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INTRODUCTION

I. LirE oF ARISTOTLE

ArisToTLE was born in 884 B.c. at Stagira in Chalei-
dice. His father Nicomachus, who belonged to a
clan—the Asclepiadae—in which the medical pro-
fession was hereditary, held the post of physician to
Amyntas II. of Macedonia. It is reasonable to refer
Aristotle’s deep interest in biology (which can be
seen even in the Metaphysics) to his ancestry and
early environment. At the age of eighteen he went
to Athens to complete his education, and became a
member of the Academy, where he spent the next
twenty years studying under Plato and prosecuting
his own researches. It is probable that he also did
some lecturing. Plato regarded him as his most
promising pupil, and called him * the mind of the
school.”

As time went on, however, Aristotle developed
more independent views, and it was probably only
Plato’s personal influence that kept him attached to
the Academy. At any rate when Plato died in
347 and was succeeded by Speusippus (who repre-
sented the ultra-mathematical side of Platonism),
Aristotle left Athens and went to stay with a former
fellow-student, Hermias, who had made himself
ruler of Atarneus and Assos in Mysia, Here Aris-
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INTRODUCTION

totle lived for some time, and married his friend’s
niece Pythias; but after three years the assassina-
tion of Hermias caused him to migrate to Mitylene
in Lesbos. In 343 he was appointed by Philip of
Macedon to supervise the education of the young
Alexander, and for the next few years he lived
at the Macedonian court—apparently on friendly
but not intimate terms with the future world-
conqueror.

In 836 Alexander succeeded to the throne, and
soon afterwards Aristotle decided to return to Athens.
At about the same time the headship of the Academy
fell vacant by the death of Speusippus, and possibly
Aristotle expected to be appointed in his place.
Whether or not he felt any resentment at being
passed over in favour of Xenocrates, he never again
definitely associated himself with the Academy.
Instead he hired some buildings in the grove of
Apollo Lyceius, which lay to the north-east of Athens,
and there set up an independent school, known to us
as the Lyceum. Here he spent his time either in
discussion with his friends and more advanced pupils,
as they walked up and down in the shaded colon-
nades (this is the origin of the name “ Peripatetics ),
or lecturing to more general audiences. To this
period almost certainly belongs the composition
(in one sense) of Aristotle’s treatises, for these are
all @ compilations of lecture notes or drafts for courses
of study, written by him for the benefit of his pupils.
It was during this time also, as it appears, that he
lost his first wife and married a second, Herpyllis,
who was like himself a native of Stagira. She bore

2 Except the Constitution of Athens.,
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him a son, Nicomachus, who afterwards edited the
version of the Ethics which bears his name.

The death of Alexander in 323 B.c. was followed
by a violent outburst of anti-Macedonian feeling,
especially at Athens; and Aristotle’s association
with the Macedonian court brought him into un-
popularity. He was accused of impiety—the usual
cloak for political hostility—and anticipated con-
demnation by committing the charge of the Lyceum
to Theophrastus, while he himself retired to Chaleis.
He died in the following year at the age of sixty-two.

In character Aristotle appears to have been affec-
tionate and good-natured ; his writings suggest that
he was rather impatient, at least intellectually. He
is credited with a marked sense of humour and a
ready wit. He was handsome, but with small eyes,
and had a distinctive taste in dress. There is a
tradition that he was bald ; if this is so there is a
certain dry whimsicality in the last words of Book V.
chap. xxvii.

II. AristoriE aND Farrier Scuoors or TiouguTt
The ** Physicists "

Every creative artist or thinker, however great his
originality may be, must start work with the materials
which he has inherited from those who have gone
before him. For this reason alone it is necessary,
if we are to estimate Aristotle’s contribution to
human thought, that we should examine briefly the
development of Greek philosophy before his time ;
and the necessity is made still greater by the fact
that a large part of the Metaphysics is devoted to
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the criticism of earlier theories. It is impossible,
in a short space, to give a detailed account of indi-
vidual systems, except in the case of the most im-
portant ; for sources of fuller information the reader
is referred to the Bibliography.

The birthplace of European philosophy was the
city of Miletus, which had been a flourishing centre
of trade and culture for hundreds of years before, in
the sixth century s.c., it produced a group of men who
were moved by the spirit of inquiry to seek a rational
explanation of the processes of nature. TuarLEs,
the first of this ““ school,” was a man of wide experi-
ence and varied accomplishments, but we know little
of his speculations (which he did not commit to
writing) beyond the fact that he asscrted that water
is the permanent underlying principle of all things.
He was succeeded by Anaximanper, who was the
first cartographer and perhaps the first prose writer.
He made the great advance of realizing that none
of the four “ elements "-—earth, air, fire and water—
could be reasonably regarded as the ultimate material
principle ; this he described as 13 dmepor—the
Infinite, or Indeterminate; something without
bound, form or quality. This was the best con-
ception of “ prime matter "’ that was achieved for
two hundred years or more. But it was necessary
to explain how things can be derived from this in-
determinate substance, and he could only assert
vaguely that “ hot and cold, wet and dry ” (these
* contraries 7’ were of course not mere qualilies but
material in nature) were ‘‘ separated off.” Anaxi-
MENEs, the third and most influentia] member of the
school,returned to the view that the material principle
could be identified with one of the elements—in this
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case *“ air,” a term which for the Greeks of his time
also covered *‘ mist ” or “ vapour.” All other things
were produced from air by condensation and rare-
faction. This theory of the process of change was
Anaximenes’ great achievement; it marked the
culmiinating point of the Milesian school of thought,
which was continued but not carried forward by a
line of lesser thinkers.

The next impulse (if we pass over Pythagoras and
his disciples, who will be considered later) came from
Henracurtus of Ephesus, who * flourished ” at the
beginning of the fifth century. The Milesians had
already noted the constant process of change between
“hot ” and “ cold,” “dry” and * wet,” and de-
seribed it as a kind of struggle between conflicting
principles. Heraclitus laid still greater stress upon
the transience of sensible things, but poured scorn
upon the view that it was due to anything erratic or
discordant in the natural system. He saw that the
contraries were, necessary,,to;reachrQtlﬁz;’]s existence ;
that they were correlative, and that the organic
unity of the universe depended .upon the tension
between opposite forces, which (although now one
and now another might gain a temporary supremacy)
were ultimately in equilibrium.” This was his Adyos
or explanation to account systematically for the
variation in the perceptible world. The underlying
material principle was Fire, into whicli and out of
which everything must pass in its due turn.

This doctrine of mutability was violently opposed
by the Eleatic school, which was * founded ” by
Parmenioes of Elea. He appears to have been at
first a Pythagorean, but his extremely logieal mind
revolted against the inconsistencies of that system,
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as also against the IHeraclitean theory of change.
He asserted that what is, isand as such is one—nothing
else can exist or even be conceived, and argued that
the universe must be eternal, immobile, finite and
spherical. This teaching was developed and ex-
pressed in “ The Way of Truth "—the first part of
his didactic poem ‘“ On Nature.” The second part,
*“The Way of Opinion,” consisted of a tentative
explanation of the plienomena of change, etc., which
were inconsistent with his fundamental postulates.
The exact relation of the two parts of the poem is
very difficult to determine, and the difficulty is
heightened by the figurative nature of the language ;
but it seems quite clear that Parmenides was not a
dualist, and it may be true that he is merely con-
trasting his own view of reality with that of others—
perhaps the Pythagoreans, as Burnet maintained.
Aristotle suggests that the Eleatic doctrine was
originated by Xevopuanes of Colophon, who was
Parmenides’ senior by about fifty years. But Xeno-
phanes was in no sense a constructive thinker ; his
purpose was simply to attack and ridicule the poly-
theism of his day, and it was in this connexion that
he said that the universe is One, and is God.®
: armenides was actuaHy trying to prove is
too large a question to be discussed here ; but his
arguments had the important result of discouraging
any fresh monistic theory. About half-way through
the fifth century EmpepocLEs of Acragas propounded
the view that the universe is composed of four
material principles—earth, air, fire and water; and
to account for the phenomena of change which
Parmenides had denounced as illogical he further

