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On Professor Berti’s Interpretation
of the Causality of the First Unmoved Mover

KEVIN L. FLANNERY, S.J.
Gregorian University
Rome, Italy

FOR much of his academic life Professor Enrico Berti held what he
calls the “traditional interpretation” about the causality of the first
unmoved mover.! According to this interpretation, the first unmoved

I Berti speaks of the contrast between his earlier and later views in, for instance,
Enrico Berti, Nuovi studi aristotelici: II—Fisica, antropologia, metafisica (Brescia:
Morcelliana, 2005), 8 and Enrico Berti, Aristotele: Dalla dialettica alla filosofia prima,
con saggi integrativi (Milan: Bompiani, 2004), 83—85. Other places where he treats
the theme are: Enrico Berti,“Da chi ¢ amato il Motore immobile? Su Aristotele,
Metaph. XII 67, Méthexis 10 (1997): 59-82; Enrico Berti, “Il movimento del
cielo in Alessandro di Afrodisia,” in La Filosofia in Eta Imperiale: Le Scuole e le
Tiadizioni Filosofiche (Atti del Colloquio Roma, 17-19 Giugno 1999), ed. Aldo
Brancacci (Naples: Bibliopolis, 2000), 227-43; Enrico Berti, “La causalita del
Motore immobile secondo Aristotele,” Gregorianum 83 (2002): 637-54; Enrico
Berti, Struttura e significato della Metafisica di Aristotele (Rome: EDUSC [Edizioni
Universita della Santa Croce], 2006), 13559, and Enrico Berti, “Ancora sulla
causalita del motore immobile,” Méthexis 20 (2007): 7-28.The two articles where
Berti’s position is set out most concisely are those published in 1997 and 2002
(see below, note 3). Henceforth, these two articles will be referred to as Berti,
“Da chi?” and Berti, “Causalita,” respectively.

A couple points of translation. First, Berti often speaks of “il Motore immo-
bile” when he clearly means the first unmoved mover. The title of one of the
articles we shall be studying, “Da chi ¢ amato il Motore immobile?” is a case in
point. In the present essay, I tend to use the fuller expression. Secondly, Aristotle
posits a number of celestial spheres (by one count, 49), each of which is called a
“heaven” (in Greek, ovgavog). The first heaven—or the farthest sphere—is some-
times understood as embracing the whole “sky” and, in such cases, the term “the
heaven” (6 ovpovog) is equivalent to our “the heavens.” But to use the expression
“the heavens” in such contexts would cause confusion since the term
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mover moves the first sphere—the celestial sphere most distant from
earth, to which are attached the fixed stars—as its final cause. That is, as
Aristotle says in Metaphysics XII 7, it moves the first sphere in the way
proper to “the object of desire and the object of thought, [which] move
without being moved”; or, as he puts it a few lines later, the first unmoved
mover moves the first sphere “as object of love, and by means of that
which is moved it moves the other things’2 Professor Berti has now
rejected this interpretation, arguing first in 1997 that the first unmoved
mover is not the final cause of the first celestial sphere but only of itself,
and then in 2007 that the same mover is not final cause at all but only
efficient cause. In this essay, I will be defending the traditional interpre-
tation—at least with respect to the idea that the first unmoved mover is
the final cause of the first celestial sphere.

My procedure will be as follows. In section I, I give a summary of
Berti’s position, as set out in two articles: the 1997 article just mentioned
and another that appeared in 2002.3 In section II, I discuss Aristotle’s

could also refer to Aristotle’s plural heavens (the celestial spheres), which present
distinct philosophical issues having to do with their relationship with the first
heaven and its unmoved mover. In the present essay, therefore, the word “heaven”
can mean, depending on the context, either the first heaven or what we call “the
heavens.” The word “heavens” refers to the various celestial spheres.

wvel 88 mde TO OQENTOV %ol TO vonTov- ®wvel ob wuvobpeva—Metaph. XII 7,
1072a26-27; wwvel 8¢ g ggduevov, xvovpévey 8¢ tahha mvei—Metaph. XII 7,
1072b3—4. Ross (see cite just below), with no manuscript support, gives instead:
el 81 Mg Eodpevov, nvobpeva 8¢ Tdhha nwvel. These “other things” are presum-
ably the other celestial spheres, which in turn influence events farther below, so
that the traditional interpretation (if not the early Berti) usually recognizes a tele-
ological ordering of the natural world with respect, ultimately, to the first
unmoved mover.

i8]

In my English translations of Aristotle, where (as here) Berti has provided an Ital-
ian translation, I render that into English. For the Greek text of 1072b3—4, Berti
follows Jaeger [Werner Jaeger, ed., Aristotelis Metaphysica, Oxford Classical Texts
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1957)] rather than Ross [W. D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A
Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1953)].
The two articles are (in order) Berti, “Da chi?” and Berti, “Causalita” (see above,
note 1).The second reprises many of the arguments of the first, but also adds argu-
ments. My synthesis here of Berti’s position takes into consideration primarily
these two articles, and not the 2007 article (Berti, “Ancora sulla causalita del
motore immobile”) because this more recent piece presupposes the argumentation
of the earlier two. If the earlier arguments fall (or are weakened), the later argu-
ment falls (or is weakened) as well. The reading of Metaph. XII 7 found in the 2007
article is basically a radicalization and extension of the idea that, when at 1072b3
Aristotle speaks apparently of the first unmoved mover as an object of love, he is
speaking figuratively. The section in which he presents “a new interpretation of

w
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understanding of circular motion, as set out in two passages in the Physics.
In Berti’s view, the movement of the first sphere creates difficulties for
our understanding of its relationship with the first unmoved mover. In
my view, these passages in the Physics suggest that we ought to be very
cautious in attributing movement to the first celestial sphere. In section
I, I consider a passage in Eudemian Ethics 1 8, where Aristotle says that
nothing immobile can be practical [1218b5—6]—a passage that is impor-
tant for Berti’s argument that the first unmoved mover is independent of
all movement. In section IV, I consider Aristotle’s remark in Metaphysics
XII 7 (1072a30-b1) regarding parallel series (or columns), arguing that
Berti has overlooked a passage in De sensu et sensibilibus that helps us to
interpret this remark. In sectionV, I argue that De caelo 11 12, which Berti
maintains supports his position that final ends are internal to the natures
to which they pertain, goes quite contrary to his position. Finally, in
section VI, I put forward some ideas regarding the connection between
the first unmoved mover’s final and efficient causality.

In De caelo 11 12, as he prepares to confront the problem of the
disparate complexity of the various motions of the celestial bodies, Aris-
totle says that “on these questions it is well that we should seek to
increase our understanding, though we have but little to go upon, and are
placed at so great a distance from the facts in question.”* The same atti-
tude recommends itself in the present study of the Aristotle’s under-
standing of the causality of the first unmoved mover, especially as it is
expressed in Metaphysics XI1. It is well worth our while studying the rele-
vant texts, for whether or not we get Aristotle right, we will learn some-
thing about how natural theology works (or ought to work); but, because
of the recalcitrant character of the material we have to work with—in
particular, the corrupt state of the text of Metaphysics XII and the mind-
numbing conciseness of its argumentation—we ought all also to
acknowledge that various interpretations of the data are possible. As Aris-
totle says of the stars, we have but little to go upon and we stand at a great
distance from the facts in question.

Metaph. X1I 7, 1072a26-b4” finishes with the remark: “Therefore, I would totally
exclude the idea that the unmoved mover of the heaven should be, besides effi-
cient cause, also final cause, thereby eliminating the ambiguity that remained in my
earlier writings” [Berti, “Ancora sulla causalita del motore immobile,” 21]. As
mentioned in note 1, Berti discusses our theme also elsewhere.

4292a14-17; Revised Oxford Translation [The Complete Works of Aristotle: The
Revised Oxford Tianslation, ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP,
1984)].
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I. Professor Berti’s Position

The traditional interpretation of Metaphysics XII 7, according to which the
first unmoved mover is final cause of the first sphere, is, says Berti, “in
contrast with that which is found in Metaphysics XII 6, that is, that the
unmoved mover is essentially efficient and not only final cause.”> Metaphysics
XII 6 contains a criticism of Plato’s Forms, which cannot serve as the first
principle (or first principles) of all, says Aristotle, because, even if they could
be said to be “capable of moving and doing” [xvnuxdv 1) momTmOV—

5 Berti, “Da chi?” 59. The Italian of the last phrase is “. . . il Motore immobile &
essenzialmente causa efficiente e non solo causa finale” The contrast between
the traditional interpretation and the non-traditional is, perhaps, not as clear as
one might wish. Berti includes among the traditional interpreters both Thomas
Aquinas and W. D. Ross [Berti, “Da chi?” 68-71], even though, while insisting
that the first unmoved mover is final cause, neither denies that it is also efficient
cause—and, indeed, Thomas Aquinas is quite insistent that God is efficient cause.
[See Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, vol. 1, cxxxiv]. In Thomas, see: ScG 1, ¢. 13, par.
33 (§113) (“Ergo oportet ponere primam causam efficientem esse: quae Deus
est”), also ScG 11, c. 6, par. 2 (§879) (“Ostensum est enim supra [apud I, c. 13, par.
33 (§113)], per demonstrationem Aristotelis [Metaph. 1T 1, 993b23-31], esse
aliquam primam causam efficientem, quam Deum dicimus”). See also ST'1, q. 3,
a. 4c (“Deum dicimus esse primam causam efficientem”).]

