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Aristotelian change
Physics III. starts with an investigation of change, culmination in a definition ( a - ); III. then char-
acterises change further, as transmission of a form ( a - ) and III. locates change in that which is
changed.

III. says that everything is either only actually or actually and potentially of one of the categories of being
(“that-which-is”):

ἔστι δὴ [τι] τὸ μὲν ἐντελεχείᾳ μόνον, τὸ δὲ
δυνάμει καὶ ἐντελεχείᾳ, τὸ μὲν τόδε τι, τὸ
δὲ τοσόνδε, τὸ δὲ τοιόνδε, καὶ τῶν ἄλλων
τῶν τοῦ ὄντος κατηγοριῶν ὁμοίως. […] οὐκ
ἔστι δὲ κίνησις παρὰ τὰ πράγματα· μετα-
βάλλει γὰρ ἀεὶ τὸ μεταβάλλον ἢ κατ' οὐ-
σίαν ἢ κατὰ ποσὸν ἢ κατὰ ποιὸν ἢ κατὰ τό-
πον, κοινὸν δ' ἐπὶ τούτων οὐδὲν ἔστι λαβεῖν,
ὡς φαμέν, ὃ οὔτε τόδε οὔτε πο (201a.) σὸν
οὔτε ποιὸν οὔτε τῶν ἄλλων κατηγορημά-
των οὐθέν· ( b - , b - a )

Some things are in fulfilment only, others
in potentiality and in fulfilment—one be-
ing a this’, another so much, another such
and such, and similarly for the other cat-
egories of being. […] There is no such
thing as motion over and above the things.
It is always with respect to substance or
to quantity or to quality or to place that
what changes changes. But it is impossi-
ble, as we assert, to find anything common
to these which [ a ] is neither ‘this’ nor
quantity nor quality nor any of the other
predicates. (Aristotle : )

Things are – some only actually, some po-
tentially and actually – either (a) a ‘this’;
or (b) so much; or (c) of such a kind, and
likewise they are in the other categories
of that-which-is. […] There is no change
apart from actual things; for whatever al-
ters always does so in respect either of sub-
stance, or of quantity, or of qualification,
or of place, and there is, as we assert, noth-
ing to be found as a common item supe-
rior to these, which is neither a ‘this’ nor a
quantity nor a qualification nor any of the
other occupants of the categories …(Aris-
tote : )

This is an expression of both Aristotelian realism and of his ontological pluralism: there is no such abstract
thing as ‘the’ change or ‘the’ motion – what changes or moves are always actual things that underlie the
movement or change. Everything there is belongs to one of the ten categories, and this is also why there is
no such thing as “everything”, “the universe”, “being”: there is no highest genus of being, nothing which
transcends the categories and does not belong to any single one of them.

With things in every category, there is a dimension of contrast characterised by ‘opposites’:

ἕκαστον δὲ διχῶς ὑπάρχει πᾶσιν, οἷον τὸ
τόδε (τὸ μὲν γὰρ μορφὴ αὐτοῦ, τὸ δὲ στέρη-
σις), καὶ κατὰ τὸ ποιόν (τὸ μὲν γὰρ λευκὸν
τὸ δὲ μέλαν), καὶ κατὰ τὸ ποσὸν τὸ μὲν τέ-
λειον τὸ δ' ἀτελές. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ κατὰ τὴν
φορὰν τὸ μὲν ἄνω τὸ δὲ κάτω, ἢ τὸ μὲν
κοῦφον τὸ δὲ βαρύ. ὥστε κινήσεως καὶ με-
ταβολῆς ἔστιν εἴδη τοσαῦτα ὅσα τοῦ ὄντος.
( a - )

Now each of these belongs to all its sub-
jects in either of two ways: namely, sub-
stance – the one is its form, the other priva-
tion; in quality, white and black; in quan-
tity, complete and incomplete. Similarly,
in respect of locomotion, upwards and
downwards or light and heavy. Hence
there are as many types of motion or
change as there are of being. (Aristotle

: – )

But each [occupant of a category] is
present in everything in two ways, e.g. the
‘this’ (one case of it is the form, the other is
the privation); and in respect of qualifica-
tion (one case is white and the other black);
and in respect of quantity (one case is com-
plete and the other incomplete). So too in re-
spect of locomotion, one case is above, the
other is below, or one case is light, the other
is heavy. So that there are just as many
species of change and alteration as of that-
which-is. (Aristote : )



