SERGEY TROSTYANSKIY

PSEUDO-ARCHYTAS ON TIME’S EXISTENCE:
ARISTOTLE AND NEOPYTHAGOREAN THOUGHT

Abstract
This article aims to explain the reception and reassessment of Aristotle’s
philosophy of time during the first century BCE by Pseudo-Archytas, a
thinker who exercised great influence over and laid the groundwork for
Neopythagorean and Neoplatonist philosophies of nature. The article
scrutinizes Pseudo-Archytas’ theory by examining his solution to the par-
adox of time’s existence. Through a comparative analysis of Aristotle’s and
Pseudo-Archytas’ discourse, it seeks to demonstrate that their theories, de-
spite apparent similarities (associated with their overall approach to the
subject matter, the terms utilized in discourse, etc.), exhibit different phil-

osophical underpinnings and are in many ways antithetical.
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Introduction

As we learn from Aristotle’s report, the idea of time’s existence was regarded
as problematic during his time. Indeed, some illustrious thinkers of the clas-
sical period argued that concepts such as time and becoming were unthink-
able.! In general, their discourse aimed to demonstrate that the subject of
natural studies was compromised, having been contaminated by paradoxes
and aporias. These were the marks of an illegitimate extension of thought
which sought to extend its proper domain so as to lay hold of the ineffable
object and which turned out to be self-contradictory.” Aristotle took this
challenge seriously and structured his discourse around paradoxes, using
them as heuristic tools to foster discovery. A resolution of paradoxes, conse-
quently, was assumed by Aristotle to be the path to knowledge. He then
aimed to purge the study of nature from paradoxes to save the phenomena.
By doing this he intended to match experience with thought so as to make
the phenomenon intelligible and to ground the intellect in the observable
and experiential.® Posterity took the same approach of identifying paradoxes
and solving them. If a paradox or a dilemma was found to be unsolvable, thus
making thought self-contradictory, the reality of a phenomenon associated
with it would be jeopardized, and existence would consequently be denied
to it. A successful resolution of a paradox, on the other hand, would grant
existence to a phenomenon and restore its knowability. The aporetic aspects
associated with time were its existence, its generation and its ubiquity.
Moreover, some thinkers (e.g., Heraclitus and Cratylus, among others)
fully endorsed the proposition about the impermanence of becoming and
made it an axiom. They entertained the thesis of instability and pushed it to

extremes, arguing that there is nothing unitive and permanent in a changing

! The Eleatics argued in this context that becoming is different from being and hence from
what is thinkable, i.c., from what can be apprehended by the mind. Parmenides, Fr. 3.7: t&
Yop 0TS voelv oty Te kel efvet. Time is linked with becoming. Hence, it must be nonexis-
tent and unthinkable. Thus, “time is not nor will be another thing alongside Being, since
this was bound fast by fate to be entire and changeless.” (Parm. Fr. 8.36-6, translated by
McKirahan). A more general inference appears to be that the phenomena of becoming and
of time, therefore, cannot be saved and that no science of nature is possible.

? Aristotle, Phys. 239b5-9.

3 See Owen (1986a) pp. 295-314.
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thing that the mind may lay hold of.* The Pythagorean way of approaching
nature, on the other hand, was via setting out limits to becoming, so as to
make it limited and knowable qua ordered in respect to number, i.c., a lim-
ited plurality. This epistemic approach was attractive to many philosophers
since it promised a cohesive theory of becoming and of time. It was premised
on Philolaus’s epistemic thesis that nothing is known apart from number
and that whatever is known is known through number.® Aristotle’s ap-
proach to the subject of time was firmly grounded in Pythagorean thought
insofar as he understood time as a number of some kind.® However, Aristo-
tle’s ontology of number was not Pythagorean. This inconsistency, in the eyes
of certain philosophers of Pythagorean extraction, was the sign of Aristotle’s
departure from truth. Consequently, they understood Aristotle’s solutions to
the paradoxes of time as either incomplete or misleading. They therefore
sought to correct his ‘errors’. Pseudo-Archytas’s treatises represented one such
attempt. They aimed to indicate silently that Aristotle’s thought was subse-
quent to, and misleading in comparison with, that of Archytas, one of the orig-
inal Pythagorean philosophers of the classical period.

Indeed, at first glance, it appears that Aristotle and Pseudo-Archytas
philosophized about the same things, utilizing the same approach to the sub-
ject and the same terms. Pseudo-Archytas accepted Aristotle’s approach to

the subject” and the agenda of using paradoxes as heuristic tools to foster

* Plato, Theat. 160d8-9: pebuata xveiohon o mévTeL.

5 Philolaus, Fr. 3.1-3: “For, there will not be anything that is going to know at all, if every-
thing is unlimited according to Philolaus” (translated by Huffman). Also see Huffman’s
excellent commentary on the fragment.

¢ As Goldin (2016) p. 695 rightly pointed out, “Aristotle would agree with Philolaus’ asser-
tion in fragment 4, that numbers are principles of our knowledge of things.” This, indeed,
can rise someone’s eyebrows in respect to whether Aristotle here committed the error of
genera-crossing (petafootg), i.c., whether the axioms and proofs from a mathematical
science were used to prove something in a different and not subordinate subject genus. Arist.
An. Post. 75a35-b10. The reason is that the use of number and of numerical relations in
Physics IV here apparently goes beyond that which is merely analogical. The problem, as I
see it, lies in Aristotle’s unsettled classification of the sciences and the indeterminate role of
mathematics, including in constructing the science of nature. Cf. Hussey (1991) p. 132.

7 Simplicius, Iz Cat. 8.68.22-25: “Archytas [i.c., Pseudo-Archytas], attempting [to demons-
trate] the principles Pythagorically [...] says that all art and knowledge is something ordered
(¢ tetagmenon), and a definite object (horismenon pragma), but that a thing of this sort
(toiouton (ti]) is determined in number.” Translated by Horky (2016).
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discovery. However, his theory differed in various respects because it was
premised on differing theoretical foundations. The paradox of time’s exist-
ence, which is the point of interest of this article, was also solved or left un-
solved differently by Aristotle and Pseudo-Archytas. A brief review of Aris-
totle’s discussion of the paradox and a careful analysis of Pseudo-Archytas’s
solution will help us better understand Pseudo-Archytas’s interpretative ef-
fort in respect to Aristotle’s theory and his approach to the subject of time
in general.

I should make a few comments on the identity or, rather, pseudo-iden-
tity of the character whom we know as Archytas or Pseudo-Archytas. This
author wrote multiple treatises, some of which are partially extant.* Moreo-
ver, we possess various testimonies or doxographical accounts of his
thought.” Yet his precise identity remains mysterious.'” The texts preserved
in the Doric dialect claim to come from someone who was, perhaps, the con-
temporary of Plato and whom Aristotle allegedly plagiarized." Some emi-
nent philosophical authorities of late antique thought, however, maintained
that he was the authentic historical Archytas. Such great minds as
Tamblichus, Damascius and Simplicius, among others, fully endorsed the au-
thenticity of the texts attributed to him and believed him to be the historical
Archytas. Others questioned his identity and did not accept his authentic-
ity.”> Modern scholars classify Archytas’s or Pseudo-Archytas’s treatises as
belonging to the Doric Pythagorean pseudepigrapha.’ In this article I as-
sume the latter viewpoint without making any further historical claims. I do
not, however, deny at the outset the possibility that the treatises attributed
to him and the reports about him may contain various traits of the historical
Archytas, perhaps in an edited and modified form. However, I also recognize

that the Pythagorean thought presented in the fragments is Platonizing. In

8 Edited by Thesleff (1965) and Szlezdk (1972).

? The fragments that concern us here were mainly preserved by Simplicius in his Commen-
taries on Aristotle’s Categories and Physics.

1% See Horky (2021).

" As Ulacco (2016) p. 202 argued, it was “an artificial Doric Greek employed with the in-
tention of imitating the ancient dialect as it was used in Magna Graecia at the time of the
ancient Pythagoreans.” Cf. Chiaradonna (2019) p. 225.

"> E.g., Themistius. See Horky (2021) p. 140.

13 See Ulacco (2016) p. 203. Cf. Centrone (2014) pp. 319-20.
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any case, for the sake of clarity, let us assume that this thinker is of the Py-
thagorean extraction and that he offers accounts of time, number, etc. which
are in various ways antithetical to those of Aristotle. In this article I use Hol-
ger Thesleff’s edition of Pseudo-Archytas’s fragments.