o Lv. 12,
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introduced the kinetic principles of Love and Strife.
These were not pure forceés’; such a conception had
not yet been reached. They were material (as
Aristotle points out in XII. x. 7), but had the property
of producmg cyclic change in the following manner.
The universe was originally a sphere, but not homo-
geneous like that of Parmenides ; it was a unification
or mixture of the four elements. THis was broken
up by ‘the entrance of Strife, whose function it was
to separate ; and although the unifying influence
of Love "always had sufficient power to prevent a
complete dispersion of the elements, Strife steadily
gained ground until the mixture was resolved into
four separate and distinct aggregates of earth, air,
fire and water respectively. When this stage was
reaclied, Love began to reassert itself, and under its
influence Strife was gradually eliminated until the
original mixture was restored, whereupon the whole
process began again. It is easy to see Empedocles’
debt to the Heraclitean doctrine of an ultimate
equilibrium of contrary forces. The apparent in-
consistency which Aristotle notes (I. iv. 6 al) in
respect of the functions of Love and Strife is due to
the fact that Love, in combining the unlike, separates
the like, and Strlfe, in separatmg the unhke, comblnes
the like:

The theory of cycles was a natural concomitant of
the belief in metempsychosis, which Empedocles
derived from Orphic and Pythagorean sources. His
connexion with the latter system is further shown
by the importance which he attached to numerical
ratios as determining the characteristics of natural
objects (¢f. XIV. v. 8 n.).

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae (circa 500-428 B.c.)
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was slightly senior to Empedocles, but his doctrine
must be considered as a later stage in the develop-
ment of Greek thought. He also believed in an
original mixture of corporeal particles, but these
particles were ‘ homoeomerous '—each one con-
tained portions of all the contraries. From this it
followed that nothing has any absolute quality :
*“ even snow contains some blackness " ; and Aris-
totle attacks this doctrine of relativity as implying a
denial of the law of contradiction. Instcad of Love
and Strife Anaxagoras assumed a single ‘‘ moving
cause,” Novs or Mind. It was an important advance
to recognize an intelligent (although corporeal)
principle, but Plato agrees with Aristotle in criticiz-
ing the way in which this principle was employed,
and it seems clear that Anaxagoras failed to work
out a satisfactory system.

The rest of the ** Physicists,” as Aristotle describes
those thinkers who concerned themselves with the
explanation of the natural world, will be most con-
veniently considered in relation to the great religio-
scientific society which had a unique influcnce upon
all subsequent Greek thought.

The Pythagoreans

Pyrracoras of Samos is onc of the most interesting
figures of antiquity, but the facts of his life are so
obscured by legend that not much can be stated about
him with certainty. He left Samos in about 530 B.c.
and settled at Croton, where he founded a religious
brotherhood which practised some form of Orphism
and held a system of prohibitions. Pythagoras was
something of a mystic, and was credited with working
xiv
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miracles ; but he also took a very practical interest
in science, cspecially mathematics, and both Hera-
clitus (fr. 17) and Herodotus (iv. 95) pay tribute to
his ability in this connexion. In point of fact he
appears to have been the first to treat mathematics
as an abstract science, and the importance which he
attached to numbers was upheld, although in differ-
ent ways, by all his followers.

The main features of the Pvthagorean theory in its
original form may be summarized as follows. (1)
There was the doctrine of transmigration. Fach
individual soul came in the first place from the
Divine nature, which it resembles, and into which it
will, when purificd from sin in the course of many
reincarnations, at last return. (2) This community
of nature between God and the human soul implied
an analogy between macrocosm and microcosm ;
the same principle of order constitutes the essential
nature of the universe (considered as a living organ-
ism) and of the particular creature. (3) It followed
that the all-embracing Unity must be finite or
limited ; otherwise it could not be reproduced
analogously in the individual. This is why the
Pythagorean principle of order and goodness was
identified with Limit, as contrasted with the Un-
limited or principle of disorder. (4) The analogy
between whole and part consisted in the identical
proportion or ratio of their ingredients. This pro-~
portion was described as a * harmony " or perfect
adjustment, and the conception is clearly traceable
to Pythagoras’s discovery of the numerical ratios
of the octave (2:1), fifth (8:2) and fourth (4:38).
Just as the musical scale, which extends indefinitely
in either direction, is marked out and defined by these
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fixed ratios, so in all other cases every definite unity
is produced by the action of Limit upon the Un-
limited, preducing a ** harmony "’ which is essentially
numerical. It was in this sense that the original
Pythagorean school held that numbers are the
primary reality. This supremacy of number was
mystically expressed by the veneration which they
paid to the “ Tetractys,” a figure consisting of ten
pebbles or dots arranged in an equilateral triangle :

The properties of this figure are sufficiently ob-
vious. It is symmetrical, complete (on the decimal
system of number) and directly illustrative of the
ratios answering to the three principal concords.
Further, it symbolizes the position of unity as the
starting-point of number, which was the natural
view at a time when calculation was effected by
means of visible units.

But Unity was the starting-point not only of
number, but of all things. From it were derived the
principles of Odd and Even, which were identified
with Limit and the Unlimited. Two reasons for this
identification have been offered. The first is given
by Aristotle himself (Physics 203 a 18, where see
Cornford’s note), and may be bricfly summarized as
follows. The sum of successive odd numbers starting
from 1 is always the same definite figure, a square—
thus 1+3=4 or ~ °, 1+3+5=9 or - .-, and

so on; but the sum of successive even numbers
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is an oblong of varying shape—2+4=6or . . .5

2+4+6=12 or ... -y The second reason is

suggested by Heidel (drchiv fiir Gesch. Phil. xiv. 390 f£.).
Even number can be represented by two parallel lines
of dots, and the process of division by an arrow passing

). So long as

5 o & o =

between these lines thus (

the whole number is even, the process can continue
indefinitely ; butit is immediately arrested and limited

by the introduction of an odd unit ( —_—>a )

The difficulty of the Pythagorean system lay in the
derivation of two opposite principles from  the
primary unity, and the arguments of Parmenides
seem to have brought about a complete revision of
the theory. At any rate, as Cornford has pointed
out (Classical Quarterly, xvi. 187-150, xvii. 1-12), the
criticisms of the Eleatic Zeno, Parmenides’ disciple,
which were directed against the view that reality
is composed of discrete units, presuppose a new de-
velopment of Pythagoreanism. It seems that the
more scientific “ wing 7 of the society abandoned the
idea of a unique primary unity, and substituted
the theory that not only number but all corporeal
reality consists of a plurality of ““ones” or units which
have spatial magnitude—in other words, a kind of
atoms. This is the view to which Aristotle refers
when he speaks of things as being composed of num-
bers, and it is clearly quite incompatible with the
conception of numbers as causes in the sense of de-
fining ratios. It is hard to believe that any of the
Pythagoreans themselves were so foolish as to
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attempt to combine these views ; the inconsistencies
noted by Aristotle are surely due to an outsider’s
failure to distinguish two distinct phases of Pyth-
agorean thought.