Having noted that for each of the things in any of the categories, we can say that it is a certain way,
Aristotle notes that it can change the way it is, giving his famous definition of change in terms of the
actuality/potentiality distinction, as relativised to one of the categories:

διῃρημένου δὲ καθ' ἕκαστον γένος τοῦ μὲν
ἐντελεχείᾳ τοῦ δὲ δυνάμει, ἡ τοῦ δυνά-
μει ὄντος ἐντελέχεια, ᾗ τοιοῦτον, κίνησίς
ἐστιν, οἷον τοῦ μὲν ἀλλοιωτοῦ, ᾗ ἀλλοιω-
τόν, ἀλλοίωσις, τοῦ δὲ αὐξητοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἀν-
τικειμένου φθιτοῦ (οὐδὲν γὰρ ὄνομα κοινὸν
ἐπ' ἀμφοῖν) αὔξησις καὶ φθίσις, τοῦ δὲ γε-
νητοῦ καὶ φθαρτοῦ γένεσις καὶ φθορά, τοῦ
δὲ φορητοῦ φορά. ( a - )

We have distinguished in respect of each
class between what is in fulfilment and
what is potentially; thus the fulfilment of
what is potentially, as such, is motion – e.g.
the fulfilment of what is alterable, as alter-
able, is alteration; of what is increasable
and its opposite, decreasable (there is no
common name for both), increase and de-
crease; of what can come to be and pass
away, coming to be and passing away; of
what can be carried along, locomotion.
(Aristotle : )

There being a distinction, in respect of
each kind [of being], between [being] ac-
tually and [being] potentially, the actual-
ity of that which potentially is, qua such,
is change. For example: the actuality of
what admits of qualitative change, qua ad-
mitting of qualitative change, is qualitative
change; of what admits of increase and de-
crease (there is no common term to cover
both), it is increase and decrease; of what
admits of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be,
it is coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be; of
what admits of locomotion, it is locomo-
tion. (Aristote : )

For each of the categories, we get a type of change:

substances have the potentiality to come to be and there is change when they have come to be (substan-
tial change);

quantities have the potentiality to increase and there is change when have increased (increase);
qualities have the potentiality to alter and there is change when they have altered (alteration);

Why is change the actuality of a potentiality as potentiality and why is it not the actuality of a potentiality
as actuality? Aristotle illustrates the importance of the qualification with an example:

ὅτι δὲ τοῦτο ἔστιν ἡ κίνησις, ἐντεῦθεν δῆ-
λον. ὅταν γὰρ τὸ οἰκοδομητόν, ᾗ τοιοῦ-
τον αὐτὸ λέγομεν εἶναι, ἐντελεχείᾳ ᾖ, οἰ-
κοδομεῖται, καὶ ἔστιν τοῦτο οἰκοδόμησις·
( a - )

That this is what motion is, is clear from
what follows: when what is buildable, in
so far as we call it such, is in fulfilment, it
is being built, and that is building. (Aristo-
tle : )

That this is change is clear from the fol-
lowing: when that which is buildable is in
actuality, in the respect in which we call it
such, it is being built, and this is the pro-
cess of building…(Aristote : )

The buildable is the house we plan to build today on this site here out of these bricks. Its becoming actual
is the process of its being built; but it is only the buildable as such which already is actual in this process;
the bricks lying around on the construction site were actual even before the process started and the house
– the buildable as actual – will be actual only when the process is finished. During the process, however,
we have something in between: not only is the buildable in potentiality (that was before the process), but it
is now in actuality as well; it is in actuality as potentiality, as the buildable, and not yet as actuality, as the
house, because we have not yet finished building it.

With respect to the metaphysics of powers, we thus have a very interesting three-fold distinction:

potentiality only The house is buildable (the materials are there, the plan has been made), but we have
not yet started.

potentiality and actuality The house is buildable and is being built; its potentiality is activated but the
actualisation of the house is still qua buildable, not yet qua built.

actuality only The house is built, the potentiality realised: while it was buildable, it is no longer buildable;
rather it is built.