1. The Paradox of Time’s Existence in Physics IV 10

Let us now look at the paradox of time’s non-existence. Aristotle stated it in
the beginning of his Phys. IV 10. He starts by making an important remark

on the issue at hand:

the following considerations would make one suspect that it [time] either does not exist at
all or barely, and in the obscure way. One part of it has been and is not, while the other is
going to be and is not yet. Yet time — both infinite time and any time you like to take — is
made up of these. One would naturally suppose that what is made up of things which do
not exist could have no share in reality."

Here the status of what makes up time, i.c., the parts or chunks of time, com-
promises it. However, this is simply not enough to set conditions for the de-
nial of time’s existence. What this passage tells us is that the being of time is
transient. Aristotle then further develops this thread and sets out conditions
for existence. He assumes that the being of time is quantitative and that
quantity is defined as that which is divisible.” Now:

if a divisible thing is to exist, it is necessary that, when it exists, all or some of its parts must
exist. But of time some parts have been, while others are going to be, and no part of it is,
though it is divisible. For the now is not a part: a part is a measure of the whole, which must
be made up of parts. Time, on the other hand, is not held to be made up of nows.'

Here we can find a cluster of issues. First of all, the explicit premise is that
time is a continuous whole made of parts. Yet a whole is defined as that from

which no part is missing."” Hence, it is a complete whole.' Here, however,

' Arist. Phys. 217b32-218a3.
15 Arist. Metaph. 1020a6-7.

16 Arist. Phys. 218a6-8.

17 Arist. Metaph. A 26.

B8 1bid., 1021b12-13.
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we have a whole with missing parts. Consequently, by definition it cannot be
awhole. Indeed, awhole, according to Aristotle, can be mutilated.”” It can thus
still exist as a mutilated whole without certain parts, taking it for granted that
the other parts remain intact. Yet, of time we learn that no part of it is in ex-
istence. We must bear in mind that for Aristotle awhole is a container of parts;
therefore, it cannot exist apart from its parts.?’ Thus, time does not seem to be
merely mutilated but utterly lacking parts and hence existence.

Perhaps a more reasonable suggestion will be that time is a sum or total
of some kind. A total is defined as a quantity whose chunks have a position
that does not make a difference for the being of that quantity.” In general,
position is attributed to quantities (i.e., their parts and attributes).? Moreo-
ver, position entails permanence. Thus, only what is one and continuous and
not transient but abiding within the boundaries of a unified whole can have
parts whose position makes a difference for the being of that unified whole.
Number, on the other hand, is a quantity whose parts/chunks are without
position. Yet, numbers, i.c., elements of numerical progressions, have some
sort of quasi-position, as they are ordered in a consecutive series. And the
ordered quasi-position of a number (say, 9 in a series of 10) seems to make a
difference for the being of that series, as we cannot interpose these numbers
without disturbing the entirety of a series (of its form, so to speak).”” The
same applies to time, as it is impossible to think of its constitution apart from
the quasi-position of its parts (e.g., by reordering what is in the past and mov-
ing it to what is coming up).

Aristotle lists number along with some other sums or totals (e.g,, fire,
water, etc.) and tells us that it does not exist as a unified whole.?* We also
learn from Aristotle that a whole can be mutilated and still exist as a unified
whole, whereas a sum cannot. Time is a kind of number. The question to be

asked in this context is whether the removal of a part of time will constitute

Y Ibid., 1024a11-12.

2 Ibid., 1023b27-28.

2 Ibid., 1024a1-3.

22 Ibid., 1016b24-26: “That which is indivisible in quantity and qua quantity is called a unit
(novég, monad) if it is not divisible in any dimension and is without position (&6etoc), a
point if it is not divisible in any dimension and has position (6¢o1c).”

3 See Katz (2021).

# Arist. Metaph. 1024a6-7.
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a mutilation of a unified whole which in a way must remain a whole. We
learn, in fact, from Aristotle that a number, while experiencing addition or
subtraction, does not remain the same number. “For two is not mutilated if
one of the two ones is taken away [...] the number is no longer the same.”
This also applies to numerical relations.*

Moreover, number is a limited plurality. Hence, it is not one by defini-
tion but, rather, many, i.e., the opposite of one. In addition, number is a dis-
crete quantity. It is neither one nor continuous. So, it cannot be a whole.
And yet, as we learn from Aristotle, these considerations apply to scien-
tific/abstract numbers alone and not to numbers instantiated in motions.
But time is a number which is counted in motion and, therefore, instanti-
ated.” It is not an abstract number with which we count. It is what is
counted in motions. Motion is continuous and so is the number instantiated
in it. So, it must also be one and continuous and hence a whole. Therefore,
we cannot think of time as a total.

In general, to think of time as a total of some kind is first and foremost
to deprive it of its intrinsic principle of unity, to strip it of its definite char-
acter, to make a move toward the indeterminate. This is precisely the oppo-
site of what Aristotle aimed to establish. Moreover, Aristotle seems to sug-
gest silently that thinking of time as a sum is counter-intuitive since we nor-
mally tend to think of time and times as unities of some kind, and hence as
wholes. Indeed, the unity of time is premised on the unity of motion. Yet
Aristotle notes that time is an unusual whole since its parts do not persist.
The reason is that the being of time is transient. Its being is in becoming, as
Simplicius would later point out.”®

Another significant issue is associated with a kind of division, i.e., the
“greater division” of time (introduced in Plato’s Timaeus), utilized in the
paradox.” This kind of division does not even allow us to approach the par-

adox. Firstly, it does not really identify proper parts but rather attributes

» Ibid., 1024a12-14.

% Ibid., 1024a21-22: “Again, they [parts] must be continuous; for a musical scale (1] yép
épuovia) consists of unlike parts and has position, but cannot become mutilated.”

%7 Arist. Phys. 219b5-7.

8 Simpl. In Car. 8.354.8: T8 &v ¢ yiveoBou 0 ebvan Exovra.

¥ Plat. Tim. 37e.
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qualities to the parts or chunks of time, i.e., the quality of expired-ness and
that of not-yet-ness. A part is measure of a whole.** A part is also that into
which a whole is deconstructed. Now, the whole of time, if, indeed, time is a
whole of some kind, is not divided into two simple parts, i.e., the past and
the future. Therefore, to deconstruct time into its past and future parts does
not really amount to a deconstruction. Moreover, the notion of time’s meas-
ure becomes blurred under this type of division since neither the past with-
out qualification nor the future can measure time (i.c., contain the unit of
measure). Hence, we lose both parts and measure.’ Arguably, the “lesser”
division of time (again offered in Plato’s Timaeus), can make time immune
to the paradox.” Yet we also see that Aristotle seems to stick here with the
greater division by denying present time the status of a part proper (and thus
denying the possibility of hours, minutes, etc. to represent the present con-
tinuous wholes). Aristotle, however, reintroduces the lesser division when
discussing the issues of time’s ubiquity.”

Finally, the application of the greater division to time should amount
to the assumption that to exist (i.e., to exist as an incomplete actuality, as
becoming) is to be in the now, since nothing can be or become in time due
to the previously mentioned reasons. Yet, Aristotle explicitly asserts that
nothing can move/become in the now and that the now itself is not subject
to motion, i.e., incomplete actuality. Things that become, become in time.
Nothing can become/move apart from time.* Thus, to become is to become
in time, and time must accommodate all things that come into being. These
are, perhaps, the reasons why Aristotle does not really offer any solution to
the paradox. He simply ignores it and silently points out that to deny exist-
ence to time is counter-intuitive. His goal is rather to reconcile the phenom-
enon of time, whose existence is assumed/hypothesized, with thought in or-

der to make it intelligible. His starting point is not to find out whether it

39 Arist. Phys. 226b33: “That which is definitely limited (and is shortest or swiftest, etc.)
constitutes measure (pétpov Ot T memepaautvov)”; 218a6-7: “part is a measure of the whole
(ueTpel Te yop TO pépog)”.

31'Thus, “the past and the future are no better suited to serve as measures of time than is an
instant.” Kretzmann (1996) p. 96.

32 Plat. Tém. 37e. See also Cornford (1935) pp. 102-3.

33 Arist. Phys. 220b12-14.

3 Ibid., 241a15-17.
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exists in the first place, but to find out what kind of existence time has, i.c.,
the category under which time falls. So, the proper starting point in our in-
vestigation of time is to assume its existence and to inquire into what kind
of being time is. Is it a substance, a quantity, a when, etc.? In some ways, the
general direction of a possible solution is presupposed by the paradox itself,
which asserts that time is divisible, a whole, etc.