On the other hand, Giacon and Fonseca—two Jesuits whom Berti associates
with the rejection of the traditional position—while downplaying, as Berti notes,
the first unmoved mover’s final causality, do not go so far as to say that its final
causality has only to do with itself. For Fr. Giacon, the first unmoved mover’s
final causality is not isolated from its efficient causality; Aristotle’s characteriza-
tion in Metaph. XII 7 as final cause of what was described in Metaph. XII 6 as the
first efficient cause is just his way of explaining how “the first efficient cause,
which moves without being moved, is, formally speaking, an absolutely immo-
bile mover” [Carlo Giacon, La causalita del motore immobile (Padua: Antenore,
1969), 86]. And Giacon adds: “The moving, however, qua final cause does not
exclude, nor does it substitute for, the moving of the efficient cause: it is in order
that the efficient cause might complete its proper causation that the final cause
completes its” [Giacon, 87]. For Petrus Fonseca, the first mover is the “primum
movens quod ipsum est primum appetibile”; it is the “finis . . . propter quem
participatione quadam similitudinis imititivae obtinendum, inferiores intelligen-
tiae orbes coelestes movent” [Petrus Fonseca, Commentariorum in Metaphysicorum
Apristotelis Stagiritae libros (Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1964), IV 106aD-E (Cologne,
1615-29)]. Berti praises Fonseca for not putting forward the traditional inter-
pretation: “According to [Fonseca] the unmoved mover does not move the
heaven in as much as it is desired by it because such desire would not explain the
movement of the heaven but would indicate only what it is similar to, that is, it
would make of the first mover solely a final cause and not truly efficient” [Berti,
“Da chi?” 69]. Berti attributes such a theory to Alexander of Aphrodisias—and
criticizes him for it [Berti, “Da chi?” 67]. See also Giacon, La causalita del motore
immobile, 134-36.
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1071b12], they would have to be that way always, as is his first unmoved
mover, who is pure act. For this reason, neither does Plato’s “world soul” do
the trick, since a soul involves potency as well as act. By definition, potency
might not be in act, but the activity of the principle of all is (and must be)
eternal.® Berti acknowledges that in book one of the Metaphysics Aristotle
recognizes that Plato holds that the Forms are the active cause of both being
and becoming; but, as Berti also argues, Aristotle maintains that Plato’s claim
is false: “the things that participate in them do not come into being unless
there is a moving cause.””’ Clearly, the Form of the Good, which—presum-
ing it exists—is “pursued and loved for itself;” would not suffice as the first
principle of all, “because it is not activity”” [Berti, “Da chi?” 61].

Another problem in reconciling Metaphysics XII 6 and XII 7 if one
holds to the traditional interpretation is that the first sphere does not
move toward the first unmoved mover as foward an object of desire but
rather rotates and (as it is said) thereby imitates the first unmoved mover
inasmuch as circular motion is the type of local motion that comes clos-
est to stillness. Moreover, if the Platonic Form of the Good as loved for
itself does not supply the activity demanded by Metaphysics X1 6, neither
would it as “imitated”—another Platonic concept connoting static receiv-
ing of attention and no more. Following this line of reasoning, the high-
est principle would be an exemplary and not a final cause, notes Berti,
but Aristotle says clearly in Metaphysics XII 7 that it is a final cause.

According to Aristotle, there are two types of final cause: that for the
benefit of which something acts and that with a view to which something
acts. Since it is impossible for God to benefit from anything (otherwise he
would not be unmoved), he cannot be final cause in the first sense [Berti,
“Da chi?” 64—65; Berti, “Causalita,” 644—45]. But there are also two ways in
which something can be an end “with a view to which something acts,”
suggests Aristotle in Metaphysics IX 7: it can either come at the end of a
movement or it can be present throughout the movement—or, rather,
throughout the mpaEws (which, strictly speaking, is not a movement).8 The
first unmoved mover (as end of itself) is certainly an end in this latter sense,
that is, an end in itself, since it moves toward nothing. Although, however,
in this sense, an end, the first unmoved mover is not a practical end, since, as

6 Berti connects this argument with Meftaph. XII 6, 1071b17-20 [Berti, “Da
chi?” 61].

7 These are Berti’s words [Berti, “Da chi?” 60], although he makes reference to
Metaph. T 7, 991b3-5: &v 8¢ 19 Paidwvi oltw Aéyetal, Og xol Tob eivor #nol Tod
ylyveoOar altia T €00n €otiv- naltol TOV eldOV vtV dumg ov yiyveton T peTéxovTa
av ) 1) T ®vAooV . ..

8 Metaph. X1 7, 1072b2-3; but see below, note 12.
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Aristotle says in Eudemian Ethics 1 8, nothing immobile can be practical:
TOKRTOV 8 TO TOLoDTOV AYafHY, TO 0D Evexa. obx E0TL 8¢ TO &V TOlg ArVTTOLS
[1218b5—6]. This thesis of Aristotle’s is difficult to reconcile, argues Berti,
with the idea that the first unmoved mover is the final cause of the move-
ment of first sphere, for that would make it a practical end or the good
toward which such movement proceeds [Berti, “Da chi?” 65]. It also
suggests, he says, that Aristotle’s comparison [Metaphysics XI1 7, 1072a26-27]
of the causality of the first unmoved mover to that of an object of desire or
thought is just a “comparison,”’ since the passage in the De anima from which
the idea is drawn [III 10, 433b16] says clearly that such an immobile object
as it has in mind must be practical (a mpaxtov dyad6v—~433b17), exactly
that which is excluded (according to Berti) for the first unmoved mover.”

Berti finds support for his approach also in a very obscure remark in
Metaphysics XII 7, a remark that follows upon Aristotle’s serial assertions
that (1) the motion of the first sphere is circular [1072a22], that (2) it is
moved by something which moves but is not moved [1072a25], that (3)
this is the way in which the objects of desire and intellect move [1072a26],
and that (4), at the highest level, the object of desire and the object of intel-
lect coincide [1072a27] since at that level desire for the apparent good is
not an issue [1072a27-28]. That is, having made all these assertions, Aris-
totle remarks: “And the intellect is moved by the intelligible, and one of the
two series is per se [xa0’ avtfyv] intelligible” [1072a30-31].10 Aristotle
speaks often of such parallel series or columns, which are sometimes asso-
ciated with Pythagorean series of opposites;!! but Berti sees in this remark
a shift on the part of Aristotle to consideration of “objects intelligible for
themselves” as distinct from “objects intelligible for us” [Berti, “Causal-
ita,” 643]. This would be a confirmation of his thesis that, when Aristotle
speaks in Metaphysics XII 7 about the first unmoved mover, he is speaking
about something that stands outside of the practical altogether; that s, it
would confirm his thesis that Aristotle’s talk (within a few lines) of the first
unmoved mover’s moving “as loved” [Metaphysics XII 7, 1072b3] is “just an
analogy, that is, a comparison” [Berti, “Causalita,” 644]. The first unmoved
mover is not a practical end—that is to say, not an end completing a move-
ment—but rather an end for itself and in itself [Berti, “Causalita,” 645].

Berti connects all this with the distinctions made above regarding ways
of being a final cause:

9 Berti, “Causalitd,” 641—42; see also Berti, “Ancora sulla causalitd del motore
immobile,” 17-20.

10 See Berti, “Causalitd,” 642.

1 Hermannus Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1961), vol. 5 of Aris-
totelis Opera 736b33—737a19. See also Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, vol. 2, 376.
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So then, the traditional interpretation, according to which the unmoved
mover would be the end of the heaven and would move it as object of
desire on the part of the heaven, not only does not find in this passage any
foundation but is explicitly excluded by the affirmation that the unmoved
mover is not an end “for something” (tvi) [Berti, “Causalitd,” 645].12

The first unmoved mover’s activity is not for its own advantage (that is, the
end for someone: Tvi TO ov Evexa), since there is no such thing as its
“advantage”’; but the first unmoved mover (or its activity) is also not for the
advantage of the first sphere [Berti, “Causalita,” 645; Berti, “Da chi?” 65].

Berti finds support for his approach also in De caelo 11 12. The argu-
ment of this chapter is curious—even amusing. Aristotle is puzzled by the
fact that the motion of the first sphere, most distant from us and there-
fore of the “fixed stars,” is simple, consisting of a single movement; the
motion of the lower “astronomical bodies” is more complicated, consist-
ing of many movements, arising from the many spheres that eftect their
motion; but as we get closer to earth the motion of the celestial bodies
becomes again simple [291b28-292a9]: the motion of the moon and the
motion of the sun are uniform and the earth itself is utterly static
[292b20].13  Aristotle’s explanation (which, as we have noted, he
acknowledges to be based on minimal information [292a15-16]) is that
the heavenly bodies are like men who require varying amounts of phys-
ical exercise with a view to remaining fit:

12 The word ww comes from 1072b2. According to Jaeger and Ross, the text (of
1072b1-3) is as follows: 811 &’ £om 10 00 Evena. &v Tolg dmwvirols, 7 Siaipeotg dnhoi- Eot
Y00 TWLTO 0V Evexa nol Tvdg, Vv TO pev £otL 10 8 ovx Eot [Metaph. X117, 1072b2-3).
But preferable is the reading found in MSS E and J: . 8 ot 10 0U #vena v Toig
axwviols, ) Stafgeotg Snhot: £0TL yaip TV T 00 Evexa, v To pév €0t 1o 8 obx ot (that
is, eliminating the ol twog). (This reading of Metaph. XII 7, 1072 b1-3 is main-
tained also by Berti [Berti, “Causalita,” 645; Berti, “Ancora sulla causalita del
motore immobile,” 20; Berti, “Il movimento del cielo in Alessandro di Afro-
disia,” 229-30].) The text, however, does not deny that the first unmoved mover
can be end “for something,” as Berti suggests. In the passage Aristotle is saying that
there is no difficulty saying that immobile things are ends because there are two
ways in which an end can be end for something (tvi—1072b2): it can be some-
thing at which the other thing must arrive (and which therefore does not yet exist
for it) or it can already exist for it. In the second case, from the point of view of
the thing which is not immobile, the relationship is not one of “seeking to get to
x” but one of contemplating something that is already present. See below, note 24.