But even the later scientific system was vitiated
by the obtrusion of mathematical, especially geo-
metrical, considerations. The units were not re-
garded as eternal; their generation had to be ex-
plained, and this could not be satisfactorily done.
It was left for other thinkers to evolve a thorough-
going atomic theory.

How far Leucierus of Miletus (flor. 435 ?) and his
disciple Democrirus of Abdera (flor. 420) were in-
debted to this Pythagorean doctrine, it is impossible
to say ; but at least it is clear that both systems were
the outcome of a controversy between the Pyth-
agorean and Eleatic schools. Leucippus seems to
have settled at Elea, and to have studied under
Parmenides and Zeno ? ; if so he must have known
something of the Pythagorean number-atomism
which Zeno criticized. But his theory was based
upon Eleatic premisses. MEgrissus of Samos (admiral
in 441 n.c.) had done much to systematize the teach-
ing of this school. Among other things he showed
that reality could not be regarded as a finite sphere
(Parmenides’ view), since tlien it must be bounded
by void, or *“ what is not "—a conclusion irreconcil-
able with the Eleatic creed. What was still more
important, he argued that if reality were a plurality,
each unit would have to be like the Eleatic One.¢

e Theophrastus ap. Simplicium, Phys. xxviii. 4 (Ritter and
Preller 185).

* Diogenes Laertius ix. 30.

¢ Fr. 8 Diels; Ritter and Preller 147,
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Leucippus, prompted perhaps by the suggestions
of Pythagoreanism, accepted the challenge of these
two arguments. He admitted the existence of void,
and so escaped from the conception of a spatially
infinite unity ; he admitted plurality, and so was
enabled to account for change. Yet his atoms re-
tained the essential characteristics which Parmenides
had proved to belong to the ultimate reality. Al-
though spatially extended, they were indivisible,
since they contained no void ; they were eternal and
themselves immutable, although their rearrange-
ment in fresh combinations accounted for change
in the objects which they composed. Variety was
rendered possible by the three * differences” of
shape, order and position (explained by Aristotle in
Book I. iv. 11). The atoms contained in themselves
their own motive force, which was natural to them
and eternal ; but it is difficult to say what form their
motion took, for the evidence is scanty and incon-
sistent, and perhaps this part of the theory was not
clearly stated. Aristotle is rather disdainful in his
references to it.

Such in brief outline was the atomic theory of
Leucippus and Democritus ; and the theory in its
essentials holds good to-day. There was no further
development of primary importance in Greek physical
speculation ; this was its crowning achievement,
We have seen that some at léast of the credit was
due to the “ scientific ” Pythagoreans. DBut it was
the original semi-mystical clement in the society
that influenced Plato, and through Plato the whole
of later thought.
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Socrates and Platonism

Hitherto philosophic speculation had been almost
entirely scientific and materialistic ; but with the

owth of interest in rhetoric and dialectic, men
began to think in more abstract terms, and the way
was prepared for the study of Ethics. It was to this
sphere, according to Aristotle, that SocraTES con-
fined his activity. The exact relation of Socrates to
the Platonic Ideal theory is still disputed, and this
is no place to dogmatize upon or even to discuss the
question. Nevertheless it is perhaps legitimate to
say that in the light of Aristotle’s explicit testimony
the Burnet-Taylor theory appears to be too violent
a reaction against the traditional view. In his state-
ments about earlier thinkers Aristotle is generally
accurate—it is only when he begins to interpret the
views which he attributes to them that he is misled
by his own preconceptions—and he cannot have
lived for twenty years in close touch with Plato
without gaining accurate information about Plato’s
revered master.

We may take it, then, that it is substantially true
that although Socrates prepared the way for the
Ideal theory by his method of establishing a general
principle or definition from the analogical relation of
particular cases, he did not hold the theory in the
form in which it was held by Plato and his followers.
It is quite clear that in Aristotle’s view Socrates was
only one of three influences which contributed to
the formation of Plato’s own theory—the other two
being Pythagoreanism and the Heraclitean doctrine
of Cratylus.

XX
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From the mystical Pythagorean school Plato de-
rived the conception of a mimetic relationship be-
fween the individual and the universe of which he is
a part. That relationship consisted in the sharing
of a common formula or ratio of adjustment. Socrates
showed that the same principle applied in a more
abstract form to the particular examples of a given
characteristic and to the general definition of that
characteristic. The Heraclitean doctrine of ‘‘ flux,”
or continuous change, in the sensible world suggested
that the permanent realities which are tlie “objects
of knowledge are distinct from sensible things. It
was partly from each of these three sources that
Plato derived the theory that to each class of objects
which have a common nature or definition there
corresponds a permanent entity, independent of the
members of the class, which is that absolute charac-
teristic which is imperfectly ** imitated " or ‘‘ shared
in "’ by the several members. ,

It is quite impossible to form an accurate estimate
of the development of the Ideal theory, or even of
its exact nature at any given stage, from the Platonic
dialogues. They are semi-popular, not technical
treatises ; and any inferences that we may draw
from them must be tested in the light of more direct
evidence. On the other hand it cannot be supposed
that Plato’s thought was static, Such a mind 1nust
have been continually revising, modifying, develop-
ing carlier opinions ; and those who deny any change
in the Ideal theory as held by Plato are simply
flying in the face of common sense. But we are only
concerned with the Ideal theory as described and
criticized by Aristotle, and it is obvious that what
ke bas in mind must be the theory in its latest form
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—as held by the Platonists of his own day, but not
necessarily by Plato himself.

There is another consideration which makes it still
harder to assess the fairness of Aristotle’s criticisms,
A doctrine which is held by a whole body of con-
temporary thinkers must always be variously ex-
pressed, even if it is not variously understood ; and
it may even be misrepresented by its professing
supporters. We have only to consider the analogy
of modern religious bodies to realize how difficult it
may be for the acutcst observer to grasp accurately
the central teaching of a given sect. There may
have been Platonists who spoke of the Ideas or
Forms as though they were merely * eternal
sensibles 7’ ; but in view of the identification of the
Ideas with numbers (which must have been a late
development) this looks like a misapprehension.

The connexion of the Ideas with numbers will be
more apparent if we consider the principles from
which they were derived. These are varicusly
described as (on the one hand) the One or Unity or
the Equal, and (on the other) the Great-and-Small
or the Indeterminate Dyad or the Unequal or
Plurality. The last term seems to have been
peculiar to Speusippus; but the others are clearly
only names for different aspects of the Pythagorean
Limit and Unlimited. The material principle is
simply indeterminate quantity, which extends in-
definitely in either direction, is infinitely great and
infinitely small. It is determined by the formal
principle of Unity, which marks off the scale, as it
were, into definite sections. (Unfortunately Aris-
totle—with what justification it is hard to say—
fastens upon the term ““ dysd ” and interprets it as a
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literal duality ; either as a kind of 2 or as a * pair
of contraries ”"—the Great and the Small. Many of
his objections depend entirely upon this misappre-
hension; e.g., the account of the generation of
number in XIII. viii. 15, if this is meant to represent
the Platonic method.)

This is a satisfactory account of the derivation of
Ideal numbers, but in what sense are the Ideas
numbers ? If we remember the Pythagorean view,
that the essential nature of each thing is determined
by the-numérical ratio of its parts, we shall easily
percéive How it ‘was that the Ideas were conceived
of as formulae. Just as the defining principle of unity
acts upon the Dyad to produce the Ideas, so they in
turn act upon the Dyad to produce sensible things.
In both cases the formal principle is a numerical
limit, and no doubt this is what led Plato to describe
the Ideas as numbers; although Aristotle is right
in pointing out that they are not mere numbers but
ratios of number. There was some reason for con-
necting the formulae of lines, planes and solids with
the numbers 2, 3 and 4 ; but the identification of other
Ideas with numbers was a fanciful survival of the
Pythagorean mysticism.

