν βέλσιςσορ, 

246a15-16). I shall argue, these two cases of coming-to-be in respect of shape and 

external form (both the coming-to-be of a house and the coming-to-be of an individual 

circle) indicate that what concerns Aristotle is the coming-to-be of a state of excellence—

in Aristotle‟s own words, being most circular and best—rather than the coming-to-be of a 

substance. For this reason we should avoid immediately taking the case of the coming-to-

be of a house at 246a17-b1 to be identical with change in respect of substance.  

Second, extending the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι to the cases of 

coming-to-be in respect of states would result in an undesirable consequence. That is, the 

states of excellences and defects would be regarded as something quasi substance if one 

maintains that the state of excellence or defect comes to exist in the same manner as a 

substance comes to exist. As mentioned earlier, Philoponus (766,16-20) maintains that 

the acquisition of a certain capacity should be construed to be a change in substance. For 

instance, a child lacks the capacity to learn and then acquires this capacity when he gets 

stronger and becomes a young man, and such a change should be construed as a change 

in substance. This claim seems to me very absurd.  
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If we take a close look at the cases that are said to be non-genuine qualitative 

changes in Physics VII.3, as Victor Caston (1993, 109-111) rightly points out:  

It is not property supervenience that is at issue at all.... Aristotle‟s principal 

concern in this chapter is whether certain events count as genuine alterations, and 

he concedes that these events might necessarily come about when something else 

alters—that is, when another event occurs. (Italics by me) (Caston, 1993, 110).  

But Caston does not make it clear what exactly such an event, i.e., the coming-to-be of a 

certain shape or external form or the coming-to-be of a somatic or psychic state, is 

supposed to be. It seems to me that he still considers these events as some sort of 

transformational change (108, 110-111, 118-122). For instance, he says 

Aristotle does hold that certain changes supervene on other changes. (Caston, 

1993, 108) (Italics by me)  

I shall offer my account of what such an event is—it is an actuality rather than any kind 

of transformational change—in Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5.  

Thirdly, I have argued in Section 4.2.3 that the arguments in Cat. 8 and Met. V.14 

allows shape and external form to be construed as two distinct subtypes of quality: (i) one 

as a differentia of substance (which would be shape if we follow Ackrill‟s suggestion); 

(ii) the other as a differentia of change and actuality (which would be external form if we 

follow Ackrill‟s suggestion). We may take the shape and external form in the cases of the 

coming-to-be of a house and that of an individual circle in Phys. VII.3 to be differentiae 

of substance, as Simplicius (1064,10-25), Wardy (1990. 183), Wedin (1993, 81) contend. 

What comes to be in respect of shape and external form should then be construed as a 

substance or something quasi substance, since the shape or external form is considered to 

be a differentia of substance.  

But we may also take the shape or external form to be differentiae of change or 

actuality in the case of the coming-to-be of a house and in the case of the coming-to-be of 
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an individual circle. What comes to be in respect of shape and external should then be 

construed to be an event of change or actuality rather than a substance or something quasi 

substance. For instance, it should be construed to be an event of acquiring the excellence 

of being a circle. I will argue that only the latter option, i.e., construing shape and 

external form to be differentiae of change and actuality, offers a coherent account for 

why the case of the coming-to-be of a house is regarded to be both a change in respect of 

shape and form and a change in respect of state in Phys. VII.3. If we follow Ackrill‟s 

terms (1963, 107), the coming-to-be in respect of external form in Phys. VII.3 should be 

understood as “the configurations of physical objects.”       

For these reasons, I argue, changes in respect of shape and external form should 

not be construed to be restricted to changes in respect of substance. Instead, the fact that 

the coming-to-be of a house shows up in both the discussion of changes in states as well 

as changes in shape and external form indicates something quite opposite: the two cases 

of change in shape and external form in Text 4.1 cannot be regarded as narrow as the 

coming-to-be of a substance or a property, but are meant to cover some other type(s) of 

coming-to-be; nor can what is meant to be generalized from the two cases, i.e., the 

coming-to-be of a human being and the coming-to-be of a house, be as narrow as the 

substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι. Therefore I propose that what Aristotle provides in 

Text 4.1 is a non-substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι: 

[A Non-Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι]: γίγνεςθαι, while involving a 

genuine qualitative change at the material level, should be construed as the 

coming-to-be of an event, which covers 

(i) the acquisition of a substantial form such as the form of human being, and 
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(ii) the acquisition of a state of excellence such as the perfection (rather than 

the completion) of a house, in which the shape or external form of a house 

is considered to be a differentia of change or actuality.    

I shall argue that Text 4.11 in Section 4.3 will supply the acquisition or possession of a 

state of excellence or defect.   

Can such an event of coming-to-be be attributed to any kind of transformational 

change? Aristotle has made very clear that the non-genuine qualitative changes he 

mentioned in Phys. VII.3 cannot be any change in respect of substance (γένεςιρ), nor 

change in respect of quality (ἀλλοίψςιρ), nor in general any kind of transformational 

change at all (οὐδ’ ὅλψρ μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία) at 246b10-12 (see Text 4.12 in Section 4.4). 

Our next job is to establish a clear content of what exactly it is that which comes to be in 

the proposed non-substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι.    

4.3 TWO SENSES OF σέλειορ: COMPLETE AND PERFECT  

Aristotle proceeds to consider the cases of changes in somatic and psychic states 

that are not genuine qualitative changes.  

[Text 4.11] ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ’ αἱ ἕξειρ οὔθ’ αἱ σοῦ ςώμασορ οὔθ’ αἱ σῆρ χτφῆρ ἀλλοιώςειρ. 

αἱ μὲν γὰπ ἀπεσαὶ αἱ δὲ κακίαι σῶν ἕξεψν· οὐκ ἔςσι δὲ οὔσε ἡ ἀπεσὴ οὔσε ἡ κακία 

ἀλλοίψςιρ, ἀλλ’ ἡ μὲν ἀπεσὴ σελείψςίρ σιρ (ὅσαν γὰπ λάβῃ σὴν αὑσοῦ ἀπεσήν, σόσε 

λέγεσαι σέλειον ἕκαςσον—σόσε γὰπ ἔςσι μάλιςσα [σὸ] κασὰ υύςιν—ὥςπεπ κύκλορ 

σέλειορ, ὅσαν μάλιςσα γένησαι κύκλορ καὶ ὅσαν βέλσιςσορ), ἡ δὲ κακία υθοπὰ σούσοτ 

καὶ ἔκςσαςιρ· ὥςπεπ οὖν οὐδὲ σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα λέγομεν ἀλλοίψςιν (ἄσοπον 

γὰπ εἰ ὁ θπιγκὸρ καὶ ὁ κέπαμορ ἀλλοίψςιρ, ἢ εἰ θπιγκοτμένη καὶ κεπαμοτμένη 

ἀλλοιοῦσαι ἀλλὰ μὴ σελειοῦσαι ἡ οἰκία), σὸν αὐσὸν σπόπον καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν ἀπεσῶν καὶ 

σῶν κακιῶν καὶ σῶν ἐφόνσψν ἢ λαμβανόνσψν· αἱ μὲν γὰπ σελειώςειρ αἱ δὲ ἐκςσάςειρ 

εἰςίν, ὥςσ’ οὐκ ἀλλοιώςειρ.  

Indeed neither somatic nor psychic states are alterations, since some states are 

excellences and others are defects. Nor is excellence or defect an alteration. 

Instead, excellence is a sort of perfection
type

 (since each individual thing is said to 

be perfect when it has acquired its excellence—for then it is most in accordance 

with its nature—just as an individual circle is perfect when it has become most 
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circular and best), and defect is the destruction and departure from this [sc. being 

most in accordance with its nature]. Thus just as we do not call the perfection
token

 

of an individual house alteration (since it would be absurd if coping stone or roof 

tile is alteration or if the house is altered rather than perfected by the action of 

adding coping stones or roof tiles), the same holds in the cases of excellences and 

defects and of those who possess or acquire them, since excellences are 

perfections and defects are departures [sc. from the corresponding perfections]. 

For this reason, they are not alterations. (Phys. VII.3, 246a10-b3)  

The reason why somatic and psychic states are considered to be excluded from genuine 

qualitative changes is that some of the somatic and psychic states are excellences while 

others defects (246a11-12).19 According to Aristotle, excellence is regarded as a sort (σιρ, 

246a13) of σελείψςιρ whereas defect is regarded as the destruction or departure from it 

(246a16-17). The question now is what sort of σελείψςιρ Aristotle is concerned with here 

in Text 4.11. To illustrate σελείψςιρ, Aristotle offers us two instances: (a) an individual 

circle is said to be σέλειορ if and only if the circle is being most circular (246a15-16); (b) 

an individual house is said to be not altered (ἀλλοιοῦσαι, 249a19) but σελειοῦσαι (246a20) 

by the action of adding coping stones or roof tiles (θπιγκοτμένη καὶ κεπαμοτμένη, 

246a19). What does Aristotle mean by an individual house is not altered but σελειοῦσαι? I 

would also like to call attention to the interpretation of the term σελείψμα (246a17), which 

can be translated as the “completion” or “perfection” of an individual house. Does this 

different term σελείψμα indicate that the σελείψμα of an individual house is intended to be 

something different from σελείψςιρ (246a13)?    

4.3.1 σελείψμα as Completion  

4.3.1.1 Construing σελείψμα as the Completion of the Parts of the Substance 

Simplicius suggests that two kinds of σελειόσηρ should be carefully differentiated, 

i.e., σελείψμα at 246a17 and σελείψςιρ at 246a13: 

                                                 
19 Wardy holds a stronger interpretation of 246a11-12: “now we see that there is no good reason to hesitate 

to ascribe to Aristotle the strong thesis that all states are virtuous or vicious.” (Wardy, 1990, 210)  
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ὅλψρ δὲ δισσὴ ἡ σελειόσηρ, ἡ μὲν σῆρ οὐςίαρ αὐσῆρ οὖςα, καθ’ ἣν ππώσοιρ καὶ μέςοιρ 

καὶ ἐςφάσοιρ ἑατσῆρ μέπεςι ςτμπεπλήπψσαι οὐκ οὖςα ἕξιρ αὐσή (σί γὰπ ἂν ἦν σὸ ἔφον 

μήπψ σοῦ εἴδοτρ ὄνσορ φψπὶρ σῆρ σοιαύσηρ σελειόσησορ;) ἡ δὲ κασὰ σὴν ἀπεσὴν καὶ 

σὴν κακίαν καὶ ὅλψρ κασὰ σὴν ἕξιν ἐκείςακσόρ ἐςσι σῷ ὅλῳ εἴδει καὶ 

ἐπιςτμβαίνοτςα· καὶ γὰπ γίνονσαι καὶ ἀπογίνονσαι αὗσαι φψπὶρ σῆρ σοῦ ὑποκειμένοτ 

υθοπᾶρ.  

In general there are two kinds of σελειόσηρ: on the one hand, the completion of the 

substance itself, in accordance with which it is completed by the first, middle and 

last parts of itself, although the completion itself is not a state (for what would the 

possessor be, when the form does not yet exist apart from such completion?); on 

the other hand, the perfection that is in accordance with the excellence and the 

defect and, in general, in accordance with the state is extrinsic to the whole form 

because it indeed comes to be upon [sc. the whole form]. For, indeed, these [sc. 

perfections] come to be and perish apart from the perishing of the underlying 

substrate. (Simplicius, 1066,10-15).20  

On Simplicius‟ interpretation, σελείψμα at 246a17 is understood as the completion of the 

parts of the substance, e.g., the completion of tiles and coping stones of a house, whereas 

the substance itself, e.g., the house, does not come to exist till the end of the completion 

process, e.g., the process of building the house. According to Simplicius (1065,25-

1066,2), this is why the house at issue cannot be said to be altered by the addition of 

coping stone or roof tile, since the house itself has not come to exist yet. He argues that 

the completion of the house cannot be considered as a state, since what comes to exist in 

the end of the process of completion is a new substance, e.g., the house, not a state 

                                                 
20 Here is Hagen‟s translation: “[The solution is that] in general, perfection is of two kinds: on the one hand 

that of the substance itself, in virtue of which it is completed by the first, middle and last parts of itself, 

though [the perfection] is not itself a state (for what would the possessor be, inasmuch as the form does not 

yet exist apart from such perfection?); on the other hand, the [perfection] involving virtue and vice and, 

speaking generally, involving the state is extrinsic to the whole form and supervening, for in fact these 

come to be and go out of being apart from the perishing of the underlying thing.” (parentheses and brackets 

by Hagen, 1994, 44). Note that Hagen suggests that there is a misprint: it should be “epeisaktos in line 14 

instead of the apparent misprint ekeisaktos” (1994, 115). 

    Hagen is inconsistent with his translation. The Greek terms ἡ μέν (1066,10), αὐσή (1066,11) and 

σελειόσησορ (1066,12-13) that Hagen translates as “perfection” here refer to σελείψμα in 246a17, which 

earlier on Hagen translates as “completion” (1994, 43); and that the phrase ἡ δέ (1066,13) that he translates 

as “perfection” here refers to σελείψςιρ in 246a13, which earlier Hagen translates as “perfecting” (1994,43). 

If Hagen follows his own earlier translation (1994, 43) more closely, he should have αὐσή (1066,11) and 

σελειόσησορ (1066,12-13) translated as completion rather than perfection while ἡ δέ (1066,13) as perfecting 

rather than perfection.    
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(1066,11-13). In contrast, σελείψςιρ at 246a13 is understood as the perfection that is in 

virtue of a state of excellence. It is worth mentioning that, according to Simplicius, the 

states of excellence and defect are extrinsic to the whole form (ἐκείςακσόρ ... σῷ ὅλῳ εἴδει, 

1066,14), e.g., the form of a house, and apart from the underlying thing (φψπὶρ σῆρ σοῦ 

ὑποκειμένοτ, 1066,15), e.g., roof tiles and coping stones. I shall discuss the problems of 

this line of interpretation in the following subsection (b).  

Here is Simplicius‟ response to our question. How is the coming-to-be of a house 

that as an example of the coming-to-be of a state at 246a13 involves the completion of 

the parts of the house at 246a17, which, according to Simplicius, is obviously an example 

of the coming-to-be of a substance? His solution is that the coming-to-be of a house 

should be construed to be both the completion of the parts of the house and the perfection 

of the excellence.21 Simplicius continues to argue that Aristotle is rightly taking the 

perfection of the excellence at 246a13 analogous to the completion of the parts of the 

house at 246a17, but on the grounds that the perfection of the excellence is the most 

important (σὸ κτπιώσασον, 1066,32) part of the house since “it destroys the underlying 

substrate when it withdraws” (1067,1-2).22     

                                                 
21 πῶρ οὖν εἰρ παπά δειγμα σῆρ ἕξεψρ σὴν κασὰ σὰ μέπη σελειόσησα παπέθεσο ὡρ ἐπὶ σῆρ οἰκίαρ; μήποσε οὖν 

ἕκαςσον εἶδορ κασὰ υύςιν ἔφον οὐ μόνον σῇ σῶν μεπῶν σῶν οἰκείψν σελειόσησι ςτμπεπλήπψσαι, ἀλλὰ καὶ σῇ 

οἰκείᾳ ἀπεσῇ· σὸ γὰπ κασὰ υύςιν ἔφειν οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἐςσὶν ἢ σὸ σὴν οἰκείαν ἔφειν ἀπεσήν, ὥςσε σὰρ κασὰ υύςιν 

ἐνεπγείαρ ἀποσελεῖν. (How, then, is it that as an example of a state he cited the perfection involving the 

parts as in the case of a house? Perhaps, then, each form which is in accordance with nature is completed 

not only by the perfection of [its] own proper virtue, for to be in accordance with nature is nothing other 

than to have [its] own proper virtue, so as to perform the activities in accordance with nature.) (Simplicius, 

1066,15-20, translation by Hagen, 1994, 44)   
22 καλῶρ οὖν ὁ Ἀπιςσοσέληρ σοῖρ μέπεςι σῆρ οἰκίαρ σὴν κασὰ σὴν ἕξιν σελειόσησα ὡρ μέπορ οὖςαν σὸ κτπιώσασον 

παπέβαλεν. οὐδὲ γὰπ ςτμβεβηκόρ ἐςσι κασὰ ἀλήθειαν ἡ ἕξιρ καὶ ἡ ἀπεσή (υθείπει γὰπ σὸ ὑπο κείμενον 

ἀποφψποῦςα), ὥςπεπ οὐδὲ ἡ χτφὴ ςτμβεβηκὸρ σῷ ἐμχύφῳ ςώμασι. (Aristotle, then, rightly compared the 

perfection involving the state to the parts of the house on the grounds that it is the most important part. For 

the state, i.e., the virtue, is also not, in truth, an incidental feature (since it destroys the underlying thing 

when it withdraws), just as the soul is also not an incidental feature of the animate body.) (Simplicius, 

1066,32-1067,2, translation by Hagen, 1994, 44) 
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4.3.1.2 Problems of σελείψμα as Completion 

Two problems arise from the above line of interpretation of Simplicius. First of 

all, as Aristotle has made it very clear, the reason (introduced by γάπ at 246b2) why the 

analogy between the σελείψμα of a house and the possession or acquisition of a state 

holds—“just as we do not call σελείψμα of an individual house alteration, the same holds 

for the cases of the possession or acquisition of excellences and defects” (246a17-b1)—is 

that “excellences are σελειώςειρ and defects are departures” (246b2). The fact that 

Aristotle uses σελειώςειρ at 246b2 to explain σελείψμα at 246a17 suggests that σελείψμα 

and σελείψςιρ are not used in the two different senses as Simplicius conceives.  