131 call these “astronomical bodies” because earth would not be, according to Aris-
totle, a celestial body (i.e., a body found in the heaven). Etymologically the word
“astronomical” also suggests bodies found in the heaven (&otpov = star); but, because
it is hidden in the linguistic roots of the word, perhaps the anomaly is less strident.
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... one is in good condition without exercise at all, another after a short
walk, while another requires running and wrestling and hard training, and
there are yet others who however hard they worked themselves could
never secure this good, but only some substitute for it [¢teQov T].14

So, says Aristotle, “that which stands in the best condition has no need of
action: it is itself the end (¥ot ydQ avtd TO 0V Evena), whereas the action
always requires two things, that is, both the end and that which looks to
the end.”15

All this has consequences not only for our understanding of the first
unmoved mover but also for our understanding of the celestial entities,
especially the first sphere. As to the first unmoved mover, it means, says
Berti, that “also in Metaphysics XII 7, when it is said that the unmoved
mover is an end, the idea is not that it is the end ‘for something’ differ-
ent from itself, for in such a case it would have to be realized by means
of an action, but it is end for itself, as befits the supreme good” [Berti,
“Causalita,” 647]. At the other end of the scheme, the sun and the moon
do move but their movements are minimal, “for they do not ever reach
the final goal but attain to the ‘most divine principle’ (Bewotdn doym) to
the extent that they are able” [Berti, “Causalita,” 647]. This shows, says
Berti, that “the ‘most divine principle’ has nothing to do with the
unmoved mover but is the best for each of the celestial bodies, that is, its
end, the good reachable by it, as the example of health eloquently
demonstrates. Also the first heaven, therefore, has as its end not the
unmoved mover but its proper end . ..” [Berti, “Causalita,” 647].

II. Circular Motion

Obviously, there is a great deal going on in this, Berti’s theory of the causal-
ity of the first unmoved mover. We should be grateful to him for opening
for us a whole gamut of issues that have been neglected in recent years.10

14 De caelo 11 12, 292a25-28 [Revised Oxford Translation].

15 T & g dowota Exovt ob0Ev del modEewg: 0Tt Yoo ahtd T ob Evena, ) 8¢ meaLLg el
gotv &v duoly, dtav kol ob Evena 1) xal to Tobhtov Evena [De caelo 11 12, 292b4-7].
The translation is my translation of what Berti gives: “colui che sta nel modo
migliore non ha bisogno di nessuna azione: ¢ lui stesso infatti il fine (ot ydo
avTo 1o 0V £vena), mentre I'azione richiede sempre due cose, cioé sia il fine sia
cio che ¢ in vista di questo” [Berti, “Causalita,” 647].

16 Berti’s interest in these issues is shared now by a number of other scholars: see,
for instance, Mary Louise Gill, “Aristotle on self~motion,” Aristotle’s Physics: a
collection of essays, ed. Lindsay Judson (New York: Clarendon Press, 1995), 243-65
Thomas De Koninck, “La ‘pensée de la pensée’ chez Aristote,” La question de Dieu
selon Aristote et Hegel, ed. Thomas De Koninck and Guy Planty-Bonjour (Paris:
PUE 1991), 69-151; Mary Louise Gill, “Aristotle on self~-motion,” Self-motion:
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In order to achieve a proper understanding of the first unmoved
mover’s final causality, it is necessary to understand how Aristotle under-
stands the circular movement of the first heaven or the first sphere. There
are two factors to bear in mind here: first, the non-linearity of circular
motion in general; secondly, the first sphere’s peculiar status as the outer-
most of the 49 celestial spheres posited by Aristotle.!” Regarding the first
factor, Aristotle’s core concept of a movement (or xi{vnoig) is of some-
thing’s beginning at point A, going through point B, and finishing at
point C, so that (as he says) any movement has a beginning, a middle, and
an end. As Aristotle explains in Physics VIII 9, circular motion does not
quite correspond to this model, since its point of departure and point of
arrival are indefinite [ddgrota—265232]:

For why should any one point on the line be the limit rather than any
other? For each of them is alike beginning, middle, and end, so that
each is both always and never at a beginning and at an end. Therefore,
in a way the sphere is both in motion and at rest, for each occupies the
same place.18

Since every point on the periphery of the sphere (or, for that matter, on any
spherical surface within the sphere) is “beginning, middle, and end,” there is
no favored point that would count as the completion of the sphere’s move-
ment, so that it is always moving; and yet it is also still since it (the sphere
itself) always occupies the same place. Aristotle goes on to attribute all this,
but especially the stillness, to the center of the sphere, which is at once the
beginning, middle, and end of the distance traversed [toD peyéBovg—
265b4]—which, in fact, is no distance at all since the center goes nowhere.
Since the center is on no theoretical spherical surface that is part of the
sphere [810 t0 £Em elvon tobTO TiG MEQUpEQelac—265b4—5] and yet the

From Aristotle to Newton, ed. Mary Louise Gill and James G. Lennox (Princeton:
Princeton UP, 1994), 15-34 (also in Apristotle’s Physics: A Collection of Essays, ed.
Lindsay Judson [New York: Clarendon Press, 1995] 243—65); Lindsay Judson,
“Heavenly motion and the unmoved mover,” Self-motion: From Aristotle to
Newton, ed. Gill and Lennox, 155-71; Carlo Natali, “Cause motrice et cause
finale dans le livre Lambda de la Métaphysique d’Aristote,” Essais sur la theologie
d’Aristote: Actes du colloque de Dijon, ed. M. Bastit and J. Follon (Louvain-la-
Neuve: Editions Peeters, 1998), 29-50.

17 Metaph. X11 8, 1074a13—14 (accepting the emendation of &mé to évvéa suggested

by Sosigenes).

T Y0 paAhoV OTOLOVODY TEQAG TV €Ml THG YQOUUAS; Opolwg YOQ EXA0TOV ®OL GLOYN)

nal PEoOV ol TEAoG, HoT’ del Te elvan &v Gy ol év Téhel nol undémote. 810 niveital

Te %ol foepel mog 1 opoiga TOV avtoOV yao notéyer tomov [Physics VIII 9,

265a32-b2].

18
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motion of the sphere occurs with respect to it, any point outside the center
will move around it as middle [megl to péoov] without ever going foward the
“extreme” (the end) of a movement [mpog to £oyatov], since the extremes
(beginning and end) are the middle around—but not toward—which any
point moves.'? And so, Aristotle repeats, in a way, the whole sphere “both
remains always at rest and moves continually.”20

If this argument to the effect that any rotating sphere must be consid-
ered both at rest and in motion is open to dismissal as merely linguistic
(such a dismissal being, however, less than convincing, since the issue is
the meaning of the language Aristotle uses in referring to the activity of
the first sphere), a related argument in the fourth book of the Physics
(chapter five) and pertaining just (or primarily) to the first sphere’s status
as the outermost sphere is more concretely compelling—at least, if one
puts oneself into the mindset of ancient Greek astronomy, recognizing
the existence of celestial spheres, etc. In order for something to be said to
move, there has to be a larger set of coordinates against which it is said to
move. Given that beyond the universe there are no spatial coordinates
(indeed, there is no “beyond” “there”—for the word ‘beyond’ itself
implies the presence of coordinates), it makes no sense to speak, for
instance, of moving the universe to the left or to the right. But, similarly,
it makes no sense to speak of the universe “spinning,” since spin presup-
poses a set of coordinates with respect to which any point on the surface
of a sphere changes position (in a continuous manner).

This is not to say, however, that, in another sense, we cannot attribute
“spin” to the universe. When a person standing inside the universe looks
at the heaven and, in particular, at the stars embedded in the first sphere,
he does see power there: the power of locomotion. Aristotle speaks of the
movement of the universe as going from right to left (presumably since

19 The idea appears to be this. Presume that the end of the movement is on some
theoretical spherical surface within the sphere; since the movement is around the
center, it would be on a surface toward the center rather than toward the outer
surface. As one searches for the appropriate theoretical spherical surface—that is,
the one containing the end or extreme of the movement—the candidate spher-
ical surfaces become smaller and smaller. None qualifies until one gets to the
very center of the sphere, at which point there can be no real or definitive end
point, since the center is at once beginning, middle, and end [265b3—4].
aitov O’ 6t avto CUPPEPNRE TODTO TM HEVTQM- KAl YOQ AQYY) ROl LECOV TOD peyEBoug
#al Téhog £otiv, hote dud 1O EEw elvar tobto ThG mEQupegeiag obx Eotwv dmov TO
depduevov feepnoel g dteAnluBog (del yoo dégetar megl TO péoov, dAL’ oU TEOG TO
Eoyatov), dutt 8¢ 1O TolTo pévely del te Tepel twg TO Shov xol wivetton cuveyds [ Physics
VIII 9, 265b2-8].

20
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the power of initiating action in human beings is usually on the right).2!
But this movement of the fixed stars from right to left—that is, from east
to west—would not be perceived by someone standing outside the
universe. Indeed, since no one could be standing outside the universe (in
the sense of occupying a space not included in it, for the universe by defi-
nition includes all space), such movement does not exist.