As regards the more scientifically mathematical
side of the theory, Plato was quite justified in positing
Ideal numbers, even if he was not justified in identi-
fying these numbers with the Ideas of other things.
There is a sense in which the natural numbers (two-
ness, threeness, etc.) exist independently of the
groups of abjects which are called after them. DBut
the mathematical numbers which he assumed to exist
intermediatcly between Ideas and sensible things are
mere abstractions, as Aristotle sees; although he
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admits their existence, in a sense, while denying that
of the Ideas. There is, as Ross points out,® more
reason for assigning a separate existence to the
objects of geometry, which do not exist in their
perfect form in sensible objects ; and perhaps Plato
felt that analogy required that the objects of
arithmetic should also exist separately. On the
other hand he treats Ideal * spatial magnitudes”
as posterior to Ideal numbers. They could not
very well be identified, like the numbers, with the
Ideas of other things; and besides they were ob-
viously more complex products.

The subsequent heads of the Academy, Speusippus
and Xenocrates, introduced certain modifications.
SpeusipPus was more mathematician than meta-
physician, and apparently he abandoned the Ideas
altogether and assumed mathematical number as
the primary reality.®? Such a view would naturally
involve the restatement of the first principles as
unity and plurality, and the principles of spatial
magnitudes as the point and “ something similar
to plurality ” (XIII. ix. 6). XenocraTes was in-
dustrious rather than clear-sighted, and in his
attempt to reorganize the Platonic system he laid
himself open to grave objections. He identified the
Ideas with the objects of mathematics—thus destroy-
ing mathematical number, as Aristotle puts it
(XIIL. viii. 8, ix. 15). He was also the chief ex-
ponent of the theory of ** indivisible lines,” although
Aristotle tells us that Plato also held it.

¢ Pp. lili-lvi of the Introduction to his edition of the
Metaphysics.

® For the arguments in favour of ascribing this view to
Speusippus see Ross’s Introduction pp. lxxii-lxxiv.
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11I. AristotLE’s MerapuysicaL TurEoRYy

As a thinker Aristotle is essentially logical and
analytical ; and these qualities are almost inevitably
accompanied by the limitations of literal-mindedness
and lack of imagination. Both merits and defects
can be clearly seen in his criticisms of earlier systems,
whose inconsistencies he can ruthlessly unmask, but
whose abstruser points he frequently misunder-
stands ; and they are no less apparent in his con-
structive teaching. We must be careful, however,
in framing our judgement of his doctrines. It is true
that the Aristotelian treatises are a much more
reliable source of evidence than the popular Platonic
dialogues, but we must remember that they are for
the most part compilations of earlier notes or smaller
treatises, written perhaps at different times, and
edited in some cases, if not in all, by other hands.
It follows that Aristotle is not necessarily responsible
for them in the form in which they have come down
to us ; and we must not lightly assume that he is to
blame for the inconsistencies and obscurities which
they undoubtedly contain.

The theory of a universal science, as sketched by
Plato in the Republic, was unsatisfactory to Aristotle’s
analytical mind. He felt that there must be a
regular system of sciences, each concerned with a
different aspect of reality. At the same time it was
only reasonable to suppose that there is a supreme
science which is more ultimate, more exact, more
truly Wisdom than any of the others. The discussion
of this science—Wisdom, Primary Philosophy or
Theology, as it is variously called—and of its scope
forms the subject of the Metaphysics.
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Clearly this science must be concerned with that
which s in the strictest sense. Earlier thinkers had
failed to distinguish the various senses which the
word “is” can have, and this failure had led to
grave fallacies in argument. Aristotle quickly dis-
poses of two of these senses. When we say “ A is B,”
we may mean that the predicate B applies to A not
essentially but incidentally. This is accidental being,
and there is no science of the accidental. Or we may
be expressing a judgement to the effect that A is B ;
in which case “is” means “is in truth.” This is
“ being as #ruth,” and its study belongs either to
logic or to psychology.

But even where “is” represents the copula in a
predication denoting the essential nature of a thing,
its senses can be further analysed. Aristotle has
worked out a list of the widest predicates to which
all others can be referred, and these he describes as
the “ types of predication,” or * categories.” The
full list contains ten types: (1) Substance, e.g.
“man ”; (2) Quality, e.g. “ white ”; (8) Quantity,
e.g. “six-foot ”; (4) Relation, e.g. *“ double ”"; (5)
Time, e.g. ** to-day ”; (6) Place, e.g. * indoors ” ;
(7) Activity, eg. “ruling”; (8) Passivity, eg.
“ruled ; (9) State, e.g. ** healthy ”; (10) Position,
e.g. “ seated.” (9) and (10) are generally, and any
of the last seven may be occasionally, omitted from
the list. But since of all these predicates substance
is the only one which has a separate existence, it is
evidently “ being ” in the sense of substance that is
the subject of Wisdom or metaphysics.

The next question is: What constitutes the
substantiality of individual things?  Aristotle’s
answer is that it is the essence—the formal or de-
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fining principle of each thing. The other obvious
alternatives—substrate, universal, genus—all lack
the necessary individuality ; moreover the universal
has no separate existence apart from its particulars
(this is a point upon which Aristotle repeatedly in-
sists in his revolt against the Ideal theory), while to
make the substrate or genus substance will involve
attributing substantiality to matter, which is in-
determinate.

The opposition of matter and form is fundamental
to Aristotle’s thought, and calls for special notice.
It is not an original doctrine ; it is merely a more
systematic treatment of the same contrasted prin-
ciples which Plato described as Unity and the Dyad,
and the Pythagoreans as Limit and the Unlimited.
Matter in the Aristotelian sense is not confined to
sensible things. There is matter which is only in-
telligible ; e.g., the genus may be regarded as the
matter of the species. And there are different grades
of sensible matter : (e) that which admits only of
spatial motion ; () that which admits also of altera-
tion; (c) that which admits also of increase or de-
crease ; (d) that which admits of generation ‘and
destruction. = Sensible matter implies intelligible
matter, and each grade of sensible matter implies
all the previous grades.

Moreover, matter and form are always correlative,
and (if we except the celestial movers, which belong
to the least typically Aristotelian part of the system)
never exist apart. For Aristotle matter does not
exist as entirely undifferentiated ; it passes through
successive stages of differentiation, to each of which
there is a corresponding form, until it emerges as the
proximate matter of the individual substance.
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All this may be regarded as a mere development of
the Pythagorean and Platonic view of two contrasted
principles ; but Aristotle is not content with two
principles only. To explain the existence of any
natural or artificial product it is necessary to state
not only the material of which it consists and the
form which defines it, but also the motive power
which initiates the process of growth or construction,
and the end or purpose of the process. This gives
us the Four Causes : material, formal, efficient and
final. Analogy plays an important part in the theory.
Whether it was originally conceived in relation to
natural or artificial products (the efficient and final
causes are certainly more obvious in the latter con-
nexion), Aristotle evidently intended it to apply to
all cases; but he appears to have modified the
theory at a later date in view of the difficulties which
it involved. At any rate there is a tendency for the
formal, final and efficient causes to be merged into a
single principle opposed to the material. If we are
right in supposing that this represents the ultimate
development of Aristotle’s thought, the atiempt to
depart from the Platonic view resulted (as happened
in more than one instance) in a return to the original
standpoint.