This point can be further supported by “the other seventh book,” where the 

student who took the notes of Aristotle‟s lectures (Ross, 1936, 11-19) uses σὴν σελείψςιν 

σῆρ οἰκίαρ (the perfection of the house, β version of Phys. VII.3, 246a26-27) instead of 

the σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα (the completion of the house in α version of Phys. VII.3, 

246a17). It is not difficult to imagine that perhaps Aristotle did use σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα 

when he addressed the analogy between acquiring the form of a house and acquiring a 

state, but the student wrote down σὴν σελείψςιν σῆρ οἰκίαρ after it was explained in terms 

of σελειώςειρ (246b2) since, to his understanding, σελείψμα and σελείψςιρ were not used 

in the two different senses. 

Second, Simplicius‟ construal that the states of excellence and defect are extrinsic 

to the form of the substance and apart from the underlying materials since “these [sc. 

perfections] come to be and perish apart from the perishing of the underlying substrate” 

(1066,14-15) is not supported by Text 4.11, and, more importantly, seems to conflict with 

his latter assertion that the perfection of the excellence is the most important (σὸ 

κτπιώσασον, 1066,32) part of the house since “it destroys the underlying substrate when it 

withdraws” (1067,1-2). Text 4.11 tells us that excellence is characterized as a sort of 
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σελείψςιρ at 246a13,  which Aristotle explains in terms of most in accordance with its 

nature (μάλιςσα [σὸ] κασὰ υύςιν, 246a14-15): an individual thing is said to be perfect 

when it acquires its excellence, “just as an individual circle is perfect when it has become 

most circular and best” (246a15-16). It is fairly clear that the excellence of a circle, i.e., 

being most circular and best, is considered to be most in accordance with the nature 

(υύςιν, 246a15) of being a circle and therefore cannot be extrinsic to the form of circle.      

But how should we understand the relation of these two notions σελείψμα and 

σελείψςιρ if they are not, as I suggest, used in the two different senses? Next I shall offer 

an account for what Aristotle means by σελείψςιρ and argue that σελείψμα at 246a17 

should be understood as a token of the type σελείψςιρ at 246a13.    

4.3.2 σελείψςιρ Should Be Construed as Perfection rather than Completion and 

σελείψμα Should Be Construed as a Token of the Type σελείψςιρ  

Let us start from the beginning of Text 4.11 again, where Aristotle addresses the 

question why changes in respect of states in general, including both somatic and psychic 

states, are not genuine changes in respect of affective quality. The discussion begins with 

the clarification of what Aristotle means by the somatic and psychic states: they are 

restricted to excellences and defects only (246a11-2), which we may take as the states of 

being actually F.  

There are at least two ways for us to interpret what the state of being actually F is, 

as I have argued in my Chapter Two: (a) the actuality in Met. IX.1-5 (see Chapter Two, in 

particular, Section 2.2) that involves a transformational change in which the underlying 

subject proceeds from the privation of a certain form or property to the acquisition of it, 

which is also called the first actuality; the standard examples of which are having 

acquired a certain shape or external form (also see Phys. I.5, 188b17-20; GC I.4, 

319b10d-14), having become healthy (Met. IX.2, 1046b6-7) and having acquired a 
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certain piece of knowledge (De Anima II.5, 417a22-24); (b) the actuality in Met. IX.6-9 

(see Chapter Two, in particular, Section 2.3) that presents and exhibits the subject‟s 

nature of being F, which is also called the second actuality; the standard example of 

which is exercising a certain piece of knowledge or one‟s sense faculty (Met. IX.6, De 

Anima II.5, 417a24-25). But which one of these two types of actualities do excellences 

and defects refer to in Text 4.11?  

4.3.2.1 Two Senses of σέλειορ: σέλειορ as Complete in Form and σέλειορ as Perfect  

Here I would like to borrow David Bostock‟s distinction between two senses of 

σέλειορ: (i) σέλειορ as complete in form, and (ii) σέλειορ as perfect. According to Bostock 

(2001, 257-259), the latter is a matter of degree whereas the former is not a matter of 

degree.  

...the word „complete‟ is here being used in two senses. Any process is incomplete 

in the sense that its form, which identifies it as the process that it is, has not yet 

been realized at any time that the process is going on. By contrast, an activity 

such as seeing is compete in this sense (or so Aristotle says). He appears to imply 

that any case of seeing is in this way complete: it is a whole, lacking in parts, and 

its form, which identifies it as the seeing that it is, is present all the time that the 

seeing is occurring. On the other hand he surely does not want to say that any case 

of seeing is pleasurable. On the contrary, his stated view is that in order to be 

pleasurable a seeing has to satisfy two further conditions, that the eyes should be 

functioning properly and the object seen should be beautiful (i.e., „fine‟, καλόν). 

(And perhaps, on reflection, he might have wished to expand these conditions 

somewhat, e.g., by adding that the seeing should not be impeded by some rival 

and distracting pleasure.) When he describes the satisfaction of these further 

conditions as rendering the seeing „complete‟, he is using the same word in a 

different sense, which might mark by using a different translation. Thus every 

seeing is complete in the first sense, say „complete in form‟, while only some are 

complete in the second sense, say „perfect‟. (Bostock, 1988, 257-258)   

In the sense of σέλειορ as perfect, for instance, one individual circle can be more perfect, 

i.e., more circular, than the other individual circle. In contrast, in the sense of σέλειορ as 

complete in form, take drawing a circle on a piece of paper as an example, the form of 
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circle is not acquired until the very end of the process of drawing the circle. During the 

process of acquiring the form of circle, there is no degree concerning the completeness of 

the circle, since it is all said to be incomplete before completing the form of circle. Note 

that the sense of σέλειορ as complete in form coheres with Simplicius‟ interpretation of 

σελείψμα in 246a17: “the form does not yet exist apart from such completion”.  

Now it is plain that the [sc. first] actuality that involves a transformational change 

in which the underlying subject proceeds from the privation of a certain form to the 

acquisition of it is not a matter of degree, since it entails the sense of σέλειορ as complete 

in form. But it is not entirely obvious that what it is that which entails the sense of σέλειορ 

as being a matter of degree. According to Bostock, or, more precisely, according to 

Aristotle‟s Nicomachean Ethics X, as we have seen in Chapter Two, in particular, in Text 

2.36 in Section 2.3.3.2 (b), a perfect seeing has to satisfy a couple of conditions: (i) the 

sense faculty is in a good condition (εὖ διακειμένηρ, NE X.4, 1174b15), (ii) the object 

perceived is in a good condition (ππὸρ σὸ κάλλιςσον σῶν ὑπὸ σὴν αἴςθηςιν, NE X.4, 

1174b15-16) as well as (iii) the seeing is not impeded by something else (ἀνεμπόδιςσον, 

NE VII.12, 1153a15). But why is a seeing that satisfies these conditions said to be 

perfect? Bostock does not seem to provide a further explanation.  

4.3.2.2 σελείψςιρ Should Be Construed as Perfection: the State That Is Most in 

Accordance with Its Nature (μάλιςσα σὸ κασὰ υύςιν) 

Let us take a look again at Text 2.36 in Chapter Two, which provides two 

accounts of being-in-actuality and indicates that being-in-actuality is allowed to have 

different degrees.  

[Text 2.36] Αἰςθήςεψρ δὲ πάςηρ ππὸρ σὸ αἰςθησὸν ἐνεπγούςηρ, σελείψρ δὲ σῆρ εὖ 

διακειμένηρ ππὸρ σὸ κάλλιςσον σῶν ὑπὸ σὴν αἴςθηςιν (σοιοῦσον γὰπ μάλιςσ’ εἶναι 

δοκεῖ ἡ σελεία ἐνέπγεια· αὐσὴν δὲ λέγειν ἐνεπγεῖν, ἢ ἐν ᾧ ἐςσί, μηθὲν διαυεπέσψ), 

καθ’ ἑκάςσην δὴ βελσίςση ἐςσὶν ἡ ἐνέπγεια σοῦ ἄπιςσα διακειμένοτ ππὸρ σὸ 
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κπάσιςσον σῶν ὑπ’ αὐσήν.  

Every sense faculty is in actuality in relation to its sense object, and perfectly 

when it is in a good condition in relation to the best of its sense objects. (For this 

such is certainly considered as a perfect actuality; let it be irrelevant whether one 

says that it is the sense faculty is in actuality or the subject that has it). In each 

sense faculty, the best actuality is that of the subject in the best condition in 

relation to the best of its sense objects. (NE X. 4, 1174b14-19) 

Suppose that there is a sense faculty x and a sense object y. Here is the account of the 

conditions for the occurrence of the transition from can-see to seeing as an ἐνέπγεια:   

[Conditions for the Occurrence of the Transition from Can-See to Seeing as 

an ἐνέπγεια] x is in actuality x iff  

(a) x is in relation to its patient y (ππὸρ σὸ αἰςθησόν, 1174b14), and  

(b) x is in a good condition (εὖ διακειμένηρ, 1174b15), and  

(c) y is in the best condition (σὸ κάλλιςσον, 1174b15). 

And the account of the conditions for the occurrence of the transition from can-see to 

seeing as the best ἐνέπγεια:  

[Conditions for the Occurrence of the Transition from Can-See to Seeing as 

the Best ἐνέπγεια] x is in best (βελσίςση, 1174b18) actuality x iff  

(a) x is in relation to its patient y, and  

(b) x is in the best condition (ἄπιςσα διακειμένοτ, 1174b18-19), and 

(c) y is in the best condition (σὸ κπάσιςσον, 1174b19). 

In Chapter Two I have pointed out that, since conditions (a) and (c) remain the same, 

what makes the sense faculty of sight in best actuality would then be condition (b) that 

the sense faculty of sight itself is in the best condition, which I have argued should be 

construed to be the presence of an action in which the sense faculty of sight fully or most 

exhibits its own nature of seeing. Now I argue we may use Aristotle‟s terms in Phys. 
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VII.3, i.e., most in accordance with one‟s nature (μάλιςσα [σὸ] κασὰ υύςιν, 246a14-15) to 

characterize the best ἐνέπγεια.  

In Text 4.11 Aristotle carefully qualifies what sort (σιρ, 246a13) of σελείψςιρ he 

has in mind in Text 4.11 by illustrating in terms of the cases of being a circle and being a 

house. The first γάπ clause in 246a13 states that each individual thing (ἕκαςσον, 246a14) 

is said to be σέλειον whenever it has acquired its own excellence (σὴν αὑσοῦ ἀπεσήν, 

246a13-14). This is the first clue indicating that σέλειορ refers to the excellence of an 

individual thing such as an individual circle at 246a16 and an individual house at 246a17. 

Aristotle goes on to clarify: the second γάπ clause in 246a14 states that it is the type of 

σελείψςιρ in which each individual thing is most in accordance with its nature (μάλιςσα 

[σὸ] κασὰ υύςιν, 246a15-16). The example Aristotle gives us is that an individual circle is 

said to be σέλειορ whenever it has become most circular (μάλιςσα κύκλορ, 246a15-16) and 

the best (βέλσιςσορ, 246a16). All these superlatives—μάλιςσα in 246a14 and 246a15, and 

βέλσιςσορ in 246a16—suggest that the sense of σέλειορ (adjective) or σελείψςιρ (noun) in 

Text 4.11 that excellences and defects involve is concerning a matter of degree, i.e., the 

sense of σέλειορ as being perfect rather than the sense of σέλειορ as being complete.  

More importantly, according to 246a13-16 in Text 4.11, the sense of σέλειορ as 

being perfect is characterized as follows: one individual thing is said to be perfect in the 

sense that it is in a state of fully or most presenting or exhibiting itself in accordance with 

the nature of the form it has possessed or has acquired. This coheres with the case of a 

doctor‟s exercising her medical knowledge: the doctor is considered to be perfect in the 

sense that she is fully or most presenting or exhibiting herself in accordance with the 

nature of medical knowledge that she has acquired through her days in medical school. 

Accordingly, there is no good reason to be hesitate to ascribe the sort (σίρ, 246a13) of 

σελείψςιρ or the sense of σέλειορ as being perfect in Text 4.11 to the actuality (ἐνέπγεια) 
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that involves the exhibition of one‟s nature of being F, which is Aristotle‟s main concern 

in Met. IX.6-9 (see Chapter Two, in particular, Section 2.3). Following the same line of 

reasoning, defect should be construed as the departure from one‟s fully exhibiting itself in 

accordance with its nature (246a16-17), i.e., the destruction and departure from the 

second actuality. 

4.3.2.3 σελείψμα as a Token of the Type σελείψςιρ as Perfection 

Note that, in the example of circle in the parentheses at 246a13-16, the sense of 

the adjective σέλειορ at 246a15, instead of referring to a type that the noun σελείψςιρ 

refers to, i.e., perfection instead of completion, has been shifted to refer to a token of the 

type σελείψςιρ as perfection—“since „each individual thing‟ is said to be perfect when it 

has acquired its excellence” (246a13-14)—a token of the type σελείψςιρ as perfection that 

is exhibited and realized in each individual thing (ἕκαςσον, 246a14). On this line of 

interpretation, it becomes no longer difficult to account for why three lines later Aristotle 

uses σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα at 246a17 as another example to illustrate the idea of 

σελείψςιρ, since σελείψμα at 246a17, i.e., the perfection of a house, as I have sought to 

argue, should be likewise construed as a token of the type σελείψςιρ as perfection.  

If one were to construe σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα at 246a17 to be the completion of a 

house, she would not be able to explain why all of a sudden Aristotle turns to the sense of 

completion right after he spells out (i) that excellence is a sort of perfection at 246a13 and 

(ii) that by perfection he means being most in accordance with one‟s own nature at 

246a13-16. Nor would he be able to explain why all of a sudden Aristotle returns to the 

sense of perfection at 246b1-3 right after the analogy of “the completion of a house” to 

“the acquisition of a somatic or psychic state” at 246a17-b1. The fact that Aristotle uses 

σελειώςειρ at 246b2 to explain σελείψμα at 246a17—let me quote the text again:  
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[Part of Text 4.11] ὥςπεπ οὖν οὐδὲ σὸ σῆρ οἰκίαρ σελείψμα λέγομεν ἀλλοίψςιν..., σὸν 

αὐσὸν σπόπον καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν ἀπεσῶν καὶ σῶν κακιῶν καὶ σῶν ἐφόνσψν ἢ λαμβανόνσψν· αἱ 

μὲν γὰπ σελειώςειρ αἱ δὲ ἐκςσάςειρ εἰςίν.... 

Thus just as we do not call the perfection
token

 of an individual house alteration..., 

the same holds in the cases of excellences and defects and of those who possess or 

acquire them, since excellences are perfections and defects are departures [sc. 

from the corresponding perfections].... (Phys. VII.3, 246a17-b2)  

The fact that Aristotle uses σελειώςειρ at 246b2 to explain σελείψμα at 246a17 suggests 

that σελείψμα and σελείψςιρ are not used in the two different senses that Simplicius 

(1065,25-2067,2) conceives.   

There is one more reason in favor of the view that σελείψμα cannot be understood 

as completion: “the house is altered rather than perfected by the action of adding coping 

stones or roof tiles” (θπιγκοτμένη καὶ κεπαμοτμένη ἀλλοιοῦσαι ἀλλὰ μὴ σελειοῦσαι ἡ οἰκία, 

246a19-20) indicates that σελειοῦσαι is used disjunctively from ἀλλοιοῦσαι (also see 

246a12, 246a18-19, 246b2-3). This suggests again that in the case of σελείψμα of a house 

Aristotle is not concerned with the sense of σέλειορ as being complete, since the latter 

sense of σέλειορ is entailed in αλλοίψςιρ, or more generally, κίνηςιρ (Phys. V.1-2 and Met. 

IX.1-5). In other words, σελειοῦσαι cannot be construed as “being completed,” since the 

sense of “being completed” is implied in the sense of “being altered” and the sense of 

“being altered” is being used disjunctively from σελειοῦσαι. This is why Aristotle 

emphasizes again in the end of Text 4.11, “excellences are perfections and defects are 

departures. For this reason, they are not alterations” (246b1-3).  