This dismissive attitude may be explained by Aristotle’s approach to
knowledge in the Posterior Analytics. That the paradox was not addressed by
Aristotle, one may argue, was due to his method, according to which exist-
ence claims associated with any subject genus are not subject to proof. The
same is true of axioms and definitions.” Everything else must be proved.
Hence, it would be foolish to try to prove what should be assumed without
proof. To prove (to offer direct proof) is to find an explanatory middle term
to explain the reason why the extreme terms are connected (one belonging
to the other).’ Yet there is no middle term that can explain ‘the why’ of ex-
istence.”” Hence, it is impossible to form a proper scientific syllogism and to
demonstrate/prove existence. Consequently, the paradoxes associated with
existence claims are not worthy of consideration. At best, Aristotle would
derive time’s existence by inductive reasoning or give indirect proofs of it
through reductio?® For example, how can one pursue the study of nature if
one denies existence to motion, time, etc.? This would amount to a complete
annihilation of nature (if understood in the narrow sense of being the prin-

ciple of motion). Hence, the existence of time is derive by inductive

3 Arist. An. Post. 72a14-21. Cf. McKirahan (1992) p. 72: “There are three sorts of prin-
ciples: axioms, which are principles occurring in more than one science and for that reason
frequently called ‘common’ (k0ina); definitions of the subjects and attributes of the science;
and assertions that the subject or subjects of the science exist. The definitions and existence
claims are called proper principles (idia) in contradistinction to the common axioms.”

3¢ Arist. An. Post. 93a7-8.

37 Thus, I think we should not take Aristotle’s statement in Metaph. 1072b10, one that pre-
dicates necessity of the first mover (“the first mover, then, of necessity exists”), as the con-
clusion of a scientific syllogism which proves existence. Rather, we should take it as a clari-
fication of the modality of the first mover’s existence, namely that it exists actually and can-
not not be.

38 Arist. An. Post. 92a37-b1: 098’ dg 6 émdrywy duit Tav xab’ Exaota Sihwy dvTwv, 6T TEY 0bTwg
16 undev dXhwg- o yép Tl éat elicvuay, GAN 8TL | oty 7} oD EoTwv.
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reasoning and also proved by reductio. And, indeed, he tells us that time does

not persist as a simultaneous whole.
2. Time’s Existence in Pseudo-Archytas’s Excerpts

In the fragments of Pseudo-Archytas, the notion of non-existence appears
twice in different contexts. Firstly, he speaks of the whole time and asserts
that “the whole time either does not exist or it hardly exists and only in a dim
way.” Here otk oty apparently designates “what is not” without qualifica-
tion. “For how could that truly exist whose past is no more and whose future
is not yet, while the now is partless and indivisible?”* This phrase, at first, gives
us the impression that Pseudo-Archytas simply restates the paradox as he
found it in Aristotle’s Physics. Perhaps we may even understand this as a con-
cession to the paradox as genuine and as demonstrating time’s non-existence.
Pseudo-Archytas also tells us that the reason why time is thought to be non-
existent is its impermanence. Hence, time “differs from the other continuous
things insofar as the parts of a line, of a figure, and of place do exist (déotixev),
whereas those of time, which have become, perish, and those which will be-
come, will perish.”*!

Secondly, Pseudo-Archytas tells us that one of the properties (or one part
of a combined property, d10v) of time is the unreal or non-existent. “Time at
any moment/when and time on the whole contain as a characteristic property
the partless and the unreal.”* Here the term gyvnéotatog also designates that
which is not, but with a qualification. It is translated in different ways, e.g., as
unreal, non-existent, non-substantial, etc. I will return to the issue of this
term’s semantic content below. For now, I should say that there is a certain
ambiguity associated with the term which opens a range of possibilities in re-
spect to its meaning. What is important is that these statements indicate that

the being of time is somehow jeopardized, that it is somehow unreal or non-

¥ Pscudo-Archytas, Fr. 30.13-14 : diémep 6 ypdvog fitoL TO Tapémory odk E0Tw 7] duvdpids Kol
udhig ¢y

% Fr. 30.14-16: od yap 0 utv aperhvBds odkétt EoTwy, TO 88 uéNhov oddénw EaTwv, TO 8t ViV
Gueptc kol adlalpetov, mig &v dépyoL TobTo Kot A Betay.

4 Fr. 30.10-13.

2 Fr.29.11-12: 16 8¢ moxét kel & ypovog kaBEhov utv idiov Eyet TO duepis kol T6 vvmdoTarTov.
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existent, etc. This second thread associated with time’s non-existence/unreal-
ity is unique and is not found in Aristotle (or elsewhere).

Pseudo-Archytas also makes various affirmative statements in respect
to the being or existence of time. Firstly, he asserts that “there was never na-
ture when there was no time, nor movement, when the now was not pre-
sent.”® Secondly, his definition of time is such that it clearly affirms time’s
existence. Does Pseudo-Archytas offer a solution to the paradox of exist-
ence? Or does he perhaps takes the same route as Aristotle in his Physics by
simply disregarding the paradox? Let us first analyze the contexts in which
the notions/terms for existence/non-existence appear and then let us see if
we can find a solution in the fragments. Again, Pseudo-Archytas’s strategy
may be similar to that of Aristotle in that he simply fails to address the issue,
thinking that the paradox is not a genuine one (but, rather, a sophism of
some kind, as it aims to prove that which is not subject to proof in the first
place), and that it does not deserve consideration because it goes against
common intuition. In this article I will argue that Pseudo-Archytas offers to
us a very clever solution, one that foreshadowed Iamblichus’s theory.

What is typical of Pseudo-Archytas and what constitutes his strategy,
which is clearly seen in his solutions to other paradoxes, is that he often (but
not always) goes against Aristotle and applies a reversive procedure by showing
that the truth of the matter is, rather, the opposite of what Aristotle affirms.
For instance, his solution to the paradox of the instant basically reverses Aris-
totle’s solution. Whereas Aristotle argued that the instant is always the same
in substratum and ever different in account, Pseudo-Archytas’s solution was
that it is ever different in substratum (i.e., numerically) and the same in ac-
count (specifically).” This also applies to Pseudo-Archytas’s solution to the
paradox of time’s ubiquity in which case he simply contradicts Aristotle by
implicitly assuming that the number of motion cannot be free-floating (i.c.,
cannot be above and beyond particular kinds and types of motion, since

there are many of those). In the first place, it must be instantiated in some

“ Fr. 30.7-8.

# Arist. Phys. 219b10-12: 6 & épo wéig ypdvog & acdtég: T6 Yep vOv TO aidtd 0T Ay — 16 8 elvau
0T ETepov — TO 08 VOV TOV ypbvov dpilet, | Tpdtepov kel HoTepov.

“ Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 30.9-10: &X)’ éel iy o éooetron kol o0demorca émiheiyel 76 viv dXho kel dXho
ybpevoy kol &plbud ptv drepov, eldel 02 TwITOV.
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particular type or kind of motion, i.c., in prime motion.* Hence, in the case
of the paradox of time’s existence, we may also expect the same or a similar
strategy at work. Yet we can also see that, at times, Pseudo-Archytas seems
to apply a different technique by making qualifications to Aristotle’s ac-
count and showing that it does not arrive at truth due to its failure to capture
the matter at stake in its fullness.

The paradox from the Physics IV 10, restated in a modified form by
Pseudo-Archytas, apparently affirms time’s non-existence without qualifica-
tion. What is interesting to note in this context is that when we move on to
analyze Pseudo-Archytas’s definition of time, it immediately becomes clear
that the proposed definition is premised upon the unconditional endorse-

ment of time’s existence.
3. Pseudo-Archytas’ Platonizing Pythagoreanism and Two World-Orders

Before we move on to analyze Pseudo-Archytas’s theory of time’s existence,
it will be helpful to give a brief survey of its philosophical underpinnings.
One thing that becomes obvious when we read Pseudo-Archytas’s excerpts
is that he seems to synthesize various, e.g., Pythagorean, Platonic, Eleatic,
Peripatetic, Stoic, etc. conceptual threads into one unitive theory. Yet, first
and foremost, his thought was marked by Platonizing Pythagoreanism.
Plato’s two-world metaphysics is key in deciphering Pseudo-Archytas’s the-
ory. This is clearly seen in the assertions reported by Hippolytus of Rome in
which two world-orders are postulated, one intelligible and one sensible, one
incorporeal and one corporeal.®® The intelligible world is primary, and the
sensible world is secondary and derivative; the intelligible world is populated
by the forms/universals, and the sensible one by sensible particulars. Hence,
“to be primary belongs to what is universal, and leave the last [place] to what
is partial.”® The universals are simple, and the particulars are compound. It

is important to bear in mind that this taxonomy (of intelligible and sensible)

“ Simpl. In Phys. 9.786.18.