We find this approach in the aforementioned chapter 5 of Physics IV.
There Aristotle compares the universe as a whole to a mass of water that
is not within any container whatsoever: there may be various movements
of water within the larger mass, but the mass of water itself (which is
presumably spherical) does not move:

That body, outside of which there is some body that surrounds it, is in
a place; when this is not the case, it is not. So, even if there should exist
water that was not thus [i.e., surrounded], its parts will be moved (for
the parts are surrounded by one another); the whole, however [t0 8¢
mav], will in a sense be moved, in a sense not.2

A few lines later he remarks that some things are per se “in a place,” for
instance, any body that is moved either locally or with respect to size.
“But,” he says,

the heaven, as was said, as a whole [6Aog] is nowhere nor is it in some
particular place since no body surrounds it. But that with respect to
which it is moved—with respect to that place there is also a place for
the parts; for the parts are contiguous with one another.23

This conception of the first sphere as both moving and not moving—
an idea that appears in so many words twice in Physics VIII 9 and once
here in Physics IV 5—itself provides us with a way of dealing with many
of the issues identified by Berti and presented above. Unlike the Platonic
Ideas, the first sphere, under the influence of the first unmoved mover, is
genuinely active and forceful, even though (as Aristotle requires) strictly

21 See De caelo 11 2 (especially 285b17—19: 100 & ovgavod doym Tig megubogds, 80ev
ol avotohal TV AoTewv, MoTte TODT AV el €OV, o0 &’ ai dvoelg, aouoteQov); Physics
III 5, 205b34; History of Animals T 15, 494a27—494b1; Progression of Animals 4,
705b33-706al [xvelv yao médune TO deEOV, xvelobon 8¢ TO GoLoTeQdV].

22°Qu ugv olV OhPOTL EOTL TL EXTOG OMLA TEQLEYOV 0hTO, TOUTO EOTIV &V TOm®, @ 8 A,
o?). 810 ®kGv HdwWQ YEvNTIL TOLODTO, TA PEV pdQLa LvioeETOL 0DTOD (TTeQLéyeTon yaQ VT’
AAMAA@Y), TO 8¢ v EoTL puev g mvijoetan, £ott 8 g ob [Physics IV 5, 212a31-34].

23 6 & ovgavdg, homeg eipnTon, ob ou Hhog 0V’ Ev TLvL TOMY EoTiv, &l vE uNdEv avTov
neQUENEL oMo £ O 88 niveitar, TahTy el TOmog E0TL TOlg Hoglolg: ETEQOV YA ETéQOU
£yOpevov TdOV poginv otiv [Physics IV 5, 212b8—11].
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speaking it involves no movement. The circular motion of the celestial
spheres, and especially of the first sphere, is not movement (z{vnots) from
one extreme to another but rather a mpd@&ug, such as has its end in every
moment of itself [Metaphysics IX 6, 1048b18-35]. This approach also
solves the problem of imitation—that is, the objection that imitation is a
static relationship which, in any case, cannot explain movement on the part
of the first sphere—by showing how the first sphere, in all its power, can
be understood as (in a sense) not moving and therefore as doing the same
thing as the unmoved mover that governs it.24

24 In a series of lectures published in 2006, Berti considers an argument that makes
use of the physical analysis of circular movement; the argument that Berti rejects
maintains that the relationship between the first sphere and the first unmoved
mover is a relationship of imitation. Says Berti: “That circular movement resem-
bles immobility is true, for the rotation of a sphere with respect to itself is a
movement but there is no change of place, because the sphere remains always in
the same place; so, if there must be a movement that more than any other resem-
bles immobility, one can say that it is rotary movement. It remains true, however,
one does not see how the heaven can arrive at its end: realize its end” [Berti,
Struttura e significato della Metafisica di Aristotele, 148]. The arguments in the pres-
ent essay, however, do not exploit the idea that in circular movement there is no
change of place (from left to right, for example), but rather the idea that in a
certain sense it does not involve movement. It is true that “movement” so
conceived does not attain its end, but that is a point in favor of the present inter-
pretation. According to both arguments (that of Physics VIII 9 and that of Physics
IV 5), there is no attempt on the part of the first sphere to “attain” to the first
unmoved mover—for, in a certain sense, it does not move. In this sense, the first
sphere imitates the first unmoved mover—or, more precisely, does the same thing
that the first unmoved mover does: it remains immobile.

[In the final note of his contribution to the present volume, Berti takes issue
with my understanding of the word opoia at Physics VIII 10, 267b6, used in a
context where Aristotle is speaking about the relationship between the first heav-
enly sphere and the first unmoved mover. I had taken the word in its usual sense
of “similar” and thought that the similarity, attributed to the movement of the first
sphere, must be with something else, that is, with that of the first unmoved mover.
(I understood Aristotle as saying, however, that the movement of the first sphere
was similar to that of the first unmoved mover in so far as it was not movement
at all!) Berti says that all interpreters agree that the word must mean there “simi-
lar to itself” or “identical.” I am very happy to accept this interpretation, for it
removes from Aristotle’s theory—and the present interpretation—any suggestion
that the relevant “movement” of the first sphere approximates something else (with
which it is not identical). On Berti’s (and now my) interpretation, the word ouoia
at Physics VIIIL 10, 267b6 has reference simply to the sphere: its movement (as seen
by us) is continuous (as we might put it, “always like unto itself”’), and yet, as Aris-
totle says in the phrase immediately preceding that in which the word opoia
appears, “it is necessary that the moved thing [the first sphere| be subject to no
change with respect to it [the first unmoved mover| (267b5-6).” So, the first
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III. Practical Stillness: Eudemian Ethics 1 8,
De anima III 10, and Metaphysics XII 7

But invoking Aristotle’s conception of circular motion leaves untouched
the various more textual arguments put forward by Berti, so we must
address also those. As we have seen, Berti argues that the first sphere
cannot have the first unmoved mover as its final cause because that would
make it a practical end, such as would be excluded by Aristotle’s remark
in Eudemian Ethics 1 8 that nothing immobile can be practical
[1218b5—-6]. Berti’s thesis would be that movement by the first sphere
toward the first unmoved mover is excluded by the Eudemian Ethics 1 8
dictum. We can deal with this latter in the manner already set out, that is,
by pointing out that the first sphere both moves and does not move—
and, indeed, is probably best said nof to move, since movement presup-
poses a set of larger coordinates against which it might be measured. This
response would be more than a merely verbal way of avoiding Berti’s
conclusions, for the first sphere really is immobile with respect to its
mover; and yet it still leaves standing an argument that might appear to
interfere with a non-metaphorical interpretation of the remark in Meta-
physics XII 7 that the first unmoved mover moves “as object of love”
[1072b3]. One will recall that the remark in Eudemian Ethics T 8 is used
by Berti to diminish the force also of the related remark in Metaphysics
XII 7, that the first unmoved mover moves in the way that any object of
desire or of thought [t0 0pextov %0l TO vontov—1072226] moves. This
appears to be a reference to the De anima III 10, 433b13—18, where any
unmoved mover, understood as object of desire or thought, is described
as a practical good [t0 moaxtOV dya®6v—A433b16]; but, as Berti argues,
since Aristotle says in Eudemian Ethics I 8 that immobile things cannot be
practical, the comparison in Metaphysics XII 7 to everyday objects of
desire or thought is just that: a comparison, like the comparison to an
object of love.

Regarding this line of argumentation, then, the first thing that needs
to be said is that Aristotle’s saying in De anima III 10 that an object of
desire or thought, although an unmoved mover, is a practical good is
problematic in its own right, for a few lines earlier Aristotle says that the
practical is that which can be otherwise than it is: mooxtov 8 éoti 10
évoeyopevov ol dMws éxerv [433229-30]. Trendelenburg’s solution to this
problem is reasonable. He says that the definition of the practical at
433229-30 does not contradict the idea that the mover here is unmoved:

sphere both moves continuously and (in a distinct sense) does not move. I discuss
Physics VIIT 10, 267b4—6 below, in section VI.]
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“For, in so far as it moves desire, the unmoved thing is itself placed
beyond the vicissitudes of the soul; in so far as appetite tends toward it, it
admits of alterations.”2> Trendelenburg then quotes Metaphysics XII 7,
1072a26-30, that is, the passage where Aristotle speaks of the first
unmoved mover as TO 0QEXTOV XAl TO VONTOV.

It is entirely appropriate that Trendelenburg should cite this latter passage,
for his solution to the problem of the unmoved but practical good demon-
strates that the concept of an object of desire and thought does not involve
essentially that object’s being practical. The object’s characterization depends
upon the effect that it has upon the thing that is inclined toward it. In the
De anima passage, the unmoved movers clearly include human goods such
as food or drink—things toward which men move. In as much as these
unmoved movers find themselves in variable relations with men, they can
be called practical. In Metaphysics X117, 1072a26-30, by contrast, the object
of desire and thought moves not the appetites of the human soul but rather
the love and admiration of the first sphere.20 The rapport between the first
sphere and its unmoved mover does not involve movement; therefore, we
need not—and cannot—call the first unmoved mover practical. But the
reason for this is not that it is not final cause like the objects of De anima I11
10 but that the thing that loves it does not move toward it.

25 “Si 10 moaxtov ita supra definiebatur, ut id esset, quod etiam aliter se habere
posset: quod nunc immotum dicitur, noli repugnat. Quatenus enim cupidinem
movet, ipsum immotum est extra animi vicissitudines positum; quatenus appeti-
tus ad id ipsum tendit, mutationes admittit” [Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg, ed.,
Apristotelis de anima libri tres (Jena: Sumptibus Walzii, 1833), 534]. Trendelenburg
goes on to quote not just Metaph. XII 7, 1072a26-30 but also Movement of
Animals 6, 700b35—-701a2.

It is interesting that the same problem of a mover that “sufters” (that is, under-
goes something) and does not suffer turns up in De anima III 5. At 430a12-13,
Aristotle says that a craft “suffers” with respect to the material upon which it oper-
ates: 1) téyvn meog Ty Vv némovBev. (Here the craft, and not the craftsman, is the
efficient cause [see Physics IT 3, 195a6]—and a craft does not move.) But, within a
few lines, Aristotle will say that the analogue of the craft, the active intellect, is
amobng [430a18] (impassible). In his commentary, Trendelenburg counsels us not
to put too much emphasis on the word némovOev: “ne premas mémovOev; perverteres
enim rationem, quum ars agat, arti materia subiecta sit. émov6ev, nihil aliud quam
el [Trendelenburg, 488]. Similar to what is seen in De anima III 10, the cause
“suffers” only to the extent to which the subject changes.