4.3.3 An ἐνέπγεια-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι That Involves σελείψςιρ as Perfection 

(and Summary of 4.2 and 4.3) 

As I have pointed out earlier in Section 4.2, the fact that the case of the coming-

to-be of a house shows up as an instance both in the consideration of changes in shape 

and external form in Text 4.1 and the consideration of changes in states in general in Text 

4.11 suggests that the coming-to-be of a house cannot be construed as a case of change in 
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respect of substance. Since the generalized account of γίγνεςθαι at 246a6-9 (the second 

half of Text 4.1) is drawn from both the coming-to-be of a house and the coming-to-be of 

a human being at 246a4-6 (the first half of Text 4.1), the generalized account of γίγνεςθαι 

at 246a6-9 cannot be as strong as the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι that is 

established upon the coming-to-be of a human being. Let me present again the non-

substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι that is proposed in Section 4.2.4.2: 

[A Non-Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι]: γίγνεςθαι, while involving a 

genuine qualitative change at the material level, should be construed as the 

coming-to-be of an event, which covers 

(i) the acquisition of a substantial form such as the form of human being, and 

(ii) the acquisition of a state of excellence such as the perfection (rather than 

the completion) of a house, in which the shape or external form of a house 

is considered to be a differentia of change or actuality.    

Now we are getting clearer about what such an event is supposed to be through carefully 

reconstructing Text 4.11, namely, it is an event of ἐνέπγεια that involves the coming-to-

be perfect. In other words, the generalized account of γίγνεςθαι at 246a6-9 (the second 

half of Text 4.1), i.e., the non-substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι as I proposed earlier, 

can be further construed to be an event of ἐνέπγεια that involves coming-to-be perfect, in 

which one exhibits her excellence (σελείψςιρ, 246a13) that is most in accordance with its 

nature (μάλιςσα [σὸ] κασὰ υύςιν, 246a15-16):  

[An ἐνέπγεια-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι]: γίγνεςθαι, while involving a genuine 

qualitative change at the material level, should be construed as an event of 

ἐνέπγεια that involves coming-to-be perfect, in which one presents or exhibits its 

excellence most in accordance with its nature.  

As opposed to the Simplicius-Wardy-Wedin substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι: 
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[The Substance-Based Account of γίγνεςθαι]: γίγνεςθαι should be construed as 

the coming-to-be of a substance or something quasi substance, in which a new 

substance or a property comes to exist, while it involves a genuine qualitative 

change at the material level.  

An individual thing is regarded as being perfect in the sense that it presents or exhibits its 

excellence most in accordance with its own nature, e.g., being a bird, or an artificial 

nature. By an artificial nature, as I have mentioned in Chapter Two, I mean a form one 

has acquired earlier, e.g., possessing medical knowledge or being a doctor. Accordingly, 

such a state of excellence cannot be construed to be something that is extrinsic to or a 

departure from the form of the subject, as Simplicius (1066,10-15) maintains.   

I shall end (and summarize) the discussions in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 with my 

response to one more concern. That is, what exactly is it that which presents or exhibits 

its excellence most in accordance with its own nature in the case of the coming-to-be of a 

house if the house per se has not come to exist? In our favorite cases of a bird‟s building 

a nest and of a doctor‟s exercising medical knowledge, it is fairly plain that in the case of 

the agent, that which presents or exhibits its excellence most in accordance with its own 

nature should be construed to be the bird or the doctor, i.e., the agent. But in the case of 

the patient it is not obvious that what precisely it is that which presents or exhibits its 

excellence most in accordance with its own nature. Normally we would suppose that the 

principle of change and rest is contained in the craftsman, i.e., the agent, since, for 

instance, in the coming-to-be of a house, there is no principle of change and rest within 

the house or the building materials, nor is the house or the building materials considered 

the agent of such an event of  coming-to-be.  

On the other hand, notice that what gets coping stones and roof tiles is literally 

said to be the house (ἡ οἰκία, 246a20, see Text 4.11. Does this suggest that Aristotle is 
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committed to the idea that the house has come to exist there before the action of adding 

coping stones and roof tiles? How should we make sense of it?  

In Section 4.2.3.2, I have argued that the Text 4.9 in Met. V.14 gives room to 

interpret the shape or external form of a house in two ways: one as a differentia of 

substance (1020a33), the other as a differentia of change or actuality (1020b18). The 

former refers to the distinctive features that are always attached to a subject, the latter 

refers to the distinctive features that are always attached to a change or an actuality. 

According to Text 4.9, excellence and defect are offered as the first set of the instances 

for the differentiae of change and actuality: “excellence and defect are a part of the 

affections, since they indicate the differentiae of change and actuality in virtue of which 

the things in change act upon or are acted upon (ποιοῦςιν ἢ πάςφοτςι) well or badly” 

(Met. V. 14, 1020b18-21). It is in virtue of the excellence and defect of a change or an 

actuality one thing is said to act upon or be acted upon well or badly.  

One may take shape and external form to be the differentiae of substance. The 

acquisition of a certain shape is then construed as the coming-to-be of a substance, e.g., 

the house. We have discussed the problems arising from this line of interpretation. One 

may also take shape and external form, for instance, being a perfect circle 

(κύκλορ σέλειορ, 246a15, see Text 4.11, to be a differentia of change or actuality. What 

comes to be should then be construed as a state of excellence in virtue of which the 

underlying subject is said to have become most circular and best (μάλιςσα 

γένησαι κύκλορ καὶ ... βέλσιςσορ, 246a15-16, see Text 4.11). As I have argued, only the 

latter interpretation—excellence and defect as differentiae of change or actuality—offers 

a satisfying account for why the case of the coming-to-be of a house is used as an 

instance both in the discussion of change in respect shape and external form and in the 

discussion of change in respect of states in general.  
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The latter interpretation also helps clarify two things. First, let me quote Text 4.9 

again:   

[Text 4.9] ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία σῶν παθημάσψν μέπορ σι· διαυοπὰρ γὰπ δηλοῦςι σῆρ 

κινήςεψρ καὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ, καθ’ ἃρ ποιοῦςιν ἢ πάςφοτςι καλῶρ ἢ υαύλψρ σὰ ἐν 

κινήςει ὄνσα· σὸ μὲν γὰπ ὡδὶ δτνάμενον κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν ἀγαθὸν σὸ δ’ ὡδὶ καὶ 

ἐνανσίψρ μοφθηπόν.   

Excellences and defects are a part of the affections, since they indicate the 

differentia of change and actuality in virtue of which the things in change act 

upon or are acted upon well or badly. For, in this way, a thing is good when it is 

capable of a change or an actuality in a certain way, whereas it is bad when in the 

contrary way. (Met. V.14, 1020b18-23)  

According to Text 4.9, not only what acts upon, i.e., the agent, but also what is acted 

upon, i.e., the patient, can achieve the excellence or defect of a change or an actuality. 

This gives us confidence to argue that, while the cases of a bird‟s building a nest and a 

doctor‟s exercising medical knowledge are considered to be the standard cases 

concerning the actuality of the agent, the coming-to-be of a house can be taken as a case 

concerning the actuality of the patient. Following this line of reasoning, what presents or 

exhibits the related excellence in the case of the coming-to-be of a house should be 

construed as the patient such as the building materials that undergoes the qualitative 

change. That which achieves the state of excellence, namely, presents or exhibits its 

excellence most in accordance with its artificial nature, should be understood as the 

building materials. I call the related nature of being a house “artificial” since the form of 

a house is granted by or transferred from the craftsman. According to Text 4.9, it is in 

virtue of the excellence—in this case being a house for the building materials—that the 

underlying subject, i.e., the building materials that which remains the same throughout 

the acquisition of a certain external form of house, is said to be built well. 

For these reasons we should avoid quickly jumping to the conclusion that the 

underlying subject is construed as the house in the case of the coming-to-be of a house in 
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Text 4.11. I suggest that in Text 4.11 it should be taken to be simply a convenient way of 

saying that what is perfected is the house (ἡ οἰκία, 246a20). In the case of being into a 

house, the underlying subject—as is argued above, i.e., that which presents or exhibits its 

excellence most in accordance with its artificial nature of being a house—should be 

construed to be the building materials that undergo the transformational change of 

acquiring the external form of house. In next section the case of becoming healthy 

(246b3-20) (and the case of acquiring knowledge at 247b10-248a6 as well) will offer a 

further support for this line of interpretation.   

Before moving onto the discussion of change in respect of somatic and psychic 

states, let me respond to the concern why Aristotle thinks that it is absurd (ἄσοπον, 246a4 

and 246a18) to say that the coming-to-be of a house is an alteration. Simplicius (1064,15-

17), Ross (1963, 675), Wardy (1990, 183) and Wedin (1993, 81) all argue that it is absurd 

because the house itself has not come to exist yet. But after a careful examination on the 

senses of σελείψμα and σελείψςιρ, what concerns Aristotle in Physics VII.3 should not be 

construed to be changes in respect of substance nor anything quasi substance, nor any 

kind of transformational change at 246b12 (see Text 4.12 in Section 4.4).  

Rather, I argue that Aristotle is concerned with an event of ἐνέπγεια that involves 

coming-to-be perfect, i.e., involves the notion of σελείψςιρ, in which the underlying 

subject presents or exhibits its excellence most in accordance with its (artificial) nature of 

being F, as the ἐνέπγεια-based account of γίγνεςθα suggests. This is precisely why 

Aristotle maintains that change in respect of shape, external form, somatic or physic state 

cannot be taken to be change in respect of substance (γένεςιρ), change in respect of 

quality (ἀλλοίψςιρ), nor in general any kind of transformational change at all (οὐδ’ ὅλψρ 

μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία) at 246b12 (see Text 4.12 in Section 4.4). In other words, the ἐνέπγεια-

based account of γίγνεςθα suggests that it is absurd to say that the coming-to-be of a 
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house is an alteration, because it is not any kind of transformational change at all, but 

should be construed to be an event of actuality (ἐνέπγεια) in which the bricks and stones 

exhibit their (artificial) nature of being building materials.  

4.4 A HYLOMORPHIC PROPOSAL OF THE TWO-WAY RELATION BETWEEN MATERIAL 

ALTERATION AND EXCELLENCE (PART I): “EACH EXCELLENCE IS SOMEHOW 

RELATED TO SOMETHING” (PHYSICS VII.3, 246B8) 

Just as the cases of acquiring shape or external form in Phys. VII.3—such as 

building a house and making a bronze statue, which are generally taken as the standard 

examples of change (κίνηςιρ) that excludes changes in respect of substance (see Phys. I.5 

188b21-23; Phys. V.2, 225b10-11; GC I.4, 319a14)—are no longer regarded as genuine 

qualitative changes, the cases of acquiring somatic and psychic states in Phys. VII.3—

such as becoming healthy and acquiring a certain piece of knowledge that are also 

generally taken as the standard examples of change (Met. IX.2, 1046b6-7; NE VII.11-14; 

De Anima II.5, 417a22-24)—are no longer regarded as in general any type of change at 

all (οὐδ’ ὅλψρ μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία, Phys. VII.3, 246b12, see Text 4.12).  

Remember that when we discussed the second half of Text 4.1, i.e., 246a6-9, 

where Aristotle for the first time proposed a generalized account for why certain changes 

are non-genuine qualitative changes: “perhaps it is necessary that each thing comes to be 

when something is undergoing a change in respect of quality” (246a6-7), I promised (in 

Section 4.2.4) to take a close look at (i) the scope and force of the necessity operator as 

well as (ii) the relation between the coming-to-be of a thing or a state and the qualitative 

changes at the material level. In Sections 4.4 and 4.5 I shall bring up a model of two-way 

relation between the patient‟s change (κίνηςιρ) and actuality (ἐνέπγεια) through 

examining different interpretations of the case of becoming healthy at 246b3-20 (see Text 

4.12).  
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Let us now consider the case of becoming healthy, which is the example Aristotle 

takes to illustrate why change in respect of somatic state cannot be a genuine qualitative 

change. Here is his argument:  

[Text 4.12] ἔσι δὲ καί υαμεν ἁπάςαρ εἶναι σὰρ ἀπεσὰρ ἐν σῷ ππόρ σι πὼρ ἔφειν. σὰρ 

μὲν γὰπ σοῦ ςώμασορ, οἷον ὑγίειαν καὶ εὐεξίαν, ἐν κπάςει καὶ ςτμμεσπίᾳ θεπμῶν καὶ 

χτφπῶν σίθεμεν, ἢ αὐσῶν ππὸρ αὑσὰ σῶν ἐνσὸρ ἢ ππὸρ σὸ πεπιέφον· ὁμοίψρ δὲ καὶ σὸ 

κάλλορ καὶ σὴν ἰςφὺν καὶ σὰρ ἄλλαρ ἀπεσὰρ καὶ κακίαρ. ἑκάςση γάπ ἐςσι σῷ ππόρ σι 

πὼρ ἔφειν, καὶ πεπὶ σὰ οἰκεῖα πάθη εὖ ἢ κακῶρ διασίθηςι σὸ ἔφον· οἰκεῖα δ’ ὑυ’ ὧν 

γίγνεςθαι καὶ υθείπεςθαι πέυτκεν. ἐπεὶ οὖν σὰ ππόρ σι οὔσε αὐσά ἐςσιν ἀλλοιώςειρ, 

οὔσε ἔςσιν αὐσῶν ἀλλοίψςιρ οὐδὲ γένεςιρ οὐδ’ ὅλψρ μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία, υανεπὸν ὅσι 

οὔθ’ αἱ ἕξειρ οὔθ’ αἱ σῶν ἕξεψν ἀποβολαὶ καὶ λήχειρ ἀλλοιώςειρ εἰςίν, ἀλλὰ 

γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν ἀνάγκη, καθάπεπ καὶ 

σὸ εἶδορ καὶ σὴν μοπυήν, οἷον θεπμῶν καὶ χτφπῶν ἢ ξηπῶν καὶ ὑγπῶν, ἢ ἐν οἷρ 

στγφάνοτςιν οὖςαι ππώσοιρ. πεπὶ σαῦσα γὰπ ἑκάςση λέγεσαι κακία καὶ ἀπεσή, ὑυ’ ὧν 

ἀλλοιοῦςθαι πέυτκε σὸ ἔφον· ἡ μὲν γὰπ ἀπεσὴ ποιεῖ ἢ ἀπαθὲρ ἢ ὡδὶ παθησικόν, ἡ δὲ 

κακία παθησικὸν ἢ ἐνανσίψρ ἀπαθέρ.  
Furthermore, we also say that all excellences lie in being somehow related to 

something. For, somatic excellences, such as health and fitness, we regard as 

consisting in the mixture and due proportion of hot and cold affections, either 

related to [sc. the affections] themselves within the organism or related to their 

surroundings. Similarly with the cases of beauty, strength, and all the other 

excellences and defects. For, each of them lies in being somehow related to 

something, and disposes its possessor well or badly with regard to the proper 

affections. Proper affections are those by which a thing comes to be or passes 

away naturally. Since, then, those related to something are not themselves 

alterations, nor is there alteration, coming-to-be, or in general any kind of 

transformational change in them, it is evident that neither the states nor the loss or 

acquisition of the states, but perhaps it is necessary that they come to be and pass 

away when certain things are undergoing alterations, just as form and external 

form, for instance, [sc. alterations] of hot, cold, dry and moist affections or of 

whatever it may be in which the states occur primarily. For, with regard to these 

[sc. affections] each is said to be an excellence or a defect by which the possessor 

undergoes alteration naturally, since excellence makes its possessor unaffected or 

capable of being affected in a certain way while defect makes its possessor 

unaffected or capable of being affected in the opposite way. (Phys. VII.3, 246b3-

20) 

As Text 4.12 indicates, two main reasons are adduced for why change in respect of 

somatic state cannot be construed as an alteration, generation, or in general any change at 
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all (246a12): (i) all excellences and defect are somehow related to something (246a8; also 

see 246a3-4), and (καί, 246a9) (ii) all excellences and defects dispose the possessor well 

or badly with respect to the proper affections (246a9; also see 246a19-20). The former 

has received a good portion of discussion from ancient commentators such as Simplicius 

and Philoponus, as well as modern scholars such as Robert Wardy (1990), Michael 

Wedin (1990) and Victor Caston (1990), whereas the latter does not receive as much 

attention as it deserves. I shall consider (i) in Section 4.4 and (ii) in Section 4.5 and argue 

that (i) and (ii) together provide a two-way relation of the patient‟s change and actuality.       