As I understand Aristotle, he identifies change with the process, the actuality of the potentiality as poten-
tiality, the being activated but not yet having been realised of the potentiality. He gives another example:



…ἡ δὲ τοῦ δυνάμει ὄντος <ἐντελέχεια>,
ὅταν ἐντελεχείᾳ ὂν ἐνεργῇ οὐχ ᾗ αὐτὸ ἀλλ'
ᾗ κινητόν, κίνησίς ἐστιν. λέγω δὲ τὸ ᾗ
ὡδί. ἔστι γὰρ ὁ χαλκὸς δυνάμει ἀνδριάς,
ἀλλ' ὅμως οὐχ ἡ τοῦ χαλκοῦ ἐντελέχεια,
ᾗ χαλκός, κίνησίς ἐστιν· οὐ γὰρ τὸ αὐτὸ
τὸ χαλκῷ εἶναι καὶ δυνάμει τινί [κινητῷ],
ἐπεὶ εἰ ταὐτὸν ἦν ἁπλῶς καὶ κατὰ τὸν λό-
γον, ἦν ἂν ἡ τοῦ χαλκοῦ, ᾗ χαλκός, ἐντελέ-
χεια κίνησις· οὐκ ἔστιν δὲ ταὐτόν, ὡς εἴρη-
ται ( a - )

It is the fulfilment of what is potential
when it is already fulfilled and operates
not as itself but as movable, that is motion.
What I mean by ‘as’ is this: bronze is po-
tentially a statue. But it is not the fulfil-
ment of bronze as bronze which is motion.
For to be bronze and to be a certain poten-
tiality are not the same. If they were identi-
cal without qualification, i.e. in definition,
the fulfilment of bronze as bronze would
be motion. But they are not the same, as
has been said. (Aristotle )

The actuality, then, of what is potentially –
when being in actuality it is operating, not
qua itself but qua changeable – is change. I
mean ‘qua’ thus: the bronze is potentially
a statue, but yet it is not the actuality of
bronze qua bronze that is change. For it
is not the same thing to be bronze and
to be potentially something: if indeed it
were, without qualification and by defini-
tion, the same thing, then the actuality of
the bronze, qua bronze, would be change,
but, as has been said, it is not the same
thing. (Aristote : - )

We are, I believe, given the following picture: when the sculptor buys the bronze, there is, in front of him,
a statue-in-potentiality in the following sense: there is something, i.e. a bronze, that is potentially a statue.
The bronze-in-actuality and the statue-in-potentiality are ‘one in number’ and ‘one in reality’, but they
are ‘two in account’: for being actually a bronze and being potentially a statue are two things. When the
change, the sculpting, occurs, it is the statue-in-potentiality that undergoes it, not the bronze-in-actuality;
for the change is nothing but what undergoes it and it cannot be the bronze-in-actuality, because what the
bronze is in actuality is independent of what it will become: what it is to be this bronze includes having
been bought by the sculptor, having put here in his work-place, but – because the sculptor could change
his mind, or accidents could happen – does not yet include its being sculpted into a statue.

(δῆλον δ' ἐπὶ τῶν ἐναντίων· τὸ μὲν γὰρ δύ-
νασθαι ὑγιαίνειν καὶ δύνασθαι κάμνειν ἕτε-
ρον — καὶ γὰρ ἂν τὸ κάμνειν καὶ τὸ ὑγιαί-
νειν ταὐτὸν ἦν — τὸ δὲ ὑποκείμενον καὶ τὸ
ὑγιαῖνον καὶ τὸ νοσοῦν, εἴθ' ὑγρότης εἴθ'
αἷμα, ταὐτὸν καὶ ἕν). ἐπεὶ δ' οὐ ταὐτόν,
ὥσπερ οὐδὲ χρῶμα ταὐτὸν καὶ ὁρατόν, ἡ
τοῦ δυνατοῦ, ᾗ δυνατόν, ἐντελέχεια φανε-
ρὸν ὅτι κίνησίς ἐστιν. ( a - b )

(This is obvious in contraries. To be capa-
ble of health and to be capable of illness
are not the same; for if they were there
would be no difference between being ill
and being well. Yet the subject both of
health and of sickness – whether it is hu-
mour or blood – is one and the same.) We
can distinguish, then, between the two –
just as colour and visible are different– and
clearly it is the fulfilment of what is poten-
tial as potential that is motion. (Aristotle

