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Presentations
The following presentations have been uploaded until now (December , ):

general presentations:
• Pablo Parli on Aristotelianism in the Islamic Golden Age (good and very pedagogical presen-
tation)

Physics I presentations:
• Thomas Peterhans (no sound?), on the Socratic fallacy: interesting, original approach (perhaps
too many conclusions, some unclarities in the argumentation).

• Denise Canal, onWieland ( : . - . ) on the function of principles: how can we rationally ar-
gue for principles, if every proof starts from a principle? But the principle of non-contradiction
does not need a proof…And also: Aristotle allows for proof by reductio ad absurdum.

• Martin Schacher (live) on “prior for us / prior in nature” [discussed in class]
Physics II presentations:

• Peter Zürcher, on the Aristotelian concept of chance [discussed in class] (very lively presenta-
tion, interesting on the distinction between tuche and automaton)

• Sr. Maria-Grazia Walther (no sound?), on telos (very nice pictures, good narrative)
• Sandro Koch on natural vs. artefactual
• Christoph Lichdi on instants as the now (very good, and also very funny)

Physics IV presentations:
• Matthias Kissling, on place (very good slides, very nice presentation; interesting observations;
nice beer-opening towards the end)

• Jeannette Boelsterli (live), on place and time [discussed in class]
• Ingrid Bollinger (live), on Ursula Coope’s interpretation of Phys. IV. b - a [discussed
in class]

• Eva Tomsová, on the now (very nice interpretation, good slides [though n. wasn’t visible on
my screening]

• Dominik Arnold on Aristotelian infinity, in particular the infinity of the past (very clear, nice
problem and nice questions, in particular concerning 𝜔-inconsistency [every event is in time,
but their infinite sum is not])

Physics V+VI presentations:
• Nina Enkler (live) on motions [discussed in class]

Physics VII presentations:
• Susanne Rommel on alterations only occurring in perceptuals, i.e. manifestation of virtues and
vices not being alterations (good slides, interesting question, interesting considerations)

• BeatWiederkehr on why alteration is more restricted than you think and on substantial change
(very clear)

Physics VIII presentations:



• Melanie Piribauer, on the first motion and the first mover (very clear, good overview, good
questions)

• Ann-Katrin Gässlein, on the unmoved mover (very clear, continuing narrative)
• Malte Kaysser, on processual entities and ex nihilo nihil fit (very clear and original interpretation
of the actuality/potentiality contrast)

Evaluation
students have participated – many thanks. I found interesting/surprising that people did not think that

we were going forward to quickly. Generally speaking, the seminar seems to have been evaluated a little
bit more positively by the Präsenz- than by the Fernstudierenden.

Persisting things and their temporal parts: perdurance and un-
folding
I think that there are temporally extended enduring things and will call them “processes”. That we need
more than the ordinary four-dimensionalist resources to account for them has already been recognised by
the founder of tense logic:

“There is, however, a genuine difficulty, which I do not know how to solve, about the rep-
resentation of past-tense facts as the former being-the-case of present-tense ones. Since the
present is an instant, the only past-tense facts which we can represent by ‘It was the case that
𝑝’ or ‘It has been the case that 𝑝’, where 𝑝 is in the present tense, are facts about what was the
case at an instance or at a succession of instants. […] Whatever goes on for a period of time can
be fitted into this pattern, since it is going on at each instant in the period. But what takes time
eludes this representation.” (Prior a: – and : )

Let us be clear about the difficulty: it does not concern the questions (i) whether spacetime is ‘gunky’ or
composed of points (cf. Hawthorne : ), (ii) whether tense logicians may quantify over extended
instants (or help themselves to what Brogaard ( ) calls ‘span operators’), nor (iii) whether instants or
intervals are more fundamental. Nor does it concern the issue of (iv) whether some dynamic properties
are intrinsic or extrinsic to objects-at-times, though our question will have implications for this debate.
While there is an even tighter link to the issue (v) whether some temporal entities are essentially temporally
extended, the question of processes does primarily concern how things persist, not whether they have
properties essentially which presuppose temporal extension.