¥ See Centrone (2014) p. 316.

“ Hippolytus, Refutatio, 6.24.

¥ Simpl. I Cat. 8.91.24-25: &1 Toig xaB5hov T MpwTLG ITapyew papTVpodat, TO 8¢ EoyaTov
€V TOlg UepLoTOlg G TOoNelTOVTY.
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does not pertain to knowledge alone but also to being. Simplicius’s report
testifies to this. “They consider the genera and species to be things that exist,
but not things summed up with separate conceptions.”® Hence, a universal is
not something that is merely said; it is not a mere common conception, but a
separate thing, a this, etc.’! The two kosmoi are linked through participation.
Hence, the pre-existing world of forms/universals is present to sensible things;
it orders them in accord with number, makes them definite and knowable.
Pseudo-Archytas evokes Philolaus’s taxonomy of the limiter and the limited,
arguably to explain how the sensibles are ordered by the universals.’* A univer-
sal, again, is self-subsisting, separate, etc. Hence, it is a universal substance.
Pseudo-Archytas also called it pre-existing, that is, endowed with being in the
strictest sense. “Archytas postulated that what [...] really produces completion
in all genera, which is present, without partiality, to all things, and which is
participated in by them - that this is pre-existent.”?

Pseudo-Archytas clearly aims to prioritize the value of the form/spe-
cies/universal (¢idoc) over that of the particular (ka8 ékaotov or dropov). He
tells us that species are divided into individuals that are worthless.* This rad-
ical postulate of the worthless (not merely epistemologically) character of an
individual clearly accentuates the value of form/species.”® For instance, the
kind/category of substance includes things incorporeal and corporeal, univer-

sal and individual substances. The latter substances are sensible/individual

%0 Ihid., 8.91.27-28: ol ibu Tét yevn kol €1 SvTer vopifouow, &AL otiyt ovykedadouodueve Tals
YWPLITaiS Emvoialg.

5! He, as Bonazzi (2013) p. 178 rightly argues, “endorses exactly the same metaphysical two-
level doctrine we already found in Eudorus’ Pythagorean account.” This also concerns Ni-
comachus and other Neopythagoreans.

52 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 19.5-11.

33 Simpl. I Cat. 8.121.20-23.

>4 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 5.36-37: t& 8¢ i elg tot kb’ écaotar 001 dav.

55 These affirmations may, again, betray Pseudo-Archytas’ commitment to Platonism in
that the formal unity and sameness is placed above the numerical oneness. The ontological
priority of a self-subsistent form which is immune of change and the flow of becoming is
juxtaposed with the instability of enmattered entities that are subject to the flow of exis-
tence. A derivative and participatory being of the material existents makes them inferior to
the intelligible entities. They are ordered in respect to that which is above and beyond them.
All numerical relations (e.g., ratios, proportions, etc.) which determine their existence are
no longer coordinated with their existence. Their being or essence and their existence are
now split apart.
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and hence worthless in comparison with the incorporeal/universal sub-
stances.

We must bear in mind that all such things (that fall under the category
of substance) are not homonyms: they belong to the same kind and thus
share both the name and the account of substance;* yet they are ordered hi-
erarchically in respect to their worth, possibly as prior and posterior, pre-
existing and generated, etc., and so, these things exhibit different character-
istics. This is the reason why Pseudo-Archytas has to differentiate between
that which belongs to the category of substance primarily, e.g., what is “hu-
man itself” (a07d¢ 6 8vBpwmog) and that which belongs secondarily, i.c., “a
particular human” (6 tig 4vBpwmog).” These things are the phases of the same
kind/category of being, i.e., higher and lower. One is pre-existing and intel-
ligible, while the other is derivative and sensible.

Yet Pseudo-Archytas was first and foremost Pythagorean. What does
this entail? It entails the agenda of upholding the tradition of the early Py-
thagoreans (e.g., Philolaus, Archytas, etc.) along with that of the Early Acad-
emy. This includes the idea that everything (at least everything physical)
functions on the premise of number (again, substantial number). In general,
the synthetic character of Pseudo-Archytas’s thought is perhaps the most
vivid sign of his compromised identity. He is clearly a Pythagorean. Yet,
whereas the Pythagoreans of whom we learn from Aristotle and from various
other sources conceptualized reality as single and forms/universals as insep-
arable from sensibles, ** Pseudo-Archytas gave unconditional assent to
Plato’s two-world metaphysics.

One important observation is necessary in this context. Pseudo-
Archytas offers a theory of predicates and predicamenta, in some ways sim-
ilar to that of Aristotle but differing from it in various respects. This clas-
sification of the kinds of being (and of the elements of the universal logos)
was framed in the taxonomy of common and peculiar properties of
kinds/categories. Pseudo-Archytas’s notion of peculiar property was
grounded in Aristotle’s pdhota 8¢ iBov, that which is the most

% Simplicius tells us that the Pythagoreans rejected homonyms. Simpl. I Catz. 8.40.6-9.
57 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 30.20.
58 Actius, Doxogr. 39.3-6.
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characteristic of a kind.*” It is my conjecture that, based on the fragments,
we may legitimately assume that the taxonomy of common and peculiar of
each kind corresponds to the two world-orders and that the properties thus
listed aim to describe what is common and peculiar to the objects that fall
under the same kind but belong to different world-orders. Hence, the notion
of phases is silently introduced, i.e., of a higher and a lower phase of the same
kind associated with intelligible and sensible objects. Thus, when Pseudo-
Archytas speaks of peculiar properties of a kind, he, first and foremost, has
the lower phase of it in mind. This applies to substance (the property of be-
ing one in number, which is peculiar to sensible substances), to quantity (the
property of existing as an unordered multitude and magnitude and of having
adownward thrust), time (the property of being partless and unreal), among
other kinds.

Yet it is also clear that those heirs of Pythagoras whom we nowadays
call Neopythagoreans (including Pseudo-Archytas himself) did not uphold
their commitment to Platonizing Pythagoreanism consistently. We can
detect multiple instances of switching back to the original, i.e., one world
theory grounded in the idea of number instead of form/universal. Hence,
at times we see a vivid example of the implicit tension present in Neopy-
thagorean thought, where its Pythagorean and Platonic underpinnings of
discourse may collide in some ways, while in other ways they may be fully
harmonized. It is thus not unusual for us to see that, at times, the Neopy-
thagoreans accept Plato’s two-world metaphysics and prioritize the value
of form over number, whereas, at other times, they do it the other way
around.® It should be noted that Pseudo-Archytas’s thought was at least,

%9 Arist. Cat. 4al0.

©Tt is important to point out that the relation between number and form does not seem to
be clearly delineated. As a result, as Helmig (2007) p. 130 points out, in modern scholarship
of Nicomachus there exist “three different interpretations of the relationship between
Forms and numbers. Position one claims that for Nicomachus numbers are superior Forms
and that the Forms are derived from numbers. Position two identifies Forms with numbers,
while position three would hold that Forms and numbers, or rather Forms of numbers and
Forms of other branches of mathematics co-exist in the demiurgic mapaderyua.” Helmig
argues that “Nicomachus does not make a clear-cut distinction between Forms and num-
bers and that he does not anticipate later Neoplatonic discussions on the issue.” (I6id.) Hel-
mig’s conjecture in respect to the objects of mathematics in Nicomachus is that they are
immanent forms (1bid., p. 131).
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for the most part, consistent in this respect. It is important to note that we
may often see instances where the world splits up into layers of reality and
where each predicament is apprehended through phases. This may also be

seen in Pseudo-Archytas’s theory of time.
4. Pseudo-Archytas’s Definition of Time

Pseudo-Archytas defines time as: “a kind of number of movement and the
general interval of the nature of the universe.”®" The first half of the defini-
tion is arguably indebted to Aristotle, as some scholars have claimed. The
reason is that the term number is present in both definitions. Yet, “a kind of
number of movement” and “the number of motion of respect of before and
after” do not seem to share many features in common. However, as some
scholars of late antiquity argued, the second half of the definition is unques-
tionably Stoic.”* Indeed, xa86hw SidoTapa tég @ TotvTdg $pvotog reminds us of
the original Stoic and some Stoic-influenced definitions circulating in the

philosophical literature of the time.*®

¢! Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 24.15-16: xal 20Tty 6 ypdvog kivaoidg Tig apibude 7 kel kebéhw SidoTaps Tég
6 movtdg dbatog. CE. Simpl. Iz Phys. 9.786.12-13.

