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Abstract

This article analyzes Simplicius’s interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of the
now, a central issue for understanding Aristotle’s philosophy of time. It first
examines Simplicius’s interpretation of Aristotle’s account in Physics IV and
then his reassessment of the same problem in Physics VI. It argues that Sim-
plicius’s interpretation is deeply informed by Neopythagorean thought, espe-
cially in his account of the sameness of the now, while at the same time show-
ing that he remains, by and large, faithful to Aristotle by resisting the intro-
duction of vertical differentiations or phases of the now. The article further
shows that Simplicius’s interpretation exemplifies the distinctive philosophi-
cal profile of the ancient commentary tradition, in which exegesis and philo-
sophical synthesis are inseparable. Finally, it identifies Simplicius’s assessment
of Aristotle as a major source for influential modern interpretations of Aris-
totle’s theory of time, including both those that develop his reading and those
that react against it from a more orthodox Peripatetic perspective.
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Introduction

Simplicius is without doubt one of the greatest and most significant com-
mentators on Aristotle’s Physics.' His huge impact on modern scholarship
can hardly be overestimated. There are several targeted studies of Sim-
plicius’s commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics in general and on Aristotle’s
theory of time in particular.”? The primary focus of investigations among
modern scholars, and not unexpectedly, is Simplicius’s Corollaries on Place
and Time, as it contains an enormous amount of doxographic material along
with Simplicius’s own conjectures about the subject matter. On the other
hand, there are a handful of studies on Simplicius’s commentary on Aristo-
tle’s Physics IV and VI.? This article aims to fill in this gap by subjecting to
scrutiny Simplicius’s attempt to shed light on Aristotle’s theory of the now,
which is of primary significance for understanding Aristotle’s philosophy of
time. I firstly consider Simplicius’s assessment and interpretation of Aristo-
tle’s theory of the now in Physics IV. This discussion paves the way for a thor-

ough analysis of Simplicius’s reassessment of this issue in Physics V1.

' Simplicius is the principal ancient commentator, gathering together in his immense oenvre
the entire Greek exegetical tradition, including the commentary of Alexander of Aphrodis-
ias, which he cites hundreds of times. It is therefore the basis for understanding physics in
the Greek world and in the humanistic age. According to Hermann Diels, Simplicius at his
best, and especially in his initial summaries, takes inspiration from Alexander. Diels also
draws from this an explanation for the loss of Alexander’s commentary: late antiquity could
not bear the burden of transcribing two works of such weight. From this we can infer that,
for Diels, the difference between the two works is not of value; in fact, from his point of
view, what is valuable in these commentaries is the doxographical part, from which he takes
material for his collections, Doxographi Graeci and Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. The
advantage of preserving Simplicius’s commentary rather than Alexander’s is chronological:
the tradition has preserved the more recent, and in some ways more up-to-date, of the two
works. But what this updating consists of deserves consideration. Evidently, the relevance
of Aristotelian theories to mathematics raises the issue of their interaction with the research
of the Pythagorean school, and this school itself seems to have an important weight in the
exegesis of the parts of the Physics examined in this essay.

* Sonderegger (1982); Golitsis (2008); Menn (2022); Golitsis and Hoffmann (2023).

3 See, e.g., Stevens (2021); Golitsis and Hoffmann (2023). In addition: Seissl (2024); So-
rabji (1992) and Sorabji (1989). This list is by no means exhaustive.
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My intention in this article is to establish that Simplicius’s interpreta-
tion of Aristotle’s theory of the now is driven by Neopythagorean thought
and that his interpretative twist regarding the sameness of the now clearly
draws on the Neopythagorean philosophical background to support this in-
terpretation. A clearly accentuated connection between Simplicius and Ne-
opythagorean thought is often acknowledged in scholarly literature; and in
this article, I endeavor to provide further evidence for such a connection. Yet
I also show that Simplicius by and large remains faithful to Aristotle by
avoiding the possibility of imposing the idea of the now’s vertical differenti-
ations and phases. Additionally, I suggest that Simplicius’s reassessment of
Aristotle’s theory should be seen not merely as a commentary, but also as a
new and unique synthesis that leans towards Neopythagoreanism, which can
be regarded as a theory in its own right.

Furthermore, I aim to show that various modern commentaries on Ar-
istotle’s theory of time are either inspired by or derive directly from Sim-
plicius’s assessment of Aristotle. This concerns not only those modern ac-
counts which draw on Simplicius’s interpretation but also those that go
against it, taking the path of a more orthodox Peripatetic approach to Aris-
totle’s theory; for these, too, have their main source of inspiration in Sim-
plicius’s doxographic account and analysis of the points of view which com-

pete with his own.
1. Aristotle’s Now: Problems and Solutions

Aristotle in Physics IV 10 introduced the paradox or dilemma of the now.
This dilemma revolved around the issues of sameness and otherness. Is the
now always the same or ever different?* The dilemma was framed as a series
of pre-scientific arguments that sought to furnish apparent proofs of the the-

sis that both horns of the dilemma contain unviable ramifications and must

* Aristotle admits that it is hard to say whether the now remains one and the same or
whether it is always other and other (¢11 8% 0 vv, 8 ¢aiveton Sopiler 6 mapedddv Kol To
uéhov, ToTepoy v kol TaUTOV del Siapver 1| dAho xal dhho, ob pddiov idew). Arist. Ph. IV
10.218a8-10.
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be rejected because they jeopardize the now’s knowability and existence.” If
the now exists and is knowable, it must be cither always the same or ever
different. Yet the now can neither be always the same nor ever other and
other. So, if A, then either B or C. But neither B nor C. Therefore, not A.
Aristotle regarded paradoxes as stumbling blocks that need to be ad-
dressed to clear the path to knowledge. His solution was that the now is both
always the same and ever different but not in the same sense. So, if A, then B
and C; but A; therefore, B and C. The now, he argued, is the same insofar as
& Tote 8v is concerned;® yet it is always other and other in being and logos.” It
should be noted in this context that Aristotle’s approach to the paradox
clearly indicated that he thought it needed a special treatment. This included
the possibility of bypassing standard analytic tools (set out in other treatises

> According to Aristotle, the first horn of the dilemma states that if the now is always dif-
ferent, then the now which formerly was must have ceased to be (70 8% viv ui 8v mpéTepov 8¢
v véryxn é¢0apOan mott). 1bid. 218a11-16. This horn contains another dilemma, whose
horns also contain impossible ramifications since the prior now can neither have ceased in
itself (since it then existed [oldv Te di& T evou ToT¢e]), nor in another now since one now
cannot be contiguous to another (207w yép 4dvvertov xdueve ebver EXMAwvY T8 viv). Yet if it
did not cease to be in the next now (2v ¢ ¢e&fic), but in another, it would then be together
(éper) with the infinite nows (viv dmeipoig) between the two (év Tolg petabd), which is im-
possible. 1bid. 218a16-21. These are the objections against the assumption that the now is
always different. Aristotle then subjects to scrutiny the contrary assumption that the now
is always the same since no limited divisible thing has a single limit (008evog yép dieutpetod
memepaauvov v mépog ¢oTtv) and since the now is a limit (16 88 viv mépag éoTiv) and time
delimited (wemepaopévov). Ibid. 218a22-25. This objection concerns time itself. Then he
adds a further qualification to his thesis and says that the imposition of a single now would
necessarily lead us to an impossible conclusion also in respect to things in time. Thus, what
is before and what is after would be in this same now and things which happened years ago
would be together with what has happened today. Consequently, nothing would be before
or after anything else (kai obte mpdTepoy obTe VoTepov 008ty dhho d\hov). Ihid. 218a25-30.
Hence, it appears that the now can neither be ever other and other, nor always the same.

¢ For recent studies of Aristotle’s 6 mote &v, see Lederman (2014), Coope (2005), and Brague
(1982).

7' We should immediately note that Aéyog is a homonymous appellation which in this con-
text (and in its most generic sense) means account or description but can also signify a state-
ment of being, among many other things. The now is thus always different (¢epov) insofar
as its being (10 & elvou éTepov), or its being in succession or “in one and then in another” (7
utv yap &v &Xhy kot &M, étepov) and its account/description (¢ Aéyw 8¢ d\ho) are con-
cerned, and also gua being a limit (mépeg). Moreover, the now seems to be always different
qua being an end and a beginning of time. Arist. Ph. 222b1.
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to solve the issues of sameness/difference) in order to handle the issue at
stake; allowing the use of taxonomies whose meaning is not clearly articu-
lated; the choice of proceeding analogically in giving scrutiny to the now; the
possibility of perhaps overriding the rules of scientific argumentation estab-
lished in his Analytics (including that of genera crossing), etc.