What then, is the specifically metaphysical question of processes? Temporally extended, but enduring
things like processes are of interest to the metaphysician of time because their conceivability, and even
more their metaphysical possibility, shows the conceptual independence of three questions:

. The standard arguments for taking instantaneous velocity to be extrinsic – the Ockhamist view (Bigelow & Pargetter : ),
the Russellian view (Zimmerman : ), and the at-at view (Arntzenius : – ) – take velocity to be determined by taking
the limit of a sequence of distance-time pairs – that is, by measuring distance over time as the temporal interval approaches zero –
and thus to be determined by reference to the location of the object at other times. Instantaneous velocity being extrinsic is then taken
to consist in its being relational with respect to other temporal parts of the object. This argument, whatever its worth for perduring
objects, is much less plausible for enduring objects. It establishes, it seems to me, that velocity is comparative and non-local, but it
does not, if location-facts are intrinsic, commit us to the existence of anything else than the moving object. More on instantaneous
velocity below.

. Prior’s talk of such entities “taking time” is perhaps in this respect misleading: while processes like giving a lecture (one of Prior’s
examples) may plausibly be taken to be of such a nature that they cannot last only an instant, this itself to be explained by their special
and sui generis way to persist, i.e. their taking up time rather than lasting for some time.



. ontological dependence: whether or not some category of temporally extended thing can exist with-
out its temporal parts;

. individuative, essential dependence: whether or not some category of temporally extended thing
could be what it is without its temporal parts being what they are;

. ways of taking up time: in virtue of what temporal extension is produced (in what it is grounded),
what the principle is by which some temporally extended thing is so extended;

The first of these questions concerns the nature of time, and of temporal parthood and could be answered,
e.g., by an argument for the conceivability, possibility or perhaps even actuality of temporally extended
simples. The second question concerns the priority issue that is left open by four-dimensionalism, at least
of the Siderian variety. Even of things that are, at any given time, identical to their temporal part existing
at that time, we may ask, as we have seen above, whether they are prior or posterior to these temporal part,
or rather, to avoid a superficial conflict with the irreflexivity of grounding, whether it is of their nature to
stand in the parthood or temporal counterparthood relations that they do.

Even of things that are ontologically dependent on their temporal parts and have them essentially, as part
of what they are by their very nature, we may ask how they take up time. I will mark two possible answers
by the technical terms ‘perdure’ and ‘unfold’. Events, and event-like things (such as wholes, successions
or ‘courses’ of events) take up time by perduring, ie. by existing successfully at different instants, where the
property (or property-like feature) of existence is intrinsic to their respective temporal parts. We may, for
present purposes, settle on the following definition:

perd: an object 𝑜 perdures iff 𝑜 persists during interval 𝐼 in virtue of being such that there exists intrinsically, at every
instant 𝑡 of 𝐼, a thing which is, at 𝑡, a part of 𝑜.

Perdurance is to be contrasted with another way for temporally extended things to take up time, which I
stipulate to be characteristic of processes:

unf: an object 𝑜 unfolds iff 𝑜 persists during interval 𝐼 in virtue of being such that it a-temporally has parts which
extrinsically exist at every instant 𝑡 of 𝐼.

Perdurance and unfolding, so defined, differ in two crucial respects:

• temporal vs. atemporal having of temporal parts: Temporal parts, as defined by Sider, are short-lived
entities which at the time of their existence are part of the temporally extended whole the persistence
of which they ground. Their parthood relation being time-indexed allows the perdurantist to have
‘temporary intrinsics’, i.e. allows for the intrinsic exemplification of temporary properties. Suppose
object 𝑜 is red at 𝑡1, but not red at 𝑡2. To give a non-contradictory account of this situation, it is not
enough for the perdurantist to postulate two different temporal parts, only one of which is (timelessly)
red, but it is furthermore required that these things are not part of the persisting object 𝑜 at the same
time. Unfolding things such as processes are different in this respect: they have their temporal parts
simpliciter, as well as at some given time.

• intrinsic vs. extrinsic temporal existence: To play their rôle in the ‘solution’ (or rather dissolution) of
the problem of temporary intrinsics, the temporal parts of the perdurantist are “loose and separate”
– their existence at their time does not depend on, nor does it somehow else ‘involve’, the existence
of other temporal parts at other times. While it is difficult to cash out this notion of temporal intrin-
sicness, at least their existence must be intrinsic to perdurantist temporal parts if they are to play
their rôle as fundamental bearers of (existence-entailing) temporary properties. Processes, on the

. This is due to the fact that most of the discussion of intrinsicness has taken the form of a critical examination of several successive
definitions by David Lewis, which presuppose the latter’s ‘four-dimensionalism’.



other hand, have extrinsically existing, top-down or ‘holistically’ determined temporal parts, which
are parts, but also mere parts, of their unfolding.