The analysis of the individual substance into the
single antithesis of form and matter was confirmed by
the parallel analysis into potentiality and actuality.
This was a new conception, arrived at from the
consideration of the processes of change and genera-
tion. If a thing comes to be X, clearly it was not X
before. But change or generation cannot proceed
from that which absolutely does not exist; there
must always have been something which was capable
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of being determined as X. This something, then
although it was not actually X, was potentially X.
The antithesis of potentiality and actuality is simply
the antithesis of matter and form considered dynam-
ically instead of statically. Unfortunately Aristotle
is inconsistent in his use of the term évépyeta ; he
applies it sometimes to the form itself, sometimes
to the process of actualization or realization of the
form in the matter, and sometimes to the result of
1’:he process, which is more strictly described as
evredéxea or “ complete reality.”

The doctrine of “ contraries,” which can be found
in nearly all the earlier accounts of change, is present
in Aristotle’s theory also, but in a modified form,
He appears to recognize certain natural contraries,
such as Being and Not-being, Unity and Plurality,
Substance and Not-substance ; but he is careful to
distinguish between contrary qualities and matter
determined in accordance with those qualities.
Change js between contraries in the sense that the
material substrate is a potentiality for contrary
determinations, of which now one and now the other
may be realized in it. But the contrary qualities
themselves do not change.

It is from the consideration of change and motion
that Aristotle proceeds to develop his theology.
The continuity of the processes in the universe pre-
supposes a moving cause by which they are eternally
maintained. This cause, or Prime Mover, must
itself be eternal and immutable, and must therefore
be entirely immaterial. It is pure form and actu-
ality ; and this is:Mind or God. : '

Qn this view God is in no sense the creator of the
universe. His only effect upon it is to excite a con-
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tinuous motion in the outermost celestial sphere or
* first heaven ” (which in turn iraparts motion to the
other spheres and ultimately produces the various
combinations of form and matter) by arousing in it
a desire to imitate the unvarying Divine activity,
which is self-contemplation. But the * first heaven,”
althoﬁgh Aristotle clearly conceives of it as animate,
can only imitate this activity by revolving eternally
upon its axis. And since the single regular revolu-
tion of the * first heaven” will not explain the
irregular motions of the heavenly bodies, Aristotle
is compelled to assume the existence of a number
of other immaterial *‘ movers,” or ‘ intelligences,”
which—themselves moved, presumably, by the prime
mover—impart motion to the spheres which make up
the rest of the astronomical system.

This part of Aristotle’s theory is full of difficulties
end inconsistencies ; his attempt to give a logical and
mechanical explanation of the universe cannot be
said to succeed. Indeed he is ultimately driven back
to the very standpoint which he derides in Platonism.
He is emphatic that form cannot exist in separation
from matter ; and yet the supreme reality turns out
to be a pure form. He blames the Platonists and
Pythagoreans for using metaphorical language, and
yet when he comes to explain the ultimate method
of causation he has to describe it in terms of love or
desire. The truth is that Aristotle’s thought is
always struggling against Platonic influences, which
nevertheless generally emerge triumphant in his
wltimate conclusions. His great contribution to philo-
sophy was on the side of method; but it was Plato,
acknowledged or unacknowledged, who inspired all
that was best in the thought of his great disciple.
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IV. Tur ComposiTioN aND TEXT OF THE
METAPEYSICS

We have already noted the fact that Aristotle’s
extant works (with the exception of the Constitution
of Athens, which is on a different footing) are really
compilations of lecture notes or minor treatises,
There is good rcason to suppose that the Meta-
physics was not edited by Aristotle himself; and
both Alexander (515. 20) and Asclepius (4. 9) imply
that the pcrson responsible was Eudemus. However
this may be, the work as it stands does not form a
continuous scquence. The evidence bearing upon
the interrelation of the several books has been dis-
cussed by Jaeger (Studien sur Enistehungsgeschichte
der Metaphysik des Aristoteles, and Aristoteles) and by
Ross in the introduction to his edition.

If we consider the books in their present order,
the following facts are fairly obvious. Book I. (A)
stands in its proper place ; it is introductory to the
study of Metaplysics, Bool: I1. («) hias no connexion
with what precedes and follows ; it is introductory
to the study of philosophy in general, and its Greek
title implies that it was added when the corpus was
already completed. A scholium records that the
book was generally attributed to Pasicles, a nephew
of Eudemus ; and Jaeger is probably right in regard-
ing it as consisting of notes taken by Pasicles on a
lecture or course of lectures by Aristotle. Books ITL.
(B) and IV. (I") should follow immediately after
Book I. Book V. (A) interrupts the discussion, and
some of the terms which it defines have no con-
nexion with Metaphysics. It is evidently a separate
and earlier treatise. Book VI. (E) should follow
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Book IV., as is clearly shown by the order in which
the same subjects are treated in Boolk XI. Books
VIL-IX. (ZH©) form a unity and follow on naturally
after Book VI Book X. (I) seems to belong to the
main treatise, but it should come at the end after
Book XI1V. Book XI. (K) down to chap. viii. 9 is a
briefer and earlier treatment of the subject matter
of 111, IV. and VL. ; from chap. viii. 10 to the end it
consists of extracts from the Physics. Book XIL. (A)
is an independent treatise, probably of earlier date ;
but the astronomical passage in chap. viii. is in-
consistent with its context and must belong to the
last stage of Aristotle’s thought (cf. Jaeger, Aris-
loteles 366-379). This book contains expressions
(iii. 1, 2; v. 1) which clearly indicate that it consists
of Avistotle’s own notes for a course of lectures.
Books X111, and XIV.(M,N) present several problems.
The real division comes at XI1I. ix. 18, and the latter
section represents an earlier criticism than that which
is set out jn the former. Even apart from this the
subject matter of the two books is not very well
arranged. Moreover, in Book XIII. chaps. iv. and v.
there is an almost exact duplication of Book L
chap. ix. 1-15. The only important _difference
between the two passages is that in Book 1. Aristotle
speaks as a Platonist and in Book XIII. as an ex-
ternal critic of the Academy. Evidently the version
in Book I. is the earlier ; Jaeger suggests that it
belongs to the period when Aristotle was living at
Assos. Inany case it seems elear that after Aristotle
had severed himself from the Academy he made use
of the same criticism, making only the few slight
changes in the language which were dictated by his
altered sympathies.
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The general conclusions upon which Ross and
J'ae.'.ger agree are as follows. The earliest form of
Aristotle’s metaphysical course is represented by
Brooks I, XI. i-viii. 9, XIII. ix. 18-XIV. fir. Later
XI. was replaced by IIL, IV. and VI, and XIII. ix.
18-X1V. fin. by XIII. i.-ix. 17 ; probably Book IX.
was added at the same time. The “ editor ” worked
up all this material into a single treatise, adding
Books II., IV,, XII. and the latter part of XI.

Manuscripls and other sources

Only four of Bekker’s mss. have any independent
value, and I have followed the example of other
recent editors in ignoring the rest. The only other
ms. which I have cited is Vindobonensis phil. gr. C
to which Ross has attached the symbol J. Thesé
wmss. may be classed, in order of individual importance
as follows @ '

E Parisinus 1853 . . . . 10th century
A Laurentianus 87. 12 . . . 12th

J Vindobonensis phil. gr. C . 10th >

S Laurentianus 81.1 . . . 13th .

T Vaticanus 256 . . . . 1821 "

Of these J, 5 and T generally agree with E; A re-
presents a different and probably older archetype.
Other evidence concerning the text is furnished
by two Latin translations; one by William of
Moerbeke (I'; late 13th century), and one by Cardinal
Bessarion (about 1450). The former is so literal that
it almost has the authority of a ms. Besides these
there are the commentaries of Alexander (c. a.p. 200)
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on 1.-V. and of the pseudo-Alexander on VI.-XIV.,
and those of Asclepius (6th century), Syrianus (5th
century), and Themistius (4th century). Tinally
there is the Aldine editio princeps of 1498, which in
some cases helps to determine the true reading.