Aristotle’s solution, along with his theory of the now in Book IV, as
subtle as they are, were not immediately clear, nor were they fully persua-
sive. There were many reasons for potential confusion. For instance, Ar-
istotle’s approach to the issue through analogical reasoning and the
choice of taxonomies to solve the paradox/es seemed to open different
and diverging interpretative paths, and that it was not immediately obvi-
ous which path should one take to make sense of Aristotle’s theory of the
now. On the other hand, in Book VI Aristotle revisited the topic of the
now while setting out his theory of indivisibles and continuum. In this
book Aristotle no longer relied on analogical reasoning but proceeded
syllogistically by offering a series of theorems, furnishing them with di-
rect proofs and supplementing these by indirect reductio proofs. Yet it
remained somewhat unclear whether the two accounts (i.e., in Books IV
and VI) were fully compatible and how they could be synthesized into a
cohesive whole.

Simplicius’s interpretative endeavor aimed to clarify Aristotle’s
statements in order to make his theory comprehensible to his contempo-
raries. Simplicius’s initial and arguably less successful attempt to make
sense of Aristotle’s theory as it was stated in Book IV should be here re-
viewed along with his more intricate analysis in the commentary to Book
VI. My survey of Simplicius’s commentaries, as sketchy and preliminary
as it is, will not only allow us to see his reassessment of Aristotle’s theory
as a synthesis that leans towards Neopythagoreanism but will also high-
light the significance of Simplicius’s interpretative endeavor for contem-
porary scholarship and the enormous impact it has had on our under-

standing of Aristotle.
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2. Reassessing Aristotle’s Terminology in Book IV

It appears that Simplicius was quite perplexed by Aristotle’s terminology in
Physics IV. In particular, where the now was concerned, the key phrase, &
Tote 6v, did not seem immediately intelligible to him. So, right from the be-
ginning he decided to omit it. His approach was two-fold. On the one hand,
Simplicius adapted Aristotle’s now to Neopythagorean thought by recon-
ceptualizing & Tote &v as substrate: the now can underlay change and receive
different forms, e.g., being prior and then posterior, one and then another.
Seen in this way, the now participated in incomplete actuality, switching the
modality of being and obtaining temporal properties.® I will soon clarify in
what sense the now may be understood as having temporal properties. On the
other hand, Simplicius interpreted the phrase in light of Pseudo-Archytas, re-
framing it by finding its equivalent in Aristotle’s standardized taxonomy (i.c.,
sameness/otherness in genus, species, number, etc.) and unlocking its meaning

through Neopythagorean theory.”

8 Sambursky and Salomon (1971) n. 2, p. 105: “for the Now as a subject is an identity, but
it accepts different attributes.”

? The identity of this Neopythagorean writer remains mysterious. Various manuscripts and
extant fragments preserved by late antique doxographers sought to demonstrate that the
author was a contemporary of Plato and that he had an enormous impact on Aristotle’s
thought. Late antique thinkers by and large endorsed his treatises as authentic works of the
historic Archytas. There were also, however, some doubts about their authenticity. For in-
stance, Themistius pointed out that the treatises were pyrographic. There seems to exist a
unanimous agreement among modern scholars that the treatises belong to the Doric Py-
thagorean pseudepigrapha. It is likely that they were written in the first century BC. The
issue of Pseudo-Archytas’s identity has some further complications, as it is not altogether
clear whether what has been handed down to us as Archytan pseudepigrapha has a single
author. In the present article, the designation Pseudo-Archytas is used to refer to the autho-
rial figure underlying the pseudepigrapha as transmitted by the late antique tradition, with-
out distinguishing between the Doric fragments preserved especially by Simplicius and the
recension transmitted in the Ambrosian manuscript of Oz the Whole System. This usage
follows the prevailing editorial and interpretative practice inaugurated by Thesleff and
Szlezdk and implicitly adopted in recent studies by Ulacco, who consistently treats the Sim-
plician fragments and the Ambrosian text as parts of the same philosophical corpus and
discusses them as works of a single pseudonymous author, without raising the question of
separate authors. Whether the various Archytan treatises ultimately derive from one histor-
ical writer or from several closely related authors working within the same intellectual mi-
lieu remains an open question, which is not decisive for the present argument. What matters
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In his commentary on Physics IV, Simplicius first speaks of & mote &v in
relation to time. The issue at stake in this context is that time is something
other than change. It is change, according to Aristotle, only qua & mote év,
whereas its being is different from change and is not change. Simplicius as-
serts that the meaning of & mote év is that of existence and substrate.'"” Here
the terms dmapéic and dmoxetpevoy appear to mean the same thing as & mote
&v. On the other hand, time’s being or account (here, strangely, but in accord
with Aristotle’s statements, they are used interchangeably to feature the
now’s otherness) are not change.

Time then, as far as its being and account are concerned, is the before
and after in change when they are divided or distinguished." He then asserts
that it would not be wrong to define time as the number of the before and
after with respect to the flux of change.” Here, a typical Neopythagorean
term appears: the flow or flux of existence, which stands for change or mo-
tion at its lower phase."* What comes next is Simplicius’s assertion that Ar-
istotle’s statement about the before and after with regard to change or mo-
tion also applies to the now. “For, as he [i.c., Aristotle] said of the before and
after that ‘6 mote év is a change, but its being is other and not change’, so he
has also said of the now that in substrate (¢ uév vmoxeipévey) it is one and the
same but differs in account, in so far as one is before, the other after.””® Sim-
plicius gives further scrutiny to the issue at stake by analyzing another ex-

pression: 8 ot 7 and its application to the now. He maintains that “the

here is the coherence of the textual and philosophical tradition transmitted under the name
of Archytas. See Thesleff (1965); Szlezdk (1972); Ulacco (2016), (2017), (2020); Horky
(2021). In this article I use Thesleff’s critical edition.

' ot ToOTS 20Ty 8 Aéyel, & pév mote 8 xiwotg, TovTéoTwy 1) Dmeplig adT Kkl T Dmokeipevoy.
Simpl. I Phys. 9.712.24-26.

76 pdvtor elvou a0, ToUTEGTLY 6 Aby0G, ETEpoY Kol 0D Kivnog. 1bid. 9.712.26-27.

"2 ToTdv dpa 6 Ypdvos EaTL kel TO TpdTEPOY Kol BoTepoy &v kivoe, 8Tay dopt{nTon Tata. Ibid.
9.713.7-8.

13 o el Tig TOV Ypdvoy Spilorto dpibudy Tob mpoTipou Kol oTEPoL TOD KT TO Elval T péov Ti
xtvnoeas [...] ok &v olpat Stapaptavor. Ibid. 9.716.15-18.

" Cf. apibude tomt mhijbog Gploutvoy A povadwy cbotnue ¥ ToabTTog YL Ek povadwy
ovykelpevov. Nicom. Intr. Arith. 1.7.1.1-2.

'3 g ylp &m ToD mpoTpou kel DoTEpov Eheyey, &T1 & pév ToTe &y xivnals oTt, TO ¢ elvau adT®
o ki 00 kivotg, oD Tw Kol Tepl ToD VOV elmev, 8TL TG ey DToKeEVy &V TL kel TRVTOY £0TL, TQ)
88 Moyw diadopov, kabbaov T6 utv TpdTepdy éaL 0 0% DoTepov. Simpl. I Phys. 9.721.31-35.
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now is the same in respect to the substrate, for that is what § wote v means”
(76 vov 6 adtd elvon T¢) vmokelpévey, ToUTo Yap onuatvel T & mote Av)."* In the
adjacent sentence Simplicius seems also to imply that  wote 8v and § Tote v
mean the same thing. In addition, he omits $mapéic and opts for dmoxelpevoy
as the term co-extensional with & wote dv.

Simplicius’s clarification of Aristotle’s philosophical jargon may at first
glance appear random; but this is not the case. In the first place, it appears to
derive from De partibus animalium, in which Aristotle places both terms
side by side: “the substratum of blood, that which it is while it is blood is not
hot.”*! Indeed, this is the sole instance in Aristotle’s works where the terms
are placed side by side; and, for this reason, it may not suffice. Yet some of
Aristotle’s phrasing suggests that 8 mote 8v may also refer to that which un-
derlies something else. Therefore, Simplicius’s view is neither random nor
arbitrary.”

Simplicius was neither the first nor the last to introduce this interpreta-
tive thread. He indicates that Aristotle’s disciple Eudemus also used the term
substrate to make sense of Aristotle’s 8 mote 8v.” Philoponus took the same
path and also interpreted it the same way.?* Yet it seems that Simplicius was
the first to approach Aristotle’s § mote év in a systematic and coherent way. At
least, I have not found an earlier account of the issue in which there is an at-
tempt to justify this interpretation and to explain the rationale behind it.

More importantly, Simplicius’s approach to this issue is an attempt to
place Aristotle’s theory into a different framework, since his linguistic twists

are apparently loaded with specific ontological and epistemic commitments.

18 Ibid. 9.721.30-31.

! 15 8 dmoxetpevov kol 8 ToTe dv afpd. 2oTwy, ob Bepudy. Arist. Part. an. 649b23-24. See Rashed
(2005) pp. xcii-xcvii.

