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Prologue

La philosophie arabe en terre d’islam a fait I’objet d’importantes
études et de recherches au sein des universités et des cercles académiques.
Cette préoccupation augmente encore de jour en jour, et ce pour plusieurs
raisons : tout d’abord les chercheurs ne cessent d’approfondir les études, de
jeter de la lumiere sur certains points négligés ou ignorés et chercher a
répondre a quelques questions suspendues ou tout simplement ébaucher de
nouvelles perspectives...

La majorité des recherches publiées jusqu’a maintenant se sont
focalisées sur la philosophie arabo-islamique de 1’Orient. Certes ceci
s’explique par la richesse de cet héritage de 1’orient ainsi que 1’importance
des sages et les philosophes de cette région. De nos jours, nombreux sont les
chercheurs qui essayent de continuer cette exploration et d’améliorer ce que
les pionniers (orientalistes et arabisants) ont réalisé dans [’histoire de la
philosophie en Occident islamique. Le Laboratoire de philosophie de la
Faculté des lettres et des sciences humaines de Marrakech s’est engagé sur
cette voie. Cest ainsi que les articles publiés dans ce présent numéro de la
revue Difaf (Rivages) ainsi que dans les numéros qui seront publiés
ultérieurement reprennent les actes du colloque international organisé par le
laboratoire LPSS et Aquinas and Arab International Work Group (AAIWG).

Les articles du présent numéro ont été collectés, revu par Jamal
RACHAK en sa qualité¢ de Directeur du LPSS et coordonnateur du projet
Neéoplatonisme en occident islamique, ainsi que :

Terence Kleven (Central College,Pella, Lowa, USA),

Janis Esots (The Institute of Ismaili Studies, London, UK)

Pour The Aquinas and the Arabs International Working Group (AAIWG)

Malheureusement, lors de la préparation de ce numéro, nous avons
recue une triste nouvelle, nous étions attristés tous par la perte de 1’habile
chercheur Janis Esots, qui avait ’habitude de sceller sa correspondance par
cette phrase :

«oatly sl celeal) oSia g gy

Tout mon souhait est de prier pour ce méprisable Janis. Nous prions
pour que son ame repose dans la paix et la tranquillité et mes sinceéres
condoléances en ce moment de deuil.

Jamal Rachak
Directeur du LPSS

Laboratoire Philosophie et Société du Savoir



The coherence of the prime mover as efficient cause
in Aristotle (with Alexander and Averroes)

David Twetten
Marquette University, USA

Qa-"zln

e "Jg¥l Dbl s o guaies (sylate 9aus Gy Buslud! clalazedl) daxle JEll lia way
Sl § Sl e dl e gan JWbs psadl Gy Ld sy of Ll sda o) - slasyl
Aleld e a5l Jgally apaall sid wpaa Jigli e

i uds iseg iy only 39,881 Syl tohau radae campld e Jod @ ilula

0o ol G USLALD 5 g "2t A, la il (dae dpumty oty (Jo¥1 ¢ jdl teliad A ) Lol

Bk 21,8 dud pudid SN 6 sadl Lof LS Let ylay S paguad! pany palas Jo LSS

Mlaas 4ple Ale"o Joall a5 g sl liyndline § oI 2lae a9 JIKEY asll

Alelall Alall ALl 2adl U1 Alae (Js¥) bl Layadlidl « slaf :mslal) Lol
Résumé

Dans cet article je réexamine les doctrines apparemment contradictoires d’Aristote a
propos du premier moteur. Je soutiens que, jusqu’a ce jour, la littérature sur ce
probléme n’a pas encore éliminé ni méme pris en considération les meilleures
raisons pour une « théorie cohérente » des textes difficiles. Mes recherches
m’aménent a remettre en question la vue prédominante parmi les experts selon
laquelle le premier moteur d’Aristote est une cause exclusivement finale et a
défendre d’une maniére nouvelle I’interprétation selon laquelle le premier moteur est
une cause efficiente. J'utilise a cette fin les plus grands commentateurs d’Aristote,
Alexandre d’Aphrodise et Averro¢s. Avant de me lancer dans ce projet dans la
deuxiéme partie de 1’article, je définis d’abord ce que j’entends par « théorie
cohérente » et j'examine les problémes grevant les théories courantes sur le sujet.
Dans la premiére partie, donc, un argument se dessine pour la facon de procéder,
ainsi qu’une base pour élaborer une autre position. An ceeur de la deuxiéme partie,
j’introduis la clé pour résoudre les incohérences textuelles apparentes : le moteur
absolument premier d’Aristote se doit d’étre pensé comme étant d’abord, non pas
« efficient », mais une « cause source » a partic d’ou le mouvement commence,
puisqu’il se meut non pas comme un artiste mais comme 1’art dans l'intellect du
premier artiste. La troisiéme partie propose en conséquence une nouvelle lecture du
«texte problématique» de Meétaphysique A.7 qui suggére une « cause
exclusivement finale ».
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Abstract

I reexamine in this paper Aristotle’s apparently contradictory doctrines regarding the
causality of the prime mover. In the scholarship to date on the problem, I argue, the
best grounds for a “coherence theory” of the relevant difficult texts have not yet
been eliminated or even considered. My findings lead me to call into question the
received scholarly opinion that Aristotle’s prime mover is an exclusively final cause
and to defend in a new way the efficient causal interpretation, using the greatest
commentators on Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias and Averroes. Before
embarking on this project in Part 2, I first identify what I mean by a “coherence
theory,” and I locate the problems with theories that are current. In Part 1, then,
there emerges an argument for how to proceed, as well as a foundation for an
alternative position. At the center of Part 2, I introduce the key to dissolving the
apparent textual incoherences: Aristotle’s absolutely first mover should be thought
of first, not as an “efficient,” but as a “source cause” whence motion begins, since it
moves, not as an artist, but as the art in the first artist’s mind. Part 3 proposes, as a
result, a new reading of the “Problem Text” of Metaphysics A.7 that suggests an
“exclusively final cause.”

1. Cataloguing Positions on the Prime Mover since Zeller and
Jaeger: The Problem for Available “Coherence Theories”

1.1 Coherence vs. Incoherence Theories

The problem of the prime mover has long dominated the scholarly
study of Aristotle’s philosophy. In the nineteenth century, German scholars
addressed the problem in their endeavor to recover the doctrine of the
historical Aristotle. As they saw, Aristotle’s prime mover deserves a place of
its own in history and should not be anachronistically identified with the
God of Scripture, especially as understood by the scholastic “Aristotelians.”
Their scholarship provoked the great controversy which pitted the historian
Zeller against the philosopher Brentano.! The two major questions they

' For the controversy between Zeller and Brentano, see Eduard Zeller, _Die
Philosophie der Griechen, 3rd ed. (Leipzig, 1879), vol. 2.2, pp. 365-379; “Uber
die Lehre des Aristoteles von der Ewigkeit des Geistes,” in Kleine Schriften, ed. O.
Leuze (Berlin, 1910), vol. 1, pp. 263-290; Franz Brentano, Die Psychologie des
Aristoteles inbesonders seine Lehre vom NOUS POIETIKOS (Mainz, 1867), pp.
234-250; “Uber den Creationismus des Aristoteles,” Sitzungsberichte der
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, Philosophisch-historische Klasse 101.10
(1882) 95-126; Aristoteles’ Lehre vom Ursprung des menschlichen Geistes
(Leipzig, 1911), pp. 26-33. Zeller’s position that the prime movers are final causes
immediately moving an inanimate, corporeal heavens in the mode of an exemplar
was identified as “Platonic” by Brentano and traced to Schwegler by Enrico Berti,
“Da chi ¢ amato il Motore immobile su Aristotele, Metaph. XII 6-7,” Méthexis 10
(1997) 59-82 at pp. 69-70. See also the excellent discussion in Stephen Menn,
“Zeller and the Debates about Aristotle’s Metaphysics,” in Eduard Zeller:
Philosophie- und Wissenschafisgeschichte im 19. Jahrhundert, ed. Gerald Hartung
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2009), pp. 93-121.
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posed continue to frame the discussion of much subsequent literature. First,
does Aristotle’s prime mover create the world,! or is it merely the final cause
of a world it will never know?? And second, is Aristotle a monotheist, or
does he affirm, in fact, a plurality of prime movers, as many as there are
everlasting motions to explain?® The triumph of Zeller’s answer is evident in

! Brentano’s ascription of monotheistic creation to Aristotle is defended by Anton
Bullinger, Des Aristoteles Erhabenheit iiber allen Dualismus (Munich, 1878),
pp. 19-21; Aristoteles und Professor Zeller in Berlin (Munich, 1880), pp. 42-58;
and by Eugen Rolfes in Die Philosophie des Aristoteles: als Naturkldirung und
Weltschauung (Leipzig, 1923), pp. 372-373. For Rolfes on Aristotle, cf. Die
aristotelische Auffasung vom Verhdltnisse Gottes zur Welt und zum Menschen
(Berlin, 1892). See also his controversy with A. Stdckl, in Stockl’s “Die
Ideenlehre und Schopfungstheorie bei Plato, Aristoteles und dem hl. Thomas,”
Katholik 64 (1884) 113-134, and “Die Ideenlehre und Schopfungstheorie bei
Aristoteles noch einmal,” Ibid., pp. 592-609; Rolfes, “Ein Beitrag zur Wiirdigung
der Aristotelischen Gotteslehre,” Ibid., pp. 449-464. For other discussions, see
Jacques Chevalier, “Aristote et s. Thomas d’Aquin, ou I’idée de création,” Les
Lettres 14 (1927) 427-447; Regis Jolivet, “Aristote et la notion de création,” Revue
des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 19 (1930) 5-50, 209-235 (reprinted in
Essai sur les rapports entre la pensée grecque et la pensée chrétienne [Paris,
1931], pp. 1-84); Francis Xavier Meehan, Efficient Causality in Aristotle and St.
Thomas (Washington, DC, 1940), pp. 52-57.

Important recent proponents of Zeller’s position that the prime mover is solely a
final cause include Jean-Baptiste Gourinat, “Le premier moteur selon Physique
VII et Métaphysique A: physique et philosophie premicre,” Physique et
métaphysique chez Aristote, ed. M. Bonelli (Paris, 2012), pp. 175-206; and Alberto
Ross, Dios, eternidad y movimiento en Aristoteles (Pamplona, 2007), with an
excellent review of recent literature. Among important past proponents, see
Clodius Piat, Aristote (Paris, 1903), pp. 107-123; Walter David Ross, in his review
of F. Brentano’s Aristoteles’ Lehre vom Ursprung des menschlichen Geistes, in
Mind 23 (1914) 289-291; Id., Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Oxford, 1924), vol. 1,
pp- cxxxvi- cxxxvii; Jacques Chevalier, La Notion du nécessaire chez Aristote et
chez ses prédécesseurs, particulierement chez Platon (Paris, 1915), pp. 137-187;
and, Augustin Mansion, “L’Action du Dieu moteur d’Aristote sur le monde,”
Library of the 10th International Congress of Philosophy (Amsterdam, 1949),
vol. 1, pp. 1091-1093.

For subsequent defenses of a kind of monotheism, see Walther Brocker, Aristoteles
(Frankfurt am Main, 1935), p.224; M. Bousset, “Sur la théologie d’Aristote:
Monothéisme ou polythéisme?” Revue thomiste 44 (1938) 798-805; Donald James
Allan, The Philosophy of Aristotle (London, 1952), pp. 120-121; David Stewart,
“Aristotle’s Doctrine of the Unmoved Mover,” The Thomist 37 (1973) 522-547,
Michael Frede, “Monotheism and Pagan Philosophy in Later Antiquity,” in Pagan
Monotheism in Late Antiquity, ed. by Polymnia Athanassiadi and Michael Frede
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 41-67 at pp. 48-50, 55-57. For the opposed view, see
especially Philip Merlan, “Aristotle’s Unmoved Movers,” Traditio 4 (1946) 1-30.
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the almost universal acceptance it still wins today. Two tenets are
everywhere acknowledged as typifying Aristotelian “theology”: that the first
cause moves only as an end, and that there are many first incorporeal
substances or prime movers.