¢ Simplicius tells us about some scholars [e.g., Themistius] who argue that Archytas con-
flate together the opinions of Aristotle and the Stoics, “because Aristotle says that time is
the number of movement [sc. without qualification], whereas of the Stoics Zeno said that
time is the extension of all movement simpliciter, while Chrysippus [called it] the exten-
sion of the movement of the world.” However, he objects to this view and tells us that
Archytas “does not join [these] two definitions but establishes the single one.” (Simpl. I
Cat. 8.350.13-17). Moreover, he points out that Archytas did not talk about the number
of all motions but, rather, spoke of the number of a certain movement (xw¥oewg Trvdg).
Cf. Sorabji (1983) p. 565.

% Stobaeus, Anthol. 1.4.40e2-6: Zivav Ednoe ypovoy evar xvioews didotnue, TodTo Ot Kal
UETPOY kel kpLTplov Tayovs Te kol BpadimnTog émuwg &xet “Exacta”. Kord Tobtov 88 yiyveobat
To ywbpeve kel o Tepouvdpeve, dmavta kol o dvta evar. CL SVF 1. Fr. 93.5-6: Tav ot
ZTo@dv ZAvey uv Taong Amhis Kivioewg SidaTnpa oV xpovov elvar. Anthol. 1.8.42.25-29:
O 8¢ Xpowrmog ypévov elvou kvioews didotnue, ke’ 8 mott Aéyetou pétpov Tayovs Te kel
Bpaditnrog. 7 T mapaxohovBody SidaTnua Tf ToD KOOUOV KIVAGEL, Kol Kot uEv TOV Ypdvoy
kwveloBal te éxaota kel eivar. We also see various Stoic-influenced definitions where the
word Sikoqua is present. Thus, Philo, De opificio 26, 4: émel yiup Sidotnue Tijg ToD xdopov
xvnoewg dotv & ypévog. Cf. Basil, Contra Eun. PG 29.560, 26-27: Xpbvog 8¢ ot 16
CUUTIOLPEKTELVOUEVOY T]] CUGTATEL TOD KOTUOV OLATTHLL.
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It is tempting to think of Pseudo-Archytas’s treatises as spurious compi-
lations from heterogeneous sources. However, there are further considera-
tions that indicate that the definition may not represent a mere compilation.
According to Iamblichus, Pseudo-Archytas speaks of “number” to connote
the presence of a discrete (i.e., partless, indivisible, etc.) aspect of time. Exten-
sion or interval, on the other hand, connote the continuous aspect of time.

Simplicius gives us some further details which shed light on the issue at hand:

He [Tamblichus] says, we have through our interpretation reduced the definitions to two,
both of which however should be contracted into one and time made simultaneously con-
tinuous and discrete, although the continuous aspect is more fundamental

Hence, one possible explanation of this combination of an apparently Ar-
istotelian first half of Pseudo-Archytas’s definition and of a seemingly Stoic
second half is to assure us that time has both discrete and indivisible, along
with continuous and divisible, aspects. In the words of Philippe Hoff-
mann, time, according to Pseudo-Archytas, must be “indissolubly discrete
and continuous.”®

In addition, lamblichus’s rendering reveals some further fascinating de-
tails. For instance, that “Archytas in this way accounted for the psychic and
physical time.”® This is, to my knowledge, the first historical instance in
which the idea of time’s aspects or phases is introduced.®” This may indicate
that one part of Pseudo-Archytas’s definition associated with the notion of
interval/extension refers to physical time and that the number part to psy-
chic time.

Moreover, Simplicius’s report states that Iamblichus, while interpreting
Pseudo-Archytas’s passages, noted that one aspect of time does not originate

as something secondary, i.e., does not supervene upon motion:

¢ Simpl. I Phys. 9.787.1-3: ¢notv, 6 Sbo Todg bpovs diwpbuoapuedo tals eEnynoeat, dei Ot eig
£ ouvekelv GpdoTépoug TobTOVG Todg MdYoUs Kol (g TUVEXT] Kal SLwpLapEVOV ditaL TOV XpoVOV TIoLETY,
el kol TUVEYG ETTL KUPLAITEPOY.

% Hoffmann (1980) p. 315: “Jamblique exégete du pythagoricien Archytas.”

% Simpl. In Phys. 9.797.4-5: tov Yuyukdv kal TOV uorkdy ypdvov md Tod Apybrov
mapadedoodou.

¢ Cf. Nicomachus, Intr. Arith. 1.1.3.6-7.
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Archytas does not believe that time simply exists but believes that it is also antecedent in the
beings, well arranged according to its own order to which the earlier and later of our actions
are referred; this could not have been the case were time not pre—existent.68

This passage can be interpreted in a way as to affirm that, whereas the higher
(and pre-existing aspect of) time associated with “a kind of number” con-
tains the pre-existing order linked with the activities/motions of the soul, its
secondary aspect finds its instantiation in physical motions.®”’ This number,
in turn, is associated with prime motion on which all other motions depend.
Iamblichus tells us that:

It ranks higher than it [i.e., derivative motion] in the causal order and makes it progress
according to suitable measures; for it is an essence and thus makes this essence like activity

progress and in a sense brings to birth the self-moving projections of the essential thoughts
of the soul.””

The higher time is “the first change of the soul growing out of the projection
of thoughts; it is justly primary and the cause of all motions.””" This inter-
pretative comment of Iamblichus also explains Pseudo-Archytas’s solution
to the paradox of time’s ubiquity (introduced by Aristotle in Physics IV),
which states that time is the number of motion. Motion is distributed
among different kinds (quantity, quality, place) and types (i.c., regular, irreg-
ular, continuous, interrupted, etc.) of being. Hence, there should be a num-
ber of each kind of motion. Yet time, according to Aristotle, is always the
same everywhere and in respect to all kinds and types of motion as it em-

braces all of them simultaneously. Hence, a quantitative change can take place

% Simpl. I Phys. 9.787.7-10: ob Totvvv ubvov aklotvtog ddeatrévor Tob ApyiTov, dhhd Kal
xpovov elvou Tporyoduevo &v Toig odat ke THY EavTol ek b Swkeluevov, Tpds Ay dvadépeTat
T TpdTEPOV KAl SeVTEPOY TGV TueTEpwY Tpdkewy, STrep ok &V iy W) TPolEaT@TOG TOD Ypovov.
4 Sorabji (2007) p. 565 righty indicated that “by ‘number,” he [Simplicius] claims, Archytas
did not mean, like Aristotle, number as an inert accidental property, but a number with the
power to generate things. The number creates things in the world by a process in which the
soul of the cosmos projects the rational principles which it contains, probably in the form
of concepts, so that these principles form entities in the world.”

70 Simpl. I Phys. 9.786.20-22: mpotetaypévos adTiig &v alitiog Takel kol mpomodilwy abTiy kaTd
uéTpa T Tpdodope odata GV 0dG1MOY oloay EvEpyelay olov Ekpeuevopévy TGV Yuxig oDoIwd@DY
Aoywv Tég acbToxIviTovg TPoBolds.

7! Ibid., 9.786.17-18.
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simultaneously with alteration, etc. Pseudo-Archytas’s rejection of Aristotle’s
number of motion as uninstantiated and free-floating, i.e., not attached to any
particular motion, is supplemented with the alternative and persuasive idea of
prime motion, from which all other motions stem, what Iamblichus classified
as “a kind of monad of motions” (clov povadog tav xivoewv).”” The next gen-
eration of philosophers, including Plotinus, seemed to endorse this solution
while offering their own modifications in respect to precisely what that prime
motion could be.”

Pseudo-Archytas’s discourse shifts to the physical only when he aims to
discuss the secondary aspect of time. Thus, “he speaks of time as ‘being the
general extension of the nature of the universe,’ because he wanted time to
be considered mainly in relation to physical phenomena.””* More important
in this context is that Pseudo-Archytas’s definition clearly indicates that he
does not attribute non-existence per se (i.c., sheer non-being) to time. Hence,
when Pseudo-Archytas writes Swomep 6 ypévog #ror 10 Tapdmay odk EoTv
Guudpag kol oA EoTwy, this should not be read as the conclusion of a scien-
tific syllogism, offering direct proof of the matter at hand. Once again, it
would be quite strange to offer proof of what must be presupposed or taken
for granted. Rather, it should be understood as an aporetic conclusion pre-
ceded by a stretch of preliminary considerations. This aporetic statement
then needs to be resolved by proper scientific reasoning. In Iamblichus’s
words, Pseudo-Archytas believed that time exists and that it is wporyovpevov,
atleast as far as one of its phases is concerned. It is then not surprising to hear
from Pseudo-Archytas multiple and affirmative statements in respect to
time’s existence.