22 See Giampaolo (2012) pp. 71-92.

Kot 6 EdOnpog 88 & adté mepl 10D viv & ¢ Tpite T60v Duoedy dnot ypadwy obtewg. “el 8t
VONTOUUEY DEPOUEVNY TTLYUAV, TG OF v &hAw <kal dAAw> TTg Ypouuurs YiveaBat kol adTiy d\dho
kel BAho ywougvny, obtw 8¢ oinbeinuey xal mepl T VOV Exer, T pév tmokelpevoy, dTIdHTOTE Bel
vofjoou adTo, Stoevel TS adTo, £v dhAe 88 Kol &Xhe Yvduevoy ETepov xul ETepov EoTat.” Simpl.
In Phys. 9.723.36-724.4.

** Philoponus argued that by this phrase Aristotle meant to say that the now is identical in
substratum: 8 8¢ Tote &v €01, Pnat, T aiTS, TOUTEGTL KT TO Umokeluevov. In Phys. 17.226.27-8.
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At any rate, his approach is not free of a particular agenda, whether reconcil-
ing Aristotle with Plato or with “Pythagoras”, or something else along simi-
lar lines. It is thus clear that Simplicius’s identification of & wote &v and sub-
strate is not random and that he has a particular agenda, which is undeniable
and easily tracible.

A few comments are needed in this context. Firstly, Simplicius’s render-
ing of & wote 8v and & o1’ v has entered modern scholarship.” In some mod-
ern editions of Aristotle’s Physics (and indeed very authoritative ones, such
as Barnes, Hardie, and Gaye), the phrase is translated in all its applications
as substratum or substrate. Secondly, some scholars (e.g., Coope, Reeve, and
Sachs, among others) seem to recognize that substrate may not be the exact
equivalent of & Tote 8v. More significantly, this rendering appears to imply a
theory that may be alien to Aristotle’s own ontological commitment in rela-
tion to the now. Yet, strange as it might seem, most scholars have translated
Aristotle’s & mote év and & ot fv as substrate. Cornford went even further
by translating it, at times, as substance and, at other times, as object, thus
strengthening the Pythagorean aspect of Aristotle’s discourse.”

What, then, is substrate in Aristotle? As we learn from the Physics, a
substrate is what underlies change and enables the subject of change to main-
tain its identity and survive change.?® It is also something receptive of oppo-
sites, i.e., various antithetical forms or properties that it can accommodate
without being destroyed, e.g., the properties of before and after, of first and
last, etc. A substrate thus appears to be one of Aristotle’s fundamental phys-
ical terms. Once the now is apprehended as having its own substrate, it im-
mediately, though implicitly, obtains subjectivity and receptivity to oppo-
sites. This shift is a gateway to Neopythagorean thought, as it paves the way

to an interpretation of the now as creating time by flowing.

5 As Brague (1982) p. 98 rightly pointed out, “I'interprétation philosophique de la formule
fait 'unanimité, en tout cas au niveau élémentaire ot il s"agit d’identifier son contenu: tous
supposent qu’il s’agit du substrat, ou du sujet, en un mot de I'hypokeimenon”.

%7 See Wicksteed and Cornford (1934).

28 671 el T Gl moxceioBaut TO yryvéuevov, kal TobTo &l kol dplBu EaTwy Ev, GAN eidet ye oby Ev- TO
yop €ldet Myw kel Ay TervTéy. Arist. Ph. 190a14-17.
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3. Reverting to Aristotle’s Standardized Taxonomy

Simplicius does not, however, seem to be totally content with this linguistic
and interpretative shift. According to him, a juxtaposition of what is one and
the same in substrate with what is other and other in being or logos should
have a proper equivalent in Aristotle’s thought. Yet he does not go back to
Aristotle’s original phrasing but instead retains and even further articulates
his thesis that 8 mote 6v means precisely substrate. This raises the question of
what the sameness in substrate is equivalent to in Aristotle’s standardized
taxonomy. The sameness in substrate should be equivalent to sameness in
number or in species, or by analogy, etc. Otherness should also be identified
as applying to number or species, etc.

Once again, to be the same or other in number is to have the same or
different matter; and to be the same or other in form means to have the same
or a different form of being, Aristotle also mentions analogy and states that
to be one and the same by analogy is to be related as one thing is to another.?”’
He says that “things that are one [and the same] by analogy are not all one
in genus.” The term genus here does not mean that which can be differen-
tiated into species but rather a subject genus.*

This second move was not uncommon among Aristotle’s critics and in-
terpreters. A similar attempt was made earlier by Pseudo-Archytas.” Sim-
plicius thus looks to Pseudo-Archytas and aims to reconsider a less cryptic
terminology (once he settles on translating & mote év as substrate), in order
to frame substrate within Aristotle’s standardized taxonomy. As we learned
from Aristotle, substrate is one in number and different (i.e., not one) in
form (eidet ye ovy #v). The inference from substrate to numerical unity seems
to be immediate. Consequently, at first, he argues that “the nows differ from
cach other in no way save that one is before, the other after.”® This state-
ment seems to be an inference from the thesis of the unity of the now’s sub-

strate. It is one and the same, i.c., one in number; yet it receives different

? Arist. Metaph. 1016b34-35.
0 Ihid. 1017a2-3.

31 Wilson (2000) p. 10.

32 Ps.-Archyt. Frs. 29.13-5.

33 Simpl. In Phys. 9.725.10-11.
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“forms” or, according to Aristotle’s jargon from Book IV, its logos/ac-
count/description varies (at this point, the variable has not yet been identi-
fied). This, according to Simplicius, means that nows are different “in neither
genus nor species, so also not in number.”* Therefore, according to Sim-
plicius, being arranged in a sequential order does not amount to having a dif-
ferent matter or form, etc. Hence, the now is the same in number and species.

It is worth noting in this context the homonymy of ¢idoc, as it can mean
both species, form, shape, etc. It is thus possible, according to Aristotle, for
one and the same thing to be the same in genus, species and number in rela-
tion to itself when considered as more than one. Conversely, it is impossible
for it to be one in number and many in species or genus, as this would render
it self-contradictory. What is possible, instead, is for one and the same thing
to have different descriptions or accounts. In this context, Simplicius’s state-
ment makes perfect sense.

The overall argument, nevertheless, is odd; for Simplicius posits that
the reason for sameness lies in the analogical identity of the now and the unit
of number. The now is therefore the same in number and species because a
unit of number does not exhibit any numerical or specific difference in rela-
tion to another unit.* Again, at first glance, number and applied (or instan-
tiated) number (i.c., time as the number of motion), together with their
principles (i.c., the unit and the now), appear to represent two different and
somewhat separate subject genera. The middle term, however, is supplied by
the science of number and thus makes the argument susceptible to genera
crossing. At least, the argument requires further clarification as to how the
middle term supplied by the science of number can explain anything in the
science of applied number, even if the two subject genera are bound up by
the introduction of a new overarching subject genus which subsumes these
proper genera hierarchically arranged and structured in the framework of

superordinate and subordinate sciences.* Either he does not recognize the

3 1bid. 9.725.11-12.
3 Gomep ovdE povilg povadog. Ibid. 9.725.12.
3¢ See Wilson (2000) p. 10.
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difference between the subject genera in this context (thus adopting the Ne-
opythagorean approach to the subject matter)® or thinks that it is appropri-
ate to cross the genera.

Although Simplicius’s argument is odd, if we look at it from a different
angle, it is quite intriguing. He maintains that the now does not differ from
another now. Why is that? Because, he argues, “things that differ numeri-
cally, as has been said before, differ by certain accidents, just as Plato differs
from Socrates.”® Again, numerically different things are those whose matter
differs. Plato and Socrates are differentiated in this way. In other words, they
have different underlying substrates. Yet the units of number are not differ-
entiated in the same way. The implicit conclusion of this enthymeme is that
nows have no characteristics that make them different in number. They are
the same in number. So, nows are the same now before and after. This makes
sense. The now is perhaps, first and foremost, the same and obtains other-
ness gua something else, e.g., moving things.”

Yet Simplicius’s proof can still raise eyebrows. If existing before and
then after does not contribute anything to the material differentiation of
nows, how then are they different? Is such a difference merely apparent? I
think what Simplicius has in mind is the Stoic principle of indiscernibles.*
He may have thought that a relative order of nows (or, perhaps, a quasi-order
as nows are not next to each other and their precise “location” in a temporal
series remains unspecified due to their density, as we learn from Aristotle)*!
is not a proper distinguishing quality able to make nows “peculiarly quali-

fied.”** Similarly, the unit of number is neither a cardinal nor an ordinal

37 Ps.-Archyt. Frs. 6.12-15.

3 1 yap apBud dwdtpovia, G xal TpoTepov elpnTar, cuuBeBnrdor dudipouat Tiow, dg
[Thdrwy Zwkpdtov. Ibid. 9.725.12-14.

% For instance, according to Iamblichus, the now gua indivisible (ie., partless instant) al-
ways exists and does not come to be (kai 811 T viv EoTt kot 00 yiveten). Simpl. Inn Phys.
9.792.28-29. Yet, he argues, “the now which is participated in nature and is not separate
from the things which are in a state of becoming is different from the now which is separate
and subsists in itself, the latter being at rest with regard to its form while the former is seen
to be in continuous motion.” Simpl. Iz Cat. 8.355.11-14.