Although Zeller’s answer has gained acceptance, there remain
embarrassing passages in which Aristotle speaks as if there were only one
prime mover, or as if the prime mover were an efficient cause.! Such
inconsistencies have given rise, in this century, to a number of
reinterpretations of Aristotle’s doctrine on the prime mover. These novel
interpretations fall generally into two classes, into what I call “theories of
coherence” and “theories of incoherence.” A theory of coherence proposes to
resolve a contradiction in doctrine, whereas a theory of incoherence admits a
doctrinal contradiction and proposes to account for it in some way. The most
common theories of incoherence are the genetic theories for reinterpreting
Aristotle, which all take their inspiration from the great German philologian,
Werner Jaeger.? According to these, contradictions between treatises, or
between passages within a given treatise, can be ascribed to a development
in Aristotle’s views as his thought matured. Lingering problems with the
prime mover, then, were, until not long ago most typically resolved through
some such theory of incoherence.® Accordingly, Aristotle’s apparent

!'In order to avoid confusion with the ‘moving cause’ which is an end, I use in Part 1
the conventional term ‘efficient cause’ for one of Aristotle’s four causes: ©fev =
apx< 11¢ kiviioewe; Aristotelis Metaphysica, ed. W. Jaeger (Oxford, 1957) A.3
983a30; A.2 1013a29-32; Aristotelis Physica, ed. W. D. Ross (Oxford, 1950) 2.3
194a29-32.

2 Werner Jaeger, Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner Entwicklung
(Berlin, 1923. Jaeger does not himself address the contradiction between the first
efficient mover of the Physics and the first final mover of the Metaphysics,
focusing instead on the problem regarding the number of unmoved movers.

3 For some theories of incoherence, see Marcel de Corte, “La Causalité du premier
moteur dans la philosophie aristotélicienne,” Revue d histoire de la philosophie 5
(1931) 105-146 (reprinted with revisions in Corte’s Aristote et Plotin [Paris,
1935], pp. 107-175); Hans von Arnim, Die Entstehung der Gotteslehre des
Aristoteles(Vienna, 1931); W. K. C. Guthrie, “The Development of Aristotle’s
Theology,” Classical Quarterly 27 (1933) 162-171, and vol. 28 (1934) 90-98;
Emilio Oggioni, La ‘filosofia prima’ di Aristotele: Saggio di riconstruzione e di
interpretazione (Milan, 1939), pp. 332-333; Genevi¢ve Rodis-Lewis, “Hypothéses
sur 1’évolution de la théologie d’Aristote,” in La Philosophie et ses problemes:
Recueil d’études de doctrine et d’histoire offert a Monseigneur R. Jolivet (Paris,
1960), pp. 45-68; H. J. Easterling, “The Unmoved Mover in Early Aristotle,”
Phronesis 6 (1961) 252-265; J. M. Laso Gonzales, “Dos concepciones del motor
inmévil incompatibles entre si: El libro VIII de los Physica y el libro XII de los
Metaphysica de Aristoteles,” Revista de filosofia 25 (1966) 379-414; Simon
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references to a prime mover which is both unique and efficient are often
ascribed to Aristotle’s more platonic period. Whether such statements stem
from his untainted youth or from his senility depends on the scholar, but
what is agreed upon is that they are “unaristotelian.”

Now, for all the merits of such theories of incoherence, unless they
can appeal to extrinsic evidence, their conclusiveness depends wholly on
their establishing that a contradiction exists in Aristotle’s corpus. Thus, the
very defense of a theory of incoherence requires that all theories of
coherence be shown to fail. In other words, sound methodology demands, I
argue, that every theory of coherence be exhausted before resorting to a
theory of incoherence.

1.2 The Problem of the Coherence of the Physics and
Metaphysics on the Causality of the Prime Mover

For the reasons mentioned, I do not find present coherence theories
adequate (although I regard the return to efficient causal interpretations to be
promising sign). Before turning to these inadequacies, it is necessary to have
clearly in mind the apparent inconsistencies in Aristotle which have
prompted the proliferation of theories.! The problem, in a nutshell, is that
Aristotle’s two main discussions of the prime mover appear to contradict
each other, namely, that of Physics 7 and 8 and that of Metaphysics A. There
is no doubt that Metaphysics A.7 presents the prime mover as a final cause.
As a separate substance that is completely simple and in actuality, it stands
outside the cosmos and moves it as something loved.” But there is also no
doubt that the Physics arrives at a prime mover which moves through
efficient causality.® The prime mover there is said to be “in the
circumference” of the celestial sphere,* and acts through contact with it.” It
apparently follows that the prime mover of one treatise, precisely as first and

Decloux, Temps, Dieu, liberté dans les commentaires aristotéliciens de saint
Thomas d’Aquin (Brussels, 1967), pp. 99-106; Leo Elders, Aristotle’s Theology: A
Commentary on Book Lambda of the Metaphysics (Assen, 1972), pp. 13-14. For
discussion of genetic theories, see Alberto Ross, Dios, eternidad y movimiento en
Aristoteles pp. 192-99.

! Cf. esp. Corte, Aristote et Plotin, pp. 153-155, 170-172. For discussion, see Bernd
Manuwald, Studien zum Unbewegten Beweger in der Naturphilosophie des
Aristoteles (Mainz, 1989), pp. 9-19.

*Metaph. A.7 1072a25-b8.

3 See the express words of Phys. 7.2 243a32-33, insisting that the movers in the
series there are ‘moving’ rather than final causes.

4 Phys. 8.10 267b7.

5 Cf. Phys. 8.5 258a18-b5.
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unmoved, can do without the prime mover of the other treatise. In fact, the
two prime movers appear to be irreducibly opposed to each other.
Furthermore, are not the two accounts of the prime mover themselves
mutually exclusive? In the Physics, motion proceeds from the prime mover
to the world, whereas in the Metaphysics, motion comes from the world and
proceeds towards the end of its desire. On the Physics’ account, the prime
mover serves as the beginning of motion. It directly acts upon or pushes the
heavenly spheres and thereby extends its moving causality to each of the
elements in motion below it. On the Metaphysics’ account, the prime mover
seems to be only the end and object of desire toward which all things are
moved. It itself directly begins no change and actually does nothing. Instead,
it apparently presupposes a self-moving heaven which begins motion by
contemplating and loving the end—assuming that “desire” is not a metaphor for
the non-cognizant natural motion of the outermost sphere. This fact explains
why the prime mover of the Metaphysics, which Aristotle identifies as “god” in
Book A.7 alone, need not know the world. A prime mover that is an efficient
cause would presumably know the effect which it brings about, whereas a mere
final cause need not know, but instead is known by, what strives for it. In fact,
the Metaphysics argues that god cannot know things less than god but must be
merely a self-thinking thought. Thus, the unmoved efficient cause which is
absolutely first in the Physics is either irrelevant or is a distant second and even a
moved mover in the eyes of Aristotle’s Metaphysics.

1.3 The Available Coherence Theories

Aristotle’s own text, then, appears to call for a theory of
incoherence. At the same time, theories of coherence of seemingly every sort
have been developed to resolve the apparent contradictions. These theories
are reducible to three main types, to what I call “theories of dual identity,
reduction, or subordination.” According to each of the first two, unlike a
theory of subordination, the prime mover in the Physics is the same as that in
the Metaphysics. For a “theory of dual identity,” the same prime mover
possesses two forms of causality, both efficient and final, but only one form
is established in each treatise.! To many, such a theory today has seemed

! Such theories often solve the problem, in effect, by rejecting it as a false dilemma.
See, for example, Vincent E.Smith, “The Prime Mover: Physical and
Metaphysical Considerations,” Proceedings of the American Catholic
Philosophical Association 28 (1954) 78-94, at pp. 84-88; Benedict M. Ashley,
Aristotle’s Sluggish Earth: The Problematics of the De Caelo (River Forest, Ill.,
1958), p. 46 n. 17; Michael J. Buckley, Motion and Motion’s God (Princeton,
1971), pp. 7, 84-85.
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archaic, but it has recently been vigorously defended by those who take
Aristotle’s prime mover to be the immediate efficient mover of the heavenly
spheres,! perhaps even identical to a celestial soul.? For a “theory of
reduction,” however, the prime mover possesses only one form of causality,
so that the causality established in one treatise is reduced to, transformed
into or is reinterpreted exclusively in light of the causality of the other.?
Theories of reduction come in several varieties. According to recent views,
the prime mover is in reality nothing but an efficient cause,* or nothing but a
formal cause.” The most common view, of course, is that the prime mover
turns out to be nothing but a final cause. On the standard version, the

' David Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West: Metaphysics and the Division of
Christendom (Cambridge, 2004), pp. 39-43, for whom, if there is an ensouled
outermost sphere or stars, these souls have nothing to do with the causality of
motion (44 n. 32). For previous defenses of first efficient causality, see Jacques
Maritain, “Controverses aristotéliciennes,” in La Philosophie bergsonienne:
Etudes crmques 3rd ed. (Paris, 1948) pp. 340-361; Jolivet, Essai sur les rapports
entre la pensée grecque et la pensée chrétienne, pp.34-38; Meehan, Efficient
Causality in Aristotle and St. Thomas, pp. 85-97; Paul Siwek, “Comment le
Premier Moteur meut ’univers,” Divinitas 11 (1967) 388-392; Venant Cauchy,
“La Causalité divine chez Aristote,” in Mélanges a la mémoire de Charles De
Koninck (Quebec, 1968), pp. 103-114; Carlo Giacon, La causalita del motore
immobile (Padua, 1969), pp. 87-97; Michael J. Buckley, Motion and Motion’s God
(Princeton, 1971), pp. 7, 84-85.

Sarah Broadie, “Que fait le premier moteur d’Aristote? (Sur la théologie du livre
Lambda de la ‘Métaphysique’)” Revue Philosophique de la France et de
/ Etranger 183 (1993) 375-411, at pp. 409-11; Aryeh Kosman, “Aristotle’s Prime
Mover,” in Self-Motion: From Aristotle to Newton eds. M. L. Gill and J. Lennox
(Princeton, 1994), pp. 135-153. A “theory of dual identity,” as Kosman indicates
(144), must hold that the efficient and final causality are (only) conceptually
distinct; cf. Broadie, /bid. pp. 397-98.

Sometimes the idea of a transformation in causality between the two works is made
more or less explicit, as in the well-known and influential discussion of W. D.
Ross, Aristotle’s Physics (Oxford, 1936), pp. 99-100, and in Id., Aristotle, 6th ed.,
J. Ackrill (ed.) (London, 1995), pp. 96, 101-102, and 187; in the latter Ross gives
the well-known formula: for Aristotle, “God is the efficient cause by being the
final cause, but in no other way.”

Berti’s first revised view, inspired by Broadie, is followed thus far by Bradshaw:
the prime mover is a transcendent efficient cause, which is a final cause only of
itself, not of the heavens (whose motion ensoulment cannot explain; 62); Berti,
“Da chi ¢ amato il Motore immobile?” pp. 76-79. Subsequently, Berti follows
Annick Stevens, “La causalit¢ de 'intellect dans la Métaphysique et le traité De
I’Ame,” in La causaltte chez Aristote, eds. L. Couloubaritsis and S. Delcomminette
(Paris, 2011), pp. 125-138, in denying that the prime mover is a final cause at all;
Enrico Berti, “Ancora sulla causalita del motore immobile,” Méthexis 20 (2007) 7-
28. See the criticism of Berti by Jean-Baptiste Gourinat, “L’intellect divin
d’Aristote est-il cause efficiente?” Bolletino filosofico, Universita della Calabria
20 (2004) 54-81.