Processes are temporally extended not by happening over time, or by going on for some time, but by taking
time or unfolding in time.

Let us take grief as an example. According to Goldie ( ), grief is a process where “the unfolding pattern
of the emotion over time is explanatorily prior to how/what the emotion is at a time”. The explanatory
priority of the pattern implies, but is not exhausted by, grief ’s being essentially temporally extended: it also
means that the process of grieving does not happen during, or at, its total temporal extent, but rather takes
up time in a different way. Goldie ( : ) explicitly connects grief ’s manner of persisting to Hofweber
and Velleman’s example of writing a cheque, the identity of which is only determined by the totality of its
temporal extent:

Not only, then, is the process not present in its temporal entirety within the confines of the
moment: it is not fully determined by the events of the moment to be the process that it is.
(Hofweber & Velleman : )

The question of ‘identity-determination’ is orthogonal to the pattern-like character, however: events, ar-
guably, have their identity not determined at any moment of their existence, but are still temporally ex-
tended.

According to Goldie, the existence, at a certain time, of grief is also temporally extrinsic: “Any chosen state
or event will not be sufficient to determine that…grieving is taking place”Surprise is temporally extrinsic in
this way.Even if ongoing processes are continuants, they’re not ordinary continuants. Ordinary continuants
are such that whether or not they have, at a time, a temporary part, depends only on how they are at that
time (ie ordinary continuants are those material objects we believe in independently of crazy solutions to
some of the puzzles of material composition): but whether or not my talking through section is a proper
or an improper part of my giving the talk depends on whether I will make it to section .

The temporal parts of processes are sub-processes, which have their identity determined by the process
they help constitute. We thus have three ways of having temporal parts:

Substances produce their temporal parts by persisting: at every instant of the existence of substance 𝑠,
there is a temporal part, 𝑠-at-𝑡, that derives its existence, its essence and its character from 𝑠.

Events consist of their temporal parts: the event 𝑒 occuring at 𝑡 is (identical with) its temporal part at 𝑡:
𝑒-at-𝑡1 and 𝑒-at-𝑡2 is the same event, multiply located.

Processes are produced by their temporal parts: process 𝑝 is produced by a succession of events and derives
its existence, its essence and its character from them.

How does this help with change? Processes are changes, their temporal parts are events, ordered and
mutually incompatible with each other (as the case may be) in virtue of the nature of the process in question.

Actuality / potentiality vs. form / matter
The Physics is a “lecture concerning nature” (physike akroasis) and what is characteristic of natural things
(things that exist by nature) is that they have in themselves a source or principle (arche) of kinesis (Phys. II.i

b ). It is often remarked that the customary translation as “movement” or “motion” is too narrow and
that “kinesis” applies to all kinds of changes. Together with its contrary (stasis, sometimes translated “rest”
or “stability”), it covers any time-occupying physical process (cf. Yavetz : xii).

. Goldie goes further to suggest that the characteristic unity of a given process of grief is determined (perhaps even: constituted
by) some narrative of the griever. While this strikes me as much too constructivist even for the case of grief (the parts of grief need
already be coherent in order for them to be coherently narratable), it certainly does not apply to all processes.



In some sense, Aristotle holds the startling thesis that there are two ways of something, 𝑎, to be 𝐹 : to be
𝐹 in potentiality or potentially and to be 𝐹 in actuality or actually. “Actually” and “potentially” are thus
ways for something to be 𝐹 in the way “quickly” and “slowly” are ways for someone to be walking. This
is a startling claim because we normally understand “potentially” or “in potentiality” as enlarging rather
than restricting the field in which “𝐹” may be correctly applied. But perhaps not always: if I characterise
someone as a “singing philosopher” or as a “red cat”, I am not saying that she is always singing or that
the cat is red also when it is is sleeping in the dark cellar, but rather that she has the (developped, practical)
ability to sing and that the cat is such as to appear red in normal circumstances.
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