The text of this edition is bascd upon that of
Bekker (Berlin 1831, Oxford 1837); and I have
added eritical notes only where I have rejected his
readings or consider them to be doubtful. Among
more recent scholars to whom I am indebted for
various improvements and emendations, Schwegler,
Bonitz, Christ and Jaeger call for special mention ;
and above all Professor W. D. Ross, whose monu-
mcntal edition has helped me very greatly in the
preparation both of my text and of my translation.
A complete critical apparatus would have been far
too unwicldy for a volume in this serics ; but I hope
that I have noted all the most important variations.

As regards the translation, my chief object has
naturally been to make Aristotle’s meaning as clear
as possible without too great a sacrifice of brevity or
literalness ; and in pursuing this object I have not
scrupled to vary the rendering of the same Greek
words in different contexts, even where it was not
absolutely necessary to do so. Where the sense of
the Greek is really doubtful I have thought it best
to be non-committal. In rendering the more difficult
passages 1 have often referred to Professor Ross’s
translation, which has afforded invaluable guidance.

Tinally I wish to express my very real gratitude
to my friend and colleague Professor E. S. Forster,
who has given me the benefit of his criticism and
suggestions throughout nearly the whole of my task.
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ARISTOTLE
THE METAPHYSICS

BOOK 1

I. All men naturally desire knowledge. An indica-~ Boox 1
tion of this is our esteem for the senses; for apart Wuaris
from their use we esteem them for their own sake, and ettt
most of all the scnse of sight. Not only with a view Universal
to action, but even when no action is contemplated, ﬁii'@‘ieﬁ’ée,
we prefer sight, generally speaking, to all the other
senses. The reason of this is that of all the senses 2
sight best helps us to know things, and reveals
many distinctions.

Now animals are by nature born with the power of Degrees of
sensation, and from this some acquirc the faculty of 22;21;;;%"‘9
memory, whereas others do not. Accordingly the perception,
former are more intelligent and capable of learning
than those which cannot remember. Such as cannot 3
hear sounds (as the bee, and any other similar type (3) memory,
of creature) are intelligent, but cannot learn ; those
only are capable of learning which possess this sense
in addition to the faculty of memory.

Thus the other animals live by impressions and () experi-
memorics, and have but a small share of experience ; ™
but the human race lives also by art and reasoning,
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METAPHYSICS, L 1. 4-10

It is from memory that men acquire experience, 4
because the numerous memories of the same thing
eventually produce the cffect of a single experience.
Experience secms very similar to science and art,

but actually it is through experience that men 5
acquire science and art; for as Polus rightly says, (9)art and
““ experience produces art, but inexperience chance.”s "¢
Art is produced when from many notions of experi- ATt H1e,
ence a single universal ]udgement is formed with experience.
regard to like objects. To have a judgement that 6

when Callias was suffering from this or that disease
this or that benefited him, and similarly with Socrates
and various other individuals, is a matter of experi-
ence ; but to judge that it benefits all persons of a
certain type, considered as a class, who suffer from
this or that disease (e.g. the phlegmatic or bilious
when suffering from burning fever) is a matter
of art.

It would seem that for practical purposes experi-
ence is in no way inferjor to art ; indeed we see men
of experience succeeding more than those who have
theory without experience The reason of this is g
that experience is knowledge of particulars, but art
of umversals : and actions and the effects produccd
are all Concerned with the particular. For it is not
man that the physician cures, except incidentally,
but Callias or Socrates or some other person similarly
named, who is incidentally a man as well. So if a g
man has theory without experience, and knows the
universal, but does not know the particular contained
in it, he will often fail in his treatment ; for it is the
particular that must be treated. Nevertheless we 10
consider that knowledge and proficiency belong to

@ Plato, Gorgias 448 c, 462 B-0.

Art the
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METAPHYSICS, I. 1. 10-15

art rather than to experience, and we assume that Artis
artists are wiser than men of mere experience (which ZESSE;’;J:
implies that in all cases wisdom depends rather upon
knowledge) ; and this is because the former know the 11
cause, whereas the latter do not. For the experi- because the
enced know the fact, but not the wherefore ; but the artistknows
artists know the wherefore and the cause. Tor the things
same reason we consider that the master craftsmen
in every profession are more estimable and know
more and are wiser than the artisans, because they
know the reasons of the things which are done; but we
think that the artisans, like certain inanimate objects,
do things, but without knowing what they arc doing
(as, for instance, fire burns); only whereas inanimate 12
objects perform all their actions in virtue of a certain
natural qualily, artisans perform theirs through habit.
Thus the master craftsmen are superior in wisdom,
not because they can do things, but because they
possess a theory and know the causes.

In general the sign of knowledge or ignorance is
the ability to teach, and for this reason we hold that
art rather than experience is scientific knowledge ;
for the artists can teach, but the others cannot.
Turther, we do not consider any of the senses to be 13
Wisdom. They are indeed our chief sources of
knowledge about particulars, but they do not tell us
the reason for anything, as for example why fire is
hot, but only that it is hot.

It is therefore probable that at first the inventor 14
of any art which went further than the ordinary pevelop.
sensations was admired by his fellow-men,not merely 2ot f
beeause some of his inventions were useful, but as sciences.
being a wise and superior person.  And as more and 15
more arts were discovered, some relating to the
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necessities and some to the pastimes of life, the
inventors of the latter were always considered wiser
than those of the former, because their branches of
knowledge did not aim at utility. Hence when all 18
the discoveries of this kind were fully developed,
the sciences which relate neither to pleasure nor yet
to the necessities of life were invented, and first
in those places where men had leisure. Thus the
mathematical sciences originated in the neighbour-
hood of Egypt, because there the priestly class was
allowed leisure.®

The difference between art and science and the 17
other kindred mental activities has been stated in Wisdom is
the Ithics?; the reason for our present discussion ,t:deg‘;noofw'
is that it is generally assumed that what is called Ceran nd
Wisdom ¢ is concerned with the primary causes and principles.
principles, so that, as has been already stated, the
man of experience is held to be wiser than the mere
possessors of any power of sensation, the artist
than the man of experience, the master craftsman
than the artisan ; and the speculative sciences to be
more learned than the productive. Thus it is clear
that Wisdom is knowledge of certain principles and
causes.

IL. Since we are investigating this kind of know- Whatare
ledge, we must consider what these causes and prin- 2:ﬁzzsv
ciples are whose knowledge is Wisdom. Perhaps it
will be clearer if we take the opinions which we hold
about the wise man. We consider first, then, that 2
the wise man knows all things, so far as it is possible, The wise
without having knowledge of every one of them in- hm:‘lr(l;;“
dividually ; next, that the wise man is he who can E"“’e{:g‘

. . now. Ee,
comprehend difficult things, such as are not easy for (1) know-
human comprehension (for sense-perception, being lgdse of

diflicult
subjects.
9
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common to all, is easy, and has nothing to do with He must be
Wisdom) ; and further that in every branch of know- ('

ledge a man is wiser in proportion as he is more better able
o . to explain

accurately informed and better able to expound the

causes. Again among the sciences we consider that 3

that science which is desirable in itself and for the 8?}35851::‘:"
er -

sake of knowledge is more nearly Wisdom than that xyowiedge
which is desirable for its results, and that the superior Se:‘r‘l’;e

is more nearly Wisdom than the subsidiary ; for the wisdom in
wise man should give orders, not receive them ; nor }352{"3:“(‘3"

should he obey others, but the less wise should obey more desire

him.