5 Stevens, “La causalité de I’intellect dans la Métaphysique.”
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Physics’ prime mover is reinterpreted in light of the Metaphysics’ to be a
transcendent final cause only.! On another version, the Metaphysics® prime
mover is reinterpreted in light of the Physics’ discussion to be an immanent
soul of the first sphere which moves as final cause alone.” By contrast, a
“theory of subordination” distinguishes the prime mover proved in the

'See Gourinat, “Le premier moteur selon Physique VIII et Métaphysique A,” pp.
203-204. See also Felix Ravaisson, Essai sur la métaphysique d’Aristote (Paris,
1837), vol. 1, pp. 568-577; Konrad Elser, Die Lehre des Aristoteles iiber das
Wirken Gottes (Miinster, 1893), pp. 92-96; Jolivet, Essai sur les rapports entre la
pensée grecque et la pensée chrétienne, pp. ix, 22-23, 35-36; Gerard Verbeke, “La
Physique d’Aristote est-elle une ontologie?” Pensamiento 35 (1979) 171-194, at
183-187; Helen (Schutzberger) Lang, “Aristotle and the Supreme Mover of the
Physics,” Ph.D. diss. (Toronto, 1977), p. 142, and /d. “Aristotle’s First Movers and
the Relation of Physics to Theology,” The New Scholasticism 52 (1988) 500-517,
William Lane Craig, The Cosmological Argument from Plato to Leibniz (London,
1980), p. 35; Joan Franks, “The Relation of the Sublunary Substances to God in
Aristotle,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 66
(1992) 175-180, at p. 178. W. D. Ross, in agreeing with Elser, is critical of Zeller’s
position that the prime movers are final causes immediately moving inanimate,
corporeal heavens (Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, pp. cxxxvi-cxxxvii). An
interpretation of Aristotle agreeing with Zeller’s has been maintained by Pierre
Duhem in Le Systéeme du monde: Histoire de doctrines cosmologiques de Platon a
Copernic (Paris, 1913-1956), vol. 1, p. 175; for Duhem, the view that the heavens
have souls in addition to separate final causes stems not from Aristotle but from
Pseudo-Alexander and the Arab neoplatonists (/bid., vol. 5, p. 441). Cf. also Paul
Siwek, “Comment le Premier Moteur meut 1’univers,” Divinitas 11 (1967)
388-392, at pp. 391-392; Friedrich Solmsen, Aristotle’s System of the Physical
World: A Comparison with his Predecessors (Ithaca, 1960), pp. 230-234; Augustin
Mansion, “Le Dieu d’Aristote et le Dieu des Chrétiens,” in La Philosophie et ses
problemes: Recueil d'études de doctrine et d'histoire offert a Monseigneur R.
Jolivet (Paris: 1960) 22-44, at p.43; Franks, “The Relation of the Sublunary
Substances to God in Aristotle,” p. 178. The position held by Solmsen and by G.
A. Seeck, in “‘Nachtrige im achten Buch der ‘Physik’ des Aristoteles,”
Abhandlungen der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschafilichen Klasse (Darmstadt, 1965),
p. 151, that Physics 8 rejects altogether the hypothesis of a self-mover, has been
aptly criticized by David Furley, in “Self-Movers,” in Essays on Aristotle’s Ethics,
ed. A. Rorty (Berkeley, 1980), pp. 55-67, at pp. 57-59 (reprinted from Aristotle on
Mind and the Senses, ed. G. E. R. LLoyd and G. E. L. Owen [Cambridge, 1978],
pp- 165-179).

René Mugnier, La Théorie du premier moteur et ['évolution de la pensée aristotélicienne
(Paris, 1930). For him efficiency is ascribed to this soul in a metaphorical sense (p. 111)
and to move as a final cause alone is proper to souls (115-118). In ibid. pp. 56-59,
Mugnier dissents from the “immanentist” theory of Charles Werner, in Aristote et
lidéalisme platonicien (Paris, 1910), according to which Aristotle’s prime mover is a
soul of the entire world and not merely of a celestial sphere.
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Physics from that proved in the Metaphysics, and it regards the former as
ordered to and moved by the latter. On this theory, the Physics’ prime mover
is an immanent soul of the heavens, which is in turn moved by the
transcendent final cause of the Metaphysics.'

The least satisfying of these theories, to my mind, is the reduction
theory, ironically the most common theory of coherence. It succeeds only by
disregarding the clear meaning of Aristotle’s text: that the Physics affirms an
efficient prime mover (or, as recently in Berti, that Metaphysics A.7 affirms
a first final cause) and, indeed, that Physics 7-8 only first arrives at such a
being through efficient causality. Nevertheless, the other theories raise
difficulties of their own. The “dual identity” theory also appears to disregard
the clear meaning of Metaphysics A.7 where the prime mover is only
affirmed to be a prime mover as a final cause. Also, why is it necessary that
such a mover also move as final cause what it already moves as efficient,
especially if this is a non-cognizant celestial sphere? Although the
subordination theory appears more promising than these, it raises similar
difficulties. It disregards the fact that there is no mention of celestial souls in
the Physics. And, in any case, would they not be accidentally moved along
with their bodies, a property expressly denied of the Physics’ prime mover?
Finally, no argument in the Mefaphysics infers from a celestial soul to a prior
final cause. This failure, then, of even the most promising theory of
coherence appears to confirm that Aristotle’s prime mover is intelligible
only through some theory of incoherence.

2. A Two-Stage Subordination Theory of Coherence in “Clever
Aristotle” and His Commentators

In what follows, I identify the textual grounds in Aristotle for an
alternative coherence theory, using also texts of the greatest commentators.
In general, I propose that there are two prior efficient causes to account for
the rotation of each celestial sphere, as was held by Alexander and Averroes:
a celestial soul and a prior separate intellect. How is that possible? The paper

! Jean Paulus, “La Théorie du premier moteur chez Aristote,” Revue de philosophie
33 (1933) 259-294, 394-424; Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the
Aristotelian Metaphysics, 3rd ed. (Toronto, 1978), pp.438-439 n. 10; “The
Conclusion of the Prima Via,” in St. Thomas Aquinas on the Existence of God:
Collected Papers of Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., ed. John R. Catan (Albany, 1980), pp.
142-168, at pp. 145-153 (reprinted from The Modern Schoolman 30 [1952-1953]
33-53, 109-121, 203-215); “Aquinas and the Proof from the ‘Physics’,” Mediaeval
Studies 28 (1966) 122-127; Fernand Van Steenberghen, Le Probleme de
I’existence de Dieu dans les écrits de s. Thomas d’Aquin (Louvain-la-Neuve,
1980), pp. 251-252, 261, 313.
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operates under the assumption that the corpus Aristotelicum is, in the main,
written by an author who could resolve most of the apparent problems left in
the text without dismissing any passages as we have them (or many: some
are undoubtedly “early”). I call him “clever Aristotle,” adopting a familiar
trope.! In other words, “clever Aristotle” offers grounds for a theory of
coherence (and, if called upon, could fill in any inevitable gaps). In what
follows, “clever Aristotle” is a heuristic device for the author whose thought
is reached by what is often called a “charitable reading” of the text. We
know of Aristotle that he is an historical figure, not of “clever Aristotle.”
Yet, the classical commentators, with rare exceptions, identified the two, and
therefore they are of particular interest in the investigation of coherence
theories. As I argue in stages in what follows, the textual evidence points to
the fact that (section 2.1) the prime mover proved by Physics 8.6, the first
stage of the “Prime Mover Argument” of “clever Aristotle,” is a celestial
soul that efficiently moves the heavenly body on the model of any other
soul’s causality. The acceptance of celestial souls is easy to establish for the
greatest commentators on “clever Aristotle,” Alexander and Averroes,
together with their view that the celestial soul is not even accidentally moved
with its body, as according to Physics 8.6. In sections 2.2 and 2.4, I give
evidence that for Alexander and Averroes, the absolutely first prime mover,
a separate intellect or Intelligence, is also an efficient cause. If so, there must
be a second stage in the argument where “clever Aristotle” arrives at an
efficient cause beyond a celestial soul. There are three, not mutually
exclusive possibilities. In section 2.3, I propose that we have missed these
possibilities because we have had too narrow a view of what an efficient
cause is, for Aristotle. What emerges is an alternative coherence theory, and,
in particular, a “subordination theory” in a specific sense. I suggest that
“clever Aristotle” offers a “subordination of arguments,” such that, whether
in Physics 8.10 (with Averroes and John of Jandun) or in Metaphysics A.6,
or in both, a “second ontological stage” in the ‘“Prime Mover Argument”
affirms a separate intellect prior to the celestial soul proved by Physics 8.6.
Thus, the discussions of Physics 7-8 and Metaphysics A, as well as the prime
mover’s causalities each discussion defends, can be harmonized. The highest
mover, for “clever Aristotle,” is both an efficient and a final cause, as for
“dual identity theory,” when “efficient cause” is understood in the
unaccustomed sense of the art in the mind of the artist. Aristotle’s prime
mover moves “efficiently” as the art in the intellect of the cosmic artist, the

!'See David Charles, “Some Comments on Prof. Enrico Berti’s Paper ‘Being and
Essence in Contemporary Interpretations of Aristotle’,” in Individuals, Essence and
Identity: Themes of Analytic Metaphysics, eds A. Bottani, M. Carrara, and P.

Giaretta (Dordrecht: Springer, 2011), pp. 109-126.
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celestial soul. Thus, as for “subordination theory,” there is a subordination of
the so-called “prime mover” of Physics 8.6, the celestial soul, to the prior
prime mover of Metaphysics A.6, and perhaps Physics 8.10.

2.1 Aristotle’s Arrival at a Celestial Soul as Prime Mover by
Physics 8.6 and Alexander’s Celestial Soul

What is the major reason for our scholarly disagreements over the
prime mover? We often do not take seriously enough that the foundations for
the prime mover are in the Physics of “clever Aristotle,” not in the
Metaphysics.! We like to jump to the end of the story, found in five chapters
of Aristotle’s culminating “science.” But Metaphysics Lambda itself
summarizes reasoning found only in Physics 8, and Lambda’s conclusions
fall apart without such reasoning. Physics seeks the explanation of change,
establishing that everything in motion is moved by something distinct from
itself as moved. This “Mover Causality Principle” sets up an infinite regress
argument in both Books 7 and 8. Observe, first, Aristotle’s examples as he
establishes the “Mover Causality Principle” and sets up the regress in
Physics 8.4-6: a person causing motion with a stick, the wind dislodging a
stone, one thing heating or carrying another, a teacher teaching, a doctor
healing, the soul moving the body, a self-moving animal. None of these can
be reduced to an exclusively final cause. In Physics 7.2, Aristotle even
contrasts a “first mover” as efficient vs. as final cause in order to exclude
consideration of the first final cause. For, his argument there fails if the
regress envisions merely a first final cause. Where is the argument that a first
final cause must be other than what it effects, or that the first thing moved,
the heavens, cannot be moved for its own sake? Hence, Aristotle writes:

T1 The prime mover, not as “that | To 8¢ mpdTov Kivodv, U Og 1O 0O
on account of which,” but [as] | &vexev, &AL’ 60ev 1 dpyn TS
“whence is the beginning of | kivioewg, duo @ Kwovuéve EoTi.
motion,” is together with that which | Aristotle, Physica 7.2 243a3-5 (ed.
is moved. Ross 1950).

! On this point the outstanding scholarship of a Sarah Broadie, a Richard Sorabji, a
Jean Paulus or a W. D. Ross concurs with the classical commentators; see Sarah
(Waterlow) Broadie, Nature, Change, and Agency in Aristotle’s Physics: A4
Philosophical Study (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1982); Richard Sorabji,
Matter, Space and Motion: Theories in Antiquity and Their Sequel (Ithaca: Cornell
University, 1988); The Philosophy of the Commentators, 200-600 AD: A
Sourcebook, vol. 2: Physics, ed. Richard Sorabji (London: Duckworth, 2004); Jean
Paulus, “La Théorie du premier moteur chez Aristote;”; and W. D. Ross,
Aristotle’s Physics.
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Notice that we can generalize this point: every motion requires a
prior efficient cause, so that if the motion of the heavens has a cause that is
exclusively final, as many interpreters hold in the wake of Zeller, then the
heavens violate the “Mover Causality Principle.” Only “careless Aristotle”
destroys his own “Prime Mover Argument,” not “clever Aristotle.”

Accordingly, On Generation and Destruction describes the
Physics’ treatment as regarding the efficient cause, while reserving for
Metaphysics the final determination regarding this efficient cause:

T2 One cause is “whence is the
beginning of motion,” another is “the
matter”. . . About the former, we said
previously in the treatises on motion
that, on the one hand, there is what is
immobile for all time, on the other,
what is always moved. And,
concerning the first of these [two], it
is the task of a prior philosophy to
make a determination.

Ovbong & aitiog pdg pev 60ev v
apymv etvai Qopey TS KIVAGE®S, Hdic
6¢ thg UAng, v TolwTV odtiov
Aextéov. Tlepi pev yap ékeivng gipntan
TPOTEPOV &V TOIG TEPL  KIVIOEWG
Aoyotg, Ot €oti TO pEV AKiviiTov TOV
dmavto ypovov, 10 O Kivovpevoy Gel.
Tobtov mepl pév tig £tépac apyig
TPOTEPUG  Olerelv  €oTL  UAOGOPING
gpyov- Aristotle, De generatione et
corruptione 1.3 318al-5 (ed. Rashed).