Somatic excellences such as health and fitness are said to be “somehow related to 

something” (ἐν σῷ ππόρ σι πὼρ ἔφειν, 246a3-4) in the sense that health and fitness (a) 

necessarily consist in the mixture and due proportion (246b5) of hot, cold, dry and moist 

affections (246b16-17), which are (b) either related to the affections themselves within 

the organism or related to their surroundings (246b6). Most scholars, both ancient and 

modern, center their discussions on (a) and argue that Text 4.12 presents more or less a 

supervenience thesis, which is based on this sentence: “perhaps it is necessary that they 

come to be and pass away when certain things are undergoing alteration” (ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι 

μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν ἀνάγκη, 246b14-15 in Text 4.12, also 

see 246a6-7 in Text 4.1 in singular form); on the other hand, when it comes to (b), they 

quickly jump to the conclusion that it is somatic excellence that should be construed to be 

relative to either the affections within the organism or their surroundings. I shall take a 

close look at (a) in Section 4.4.1 and (b) in Section 4.4.2.  

4.4.1 Strong Version of Supervenience Thesis vs. Necessitation from Material 

Alteration 

[Part of Text 4.12] ἐπεὶ οὖν σὰ ππόρ σι οὔσε αὐσά ἐςσιν ἀλλοιώςειρ, οὔσε ἔςσιν 

αὐσῶν ἀλλοίψςιρ οὐδὲ γένεςιρ οὐδ’ ὅλψρ μεσαβολὴ οὐδεμία, υανεπὸν ὅσι οὔθ’ αἱ ἕξειρ 
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οὔθ’ αἱ σῶν ἕξεψν ἀποβολαὶ καὶ λήχειρ ἀλλοιώςειρ εἰςίν, ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ 

αὐσὰρ καὶ υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν ἀνάγκη, καθάπεπ καὶ σὸ εἶδορ καὶ σὴν 

μοπυήν, οἷον θεπμῶν καὶ χτφπῶν ἢ ξηπῶν καὶ ὑγπῶν, ἢ ἐν οἷρ στγφάνοτςιν οὖςαι 

ππώσοιρ.  
Since, then, those related to something are not themselves alterations, nor is there 

alteration, coming-to-be, or in general any kind of transformational change in 

them, it is evident that neither the states nor the loss or acquisition of the states, 

but perhaps it is necessary that they come to be and pass away when certain things 

are undergoing alterations, just as form and external form, for instance, [sc. 

alterations] of hot, cold, dry and moist affections or of whatever it may be in 

which the states occur primarily. (Phys. VII.3, 246b10-17) 

As mentioned earlier in Section 4.2.4, Simplicius uses the Greek word ἐπιγίνεσαι 

(1069,16), which literally means “comes to be after” or “comes to be upon,” to 

characterize the occurrence of a somatic or psychic state that results from the qualitative 

change at the material level. Among modern scholars, Michael Wedin (1993, 50) argues 

that Phys. VII.3 “certainly appears to promote the supervenience of form on matter and to 

extend supervenience to psychological states,” and Victor Caston (1993, 108) contends 

that Phys. VII.3 “does offer us a version of a supervenience theory.” In Section 4.4.1, I 

shall consider the question whether we need this heavily loaded notion “supervenience” 

in reconstructing the relation between coming-to-be perfect and genuine qualitative 

change at the material level in Text 4.12. I shall examine (i) the scope of necessity, (ii) 

what supervenes on what and (iii) the issue of one direction only (Section 4.4.1.1) and 

propose my own interpretation, i.e., necessitation from material alteration (Section 

4.4.1.2).      

4.4.1.1 Strong Version of Supervenience Thesis 

There are two main ways to construe the scope of the necessity operator in the 

sentence ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν ἀνάγκη 

(246b14-15 in Text 4.12, also see 246a6-7 in Text 4.11 in singular form). Suppose that 

there are individual objects x and y:  
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[Narrow Scope] If y undergoes a qualitative change, it is necessary that x comes 

to be.  

[Wide Scope] It is necessary that if y undergoes a qualitative change x comes to 

be.  

In the narrow scope interpretation, the necessity operator governs the apodosis (i.e., the 

main clause: x comes to be) only. As Caston has pointed out, there are two problems with 

the narrow scope interpretation: first, “all generable substances exist only contingently” 

(see GC II.11, 337b29-338a3), and therefore it cannot be true “of any generable 

substance that it was necessary that that substance came to be”; second, nor can it be true 

that “given a certain alteration, the coming-to-be of that substance was necessary” 

(italics by Caston, 1993, 115). By contrast, in the wide scope interpretation, the necessity 

operator governs both the protasis (i.e., the genitive absolute clause: if y undergoes a 

qualitative change) as well as the apodosis.23 Most scholars seem to be in favor of the 

wide scope interpretation, such as Wardy (1990, 204). I too find that the wide scope 

interpretation is largely persuasive. After all the fact that the word ἀνάγκη (246b15) is 

placed in the end of the sentence suggests that the compulsory force governs not the 

genitive absolute clause ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν (246b15) alone but the main clause γίγνεςθαι 

μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ υθείπεςθαι (246b14-15) as well.  

                                                 
23 Caston (1990, 116) further differentiates the weak supervenience thesis into two versions, de re and de 

dicto, and argues that Michael Wedin‟s construal (1990, 54-56) seems to favor the de re version. Here are 

his formulations: 

[de re version] □(∀x)(∃y)□[y is altered→(x comes to be)] 

[de dicto version] □ (∀x)(∃y)[y is altered→(x comes to be)] 

In the de dicto version, the necessity operator governs the existential quantifier as well as the conditional, 

while in the de re version the necessity operator falls after the existential quantifier and governs the 

conditional only. The de dicto version requires that “ in every possible world, events of a certain kind have 

some sufficient condition or other,” whereas the de re version requires that “any event which is sufficient in 

some world is also sufficient in every world.” (Caston, 1990, 116) According to Caston, the de re version is 

grammatically impossible, since the existential quantifier and the protasis “are given inseparably in the 

genitive absolute.” (Caston, 1990, 116) 
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I am more concerned with the following question: what precisely is that which 

supervenes upon or comes to be upon the qualitative change at the material level? 

According to the substance-based account of γίγνεςθαι, as mentioned earlier in Sections 

4.2.2 and 4.2.4, what supervenes upon the qualitative change at the material level is 

understood as a substance or something quasi substance such as a substantial form or a 

property. As mentioned in Section 4.2.4.2, Caston (1993, 109-111) points out that what 

supervenes on the material alteration cannot be construed as a substance nor a property; 

instead, it should be construed as an event of a transformational change that supervenes 

upon or comes to exist over the underlying qualitative change. In Section 4.3, I have 

argued that the event at issue cannot be construed as any kind of change in general, as 

Aristotle has made it very clear at 246b10-12 (see Text 4.12). Rather, it should be 

construed to be an event of ἐνέπγεια that involves coming-to-be perfect, in which one 

presents or exhibits its excellence most in accordance with its nature. Let me compare 

Caston‟s κίνηςιρ-based wide scope with my ἐνέπγεια-based wide scope as follows: 

[Wide Scope-κίνηςιρ] It is necessary that if the qualitative change at the material 

level occurs, the event of a transformational change occurs.  

[Wide Scope-ἐνέπγεια] It is necessary that if the qualitative change at the material 

level occurs, the event of a coming-to-be perfect occurs.   

According to Wedin (1993) and Caston (1993), the wide scope interpretation 

suggests a non-reductionist supervenience thesis: while the coming-to-be cannot be 

reduced to the qualitative change at the material level, the qualitative change at the 

material level is sufficient for the occurrence of the substance or something quasi 

substance (Wedin, 1993, 80) or the occurrence of an event of a transformational change 

(Caston, 1993, 115). I shall leave alone the concerns about whether the wide scope 

interpretation would lead to an undesirable reductionist outcome, since most scholars 
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now are in an agreement that in one way or another we are able to construct a version of 

the wide scope formula without a commitment to reductionism.24  

Now I would like to call attention to the question whether (a) the wide scope 

interpretation suggests a strong version of the supervenience thesis that denies the 

compatibility with a compulsory force from the top down, or (b) the wide scope 

interpretation suggests a rather weak version of supervenience theses—or, to avoid using 

a heavily loaded notion like supervenience, I shall call it “necessitation from the bottom 

up”—that is compatible with a compulsory force from the top down. It seems to me that 

Wardy, Wedin, and Caston25 conflate these two notions, i.e., the strong version of 

supervenience thesis and necessitation from the bottom up. According to them, the wide 

scope interpretation that is presented in Phys. VII.3 (246a6-7 in Text 4.1 and 246b14-15 

in Text 4.12) suggests version of supervenience thesis is taken to be identical with 

necessitation that flows from the bottom up alone, as opposed to the compulsory force 

from the top down, and thus incompatible with the compulsory force from the top down. 

Let us first take a brief look at the debate about the compatibility between supervenience 

and necessitation from the top down.  

Wardy (1990, 204-206) contends that supervenience reading is a wholly un-

Aristotelian notion, on the grounds that “for Aristotle, there is no sense in which matter 

„fixes‟ form,” since necessitation from the top down, which “entails that certain material 

condition be fulfilled given that a certain formal result is to be achieved (Physics II.9), is 

introduced precisely to avoid any suggestion of necessitation from below” (italics by 

                                                 
24 Wardy (1990), Wedin (1993), and Caston (1993).  
25 For instance, Caston (1993, 108) just equates these two theses: “what is so remarkable about Physics 

VII.3 is that Aristotle repeatedly makes modal claims that share the same order as (S) and so affirms 

necessitation from the bottom up in a diverse number of cases.” (Italics by Caston)  (S) refers to □(M→F), 

where F is a proposition concerning the form of the substance while M concerning the matter that 

constitutes the substance. 
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Wardy, 1990, 206). Clearly, Wardy‟s version of supervenience thesis is a strong version 

of supervenience thesis that denies the compatibility with a compulsory force from the 

top down.  

On the other hand, Wedin (1993, 81) campaigns for a compatible reading by 

differentiating these two notions “explanation” and “necessity”: “explaining what a 

material complex or process is for requires explicit mention of form because an organism 

form serves its end” and “form will supervene on matter insofar as the existence of 

certain matter and material states necessitates the existence of form” (italics by Wedin). 

While explanation operates at the formal level and necessity operates at the material level 

(Wedin, 1993, 81), Wedin grants the form an explanatory role at the material level rather 

than a compulsory role from the top down.  

In accommodating the role of form at the material level, Wedin weakens the force 

of form, or, more precisely, the coming-to-be at the formal level by characterizing it as an 

explanatory role rather than a role that necessitates the qualitative change at the material 

level.26 This solution, however, helps us clarify the hidden assumption of Wedin‟s [sc. 

non-reductionist] version of supervenience—as I call it—the one-direction-only 

assumption: while the occurrence of qualitative change at the material level necessitates 

the occurrence of coming-to-be at the formal level, the occurrence of qualitative change 

at the material level cannot be in turn necessitated or determined by the occurrence of 

coming-to-be at the formal level. Notice that the occurrence of coming-to-be at the 

formal level simply explains what the occurrence of qualitative change at the material 

level is for. In other words, the strong version of supervenience thesis implies an 

asymmetrical relation: while qualitative change at the material level determines the 

                                                 
26 Stephen Evens (1997, 273) makes a similar point: “accepting that material alterations determine formal 

changes does not entail that formal sentences could in principle be abandoned in favor of material 

sentences without explanatory or descriptive loss.”  
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occurrence of coming-to-be at the macro level, the coming-to-be at the macro level does 

not determine the qualitative change at the material level. We may thus reformulate the 

strong version of supervenience thesis in the following way:    

[Strong Version of Supervenience Thesis] The occurrence of qualitative change 

at the material level necessitates the occurrence of coming-to-be at the formal 

level; this thesis implies the one-direction-only assumption that the occurrence of 

coming-to-be does not have the compulsory force of the occurrence of qualitative 

change. 

I shall argue in Section 4.5 that the same text in Phys. VII.3, 246b3-20 (or see Text 4.12) 

that Wedin and Caston rely on to build the strong version of supervenience thesis 

suggests a compatible reading that is stronger than the reading offered by Wedin. Before 

that, let me first refute the strong version of supervenience thesis for the sentence 

“perhaps it is necessary that they come to be and pass away when certain things are 

undergoing alteration” (ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν 

ἀνάγκη, 246b14-15 in Text 4.12, also see 246a6-7 in Text 4.11 in singular form).     

4.4.1.2 Necessitation from Material Alteration 

Let us consider again what Aristotle says—ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ 

υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν ἀνάγκη (246b14-15 in Text 4.12, also see 246a6-7 in Text 

4.11 in singular form)—in terms of the wide scope interpretation:  

[Wide Scope-ἐνέπγεια] It is necessary that if the qualitative change at the material 

level occurs, the event of coming-to-be perfect occurs.   

Aristotle is in fact expressing a rather neutral idea without involving the one-direction-

only assumption. The latter assumption maintains that the occurrence of coming-to-be 

perfect does not have a compulsory force of the occurrence of qualitative change at the 
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material level. Recently many scholars have struggled to come up with a weaker version 

of supervenience theory that would not rule out a compulsory force from the top down. 

But I suggest that perhaps we had better leave aside those heavily loaded notions such as 

“supervenience” and its verb “supervene” and seek for a straightforward, neutral and 

closer-to-the-text expression to characterize how the occurrence of qualitative change at 

the material level is linked to the occurrence of coming-to-be perfect at the formal level 

in Phys. VII.3. In accommodating the possibility of compulsory force from the top down, 

I choose to use the phrase “necessitation from material alteration” to refer to my 

formulation of the sentence “perhaps it is necessary that they come to be and pass away 

when certain things are undergoing alteration” (ἀλλὰ γίγνεςθαι μὲν ἴςψρ αὐσὰρ καὶ 

υθείπεςθαι ἀλλοιοτμένψν σινῶν ἀνάγκη, 246b14-15 in Text 4.12, also see 246a6-7 in Text 

4.11 in singular form):     

[Necessitation from Material Alteration] The occurrence of qualitative change 

at the material level necessitates the occurrence of coming-to-be perfect; but this 

thesis does not imply the one-direction-only assumption that the occurrence of 

coming-to-be does not have the compulsory force of the occurrence of qualitative 

change.   

As mentioned earlier, we will see very soon in Section 4.5 that Aristotle does provide an 

account of compulsory force from the top down in the same Text 4.12, which shall serve 

as one more good case against the one-direction-only supervenience thesis.  

4.4.2 A More Informative Version of Necessitation from Material Alteration 

Now we need an in-depth account regarding the content of such a necessitation 

from material alteration. Let us consider 246b3-6 in this section:  

[Part of Text 4.12] ἔσι δὲ καί υαμεν ἁπάςαρ εἶναι σὰρ ἀπεσὰρ ἐν σῷ ππόρ σι πὼρ 

ἔφειν. σὰρ μὲν γὰπ σοῦ ςώμασορ, οἷον ὑγίειαν καὶ εὐεξίαν, ἐν κπάςει καὶ ςτμμεσπίᾳ 
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θεπμῶν καὶ χτφπῶν σίθεμεν, ἢ αὐσῶν ππὸρ αὑσὰ σῶν ἐνσὸρ ἢ ππὸρ σὸ πεπιέφον·  
Furthermore, we also say that all excellences lie in being somehow related to 

something. For, somatic excellences, such as health and fitness, we regard as 

consisting in the mixture and due proportion of hot and cold affections, either 

related to [sc. the affections] themselves within the organism or related to their 

surroundings. (Phys. VII.3, 246b3-6) 

Many commentators, both ancient and modern, construe this sentence to be presenting 

the idea of mere Cambridge Change. In Section 4.4.2.1 I shall point out that mere 

Cambridge Change implies, as I shall call it, the relativity thesis; in Section 4.4.2.2 I shall 

argue that Aristotle‟s texts in Physics VII.3 suggest quite an opposite view, which I call a 

non-relativity thesis, that is based on Categories 7.  

4.4.2.1 The Mere Cambridge Change 

(a) Ancient Versions of the Mere Cambridge Change 

According to Simplicius, the second part of 246b4-6 in Text 4.12 suggests that 

changes in respect of somatic states should be understood as “relative changes.” He 

argues that relative changes do not pertain to the category of genuine change as is proved 

in Phys. V. 1-2, for this reason changes in respect of somatic excellences cannot be 

construed as changes in their own right (καθ’ αὑσά, 245b4-5). Somatic excellences cannot 

be construed as genuine qualitative changes on the grounds that they are not genuine 

changes at all, which means, they are not changes in their own right  (Simplicius, 

1067,28-1068,8).27  

                                                 
27 εἰ οὖν αἱ ἀπεσαὶ καὶ αἱ κακίαι σοῦ ςώμασορ ἐν σῷ ππόρ σί πψρ ἔφειν εἰςί, δέδεικσαι δὲ ἐν σῷ πέμπσῳ βιβλίῳ, 

ὅσι ἐν σῷ ππόρ σι οὐκ ἔςσιν κίνηςιρ καθ’ αὑσὸ οὐδὲ μεσαβολὴ ὅλψρ, δῆλον ὅσι οὐδὲ ἀλλοίψςιρ εἴη ἄν. (If, then, 

the virtues and vices of the body [lie] in being somehow relative to something, and it has been proved in the 

fifth book that in the [category of] relative there is no motion in its own right, nor any change at all, it is 

obvious that there could not be alteration either.) (Simplicius, 1067,28-1068,2; translation and brackets by 

Hagen). In the 20
th

 century Caston (1993, 122) takes a similar stand that “they [sc. the states] consist in an 

achievement relative to a norm, mean, or balance. It is for this reason, presumably, that Aristotle declares 

all excellences to be relatives (246b3-4), and not that they have objects” (italics by Caston, brackets by 

me).  
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Closely with this line of interpretation, Philoponus offers a vivid example to 

illustrate such a relative relation: when A moves forward, B comes to the right side of A 

after having been to her left side. The relation of being on A‟s right side is not acquired 

by A‟s motion but by B‟s motion from one side to the other. For this reason A (or somatic 

excellences) cannot be regarded a genuine change (Philoponus, 767,21-27). 28 “So 

excellences are relatives,” concluded by Philoponus (767,17).  