: )

The case is clear with opposites: to be ca-
pable of being healthy and to be capable
of being sick are different – otherwise be-
ing sick and being healthy would be the
same thing – but the underlying subject,
that which is healthy and that which is dis-
eased, be it moisture or blood, is one and
the same. Since then it is not the same
thing, just as colour is not the same as visi-
ble thing, it is manifest that the actuality
of the potential, qua potential,is change.
(Aristote : )

Blood is both potentially healthy and potentially sick, but it cannot be both actually healthy and actually
sick. When it is actually sick and becomes healthy, what undergoes (and hence is) the change is the blood-
as-potentially-healthy, not the blood-as-actually-sick, even though these two are the same in number and
the same in reality.

The second example presupposes the Aristotelian theory that colours are changes. Colour is the actuali-
sation of the potential to be seen a certain way: but it is the actualisation of this potentiality to be seen
as potentiality; the actualisation of the potentiality as actuality is the visible and to be coloured is not the
same as to be visible, because not everything visible is actually seen.

Natural things that produce change are themselves changed because they have an inner principle of change.
When they produce change, a potentiality is actualised and in this respect and because this potentiality is ‘in’
them, they change. This becomes clearer at a - : things that produce change are themselves changed
if (and also because) they are potentially changeable, i.e. have an inner principle of change.

In III. , Aristotle argues that the account of change as the actualisation of a potentiality as potentiality solves
the problems of his predecessors. To ‘locate’ change in (i.e.: to identify it with) the opposites (hot and cold,
e.g.) between which the change (of getting warmer, e.g.) occurs would require locating it (identifying it)



more specifically with the privation: the getting warmer cannot be the being hot, so it must be the privation
of cold.

III. addresses the question of the location of change. “Location” is not to be understood just spatially;
because change is, one the one hand, nothing over and above what undergoes it – because “change is in
the changeable” –, but also, on the other hand, between opposites, i.e. between some 𝐹 and some 𝐺 such
that nothing in actuality can be both 𝐹 and 𝐺, we have to distinguish between what changes and what is
changed and we have to ask which of the two the changeable (i.e.: the change) is.

Aristotle first gives his ‘one in number, but two in account’ account of the manifestation of reciprocal
powers. The change, the warming of the air, occurs when the potentiality of the fire to warm is activated,
as potentiality, and when the potentiality of the air to be warmed is activated, as potentiality. The two
potentialities, as potentialities, are different, for it is one thing to warm and another thing to be warmed
(for not everything that warms is also thereby warmed). As actualities and “in operation”, however, they
are one and the same:

Καὶ τὸ ἀπορούμενον δὲ φανερόν, ὅτι ἐστὶν
ἡ κίνησις ἐν τῷ κινητῷ· ἐντελέχεια γάρ
ἐστι τούτου [καὶ] ὑπὸ τοῦ κινητικοῦ. καὶ ἡ
τοῦ κινητικοῦ δὲ ἐνέργεια οὐκ ἄλλη ἐστίν·
δεῖ μὲν γὰρ εἶναι ἐντελέχειαν ἀμφοῖν· κι-
νητικὸν μὲν γάρ ἐστιν τῷ δύνασθαι, κινοῦν
δὲ τῷ ἐνεργεῖν, ἀλλ' ἔστιν ἐνεργητικὸν τοῦ
κινητοῦ, ὥστε ὁμοίως μία ἡ ἀμφοῖν ἐνέρ-
γεια ὥσπερ τὸ αὐτὸ διάστημα ἓν πρὸς δύο
καὶ δύο πρὸς ἕν, καὶ τὸ ἄναντες καὶ τὸ κά-
ταντες· ταῦτα γὰρ ἓν μέν ἐστιν, ὁ μέντοι
λόγος οὐχ εἷς· ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ κινοῦν-
τος καὶ κινουμένου. ( a - )

The solution of the difficulty is plain: mo-
tion is in themovable. It is the fulfilment of
this potentiality by the action of that which
has the power of causing motion; and the
actuality of that which has the power of
causing motion is not other than the ac-
tuality of the movable; for it must be the
fulfilment of both. A thing is capable of
causing motion because it can do this, it
is a mover because it actually does it. But
it is on the movable that it is capable of
acting. Hence there is a single actuality of
both alike, just as one to two and two to
one are the same interval, and the steep
ascent and the steep descent are one—for
these are one and the same, although their
definitions are not one. So it is with the
mover and the moved. (Aristotle : )