In some ways, Pseudo-Archytas’s approach may appear to be similar to
that of Aristotle. We may indeed read his affirmations in the following way:
time exists; its existence is transient (and hence, differs from the other con-
tinuous things) and does not persist. It is not a whole whose parts are com-
present. The difference so far is in Pseudo-Archytas’s definition which com-

bines number and extension, in the newly introduced idea of time’s phases

7> Ibid., 9.786.18.

7> Duhem (1913) p. 232.

74 Simpl. I Phys. 9.788.8-10: 316 el ofitwg eime kol kebhov 10 Sidotnue T ToD TAVTOS
Pboewg i &v Toig duatkoig ushoTte BewpeicBat T&v xpoévov Povidpevos.
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and in the apprehension of “the number of motion” or of “a kind of motion”

as associated with prime motion.
S. Unreality or Qualified Non-Existence

The qualified notion of non-existence or unreality is quite intriguing and
needs to be analyzed here. Let us make a few observations in respect of the
terms used. First of all, one may reasonably say that the term dvvréorarog
may not contain a highly specific meaning of “non-existent.” Yet it is inter-
esting to observe that 7L G ascribes this meaning to Pseudo-Archytas’s
gvuméotatos.” Urmson’s translation of Simplicius’s Corollaries also attrib-
utes the meaning of non-existence to this term.”® Other modern scholars

L,””7 or “transient,””® or “insubstantial.””® Hence,

translate it either as “unrea
“the anhypostatic” (@vumdoTatov) seems to have a range of meanings that are
easily discernible. In order to clarify the meaning of the hypostatic/anhypo-
static in Pseudo-Archytas’s passages, we may need to look at the formative
literature of philosophical discourse at the time. In late antique thought, hy-
postatic could stand for substantial.** By contrast, the anhypostatic was that
which lacked substantial existence.®” This may indicate that an anhypostatic
being was attached to, or depended on (in respect to its existence) the being
of some primary existents (e.g., hypostases or substances). In contrast, that
which was hypostatic could subsist in its own right. This meaning roughly
corresponds to that of Aristotle’s primary substance. However, within the
scope of Neopythagorean and Neoplatonic thought, we may also see the
term subsistent and its derivatives (e.g., dmoataticde) as signifying the reality

of higher kinds of things, e.g., of an intellectual substance, etc.

75 Ps.-Archyt. ap. Simpl. In Phys. 785.17: évurdotitos “nonexistent”.

76 Urmson (1992).

77 Sambursky (1971) p. 29.

78 Ibid., p. 14.

7 Gaskin (2000) p. 86.

80 Thus, lamblichus used it in his Comm. Math. 8 in this sense.

8! See Syrianus, Iz Metaph. 25.3. This understanding of the term is made manifest in Gaskin’s
(2013) translation of Simplicius’ On Aristotle Categories 9-15.
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Similar terms in the literature were often used, e.g., avBvméoTatos and
avBdmaprtog to indicate that which is not generated (&yévyroc)®? and thus
indestructible (4¢Baptog).”® The latter term appears in Pseudo-Archytas’s
fragments.®* These and other characteristics, predicated of the self-consti-
tuted, indicate its intellectual origin. The hypostatic and self-constituted
transcend things measured by time in respect to their existence. Moreover,
the term could also denote a principle productive of other existents. The an-
hypostatic, by contrast, is generated and destructible, being subject to
change, etc. Its existence is not primary but derivative. Thus, the
dvuméotatov is either derivative, as its existence depends on that of some pri-
mary existents (i.c., substances), or generated and destructible (i.c., the ex-
tent of its existence being determined by temporal limits). Finally, another
meaning is that which is ontologically unstable and immersed in the flow of
becoming. This means that it is not fully real nor fully existent. Hence, time
may not lack existence altogether; yet its existence (or the existence of one of
its phases) is in some ways compromised.

Indeed, time (at least, in one of its phases) can be classified as
dvuboTatog gua non-substantial as the principle of time, i.c., the now (at
least, as far as its lower phase is concerned) fails to be one in number (and,
hence, a substance, as we will soon learn); gua quantitative; qua derivative
(not primary); qua being subject to change, and hence destructible, etc.
What is important is that gua quantitative and as far as its lower phase is con-
cerned, time’s peculiar property is associated with the downward procession,
the fall into indeterminacy, etc. The peculiar property of quantity is to be
equal and unequal (the common property being that it does not admit of more
and less). As we learn from Simplicius: “Archytas himself also says that what is
equal and unequal are a peculiar feature of ‘quantity’, and says that this is ob-
served in plurality, magnitude, and downward thrust.”®® Again, the peculiar

property of a kind seems to point in the direction of the sensible. We can see

82 Proclus, EL Th. Prop. 45: T1av 1o adBumdatatov dyévntdv EoTry.

8 Ibid., Prop. 46.

8 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 3.13, 15, 16.

% Procl. EL Th. Prop. 51.

8 Simpl. I Cat. 8.151.32-33: Apyvrog Ot kol acddg T {00V kol dvioov idtov Tod moood Aéywy
&v B¢t kol peyeBet BewpeioBat dnawy adtd kel &v por.
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that the lower phase of quality is associated with the downward thrust, the fall
into multiplicity (wAfi6og), and unordered magnitude (uéyebog).” Hence, time

as quantitative (quantity’s lower phase) should be unreal.
6. Partless and/Then/or Unreal

One interesting offshoot of Pseudo-Archytas’ understanding of the paradox
of time’s existence is associated with the following move: the property of un-
reality, coupled with that of partlessness, is presented as qualifying time’s ex-
istence. Hence, “[t]ime at any moment/when and time on the whole contain
as a characteristic property the partless (&uepic) and the unreal
(évuméatatov).” ® This thesis appears self-contradictory since time as a
whole is presented here as partless. A whole without parts is a very odd no-
tion, indeed. It was discussed by Aristotle in the context of his investigation
of the continuum.* Although both properties are linked together as time’s
peculiar property, it is tempting to conceptualize this complex property as
offering us the following implication: if partless, then unreal. We can then
move on, affirm the antecedent and deduce the conclusion: if partless, then
unreal; but partless; so unreal (qua partless). This, however, is a false move
from the start since it would have been enough for Pseudo-Archytas to list
the partless alone (as a peculiar property of time) if it implies the unreal. Yet,
interestingly enough, the conjecture about the unreality of partless time
makes sense, since a whole without parts is not a whole proper, that is, it is
not a real or existing whole, at least from Aristotle’s perspective. Thus, it
must be unreal.

It is important to note in this context that the partless first and fore-

most qualifies the being of the now and only derivatively that of time as a

% When the magnitude (uéyefog) and multitude (mAffog) receive quantity and number
(thus, turning into & TMxov and 6 moodv), they come-to-be limited and thus knowable.
As Johnson (1916) p. 4 rightly notes, “[w]hile the boundless can be an object of contempla-
tion, it can never be the object of science. Magnitude and multitude are, in a sense,
boundless; the former in the direction of continuous subdivision, the latter (Nicomachus
has no inkling of negative numbers) in that of continual advance. Hence, if science is to
treat them, for ‘much’ there must be put a ‘how much’ and for ‘many’ a ‘how many’.”

8 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 29.11-12.

¥ Arist. Phys. 227a11-13.
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whole. The now is partless because it is indivisible. Time, on the other hand,
is partless because the past is no more and the future is not yet (these parts
are missing), while the now is partless per se. Hence, it is a whole without
parts. It is possible to think of time as a collection or progression of the nows
that are not preserved numerically but whose form persists (as the now
comes to be one after another, “different in number but the same in form”).”
Time’s constitution is thus very peculiar. It may be apprehended as consist-
ing of a series of nows, some of which have expired, some are not yet, while
the present now is indivisible.

The form is, indeed, partless in the sense that it does not have physical
parts. Yet the form qua universal should be divided among the many and
predicated of the many. On the other hand, the form can also be indivisible.
What is the meaning of partless in this context? Does partless refer to the
lower phase of time? Perhaps, it does since auepéc/doipetov and dtopov may
be predicated of the same thing (i.c., individual) and hence indicate that
which is worthless qua particular, the opposite of universal.

An alternative point of view, associated with Iamblichus’s interpreta-
tion of Pseudo-Archytas, is to claim that partless belongs to the higher
phase of a kind, at least, in the place where Pseudo-Archytas speaks of the
formal now which is partless and more valuable than the numerically dif-
ferentiated/material nows. Then the implication (if partless, then unreal)
may not hold true of Pseudo-Archytas’s theory, since partlessness does not
entail unreality.