Aristotle suggests—but by no means apodictically—that the spheres have souls: see
De caelo 11 2, 285a29-30 (6 & oboavog Eupuyos »al Exel xwvijoews doxhv), 11 12,
292220-22 (8l & g petexdvrov molapPdverv mdEems xai Twfg: oltw ya ovOEv
86EeL mogdhoyov eivar T ovpfaivov), 292b1-2 (Aw det vopilew xol Thv 1OV dotewv
TQAEW elvon TowbTnv oo TteQ 1 TV Lhwv xal putdv) (emphasis, of course, added).
‘Whatever his hesitation, it is apparent in these passages that Aristotle regards the

2
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In Metaphysics X11 7, Aristotle says not that the first unmoved mover is
good but that it is beautiful [rahé6v—1072a28]. The relationship between
something beautiful and that which loves it is not a relationship of move-
ment, but this does not make things such that it is not a relationship of
final causality. Aristotle says in Metaphysics XIII 3 (that is, in his philoso-
phy of mathematics) that “the good and the beautiful are different: for the
former is always within action, but the beautiful is also in immobile
things.”’27 (In the remark in Eudemian Ethics I 8, where Aristotle says that
the practical is not found among immobile things [oOx &otL 8¢ 10 év Tolg
dovitoic—1218b5-6], he also speaks of the beautiful, distinguishing it
from the good.)28 His point in Metaphysics XIII 3 is that it is quite possi-
ble to love numbers, even though no one “goes after” them as one goes
after food or drink. Similarly, the first sphere’s attitude toward the first
unmoved mover is not that of a human soul toward a practical good, but
there is no reason why we have to assimilate all desire to that model since
desire [6peEws] for Aristotle includes not just the lower cravings (such as
longing [¢mOupia]) but also BovAnoig or will.2? Aristotle speaks of the

celestial spheres as capable of initiating movement [x{ivnoig] and action [mGEL].
Part of Berti’s argument that the first unmoved mover is not the object (the final
cause) of the first sphere’s motion is the claim that in Metaph. XII Aristotle never
says that the celestial spheres are animated. But that is a pefitio principii: he is using
the conclusion of his argument as a premise. As Berti acknowledges, according to
most accounts, Aristotle does presume in Metaph. XII 7 that the first sphere is
animated in some way or another (as it would have to be if it has an
opentov/vontov). There is certainly more evidence in Aristotle for the thesis that
the celestial spheres are animated in some way than for its denial. See Carlo Natali,
Cosmo e divinita: la struttura logica della teologia aristotelica (L Aquila: Japadre, 1974),
83; see also Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, vol. 1, cxxxvi.

27 10 ayaBOv %0l TO #aAOV ETEQOV (TO PEV YO el &V TRGEEL, TO O #ahOV 1Ol £V TOIG CtLvi)-
tolg) ... [1078a31-32].

28 GANG oMo DS TO Gyadov, ol E0TL TL aDTOD ROAGV, KOL TO PEV TQUXTOV TO &’ OV
TUAUTOHV. TRUATOV O TO TOLODTOV AyafdV, TO 0L Evexa. ovx E0TL O TO &V Toilg GnLvi-
towg [Eudemian Ethics 1 8, 1218b4—0].

29 See De anima 11 3, 414b2: “For tendency [é0eEig| can be desire [¢mBupia], impulse
[6upoc] and will [Botinoig].” See also III 10, 10,433222-36: “Now, while the intel-
lect [vodg] appears not to move without tendency (since the will [Bodhnoig] is a
tendency [6peElg] and, when one moves in conformity with reason [xatd TOV
Loytopov], one moves also in conformity with the will), tendency moves also against
reason, for desire [émbupio] is a type of tendency. The intellect, therefore, is always
correct, while tendency and imagination [pavtacia] can be either correct or
incorrect. So, it is always the object of tendency [t0 dgextov] that moves, but this
is either the good or that which appears good [t0 ¢pawvépevov dyadov]—not,
however, any good but the good that is practicable [t0 mooxtOv dyafdv]. The
practicable is that which can also be otherwise.” This translation has the advan-
tage of not using ‘desire’ to translate 6pe&ic. This in turn makes it more plausible
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unmoved mover not only as beautiful but also as object of the will:
BovAintov 8¢ modtov 10 OV nahdv [Metaphysics XII 7, 1072a28].

So, I would agree with Berti that Aristotle’s reference in Metaphysics
XII 7 to De anima 111 10 cannot be taken as saying that the relationship
between the first celestial sphere and the first unmoved mover is precisely
the relationship that exists between the human soul and (for instance)
food or drink;30 but this does not mean that there can be no relationship
of final causality between the sphere and its unmoved mover—or, ulti-
mately, that all the first unmoved mover’s final causality must concern
itself. Aristotle has good reason to refer in Metaphysics XII 7 to the
unmoved movers that are practical goods (as in De anima 111 10), for he
wants to identify a relationship between an unmoved mover and some-
thing distinct from it. This thing that the first unmoved mover moves is
quite different in condition and attitude from the human soul when it
desires food and drink; but it is turned toward an object of desire and
thought [t0 dpextOV %0l TO vontov—1072226]. The activity of the celes-
tial spheres does not involve movement [xivnowg] in the strict sense;
nonetheless, the object of their attention fills them with a certain tran-
quil and steady power: the power of the love of beauty.

IV. Parallel Series: Metaphysics XII 7
and De sensu et sensibilibus 7

As we have seen, Berti also argues that Aristotle’s remark at Metaphysics X11
7,1072a30-31 that “the intellect is moved by the intelligible, and one of
the two series is per se intelligible [vont). . . %00’ avtiv]” (which follows
the remarks we have been considering about the first sphere’s being
moved by an unmoved mover in the way in which objects of desire and
intellect move the human soul) is in effect a shifting of the discourse out
of the practical realm and into a consideration of the interior life of the
first unmoved mover itself, which loves there—and is loved by—no other
entity than itself [Berti, “Causalitd,” 643].

that the first unmoved mover might be an object of the first sphere’s 6peEig (that
is, an 6gextOV). Aristotle says at Metaph. XII 7, 1072a27-30 that, in the case of the
first sphere, 6pe€ig (tendency) is not émbvpia [desire] but fodinows [will]. In the
main text, however, I use “object of desire” as the translation of 6pextov since
Berti uses that translation (oggetto di desiderio); I translate émbvpia as “longing.”
On the issue whether the celestial spheres are animated, see note 26 above.
The resemblance between the objects of De anima I1I 10 and the first unmoved
mover becomes closer when the object of the human soul is beauty. Aristotle
associates circular motion with the human soul: Physics IV 5, 212b12; cf. De
anima I 3, 407b5-9. This would not be a going toward practical objects (such as
food and drink) but something closer to philosophical contemplation.

3
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It will be worth our while to consider the passage in question, move-
by-move, taking note in particular of the way the argument flows. Aristotle
begins (at 1072a21) by saying that the motion of the first sphere is circular
and eternal but also that, since it moves and is moved, it cannot be the ulti-
mate explanation of its own movement: “there has to be, as a consequence,
something that moves without being moved and which is eternal and
substance and act” [1072a25-26]. He is obviously referring to the first
unmoved mover. Then comes the remark with which we are now famil-
iar: “And in this way the object of desire and the object of intellect move:
they move without being moved” [1072a26—27]. Next he interjects an
argument to the effect that, in the present case, we need not distinguish the
object of desire from the object of intellect, since the first sphere cannot
mistake some other object of love for its own unmoved mover, as we can
when longing rather than will takes the lead.! (As we have seen, the desire
[60¢Eig] of the first sphere is will [BoOAnoig] and not longing [¢mOupia].)32

At this point comes the sentence where Berti descries a shift. Writes
Aristotle:

And the intellect is moved by the intelligible, and one of the two series
is per se intelligible. In this series, substance is first and, within
substance, first is that which is simple and in act. . . 33

What on earth does this mean? The obscurity of the remark itself supports
Berti’s thesis that we have here a shift of perspective. The commentators
speak, notes Berti, of the Pythagorean columns according to which “all
reality is divided into two series of opposites, the positive terms and the

negative” [Berti, “Causalita,” 642]. This clearly does not satisty, so Berti
suggests that Aristotle introduces here a distinction between things known
by us humans and things that are known “in themselves” (per se), and is

thereby opting for the latter:

To me it seems likely that Aristotle, having mentioned that which is
intelligible for man, alludes to two series of intelligibles: the one intelli-
gible for man, the other intelligible for itself [ per s¢]. In this case, at issue
is the distinction, articulated by him often, between the things that are
more clear, and more known, for us and the things that are more clear,
and more known, for themselves [per se stesse]. [Berti, “Causalita,” 642]

31 ¢mBupnTov pEv Yo 0 Gauvopevoy xaldv, Boukntov 8 modtov o dv xahdv [Metaph.
XII 7, 1072a27-28].

32 See note 29.

33 voiig 8¢ 17O Tob vonTod niveltal, vonti) 8¢ 1 £téoa ovoTolyio #ad’ abTiv: %ol TalTNg
1) oboio medTN, ®al TohTNG 1) AT vol xat” évégyeway [Metaph. XII 7, 1072a30-32].
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Berti quite reasonably rejects the notion that Aristotle is speaking at
1072a30-31 of Pythagorean series of positive and negative terms, but
there is a more likely alternative than the one he goes for. In De sensu et
sensibilibus, chapter seven, Aristotle discusses parallel series (or columns),
in the first of which is mentioned a faculty, in the second its object. The
passage reads as follows:

What I mean, for example, is this; the same sense no doubt discerns
white and black, though they are specifically different from one
another, and so, too, a faculty of sense self-identical, but different from
the former, discerns sweet and bitter; but while both these faculties
differ from one another in their modes of discerning either of their
respective contraries, yet in perceiving the coordinates in each province
they proceed in manners analogous to one another; for instance, as taste
perceives sweet, so sight perceives white; and as the latter perceives
black, so the former perceives bitter.34

Aristotle clearly has in mind here two columns, one of which contains
faculties, the other their objects. His general point is that, although the
various faculties have, of course, their own operations (sight sees and taste
tastes), their relationships toward their proper objects are analogous: as
sight stands with respect to the visible, so taste stands with respect to the
tastable. It is not at all difficult to imagine Aristotle fitting the mind-like
faculty of the first sphere and its object, the first unmoved mover, into the
same scheme.