In the 20
th

 century Wardy uses Peter Geach‟s formulation of Cambridge Change 

to address the same idea (214-220):  

[Cambridge Change] “The thing called „x‟ has changed if we have „F(x) at time 

t‟ true and „F(x) at time t*‟ false.” 29 

Relative change is said to be merely incidental “because change in one relatum suffices 

to alter its relation to the other, perhaps altogether static, relatum” (Wardy, 1990, 215). 

For instance, at t1, Socrates has the property of “being taller than Phaedo” when Phaedo 

is a teenager. A few years later, say at t2, while Socrates‟ height remains the same, 

Phaedo grows taller than Socrates, and thus the property “being taller than Phaedo” is no 

longer true for Socrates. The change of ceasing to be taller than Phaedo, which cannot be 

regarded as a genuine change in Socrates, is the so-called mere Cambridge Change.   

(b) Relativity Thesis and the Modern Versions of the Mere Cambridge Change 

Wardy argues that Aristotle offers us a pair of options to account for why somatic 

excellence is relative: somatic excellences are determined by certain proportions either 

                                                 
28 “This may be explained as follows: I come to the right of Zayd after having been to his left, when Zayd 

moves. This [relation of being a his right] is acquired by means of a motion, for Zayd moves from one 

place to another, and at the same time it occurs that I am at his right or left. Indeed, this [motion] is not 

something which takes place for the relative itself, but it occurs to something else. Thus it [sc. the relative] 

is not subject to a motion, but the motion occurs in something else and the relation is acquired as a result of 

it. Similarly, also when the elements move, then being in balance and being out of balance will follow as a 

result of the motion.” (Philoponus, 767,21-27) 
29 I borrowed the formula from Wardy (1990, 214, note 78); originally from Geach (1969, 71-72). 
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(a) “within the organism between internal hot and cold” or (b) “external to the body 

between the organic state and the environment” (218). He argues that the first option 

conflicts with the idea that “Aristotelian mixture is precisely not a relation between 

independently subsisting, distinguishable ingredients” (218) (italics by Wardy) and for 

this reason the second option is more plausible: (b) somatic excellences and defects are 

determined by the relation between the organic state and the environment.  

He considers two cases for (b): (b-1) a fat Eskimo moves to equator, and (b-2) a 

skinny Eskimo who stays at home gains weight. (b-1) is considered as a standard mere 

Cambridge Change, since the fat Eskimo has transited from a sound condition to an ill 

condition without undergoing any genuine qualitative change, whereas (b-2) appears not 

to be a case of mere Cambridge Change, since the skinny Eskimo would develop a sound 

condition by means of a genuine qualitative change such as “the process of laying down 

fat” (219). Wardy suggests that we may still read it in the following way: although in (b-

2) gaining a sound condition in the arctic involves a genuine qualitative change, the 

somatic state “possesses its important character of life-preserving condition” (219), e.g., 

being fat, that is relative to the environment. I shall call this line of interpretation as the 

Relativity  Thesis: 

[Relativity Thesis] The acquisition or loss of excellence and defect is a relative 

coming-to-be iff 

(i) the mixture and due proportion is relative to either the affections within 

the organism30 or their surroundings, and  

(ii) if the mixture and due proportion occurs, the somatic excellence or defect 

comes to be.  

                                                 
30 Wardy (1990, 218) has excluded this option though.  
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This line of interpretation presupposes that the mere Cambridge Change concerns 

relational properties: what the underlying subject x possesses at t1 is a property such as 

“x‟s being taller than y” or “x‟s being on the left side of y.” The change of x‟s property is 

said to be a mere Cambridge Change on the grounds that it is the other relatum, i.e., y, 

who actually undergoes the change—y has grown taller or y has moved to the other side 

of x at t2—whereas x remains unchanged. It is for this reason that the property at issue is 

said to be incidental (κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, Phys. V.2 , 225b13) to x. The following 

modification of Geach‟s formulation would do a better job at grasping the gist of the 

mere Cambridge Change. I mark the refined version with *:  

[Cambridge Change*] The thing called x has changed if we have R(xy) at t1 true 

and R(xy) at t2 false. 

(c) Problems of the Mere Cambridge Change Interpretation 

A few problems arise from this line of interpretation. First, in the case of the 

acquisition of a somatic state, the state of being healthy or being ill cannot be construed 

as a merely relational property to the underlying subject. As I have pointed out earlier in 

the discussion of Text 4.11, the somatic state at issue is restricted to the state of 

excellence or defect (246a11-12), which is characterized as perfection (246a13) in which 

one is presenting or exhibiting itself most in accordance with its nature (246a14-15) or as 

departure from the perfection (246a16-17). For this reason it cannot be right to construe 

somatic excellence to be something merely incidental to the underlying subject x.  

Second, perhaps Simplicius, Philoponus, and Wardy might all have misconstrued 

one of the relata. As the condition (i) of the above relativity thesis shows: 

[The Incorrect Relata] The mixture and due proportion is relative to either the 

affections within the organism or their surroundings. 
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Grammatically speaking, αὑσά (themselves) at 246b6 suggests that αὐσῶν (they) at 246b is 

taken as neuter and therefore refers to the neuter θεπμῶν καὶ χτφπῶν (the hot and cold 

affections) at 246b5 rather than the feminine κπάςει καὶ ςτμμεσπίᾳ (mixture and due 

proportion) at 246b5. In other words, αὐσῶν at 246b, which is characterized to be related 

to themselves within the organism (αὑσὰ σῶν ἐνσόρ, 246b6) or to their surroundings (σὸ 

πεπιέφον, 246b6), should be construed as the hot, cold, moist and dry affections rather 

than mixture and due proportion or even the state of being healthy.  

[The Correct Relata] The somatic excellence or defect is determined by the 

mixture and due proportion, in which the affections within the organism are 

related to the affections themselves or to their surroundings. 

Note that I have carefully switched the translation of ππόρ at 246b4 from “being relative 

to,” which is used in the relativity thesis, to “being related to” for the sake of establishing 

a non-relativity account. I shall spell out the reason and the non-relativity thesis in the 

following section. Also, it is worth attention that from the claim that the affections are 

said to be related to (or relative to) the affections themselves within the organism or to 

their surroundings, we should not quickly jump to the conclusion that the mixture and 

due proportion, i.e., a certain proportion by which the affections are connected to one 

another, should be considered to be an Aristotelian “relation” in Phys. V.1-2, on the 

grounds that the mixture and due proportion cannot be taken as merely incidental (κασὰ 

ςτμβεβηκόρ, Phys. V.2 , 225b13) to the relata, which in the context of Phys. VII.3, 

246b3-20 (or see Text 4.12) are the hot, cold, moist and dry affections. I shall offer why 

in the following section.  
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4.4.2.2  A Non-Relativity Account of Coming-To-Be Perfect 

The distinction between the two kinds of ππόρ σι in Categories 7 shall shed light 

on the issue. In the beginning of Cat. 7, 6a36-b8, Aristotle differentiates two kinds of 

ππόρ σι: (a) being G than or of something else: Aristotle uses comparative genitive to 

describe G. The instances offered are such as being larger (than), being double (of) 

(6a38-39). (b) being G of something else: Aristotle uses objective genitive to describe G. 

The instances offered are state, condition, perception, knowledge, and position (θέςιρ) 

(6b2-3). 

In 7b15-ba13, the relation in (a) are further characterized as consisting in three 

elements: (i) involving contrary properties “simultaneously”; for instance, if x is double 

of y, y is half of x simultaneously; if x is master of y, then y is slave of x simultaneously 

(7b16-19); (ii) regarding the relation per se, if there is not a double, there is not a half, 

and if there is not a half, there is not a double (7b19-22; also see Cat. 13, 14b30-31); (iii) 

regarding the relata, as Wedin (1993, 59) reminds us, neither x is responsible for the 

existence of y nor is y for x (Cat. 13, 14b31-32).31 In contrast, the relation in (b) are 

characterized as occurring “non-simultaneously,” since the object of knowledge exists 

prior to knowledge of it (7b23-27) and is said to be a necessary condition for knowledge 

of it (7b27-35). Perhaps we may formulate these two kinds of relation in the following 

                                                 
31 Here is how Wedin (1993, 59) formulates the two kinds of relatives: 

“SYM. x and y are simultaneous relatives ↔ x and y are relatives & □ (x exists ≡ y exists) & (y 

is not the cause of x & x is not the cause of y). 

ASYM. x and y are simultaneous relatives ↔ x and y are relatives & □ (x exists ≡ y exists) & (y 

is the cause of x ˅ x is the cause of y).”   

There are two flaws in Wedin‟s formulations: first, SYM. is also involved with two “contrary relational 

properties” that are necessary for each other, i.e., (i) D(xy) and H(xy) occur simultaneously, and (ii) D(xy) 

is the necessary condition for H(xy) and vice versa (suppose D and H are contrary relational properties); 

second, in ASYM., the formulation that y is the cause of x ˅ x is the cause of y is a bit ambiguous. In fact, 

Aristotle has made it very clear that the object of knowledge is the necessary condition of knowledge of it: 

ἐπιςσησοῦ γὰπ μὴ ὄνσορ οὐκ ἔςσιν ἐπιςσήμη... ἐπιςσήμηρ δὲ μὴ οὔςηρ οὐδὲν κψλύει ἐπιςσησὸν εἶναι· (For, if 

there is no object of knowledge, there is no knowledge of it... nevertheless, if there is no knowledge of it, 

there is nothing preventing that there is an object of knowledge) (Cat. 7, 7b29-31, my translation).    
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way. Suppose that x and y are relata, D and H are contrary properties such as being half 

and double, being left and right, or being slave and master:       

[Simultaneous Relation] x and y are simultaneous relata iff  

(i) D(xy) and H(xy) occur simultaneously, and  

(ii) D(xy) is a necessary condition for H(xy) and vice versa, and 

(iii) neither the occurrence of x is a necessary condition for the occurrence of y 

nor is y for x.  

[Non-Simultaneous Relation] x and y are non-simultaneous relata iff the 

occurrence of x is a necessary condition of the occurrence of y but the occurrence 

of y is not a necessary condition of the occurrence of x.   

(a) The Relativity Thesis and the Simultaneous Relation 

Note that in the simultaneous relation the properties D and H, such as being half-

double, being left-right, or being slave-master, are not simply contrary properties, but 

more importantly, they are also relational properties that are characterized as incidental 

(κασὰ ςτμβεβηκόρ, Phys. V.2 , 225b13) to the relata x and y. This explains why the 

occurrence of either one relatum is not a necessary condition for the occurrence of the 

other. Now consider the relation of the mixture and due proportion to the hot, cold, moist 

and dry affections. The fact that the occurrence of the mixture and due proportion 

requires the affections explains that the affections cannot be merely incidental to the 

mixture and due proportion, since the proper affections such as the hot, cold, moist and 

dry are the necessary condition for the occurrence of the mixture and due proportion 

(246b10). The option of construing the mixture and due proportion as an Aristotelian 

“relation,” i.e., the simultaneous relation that involves the relativity thesis, is therefore 

ruled out. 
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(b) The Non-Relativity Thesis and the Non-Simultaneous Relation 

On the other hand, the non-simultaneous relation that involves the necessitation of 

the occurrence of one of the relata, i.e., the occurrence of x is a necessary condition of 

the occurrence of y but not vice versa, is a better candidate for interpreting how the 

mixture and due proportion is in relation to the affections. We may divide “how” into 

three steps. Step (i), the mixture and due proportion cannot occur without the hot, cold, 

moist and dry affections that are related either to the affections themselves within the 

organism or to their surroundings. Step (ii), if there are no proper affections, there is no 

mixture and due proportion. Step (iii), when the affections that are related either to the 

affections themselves within the organism or to their surroundings have reached a certain 

proportion, the affections are said to have acquired the mixture or due proportion (κπάςει 

καὶ ςτμμεσπίᾳ, 246b5). Step (iv), when such a mixture or due proportion occurs, the 

somatic excellence comes to be.  

One reason in favor of using the non-simultaneous relation to reconstruct the 

relation of the mixture and due proportion to the affections in Text 4.12 is that Step (iii) 

and Step (iii) confirm the idea of necessity from material alteration that was proposed in 

the discussion of Text 4.11: Step (iii) suggests that reaching a certain proportion between 

the affections themselves within the organism or between the affections and their 

surroundings is a sufficient condition for the occurrence of the mixture or due proportion; 

Step (iv) suggests that the occurrence of the mixture or due proportion is a sufficient 

condition for the occurrence of coming-to-be of a somatic excellence.  

Another reason is that the simultaneous relation does not suffice to explain why in 

the very beginning of Phys. VII.3 genuine qualitative changes are said to occur only in 

those things that are affected by perceptible qualities in their own right (καθ’ αὑσά, 245b4-

5), i.e., non-incidentally, on the grounds that properties such as being half-double and 
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being left-right are relational properties and therefore incidental to the relata x and y. In 

the simultaneous relation the affections are merely incidental to the mixture and due 

proportion. But the non-simultaneous relation provides an account of connecting the 

relata x and y with a necessary condition. Namely, the affections are a necessary 

condition for the occurrence of the mixture and due proportion. I shall call this line of 

interpretation the non-relativity thesis, which we may take as a more informative version 

of necessitation from material alteration: 

[Non-Relativity Thesis as a More Informative Version of Necessitation from 

Material Alteration] The acquisition or loss of excellence and defect is a non-

relative coming-to-be iff 

(i) the affections that are related to (a) the affections themselves or (b) their 

surroundings are a necessary condition of the occurrence of the mixture 

and due proportion, and 

(ii) if there is no proper affection, there is no mixture and due proportion, and 

(iii) if (a) the affections themselves within the organism or (b) the affections 

and their surroundings reach a certain balance point, the mixture or due 

proportion occurs, and  

(iv) if the mixture and due proportion occurs, the somatic excellence or defect 

comes to be.  

In comparison to our earlier rather less informative version of necessitation from material 

alteration,  

[Necessitation from Material Alteration] The occurrence of qualitative change 

at the material level necessitates the occurrence of coming-to-be perfect; but this 

thesis does not imply the one-direction-only assumption that the occurrence of 
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coming-to-be does not have the compulsory force of the occurrence of qualitative 

change.   

The non-relativity thesis supplies a substantial content to how such a necessitation from 

material alteration is supposed to be arising from, first, the connection among the proper 

affections or between them and their surroundings, and, second, the occurrence of the 

mixture and due proportion, and, thirdly, the coming-to-be of the somatic excellence or 

defect.  