This aporetic and seemingly contradictory affirmation of Pseudo-
Archytas made Iamblichus say that these incompatible properties should not
be predicated of the same subject, or of the same aspect or facet of the sub-
ject.” Thus, if partless, then non-existent/unreal is a false implication, ac-
cording to Iamblichus. It is, rather, partless or non-existing, as Iamblichus
aimed to demonstrate. Hence, cither partless or unreal; but not partless;
hence, unreal. Perhaps, cither duepéc/édaipetov or dvuméaratov; but not

guepéc (but, rather, dtopov, according to Psecudo-Archytas’s taxonomy

% Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 30.9-10: 0 viv dXho kol &Xho ywvduevov kol 4pifud ptv dtepov, eider 8¢
TWOTOV.

*1 Simpl. In Cat. 8.354.13-17.
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mentioned above); therefore, dvumdotatov. However, this disjunction
clearly contradicts Pseudo-Archytas’s assertion that time must be both part-
less and unreal. The correct syllogism may be “cither partless or unreal; but
partless; hence, not unreal.” ITamblichus used this disjunction (either partless
or unreal) in his interpretive effort to make sense of Pseudo-Archytas. And
yet, once again, this is not precisely what we see in Pseudo-Archytas.

According to Iamblichus, Pseudo-Archytas calls time non-existing “be-
cause it lacks reality, not remaining numerically the same (&1 00y vmopéver &
a0td ¢ 4pBu®).””* The numerical sameness is not assured for the nows.
They keep coming (or, have come, etc.) and going, ceasing-to-be at an in-
stant. This, in turn, indicates their fall into multiplicity and indeterminacy.
Having thus been multiplied and filled with the infinite, the now (and, by
implication, time as a whole) loses its full reality. Its numerical unity is per-
haps split asunder by its contact with becoming/motion. Each now is indi-
visible/partless and yet — unreal. On the other hand, time as a whole is no
longer partless per se, as it consists of a series of nows; yet it is partless per
accidens, as the nows are transient and hence the whole (collection or pro-
cession of the nows) is not present to us as a simultaneous whole. Thus, if
partless, then unreal should hold true of time per accidens. On the other
hand, either partless or unreal should hold true of the now which is not the
same in number. It is, perhaps, not one but many, not a substance but a mere
sum of the nows. I will review the issue of the now’s substantial vs. non-sub-
stantial being below. What is worth noting here is that Pseudo-Archytas
seems to advocate formal sameness as the proper principle of the unity of
time. We may then be able to reframe the disjunction in the following way:
either the same in number or unreal. An alternative disjunction is either the
same in form (gidet ¢ TwdTOV) or unreal.

Does Pseudo-Archytas assert time in all its phases to be both partless and
unreal? Again, the higher phase of time seems to be associated with the formal
now, whereas the lower phase is associated with the now which is numerically
differentiated. The following fragment seems to give lamblichus’s interpreta-
tion further credibility. In a different context, he argued, Pseudo-Archytas as-
serted that “the intellect is partless and indivisible (&uepéc kot ddwipetov), just

%2 Simpl. In Phys. 9.788.21-22.
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like a unit or a point, and similarly the intelligible.””* Hence, the partless can-
not be unreal, since one cannot deny reality to the intellect. On the other
hand, partlessness in Pseudo-Archytas’s thought bifurcates and includes
phases, so that we may apprehend the partless as a worthless indivisible indi-
vidual and also as universal/intelligible. Then both (implication and disjunc-
tion) will hold true of the subject matter but not in the same sense.

Let us assume that it is possible to think of Pseudo-Archytas’s affirma-
tion in respect to time’s constituency as coherent. It may be that the nows,
both of the higher and of the lower phase, are such that they are partless and
unreal in the sense of non-substantial, derivative, etc. This will contradict
Iamblichus’s interpretative assumption, according to which the higher now
“is not dispersed in those <parts of time> that are not, for it not only holds
together in itself those which are not (&\\& odx &v Toig i olowy, dapty,
Staeddpral, év Eavt@ O Kol T i vt ovvéyet)”, but has also per se some
substance of its own (xai ka8’ £avtd éotv Exov Tve idlay odaiay).”* An im-
portant question arises out of this passage: what kind of being is the now

(e.g., substantial, quantitative, etc.)?
7. Substantial vs. Unreal

We may assume in this context that Pseudo-Archytas’s taxonomy of xerté 0
eldog vs. xat’ &piBudy corresponds to his distinction of universal vs. particular.
This taxonomy was important for Pseudo-Archytas, as it helped him solve
the paradox of the now. The paradox, stated in Aristotle’s Physics IV 10, goes
along the following lines: is the now always the same or ever other and
other?”” Both horns, however, seem to contain impossible implications. Ar-
istotle’s solution to the paradox was via the imposition of both sameness and

otherness to the now,” but not in the same respect. The now, as Aristotle

% In Horky (2018) p. 249.

4 Simpl. In Cat. 8.355.23-24.

% Arist. Phys. 218a8-10: “Again, the now which seems to separate the past and the future
(#1108 TO vV, & datvetou Sropilery O mapehdV xal T uEMhov) — does it always remain one and
the same or is it always other and other (métepov 8v kel TadTOV det Stepéver 7 &Mho xal §Xh0)?
It is hard to say.”

% Ibid., 218b12-13: 16 8¢ viv 0Tt v GG T 076, E0TL & 63 00 TO ADTO.
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argued, is the same,”” perhaps in substratum, as Philoponus suggested,” and
other and other in account.”” Pseudo-Archytas’s solution was, arguably, an-
tithetical to that of Aristotle, as he argued that the now is the same xoté 6
eldog and always other and other xat’ &p1Budv.

It is an open question whether we may think of these taxonomies (xaté
6 €id0g vs. kat aptBuov and 8 ot fv/xaté TO Umokeipevoy vs. O O elvat/f
TpdTepoV kol DoTepov) as commensurable. Hence, whereas Aristotle’s now is
the same “by being what it is” or “in substratum” and different in “being” or
“account” or “definition,” Pseudo-Archytas’s now is the same “in form” and
different “in number.” Here the notions of numerical unity and unity of sub-
stratum are commensurable and possibly synonymous. Thus, “some things
are one in number, some in form, some in genus, some by analogy; in number
those whose matter is one.”'” Numerical and in substratum here are analo-
gous.'”! The same, arguably, holds true of Pseudo-Archytas’s xoré 10 €idog, as
it apparently corresponds to Aristotle’s T & efvou or Adyoc.

The now is the same in form but different in number. We may think of
form/species as one and indivisible,'” and yet divided among the many. The
now is analogous to that of the unit of number since time is a kind of num-
ber. lamblichus tells us that in its higher phase this unit of number must be
substantial and hence real. It is the lower phase that is unreal. Can this hold
true of Pseudo-Archytas’s nows?

The question that comes to mind in this context is under what cate-
gory/kind of being do Pseudo-Archytas’s nows fall? The question is necessi-
tated by Tamblichus’s interpretation of Pseudo-Archytas — that the higher
now “has also per se some substance of its own” — and by the fact that the no-
tions of numerical oneness and sameness are used in Pseudo-Archytas’s de-

scription of the now. We learn from Pseudo-Archytas about common and

77 Ihid., 219b11: t& yép viv 16 adtd 8 ToT Ay

% Philoponus, In Phys. 17.226.27-28: & 3¢ mote &v éoT, dnoat, O adTO, TOVTEOTL KT TO
brokeipevoy.

% Arist. Phys. 219b11: 10 & elvou a7y £repov — 16 88 viv OV Ypdvov Opilet, | TpdTEpov Kol
boTepov.

19 Arist. Metaph. 1016b31-32.

' Indeed, Aristotle used appellation in respect to the now xal tadtdv kol £v apdue (Phys.
263b13).

192 Arist. Metaph. 1034a8.
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peculiar properties of substance. He states that “itself remaining one in num-
ber and admitting contraries is the peculiar feature of ‘substance’.”'* Miov
Gp1Bug diepévoloay, as the peculiar property of substance, we may assume,
holds true of the lower phase of substance. Yet we also learn from Pseudo-
Archytas that the now, as far as its lower phase is concerned, is not the same
in number, but other and other. Indeed, he uses various appellations (e.g.,
ugv ovdemoxa opletan ko’ dptBudy and kal 4piBud pev dtepov) to indicate that
the now is not one in number and hence not a substance.