Such in kind and in number are the opinjons which 4
we hold with regard to Wisdom and the wise. Of itselt, ()
the qualities there described the knowledge of every- giher torms
thing must necessarily belong to him who in the loé'dk‘ww“

: . ge.
highest degree possesses knowledge of the universal,
because he knows in a sense all the particulars which
it comprises. These things, viz. the most universal,
are perhaps the hardest for man to grasp, because
they are furthest removed from the senses. Again,
the most exact of the scienccs are those which are
most concerned with the first principles ; for those
which are based on fewer principles are more exact
than those which include additional principles ; e.g.,
arithmetic is more exact than geometry. Moreover,
the science which investigates causes is more in-
structive than one which does not, for it is those
who tell us the causes of any particular thing who
instruct us. Moreover, knowledge and understand-
ing which are desirable for their own sake are most
attainable in the knowledge of that which is most
knowable. For the man who desires knowledge for its
own sake will most desire the most perfect knowledge,

i1
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and this is the knowledge of the most knowable,
and the things which are most knowable are first
principles and causes ; for it is through these and
from these that other things come to be known, and
not these through the particulars which fall under
them. And that science is supreme, and superior to 7
the subsidiary, which knows for what end each action
is to be done ; i.e. the Good in each particular case,
and in general the highest Good in the whole of
nature.
Thus as a result of all the above considerations the g
term which we are investigating falls under the same This
science, which must speculate about first principles evidence
and causes ; for the Goed, i.e. the end, is one of the ';;litrl‘:‘f_\lom
causes, ledge of
That it is not a productive science is clear from a firsb prin-
consideration of the first philosophers, It is through 9
that men now: begin and originally began ciptes snd
to_philosophize ; wondering in the first place at guses
obvious perplexities, and then by gradual progression productive
raising questions about the greater matters too, e.g. ?pemmm
about the changes of the moon and of the sun, about science.
the stars and about the origin of the universe. Now 10
he who wonders and is perplexed feels that he is
ignorant (thus the myth-lover is in a sense a philo-
sopher, since myths are composed of wenders);
therefore if it was to escape ignorence that men
studied philosophy, it is obvious that they pursued
science for the sake of knowledge, and not for any
practical utility. The actual course of events bears 11
witness to this ; for speculation of this kind began
with a view to recreation and pastime, at a time when
practically all the necessities of life were already
supplied. Clearly then it is for no extrinsic advantage

13
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that we seek this knowledge ; for just as we call a

man independent who exists for himself and not for 1t is tnde-
another, so we call this the only independent science, Jrndent of
since it alone exists for itself.

For this reason its acquisition might justly be 12
supposed to be beyond human power, since in many sciences.
respects human nature is servile ; in which case, as Sgggdr(ﬁ?{qga
Simonides ¢ says, *° God alone can have this privi- it tous.
lege,” and man should only seek the knowledge
which is within his reach. Indeed if the poets are 13
right and the Deity is by nature jealous, it is probable
that in this case He would be particularly jealous,
and all those who excel in knowledge unfortunate,

But it is impossible for the Deity to be jealous
(indeed, as the proverb ® says, “ poets tell many a

lie ”’), nor must we suppose that any other form of
knowledge is more precious than this; for what is

most divine is most precious. Now there are two 14

ways only in which it can be divine. A science is 1tisthe
divine if it is peculiarly the possession of God, or if most divine

it is concerned with divine matters. And this science :gl;.nce'

alone fulfils both these conditions ; for (a) all believe athough

that God is one of the causes and a kind of principle, necossary,
. . . 6 most

and (b)) God is the sole or chief possessor of this sort excellent.

of lnowledge. Accordingly, although all other

sciences are more necessary than this, none is more

excellent.

The acquisition of this knowledge, however, must 15

in a sense result in something which is the reverse It changes

of the outlook with which we first approached the Juf»hole

inquiry. All begin, as we have said, by wondering

that things should be as they are, e.g. with regard to

marionettes, or the solstices, or the incommensur-

15
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recognized kinds of cause. Of these we hold that one @) Final

is‘the essence or essential nature of the thing (since
the * reason why ~"of a thing is ultimately reducible
to its formula, and the ultimate *‘reason why " is a
cause and principle) ;‘another is the matter or sub-
strate ;. the third is the source of motion; and‘the
fourth is the cause which is opposite to this, namely
the purpose or “ good ”’; for this is the end of every 2
generative or motive process. We have investigated
these sufliciently in the Physics®; however, let us
avail ourselves of the evidence of those who have
before us approached the investigation of reality and
philosophized about Truth. For clearly they too
recognize certain principles and causes, and so it
will be of some assistance to our present inquiry if

¢ Physics I1. iii., vii.
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we study their teaching; because we shall either
discover some other kind of cause, or have more
confidence in those which we have just described.

Most of the earliest philosophers conceived only 3
of material principles as underlying all things. That The earliest
of which all things consist, from which they first igégg;f;ed
come and into which on their destruction they are only the
ultimately resolved, of which the essence persists Z;?fseem‘
although modified by its affections—this, they say,
is an element and principle of existing things. Hence
they believe that nothing is either generated or
destroyed, since this kind of primary entity always
persists.  Similarly we do not say that Socrates
comes into being absolutely when he becomes hand-
some or cultured, nor that he is destroyed when he
loses these qualities ; because the substrate, Socrates
himself, persists. In the same way nothing else is g
generated or destroyed ; for there is some one entity
(or more than one) which always persists and from
which all other things are generated. All are not
agreed, however, as to the number and character of
these principles Thales,® the founder of this school Thales
f phil i the permanent entity is water wm mo
of philosophy,” says perm entity with water.
(which is why he also propounded that the earth

floats on water). Presumably he derived this
assumption from seeing that the nutriment of every-
thing is moist, and that heat itself is generated from
moisture and depends upon it for its existence (and

that from which a thing is generated is always its

first principle). He derived his assumption, then,

from this; and also from the fact that the seeds of
everything have a moist nature, whereas water is

the first principle of the nature of moist things.

(=13
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L Christ.

8 Cf. Plato, Cratylus 402 B, Theaetetus 152 ¥, 180 ¢, »

v Cf. Homer, Jliad, xiv. 201, 246.

¢ Cf. Homer, lliad, ii. 755, xiv. 271, xv. 37.

¢ Tlippo of Samos, a midical writer and eclectic philo-
sopher who lived in the latter half of the fifth century B.c.
Cf. De Anima 405 b 2.
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There are some ¢ who think that the men of very 6
ancient times, long before the present era, who first
spcculated about the gods, also held this same
opinion about the primary entity. Tor they ? repre-
sented Oceanus and Tethys to be the parents of
creation, and the oath of the gods to be by water—
Styx,® as they call it. Now what is most ancient is
most revered, and what is most revered is what we
swear by. Whether this view of the primary entity 7
is really ancient and time-honoured may perhaps be
considered uncertain ; however, it is said that this
was Thales’ opinion concerning the first cause. (I
say nothing of Hippo," because no one would presume
to melude him in this company, in view of the

" paltriness ‘of his intelligence.)

“Anaximenes ¢ and Diogenes 7 held that air is prior 8
to water, and is of all corporeml elements most truly Other viewa
the first principle. Hippasus ¢ of Metapontum and /53t the
Heraclitus » of Ephesus hold this of fire ; and Fm- cause
pedocles ‘—adding earth as a fourth to those already
mentioned—takes all four. These, he says, always
persist, and are only generated in respect of multi-
tude and paucity, according as they are combined
into unity or differentiated out of unity./

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae—prior to Empedocles ¢
in point of age, but posterior in his activities—says
that the first principles are infinite in number. For
he says that as a general rule all things which are,

¢ The third Milesian monist; fA. circa 545 B.C.