The fact that Aristotle’s Physics 8 contains evidence for celestial

ensoulment is frequently denied in the scholarly literature. Berti and
Bradshaw, for example, as we have seen, either deny celestial ensoulment
(except as a heuristic device) or accept the ensoulment of outermost sphere
and/or the stars in a way that plays no role in causing motion: the immediate
efficient mover of the heavens is the prime mover of Lambda 6 and 7.! They
believe that De caelo 2.2 is not the work of “clever Aristotle.” We might

remind ourselves of that text, indicated in bold:

T3 Since we have previously
determined that in things having the
principle of motion [within them],
such powers [as the right and left]
are present in them, and [since] the
heaven is ensouled and has the
principle of motion [within it], it is
clear that it also has “up,” “down,”
“right,” and “left.”

Hyiv ¢’ énei diopioton Tpdtepov 4Tt
&v 10lg &yovov apynV KwNnoemg ol
TOIDTOl SUVALES EVOTTAPYOVOLY, O
0’ ovpavog Epyuyos Kol Exel
KIWVI|GEMS apynyv, ofjlov dtt Exet Kol
70 Gve Kol TO KAt Kol 10 €10V Kol
10 Gprotepodv; Aristotle, De caelo 2.2
285a27-31 (ed. Moraux).

I See, in addition to two notes above citing Bradshaw and Berti (revised view), Enrico
Berti, “La causalita del Motore immobile secondo Aristotele,” Gregorianum 83 (2002)
637-654 at pp. 646-47 and 652.
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Jean Paulus’ paper from 1933 still offers the best account of how the
Physics’ reasoning works. Aristotle, according to Paulus, presupposes
throughout Physics 8 that the heavens are ensouled, and that the highest
moved mover is a self-mover.! We can see this especially in Text 4, where
Aristotle’s conclusion is cleverly expressed in a disjunction:

T4 ... so thataccording to this . ®ote xol xoatd todTov TOV

argument, either immediately that
which is moved is moved by what
moves itself, or at some time we
arrive at such.

Adyov fjtor eubig TO Kivovpevov
V7O 100 0O TO KIvODVTOG KIvelTol, i
gpyetoi mote &ic TO TO0DTOV;
Aristotle, Physica 8.5 256b1-3 (ed.

Ross).

I add, however, that Aristotle even gives an argument for the
existence of a first self-mover in Physics 8.5, an argument which is accepted
even by Aquinas,”> and Averroes devises a second argument, which is
followed by Albert the Great.* However, Aristotle himself usually expresses
his conclusion conditionally, with the result that his “cleverness” can be
overlooked. In Texts 5 and 6, I list two instances of this conditional
conclusion (putting in bold-face the conditional).

T5 ... [I|f . . . the first mover is
moved, and [if it is moved but] not
by another, it is necessary that it be

... &l obv dmov pév 10 KvovpEVoV
VIO TWVOG KWETOL, 10 08 TPATOV
Kvodv Kiveltol pév, ovy O dAAOV

¢, avaykn avtd VY’ avTod
KweloOor;, Aristotle, Physica 8.5
256a20-22 (ed. Ross).

moved by itself.

! See Paulus, “La Théorie du premier moteur chez Aristote,” 267-277, 293 and 421.
But why would an immanent mover not be accidentally self-moved? See the
discussion of Joseph Owens, “The Reality of the Aristotelian Separate Movers,”
Review of Metaphysics 3 (1949-50) 319-337.

2 See Twetten, “Clearing a ‘Way’ for Aquinas: How the Proof from Motion
Concludes to God,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical
Association 70 (1996) 259-78 at p. 262 at n. 38.

3 See Twetten, “Averroes on the Prime Mover Proved in the Physics,” Viator:
Medieval and Renaissance Studies 26 (1995) 107-134 at 116-17; Id. “Albert the
Great on Whether Natural Philosophy Proves God’s Existence,” Archives
d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen age 64 (1997) 7-58, at pp. 16—18.

65



T6 If this [first mover] is moved, | i oDv kwveltar pév todto, pny dAo
and [if] there is not another moving | 6¢ 0 KwoOV oOTO, AVAYKN OVTO
it, it is necessary that it move itself. | abT0 Kwelv'; Aristotle, Physica 8.5
256a33-b1 (ed. Ross).

Text 7, in fact, shows that Physics 8.5 concludes both to a first self-
mover and to a first unmoved mover:

T7 After having established that | . . . @poidvteg &’ émi todTO KOi
everything moved is moved by | 0évteg Gmav 10 Kwvoduevov Vo
something [else], and that this | Tivog xwveicOon, koi todT eivon 1
[mover] is either unmoved or | dxivnitov 1  kivovpevov, Kol
moved — and always moved either | kivoduevov §| V@’ avtod 7 o’
by itself or by another, we have | GAlov dei, mponibouev Emi 10
arrived at the affirmation that | Aafelv 6Tt t@V Kivovpévev Eotiv
among things moved, the principle | dpyn Kvovpévov pEv 6 avTd E0VTO
of the things moved is, on the one | /259b/ «wel, moviov d¢ 10
hand, what moves itself; /259b/ on | dxivntov; Aristotle, Physica 8.5
the other hand, among all things, | 259a30-b2 (ed. Ross).

[the principle is what is] unmoved.

But how is this dual conclusion possible? The commentators have no
problem here: clever Aristotle believes the heavens are self-moved (and
therefore animated; although Physics 8 always presents its conclusions very
abstractly, never mentioning a celestial soul, and very rarely the heavens,
one should not conclude that the ensouled heavens are not envisioned by
Aristotle in Physics 8). But the prime mover within the first self-mover is
itself unmoved. That is very clever.

As experts like Sorabji steeped in Aristotle’s Physics, know, the key
text is the denial that the unmoved mover that belongs to the self-moving
whole is even moved by itself per accidens, in the way that a terrestrial soul
would be moved as carried by its body. Now, that text creates a difficulty:
how can there be a celestial soul that is not per accidens moved and carried
along with its body? The answer involves a paper in its own right, but I will
summarize. Averroes gives a strong answer: the celestial soul is not
hylomorphic but is, in fact, Platonic: a sailor in a ship, which is therefore not
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carried along by the motion of its body.! Perhaps his answer is inspired by
words of Alexander’s On the Principles of the Universe (extant now only in
Syriac and Arabic):?

T8 [T]he souls of the divine bodies are not specifically the same as
any of the souls that exist in material things... [They] do not share in any of
the less perfect faculties... [I]t is insofar as they perceive by their intellect
that they desire the thing perceived...; Alexander, De principiis §9-13, pp.
48.3-50.11 (trans. Genequand).

And, Alexander later concludes:

T9 “Therefore this soul is not the form of a body...;” De principiis
§19-20, pp. 52.15-54.3 (trans. Genequand).

Alexander’s own answer, reported by Simplicius, as to why celestial
souls are not accidentally moved is simple, though problematic: the sphere
rotates in the same place, so the celestial soul, although within the sphere,
does not change its place as a whole.?

In sum, Physics 8 arrives at an unmoved mover that, on close
analysis, is presumed and reasoned to be, for Aristotle, part of self-moving
whole. De motu animalium 1 provides decisive external, retrospective
evidence:*

! See Twetten, “Averroes on the Prime Mover Proved in the Physics,”pp. 118-23.

2 Alexander of Aphrodisias, On the Principles of the Universe (De principiis), in
Alexander of Aphrodisias, On the Cosmos, ed. and trans. Charles Genequand
(Leiden: Brill, 2001) (I quote Genequand’s translation throughout).

3 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum libros quattuor posteriores commentaria, ed.
H. Diels, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 10 (Berlin, 1895) 8.6 (259b20-31),
pp. 1260.17-35 and 1261.30-1262.12. See also Richard Sorabji, Matter, Space and
Motion, pp. 194-96; The Philosophy of the Commentators, vol. 2: Physics, pp. 340-
43. Philoponus, using Ptolemy, has an easy time explaining why immanent celestial
souls, which rotate in the same place, are not moved per accidens by themselves, but
only by another: some of their orbs are epicylic sub-orbs, and so are carried around
by the orbs whose dimensions encompass the earth; see /bid. p. 343.

4 For discussion, see Silvia Fazzo, “Le De motu animalium et la théorie du moteur
immobile, in Aristote et le mouvement des animaux: Dix études sur le De motu
animalium, eds A. Laks and M. Rashed (Villeneuve d’Ascq: Presses
Universitaires du Septentrion, 2004), pp. 203-229.
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T10 When [we treated] everlasting
motion (whether or not it exists,
and if it exists, what it is), we
previously determined that what
moves itself is the principle of the
other motions, on the one hand,
whereas the principle of this, on the

6tL p&v ovv apyny TV  EAA@V
KIVAAGE®V TO OoOTO €0VTO KoLV,
TOVTOL 0§ 1O akivnrov, Kol 0Tl TO
TPAOTOV KIvodV dvaykaiov dxivinTov
glval, Sidpiotar mpodTEpOV, STEMEP
Kol TTepl KIVAoE®S Aidiov, mdtepov
gotv 1| 00K €otl, kol €l €otl, Tig

other, is unmoved; and that it is | €éotwv; Aristotle, De motu
necessary that the first mover be | animalium 1, 698a7-11 (ed.
unmoved. Nussbaum).

Notice that clever Aristotle agrees across two treatises to the twofold
conclusion regarding the first self-mover in Physics 8.5. Furthermore, De
motu animalium acknowledges the distinct, prior treatment of Metaphysics
Lambda, and that it concerns zow the prime mover moves (as if Physics has

not yet determined #ow):

T11 Now, on the one hand, whether
the soul is moved or not, and, if it is
moved, how it is moved, was
previously  discussed in  our
determinations on the soul. On the
other hand, since (I) all lifeless
things are moved by another, and
(IT) since in the [treatises] on first
philosophy, it has been previously
determined in what way the first
and everlastingly moved thing is
moved, and how the first mover
causes motion, it remains to
understand  (III) how the soul
moves the body, and what is the
principle of the motion of an
animal. For, leaving aside (II) the
motion of the whole [universe],
(IIT) ensouled things are causal of
the motion of everything else,
[namely,] as many things as are not
(I) moved by each other because
they hit against each other.

[epi pév odv yoyic, site kvelton
glte wn, kol &l Kweltor, 7wAC
Kweltol, mpotepov gipntol &v Toig
SPIoUEVOLS TTEPL aTHC. EMel O TA
Gyoyo mwhvto Kwveltar VO’ ETEPov,
mepl 0& T0D TPMTOL KIVOLUEVOL Kol
el Kwovpévov, Tiva  TPOTOV
Kveltal, Kol Td¢ Kvel 10 TpdTOV
KIVoDV, S10PLoTOL TPOTEPOV EV TOIG
mepl  Thg  TPOTG  Qrhocopiag,
Aoy ot Dewpiioat TG 1 Yoy
KWEl 10 odpa, Kol tig apyn thg Tod
{dov xwnoemg. TV Yap dAl®V
mopo v 100 O6lov kivnow Td
Euyoyo aitio The KNnoews, 6ca U
Kweltor O GAMMNA®V  d 1O
TPOOKONTEWY  GAANAOIC. 010 Kol
wépog Eyovolv avTOV TAoOL Ol
kwnoelg: De motu animalium 6,
700b4-1 (ed. Nussbaum).
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But why, we might ask, have we not already explained, in effect,
how the prime mover moves given that we have concluded to it as part of a
self-moving whole, and therefore as a soul, in some sense, of the celestial
body? Aristotle provides us much information in De motu itself and in De
anima 3, etc., on how the soul causes motion. What more of an account does
Metaphysics Lambda provide?