To avoid any implication of the relativity thesis or the simultaneous relation, I use 

“related to something”—which is not as strong as “relative to something”—to translate 

ππόρ σι at 246b4. Keep this non-relativity thesis in mind, let us return to the very 

beginning of Text 4.12, where somatic excellences are said to be in a condition somehow 

related to something (ἐν σῷ ππόρ σι πὼρ ἔφειν, 246b3-4). As mentioned earlier, both 

ancient commentators and modern scholars take it for granted to be literally saying that 

somatic excellences are relative to the affections or the surroundings. That is to say, they 

resort to the relativity thesis that is based on the simultaneous relation in Cat. 7 to 

construe how the mixture and due proportion are in relation to the affections. But, now, if 

I am correct in construing such a relation in terms of the non-relativity thesis that is based 

on the non-simultaneous relation in Cat. 7, it then becomes no longer perplexing to 

understand what Aristotle means by “in a condition somehow (πὼρ) related to 

something.” By adding πὼρ (246b4), as I take it, Aristotle seems to wish to weaken the 

implication of the relativity thesis. Accordingly, somatic excellence should be understood 

as being related to the affections within the organism or to their surroundings of the 

organism in terms of the non-relativity thesis.  
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4.5 A HYLOMORPHIC PROPOSAL OF THE TWO-WAY RELATION BETWEEN MATERIAL 

ALTERATION AND EXCELLENCE (PART II): “EACH EXCELLENCE DISPOSES THE 

POSSESSOR WELL OR BADLY WITH RESPECT TO THE PROPER AFFECTIONS” (PHYSICS 

VII.3, 246B9) 

We have seen that most commentators maintain that Phys. VII.3 exhibits more or 

less a supervenience thesis—the qualitative change at the material level determines the 

occurrence of coming-to-be of a external form, shape, or a somatic or psychic state—

which involves the one-direction-only assumption that the role of the external form, 

shape, or the state does not possess a compulsory force over the qualitative change at the 

material level. In this section I shall argue that Aristotle has offered something quite 

opposite to the one-direction-only assumption in the same Text 4.12. Let us now consider 

the second half of Text 4.12:  

[Part of Text 4.12] ἑκάςση γάπ ἐςσι σῷ ππόρ σι πὼρ ἔφειν, καὶ πεπὶ σὰ οἰκεῖα πάθη 

εὖ ἢ κακῶρ διασίθηςι σὸ ἔφον·  

For, each of them lies in being somehow related to something, and disposes its 

possessor well or badly with regard to the proper affections. (Phys. VII.3, 246b8-

9) 

Aristotle provides a further explanation of 246b8-9 at 246b17-20: 

[Part of Text 4.12] πεπὶ σαῦσα γὰπ ἑκάςση λέγεσαι κακία καὶ ἀπεσή, ὑυ’ ὧν 

ἀλλοιοῦςθαι πέυτκε σὸ ἔφον· ἡ μὲν γὰπ ἀπεσὴ ποιεῖ ἢ ἀπαθὲρ ἢ ὡδὶ παθησικόν, ἡ δὲ 

κακία παθησικὸν ἢ ἐνανσίψρ ἀπαθέρ.  
For, with regard to these [sc. affections] each is said to be an excellence or a 

defect by which the possessor undergoes alteration naturally, since excellence 

makes its possessor unaffected or capable of being affected in a certain way while 

defect makes its possessor unaffected or capable of being affected in the opposite 

way. (Phys. VII.3, 246b17-20) 

Our main concern of these two passages is: what exactly is the role of excellences and 

defect in the qualitative change at the material level? That is to ask, how does excellence 

or defect dispose (διασίθηςι, 246b9) its possessor well or badly with regard to the proper 

affection and make (ποιεῖ, 246b19) its possessor unaffected or capable of being affected 

in a certain way?  
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4.5.1 Excellence as That Which Moderates the Proper Affections 

Not very many commentators have offered a response to the above concern. Only 

Simplicius made an attempt. He argues that in the case of psychic excellence, moral 

excellences do not eradicate (ἐκκόπσοτςαι) the emotions and the appetites completely 

from the soul, but rather moderate (μεσποῦςαι) their movements; likewise in the case of 

somatic excellence, health, for instance, does not make the body unaffected by hot and 

cold, but rather moderates the affections in the body.32 Accordingly, excellences are said 

to arise through the due proportion of the proper affections and defects arise through lack 

of due proportion.33 The primary sense of the verb μεσπέψ is “to measure,” but it also has 

the sense of “to moderate” when it is used in the circumstances that are related to pains or 

emotions.34 I agree with Charles Hagen (1994, 48) that “to moderate” is a better 

translation for the context, especially when Simplicius contrasts μεσποῦςαι with 

ἐκκόπσοτςαι (translated as “to cut off” and “to make an end of,” or “eradicate” if 

following Hagen‟s own terminology) (1070,1-2). I shall call this line of reading 

moderating thesis: 

[Moderating Thesis] Excellence moderates rather than eradicates the hot, cold, 

moist and dry affections that the individual possesses in accordance with a due 

proportion.   

                                                 
32 σοιαῦσαι γάπ εἰςιν ἐπὶ σῆρ χτφῆρ αἵ σε ἠθικαὶ καὶ αἱ πολισικαὶ ἀπεσαὶ οὐκ ἐκκόπσοτςαι σελέψρ σῆρ χτφῆρ 

σοὺρ θτμοὺρ καὶ σὰρ ἐπιθτμίαρ, ἀλλὰ μεσποῦςαι αὐσῶν σὰ κινήμασα. καὶ ἐπὶ σοῦ ςώμασορ οὐκ ἀπαθὲρ ποιεῖ σὸ 

ςῶμα ὑπὸ σῶν θεπμῶν καὶ χτφπῶν, ἀλλὰ μεσπεῖ αὐσῶν σὰ πάθη ἡ ςψμασικὴ ἀπεσή, σοτσέςσιν ἡ ὑγεία, ὥςπεπ ἡ 

κακία καὶ ἡ νόςορ ἡ ἀμεσπία αὐσῶν ἐςσίν. (For, in the case of the soul the moral and the civic virtues are of 

this kind, not eradicating the emotions and the appetites completely from the soul, but moderating their 

movements. In the case of the body as well, bodily virtue, that is, health, does not make the body 

unaffected by hot and cold, but rather moderates the affections arising from them, just as [bodily] vice, i.e. 

sickness, is lack of due measure of them). (Simplicius, 1069,31-1070,5)  
33 ὥςσε πεπὶ πάθη ἡ ἀπεσὴ καὶ ἡ κακία καὶ σῇ κασὰ σαῦσα ἀλλοιώςει ἐγγίνονσαι σῇ μὲν ςτμμεσπίᾳ αὐσῶν ἡ 

ἀπεσή, σῇ δὲ ἀμεσπίᾳ ἡ κακία· (Consequently, virtue and vice involve affections and arise through alteration 

with respect to them, virtue through due proportion [or due measure, summetria] of them, vice through lack 

of due measure [ametria].) (Simplicius, 1070,14-16) 
34 Supply reference to Liddell and Scott. 
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Accordingly, excellence plays the role of a moderator or mediator to intervene between 

the affections of hotness, coldness, dryness, moistness by restraining and controlling their 

movements in accordance with a certain due measure, while defect destroys such a due 

measure by intensifying or weakening one or some of the affections.  

But there is one concern that bothers me. By using the term moderates (μεσπεῖ) to 

characterize the role of excellence, and by maintaining that excellences arise through the 

due proportion of the proper affections and defects arise through lack of due proportion 

(1070,14-16), Simplicius seems to me that he still fails to grasp the gist of or offer an 

explanation of what Aristotle has in mind when he asserts that excellence or defect 

disposes (διασίθηςι, 246b9) its possessor well or badly with regard to the proper affection 

and makes (ποιεῖ, 246b19) its possessor unaffected or capable of being affected in a 

certain way. In the next section I shall argue that what Aristotle wants to say is much 

stronger than the moderator thesis.  

4.5.2 Excellence as That Which Imposes the Conditions for the Occurrence of the 

Qualitative Change 

I argue that excellence does not play a role simply as a moderator or mediator 

between what have come to exist, i.e., the affections. Instead, excellence plays the role of 

that which imposes the conditions for the occurrence of the qualitative change with 

respect to the proper affections at the material level.  

As is indicated at 246b17-20 in Text 4.12, excellence and defect are said to be 

what (a) makes (ποιεῖ, 246b19) the possessor (b) unaffected (ἀπαθέρ, 246b19) or capable 

of being affected (παθησικόν, 246b20) by the affections (c) in a certain way (ὡδί, 246b19) 

or in the opposite way (ἐνανσίψρ, 246b20). Let me reconstruct the philosophical argument 

that is hidden in this sentence by dividing it into three steps. 



 310 

For instance, the somatic excellence such as health, should be understood as (a) 

what makes (ποιεῖ, 246b19) the possessor—or, strictly speaking, the material part of the 

individual, as I propose in Section 4.3.3—unaffected or capable of undergoing genuine 

qualitative changes; (b) the somatic excellence makes the material part of the individual 

unaffected (ἀπαθέρ, 246b19) by the excessive movement of, for instance, the hotness, or 

capable of being affected (παθησικόν, 246b20) by the proper affections; (c) the 

individual—or the material part of the individual—is made capable of being altered not 

randomly but in a certain way (ὡδί, 246b19), which we may construe to be in accordance 

with a certain due proportion (ςτμμεσπίᾳ, 246b5), for instance, hot: cold: dry: 

moist=1:1:1:1, only from which the somatic state of being healthy arises, or in the 

opposite way (ἐνανσίψρ, 246b20), i.e., lack of due proportion. In short, 246b17-20 

suggests that the somatic excellence imposes the conditions by which the individual 

becomes unaffected or capable of undergoing a genuine qualitative change at the material 

level. I argue that this is precisely what Aristotle means by saying that excellence or 

defect disposes (διασίθηςι, 246b9) its possessor well or badly with regard to the proper 

affection. Let me call this line of interpretation the imposing thesis: 

[Imposing Thesis] Excellence imposes the conditions for the occurrence of the 

qualitative change at the material level: excellence (a) makes the material part of 

the individual (b) unaffected or capable of being affected by the proper affections 

(c) in accordance with a certain due proportion. 

This imposing thesis shall be helpful in understanding the role of excellence as well as 

what sort of compulsory force from the top down it is supposed to be, which I shall label 

“constraint by excellence” in the next section.  
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4.5.3 Constraint by Excellence 

Recall in Section 4.4.1.1 (b) I have mentioned that, in accommodating the role of 

form at the material level, Wedin (1993, 81) weakens the force of the form, e.g., 

excellence under the context of Phys. VII.3, at the formal level by characterizing it with 

an explanatory role rather than a compulsory force that flows from the top down. In other 

words, form or excellence at the formal level does not possess the compulsory force of 

the occurrence of qualitative change at the material level, but simply explains what the 

qualitative change at the material level is for. Let me put Wedin‟s interpretation in the 

following way: 

[Explanatory Force of Excellence] Excellence possesses the explanatory force 

of the occurrence of qualitative change at the material level.  

But as I have pointed out in Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.2, the linguistic observations of 

the texts at 246b8-9 and 246b17-20—including that excellence or defect is said to 

dispose (διασίθηςι, 246b9) the individual well or badly with regard to the proper 

affection, and that excellence or defect is said to be what makes (ποιεῖ, 246b19) the 

possessor unaffected (ἀπαθέρ, 246b19) or capable of being affected (παθησικόν, 246b20) 

by the affections in a certain way (ὡδί, 246b19) or in the opposite way (ἐνανσίψρ, 

246b20)—all suggest that excellence plays a role stronger than an explanatory force for 

the occurrence of the material alteration.  

More importantly, the three-step philosophical argument that is based on the text 

at 246b17-20 provides the imposing thesis that I reconstruct to strengthen the idea that 

form or excellence imposes the conditions for the occurrence of qualitative change at the 

material level. That is, excellence at the formal level possesses a compulsory force of the 

occurrence of qualitative change at the material level through imposing a certain 

conditions. As soon as these conditions are met, the qualitative change at the material 
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level occurs. For this reason excellence cannot be characterized as simply an explanatory 

role of what the coming-to-be perfect at the formal level is for. Let me call it the thesis of 

constraint force of excellence:  

[Constraint Force of Excellence] Excellence imposes a certain conditions for the 

occurrence of qualitative change at the material level.  

4.5.4 Asymmetry between Constraint by Excellence and Necessitation from Material 

Alteration  

Nonetheless we need to keep in mind that there is indeed a slight asymmetry 

between the thesis of necessitation from the bottom up and the thesis of constraint force 

by excellence from the top down that I formulate in Sections 4.4 and 4.5. I have argued 

that while the qualitative change at the material level plays the role of necessitating the 

occurrence of coming-to-be perfect at the formal level, excellence does not play the role 

of necessitating the occurrence of qualitative change at the material level, instead, it plays 

the role of imposing a certain conditions for the occurrence of qualitative change at the 

material level. I suppose Wedin also senses such an asymmetry, which probably explains 

why he attempts to downplay the force of the form at the material alteration, i.e., 

excellence under the context of Phys. VII.3, to a simply explanatory role (see Section 

4.4.1.1 (b)). But my concern is that he might have gone a little too far, since Aristotle also 

clearly characterizes excellence or defect with the verbs dispose (διασίθηςι, 246b9) and 

make (ποιεῖ, 246b19) in Text 4.12.  

My line of interpretation, i.e., constraint by excellence, which is based on the 

reconstruction of the three-step philosophical argument at 246b17-20, does justice to 

Aristotle‟s text, in particular, to Text 4.12, and speaks to our intuition of the force of the 

form in Aristotle‟s philosophy. While the proper affections together with the due 

proportion at the material level necessitate the occurrence of coming-to-be perfect at the 
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formal level, which earlier on I have called necessitation from material alteration, 

excellence plays the role of imposing the conditions for the occurrence of material 

alteration, which I have called constraint by excellence.  

[Constraint by Excellence] Excellence imposes a certain conditions for the 

occurrence of qualitative change at the material level.   

As soon as these conditions are met, the qualitative change at the material level occurs. If 

my line of interpretation is correct, Text 4.12 as a whole suggests not simply the 

necessitation that flows from the bottom up, i.e., necessitation from material alteration, 

but also the compulsory force that flows from the top down, i.e., constraint by excellence, 

although the latter only determines the conditions of the occurrence of material alteration 

rather than the occurrence of material alteration per se.  

We may now wrap up Sections 4.4 and 4.5 with the proposal of the relation 

between the event of ἐνέπγεια that involves coming-to-be perfect and the event of 

qualitative change at the material level that is presented at Physics VII.3, in particular in 

Texts 4.11 and 4.12, should be construed to possess a two-way relation: whereas the 

occurrence of qualitative change at the material level necessitates the occurrence of 

coming-to-be perfect, excellence in turn determines the occurrence of qualitative change 

at the material level through imposing the conditions for the occurrence of the qualitative 

change at the material level.    

4.6 A HYLOMORPHIC PROPOSAL OF THE TWO-WAY RELATION BETWEEN ONE’S 

CHANGE AND ACTUALITY (AND SUMMARY OF 4.4 AND 4.5) 

Now back to our initial concern of Chapter Four. What is the relation between 

one‟s change (κίνηςιρ, Met. IX.1-5) and its actuality (ἐνέπγεια, Met. IX.6-9)? Take our 

favorite scenario of a bird‟s building a nest as an example. There seem to be two distinct 

events going on from the agent‟s perspective: (a) the agent‟s actuality (ἐνέπγεια), e.g., the 
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bird‟s exhibiting her nature of being a bird, as well as (b) the agent‟s acting-upon 

(ποίηςιρ), e.g., the bird‟s producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves, which 

I suggested should be understood as a (non-self-contained) change (κίνηςιρ) in Chapter 

Three. On the other hand, there also seem to be two distinct events going on from the 

patient‟s perspective: (a) the patient‟s actuality (ἐνέπγεια), e.g., twigs and leaves‟ 

exhibiting their nature of being building materials (although it is an artificial nature that is 

transferred by the agent) as well as (b) the patient‟s being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), e.g., the 

pile of twigs and leaves‟ undergoing a transformational change, which I suggested should 

be understood as a (non-self-contained) change (κίνηςιρ) in Chapter Three. What is the 

relation between bird‟s producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves and her 

exhibiting the nature of being a bird? What is the relation between twigs and leaves‟ 

undergoing a transformational change and their exhibiting the nature (though artificially 

transferred by the agent) of being building materials?   

4.6.1 Extending the Two-Way Relation between the Patient’s Change/Being-Acted-

Upon and the Patient’s Actuality That Is Built on Physics VII.3 to the Relation 

between the Agent’s Change/Acting-Upon and the Agent’s Actuality    

But before I propose an account of the two-way relation between one‟s change 

and actuality, let us briefly consider one last concern of whether it is justifiable to extend 

the two-way relation between the patient‟s change/being-acted-upon, and the patient‟s 

actuality that is based on Phys. VII.3, 245b3-246b20, to the relation between the agent‟s 

change/acting-upon and the agent‟s actuality? The following Text 4.9 which I have 

mentioned in Section 4.2.3.2 (b) provides us a good justification:   

[Text 4.9] ἀπεσὴ δὲ καὶ κακία σῶν παθημάσψν μέπορ σι· διαυοπὰρ γὰπ δηλοῦςι σῆρ 

κινήςεψρ καὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ, καθ’ ἃρ ποιοῦςιν ἢ πάςφοτςι καλῶρ ἢ υαύλψρ σὰ ἐν 

κινήςει ὄνσα· σὸ μὲν γὰπ ὡδὶ δτνάμενον κινεῖςθαι ἢ ἐνεπγεῖν ἀγαθὸν σὸ δ’ ὡδὶ καὶ 

ἐνανσίψρ μοφθηπόν.   