The one thing in Metaphysics X11 7, 1072a30-31 that De sensu et sensi-
bilibus 7 does not provide an explicit explanation of is the idea that “one
of the two series is per se intelligible”” One possible explanation is,
however, derivable from De sensu et sensibilibus 7 itself. Earlier in the chap-
ter, Aristotle has been discussing the perception of mixed objects: the
perception, for instance, by the sense of taste of something that is some-
where between sweet and bitter. The opposing elements entering into
the mix are not themselves perceived, he argues, for then the sense would
itself have to be divided; what is perceived is rather a unity: the mixture.
But, he says, “it is easier to perceive each object of sense when in its
simple form than when an ingredient in a mixture; easier, for example, to

34 Méyw 8¢ ToDT0, 8TL Towg TO AevrOV %l TO pélav, ETeQoy T() eidel v, T T %QIVEL, KOl
TO YAURD %ol TO mrEOV 1] ouTh) pev €auti), éxelvng 8° dAAn, AL’ étéowg éndteQov TV
gvavtiov, dg 8’ adtog avtais T choToLa, 010V KOG T YEDOLS TO YAur, olTwg 1) dig
10 Aevnov, dg & adtn to péhav, obtwg xelvn 10 Tundv [Sens. 7, 447b26—448al]
(translation from the Revised Oxford Translation).
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perceive wine when neat than when blended.”3> He does not use the
expression here, but it seems not unlikely that, had he expanded his
description of the two columns presented later in the chapter, Aristotle
might have specified that in the second column are found objects that are
simple and therefore per se perceptible by their respective senses: not as
part of a mixture but in themselves (per se). One notes that, at Metaphysics
XII 7, 1072a32, Aristotle does speak of the object in the second column
as “simple” [ahiy].

An alternative explanation—we recall what was stated at the begin-
ning of this essay: that our information in this field of enquiry is sparse
and we stand at a great distance from the facts in question—would be
that Aristotle does have in mind in 1072a31 a second column containing
only objects that are known per se in the sense employed at, for instance,
Posterior Analytics 1 2, 72a1—4. Says Aristotle there, “I call prior and more
familiar in relation to us items which are nearer to our perception, prior
and more familiar simpliciter items which are further away’3¢ The things
that are “more familiar” not merely “in relation to us” [m0g Hudg] but
“simpliciter” [amh@g] are not, after all, inaccessible to us humans; it is just
that we have to work harder to achieve such knowledge: we must become
scientists, in the Aristotelian sense. But, just as the first sphere (as, presum-
ably, any celestial sphere) is not troubled by mistakes due to the percep-
tion of apparent goods, so it need not go through the process of
becoming scientific: its proper object, like the proper object (or objects)
of any true scientist, is per se intelligible. There is no reason to say that,
in mentioning a second column (Metaphysics XI1 7, 1072a31), Aristotle is
implying that, from that point on, he is interested in just the things that
are objects for themselves and known per se. The proper objects of any
genuine knower are things that are per se intelligible.

It makes perfect sense, therefore, that Aristotle, having drawn the paral-
lel in Metaphysics XII 7 with the way we stand opposite objects of desire
and thought [t0 dgentov nai to vontodv], should say that “the intellect is
moved by the intelligible, and one of the two series is per se intelligible.”

35 Sens. 7,447a17—19 [Revised Oxford Translation]. At On Generation and Corruption
I 3,319a14-17, Aristotle also speaks of one column including powers or faculties,
the other their objects: O0 v dAL” dpoing év maot yéveolg uev xatd td &v T téoq
ovotouyig Ayeton, olov v pEv ovolg &av g GAL obx Eav YR, &v 8¢ T ol dv
gmotipov dAA’ oly dtav avemotipov. Here it is apparent that the proper object of
the intellect would be (as stated at Metaph. XII 7,1072a30) the intelligible and not
the unintelligible.

36 Translation from Jonathan Barnes, translator & commentator, Aristotle: Posterior
Analytics, Oxford Aristotle Series (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994).
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In one column is the intellect, in the other the intelligible. That which is
understood (intellectum, ©o vontdv) is not just any intelligible but that which
is per se intelligible. Such an understanding in no way interrupts the flow
of the argument of Metaphysics XII 7; Aristotle would simply be continu-
ing his analysis of the relationship between the first sphere and the first
unmoved mover, using the same general scheme he uses to analyze 6peEig
and vonoug as understood in De anima 111 10. The discourse has not shifted
to a consideration solely of that which is per se intelligible, leaving behind
the “comparison” of souls or intellects facing objects, but continues rather
to be about the relationship between the first sphere’s soul (or something
like a soul) and its final cause: the first unmoved mover.

It is worth mentioning also that, at Metaphysics X11 7,1072b1, Aristotle
refers to the object of (what I believe must be) the first sphere as an
analogue [avdloyov]. This would be consistent with his remarks in De
sensu et sensibilibus 7 about faculties and their objects. As we have seen,
each faculty has its own character, but, when faculty and object are placed
in their respective columns, it is apparent that one faculty is the analogue
of any other, as are their objects.3”

De caelo 11 12

As we have seen, Berti calls to the stand in his own support De caelo 11
12, the chapter in which Aristotle compares the activity of the heaven to
men who engage in more or less exercise. Some men seem to be healthy
always with no effort in that direction at all; some merely need to control
their weight; some need not only to control their weight but also to run.
And finally, some have no hope of ever achieving perfect health but are
satisfied if they can get into sufficient shape fo run and thereby perhaps
to achieve some level of health. For these latter, running comes to substi-
tute for being perfectly healthy—that is, for being in the best state: 10
Gowortov [De caelo 11 12, 292b10, 12, 18, 19]. These individuals who have

37 Siwek’s commentary on the De sensu et sensibilibus 7 passage is as follows:
“Modus, quo visus discernit colores contrarios (e.g. album et nigrum) utique
differt a modo, quo gustatus distinguit contrarios sapores (dulce et amarum). At
exsistit certissime—ait Aristoteles—inter duos hoc modos similitudo proportio-
nis seu analogia: colorem album sentit visus simili modo, quo saporem dulcem
sentit gustatus. Colorem nigrum simili modo, quo saporem amarum” [Paulus
Siwek, ed. and trans., Aristotelis Parva Naturalia graece et latine (Rome: Desclée &
C.i Editori Pontifici, 1963), 120, n. 308]. Siwek’s translation of 447b29—448al
also speaks of analogy: “Certe aliter [ambo sensus discernunt] utrumque contrar-
iorum, attamen eodem analogice modo ambo procedunt in discernendis rebus
ad se pertinentibus: puta, sicut gustatus discernit dulce, ita visus album; et e
contra, sicut visus nigrum ita gustatus amarum.”
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no hope of achieving health are like the earth, the moon, and the sun,
which move (or run) not at all (as in the case of the earth) or very little
(as in the case of the moon and the sun). Those men who both control
their weight and run (and achieve perfect health) are like the planets,
whose movements are more numerous and more complicated than the
movements of the earth, the moon, or the sun. Those men who need
simply to control their weight (presumably, by walking) are like the fixed
stars. Finally, those who need not worry about their weight at all and who
(a fortiori) need not exercise are like the first unmoved mover: the first
unmoved mover exerts no effort (which would be to be in motion) but
is simply always in the best state. This parallel between men and the
motion of the celestial and sub-celestial bodies explains, according Aris-
totle, the curious fact that both at the center of the universe and at its
extremes there is relatively little movement—for we would expect
complexity to increase progressively in one direction or the other.?8

From this chapter in De caelo, Berti picks out two remarks which he
regards as supporting his interpretation of Metaphysics XII 7. The first is Aris-
totle’s explication of the analogy between hopelessly unhealthy men and the
lower astronomical bodies: “It is for this reason that the earth simply does
not move and the things close to it have few movements. For these bodies
do not reach the ultimate end but they can arrive at something of the divine
principle.”3® He interprets this as implying that no creature’s seeking of a
remote end is a seeking of the ultimate end; a fortiori, therefore, the first
sphere has no such end but secks its own internal end, as does the first
unmoved mover itself. The second remark comes a bit earlier in De caelo 11
12, where Aristotle says that an entity that has no need of movement of any
sort is “itself an end, whereas an action requires always two things, that is,
the end and that which is for the end.”#" Berti understands this as referring,
at least by analogy, to the first unmoved mover, which again would be sepa-
rated from any practical activity and an end only to itself.4!

38 See the appendix.

39 Koi duct tovto 1 piv vy Shog ov niveltow, T & &yydg OMyog xwvioeis: ol Yo
Adrvelton mog TO Eoy0Tov, AAG péxoL dTov dhvaton TuyEly Tiig OetotdTng doyis [De
caelo 11 12, 292b19-22].
£0TL . . . a0TO TO OV #vena, 1) 8¢ moaEic del g0ty év duoiv, Stav nal ob Evexna n ®al TO
tolrtov évena [De caelo 11 12,292b5-7] (see Berti, “Causalita,” 647, upon whose Ital-
ian translation the English translation in the text is based).