4 Plut. Comm. not. 1077C4-E2.

4 Arist. Ph. 218a16-21.

#Stob. 1.177,21-179, 17 (including Posidonius fr. 96), in Long and Sedley (1987) pp. 167-8.
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number but a mere principle of number from which number derives or its
building block. For this reason, it does not have any characteristics apart
from the fact that units cannot be together but must be apart, i.c., one after
another. Otherwise, they are indiscernible.

A general conclusion then follows: “perhaps they [i.c., nows] are said to
be identical in substrate because they are in no way different”.* Here again,
Stoic thought seems to be instrumental in Simplicius’s argument, as he takes
into account the Stoic distinction between the meanings of substrate, using
the term in its second meaning, i.e., of what is commonly or peculiarly qual-
ified.* Again, Simplicius seems to make sameness prior to difference in re-
spect to nows. His conclusion that the now gua 6 mote év or substrate is al-
ways the same is proved by the absence of a differentiating principle (e.g., in
number or species, etc.) that can make nows other and other. At least, he
does not seem to regard the prior and the posterior as capable of assuring
numerical or specific difference. We may therefore assume that nows are the
same in number by virtue of their “matter” being identical.

Yet in what comes next Simplicius proposes that “it is better to say
that ‘identity in substrate’ means the same as ‘identity in species’.”® His
justification is that “to be the same in species in such a way as to admit no
difference and to be numerically identical seem the same in a way, as was
said earlier in the case of units”.* Thus, nows are the same in number and
in species. Therefore, they have the same matter and the same form. They
differ only in that they are sequentially ordered as before and after. This
part of Simplicius’s interpretational move thus applies Aristotle’s stand-
ardized taxonomy only to the issue of sameness gua & mote 8v or substrate.

It is the same in both number and species. It is different in respect to before

“ Simpl. In Phys. 9.725.14-15.

# Thus, as Porphyry reports: “(1) Substrate is twofold, not only according to the Stoics but
also according to the carlier philosophers. (2) For unqualified matter, which Aristotle vir-
tually names, is the primary meaning of substrate. (3) The secondary meaning is that which
is commonly or peculiarly qualified. For the bronze, and Socrates, are substrate co whatever
comes about in them or is predicated of them.” Simpl. Iz Car. 8.48.11-16.

® Simpl. In Phys. 9.725.18-19.

“ Ibid. 9.725.20-22.
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and after; but this difference does not have any equivalent in the terms of
Aristotle’s taxonomy.

Simplicius, however, does not seem to be entirely happy with this solu-
tion. He keeps wondering why Aristotle did not say “that the now was the
same in form but that it was the same in substrate, nor say now that a time was
the same in form, as he said of change, but by recurrence (t¢ maAw xai wéhw)?
Yet he especially insists on the threefold exhibition of the same thing by genus,
form and number.”¥ Here we encounter a new term: recurrence. Sim-
plicius’s suggestion is that “perhaps it was because even things said to be the
same in form still contain many inessential differences, if they differ numer-
ically as do Plato and Socrates. But changes, at any rate, which occur over
and over again the same, and the nows and the times, are almost numerically
identical.”®® He seems to be unsure here about the status of the numerical
identity of nows. In any case, it is worth noting his hesitation in acknowl-
edging the full numerical identity of the now.

Indeed, his measured approach shows some uncertainty regarding
whether nows are numerically the same. He finds support for the thesis that
“things became in a way even numerically identical by recurrence” in “Py-
thagorean” thought.*” Yet he ultimately seems to concede that Eudemus re-
duced this thesis to absurdity by arguing that if we assume that numerically
the same things recur, everything will be the same, as also will time. Hence,
he finally settles on the view that the now is the same in form and perhaps
almost identical in number but with some qualification, pointing out that
numerically identical things do not recur and that what does recur must be
differentiated, at least in respect to order. If we take into account the notion
of “qualified sameness” in the sense of “sameness in appearance” alone (and
difference in reality), then Simplicius’s theory sounds either very similar to,

or even the same as, that of Pseudo-Archytas.>

¥ Ibid. 9.732.14-18.
8 Ibid. 9.732.18-22.
9 Ibid. 9.732.23-24.
50 Ps.-Archyt. Frs. 29.13-15.
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The now thus conceptualized by Simplicius, if converted into Aristo-
tle’s standardized taxonomy of sameness, appears to be the same (with qual-
ifications) in number (gua 8 mote &v or substrate) and species and other and
other in account (g#a being first and then next). Indeed, it seems impossible
to conceptualize the now as different in species or form, unless we assume
that the before and after are species or forms of their own kind. On the other
hand, to conceptualize the now as numerically different would entail con-
ceding fully to Pseudo-Archytas, Iamblichus, ez. 4/, i.c., reading Aristotle
through a very particular Neopythagorean theory, a move that Simplicius is
not ready to make. This theory proceeds via the introduction of the notion
of the now’s phases, maintaining that numerically differentiation (associated
with ontological instability) and formal sameness (marking the being of on-
tologically stable entities) are not predicated of the same now or not of the
same phase of the now.’! Yet Simplicius in this context aims to remain faith-
ful to Aristotle, whose now is not phased.

Moreover, the imposition of numerical otherness seems to contradict
the previously established thesis of the now’s sameness gua substrate, i.c., to
make the substrate subject to corruption, to deny unity and sameness to it.
Another impediment here is associated with the fact that being before and
after, if we are to conceptualize it as representing an ordered series, implies
being first and then next. Yet, as Aristotle argues in Physics VI, nows are not
arranged so that one now is next to another now. Even if they are ordered in
some way, their order may appear arbitrary or random. As a result, being be-
fore and after cannot really account for the now’s numerical difference.
Hence, Simplicius’s conclusion that the now is the same in species and al-

most identical in number leaves the issue at stake not fully resolved.

5! Thus, Tamblichus asserts, “if one says that the now becomes and disappears, one has to
understand this not with regard to the now [i.e., partless instant] itself but with regard to
the things which participate in it or do not participate in it. For to hold together and to
make continuous is a property of the indivisible only, whereas to become one thing after
another and to perish and always to flow is most characteristic of the participation of the
now in becoming,” Simpl. Iz Caz. 8.355.4-8.
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4. Assessing Aristotle’s Analogical Reasoning

Running parallel to Simplicius’s exploration of Aristotle’s terminology is his
effort to discern the meaning of Aristotle’s analogies. He starts with the anal-

ysis of the analogy of what is carried and its motion.

having shown how that which moves is identical with the substrate, though different in
account, he says that the case is the same with the now, since time follows on change and
has the same features, as was said earlier, and similarly with the now and what changes. The
likeness and identity of the cases is shown by the relation of the now to that which moves,
and we recognise the before and after in change in no other way.””

Simplicius, in this context states that: “he [i.c., Aristotle] takes it as obvious
that what is changing is identical in substrate.” This statement is then uni-
versalized as holding true not only of what is carried but also of the point
and of the now. The relation between such terms as the now and motion
thus appear to be not merely analogous g#4 a common property, i.e., identity
of substrate; but also as belonging per se and qua themselves to time as their
subject genus. Hence, motion/flow belongs to the now, thus making it sub-
ject to change.

Simplicius then reminds us of Aristotle’s explanation of following or
accompanying, in which “change was said to accompany magnitude and
time to accompany change”.>* The meaning of this statement in Aristotle
seems to be that what is ontologically posterior accompanies what is onto-
logically prior, e.g., as time accompanies change, etc. This is perhaps the rea-
son why time is the number of change, the latter being ontologically prior
and the former posterior. Yet Simplicius immediately links the notion of ac-
companying/following to that of being equal in quantity. Then, he continues,
“since these things accompany each other, the things that originate them will
accompany them also.” This assertion immediately subverts the notion of
ontological priority/posteriority by presenting a principle as accompanying its

product (that which stems from it) and not as being accompanied by it. I take

52 Simpl. I Phys. 9.723.21-26. In this article I use Urmson’s (1992) translation.

53 67108 TO adTO TQ DoKEpEVe 20TL TO KIvobuevov tg Evapyis hapPdve Ibid. 9.723.4-5.
> Ibid. 9.722.23-24.

55 1bid. 9.722.26-27.
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Simplicius’s statement not as applying the meaning of ontological prior-
ity/posteriority to the subject matter but rather as reinterpreting it along the
lines of mutual dependence or something of this kind. Only under this in-
terpretation does the statement remains coherent.

The same relation of following binds together time and its principle,
the latter appearing to accompany time. Time may therefore be accompa-
nied by the now while being its unfolding or something else similar. This
way of thinking is authentically Neopythagorean.’® Consequently, by intro-
ducing the relation of following to what is carried and its motion, on the one
hand, and the now and time, on the other, Simplicius aims to implicate Ne-

opythagorean thought in Aristotle’s discourse. He thus states that:

the point originates the magnitude, taking a line to be the flow of a point, and a line is the
first magnitude, and the moving thing originates the motion, and the now originates time.
As, then, the same point, by flowing, creates the magnitude, but is not set alongside another

point, and as the identical moving object creates the motion, so the now, that is the same

qua substrate, being numbered as before and after, defines and creates time.”’