2.2 New Texts on Efficient Cause in Alexander

I would like to use some texts of Alexander recently unearthed to
initiate an answer to this question. After all, he is acknowledged by all to be
the greatest and most authentically Aristotelian of the commentators. There
can be even less doubt than before that, for Alexander, a separate
Intelligence is in some way an efficient cause of the celestial soul’s intellect
and desire. First, consider the fragment of Alexander’s lost Physics
commentary, quoted by Simplicius and by a Byzantine scholiast (I translate
only the latter).! Alexander comments on the famous passage in Physics 8.10
on the location of the prime mover (found after Aristotle’s argument there
that it has infinite power):

T12 [O]ne should understand the “in
something” here [in the phrase “in
the center or in the circumference”],

o0y OG &V TOT® Oel VOV 10 &V TIvi
axovew (<a>pepég yap <€>deiybn),
AL 008° g <et>dovg dvtog ToD &V

not as “in a place,” but [also] not as
[the “in”] of a form that is in
[something]; for, [the prime mover]
is shown to have no parts. For, in
this way it would be a soul and
actuality of the potency of the first
body. Instead, [one  should
understand it] as [the “in”] of an
ousia that is per se incorporeal,
[which is] in [another] ousia, but not
as [its] form. For, if the heaven is
ensouled and is moved in accord
with the soul in it—which [soul] is
its form—in addition to being

® E0TIV—OVTMOG Yap Av youyn €in kol
gviedéyelo.  Thg  OSuvapemg  Tod
TPMOTOV GOUOTOC—, OAL’ ™G 0VGiog
€&v ovolg dooudtov ovtig kaf’
aOTHY BAL” 0Oy MG £ld0G. Kol Yap &l
ELYuYoV 6 0VPOVOG Kol KIVETTOL KOTAL
mv &v avtd yoyv, O £ld0¢ ot
avToD, GAAA TPOG YE TG KOTO TNV £V
avT® Woynv Kwvelchor GAlov Tvog
Oelton o0 TV dpynv_ ovtd  Tig
KWNOE®MG  TOpEYOVTOC. EML MAVTOV
Yop @V Epuyoyev EEmBEV T Ov
aitiov ovToig Kol apyn yivetar g
KOTO TV gy <tom>Ikig

' The scholiast’s quotations have recently been edited by Marwan Rashed,
Alexandre d’Aphrodise, Commentaire perdu a la Physique d’Aristote (livres IV-
VIII): Les scholies Byzantines - édition, traduction et commentaire (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2011).
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moved, as is the case, in accord with
the soul in it, it needs something
other providing to it the principle
of motion. For, in the case of all
ensouled things, there is some cause
that is from outside [such things]
(exothen), which becomes the
principle of the local motion in
accord with [their] soul, if, as is the
case, impulse (hormé) and desire
(ephesis) for something accomplish
the locomotion of ensouled things.

Kivnoewg, &€ ye opun <koi> €peoic
TWVOG TNV Kotd TOmov kivnow tdv
Euyoyov amotedel, Commentaire
perdu a la Physique 818 (267b6-7),
p. 639.

Notice the phrase in bold that corresponds to “whence is the

beginning of motion,” the terminology typically used by Aristotle to refer to
“efficient” causality versus final causality (or “that on account of which”).
The last fragment quoted by the Byzantine scholiast from the Commentary
on the Physics by Alexander leaves no room for doubt that for him efficient

causality is intended:

T13 How is what is moved, moved
by something that is from the outside
(exothen)? For, even in the case of
self-movers, it has been shown that
the same thing is the case. For, even
in these, “what endows” (to
endosimon) motion is from the
outside. Wherefore, even the aither,
although it is ensouled, needs also
some efficient cause (aition
poietikon) from the outside.

TO TPOTOV KWWOUV MpdTNTOL ODTN T
OlE1g ToDTO" TMG TO KIVOOUEVOV VIO
T<tvog> kwvelton €Embev dvtog; Kol
Yop Kol €mi T®V  oanT<OK>WITOV
obtog &rov €0<e>{y<On> kol yap
To0T0lg TO  €voO<or>pov  Ti|g
Kivnoemg EEmbev: 10 kol 6 aibnp,
kaitot Euyvyoc v, deltor Kol
£€mwbév  Tvoc aitiov  mowmTIKOD;
Commentaire perdu a la Physique
826 (8.10, 267b17-18), p. 644.

One cannot overlook, then, in Texts 12 and 13, that the celestial soul
is related to its prior cause by way of efficient causality. It is difficult to
maintain Berti’s position, that Alexander is the first one to articulate fully the
traditional view that Aristotle’s prime mover is an exclusively final cause.!
Still, what argument in Physics 8.10 allows someone like Alexander to think

! Berti, “La causalita del Motore immobile secondo Aristotele,” p. 637.
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that it arrives at a cause beyond the celestial soul, even another efficient
cause? I present one answer to this question below. But first let’s examine
another text in which Simplicius emphasizes, beyond any doubt, that
Alexander’s prime mover is an efficient cause. Simplicius writes:

T14 Some think that Aristotle
does not affirm an efficient cause
(poietikon aition) of the universe (o
pan), but only a final [cause], and
they believe that this [conclusion]
satisfies also Alexander. So, it seems
to me necessary that they listen to
what is said at this point by
Alexander, the most authoritative of
the interpreters of Aristotle, which
goes as follows. The first form would
be a cause also as efficient. For, he
[Aristotle] says in the Metaphysics:
this thing that is moved by
it—namely, the fifth body—moves the
rest, namely, what is in generation
and destruction. Now, on the one hand,
it is in this way an efficient cause. On
the other hand, to the extent that all
things attain their proper perfection by
desire for this—as was also stated a
little earlier—and to the extent that, as
[Aristotle] himself says in the
Metaphysics, it moves as what is loved,
it would be a cause as end and as “that
on account of which.” For, what is
desired is such a thing. See how he
[Alexander] has set forth clearly his
[Aristotle’s] thesis, including in what
respect the intellect is an efficient cause
and in what respect it is a final cause.

Emedn 0 Tvec ofoviat
TOMTIKOV oitiov Ttod TovTOg N
Aéyewv TOV  APILOTOTEANYV, GAAL
UovoV TEMKOV Kol ToDTO Kol TOV
AMEEavopov GpEcKEWY
vopifovoty, dvaykoiov 60KeT pot
TV évtobbo  Aeyopévav  VTO
Ale&hvopov 100 YVNOILOTATOV
TV Aptototéhovg  EEnynTdV
GKOVEW aVTOLG €YOVIOV 0VTOG
“10 8¢ mpdTOV €100C KAl OC
momTikOv v ein aitiov. Aéyet yap
é&v 10l Meta ta oQuowd, Ot
TOUTO TO KIVOOUEVOV VT’ O0TOD,
T0DT0 06 €06TL TO TEPTTOV GO,
T0 GAAO KIvel T &v yevéoel kol
P0opd. oDTMC PEV 0DV TOMTIKOV.
kafoécov O0¢ mavta T TOLTOV
épéoel Thc oikelag TEAEOTNTOG
TUYYavel, O¢ Kol pKp® Tpdchev
gipntar, kol kabdcov, OG avTOg
gipnke mhAwv €v toig Meta ta
QUOIKA, ,,KIVEL 0 MG EPMOUEVOV,,,
g v ¢ 10 Téhog Kai TO oD
YOpw oitiov. TolodVTOV YAp TO
OpeKTOHV.” 1000 CaPAC KOl KOTA TU
UEV MG TOUTIKOV KOTA TL & O
TeEMKOV aitov VEOeTO TOV VOOV,
a0Tog Topéatnoey; Simplicius, /n
Phys. 1.9 (192a34-bl), p. 258.14-
25.

One could read this text as saying that the first form is efficient
cause only insofar as it is the ultimate source of sublunar generation and
destruction; otherwise it is a mere final cause. Nevertheless, as is well
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known, Alexander identifies the agent (poietikon) intellect in human
intellection with the First Cause. Alexander writes in his treatise On the

Soul:

T15 [I]n all things, “that
which is” (to on) properly and
maximally with respect to
something is causal of the being
(to einai) also for others [so that
they are] of such a kind. For...
that which 1is primarily and
maximally good is causal also for
other good things of their being (o
einai) such. For, the other good
things are judged in association
with  this  [maximal  good].
Therefore, it is quite fitting that
what is maximally and by its own
nature intelligible should be
causal of the intellection of other
things; and the agent (poietikon)
intellect would be such a being
(toiouton on). For, were there not
something intelligible by nature,
then none of the other things would
have become intelligible, as was
said before. For, in all things in
which one is “something” properly,
and another secondarily, [that
which is] secondarily has being (to
einai) from [that which is]
primarily. Further, if the first cause,
which is the cause and principle of
being for all other [beings], is the
intellect of such a kind, it would be
an agent insofar as it is causal of
being (to einai) for all things
intellected [so that they are such].
The intellect of such a kind is
separable, impassible, and unmixed
with another... And, since it is

&v maow yap 10 pdAloTo Kol
Kuplwg TL OV Kai Toig dAAoLg aitiov ToD
glvar /89/ To100TOIC. T6 TE Yip HUAIGTA
0paTOV, TOODTOV O¢ TO MG, Kol TOlg
dAlotc toic Opatoic aitiov tod eivar
opotoic, GAAG kol TO udAoto Kol
TPOTOG Gyafov kol Toig GAAOIG
dyafoic oitiov Tod elvar ToovToIG: T
yop Ao ayobo T mpoOg TolTO
ouvtereiq kpivetat. kal 10 pHaAoTta on
Kol Tf] a0ToD QUGEL VONTOV EVAOYMG
aitiov kol ThHg T®V GAAOV VONGEMC.
TolodTovV 88 OV & Gv O moINTIKOC
vodc. €l yap ui fv TL vonTov @UGEL
000’ av TV GAL®V TL Vo ToVv £Yivero,
O¢ mposipntat. &v yap micty &v oig 10
HEV Kuplog Ti 0Ty, TO O& OEVTEPMG,
10 SevTépwg Tapd Tod Kuping T eivon
&xet. &1, €l 6 T0100T0G VoG TO TPATOV
aitwov, O oitio koi dpyn Tod eivol miot
Tolg GAAOlg, € Gv kol TOOTn
TomTIKOS, 1) avTOg aitiog Tod eivon
mAGl TOlG VOOLUEVOLS. Kol €0tV O
TOLOVTOG VOUG YMPIGTOG T€ Kol Amadng
Kol Qpyng GAA®... amadng 6& v Kol
un peprypévog VAN tvi kol dpBoptog
gottv, &vépyslol OV Kol €100C Yopic
duvapemg te Kol VANG. ToovTov O OV
dédewktar v’ AploTtotéhovg  TO
TpdTOV aitiov, O Kai Kuping £oti voic.
70 Yap dvlov €1dog 6 Kupimg vode. §10
Kol TYdTEPOG 00TOC O vodg Tod &v
NUv 1€ kol YAkod, 6t v ndow 1o
TO100V TOD TACYOVTOG TIUIDTEPOV Ko
10 YOpig VANG tod cvv VAN. tolodToV
d¢ Ov dédewktar v’ APLGTOTELOVG TO
TPMOTOV aiTIov, O Kol Kupimg 6Tl voig;
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impassible and unmixed with any | Alexander, De [’dme, ed. M. Bergeron
matter, it is also immortal, being | & R. Dufour (Paris 2008), pp. 88.26-
actuality and form separate from | 89.18.

potency and matter. The first cause,
which is also intellect properly
speaking, has been shown to be
such a being by Aristotle.

It is tempting to think that we find here the reason why the First
Intellect efficiently moves the celestial soul: it produces intelligibles in the
intellect of the celestial soul. This may be true for Alexander. However, it
does not explain by what argument Physics 8.10 arrives at a prior first mover
(assuming this can be Alexander’s reading), or how Metaphysics Lambda,
not De anima 3.5, explains how the prime mover causes motion.
Furthermore, recent Alexander scholarship is inclined to read the “agent
Intellect” in Alexander as an exclusively final cause of our
intellection—precisely because the received view is that for Aristotle and
Alexander, the prime mover is an exclusively final cause.’

2.3 Aristotle’s Prime Mover Moves as the Art Rather Than as
the Artist

Many of our scholarly difficulties in reading Aristotle’s prime mover
result, I argue, from an excessively narrow understanding of what it means
to be an efficient cause. I would like to make this point by introducing new
research on Aristotle’s preferred term for the third of four causes: “whence is
the source of motion” (83¢v 1 dpyn tig Kvnoewc). Aristotle uses this phrase
over forty times, in various formulations, full and abbreviated, to refer to the
third kind of causality.’Accordingly, we do best to refer to this cause, not as

99,

“efficient” vs. “final,” but as “source” vs. “end cause”: “that whence begins

' See, for example, Gweltaz Guyomarc’h, L unité de la métaphysique selon
Alexandre d’Aphrodise (Paris: Vrin, 2015), p. 295; cf. 286-291; and Id.
“Alexandre d’Aphrodise et le Premier Moteur comme Principe,” in Les principes
cosmologiques du platonisme: Origines, influences et systématisation, eds
Alexandra Michalewski and Marc-Antoine Gavray (Turnhout: Brepols, 2017),
143-165, at pp. 159-160 and 165; and Miira Tuominen, “Aristotle and Alexander
of Aphrodisias on the Active Intellect,” in Mind and Modality: Studies in the
History of Philosophy in Honour of Simo Knuuttila, eds Vesa Hirvonen, Toivo
Holopainen and Miira Tuominen (Leiden: Brill, 2006), pp. 55-70 at 67.