Since Berti now holds that the first unmoved mover is not a final cause at all (see
Berti, “Ancora sulla causalitd del motore immobile”), it is possible that his view

40

4

of this passage has changed. The passage is well worth considering on its own
merits, however, since it does provide some insight into Aristotle’s understanding
of the relation between the first sphere and its unmoved mover.
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I start with the first-mentioned remark. As demonstrated in the appen-
dix to this essay, De caelo II 12 is made up of a series of five parallel lists,
two of them speaking of astronomical bodies, the other three of more
mundane things (or, at least, of things tied to more mundane things):
human bodies, animals, human souls, and their parts. In general, the lists
contains four items, which I call “divisions,”’ since each marks out a sector
or division of the domain represented by the list to which it belongs.
Occasionally Aristotle strays from the four-division model, but in such a
way that it remains clear that he has that general model in mind. (Once
he neglects to specify the fourth division, once he subdivides a fourth
division into two.) In each list, the bottom division (where specified)
contains things that do not seek the ultimate good (“the best: 10
dorotov’”) but some substitute for it, as in the case of the men who will
never achieve perfect health but do a small number of things in order to
run rather than in order to be perfectly healthy. The third division
contains things that do arrive at the ultimate good, but by means of many
movements; the second division contains things that arrive at the ultimate
good by means of few movements (in effect, just one movement); the top
division contains things that require or involve no movement at all.

Now, even if it 1s true that the members of the various fourth divisions
of the lists “do not reach the ultimate end,” these can hardly be compared
to the members of the higher divisions in the various lists. In particular,
the supposed fact that the sun, the moon, and the earth are like relatively
inactive non-athletes by no means implies that the first celestial sphere—
which has a simple motion and, therefore, belongs to division 2 of its
respective list*2—is similarly handicapped, for the whole point of the lists
(and the chapter) is to show that the members of the various fourth divi-
sions are different from the members of the higher divisions. The simplic-
ity of the second divisions and the simplicity of the fourth divisions are
due to quite different causes.*3

It is also worth noting that the members of one of the fourth divisions
are said by Aristotle to be “on their way” to “the best”: 0 6607 . . . mOg
10 dwotov [292b9—10].44 Since the lists of De caelo 1T 12 are parallel lists,
Aristotle’s reference to “the divine principle” [tfig Ogiotdng doyfg] in the
final list (“these bodies do not reach the ultimate end but they can arrive
at something of the divine principle” [292b21-22]) must refer not to the
internal and proper end of the members of this fourth division, as Berti

42 Or, actually, lists: (a) and (d). See the appendix.
43 See the appendix, especially the comment on 292a28-30.
44 This is said with reference to the fourth division in list (c); see appendix.
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maintains, but to the highest principle or the first unmoved mover (10
dowotov)—which they can, however, never reach.

The second remark that Berti picks out of De caelo II 12 is part of Aris-
totle’s discussion of animals and plants. The discussion involves, of course,
a list (the third in De caelo 11 12) and the remark in question—*“[it is] itself
an end, whereas an action requires always two things, that is, the end and
that which is for the end”—pertains to the list’s first and second divi-
sions.*> This remark does not support the idea that the first unmoved
mover does not serve as final cause of the first sphere, but quite the oppo-
site. Aristotle’s point is that, although the active intellect involves no
action (o00gv el mpdEews: 292b5), any member of the second division
(that is to say, any passive intellect) will involve action (1) ¢ me@Ewg del
gotv €v duoiv: 292b0), that is, action that has two poles: one the passive
intellect itself, the second a member of the first division (or an active
intellect). Since the lists in De caelo II 12 are parallel lists, we must
conclude that there is a similar relationship between any celestial sphere
and its unmoved mover; there is, therefore, such a relationship between
the first sphere and the first unmoved mover.

VI. Efficient Causality

For most of this essay, we have been concerned with the final causality of
the first unmoved mover; but, since Berti’s thesis is that the first mover is
primarily—or even solely—efficient cause, it is appropriate to conclude
with a few words about the first movers efficient causality and its
connection, according to Aristotle, with its final causality. Indeed, this
topic allows us to reprise the major thesis of the present essay, that is, that
the first sphere can be said in some sense to be both in movement and
independent of movement.

Let us recall Aristotle’s definition of efficient cause in Physics 11 3 as:
“whence [60ev] the first principle of change or rest; for example, he who
deliberated is a cause, the father is cause of the child, and in general what
makes of that which is made and what changes of that which is
changed.”® The word 80ev (“whence”) does signify a spatial point of
origin of the change or stillness, although the relationship between the
efficient cause and its effect is not necessarily a physical one. The rela-
tionship between “he who deliberated” (6 povietoag), in so far as he
deliberated, and that which he brought about, is not a physical one:

45 In the appendix, (c) 1 and 2.
46 80ev 1) oy ThS peTaPOARg 1) oM™ #) THIS Noepnoews, olov 6 Poviedoag aitiog, ®al &
T ToD Ténvov, xal GAmg TO oDV TOD TOLOVHEVOL ®al TO peTafGAAOV TOD peta-

Baihopévou [194b29-33].
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something intellectual such as a deliberation can have no physical contact
with anything. In that sense the relationship is not physical. But the effi-
cient causality of one who deliberates is not wholly independent of the
physical: it produces its effect at a certain spatio-temporal point—or, in
any case, it can do this, when the deliberation is about a physical action.
How this occurs is a mystery: the mystery of animate bodies, that is, the
way in which the non-physical moves the physical. But of the fact that it
occurs there is no doubt.#” This straddling by intentional action of the
two spheres—the physical and the non-physical—is what allows Aristotle
to conceive of the first celestial sphere as both in movement and inde-
pendent of movement. The intention to do something is not a physical
change: it is simply a looking toward an end. But neither is it separate
from the physical action it makes to be intentional.

As we affirmed in section II, the final causality between the first sphere
and the first unmoved mover can be described as motionless; on the other
hand, the efficient causality between these does involve movement. That
Aristotle wants to associate the two—the final and the efficient causal-
ity—becomes apparent at the very end of the Physics. Just before the
passage that interests us, Aristotle has argued, in typical fashion, that any

47 As to what we might call “intentional causality,” Giacon complains that Thomas
Aquinas’s understanding of the first mover’s causality is based on an erroneous and
Platonic reading of Metaphysics 11 1 [Giacon, La causalita del motore immobile, 113—25];
but Thomas’s analysis is not based solely upon that passage. In In I Sent. d. 37, q. 1,
a. 1¢, Thomas explains how he understands the relationship between natural and
divine efficient causality. He commends Avicenna’s understanding of the difference
and similarity between the two:*. . . agens naturale est tantum causa motus, et agens
divinum est causa esse. Unde, secundum [Avicennam]|, qualibet causa efficiente
remota, removetur effectus suus, sed non esse rei; et ideo remoto aedificatore, non
tollitur esse domus, cujus causa est gravitas lapidum quae manet, sed fieri domus
cujus causa erat; et similiter remota causa essendi, tollitur esse.” A bit earlier, Thomas
notes that efficient causality differs in material and immaterial entities. Since mate-
rial entities can not be in the same place, efficient causality requires contact; but spir-
itual entities have no such restriction: “ubi est quod movetur, ibi est ipsum movens;
sicut anima est in corpore, et sicut virtus movens caelum dicitur esse in dextra parte
orbis quem movet, unde incipit motus, ut habetur in Phys.VIII” [In I Sent. d. 37, q.
1,a.1¢] (cp. Giacon, 7). The reference is apparently to PhysicsVIII 5,258a21-22 (see
Thomas’s In Phys.VIIL, lect. 11, par. 3 [§1064]), although Thomas clearly also has in
mind De caelo 11 2 (285227-286a2, especially 285b16—19). In the latter passage, Aris-
totle is speaking of efficient causality; as Thomas suggests in In I Sent. d. 37,q. 1, a.
1¢, he is also conceiving of the sphere in question as animated: 6 & 0bavog Eppu-
%05 %ol ExeL nvijoewg ayhv [De caelo 11 2, 285a29-30; see also Thomas Aquinas, “In
Aristotelis libros de caelo et mundo expositio,” ed. Raimondo M. Spiazzi, In Aris-
totelis libros de caelo et mundo, de generatione et corruptione, meteorologicorum expositio
(Turin: Marietti, 1952) II, lect. 3 (§§313-29)].
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series of things moved and moving will come to a halt [othoetoun—
267b1] at something immobile. This latter, he says, experiences no change
[uetaporv—267b4—5]. And then he says:

It is necessary that the moved thing be subject to no change with
respect to it, so that the motion may be uniform. It is therefore neces-
sary that it be either at the center or on the circumference, since these
are the principles [dpyal]. But the things nearest the mover are the
things whose motion is quickest—and such is the motion of the
circumference. The mover, therefore, is there.43

There is a paradox in this remark, particularly when Aristotle says that
the thing moved experiences no change “so that the motion may be
uniform” [{va dpota 1) 1) #ivnois—267b6]. Aristotle is speaking of precisely
the problem that will torment his followers in successive years (and
centuries): how can a movement, even a very regular movement, be an
imitation of the absence of movement?#? In the passage just quoted, he
provides a solution to this problem. Given that at issue is a combination
of non-change and change (or movement), it is “therefore necessary” that
the unmoved mover “be either at the center or on the circumference”
[267b6—7]. (This remark calls to mind, of course, the two passages in the
Physics we examined above: Physics VIII 9, 265232-b2 and IV 5,
212a31-b11.) Putting the mover either at the center or on the circum-
ference resolves the problem because either is at rest: the center, in a fairly
obvious way; the circumference (or the periphery), for the reasons we
saw at Physics IV 5,212a31-34.That Aristotle chooses to “locate” the first
unmoved mover at the periphery shows that he wants a clear explanation
of the efficient causality of that mover: it is there, and not at the center,
that one sees movement, the movement of the fixed stars from east to
west.>0 But Aristotle also wants this efficient causality to have its origin

48 3¢t 8¢ 00SE 1O mvohpEVOV TROG Exelvo Exewv petafoly, tva opola 1) 1) xivnois. avéyxn
M 1) &v péow 1) &v ndmho elvar abton Yoo ai deyod. MG TéyloTa xveltal To &yyiToTa.
0D nvodvTog. ToliTn 8’ 1) ToD Ah*hov %ivNOIG: Exel doa TO nvodv [Physics VIII 10,
267b5-9].