This reading is grounded in an ontology of mathematicals and indivisi-
bles that is arguably alien to Aristotle.”® The flow of a point originates
magnitude. The point in this scenario is a “this”, a substantive point, we
might say, one that is subject to flow. Flow stands for the ontological in-
stability associated with a particular modality of being, i.e., incomplete
actuality. This modality, as I understand it, represents the lower phase of
motion (which is a moving motion, as contrasted to that of the motion-
less motion of the intelligible or intellectual).” We may therefore con-
clude that flow is a kind of motion and that the point is subject to mo-
tion. It is receptive to opposites, e.g., before and after, first and next, etc.

It is indivisible and yet moving continuously, leaving no gap in the geo-

% See Hoffmann (1980) pp. 313-4.

57 Simpl. Iz Phys. 9.722.27-34.

%8 There are, however, some scholarly accounts that ascribe this “Pythagorean” thread to
Aristotle. See Robbins in D’Ooge (1926) p. 117.

5% See Gersh (1973).
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metrical continuum. This continuum, initiated by indivisibles that be-
come ontologically unstable, was conceptualized by Nicomachus, Pseudo-
Archytas, etc.®

Yet Simplicius is well aware that this Neopythagorean interpretative
thread goes against Aristotle’s theory of indivisibles. A point in Aristotle is
not a substantive point. The same applies to the now. They are mere limits
of the line and of time. Consequently, he notes that the case of a moving
object is somewhat different since what initiates the flow of becoming is not
a move, i.ec., an indivisible limit of motion (i.c., something similar to the
point and the now), but a moving object, which is a “this”.

What is especially interesting is that the flow of the now is linked here
to numbering. This interpretative twist seems to lie halfway between the Ar-
istotelian and Neopythagorean theories, in that it implicates subjectivity in
the now gua substrate; yet it also implicates Aristotle’s ontology of number,
which is not an actual and separate being, since it needs to be actualized by
the mind capable of counting. Hence, time is actualized when the now/s
is/are counted.

In this context, Simplicius exhibits a certain reluctance to give a full ex-
planation of Aristotle’s theory that entails applying the Neopythagorean in-
terpretative thread to the ontology of number, according to which number
(along with numerical relations, etc.) is a separate and actual being of its own
kind. Additionally, this (i.c., Neopythagorean) interpretative thread is based
on the assumption that a single subject genus subsumes motion, number,
and time (i.c., that there are per se connections between these), along with

their principles, which originate them.®" In this context, Simplicius does not,

¢ Nicom. Intr. Arith. 1.7.1.1-2.

¢ Some Neopythagoreans would have employed the theory of a self-moving number in or-
der to prove that such an account is by no means subject to the fallacy of genera crossing
since it makes number (and the number of motion) subject to motion and introduces a
common subject genus to the field of quantitative studies. It contains two coordinate
groups: continuous and discrete quantities; these are differentiated by two differentiae, i.c.,
rest and motion. These differentiae give us four sciences that are either bound by the single
subject genus or represent coordinate and subordinate genera. Therefore, the science of con-
tinuous quantity at rest is geometry, whereas the science of continuous quantity in motion
is astronomy. The science of discrete quantity at rest is arithmetic, whereas the science of
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however, predicate motion but rather mere countability to the now. More-
over, Simplicius is not willing to cross the genera. Rather, he warns the reader
to stay within the boundaries of analogical reasoning in order to avoid the
possibility of a discourse marked by genera crossing, since the two subject
genera are independent. Consequently, the assertion of identity is a mere ex-
pression of co-proportionality, and nothing beyond that.

Simplicius then explains the reason why these subject genera are inde-
pendent: “the moving object, though coming into different places, can cor-
rectly be said to be identical in substrate, since it remains in existence, but
how can change and time and in general everything that has its being in be-
coming be identical in substrate?”® Although Simplicius’s theory of “being
in becoming” deserves a special investigation, I shall set it aside for the pre-
sent. Basically, what he means to say is that, whereas a point or a stone con-
tinues to exist (after it has completed its motion), time has its being in be-
coming and does not exist in any other way. The same applies to the now. It
is enough to say here that, in order to avoid fallacious reasoning, Simplicius
rightly cautions us not to attribute the predicates of the moving object to the
now. An interesting ramification of this thesis (that being is in becoming) is
that the now cannot be one, since time and, by implication, the now, does
not last but has its being in becoming, i.e., it has come, and it has ceased to
be. Hence, the notion of “being in becoming” and that of “sameness gua sub-
strate” do not seem to square well.

Simplicius also notes that there is not a perfect analogy between the
now and what is carried. The reason is that “if there are these three, magni-
tude, change and time, mutually dependent, as he says, magnitude being lim-
ited by points, time by the now, what is analogous to these, I mean the point
and the now in the case of change. For there should be some other limit to
change and not the changing thing. For what relationship has this to the now
and the point?”** Indeed, as A is to B, so C is to D and so E is to F stands for:

as the point is to magnitude, so the move is to motion and so the now is to

discrete quantity in motion is music. Hence, “quantity has produced four sciences: immov-
able continuous quantity — geometry; movable continuous quantity — astronomy; immov-
able discrete quantity - arithmetic; and the movable — music.” Ps.-Archyt. Frs. 6.12-5.

% Simpl. In Phys. 9.724.29-31.

% Ibid. 9.725.4-8.
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time. Yet the analogy of a moving object disrupts this proportion. It is there-
fore imperfect, and things presented in this way are not co-proportional.
Simplicius, in the end, seems to be dissatisfied with Aristotle’s analogies. He
regards the analogy of the point and the stone as forced;* and he would have
to qualify the analogy in some way in order to avoid considering it “alto-
gether harsh”.

What is important in this context is the at times implicit and at other
times explicit affinity of Simplicius’s thought with Neopythagorean
thought. Yet we can also see that Simplicius, no matter how willing he is to
interpret Aristotle in a Neopythagorean fashion, is well aware of the limits
of this approach (i.e., of reading Neopythagorean thought into Aristotle).
He is careful not to over-impose Neopythagorean theories onto Aristotle’s
discourse. At times, however, he apparently cannot resist this temptation:
for instance, his interpretative twist regarding the sameness of the now
clearly draws on Neopythagorean philosophical background to support this
interpretation. Similarly, Simplicius’s interpretation of 8 mote év as substrate
implicates subjectivity and receptivity of opposites in the now.

More importantly, Simplicius’s assessment of Aristotle’s analogical rea-
soning is that it does not require precision (un dxpiBoroywuede, “let us not
split hairs”).*” Analogies help the reader to tackle the subject matter; but an-
alogical reasoning fails to achieve the level of precision typical of syllogistic
reasoning. Consequently, I understand Simplicius’s statement as a warning
about the limits of analogical reasoning. The implication is that the terms of
analogical reasoning should not be included in a demonstrative premise.
Simplicius suggests that in order for us to grasp the full meaning of Aristo-
tle’s statements with respect to the now, we must move forward and explore
Physics V1, since it may contain the missing answers and clarifications. So let

us turn to it.

6 6\ 1) dpordtng Biowog Sokel 1 Tpdg oTrywiy et Mbov. Ibid. 9.725.15-16.
% Ibid. 9.725.23.
¢ Ibid. 9.725.17-18.
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S. Transitioning to Physics VI

In his commentary on Pbysz'cs VI, Simplicius investigates in what sense the
now or any indivisible relates to motion. His interpretation of Aristotle’s
theory in Physics V1 is of great help in discerning the problem of the now’s
otherness and its relation to motion. Previously Simplicius made a few at-
tempts to address the issue of the now as subject to motion in Neopythago-
rean fashion. This was partially grounded in Aristotle’s analogy between
what is carried and the point. Another (and alternative) attempt entailed
presenting the now as the principle of time, i.e., that from which time de-
rives. This was tied to the notion of countability. Moreover, Simplicius’s in-
terpretation of Aristotle’s theory was also premised on the thesis that mag-
nitude, motion, and time follow (or, rather, are followed by) their principles.
Yet he found the analogical reasoning in Physics IV to be compromised by
imprecision. Aristotle, however, had another approach to the issue, which
involved continua and indivisibles.

In his commentary on Physics V1, Simplicius’s main point of concern is
the now’s otherness. How is it other and other? According to the dilemma
of the now, the now cannot be other and other since in order for it to be so
the previous now must have ceased. Yet, he notes, it is impossible to concep-
tualize the “when” of its having ceased since it can neither have ceased at it-
self (as that is when it existed), nor at another now since nows are not next
to each other; therefore, its having ceased at another now would entail its
simultaneity with an infinite number of nows, which is impossible.