2 I lay out the research in Twetten, “Aristotle Less Transformed: Averroes and the
Prime Mover not as Artist but as Art,” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione
filosofica medievale (forthcoming).
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motion” versus “that on account of which.” Should we review these many
passages in Aristotle on “source causality,” what do encounter?

On the one hand, there are grounds for taking “efficiency” or poiésis
as the model for the third cause. Aristotle gives as examples of what he calls
a “maker” (to poioun), “changer” (to metabletikon), “generator” (fo
gennetikon), or “mover” (to kinésan, to kinoun) the following: the father and
mother, the doctor, the builder, the carpenter, the teacher, as well as fire, a
torch, the soul, the appetitive part of an animal, the nutritive soul, and the
heart. On the other hand, one discovers the following important passage, in
which Aristotle describes, not a maker, mover, or changer, but a prior
“source cause” as chief or foremost:

T16 One must seek out the cause | 0l O’ del TO oitov €kGoTov TO

that is topmost (to aition |[...] to
akrotaton).[...] A human, for
example, builds a house [not as
human but] because he or she [is] a
builder; and a builder [builds] in
accord with the building art
(oikodomiké). Therefore, this is the

axpdtatov (ntelv, dGomep kol Emi
v &ov  (olov  &vOpomoc
oikooouel Ot oikodopog, O o’
01K0OOHOG KOTO TNV OIKOOOUIKN V"
tobto Tolvuv TPOTEPOV TO OiTIOV,
Kol oUTwg €mi mavimv): Aristotle,
Phys. 2.3, 195b23-6 (ed. Ross).

prior cause, and so [it is] in the case
of all things (panton).

It turns out that in many passages in which Aristotle speaks of a
“source-cause” whence begins motion, a key example is art, whether the art
of art of building or of statuary or medicine. Similarly, Aristotle speaks of an
adviser (bouleusas) as a source cause, as are chance and luck, the “right” and
“left” of animals, etc. Such examples clearly cannot be confused with agents,
makers, or artisans, such as the term “efficient” cause normally suggests.
Still, each of these examples makes sense as an origin of motion or change,
as, literally, “whence motion begins.” As Aristotle indicates, such a “source
cause” has a certain priority over the artisan, builder, or doctor: the “source
cause” is the form in the artist’s mind, the house plan foreseen by the
builder, the medical knowledge in the doctor, etc.

On this point I agree with the “received” view as explained by W. D.
Ross, among others: Aristotle’s prime mover is the final cause of the souls
that immediately rotate celestial spheres as efficient causes. The prime
mover moves them as their end. But as Alexander maintains, Aristotle’s
prime mover is not mere final cause. Alternative coherence theories can arise
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once one sees that by rejecting the theories of Zeller and Ross, one need not
accept an efficient causal theory in the traditional sense, such as one finds,
however refreshingly, in Broadie, Berti and Bradshaw. As for “dual identity”
theorists, the prime mover can be both a final as well as a source cause: it is
whence celestial motion begins by being the art in the mind of the celestial
soul. Although the prime mover is in itself a separate ousia, in its causal role
it is conceptualized as the blueprint by the cosmic ‘“generators,” who
produce all generable and corruptible substances by moving the spheres.’
We will thereby be able to read famous texts of Aristotle, such as the
following passage from De anima 3.5, in a new way—that is, in the way of
Alexander and Averroes:

T17 But since as in all nature, there
is (1) something that is matter for
each kind (and this is what is
potentially all those things), and (2)
there is another thing that is the
cause and agent (moumTikov) by
making (t® moieiv) all things, just as
art stands in relation to the matter,
it is necessary that these differences
obtain also in the soul. One is such an
intellect by becoming all things,
another by making all things, as a
sort of disposition, like light. For, in
a way light also makes colors that
are in potency into colors in
actuality. And this intellect is
separate, impassible and unmixed,
being in essence (ousia) actuality.

‘Enel & domep &v amdon T QUoEL
€0Tl TL TO pEV VAN €KAGT® YEVEL
(Tobto 8¢ O mavta dvvapel Exelva),
£€tepov 0 TO 0iTIOV KOl TOMTIKOV, TG
TOIETV ThvTa, olov 1| Téxvn TPOS THV
UAnv mémovley, avaykn kol &v Ti|
Yoyt vmapyev TadTag TOG OPOPac:
koi €otv O p&V To0DT0g VOGS T
wovto yivesbar, 6 6¢ T® mhvTO
molely, m¢ £Eic T, olov TO Q&G
TPOTOV YAp TVo Kod TO PAG TolEl Ta
dvvaper dvta  ypopote  Evepyeig
YPOUATO. Koi 00TOG 6 VoG YOPLETOC
Kol mafng Kol auyne, T ovcig dv
gvépyelas Aristotle, De anima 3.5
(ed. Ross).

It is especially important to observe that, whereas I have contrasted

“efficient” and “making” cause, in our sense, with art and “source cause,”
Aristotle calls art a poietikon or agent cause.” We will see such language
again below in Metaphysics Lambda 6 [Text 21.1].

! De generatione et corruptione 2.10 336al8-19; cf. 336b6-9. Physics 8.4 256al-2 applies
almost the same term, 6 yevvnoav, to the per se mover of the heavy and light.
2 For an emphasis on the productive character of Aristotle’s definition of art or craft,

see Patricio Fernandez and Jorge Mittelmann, “n kivnoig thg téyvng: Crafts and
Souls as Principles of Change,” Phronesis 62 (2017) 136-169, at p. 148.
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Of course, if it is impossible that Aristotle’s prime mover is an
efficient cause, then Alexander, if he is at all clever, must understand by
“agent intellect” an exclusively final cause, as for much recent scholarship.
What is surprising is that, contrary to the received view, a good case can be
made for Averroes also as a proponent of the prime mover’s efficient
causality. Let’s begin with a famous, but obscure text from Aristotle’s
Metaphysics A.4:

T18 Since the mover is (1) in the | énei 8¢ 10 Kwodv, €v pEV TOIC
case of natural things, [for example,] | pvowoig, avOpmmolg GvOpwmog, &v
a human for humans, and (2) in the | 8¢ toic émd Sovoiog O €ldog | TO
case of what comes from thought, | évavtiov, tpomov tiva Tpia. oitio av
the form or its contrary, there will | €in. @i 6¢ Té€tTapa. Vyiew Yap TG M
be, in a way, three causes. But in | iotpwcy), «oi oikiag €idog 1
[another] way, four. For, the medical | oikodopkr|, kai &vOpwmrog dvOpmmov
[art] is in a way health, and the | yevvd: &1t Tapd TadTO, OG TO TPHTOV
building [art] is the form of the house, | mdvtov Kwodv mavta. Aristotle,
and a human begets a human. Further, | Metaph. A.4, 1070b30-35 (ed.
besides these there is the way that the | Fazzo).!

first of all things moves all.

In commenting on A.10, Averroes picks up on Aristotle’s reference
here in Metaphysics A.4 to the way the First moves: not as the doctor, but as
the doctor’s art in the first practitioner’s mind:

T19 [Anaxagoras’ teaching is] unlike our teaching that the prime
mover moves in the way of perfection and completion. In the same way we
find that medicine “moves” towards itself — since it moves towards health,
and medicine is the form of health. If health were not in a subject, as is the
case with the prime mover, medicine would move in both ways together,
I mean insofar as it is the agent and end of motion; Long Commentary on
the Metaphysics A 10, t.c. 55 (1075b8-11), p. 1724.3-8.>

The image of a separate form of health or medicine fits exactly with
Averroes’ famous image of the baths to explicate the prime mover’s
causality:

!'Silvia Fazzo, Il libro Lambda della Metafisica di Aristotele (Naples: Bibliopolis, 2012).

2 Averroes, Tafsir ma ba'd al-tabt ‘at («Grand Commentaire» de la Métaphysique),
texte arabe inédit établi par Maurice Bouyges, s. j., 2™ ed., vol. 3 (Beirut:
Imprimerie Catholique, 1973).
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T20 If the form of the baths, for example, were not in matter, it
would be motive in the way of an agent and in the way of an end without
there following any multiplicity at all. And so, one must realize that in the
movers of the [ensouled] heavenly bodies, it [form] is motive in both ways
without being multiplied. Insofar as these intelligibles are form for them [the
heavenly bodies], they are motive in the way of the agent, and insofar as these
are ends for them, they [the heavenly bodies] are moved by them with respect to
[their] desire; Long Commentary on the Metaphysics A 7, t.c. 36, pp. 1594.14-
1595.2.

So far, then, this investigation into the causality of art in an artist’s
mind has given us a broader range of possible coherence theories for “clever
Aristotle” than we have otherwise had. Let’s return to the question as to
what reasoning Aristotle uses to arrive at the prime mover as art or form.

2.4 Rereading Lambda 6 with Averroes

Metaphysics Lambda 6 begins by recalling the conclusions of
Physics 8 regarding the eternally moved heavens. As is well known,
however, Lambda 6 sets the Physics’ conclusions within a new framework:
the language of ousia as well as of act and potency. Lambda 6 opens with
three kinds of ousiai:

T21 [a] Since there are three ousiai
[that have been established], two
natural and one immobile, it should
be said concerning this [latter] that
[b] it is necessary that there be some
everlasting, immobile ousia. [c] For,
ousiai [are] the first of beings, and if
they are all destructible, all things
are destructible. [d] But it is
impossible for motion to come to be
or to be destroyed, for it has been
forever; nor [can] time [come to be
or be destroyed]... Motion,
therefore, is continuous in this way,
just as is time. .. [e] But motion is
not continuous except that which is
in place, and of such, [only] circular
[locomotion].

[a] Enel & foav tpeic ovoiot, dvo
HeEV ai euowol pio 8’ 1 axivntog,
nepl tantng Aektéov Ot [b] avayin
glvar Gid16v tvo. ovoiay dkivitov.
[e] ai e yap ovoio mpdTol TAOV
6vtov, kol &l macor eHaptai, mhvro
@Bapta- [d] AL’ ddvvatov kivnow
Q| yevéosOor, i Oapfvar, dei yop 1,
0088 ypoéVOV. OO Yap oloV TE TO
npdTEPOV KOl BoTEPOV Elvan um Eviog
xpévov- [e] kol M kivnoig dpa obtw
ouveNGg domep Kol O ¥povoc, §| yop
0 avt0 1| Kwnoedg T maboc.
Aristotle, Metaphysica A.6,
1071b3-10 (ed. Fazzo).
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How, we may ask, is Aristotle’s inference in [b] justified, namely,
that it is necessary that there be some everlasting, immobile ousia? As we
know from Physics 8.1, as long as the heavenly spheres are the indestructible
ousiai in which motion exists, motion will not be destroyed. Why, then, do
those spheres not suffice by themselves, without our affirming, in addition,
an immobile ousia? The answer is the obvious: even though there is a new
argument in Lambda 6 not found in the Physics, it presupposes the proof in
Physics 7 and 8 that everything moved is moved by something other than
itself as moved. Since everything in motion requires a moving cause distinct
from it, so does the everlasting motion of the heavens. And so, it appears that
Aristotle here identifies the first moving cause of the heavens proved in
Physics with the everlasting, immaterial ousia now proved to be necessary.
If what moves the heavens is not an everlasting substance, argues Aristotle,
in effect, then nothing will be everlasting, including the motion of the
heavens. Segment [f] later in the same passage makes explicit this

identification of the first ousia and the mover of the heavens:

T21.1 [f] But certainly, if it [the
ousia] is motive or active (kinétikon
e poietikon) but is not at all enacting
(energoun), there will be no motion.
[g] For, it is possible for that which
has potency not to act (energein).
[h] Therefore, it is of no use if we
affirm everlasting ousiai, as those
[affirming] the Forms [do], unless
there is therein some principle that is
capable of  causing change
(dunameneé . . . metaballein). Then, not
even this is sufficient, nor [would] be
another substance besides the Forms.
For, unless it actualize, there will not
be motion. [j] Furthermore, not even if
it actualizes, and its ousia is a potency
[will this be sufficient]. For, there will
not be everlasting motion. [k] For, it is
possible that what is in potency not be.
[m] Therefore, there must be such a
principle, whose ousia is actuality.
Furthermore, such ousiai are without
matter. For, they must be everlasting if,
as is the case, anything else is
everlasting. Therefore, [they are] in
actuality.