49 See Theophrastus, Metaphysics, chapter 2, but especially 5a23-27; see also the
commentary of van Raalte (Marlein van Raalte, ed., Theophrastus: Metaphysics,
with an introduction, translation, and commentary [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1993], 179-83).
See also Berti, “Teofrasto e gli Accademici sul moto dei cieli,” Gigantomachia:
Convergenze e divergenze tra Platone e Aristotele, ed. Mario Migliori (Brescia:
Morcelliana, 2002), 339-56 and also Berti, “Il movimento del cielo in Alessan-
dro di Afrodisia.”

50T do not wish to say that the first unmoved mover is literally “located” at the
periphery of the universe since—like the human intellect—not being a physical
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in stillness, that is, in independence from every spatial coordinate that
would permit one to speak of movement.

The paradox that we have identified in Physics VIII 10, 267b5—-6—
saying, that is, that it is necessary that the thing moved experience no
change in order that its movement might have a certain characteristic—is
not evidence of a contradiction in Aristotle’s position, because in the
sentence itself (the first sentence of the above quotation) he specifies the
aspect that resolves the apparent contradiction: “It is necessary that the
moved thing be subject to no change with respect to it, so that the motion
may be uniform.” The first sphere is in movement—indeed, this move-
ment is faster than any other movement in the heaven;>! but, with respect
fo the unmoved mover [mdg éxelvo—267b5], it does not move. This
ensures that it is the movement of the first sphere that is “similar” [opoia]
to that of the first unmoved mover; it is not the first sphere’s regularity that
is similar, as (perhaps) suggests Alexander of Aphrodisias.>2 The movement
is similar because with respect to the first unmoved mover it involves no
movement; on the other hand, and to borrow a phrase from Galileo,
“eppure si muove” with respect to the rest of the universe.

We see here, then, the intersection of the two types of causality. In its
gazing at the first unmoved mover (its “object of desire” and “object of
intellect”: 10 0exrTOV ®ai TO vontdv [Metaphysics XII 7, 1072a26]), the first
sphere is still and in love. Its relationship with the first mover is a move-
ment, in a sense, although we cannot call it that and speak sensibly, since
there are no outer coordinates permitting such talk to make sense. But its
love of the first mover is its movement with respect to the coordinates
within the universe, below itself. In other words, this latter movement is the
same thing, viewed now from a different perspective, a perspective from
which we can now speak sensibly of movement.
entity, it cannot be in a place; but it is “there” in the sense that it is there that it
has its effect, just as the human intellect has its effect there where the body to
which it belongs is found.

There is no contradiction between this idea and the idea we have already consid-

ered: that the first sphere has just one movement, the lower astronomical bodies
many. The one movement of the first sphere (and therefore of the fixed stars) is

o

faster than the other (multiple) movements.

52 Berti, “Il movimento del cielo in Alessandro di Afrodisia,” 231-33; Alexander of
Aphrodisias, Quaestiones, ed. Ivo Bruns and I. Bruns (Berlin: Reimer, 1892),
vol. 2.2 supplement of Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 62.15—63.7. [Since the
Cagliari conference at which the original version of this essay was read, my
understanding of the meaning of the word opoia at Physics VIII 267b6 has
changed somewhat, largely on account of a comment made by Prof. Berti in the
latest version of his essay (included in this volume). For my changed position see
above, note 24.]
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At the very end of Nicomachean Ethics VI, just before going on in Book
VIII to speak of ¢uhia (friendship or love), Aristotle notes that God’s pleas-
ure is single and simple—and yet it is powerful: “for there is an activity
[évéoyera] not only of movement but also of immobility, and there is more
pleasure in rest than in movement.”>3 The first sphere participates in this
power and passes it on to the lower parts of the universe.

Appendix: The Parallel Lists of De caelo II 12

In De caelo 1 12, Aristotle gives us five lists, three of them containing four
divisions, the other two—i(a) and (c)—reflecting the four divisions of the
other three. The divisions in each list have analogues—or implicit
analogues—in the others. The lists break down as follows:

a. astronomical bodies [292a22-24]

1.
2.
3.
4.

No need of movement [Uméoyew TO €0 Gvev modEewg];
require(s) little, i.e., just one, movement [dtd OA{yNG ®ol pds];
require more movements [9L0 TAELOVOV];

[not specified].

b. human bodies [292a25-28]

1.
2.
3.
4.

No need of exercise [o0dg yvuvagouevov eb Exell;
require a brief walk [uxod meguratioov];
need to run, box, etc. [xai dpdpov dgl xai AN nai novicewg);

will never achieve health but only some substitute [€tegdv 1.

c. animals and plants [292b2-10]

1.

Requires no action [o00¢v 8¢l mpdEewg] (the human active
intellect);

. involves one action, i.e., of the passive intellect with respect to

the active [1] 8¢ maEig del Eotiv év duotv, tav nal ov Evena 1) nol
10 ToUTOV EVEnal;

. men, as capable of many actions [mAgloTon mEGEeLS);

. other things: (a) mere animals, as capable of few actions [tdv

dAhwv Thwv Ehdttoug), and (b) plants, as capable of perhaps one
action [tV GpUTOV uxrEA TS %ol pio iowg].

d. astronomical bodies [292b10-13]

53 0w yaip LOVOV nvi|oEDS 0TIV EVEQYELDL GALGL %al Gy otag, %ol iSOV padhov v Tigepig
gotiv 1) &v mvioer [ Nicomachean Ethics VII 14, 1154b26-28].
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1. Already have or participate in the best [€xeL nai petéyer 10D
agtotov];

2. achieve the best state with few actions [g00VUg O OAiywv];

3. achieve the best state with many actions [did TOAGV];

4. can approach the ultimate state [ixavov eig 10 €yyUg ToD £0ydTou
EMOELV].

e. health seekers [292b13—17]
1. Always healthy [del Oyiaivel];
2. thin down (and are therefore healthy) [ioyxvavoév];
3. thin down and run (and are therefore healthy) [doapov xai
ioyvavoévl];
4. do something else in order to run [GAho T WEGEAY TOD doapelv
Evexral.

In list (a) the fourth division is not specified, probably because Aristotle
has yet to explain why its members (the sun, the moon, and the earth)
involve fewer movements; that explanation begins just afterwards, in the
extended analogy beginning with list (b). Immediately after giving list (b),
Aristotle says [292a28-30] that it is quite easy at dice to throw “snake’s
eyes” once or twice, but very hard to do so thousands of times. Thus, the
reason for the simplicity characteristic of division 4 is quite different from
that for the simplicity of division 1: the activity of the members of division
4 is simple because of the lack of effort and intelligent control involved; the
one member of division 1 is simple because only a unified and simple prin-
ciple can comprehend and control all the movements that depend upon it.

List (c) is the most difficult—Dbut also the most interesting—of the five.
The divisions are not presented in the same order as in the other lists; the
distinctions between divisions are not as clearly marked; the fourth division
has two parts. Aristotle also appends an explanatory remark (292b8-10) to
this list which has led to interpretive difficulties. Division 3 is presented
first, at 292b3—4; divisions 1 and 2 are then given as a parenthesis (at least
in the Allan edition, though not in Bekker): 1 at 292b4—6, 2 at 292b6o—7.
In these lines, Aristotle does not speak of the intellect—or its “parts”—in
so many words, but it is apparent that this is what he has in mind.>*

54 Simplicius speaks of intellect in this general context, although with specific refer-
ence to 292b10 [10 ptv olv EyeLnoi petéyeL 1od dolotov]; see in Cael. 485.16—22.This
passage includes a fragment from Aristotle’s ITegl ebyfg in which God is said to be
intellect or something above intellect [vobg oty §) eméxewd T 1od vob; Valentinus
Rose, ed., Aristotelis qui ferebantur librorum fragmenta (Leipzig: Teubner, 1886), fr. 49].
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Although he speaks of the action [mpd&ig| of division 2 as involving two
factors (év duotv: 292b6), the action itself is single.>>

Division 4 is set out at 292b7—8 and is subdivided into animals [C@wv]
and plants [put@v]. The subsequent explanatory remark [292b8-10] is as
much a summary of the whole previous section (that is, 292b2-8) as of the
immediately preceding remark about animals and plants (division 4). In it,
Aristotle acknowledges that he has in effect recognized a distinction
between men and other things (mere animals and plants). (Note the 1 . . .
1} construction: 1 yd &v Tt ottv o0 TOYOL &V, Home nal dvOpmoc, 1) xal Td
TOMG TévTo 10 680D £07TL TROG TO GpLotov.) Man does manage to achieve
the single best state [¢v ti oty ov T0Y01] the other things are only on the
way to the best state; that is, as in the fourth divisions of (b), (d), and (e),
they must be satisfied with a substitute for the best.

That the distinction here is between men and all other living things
(that is, both mere animals and plants) is more clear if we follow either
manuscript M, E or H, each of which includes the word diha in one
form or another; Ao would then echo the &Mwv in line 292b7
(although the dAhwv seems to refer just to the animals, that is, the animals
other than man). NV

55 T am inclined to see a connection between this remark at De caelo I1 12, 292b4—7
[t® & dg doroTo Exovr 000V Sel mEdEews: E0TL YO ahTd TO 00 Evena, 1) 8¢ moaELs el
gorv &v duotv, tav ol ob Evera 1) xal O tovTov Evera] and that at Metaph. X117,
1072b1-3, in which Aristotle discusses the final causality to be associated with the
first unmoved mover. For the latter, see above, note 12.The idea in both passages
would be that there can be a final cause where there is no motion since to be the
final cause for something (twi: Metaph. XII 7, 1072b2) sets up a relation, in which
the one party is immobile, the other not.