First of all, the question of whether the now is subject to coming into
being and ceasing is posited. What moves has moved and what has moved
has been moving, according to Aristotle.®® What moves must be divisible,
progressing part by part. Consequently, one part of a moving thing must be
at the starting point and another part at the end point or in the middle.”’
Motion and time are infinitely divisible. Yet the now is indivisible, and there
is no prime now at which what is carried has departed from rest and started

moving, In what sense, then, and when can anything move in the now and

8 Arist. Ph. 237b3-6.
® Ibid. 234b15-19.
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in what sense can the now be subject to motion of some kind? To find out
whether the now is self-differentiated through motion (i.c., that it is the
same in substrate and other and other qua subject to motion or quasi-mo-
tion, i.e., have moved or ceased to move), let us consult Simplicius and also

consider his conjecture regarding “when” the now has ceased.

6. The Homonymy of Have Moved

Simplicius’s interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of indivisibles is grounded
in the theorems that nothing moves in what is indivisible and that an indi-
visible is not per se subject to motion. An important task in this context is to
cast light on the homonymy of “have moved”, which can mean: 1. Having
traversed the whole distance and being at the end point. 2. Having traversed
some distance while still being in motion. 3. Having abruptly moved at an
indivisible or atomic (i.c., uncuttable) magnitude with the atomic move at
an atomic time. These homonymous appellations need to be considered in
order to discern the sense in which an indivisible now (i.e., an instant of
time) and motion go hand in hand without jeopardizing the integrity of Ar-
istotle’s theorems.

Regarding the first meaning, Simplicius refers to Aristotle’s theorem,
according to which it is impossible for a thing to both move or be moving
and to have moved, i.c., have completed its motion. Thus, “he [Aristotle]
proves that it is not possible that moving [with] one of these motions to be
indivisible, assuming in advance that it is impossible for ‘something moving
from somewhere to somewhere simultancously to move’” toward that to
which it is moving ‘and to have moved’, and to be there [at the place] toward
which it was moving.”” It should be noted that the example adduced by Ar-
istotle may appear to be misleading: if “a man is walking to Thebes, he can-
not be walking to Thebes and at the same time have completed his walk to
Thebes”.”" Yet Simplicius explains the rationale behind it by claiming that if
that is the case, then:

70 Simpl. Inn Phys. 10.933.14-17. Konstan’s (1989) translation.
7! Arist. Ph. 231b30-232al.
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it will be moving over the whole, but no longer will it be moving also along each of those
indivisible portions. Having posited this, [Aristotle] draws absurd consequences by means
of the following consideration: the motion will be composed not of motions [£ineseis] but
of moves [kinemata), that is of the limits of motion, and of ‘having moved’. For the motion
DEEF will not have the portions D and E and F as motions, for these [portions] were sup-
posed to have moved, not to move. Similarly, the portions of moving [4ineisthai] too will
be, not a moving, but rather a having moved, and moving will be divided into portions
which are not a moving, but rather a having moved.”

Simplicius then endorses Aristotle’s conclusion and states that, on the con-
trary, walking to Thebes occurs before being in Thebes. He then makes some
further important comments: “it is necessary, accordingly, either that it trav-
erse earlier and have traversed later, or that it simultaneously traverse and
have traversed; for there is nothing between [these alternatives]. But if, trav-
ersing earlier, it has traversed later, the motion would be divisible.””* What
if a thing simultaneously traverses and has traversed? Is this possible? We
will see soon that it is. Both alternatives are, therefore, viable; but they do
not apply to the same kind of motion.

Simplicius then scrutinizes Aristotle’s theorem, according to which eve-
rything that is moving has moved earlier.”* He clarifies this (second) sense of
“have moved”: “for he [i.e., Aristotle] takes [the term] ‘it has moved’, as I
said, not in the sense that what is said to have moved has already stopped its
motion, but rather in the sense that it has already traversed some amount in
its moving.”” He also notes that in cases of continuous things the converse
also holds true, “[namely] that it is necessary that everything that has
changed be changing earlier.””

Yet he also points to Alexander’s attempt to explain the issue by refer-

ring to some passages from the Mezaphysics:

Alexander says that the [phrase] in the beginning of the passage, [namely] ‘as many as are
divisible and continuous’, is added because there are some things, in the case of which we

72 Simpl. In Phys. 10.934.9-17.
73 Ibid. 10.933.22-25.

7# “that which has changed must have been changing and that which is changing must have
changed” (&oe avéyxn 10 petaBeBincds petafdihery kol w0 petaBéddov petaBeBinkéver).
Arist. Ph. 237b3-4.

75 Simpl. Inn Phys. 10.992.20-21.

76 Ibid. 10.994.17-19.
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predicate that they came to be, although they do not have their being [¢inai] by virtue of
coming to be [genesis]. We say that contacts, at least, have come into being, [but] not, in-
deed, that they are coming to be.””

Simplicius concedes this thesis. He also brings up the issue of qualitative
change: that there are instances of such a change in which the change takes
place all at once, i.e., instantaneously. He then states that “in these cases
changing and having changed do not precede each other”.”® Aristotle, ac-
cording to Simplicius, later clarified this thesis by arguing that all such cases
still complied with the general rule, according to which motion is a gradual
progression from and to something, even though its gradual aspect may es-
cape our attention.

This thesis, however, fits indivisibles perfectly. Thus, Simplicius argues:
“contact, if it does not have its being by virtue of coming to be, is not said to
have come to be either, but rather to be without coming to be. Therefore, in
the first [book] of On the Heavens [280b6-9], Aristotle says that one of the
meanings of ‘ungenerated’ [agenetos] is what [occurs] according to con-
tact.”” The thesis of being without becoming is then entertained. The same
applies to perfections or excellences and pleasures in EN.*

This explanation, however, does not seem to satisfy Simplicius. Alt-
hough he does not directly discuss the issues associated with this interpreta-
tion, it is possible to discern what they are. The thesis from the Mezaphysics,
according to which contacts are and are not, does not seem to fully accom-
modate the now. If something is and is not, is it the same thing or other and
other? What can assure the sameness of such a thing? Eternal things are and

are not, while being always the same. Yet physical phenomena are different.

77 Ibid. 10.997.30-998.1.

78 Ibid. 10.998.11-12.

7 Ibid. 10.998.17-19.

8 They are exercised and made fully and completely manifest at each instant of an action.
Recently this topic was persuasively argued by Ugaglia, who cited a different source for this
same thread (i.c., Soph. el.): Ugaglia (2023) p. 498. Aristotle thus seems to draw a demarca-
tion line between human action which exhibits excellence and natural motion by arguing
that such an action cannot be a gradual transition from and to opposites, as that would en-
tail seeing coming from the absence of seeing through a gradual progression. The same ap-
plies to an action in accord with virtue, pleasure, etc.
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This also applies to the nows. Eternal things do not have their being by virtue
of coming to be. The now’s being, on the other hand, is in becoming,

Let us assume that one now is and then is not. Is the now that is or exists
the same as the now that has disappeared? Simplicius does not appear to have
an answer to this. The notion that something “is and is not” is, therefore,
problematic in relation to Aristotle’s thesis that the now is the same gua §
mote & or, according to Simplicius, the same in substrate. The substrate must
remain: it cannot be and then not be without having ceased and been re-
placed by a new and different substrate. “Has moved”, on the other hand,
does not jeopardize the sameness of the now. It is the same now that has
moved without ever being in the process of coming and without being de-
stroyed (without having ceased). This represents the third meaning of “has
moved”, one that applies exclusively to indivisibles.

This thesis is further supported by the following statement: “he [Aris-
totle] says, ‘let us say’ next after these things ‘that a partless thing cannot
move except incidentally’, by being in a moving body or magnitude. How
this is meant he indicated in the example in respect to the boat: for things in
it that are not moving in their own right themselves too move locally inci-
dentally, by virtue of being in the boat that is moving.”® Motion is thus
predicated of an indivisible per accidens. An instant participates in motion
qua belonging to the moving body, etc. Another possibility is that motion is
predicated of the now not precisely but analogically: as things not moving
are to motion gua being in the boat, so an indivisible is to motion qua be-
longing to the moving body.

Simplicius also considers Alexander’s conjecture that this same thesis
applies to the soul in the body. Yet Simplicius, due to his Neopythagorean
leanings, denies that this application is valid, silently alluding to the Neopy-
thagorean definition of the soul as a self-moving number.*> The same is true

of motion in the now:

% Simpl. I Phys. 10.1024.20-23.
82 Tambl. De An. 4.6-9. On the issues associated with this notion and on Iamblichus’s solu-
tion, which seeks to overcome the opposition of actual and potential, see Opsomer (2012)

pp- 259-90.
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in fact, this is impossible in another way as well, for it has been proved that it is necessary that
what has moved be moving earlier, just as [it is necessary] that what is moving also have moved
carlier. But if there was motion in a now, [then] there occurred something that had moved

which did not go through moving toward this [state]. For there was not [supposed to be] mov-

ing in a now, but only having moved, for a limit [of moving] is in a limit [of time].%

He therefore concludes: “it is obvious from what has been said before that it
is not possible to move in a now, but only to have moved.”®* The same, by
implication, applies to the now gua subject to motion. It cannot move but it
has moved.