Excellences and defects are a part of the affections, since they indicate the 
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differentia of change and actuality in virtue of which the things in change act 

upon or are acted upon well or badly. For, in this way, a thing is good when it is 

capable of a change or an actuality in a certain way, whereas it is bad when in the 

contrary way. (Met. V.14, 1020b18-23)  

According to Text 4.9, as I have construed earlier, it is in virtue of the actualities, i.e., 

excellences and defects, that one thing is said to act upon or be acted upon well or badly, 

and it is in virtue of the potentialities for excellences and defects that one thing is said to 

be capable of acting upon or being acted up well or badly. First, Text 4.9 suggests that 

Aristotle is concerned with both the patient‟s change (i.e., the patient‟s being-acted-upon) 

and the agent‟s change (i.e., the agent‟s acting-upon), which confirms my non-patient-

centered account of change that is proposed in Chapter Three. Second, Text 4.9 suggests 

that there are two sets of criteria—the actualities and the corresponding potentialities—

for the agent to be said to act upon well or badly and for the patient to be said to be acted 

upon well or badly.  

If we supply the account of excellence that is built upon Text 4.11, the patient‟s 

excellence or defect should be construed to be presenting or exhibiting the patient‟s 

excellence most in accordance with the patient‟s own nature (sometimes artificial though, 

if in the case of housebuilding) or defect when departing from its nature. It is in virtue of 

such an excellence or defect that the patient is said to be acted upon well or badly. 

Likewise, the agent‟s excellence or defect should be construed to be presenting or 

exhibiting the agent‟s excellence most in accordance with the agent‟s nature or defect 

from departing from its nature. It is in virtue of such an excellence or defect that the agent 

is said to act upon well or badly.  

Moreover, unlike the somatic excellences in Text 4.12 that are dealt with from the 

patient‟s viewpoint, the cases of psychic excellences such as acquiring and exercising a 
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certain piece of knowledge at Phys. VII.3, 247b1-248a6 35 are in fact dealt with from the 

agent‟s viewpoint, which I was not able to get to discuss in this dissertation project due to 

the time issue. For these reasons I argue that the two-way relation between the patient‟s 

change/being-acted-upon and the patient‟s actuality that is established upon Texts 4.11 

and 4.12 should be extended to the relation between the agent‟s change/acting-upon and 

the agent‟s actuality.  

4.6.2 Necessitation from Material Alteration as Necessitation from Change and 

Constraint by Excellence as Constraint by Actuality 

In Chapter Four I have sought arguments for establishing the relation between 

one‟s change (κίνηςιρ) and actuality (ἐνέπγεια) through providing a careful examination 

on and my reconstruction of the two-way relation between the coming-to-be perfect and 

the genuine qualitative change at the material level that is presented in Phys. VII.3. As I 

have argued, coming-to-be perfect in Phys. VII.3 should be construed to be the transition 

from one‟s inaction to actuality (ἐνέπγεια, Met. IX.6-9), whereas the genuine qualitative 

change at the material level should be characterized as the transition from privation of 

some certain property to the acquisition of that property, i.e., transformational change 

(κίνηςιρ, Met. IX.1-5).  

First, if I am correct in maintaining that the ἐνέπγεια-based account of γίγνεςθαι 

involves the notion of σελείψςιρ, and if I am correct in construing σελείψςιρ as perfection 

and construing σελείψμα as a token of the type perfection instead of completion, then 

what comes to be in such context should not be construed as a substance or any quasi-

substance such as a property. Instead, what comes to be should be construed as an event 

in which one, either the agent or the patient, presents an action or a state that exhibits its 

                                                 
35 The passage at Phys. VII.3, 247b1-248a6 is on the relation between the agent‟s acquiring (247b2-10) or 

exercising (247b10-248a6) a certain piece of knowledge and the concomitant qualitative changes at the 

material level 
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excellences most in accordance with its own (artificial) nature, for instance, of being a 

bird in the agent case, or of being building materials such as twigs and leaves in the 

patient case. It shall depend on what we are characterize, i.e., the action of the agent or of 

the patient. This line of interpretation of coming-to-be perfect coheres with the notion of 

actuality, i.e., the presence of an action or a state that exhibits one‟s nature, as I have 

proposed in Chapter Two.   

Second, it is not difficult to imagine how the agent‟s change (κίνηςιρ), also called 

the agent‟s acting-upon (ποίηςιρ), and the patient‟s change (κίνηςιρ), also called the 

patient‟s being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), cohere with the characterization of the genuine 

qualitative change at the material level in Phys. VII.3. Let us begin from the patient case. 

The movement that twigs and leaves undergo such as being picked up, being carried to 

the nest site, being interweaved, and so on—all these material qualitative changes, i.e., 

the patient‟s being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ), should be construed to be what necessitates the 

occurrence of the patient‟s actuality, i.e., the twigs and leaves‟ presenting a state that 

exhibits their excellence most in accordance with their artificial nature of being the 

building materials. The twigs and leaves do not have a principle of change within 

themselves to become a nest; instead, the form of a nest is transferred from the agent, i.e., 

the bird.  

Following the same line of reasoning, in the agent case, the movements that are 

involved in producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves, such as picking 

twigs and leaves, carrying them to the nest site, interweaving twigs and leaves, 

constructing the nest—all these material qualitative changes, i.e., the bird‟s acting-upon 

(ποίηςιρ) should be considered to be that which necessitates the occurrence of the bird‟s 

actuality, i.e., the bird‟s presenting an action that exhibits her excellence most in 

accordance with her nature of being a bird, according to Phys. VII.3.  
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4.6.2.1 Necessitation from Material Alteration as Necessitation from Change 

For this reason, necessitation from material alteration—as I have argued, the 

occurrence of qualitative change at the material level should be construed to be that 

which plays the role of necessitating the occurrence of coming-to-be perfect—suggests 

two things. In the agent case, the occurrence of the bird‟s producing a transformational 

change in twigs and leaves necessitates the occurrence of the bird‟s presenting an action 

that exhibits her excellence most in accordance with her nature of being a bird. In the 

patient case, the occurrence of twigs and leaves‟ undergoing a transformational change 

necessitates the occurrence of twigs and leaves‟ presenting a state that exhibits their 

excellence most in accordance with their nature of being building materials. So I call it 

necessitation from change: 

[Necessitation from Change] The occurrence of one‟s producing or undergoing a 

transformational change necessitates the occurrence of the presence of exhibition 

one‟s excellence most in accordance with its nature of being F.   

4.6.2.2 Constraint by Excellence as Constraint by Actuality 

On the other hand, constraint by excellence—as I have argued, excellence 

imposes a certain conditions for the occurrence of the qualitative change at the material 

level—suggests two things as well. In the agent case, the bird‟s presenting an action that 

exhibits her excellence most in accordance with her nature of being a bird, i.e., the bird‟s 

actuality, disposes (διασίθηςι, 246b9) and makes (ποιεῖ, 246b19) the bird to be capable of 

producing a transformational change in a certain way (ὡδί, 246b19)—such as picking 

twigs and leaves, carrying them to the nest site, interweaving twigs and leaves, 

constructing the nest—by imposing a certain conditions for the occurrence of her 

producing a transformational change in twigs and leaves. In the patient case, the actuality 

of presenting a state that exhibits twigs and leaves‟ artificial nature of being a nest (it is 
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an artificial nature because the form of being a nest is transferred by the agent), i.e., the 

patient‟s excellence, disposes and makes the twigs and leaves to be capable of undergoing 

a transformational change in a certain way—such as being picked up, being carried to the 

nest site, being interweaved, and so on—by imposing a certain conditions for the 

occurrence of their undergoing a transformational change. So I also call it constraint by 

actuality:   

[Constraint by Actuality] The actuality of presenting or exhibiting one‟s 

excellence most in accordance with her nature of being F imposes a certain 

conditions for the occurrence of its producing or undergoing a transformational 

change.   

4.6.3 A Hylomorphic Proposal of a Genuine Aristotelian Event 

Constraint by excellence and necessitation from material necessitation, or, 

constraint by actuality and necessitation from change, suggest that the relation between 

(a) one‟s actuality (ἐνέπγεια) and (b) one‟s change (κίνηςιρ)—either the acting-upon 

(ποίηςιρ) if in the case of the agent‟s action or the being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ) if in the 

case of the patient‟s action—is not simply a two-way relation, but a hylomorphic relation 

between (a) and (b). For, first, the constraint by actuality that is derived from constraint 

by excellence suggests that the actuality of exhibiting one‟s nature of being F, i.e., 

excellence under the context of Phys. VII.3, possesses the formal constraint force from 

the top down by imposing a certain conditions for the occurrence of one‟s producing or 

undergoing a transformational change. Second, necessitation from change that is derived 

from necessitation from material alteration suggests that one‟s producing or undergoing a 

transformational possesses the material necessitation force from the bottom up by 

necessitating the presence or exhibition of one‟s nature of being F.  
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[The Formal Constraint Force] one‟s actuality contributes the formal constraint 

force to the occurrence of the event.  

[The Material  Necessitation Force] one‟s change, either acting-upon or being-

acted-upon, contributes the material necessitation force to the occurrence of the 

event.   

Recall that in Chapter Three I have argued that the patient-centered account of 

change pointed to a mistaken characterization of what a genuine Aristotelian event is 

supposed to be: the event of change that is composed of the agent‟s acting-upon and the 

patient‟s being-acted-upon cannot be considered to be a genuine Aristotelian event. I 

have argued that the Distance Analogy in Phys. III.3 does not suggest that any of the two 

journeys—either that from Thebes to Athens or that from Athens to Thebes—contributes 

a formal compulsory or constraint force nor a material necessitation force to the existence 

of the interval between Thebes and Athens. Let me recapitalize the characterization of a 

non-genuine event as follows:  

[A Non-Genuine Aristotelian Event] A non-genuine Aristotelian event is 

composed of the agent‟s acting-upon and the patient‟s being-acted-upon. 

Now, in Chapter Four, after reconstructing the arguments of the role of excellence 

and the role of qualitative change at the material level in Phys. VII.3, we finally come up 

with a hylomorphic proposal of what a genuine Aristotelian event might be: a genuine 

Aristotelian event should be construed to be composed of two parts: (a) one‟s actuality 

(ἐνέπγεια) as the formal part that contributes the formal constraint force to the occurrence 

of the event and (b) one‟s change (κίνηςιρ)—either acting-upon (ποίηςιρ) if in the case of 

the agent‟s action or being-acted-upon (πάθηςιρ) if in the case of the patient‟s action—as 

the material part that contributes the material necessitation force to the occurrence of the 

event.   
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[A Hylomorphic Proposal of a Genuine Aristotelian Event] A genuine 

Aristotelian event is composed of two parts: (a) one‟s actuality (ἐνέπγεια) as the 

formal constraint for the occurrence of the event and (b) one‟s change (κίνηςιρ)—

either acting-upon (ποίηςιρ) if in the case of the agent‟s action or being-acted-

upon (πάθηςιρ) if in the case of the patient‟s action—as the material necessitation 

for the occurrence of the event.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION: A HYLOMORPHIC PROPOSAL 

Let us consider again our favorite scenario of the bird’s building a nest, in which a 

couple of actions are taking place: on the one hand, (a) the bird is producing a 

transformational change in the building materials such as twigs and leaves by turning 

them into a nest; (b) meanwhile, at every moment when the bird picks up twigs and 

leaves, chooses a right place to build the nest, piles up and organizes all these materials, 

she is also simultaneously exercising her natural skill of building a nest, or, as I propose 

in Chapter Two, the bird is presenting an action that exhibits her nature of being a bird. 

On the other hand, (c) the twigs and leaves that the bird picks are undergoing a 

transformational change of becoming a nest that is produced by the bird; (d) meanwhile, 

at every moment the twigs and leaves get picked up, get moved to a certain place, get 

piled up, they are also simultaneously presenting a state that exhibits their nature of being 

the nesting materials, although such a nature is a rather artificial one since it is transferred 

by the bird. Now what is the relation among these actions?      

5.1 MAIN CONCERN OF THE DISSERTATION PROJECT  

The main concern of my dissertation project, as is proposed in Chapter One, is: 

what is the relation between (a) producing a transformational change in something else 

and (b) presenting an action or a state (τὸ ὑπάρχειν τὸ πρᾶγμα at Met. IX.6, 1048a32) that 

exhibits one’s nature, for instance, of being a bird? Are these two numerically distinct 

events? But apparently the bird is engaged in one single event of building a nest. Are 

these two actions one and the same event? But, according to Aristotle, while (a) takes 

place in the patient rather than in the agent, (b) takes place in the one, either the agent or 
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the patient, who exhibits the nature she possesses. For instances, the bird’s presenting an 

action that exhibits her nature of being a bird takes place in the bird, and the twigs and 

leaves’ presenting a state that exhibits their artificial nature of being the building 

materials takes place in the twigs and leaves. Same concerns and worries hold for the 

relation between (c) and (d). Although Aristotle does not seem to offer an explicit answer 

to the above questions, in this dissertation project I argue that his works—in particular, 

Metaphysics Books V and IX (which I have explored in Chapter Two), Physics Books 

III.3 (which I have explored in Chapter Three) and VII.3 (which I have explored in 

Chapter Four)—have offered rich materials, upon which we should remain positive about 

reconstructing an account of the relation between (a) and (b) (and (c) and (d) as well) on 

behalf of Aristotle.     

As is shown, the discussions of change and actuality involve three popular 

assumptions, as I called them. The first popular assumption, i.e., the same δύναμις thesis, 

holds that the capacity for (a) producing a transformational change in something else 

should be considered to be either identical with or one way of the potentiality for (b) 

presenting an action or a state that exhibits one’s nature. This assumption is based on the 

second popular assumption, the same ἐντελέχεια thesis. The latter holds that (a) also 

known as the agent’s acting-upon (ποίησις) should not be construed as a change at all but 

should be construed to be identical with or one way of (b). The second popular 

assumption is in turn based upon the third popular assumption which I call the patient-

centered account of change: change (κίνησις) is considered to be identical with (c) the 

patient’s undergoing a transformational change, also known as the patient’s being-acted-

upon (πάθησις). A surprising outcome that follows from the third popular assumption is 

that the agent plays no significant role in the change process. Let me recapitulate these 

three popular assumptions as follows: 
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[The First Popular Assumption: the Same δύναμις Thesis] The capacity for (i)  

producing a transformational change in something else is considered to be either 

identical with or as one way of the potentiality for (ii) presenting an action or a 

state that exhibits one’s nature, e.g., of being a bird.  

The first popular assumption is based on the second popular assumption: 

[The Second Popular Assumption: the Same ἐντελέχεια Thesis] (i) Producing a 

transformational change in something else, i.e., acting-upon, cannot be considered 

to be not a change at all but should be construed to be either identical with or one 

way of (ii) presenting an action or a state that exhibits one’s nature, e.g., of being 

a bird.  

The second popular assumption is in turn based the third popular assumption: 

[The Third Popular Assumption: the Patient-Centered Account of Change] 

Change is considered to be identical with the patient’s being-acted-upon, i.e., the 

incomplete actuality of the patient.      

5.2 CONTRIBUTIONS OF CHAPTER TWO 

In Chapter Two I point out that, first, those who espouse Reading F encompass 

the first popular assumption, i.e., the same δύναμις thesis; second, neither Reading R nor 

Reading F offers an explanation for why Aristotle holds that the capacity for change in 

IX.1-5 is not most useful (IX.1, 1045b36) for the main concern of Book IX, presumably 

the potentiality and actuality of IX.6-9. I argue (in Section 2.2.2) that the capacity for 

change in IX.1-5 is said to be not most useful because its corresponding fulfillment 

should be construed to be a transformational change in which the subject proceeds from 

the privation of some property to the acquisition of that property, and, more importantly, 

the property at issue is ultimately characterized in terms of substance, quality, quantity or 
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place. In other words, the fulfillment that the capacity is for in IX.1-5 is something that is 

still characterized in accordance with the categories. But in the very beginning of Book 

IX Aristotle makes it very clear that he has done with the consideration of that-which-is 

(τὸ ὄν) in accordance with the categories in Books IIV and IIIV, and now in Book IX 

Aristotle is turning to consider that-which-is in a different way, i.e., to characterize that-

which-is in accordance with some other criteria that go beyond the categories. For this 

reason I maintain that the capacity for change in IX.1-5 cannot be construed to be 

identical with or as one way of the potentiality that concerns Aristotle in Book IX, 

presumably in IX.6-9, since the former is still characterized in accordance with the 

categories.  

Instead of the same δύναμις thesis, I argue (in Section 2.2.3) for the same 

φύσις/τέχνη thesis. In the cases such as housebuilding that can be characterized both as 

producing a tranformational change and exercising one’s nature or a craft, the same 

δύναμις thesis presupposes a non-mutually-exclusive-in-the-sense thesis that the sense of 

(i) the capacity for producing a change in something else is covered by the sense of (ii) 

the potentiality for exercising one’s nature or craft. But I argue what is the same should 

be construed as one’s nature (φύσις) or an artificial nature such as a craft (τέχνη) which 

has been acquired earlier, on the grounds that nature or craft is the bearer of the source of 

(i) the capacity for producing a transformational change in something else and the source 

of (ii) the potentiality for presenting an action or a state that exhibits one’s nature or craft. 