[f] AAAa v el €ott KivnTkov 1
TOMTIKOV, U1 Evepyodv O Ti, 0OK
gotar xivnoig [g] évoéyeton yap TO
dovopy  Exov un  évepyeiv.
[h] ov0ev Gpa Operog oV’ Eav
ovoiog momompey didiove, Gomep
ol T0 €idn, & un TIg duvauévn
gvéotol  apyn  petafdAderv. oo
Toivov 008’ adtn Koy, o0d’ dAAN
ovolo mopa T €i0n- €l yop un
gvepynoel, ovk Eotal  Kivnoig.
[j] €t1 008’ €l évepynoet, 1 6’ odoia
avTiic  ovvapg ov  yap €oton
kivnolg aidog [K| Evoéyetor yap
70 Suvapel dv un etvor. [m] S&i dpo.
glvon apynv towwdTv Mg 1 odoia
gvépyeta. Tt Tolvov TanTog OEl TOG
ovoiag eivar dvev VAng didiovg
yap Ogl, eimep ve kai GALO TL GO0V,
Evépyeln Gpa; Aristotle,
Metaphysica A.6, 1071b12-23 (ed.
Fazzo).
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As Berti has very aptly emphasized starting in 1997, Aristotle
affirms efficient causality in Lambda 6: kivntikov 1j momrtikov (segment [f]).
What is Aristotle’s argument? If the efficient mover that is behind celestial
motion is in potentiality and is not actually acting, then, again, there will be
no everlasting motion. Aristotle goes on to draw the famous conclusion in
segment [m] to a “substance that is actuality.” If there is any potency in the
ousia, the argument apparently runs, it would eventually go unactualized in
an everlasting world, and the heavens would then not be everlastingly
moved.

Observe, then, that this efficient cause has the same attributes as that
described at the end of Lambda 7:

T22 It is evident from the things | &t pév odv Eotv odoia T Gidog Kai
said that there exists an ousia that is | dkivtog Kol  Keyopopévn TV
everlasting and immovable and | aicOntdv,  @oavepov €k TV
separated from sensible things. It | eipnuévov: dédsikton 0¢ kol Ot
has also been shown that this ousia | péyebog 00dEV Exetv Evoéyeton TtV
cannot have any magnitude, butitis | v ovciav  6AN  duepng kol
without parts and indivisible. For, it | adwipetdog éotv. kel yap TOV
causes motion for an infinite time; | dnepov ypdvov, oVAEV 8’Exel Suvapuy

but no finite thing has infinite | dmepov mEmepacEVOV- Aristotle,
potency. Metaphysica A7 1073a4-8  (ed.
Fazzo).

Again, the language of ousia is new (as is the language of
“separation”), but otherwise, these are the properties of the first cause of
everlasting motion at the end of Physics 8, chapter 10: the prime mover is
there proved to be without magnitude, without parts, and to be indivisible.
Only such a mover can cause an everlasting motion.

For Berti, however, this efficient prime mover would be inconsistent
with a further mover that is a celestial soul. By now, I have suggested that
“efficient cause” should be understood to be a broad term, whose primary
instance for Aristotle (Text 16) is the art in the mind of an artist. So, not only
does Metaphysics Lambda, chapter 6, rely on the argumentation of Physics
7-8 (otherwise, the first mover of Lambda 6 could be merely the celestial
body, as we have seen), but it is entirely consistent with the conclusion, in
Physics 8, chapter 6, to a celestial soul, and to what we may now suspect is
the further conclusion, in Physics 8, chapter 10, to a prior mover, an ousia(as
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it is called in the Metaphysics) that is entirely immaterial and separate. This
is precisely the interpretation of Averroes:

T23 [I]t has by now been shown that this [everlasting] motion must be
put together (44l5<) through two movers: a mover that is finite with respect to
causing motion (<b_=~3) — and this is the soul that is in it [the heavenly body];
and a mover that is infinite with respect to causing motion — and this is the
power (352) that is not in matter. According as [the heavenly body] is moved
by the finite power that is iz it, it is moved in time. . . Through the difference
in the proportion (4=) in the heavenly bodies — namely, between their bodies
and their souls — there is a difference in [their] quickness and slowness. And,
through their agreement in the fact that they are not moved except by a power
that is in what is not material, there exists in them the permanence and
continuity of their motion; Averroes, Long Commentary on the Metaphysics A
7,t.c. 41, p. 1630.2-5, 8-11.

The teaching of this passage is repeated and expanded upon in
various places by Averroes: (1) each heavenly sphere possesses a speed and
a direction unique to it, which must therefore be determined by a proximate
efficient cause, the celestial soul, whose power is finite; (2) each sphere also
is moved forever, an effect that would exceed the strength of any finite
power (according to the “Infinite Power Argument” of Physics 8.10), and so
must be moved (in some way) by a prior mover, a separate Intelligence of
infinite power (in duration, not strength). If the proximate mover were not
finite in power, reasons the Commentator on Physics 8.10, the heavenly
spheres would be moved with an infinite velocity—which is impossible.!
But were there no other causes than the proximate, finitely powerful celestial

' Averroes, Commentarivm magnvm super Aristotelis librvm VIII Physicorvm, ed.
Guy Guldentops,c. 10, t.c. 79 (ff. 426HI, 427BC), pp. 11.104-114, 13.156-162, in
Averroes Latinus. A New Edition [Physica, VIII, Chs. 78-79 & 86], Recherches de
Théologie et Philosophie médiévales [Supplement]: Bibliotheca 4 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2002). Averroes interprets the “Infinite Power Argument” as working, in
one way, through the premise that an infinite power (that is, infinite in strength as
opposed to duration) would cause an infinite velocity, so that the change would
have to be completed in an instant. The premise is not found in Physics 8.10 of
Aristotle, but it is perhaps based on De caelo 1.7 274b7-14. Notice that Aristotle
himself acknowledges the diverse directions and velocities of the stars and spheres
that need to be accounted for; De caelo 2.5 and 2.8. Alexander appears to be the
ultimate source of the claim, developed by Avicenna and subsequent medieval
commentators, that the celestial soul, as a finite power of a body, does not account
for the infinite duration of celestial motion, a duration that requires a separate
intellectual cause. See the fragment found in Simplicius: Alexander of
Aphrodisias, Commentario al de caelo di Aristotele: Frammenti del secondo, terzo
e quarto libro a cura di Andrea Rescigno (Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert, 2008)
2.1, 129d.29-35 (380.13-19), p. 136; as well as the passage quoted above, Text 12:
Alexander, Commentaire perdu a la Physique 818 (267b6-7), p. 639.
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souls, each sphere would eventually cease to be moved. Sufficient indication
of the reasoning can be found in treatise 2 of the collection which Averroes
composed to fill in the gaps in Aristotle’s writing on astrophysics— a
collection aptly named On the Substance of the Sphere:

T24 You should understand that that
celestial body needs not only a
power moving it in place but also a
power imparting in itself and in its
substance eternal permanence. For,
even if the [celestial] body is simple,
having no potency in itself for
corruption,  nevertheless it is
necessarily of finite action, since it is
finite, having dimensions determined
by the surface containing it. And, it
is necessary in the case of every such
thing, though the intellect might
have supposed it to be something
existing per se and lacking another
imparting to it permanence and
eternity, that there belong to it a
finitude of its permanence just as a
finitude of its action. And for this
reason, it is necessary that there be
an intellect as a power imparting to
it eternal permanence just as it
imparts to it eternal motion. And, not
only this, but it is necessary that
there be a power that imparts to it a
motion proper to its action... namely,
circular locomotion, and a shape
proper to this motion, namely,
spherical, et cetera.

Et debes scire quod istud corpus
celeste non indiget tantum uirtute
mouente in loco sed eciam uirtute
largiente in se et sua substancia
permanenciam eternam. Quoniam
etsi sit simplex, non habens in se
potenciam ad corrupcionem, tamen
est finite accionis necessario quia est
finitum dimensionum determinatarum a
superficie continente ipsum. Et omne
tale, cum intellectus posuerit id
existens per se absque hoc quod
aliud largiatur ei permanenciam et
eternitatem, necesse est ut ita sit de
finitate sue permanencie sicut est de
finitate sue accionis. Et ideo necesse
est esse hic intellectum potenciam
largientem ipsi permaenciam
eternam quemadmodum largitur ipsi
motum eternum. Et non hoc tantum
sed necesse est hic esse uirtutem que
largiatur ei motum proprium sue
accione que est eternitas inter ceteros
motus, scilicet motum localem, qui
est in circuitu et figuram sibi
propriam  isti  motui, scilicet,
spericam, et mensuram propriam
uniquique istorum corporum, et
conuenienciam inter ea ad inuicem
in ordine et quantitate. Ita quod ex
omnibus perficitur unus actus,
scilicet, totus mundus; Averroes, De
substantia orbis 2, pp. 151.1-152.3,
in Alvaro de Toledo, Commentario
al “De substantia orbis,” ed. M.
Alonso (cf. Hebrew, ed. Hyman
2.59-68).
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I have laid out the details of Averroes’ reasoning elsewhere.! What
is important for our purposes is that Averroes denies, in opposition to
Avicenna, that Metaphysics proves the existence of God, the absolutely
prime mover.> Accordingly, since Physics 8.6, for Averroes, concludes to a
celestial soul as first mover, it must be the “Infinite Power Argument” that
concludes to the existence of God, the separate intellect that moves the
outermost sphere. That argument appears in Physics 8.10.

For Averroes, then, “clever Aristotle” affirms two “ontological
stages” in the “Prime Mover Argument”: (1) the proof of the first unmoved
proximate mover, the celestial soul, in Physics 8.6; and (2) the proof of a
prior separate, absolutely immaterial, infinitely powerful prime mover,
described in Physics 8.10 (and in Metaphysics A.7, Text 22). The result is a
well-developed “theory of coherence” in which there are two “source
causes” of the heavens’ motion, one subordinate to the other (each grounded
on its own set of reasoning, with one set in subordination to the other). The
separate intellects, the first of which is God, for Averroes, are the source of
the infinite duration of the heavens’ rotation by being the art in the mind of
the celestial souls. Insofar as it is the form for the intellect of a celestial soul
subordinate to it, the prime mover is an efficient cause in a different sense
from that belonging to the immediate, finite source of each heaven’s unique
velocity and direction. As the analogy of the baths teaches us (see Texts 19-
20), the prime mover is both the efficient and final cause for the celestial
soul, since in immaterial things the source and goal of desire are
simultaneous (though conceptually distinct). In this way, Averroes’ theory of
coherence contains elements of both “subordination theory” and “dual
identity theory.” For Averroes, the prime mover or God is both “source
cause” and end of a subordinate celestial soul, the soul of the outermost
sphere.

3. Conclusion and a Rereading of the “Problem Text”

I have used the great commentators on Aristotle to suggest new
possibilities for harmonizing the apparently contradictory accounts of the
prime mover’s causality in Physics 7-8 versus in Metaphysics Lambda.
Whereas recent scholarship, especially thanks to Sarah Broadie and Enrico
Berti, has correctly begun to take seriously again that Aristotle’s prime
mover may be an efficient cause, the resultant “theories of coherence” are

! Twetten, “Averroes’ Prime Mover Argument,” in Averroés et les averroismes juif
et latin, ed. J.-B. Brenet (Turnhout, 2007), pp. 9-75 at 28-36.

2 See Amos Bertolacci, “Avicenna and Averroes on the Proof of God’s Existence
and the Subject-Matter of Metaphysics,” Medioevo 32 (2007) 61-97, at pp. 84-96.
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unsatisfactory on the standard view as to what is meant by “efficient cause.”
As W. D. Ross saw well, a theory of coherence needs both celestial soul and
separate Intelligence. But Ross saved this claim in a different way from that
of Alexander and Averroes, for whom the mover that is prior to a celestial
soul is in some sense an efficient cause. For Ross, the efficient causality
proved for the prime mover in the Physics is reduced to, or even transformed
into, an exclusively final causality purportedly affirmed in Metaphysics A.7.
By contrast, I know of no follower of Aristotle prior to the age of Galileo (at
which point Aristotelian cosmology becomes, not the best science, but
largely an antiquarian’s curiosity) for whom Aristotle’s prime mover is an
exclusively final cause. Pace Berti, I take, not Alexander, but Syrianus to
have been the initiator of this reading of Aristotle—for whom it is certainly
not clever, and certainly false.' That this reading has been restored through
the best of nineteenth-century scholarship and regarded as the cleverest that
Aristotle (or Alexander and Averroes) could be assigned surely contains
some irony. Nevertheless, the key to an alternative reading, and to
alternative coherence theories, appears to be identifying the primary sense of
“efficient cause” with the causality, not of an artist or maker, but of the art or
the form in the artist’s mind. I propose that this is the efficient causality of
which Aristotle speaks in Metaphysics A.6, Text 21.1.