It should be noted that throughout the commentary Simplicius takes
the view that Aristotle’s theorems concerning indivisibles were not fully per-
suasive to everyone and mentions the Epicureans. Yet what may not be ap-
parent is the affinity of Simplicius’s discourse with that of Pseudo-Archytas,
who, arguably, introduced the theorem that time is made up of a series of
nows. Thus, the temporal continuum, according to Pseudo-Archytas, is
made of indivisibles.” This innovative theory was in the back of Simplicius’s
mind. He seems to be arguing that the now cannot be subject to motion; yet
it is appropriate to say that it has moved without ever being in motion. This,
I assume, is a Neopythagorean extension of Aristotle’s thesis. It allows Sim-
plicius to conceptualize the now as subject to quasi-motion, which is a kind

of motion that differs significantly from motions of continuous things.*

7. Reconsidering the Issue of “When”

It has been established by Aristotle in Physics IV that the now is both always
the same and ever other and other, but not in the same sense. It is the same
qua & Tote 8v and other and other in being and Jogos. Yet how is it other and
other? This, according to the dilemma of the now, entails that the previous
now must have ceased; but when has it ceased? We should bear in mind that

Aristotle’s original language with regard to the dilemma indicates that what

8 Simpl. I Phys. 10.1027.26-31.

8 Ibid. 10.1029.20-21.

% Ps.-Archyt. Frs. 29.12-18.

8 Indeed, this is a concept may even be considered as foreign to Aristotle’s thought, being
in open contradiction with his entire treatment of the continuum.
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is at stake is the event of cessation or corruption (¢Beipw), i.c., that of sub-
stantial change and not a mere motion/change (which primarily designates
non-substantial change) or mutation (which can designate both substantial
and non-substantial change depending on the circumstance). The term cor-
ruption or cessation is thus clearly articulated in this context: “If the now is
always different then the now which formerly was must have ceased to be.”’
How, then, can the now retain its substrate?

This seems impossible, unless we assume that the term substrate desig-
nates some generic matter of the now, one that is not peculiarly qualified but
which survives throughout the cessation. What is clear, however, according to
Simplicius, is that if the now is the same in substrate, it has definitely changed
or moved. The kind of motion/change at stake is not among the Aristotelian
kinds (e.g., quantitative, qualitative and local) but is instead a sort of quasi-
motion. Hence, the same now (which is the same in substrate, number and
form) has changed without ever being in transition. Simplicius thus softens
Aristotle’s terminology by setting aside cessation and giving priority to such
terms as change and mutation in order to accommodate his thesis.

If it has ceased, when has this occurred? Unfortunately, Aristotle did not
offer any hints on how to resolve this aporia. Perhaps he thought of it as of a
superficial (i.c., not genuine) matter and decided not to devote any time to it.
A possible reason is that a cessation of the now at a now can lead to circular
reasoning. Simplicius, on the other hand, takes this dilemma seriously but ad-
justs Aristotle’s jargon accordingly. If the now has changed, when has this oc-
curred? At itself or at another now which is next to it? Simplicius accepts that
it cannot have ceased or rather changed at itself. If it has ceased when it existed,
it will both exist and have ceased to exist simultaneously, which is impossible.
Yet Pseudo-Archytas’s now seems to have ceased at itself. It is swift and has
ceased before we realize it. This finds support in some modern scholarship.*®
This thesis, however, leads to a contradiction; therefore, Simplicius cannot ac-
cept it. Can it, then, have ceased at the now which is next to it? In his com-
mentary on Physics IV Simplicius analyses Aristotle’s thesis that limits are not

next to each other, that they cannot touch and therefore be contiguous (to be

87 16 0% viv pn &v mpdtepov Ot 8v dvdrykn épBapBou oté. Arist. Ph. 218a11-16.
8 See Kretzmann (1976) pp. 91-114.
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both next to and touch) or continuous (have a common boundary). This cor-
responds to Aristotle’s doctrine in Physics V1. Yet, when commenting on this
book, Simplicius seems to allow for it to have changed at the now which is next
to it — with, however, a qualification.

Nows are not next to each other. Aristotle defines being next to in the
following way: to be next to is to have nothing of the same kind as itself in
the middle.”” Yet between any two nows there is time, and time is infinitely
divisible. It is divided at a now. Hence, between two nows there are an infi-
nite number of nows, i.., an infinite number of things of the same kind.
Consequently, two nows cannot be next to each other. The now which has
ceased cannot have ceased at the now next to it. As Aristotle persuasively
argues: “it would exist together with the infinite nows between the two -
which is impossible.”

Simplicius makes an important qualification to this thesis. There is a
particular sense in which the nows are not next to each other. Simplicius
quotes Eudemus’s account of Aristotle’s definition of being next to and of

its ramifications:

Eudemus [fr. 99 Wehrli] treated the argument in the following way: ‘For if;” he said, ‘partless
things are consecutive, then it is absolutely necessary that something not of the same kind be
between them, so that there would not be a point, but [rather] aline or empty [space] between
points in a length. [If aline], accordingly, the line will not be made of the points; for the con-
secutive points are not in it. But if there is empty [space], there will be more empty [space] in
the continuous [stretches] than the things of which they are made, that is, the so-called con-
secutive points; or [rather], there will be no magnitude at all. For just as two points that are

touching produce no length, so neither do a point and empty [space].”!

According to Simplicius, Eudemus “correctly understood what was said by
Aristotle, [namely] that he was not denying absolutely that point is consec-
utive to point or now to now, but rather that they were consecutive in such
a way that a length or [stretch of] time was made of them.”” He thus as-

sumes that, with this qualification, the now can be next to another now.

8 Arist. Ph. 227al.

% Ibid. 218a21.

*1 Simpl. In Phys. 10.928.28-229.3.
%2 Ibid. 10.929.4-6.
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Again, Simplicius seems to be reassessing Aristotle’s theory in order to make
it compatible with that of Pseudo-Archytas. The result is a now which is
subject to quasi-cessation, which ceases and has ceased either at itself or at
another now, which is and is not next to the previous one, but with the qual-
ification put forward by Eudemus.

Finally, Simplicius also entertains another important aspect associated
with the issue at stake. Nows are and are not next to each other. And if the
now has ceased at another now which is and is not next to it, at precisely
what now has it ceased? Although Simplicius does not examine this issue di-
rectly, he discusses it indirectly in relation to the “when” of a2 moving thing
in respect of its coming to rest. When he analyses the issue of coming to rest,
he extends Aristotle’s thesis that there is no beginning of motion to that of

coming to rest. He then makes the following claims:

If, accordingly, ‘it is time in which first” it is said to halt, and not some atomic [i.e. indivisible
(atomon)) thing, and every time is divisible to infinity, there will not, consequently, be any
first [bit] of it, nor will there, consequently, be any beginning of halting, in which the halting
thing halts first. For as is the time in which the halting [occurs], so too is the halting in it.
Accordingly, from the fact that it halts in any of the portions whatsoever of that which is
divided to infinity [i.e. time], he proved that there is not any first thing in which it halts.
For neither is there any first thing of that which is divided to infinity, but rather, if halting
is moving, and in the case of moving it has been proved that it is impossible to take anything
in which first a moving thing moves [cf. 1006.21-22], it is obvious that neither is it possible
to take any first thing of halting.”

What moves comes to rest in time, and time is infinitely divisible. So, there
is no prime now in respect to coming to rest. Simplicius’s answer is that it
halts in any of the portions of time. The same may apply to the now if we
conceptualize it as subject to quasi-motion.

Let us assume that if the now has ceased, it must have ceased at another
now. But nows are the limits of the temporal continuum and therefore are
not sequentially ordered. This density of nows is a problem. If the now has
ceased, at what now has it ceased? Simplicius’s solution, if applied to this is-
sue, is that it has ceased at any of the nows or at any portion of time, no mat-

ter how small, since there is some kind of quasi-order of nows, as they are

% Ibid. 10.1008.12-21.
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before and after. Nows cannot be ordered randomly so that the now which
belongs to the time which comes before can be posterior in relation to the
now which belongs to the time which comes after. The previous now cannot
therefore have ceased at that which is prior to it, but only at the posterior.
At what posterior now must the prior now have ceased, taking into account
that there is an infinite number of nows between any two nows?

Simplicius’s answer is that it must have ceased or, rather, changed at any
of the posterior nows. This posterior now, which is among the densely or-
dered series of nows, must not, however, be very “distant”, so as not to allow
irregular movements of the now and, consequently, of time (a leaping of
time through its chunks that can make time irregular), because the now
should be a “part” of a densely ordered set which belongs to the same tem-
poral stretch. Some modern scholars seem to have followed the same path,
taking Simplicius’s interpretation as their point of reference. For instance,
Sorabji’s subtle interpretation of Aristotle’s instant is along the same lines,*
and is thus indebted to that of Simplicius.