But from the same bearer or source it does not follow that (i) is the same as (ii), which is 

what I call the mutually-exclusive-in-the-sense thesis: (i) and (ii) should be considered to 

be the same only in their extension or reference, but not in their senses. 

In addition, there is a tendency among Aristotle’s commentators and scholars to 

suppose that desire and choice play a significant role in his theory of action. Perhaps this 
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claim still holds in some certain circumstances such as in virtuous actions. But I argue (in 

Section 2.2.3.2) that the texts in Met. IX.2 and IX.5 both suggest that Aristotle downplays 

the role of desire and desire in his theory of action in general and uphold the view that it 

is mainly the capacity for a transformational change that is considered to be the efficient 

explanation for an event of change. This line of interpretation also coheres with 

Aristotle’s characterization of the efficient explanation at Phys. II. 3.     

While Reading F is pessimistic about discovering one single unifying definition 

of the new kind of actuality and potentiality that are mentioned in IX.6-9, I remain 

positive about drawing a line between the change and capacity of IX.1-5 and the actuality 

and potentiality of IX.6-9. Even if we leave aside the tense test at IX.6, 1048b18-35, I 

argue that we can still come up with an approximate account of actuality and potentiality 

on behalf of Aristotle through reconstructing the three instances and the five analogies 

that are offered in IX.6-9,. The new kind of actuality is said to be the presence of a thing 

(τὸ ὑπάρχειν τὸ πρᾶγμα) at IX.6, 1048a32. I suggest (in Section 2.3.2) that it should be 

construed to be the presence of an action or a state that exhibits either one’s own nature, 

e.g., being a bird, or an artificial nature, e.g., being a housebuilder, which the subject has 

acquired earlier or is transferred by someone else.     

Also, while Reading F divides the five analogies into two groups of relation, i.e., 

the relation of change to capacity and the relation of substance to matter, and takes this to 

justify the first popular assumption (that the capacity for change in IX.1-5 is considered 

to be identical with or at least as one way of the potentiality in IX.6-9), I argue (in 

Section 2.3.3) that the three analogies, i.e., the relation of building-a-house to can-build-

a-house, the relation of being-awake to being-asleep and the relation of seeing to can-see,  

should not be restricted to represent the relation of change to capacity. Instead, as I argue, 

many Aristotle’s works indicate that the transition of can-build-a-house to building-a-
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house, the transition of being-asleep to being-awake and the transition of can-see to 

seeing are characterized both as a transformational change and an actuality in which one 

presents an action or a state that exhibits its own nature. So I propose a two-tier 

hypothesis: these cases suggest that an Aristotelian should be construed to be composed 

of two tiers: one as κίνησις and the other as ἐνέργεια. I shall refute some potential 

challenges to this two-tier hypothesis, i.e., the second and the third popular assumptions 

and prove this two-tier hypothesis in my Chapter Four by proposing a hylomorphic 

account of what a genuine Aristotelian event is supposed to be.  

5.3 CONTRIBUTIONS OF CHAPTER THREE 

In Chapter Three I am devoted to refuting the second popular assumption as well 

as the third popular assumption. In the third popular assumption, i.e., the patient-centered 

account of change, change is considered to be identical with the process that the patient 

undergoes, namely, the patient’s being-acted-upon. I argue (in Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4) 

that the patient-centered reading presupposes an asymmetrical relation between the 

patient’s being-acted-upon and the agent’s acting-upon. That is, the former is considered 

to be more fundamental than the latter in the sense that the former is a prerequisite for the 

latter. For this reason I also call this line of reading the priority of patient’s incomplete 

actuality. I argue that the Distance Analogy at Phys. III.3, 202a16-20 and 202b10-19 does 

not endorse the claim that any of the two journeys—the journey from Thebes to Athens 

or the journey from Athens to Thebes—is a prerequisite for the other. Instead, the 

Distance Analogy provides something quite opposite, as I propose, change should be 

construed to be the substrate process (ἐν ᾧ, Phys. III.3, 202b21) that underlies both the 

agent’s acting-upon and the patient’s being-acted-upon and is therefore neutral between 

them.   
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While the patient-centered reading maintains that the patient’s being-acted-upon 

and the change at issue should be construed to be the same in the strict sense, I (in 

Sections 3.2.5 and 3.3.1) reexamine Aristotle’s discussion of individuation of change in 

Phys. V.4 and reconstruct the conditions that are for x and y to be treated as the same 

change in genus, in species, and the same change without qualification. I argue that the 

last one, the account of the same change without qualification, is what Aristotle means by 

the same in the strict sense (τὸ αὐτὸ κυρίως) at Phys. III.3, 202b20. I suggest that that in 

which (ἐν ᾧ) at Phys. V.4, 227b19 and 24—as one of the conditions that are implied in 

the account of the same change without qualification—should be construed to be the 

track of change process, which coheres with and supports my earlier non-patient-centered 

interpretation of change as the substrate process (ἐν ᾧ) at Phys. III.3, 202b21 that 

underlies and is therefore neutral between both the agent’s acting-upon and the patient’s 

being-acted-upon.    

If the above non-patient-centered account of change does justice to Aristotle’s 

texts in Phys. III.3, which means, if the agent’s acting-upon should be considered as 

equally important material constituents of the change process as the patient’s being-

acted-upon, as I argue (in Section 3.4), the second popular assumption, i.e., the same 

ἐντελέχεια thesis, cannot be right about maintaining that the agent’s acting-upon is not a 

change at all, and therefore cannot be regarded to be identical with or one way of 

showing one’s ἐνέργεια (the presence of an action or a state that exhibits one’s nature).  

One more problem arising from construing change to be identical with the 

patient’s being-acted-upon is that it presupposes that the patient’s being-acted-upon is a 

change in its own right (καθ’ αὑτό, Phys. V.1, 224a29). I argue that the agent’s acting-

upon and the patient’s being-acted-upon should be construed to be some sort of changes, 

but it does not follow (in Section 3.3.2) that Aristotle regards them as changes in their 
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own right, on the grounds that they are changes simply on account of their parts (κατὰ 

μέρη, Phys. V.1, 224a25). This helps justify again my non-patient-centered view that the 

patient’s being-acted-upon alone cannot suffice to constitute the change process. The 

agent’s acting-upon should be construed to stretch from and to the same termini as the 

patient’s being-acted-upon.    

Based on the above refutations of the patient-centered account of change, I take 

issue with David Charles’ account of an Aristotelian event (in Section 3.4.2) and argue 

that it points to a mistaken picture of what a genuine Aristotelian event is supposed to be. 

Charles argues that an Aristotelian event is composed of both the agent’s acting-upon and 

the patient’s being-acted-upon, on the grounds that the latter underlies the former, despite 

the fact that Charles seems to contradict himself by maintaining the other claim that the 

patient’s being-acted-upon should be construed as identical with the change process. Let 

me present his view again, which I call a non-genuine Aristotelian event:        

[A Non-Genuine Aristotelian Event] An Aristotelian event is composed of the 

agent’s acting-upon (as the formal part) and the patient’s being-acted-upon (as the 

material part). 

The non-patient-centered account of change has refuted the asymmetrical relation 

between the agent’s acting-upon and the patient’s being-acted-upon that the latter 

underlies the former. Also, the texts of Phys. III.3 upon which Charles bases his account 

of an Aristotelian event does not suggest that any of the two journeys, either from Thebes 

to Athens or from Athens to Thebes, should be construed to be that which contributes a 

formal explanatory or compulsory force from the top down, nor the other journey should 

be construed to be that which contributes a material explanatory or necessitation force 

from the bottom up to the existence of the interval between Thebes and Athens.   
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5.4 CONTRIBUTIONS OF CHAPTER FOUR 

In Chapter Four I argue that the texts in Phys. VII.3 allow us to reconstruct, as I 

call it, a genuine account of Aristotelian event. The analysis of non-genuine qualitative 

changes in Phys. VII.3 suggests that a genuine Aristotelian event is composed of two 

parts: (a) the coming-to-be (γίγνεσθαι) into a state of excellence at the formal level; and 

(b) the qualitative change at the material level.  

Aristotle begins Phys. VII.3 with the reminder that not all changes in respect of 

quality are genuine qualitative changes. Only some of them, namely, changes in respect 

of affective (also called perceptible) quality, are considered to be genuine qualitative 

changes. Changes in respect of shape and external form, such as the coming-to-be of a 

human being and the coming-to-be of a house, and changes in respect of a state of 

excellence, such as the coming-to-be of a state of being healthy, are mentioned as the 

standard instances of non-genuine qualitative changes in Phys. VII.3. Nonetheless, 

Aristotle offers another reminder that these non-genuine changes necessarily involve the 

concomitant cases of a genuine qualitative change at the material level.   

According to the Simplicius-Wardy-Wedin interpretation (in Section 4.2.2), the 

cases of change in respect of shape and external form are considered to be non-genuine 

qualitative changes on the grounds that what comes to be should be construed as a 

substance or something quasi substance such as a property. I call this line of reading the 

substance-based account of γίγνεσθαι. My first step to refute this line of reading is to 

point out that it is based on the assumption that shape and external form as one of the four 

subsets of quality are considered to be mutually exclusive from the other three subsets of 

quality, in particular, the subset of affective quality. I argue (in Section 4.2.3) that the 

arguments in Categories 8 suggest that these four subsets of quality should not be 

considered to be mutually exclusive from one another. Also, Metaphysics V.14 suggests 
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that qualities can be construed in two ways: as differentiae of substance or as differentiae 

of change and actuality. I argue that shape and external form as one of the four subsets of 

quality should be allowed to be construed in two ways as well: shape and external form 

as differentiae of substance, and shape and external form as differentiae of change and 

actuality. The substance-based account of γίγνεσθαι provides a too narrow account: what 

comes to be is restricted to a substance or something quasi substance such as a property 

only. But I argue for a broader account, which I call a non-substance-based account of 

γίγνεσθαι for Phys. VII.3: in addition to a substance or something quasi substance such as 

a property, what comes to be can be also an event.    

The substance-based account of γίγνεσθαι contends that the case of housebuilding 

that shows up as an instance of coming-to-be in respect of a state of excellence indicates 

that Aristotle intends the two cases of coming-to-be in respect of substance in Phys. 

VII.3, i.e., the coming-to-be of a human being and the coming-to-be of a house, to be 

extended to account for the cases of coming-to-be in respect of somatic and psychic states 

of excellence. For this reason they contend that, in the case of coming-to-be of a state of 

excellence, the state at issue should be construed as something quasi substance as some 

sort of property. But I argue (in Section 4.2.4) that the case of housebuilding—which 

shows up both as an instance of coming-to-be in respect of shape and external form and 

as an instance of coming-to-be of a state of excellence—indicates something quite 

opposite, i.e., a non-substance-based account of γίγνεσθαι. I argue that in Phys. VII.3 

coming-to-be in respect of shape and external form should be construed to be broader 

than and therefore should not be restricted to the coming-to-be in respect of substance or 

something quasi substance such as a property.       

My second step is to offer a more informative account of the non-substance-based 

account of γίγνεσθαι. I center on calling attention to the distinction between two senses of 
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τέλειος: as complete and as perfect (in Section 4.3). In Phys. VII.3 coming-to-be of a 

state of excellence is said to be coming-to-be of τελείωσις, and Aristotle uses the term 

τελείωμα when the case of housebuilding is mentioned as an instance of coming-to-be in 

respect of a state. I argue that τελείωσις should be construed as perfection, in which the 

subject presents an action or a state that exhibits its excellence most in accordance with 

its nature (in Section 4.3.1) and that τελείωμα should be construed as a token of 

perfection (in Section 4.3.2). Accordingly, I argue that coming-to-be of a state of 

excellence should be construed as the occurrence of an event, in particular, an event of 

ἐνέργεια, on the grounds that the subject presents an action or a state that exhibits its 

excellence most in accordance with its nature (Section 4.3.3). I call this line of 

interpretation an ἐνέργεια-based account of γίγνεσθαι. This reading is further supported 

by my earlier reconstruction of ἐνέργεια, in which the subject presents an action or a state 

that exhibits its own nature or a craft in Chapter Two.   

On the one hand, Aristotle asserts that coming-to-be in respect of shape and 

external form and coming-to-be in respect of a state of excellence are both non-genuine 

qualitative changes, on the grounds that, as I suggest, what comes to be is an event of 

ἐνέργεια that involves coming-to-be perfect, in which the subject presents an action or a 

state that exhibits excellence most in accordance with its own nature or a craft. On the 

other hand, Aristotle maintains that these non-genuine qualitative changes necessarily 

involve the concomitant cases of a genuine qualitative change at the material level. The 

latter I call material alteration.       

Those who maintain that Physics VII.3 presents strong version of supervenience 

thesis that implies the one-direction-only assumption argue that the case of becoming 

healthy suggests that, just as a mere Cambridge Change, the coming-to-be of a state of 

excellence at the formal level should be construed as a change relative to the genuine 
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qualitative change at the material level. The coming-to-be of a state of excellence is said 

to necessarily follow from or supervene upon the genuine qualitative change at the 

material level, but not the other way around (in Section 4.4.1). I argue that the coming-to-

be of a state of excellence cannot be construed simply as a change relative to the genuine 

qualitative change at the material level, and also that Physics VII.3 presents a two-

direction relation between (i) and (ii) rather than one-direction supervenience thesis. I 

base my arguments on reconstructing Aristotle’s analysis of becoming healthy, in which 

two types of forces come into play: material necessitation force from the bottom up, 

which I call necessitation from material alteration (in Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2), and 

formal constraint force from the top down, which I call constraint by excellence (in 

Section 4.5).  

Indeed, not very many commentators offer interpretations on constraint by 

excellence the top down for the text in Phys. VII.3. Only Simplicius makes an attempt by 

construing excellence to be that which moderates the proper affections such hotness and 

coldness at the material level in the subject. I argue that excellence plays a stronger role 

than this in Phys. VII.3: excellence should be construed to be that which imposes the 

conditions—for instance, the due proportion among the proper material affections (Phys. 

VII.3, 246b19-20)—for the occurrence of the genuine qualitative change at the material 

level.  

Excellence, or, more generally, one’s actuality that contributes the formal 

constraint force to the occurrence of the event, together with material alteration, or, more 

generally, one’s producing or undergoing a transformational change that contributes the 

material necessitation force to the occurrence of the event, constitute a genuine 

Aristotelian event. Let me present again my formulation of a hylomorphic proposal of a 

genuine Aristotelian event: 
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[A Hylomorphic Proposal of a Genuine Aristotelian Event] A genuine 

Aristotelian event is composed of two parts: (i) one’s actuality (ἐνέργεια) as the 

formal constraint for the occurrence of the event and (ii) one’s change (κίνησις)—

either acting-upon (ποίησις) if in the case of the agent’s action or being-acted-

upon (πάθησις) if in the case of the patient’s action—as the material necessitation 

for the occurrence of the event.   

5.5 A HYLOMORPHIC PROPOSAL  

Let us now return to the initial concern of the dissertation project: what is the 

relation between (a) the agent’s producing a transformational change in something else 

and (b) the agent’s presenting an action or a state that exhibits its own nature, e.g., of 

being a bird, or a craft? Are these two numerically distinct events? Or are they one and 

the same event? Same concerns hold for the relation between (c) the patient’s undergoing 

a transformational change initiated by something else and (d) the patient’s presenting an 

action or a state that exhibits the patient’s nature (artificial though), e.g., of being 

building materials.  

In response to the above concern, here is my proposal after a long arduous 

journey: (a) and (b) cannot be considered to be the same event, nor numerically distinct 

events. Instead, I have sought arguments for a hylomorphic solution: (a) as the material 

part that contributes the material necessitation force to the occurrence of the event and (b) 

as the formal part that contributes the formal constraint force to the occurrence of the 

event constitute one single genuine Aristotelian event. In Chapter Two I refute the same 

δύναμις thesis and propose a two-tier hypothesis that an Aristotelian event should be 

construed to be composed of two tiers of actions: one as κίνησις and the other as 

ἐνέργεια. In Chapter Three I refute the same ἐντελέχεια thesis as well as the patient-
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centered account of change, and argue that both the agent’s acting-upon and the patient’s 

being-acted-upon should be construed to be some sort of transformational change, by 

which I mean not a change in its own right. I also argue that a genuine Aristotelian event 

is not composed of the agent’s acting-upon and the patient’s being-acted-upon. In 

Chapter Four I propose that a genuine Aristotelian event is composed of one’s κίνησις as 

the material part and one’s ἐνέργεια as the formal part of the event. I argue that the 

qualitative change at the material level and the coming-to-be into a state of excellence in 

Phys. VII.3 provide the material necessitation force and the formal constraint force for a 

hylomorphic account of the two-direction relation between one’s κίνησις and one’s 

ἐνέργεια.  
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