The notion of numerical unity, if applied to the unit of time, is certainly
strange, since number is a limited plurality. Hence, what we have here is
unity in respect to limited plurality. Yet it makes sense when applied to the
sensibles since they are both one and yet many, wholes made of parts which
are unified. Formal unity is also a strange notion, since the form qua univer-
sal is both divided and yet indivisible, but not in the same sense. Unity and
indivisibility proper, under this scenario is the unity of the monad or unit
(and, by derivation, of points, moves, nows, etc.). The unit is one and indi-
visible and not many in any respect. What is important is that Pseudo-
Archytas’s now (and time, by implication) appear to be distributed among
various kinds of being. Such terms as dmootaticdy, dpepéc and xat’ dpiBudy
seem to indicate a substantial being, whereas Pseudo-Archytas also clearly
states that time’s being is quantitative. Again, it seems that universal quan-
tity is a substantial being.

Bruno Centrone’s assessment of Pseudo-Archytas’s theory of categories
aims to show that the category of substance alone applies to both the intelligi-
ble and the sensible, whereas other categories, including quantity, pertain ex-
clusively to the sensible.!” This apparently rules out the possibility for other
categories to be applicable to both kosm20i and hence to have phases. I think

this assessment needs to be qualified as it may be potentially misleading.

19 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 27.16-17: tig pév Gotag T tov adtay kel play 4pbud Spévosay t@y
&vavtiwv dexticdy Yuev (translation by Horky). Cf. Ulacco (2017).

1% Thus, Centrone (2014) p. 326 argued that, according to Pseudo-Archytas, “non-substantial
categories only apply to the sensible world (30.17-31.5), whereas the first category includes both
intelligible and sensible substances: quality, quantity, etc. do not apply to the Form of Man,
which is indivisible and unmoved, but only to the individual man as sensible substance. Only the
first category (ti 2om1) applies to intelligible substance.” Cf. Griffin (2015) p. 98.
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Firstly, Pseudo-Archytas spoke about mixed categories. For instance,
the category of “where” arises as the mixture of substance and quantity as
seen in place. The category of “when” comes into being as the mixture of
substance and quantity as seen in time.'” Hence, the categories of “where”
and “when” appear to be substantial in the first place. Moreover, we learn
from Simplicius about Pseudo-Archytas’s distinction between the species
forms, the number forms and the elements of the universal logos (i.c., cate-
gories), as well as about his insistence on their correspondence.'® We may
then infer that the elements of the logos universally signify the kinds/species
of beings and that those kinds are among the primary beings.

What is important, however, is that the propriety (oixziov) of substance
is to be/exist per se and to be understood by the intellect per se.'” Such things
as form numbers, i.e., mathematical objects both exist and are understood by
the intellect per se.'® Their existence is both substantial and quantitative.
The heirs of Platonizing Pythagorianism could not, in particular, deny sub-
stantiality to number nor to quantity in general. A few centuries later, Ni-
comachus taught that universal kinds (i.c., substance, quantity, quality, ctc.)
are beings in the strictest sense.'”” The now, as the principle of time, must
thus be a being of this kind. Hence, Centrone’s assessment is correct with
the following qualification: certain entities of this complex world-order rep-
resent substantial quantities, qualities, etc. in their higher phase. They turn
out to be anhypostatic or non-substantial in their lower phase. They apply
to the sensible alone gua anhypostatic (i.e., non-substantial).

What Pseudo-Archytas may have had in mind was that the now is the
monad of a substantial quantity. It is then legitimate to apply to the now the

19 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 4.28-29: 6 yap ovolo Tf) moodTTL pryvopsve 1| &v o dpheTel kol TOV Tod
oD Abyov Toel 7} &v xpove.

19 Simpl. In Cat. 8.68.25-28: 1ov 8¢ obumavta apibudy dexada elvau, kol eixdTa dpa To TEVTR
elg Oéxa SunprioBou kol Tét €idn ThvTa Stxat efveut xaul Todg eidnTIKODG ApIBuOdg Séka I pyE, ETL
88 xatl TOL dxpwTRple ToD oOUATOG EYelY Séka uepy Kol T& oTotyele oDV ToD TavTdg Adyou Stxa
ebvoul.

197 Ps.-Archyt. Fr. 26.21-22.

18 Fy. 38.15-16.

19 Nicom. Intr. Arith. 1.1.2.1-4: AXN &xelva v duhe el didier xoll ATehebnTaL eerl Siét TotvTdg
Bpotaxol dmopddhakte TEPUKE SoTENET, DordTws Tf adTGY odale émSlapevovte, kal ExaoTov
adT@Y xuploag &y AyeTa.
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terms that pertain to substance. Yet its being is quantitative. However, in its
lower phase, this quantity loses its substantial status due to its downward
thrust, falls into multiplicity, etc. It becomes non-substantial. As such it is
not the same xat’ &ptBuéy. It is not one but many. It is perhaps not a whole
but a sum, etc. Hence, it is unreal.

What Pseudo-Archytas’s affirmation aims to convey is that the now in
its lower phase is the monad of time which lost its substantial existence. It is
no longer a substantial quantity because its unitive substratum has disinte-
grated and been multiplied. Yet it remains the unit of substantial quantity
in its higher phase, i.c., gua universal/form/species, xoré & eldog. Its lower
quantitative phase is such that it becomes unlimited/infinite in number due
to its downward thrust. Hence, it is anhypostatic or unreal/non-existent. In
the words of Iamblichus, “the indivisible and the unreal are distinct due to
their different natures, some worthy/honorable and others defect from their
higher nature and are therefore called unreal.”"

Opverall, we have seen various examples of Pseudo-Archytas’s reversive
approach, which aimed to strip the issues at stake of their Aristotelian
makeup by taking what was considered uncontroversial by Aristotle and
making it controversial, while removing what Aristotle presented as a core
issue from the subject. This approach was made manifest in Pseudo-Archy-
tas’s assessments of Aristotle’s solutions to the paradoxes of the now and of
time’s ubiquity. Yet, as far as the paradox of time’s existence is concerned,
Pseudo-Archytas’s affirmations seemed to point out that Aristotle’s theory
did not arrive at truth due to its failure to capture the matter at stake in its
fullness. Pseudo-Archytas seemed to follow Aristotle in that existence claims
should not be subject to demonstration/proof. Yet he insisted on the neces-
sity for time’s existence to be clarified in the light of the presence of different
phases of time as they exhibit different characteristics in relation to being,
along with different modalities (i.c., actuality and incomplete actuality).
Hence, Aristotle’s dismissive attitude toward the paradox of time’s existence
was arguably understood by Pseudo-Archytas as a failure to apprehend time

holistically so as to account for various phases of time.

10 Simpl. In Cat. 8.354.4-6.
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Conclusion

Pseudo-Archytas took Aristotle’s theories as the starting point of his inves-
tigation. His approach to Aristotle was for the most part antithetical, aiming
to correct mistakes made by Aristotle, who built his theory on Pythagorean
premises, but whose thought ultimately parted ways with Pythagoreanism
and thus did not succeed in arriving at truth, especially in respect to the on-
tology of number. Pseudo-Archytas’s own thought, first and foremost, was
that of Platonizing Pythagoreanism; and his theory of time grew out of it.
His approach to the subject matter, however, shared with Aristotle the goal
of reconciling the phenomenon with reason by clearing the field of study
from paradoxes. The paradox of time’s existence was one such stumbling
block. Pseudo-Archytas argued that the being of time is complex. My recon-
struction of Pseudo-Archytas’ solution indicates that he conceptualized the
higher phase of time as substantial and real. However, he understood an-
other phase as compromised. It is precisely at its lower phase that time be-
comes non-existing with qualification, i.e., non-substantial and thus unreal.
Yetits unreality is not an obstacle to knowledge. It is a non-substantial quan-
tity distinguished by its downward thrust and its fall into multiplicity. Yet
he then argued that it is still a unity in multiplicity, a continuous whole con-
taining order.""" Hence, it is subject to knowledge.

Iamblichus would later take into account some problematic aspects of
Pseudo-Archytas’s theory in order to delineate time’s phases more clearly,
arguing for the necessity of the intellectual principle of order which can
first be modified by number so as then to extend its efficacy to the physi-
cal."* He argued that a full-fledged theory of the intermediary between the
formal/intelligible and the sensible is necessary to remove possible loop-
holes in the conceptualization of time’s phases.

Overall, Pseudo-Archytas’ theory is a subtle and well thought out off-

shoot of Platonizing Pythagoreanism. His theory of time was unique and

"1 Fr.29.17-18: “thus, the nows are always continuously linked together, becoming and pe-
rishing at every changing moment (ko obtwg del ovvamTer T Vv ouveyds dXho kol &Xho
yrvopevsy Te kol $pBetpopevoy)

"2 See Taormina (1999) pp. 57-95.

»
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influential. Arguably, it saved the phenomenon of time by reconciling it with

thought, thus laying out the possibility for a science of time.
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