Yet there is another possible solution implicit in Simplicius’s interpre-
tation. If the now has moved or has ceased, and if nows are not dense but
rather constitute a temporal continuum, as per Pseudo-Archytas,” then the
now must have ceased at the now which emerges in the “place” of the previ-
ous now. Some passages from Simplicius’s commentary on Physics IV and
from the Corollaries seem to point in this direction. However, this solution
goes against Simplicius’s assessment of the sameness or difference of the now
in relation to Aristotle’s standardized taxonomy. The now, Simplicius main-
tains, is the same in form and in number. Yet it seems always different gua
being before and after. Pseudo-Archytas’s numerically differentiated nows,
on the other hand, are always other and other, come and cease, etc.”® Sim-
plicius perhaps suggests that the now has moved without having ceased and
that this quasi-motion does not exclude the possibility for the now to be in

the process of transition from and to opposites. It is the same now. It must

%* Sorabji (1983) pp. 10-2.
% Ps.-Archyt. Frs. 29.17-8: kol obteg del quvémret 6 viv guvex@g Ao kol dAho Yvouevéy Te
Kol $Belpbuevoy, koTd pevTol ye ToEld0g TS AT

% Ibid.
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be the same qua its substrate. Yet a series of moves or, rather, of having
moved is precisely what makes up time. The now thus obtains temporal
properties of being before and after. This is a possible Neopythagorean in-
terpretation, according to which the flow of the now, i.e., its ontological in-
stability, is precisely what makes up time. Perhaps time is and is not made up
of a series of nows; yet they are not really many serially ordered nows but
instead one and the same ontologically unstable now.

Another possible interpretation, which is also Neopythagorean, is asso-
ciated with the thesis that moving things sliding through the now are re-
sponsible for the now’s difference (per Iamblichus).” We should include, I
assume, all such possibilities due to Simplicius’s overall commitment to Ne-
opythagorean thought. Simplicius’s thinking on the issue of the now is thus
by and large determined by the Neopythagorean framework. Although he
aims to stay within the boundaries of Aristotle’s theories, his thinking can-
not be fully detached from the Neopythagorean heritage. Hence, as I under-
stand it, Simplicius’s interpretation of Aristotle’s paradox, fascinating as it
is, may not perfectly reflect Aristotle’s own thought processes. On the other
hand, it is also possible that Aristotle’s discourse on the subject of time and
the now is itself imbued with “Pythagorean” traits.” If so, then Simplicius’s

interpretation can be considered authentic and well grounded.

*7 Simpl. In Phys. 9.792.35-793.1; cf. Nicom. Intr. Arith. 1.1.3.10-2.

% Just to give a few examples: Aristotle’s definition of time as the number of motion is quite
surprising. One way of thinking of this definition is to assume it to be grounded in the ep-
istemic thesis of Philolaus that nothing is known apart from number. Philol. Fr. 4: “all the
things that are known have number. For it is not possible that anything whatsoever be un-
derstood or known without this”. Therefore, “knowledge only arises when we know the
specific numbers that govern things.” Huffman (1993) p. 242. Time thus cannot be known
apart from number. Yet Aristotle’s statement sounds even stronger, as it does not apply
merely to the agenda of grounding the studies of time in this particular epistemic thesis but
also to the matter of being and thus aims to unravel the ontological foundations of the phe-
nomenon of time through the theory of number. In some ways, Aristotle’s definition re-
minds us of his “Pythagoreans” (as they are depicted in Mezaphysics), who conceptualized
things as numbers and thus extended the theory of number beyond the boundaries of epis-
temology to ontology. Arist. Metaph. 987a13-19. Moreover, as we learn from Aristotle in
Ph. 1V, the now is either somehow analogous to the moving object and to the unit of num-
ber or it is such and such because of the presence of motion in it. What can be more indica-
tive of a “Pythagorean” interpretation than this? Finally, Aristotle’s endorsement of the
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8. Reassessing the Peripatetic Interpretation

As we have seen, there are two essential approaches to Aristotle’s paradoxes,
leading to two alternative interpretational threads. We can roughly desig-
nate them as Neopythagorean and Peripatetic. Simplicius seems to accept
the Neopythagorean approach and interpretation, but with some qualifica-
tions. This interpretation is clearly seen in modern scholarship, e.g., Evans,
Hussey, and Cornford, among others.”” Simplicius appears to reject the Per-
ipatetic approach and interpretation. A fundamental disagreement with re-
gard to the ontology of number is the watershed which separates them: the
Peripatetic concept of number as something potential which is actualized
when discovered, in contrast to the Neopythagorean concept of number as
actual and perhaps a self-moving being.'® This also concerns time as the
number instantiated in motion and its unit or monad.

Throughout his commentary, Simplicius continues to evaluate Alexan-
der’s interpretative threads critically, even if some of these threads clearly in-
fluenced his own interpretative endeavors. What he fundamentally disagrees
with are Alexander’s theses that number is not part of the numbered and that

number does not exist apart from the enumerator who brings it into existence.

‘But number’, says Alexander, ‘is not an element in what is numbered; so that time, being a
number, is also not thus in change. Neither is the name in that of which it is the name in the
way that white may be, because the numerically identical name belongs to many things simul-

tancously, as is the case with number, but white is not identically the same in many things.'"!

He then further expands on Alexander’s account and questions the validity

of his conjectures:

But, if time gets its existence from the enumerator, and thus comes about in change, it will
not belong to it as an element in it. Therefore it does not mark its divisions. On this matter

conjecture of “the Pythagorean Paron” with regard to time also speaks up for itself. Arist.
Ph.222b17-19.

% See Evans (1955); cf. Hussey (1983).

1% That is what Jamblichus defined as “the number of self-moving movement [regarded] as
a time-like monad” (tfig yétp adToxwiTOV KIVTEWS )G povadog Ypovikiis &pduss). Simpl. In
Cat. 352.13.

Y1 Simpl. In Phys. 9.764.35-765.3.
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one must ask Alexander how the number in what is numbered does not belong to the enu-
merable, or how time that is the number of change as the enumerable does not belong to

change nor is an element in it, although it is said to be an affection and condition of change.

For he said ‘or is it because it is an affection or condition of change, being its number’.'”

Although Simplicius rejects Alexander’s explanation as invalid, it is very
much along the lines of Aristotle’s theory of the actualization of number and
numerical relations. It is therefore reasonable; and Aristotle’s theory of time
and of the now seems to point in this direction. It is worth noting that Al-
exander’s interpretation is very much present in modern scholarship and has
recently been entertained by various scholars.'”® What is particularly im-
portant in this context is Simplicius’s capacity to identify alternative and of-
ten antithetical interpretations of the issue at stake and to give a clear assess-

ment of these interpretations.
Conclusion

Simplicius’s interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of the now is intricate, sub-
tle and driven by Neopythagorean thought. His attempt to make sense of
Aristotle’s vocabulary was influential in late antiquity and has left a mark on
modern scholarship. His application of Aristotle’s analogies to this issue has
been regarded as enlightening because it clearly exhibits alternative interpre-
tative threads and shows the utility and limits of Aristotle’s analogical rea-
soning. Moreover, Simplicius’s reassessment of the theorems in Physics VI,
with the aim of clarifying Aristotle’s propaedeutic considerations in relation
to the subject of Physics IV, was warmly received in both late antique and
modern scholarship. Overall, Simplicius’s commentaries help the reader to
understand Aristotle’s at times very cryptic and puzzling discourse, enabling

them to make sense of the intended meaning of his statements and of the

192 Ihid. 9.765.7-13.

103 E.g., among the most recent studies this interpretation is featured in Coope’s mono-
graph. Thus, “the Aristotelian solution to this puzzle depends on the view that nows, like
other indivisibles, only exist if they are in some way marked out from a continuum.” Coope

(2005) p. 29.
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theory in general.'™* Nevertheless, it is clear that his interpretation of Aristo-
tle is at its root-core Neopythagorean.

The now, according to Simplicius, is the same in substrate. It is also
the same in number (but with qualifications) and species. The otherness of
the now is associated with his account of the now as before and after in
time. It participates in motion in a very particular way, gu#a having changed
without compromising the “flow of time,” without making it irregular,
without jeopardizing the unity of its substrate, which is receptive of such
opposites as prior and posterior, before and after, etc. The now is therefore
both one and many. There is no when of its having ceased. It remains and
does not remain. It moves without ever being in transition, so that it has
changed at a part of time associated with the same cluster of densely or-
dered potential divisions of time. What is important is that Simplicius, in
his commentary, does not entertain the notion of the phases of time (e.g.,
transcendent, generative, generated, etc.) and of the now,'® remaining
faithful to Aristotle, whose now stays on the same plane, so to speak, and
does not exhibit vertical differentiations.

Finally, a tendency among scholars to see Simplicius as first and fore-
most a historian of philosophy may not correspond to the view of him pre-
sented here as a very intricate thinker whose philosophical investigations
and commentaries merit recognition as theories in their own right. While
his philosophical innovations are more explicit in the Corollaries, his Com-
mentaries on Aristotle’s Physics also demonstrate a versatile thinker who en-
deavors to synthesize diverse and occasionally divergent threads into a co-

herent theory.

104 Again, it can be argued that Simplicius often adopts positions that are in open contradic-
tion to Aristotle. In the eyes of his contemporaries, however, whose philosophical training
was linked to Neoplatonism/Neopythagoreanism, such a position seemed meaningful, co-
hesive and faithful to Aristotle’s discourse.

105 See Hoffmann (1980) and Dillon (2010).
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