Again – a point which makes difficulty – it
is manifest that the change is in that which
is changeable. For it is the actuality of this,
brought about by that which is productive
of change. Yet the operation of that which
is productive of change, also, is not other
– there must in fact be an actuality of both
– for it is productive of change by its be-
ing capable of so doing, and it produces
change by its operation, but it is such as
to operate on what is changeable; so that
the operation of both is one in the same
way as it is the same interval from to as
from to , and as the uphill and the down-
hill – these are one, yet their definition
is not one, and similarly with that which
produces and undergoes change. (Aristote

: )

There is just one process of warming and it realises both the potentiality of 𝑎 to warm 𝑏 and 𝑏’s potentiality
of being warmed by 𝑎. But where is it, where does it take place and what things are undergoing it? Aristotle
discusses what he calls a “formal difficulty” (aporia logikē) with respect to the warming (“𝐴”) of 𝑏 by 𝑎 and
the being warmed (“𝐵”) of 𝑏 by 𝑎.
We assume, first, that 𝐴 and 𝐵 have different operations in that 𝐴 is active and 𝐵 passive: 𝐴 is the action
of 𝑎 and 𝐵 is the being acted upon of 𝑏. Even under that assumption, however (and also independently of
it), 𝐴 and 𝐵 are both changes and have equally good claims to be ‘the’ change in the situation. But then
we have no good answer to the question where 𝐴 is:

• If 𝐴 is ‘in’ 𝑎 then, because 𝐴 is a change, either 𝑎 changes or it is the case that 𝑎 ‘has’ change (in
itself) but does not change.

• If 𝐴 and 𝐵 are ‘in’ 𝑏, then 𝑏 undergoes one change in virtue of ‘having’ two changes.

Both horns of the dilemma lead to absurdity and we have to deny the assumption that created the dilemma:
𝐴 and 𝐵 do not have different operations. We thus conclude that 𝐴 and 𝐵 have the same operation – they
are in one sense one, even though they differ in form. Aristotle notes two difficulties with this view:

. Will it not then follow that everything that warms is also warmed? 𝐴, after all, is the warming and
𝐵 is the being warmed and if they are one and are 𝑎’s (in the sense that 𝐴 is 𝑎’s), will it not then
follow that 𝑎 both warms and is warmed?



. If 𝐵 is in 𝑏 and 𝐴 and 𝐵 are one, will it not follow that 𝐴 is in 𝑏 as well? If 𝐴 is in 𝑏, however, what
prevents us from saying that 𝑏 warms (and not just: is warmed)?

Aristotle gives a negative answer to the first and a positive answer to the second question, explaining why
in both cases the absurd consequences do not follow.

With respect to the second problem, Aristotle points out that 𝐴 is in 𝑏 in the sense in which 𝑏 is 𝐴’s object
(and not in the sense in which 𝑏 would be 𝐴’s subject): 𝐴 is on 𝑏 and in this sense in 𝑏. With respect to the
first problem, Aristotle introduces another, sui generis type of identity, in addition to identity-in-form and
identity-in-reality:

ἢ οὔτε τὸ τὴν ἄλλου ἐνέργειαν ἐν ἑτέρῳ
εἶναι ἄτοπον (ἔστι γὰρ ἡ δίδαξις ἐνέργεια
τοῦ διδασκαλικοῦ, ἔν τινι μέντοι, καὶ οὐκ
ἀποτετμημένη, ἀλλὰ τοῦδε ἐν τῷδε), οὔτε
μίαν δυοῖν κωλύει οὐθὲν τὴν αὐτὴν εἶναι
(μὴ ὡς τῷ εἶναι τὸ αὐτό, ἀλλ' ὡς ὑπάρ-
χει τὸ δυνάμει ὂν πρὸς τὸ ἐνεργοῦν), οὔτ'
ἀνάγκη τὸν διδά σκοντα μανθάνειν, οὐδ' εἰ
τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν τὸ αὐτό ἐστιν, μὴ
μέντοι ὥστε τὸν λόγον εἶναι ἕνα τὸν <τὸ>
τί ἦν εἶναι λέγοντα, οἷον ὡς λώπιον καὶ ἱμά-
τιον, ἀλλ' ὡς ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ Θήβηθεν Ἀθήναζε
καὶ ἡ Ἀθήνηθεν εἰς Θήβας, ὥσπερ εἴρηται
καὶ πρότερον; οὐ γὰρ ταὐτὰ πάντα ὑπάρ-
χει τοῖς ὁπωσοῦν τοῖς αὐτοῖς, ἀλλὰ μόνον
οἷς τὸ εἶναι τὸ αὐτό. ( b - )