It would be another project to show that what Alexander and
Averroes take “clever Aristotle” to maintain, namely, that the prime mover is
an efficient cause, is the best reading of the corpus Aristotelicum. Here 1
have been content with presenting some neglected texts of Aristotle and with
suggesting how they may be read in a new light with the help of the best
classical commentators. I would like to conclude with the main passage that
provokes our worries over the coherence of the prime mover’s causality in
the first place: Metaphysics A.7’s affirmation of a first final cause. But first
let me return to a previous line of thought in a new way, namely the rejection
of “reduction theory” in Part 1.

I see no compelling reason to affirm with Averroes that, for
Aristotle, only natural philosophy, not metaphysics, proves or can prove the
existence of a first cause. So, [ see no compelling reason to think that natural
philosophy for Aristotle must make explicit its conclusion to an absolutely

! See especially Syrianus, In Metaphysica commentaria, ed. Wilhelm Kroll, CAG
6.1 (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1902), B.1, pp. 8.30-33; 10.20-11.9; and M.5, 117.16—
20; and Twetten, “Aristotelian Cosmology and Causality in Classical Arabic
Philosophy and its Greek Background,” in Ideas in Motion in Baghdad and
Beyond: Philosophical and Theological Exchanges between Christians and
Muslims in the Third/Ninth and Fourth/Tenth Centuries, ed. Damien Janos
(Leiden: Brill, 2015), pp. 312-433 at 331-335.
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first mover that is beyond the proximate mover of the spheres. My view is
fortunate, since Aristotle does not make this conclusion explicit (and that
Physics 8.10 concludes to a prime mover beyond a celestial soul is
controversial even in Averroes scholarship: I arrived at this conclusion only
with the help of John of Jandun). In short, it is not easy to find in Physics 8 a
clear “second ontological stage” of the “Prime Mover Argument.” What is
comparatively clear is that by Metaphysics A.7 and the “Problem Text”
below, celestial souls are at work. W. D. Ross puts the matter simply: “Since
He [God for Aristotle] moves by inspiring love and desire [in A.7], it seems
to be implied that the ‘first heaven’ has soul. And this is confirmed by
statements elsewhere.”! Section 2.1 above fills in this “confirmation.” Ross
rightly rejects Zeller’s view that the exclusively final cause “moves” a purely
material corporeal sphere,” thereby leaving a sphere in motion without an
efficient cause—in violation of the “Mover Causality Principle.” For Ross,
then, as for most scholars today—namely, for most reduction theorists of the
“exclusively final cause” persuasion—the “Problem Text,” over the course
of three sentences, constitutes the crucial “second ontological stage” of
Aristotle’s entire “Prime Mover Argument.” For Ross, Physics 8 tells us
nothing about how the prime mover causes. It belongs to Metaphysics to
explain how an immaterial mover causes motion: namely, exclusively as a
final cause. Here are Ross’ words:

Though [Physics] book viii offers an elaborate argument for the
existence of the prime unmoved mover, it tells us nothing of how this
operates, and Met. A carries the theory further by stating that it is . . . as final
cause and as this alone, that God operates on the world.?

'W. D. Ross, Aristotle, p. 187; cf. Id., Aristotle’s Metaphysics, p. cxxxvi. Cf. also,
for example, Joseph Owens, “The Relation of God to World in the Metaphysics,”
in Etudes sur la "Métaphysique” d’Aristote: actes du Ve Symposium
aristotelicum, ed. P. Aubenque (Paris: Vrin, 1979), pp. 207-228, at 217-218.

2 For this position in Zeller and Duhem, see above at the beginning and end of Part
1.

3 W. D. Ross, Aristotle’s Physics, p. 100. The lacuna of Physics 8 is no surprise
given Ross’ mechanist reading of physical causality: “the conclusion of the
Physics leaves us with . . . unanswered problems. . . [H]Jow can an incorporeal
being impart movement? The two modes of imparting movement which Aristotle
in the last resort recognises are pushing and pulling, and what is incorporeal
cannot be credited with either of these. To these questions he attempts an answer
in the Metaphysics [A.7]. The first mover is described as causing motion ‘as an
object of desire’ or of love, i.e. as not a physical agent at all, and hence need no
longer be viewed as having a local habitation. But this solution raises difficulties
no less than those which it removes”; Id., Aristotle, p. 96.
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But, again, this solution raises the problems of incoherence that we
have discussed in Part I. What alternative can be offered as to how a second
stage arrives at an efficient cause beyond a celestial soul?

It should be admitted that Aristotle has left the reasoning behind the
“second ontological stage” of his “Prime Mover Argument” obscure. |
propose that we think of the entire argument as a continuum across the
Physics and Metaphysics in which increasing clarity emerges as to what the
prime mover is, all the while that celestial ensoulment is assumed (and even
defended with argument). Thus, when Aristotle finally refers to the “heaven”
in the “Problem Text” of Lambda 7 (actually to the “first heaven,” which is
significant for the project of discussing “the First”), he picks up on the
everlasting, circular motion of an indestructible, natural, movable ousia
mentioned at the outset of Lambda 6; and thereby he picks up on the self-
moving whole of Physics 8.5-6, and on the ensouled heaven of De caelo 2.2.
Thus, Lambda 6 speaks of an efficient cause that is other than the entire
ensouled heaven (I submit), which cause moves, as source-cause or as art, |
have argued, the entire ensouled heaven. The same prime mover is said in
Lambda 7 to move, as an object of understanding and desire, the entire
ensouled heaven. In 1924, Ross makes the same point, namely, that
Aristotle’s reference to the “heaven” should be taken as a reference to the
ensouled heaven. Ross counters the position that ascribes to Aristotle, in the
interest of “scheme-simplification,” only one causal level above the celestial
body, perhaps identifying Intelligence and celestial soul, or final and
efficient cause. Thus, Ross states:

It seems preferable to suppose that in [Metaphysics] A ‘desire’ and
‘love’ are used in no merely metaphorical sense, and therefore that life and
soul are seriously ascribed to the spheres; these are living beings which aim
at realizing in their own measure the perfect being enjoyed in full by God
and the intelligences. . . The scheme is simplified in a more satisfactory way
if we do not regard the first heaven and its soul, the planetary spheres and
their souls, as separate entities, but each of the spheres as forming with its
soul a single composite living being. . . The theory is that each of these
unities of soul and body desires a life as like as possible to that of its moving
principle.!

With this interpretive tool in mind, let us read the “Problem Text™:

'W. D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, p. CXXXVii.
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T25[A]nd, [a] there is [i] something
that is always moved with an
unceasing motion, and this [motion]
is circular (and this is evident not only
by argument but also in fact), so that
the first heaven is everlasting. So,
there is also [ii] something that
moves [it]. And, since [that, namely
(i)] is moving and is moved and is in
the middle, there is therefore
something [ii] that moves without
being moved, [which] is [b]
everlasting, an ousia, and actuality.
And, [c] the desirable and
intelligible move in this way: it
moves without being moved. And, of
these, the first are the same. For, the
apparent good is the craveable, but the
real good is the first thing willed. And we
desire because x appears rather than it
appears because we desire. For, the
principle is intellection. And intellect is
moved by the intelligible . . . and in this
[order], ousia is first, and in [ousia],
that which is simple and is in
actuality [is first].

kol &oTt TU Gl KIWWOLUEVOV
kivnow dmovotov, avtn & M
KOKA®, Kol TODTO OV AOY®
poévov AL’ €pym oflov, ®ot’
aid10g av €in O TPOTOG OVLPAVAC.
£oti Totvuv Tt Kol O Kivel. €mel 88
KwvoOpevov kol Kwvobv Kol
pécov, toivov Eott TL O 0V
KvoOuevoy  KIVel, didov Kol
ovoia Kol évépysi oboa. KIVET
8¢ @de TO OpekTOV KOl TO
VonNTov: KWel 00  KIVOOUEVO.
TOVTOV TO 7PMOTO TO OOTA.
gmbountov  pev yap 10
(QOVOEVOV KOAOV, BOVANTOV 08
TPMOTOV TO OV KaAdV- Opeyoueda
0¢ O10TL dokel poAAov 1 dokel
owoTL opeyouedar dpyn yop M
vOnoig. vodg 0 1o 0D vonTod
Kweltor, vontn o0& 1N £Tépa
ocvotoyion kaf’  avtive Kol
Ta0Tg 1 ovoio WPMOTN, Kol
TG 1 GmAf kol kot
EVEpYELOY; Aristotle,
Metaphysica A.7 1072b21-32
(ed. Fazzo).

A possible reading of “clever Aristotle,” then, is that “(i)” in this
text, as for Ross, refers to the ensouled heaven. It is said to be moved as by
an intelligible object of desire. As nearly everyone agrees besides Berti,
Aristotle appeals in [c] to the account of desire in De anima 3.10, on which
account the object of desire is an unmoved mover of the soul as a moved
mover (433a15-28, b10-18). Averroes finds the reference to philosophical
psychology to be altogether natural. According to Texts 19-20 above, the
prime mover is like the medicine in the mind of the doctor if that doctor
achieved health merely by thinking of it. The prime mover or the
hypothesized ‘“‘separate” medicine thus moves as both agent and end,
remarks Averroes. The prime mover is the art or form behind the celestial
soul’s own notionally distinct desire and subsequent operational efficient
causality. In this way the prime mover, on one rather minimalist reading of
“clever Aristotle,” is not an exclusively final cause, but is the “source cause”
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of the intellectual operation of the celestial soul, and is thereby the source of
the coming to be of all generated substances. It is literally that whence is the
beginning of motion in the celestial soul. If this prime mover had the
potency not to be such a source, or not to exist, argues Aristotle in Lambda 6
(to which [b] alludes), then upon the actualization of that potency—
inevitable given an everlasting world—no other motion and no other
substances could come to be.

Conclusion

The paper has brought out evidence for a novel coherence theory in
the texts of Aristotle: according to the best commentary tradition, this is
what “clever Aristotle” (our heuristic device) meant. As Averroes holds,
there must be a “second ontological stage” in Aristotle’s “prime mover
argument,” a stage that builds upon the first stage that had concluded to the
first unmoved celestial soul in Physics 8.6. Whereas Averroes discovers this
second stage in Physics 8.10 alone, it is best to see it developing, in three
phases, across Physics 8.10 and Lambda 6-7. The arrival at a first mover
beyond a celestial soul is most evident in Lambda 7 (Text 25 above), as W.
D. Ross himself holds. But Lambda 7 is arguably best read as explaining
how the prime mover (affirmed in Lambda 6) moves, just as the summary in
the De motu animalium indicates (Text 10). The topmost cause, as according
to Physics 2.3 (Text 16), moves as the art in the intellect of the first artist or
celestial soul. The problem that this claim engenders is solved in Lambda 6,
which text thereby provides the definitive argument for the second ontological
stage. A celestial soul must move through a power of the soul that could, in
theory, not act and not cause motion.! Hence, the first mover must be a substance
that is separate and entirely in act if it is to be the origin of everlasting motion in an
everlasting cosmos. In this way, Lambda 6 completes what had already been
suggested at the end of Physics 8.10. The prime mover is a separate substance in
actuality, which, as infinitely powerful, had already been said to be without
magnitude or parts, and to be indivisible (see also Text 22).

An objection arises: “on your account, the prime mover ceases to be
a cause of motion.” An initial response might be to say that Aristotle calls
even the perfect actuality of intellection a “motion,” insofar as it is the

'Averroes draws attention to this problem and solves it by denying genuine potency
to the celestial soul and by appealing, instead, to Avicenna’s doctrine on what is
“possible in itself but necessary through another”; see Twetten, “Averroes’ Prime
Mover Argument,” pp. 47-60.
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completion of a potency. Hence, the intellection of the celestial soul is the
“first thing moved.” But a fully satisfactory response must insist that the
prime mover fulfils literally Aristotle’s most frequent formula for the third
cause: whence is the beginning of motion. The topmost cause, as the art that
is the form for the first celestial soul’s intellect, is literally whence is the
beginning of the motion caused by the celestial soul: the everlasting rotation of
the first heaven and the everlasting generation and destruction of all sublunar
things. Aristotle’s separate substance that is entirely in actuality serves as the
source or pattern for everlasting change, as well as the goal desired, just as
health or medicine is both the source and the goal in the intellect of the doctor. If
health could exist separately on its own, it would resemble Aristotle’s unmoved
mover in its causal role as both “agent” and end.!
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