It is not absurd that the actualization of
one thing should be in another. Teach-
ing is the activity of a person who can
teach, yet the operation is performed in
something – it is not cut adrift from a sub-
ject, but is of one thing in another. There
is nothing to prevent two things having
one and the same actualization (not the
same in being, but related as the poten-
tial is to the actual). Nor is it necessary
that the teacher should learn, even if to
act and to be acted on are one and the
same, provided they are not the same in
respect of the account which states their
essence (as raiment and dress), but are
the same in the sense in which the road
from Thebes to Athens and the road from
Athens to Thebes are the same, as has
been explained above. For it is not things
which are in any way the same that have
all their attributes the same, but only those
to be which is the same. (Aristotle :

- )

Or can it be that: (a) it is not absurd that
the operation of one thing should be in
another (for teaching is the operation of
that which is disposed to teach, but it is on
something, and not cut off, but is of this
on this); and (b) there is, also, nothing to
prevent the operation of two things being
one and the same, not as the same in be-
ing, but in the way that what potentially is
is related to what is operating, and (c) it is
also not necessary that the teacher learns,
even if to act upon and to be acted upon
are the same thing, provided they are not
the same in the sense that the definition
that gives the ‘what it was to be’ is one
(as with ‘raiment’ and ‘clothing’), but in
the sense in which the road from Thebes
to Athens is the same as the road from
Athens to Thebes, as was said earlier? For
it is not the case that all the same things are
present in things that are the same in any
sense whatever, but only of those of which
the being is the same. (Aristote : - )

Even if 𝐴 and 𝐵 are the same in being, as long as they differ in form (in what it is to be an 𝐴 and to be a
𝐵), they may manifest this formal difference without contradiction.

The Aristotelian infinite
The third book of the Physics started with the observation that “change is thought to be something con-
tinuous” (suneches, b ) and that it thereby has to to with the infinite (to apeiron. III. now distinguishes
different senses of “infinite” and III. argues that there cannot be a self-subsistent infinite, while III. dis-
cusses the sense in which there can be, and is, a potential infinite, which III. characterises as derivative
and with respect to which III. argues that it is not a principle.

If there is such a thing as ‘the infinite’, then it is either a substance (as the Pythagoreans and Plato think) or
of a substance (as the natural philosophers think). If it is a substance, we can ask a number of unanswerable
questions about it:

origin If there is an infinite, where does it come from? It cannot come from anything (outside itself), so it
must be a principle (arche).

composition If there is an infinite, what is it composed of ? It cannot be itself divisible, but only insofar
as it has a quantity; but then it is its quantity and not it itself that is infinite.

complexity If there is an infinite, does it have parts? If it has parts, and finitely many of them, some of
them must be infinite themselves; this infinite part will then be both a proper part and identical to



the whole (because it, too, is infinity), which is impossible. If it does not have parts, it is not infinite
as a substance, but in some other way. If it has infinitely many parts, it is not itself infinite, but
infinite-in-number. If the infinite is infinite-in-number only, then this number cannot be ‘separated’,
i.e. “existing as the number of an actually realized totality” (Hussey : ), for such a number is
essentially countable and it is impossible to count a number that is an infinite plurality of units, for
each unit would have to be counted separately.

place If there is an infinite, where is it? The infinite cannot be a body, because bodies are essentially
bounded (‘formal’ argument) and because such a body would have to be in a place. It cannot be in
any place because such a place would have to be infinite and infinite places are impossible because
we cannot characterise them in terms of above/below, left/right, forwards/backwards.

motion If there is an infinite, is it in motion or at rest? It cannot be in motion, for it takes up a place that
is infinite in extent and so cannot change. It cannot be at rest, for to be at rest means not to be in
some adjacent place.

III. opens with the other horn of the dilemma: there must be an infinite, in some sense, and as an accident
of things, because we cannot otherwise understand the series created by time, divisions of magnitudes
(continuity) and number. He then says the following about the mode of being of the potential infinite:

ὅλως μὲν γὰρ οὕτως ἔστιν τὸ ἄπειρον, τῷ
ἀεὶ ἄλλο καὶ ἄλλο λαμβάνεσθαι, καὶ τὸ
λαμβανόμενον μὲν ἀεὶ εἶναι πεπερασμέ-
νον, ἀλλ' ἀεί γε ἕτερον καὶ ἕτερον· [ἔτι τὸ
εἶναι πλεοναχῶς λέγεται, ὥστε τὸ ἄπειρον
οὐ δεῖ λαμβάνειν ὡς τόδε τι, οἷον ἄνθρω-
πον ἢ οἰκίαν, ἀλλ' ὡς ἡ ἡμέρα λέγεται καὶ
ὁ ἀγών, οἷς τὸ εἶναι οὐχ ὡς οὐσία τις γέ-
γονεν, ἀλλ' ἀεὶ ἐν γενέσει ἢ φθορᾷ, πεπε-
ρασμένον, ἀλλ' ἀεί γε ἕτερον καὶ ἕτερον·]
( a - b )

For generally the infinite has this mode
of existence: one thing is always being
taken after another, and each thing that
is taken is always finite, but always differ-
ent. [Again, ‘being’ is spoken of in several
ways, so that we must not regard the infi-
nite as a ‘this’, such as a man or a horse,
but must suppose it to exist in the sense in
which we speak of the day or the games
as existing—things whose being has not
come to them like that of a substance, but
consists in a process of coming to be or
passing away, finite, yet always different.]
(Aristotle : ), adding “Ross excises
the bracketed sentence as an alternative
version of a – .” ( : )

In general, the infmite is in virtue of one
thing’s constantly being taken after an-
other – each thing taken is finite, but it
is always one followed by another; but in
magnitudes what was taken persists, in the
case of time and the race of men the things
taken cease to be, yet so that [the series]
does not give out. (Aristote : )

In III. , Aristotle contrasts the two types of potential infinity he accepts. Number is infinite ‘upwards’, but
not ‘downwards’: one / unity / is indivisible, and numbers are pluralities of it and for any number, there
is more. But there is no infinite number, and the infinity of arithmetical operators is not ‘separable’:

ἐπὶ δὲ τὸ πλεῖον ἀεὶ ἔστι νοῆσαι· ἄπειροι
γὰρ αἱ διχοτομίαι τοῦ μεγέθους. ὥστε δυ-
νάμει μὲν ἔστιν, ἐνεργείᾳ δ' οὔ· ἀλλ' ἀεὶ
ὑπερβάλλει τὸ λαμβανόμενον παντὸς ὡρι-
σμένου πλήθους. ἀλλ' οὐ χωριστὸς ὁ ἀρι-
θμὸς οὗτος [τῆς διχοτομίας], οὐδὲ μένει ἡ
ἀπειρία ἀλλὰ γίγνεται, ὥσπερ καὶ ὁ χρόνος
καὶ ὁ ἀριθμὸς τοῦ χρόνου. ( b - )

But in the direction of largeness it is always
possible to think of a large number; for the
number of times a magnitude can be bi-
sected is infinite. Hence this infinite is po-
tential, never actual: the number of parts
that can be taken always surpasses any def-
inite amount. But this number is not sep-
arable, and its infinity does not persist but
consists in a process of coming to be, like
time and the number of time. (Aristotle

: )

But in the direction of more it is always
possible to conceive of [more] – since the
halvings of magnitude are inflnite. Hence
[the infinite in number] is potentially, but
not in actual operation, though what is
taken always exceeds any deflnite multi-
tude. But this number is not separable,
and the inflnity does not stay still but
comes to be, in the same way as time and
the number of time. (Aristote : )

Quantity, by contrast, is infinite ‘downwards’, but not ‘upwards’: continuous quantities can be divided
into infinitely many parts (and thus have these parts ‘by division’ potentially), but we cannot add infinitely
many separate parts to anything and construct ‘by addition’ something which is actually infinitely big.
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