7 Diogenes of Apollonia, an eclectic philosopher roughly
contemporary with Hippo.

¢ A Pythagorean, probably slightly junior to Heraclitus.

b Fl. about 500 n.c.

¢ Of Acragas ; fl. 450 B.c.

i Cf. frag. 17 (Diels), R.P. 166 3 Burnet, £.G.P. 108-109,
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@ This is Aristotle’s illustralion ; apparently Anaxagoras
did not regard the “ clements” as homoeomerous (t.e.
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like fire and water,” homoeomerous, are generated
and destroyed in this sense only, by combination and
differentiation ; otherwise they are neither generated
nor destroyed, but persist eternally.?

From this account it might be supposed that the 19
only cause is of the kind called * material.” But as The neea
men proceeded in this way, the very circumstances [ 2"
of the case led them on and compelled them to seek cause.
further ; because if it is really true that all genera-
tion and destruction is out of some one entity or
even more than one, why does this happen, and what
is the cause ? It is surcly not the substrate itself 11
which causes itself to change. I mean, e.g., that
neither wood nor bronze is responsible for changing
itself ; wood does not make a bed, nor bronze a
statue, but something else is the cause of the change.

Now to investigate this is to investigate the second
type of cause : the source of motion, as we should say.

Those who were the very first to take up this 12
inquiry, and who maintained that the substrate is :}?mﬁ
one thing, had no misgivings on the subject; but demien
some of those © who regard it as one thing, being Motion and
baffled, as it were, by the inquiry, say that that one g
thing (and indced the whole physical world) is im-
movable in respect not only of generation and destruc-
tion (this was a primitive belief and was generally
admitted) but of all other change. This belief is
peculiar to them.

None of those who maintained that the universe 13
is a unity achieved any conception of this type of Early views

. of the
composed of parts which are similar to one another and

to the whole). Cf. De Caelo 302 a 28, De Gen. ef Corr.

314 a 24.
v OFf. frag. 4 (Diels) ; and see Burnet, £.G.P. 130,
¢ i.e. the Eleatic school.
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2 Founder of the above ; fl. about 475.
b {.e. in the Ada. Fr. 8 (Dicls); R.P. 121, .
¢ Aristotle is probably thinking of Impedocles, Cf. iv. 8,
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cause, except perhaps Parmenides ¢; and him only Efﬂciﬂ}ﬁL
in so far as he admits, in a sense, not one cause only cauze: ()
but two.? But those who recognize more than one 14
entity, e.g. hot and cold, or fire and earth, are better as quasi-
able to give a systematic explanation, because they materiel
avail themselves of fire as being of a kinetic nature,
and of water, earth, ctc., as being the opposite.

After these thinkers and the discovery of these
causes, since they were insufficient to account for
the generation of the actual world, men were again
compelled (as we have said) by truth itself to in-
vestigate the next first principle. TFor presumably it 16
is unnatural that either fire or earth or any other (ii.) s
such element should cause existing things to be or shoient—
become well and beautifully disposed; or indeed ggt"egl"g‘;'y
that those thinkers should hold such a view. Nor Anaxagoras,
again was it satisfactory to commit so important a
matter to spontaneity and chance. Hence when 16
someone 2 said that there is Mind in nature, just as
in animals, and that this is the cause of all order and
arrangement, he seemed like a sane man in contrast
with the haphazard statements of his predecessors.
We know definitely that Anaxagoras adopted this 17
view ; but Hermotimus 7 of Clazomenae is credited
with having stated it earlier. Those thinkers, then,
who held this view assumed a principle in things
which is the cause of beauty, and the sort of cause by
which motion is communicated to things.

IV. It might be inferred that the first person to althongh
consider this question was Hesiod, or indeed anyone f,‘,;“t}.‘iz";d““
else who assumed Love or Desire as a first principle back te

9 Anaxagoras. ¢ Cf. Plato, Phaedo 97 -98 B.
# A semi-mythical person supposed to have been a pre-
incarnation of Pythagoras.
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@ Probably Aphrodite (so Simplicius, Plutarch).
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in things ; e g. Parmenides. For he says, where hLe garhﬂf
is descrlbmg the creation of the universe,

Love she @ created first of all the gods.?
And Hesiod says,*

First of all things was Chaos made, and then
Broad-bosomed Earth . .
And Love, the foremost of immortal beings,

thus implying that there must be in the world some
cduse to move things and combine them.
‘he question of arranging these thinkers in order 2

of pnonty may be decided later. Now since it was
apparvent that nature also contains the opposite of
what is good, 7.e. not only order and beauty, but
disorder and ugliness ; and that there are more bad
and common tlnntrs than there are good and beauti-
ful: in view of thh another thinker introduced Love Empedoctes
and Strife ¢ as the respective causes of these things mtroduced
—Deecause if one follows up and appreciates the 3
statements of Empedocles with a view to his real an eficient
meaning and not to his obscure language, it will be (e ofevl
found that Love is the cause of good, and Strife of
evil. Thus it would perhaps be correct to say that
Iimpedoeles in a sense spoke of evil and good as
first principles, and was the first to do so—that is, if
the cause of all good things is absolute good.

These thinkers then, as I say, down to the time of 4
Empedocles, seem to have grasped two of the causes as yet thesa
which we have defined in the Plysics ¢ : the material t2usss were

not properly
5 Fr. 13 (Dicls).
¢ Theogony 116-20. The quotation is slightly inaccurate.
¢ Frr. 17, 26 (Diels) ; R.P.166. (Y. Burnet, £.G.P. 108 ff.
¢ Phys. I1. iii., vil.
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cause and the source of motion ; but only vaguely :;;“;‘;}T;fggd
and indefinitely. They are like untrained soldicrs in
a batile, who rush about and often strike good blows,
but without science ; in the same way these thinkers
do not seem to understand their own statements,
since it is clear that upon the whole they seldom or
never apply them. Anaxagoras avails himself of 6
Mind as an artificial device for producing order, and
drags it in whenever he is at a loss to explain some
necessary result ; but otherwise he makes anything
rather than Mind the cause of what happens.®
Again, Empedocles does indeed use causes to a
greater degree than Anaxagoras, but not sufficiently ;
nor does he attain to consistency in their use. At6

&
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any rate Love often differentiates and Strife com-
bines : beeause whenever the universe is differenti-
ated into its elements by Strife, fire and each of the
other elements are agglomerated into a unity ; and
whenever they are all combined together again by
Love, the particles of each element are necessarily

again differentiated.

Empcdoeles, then, differed from his predccessors 7
in that he first introduced the division of this cause, EmPidOEIeS
making the source of motion not one but two econ- glalfr:h‘:t Tt
trary forces. TFurther, he was the first to maintain 8
that the so-called material elements are four—not
that he uses them as four, but as two only, treating
fire on the one hand by itself, and the elements
opposed to it—earth, air and water—on the other,
as a single nature.® This can be seen from a study
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258, . . Sehelv: Tabryy . . . Sehdw EI' Asclepius, ¢ Cf. Plato, Phaedo QBDB,C%(ZSS.? 194?7 v also infra, vil. 5.
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¢ 7o H Wilamowitz (on the ground that i was the
symbol for Z in Aristotle’s time): Z roi N.

e e.9. fr. 62 (Diels).

° gf Miletus; f. cire. 440 (?) B.c. See Burnet, E.CG.P
171 1L

¢ Of Abdera ; fl. circ. 420 B.c. E.G.P. loc. cil.
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of his writings.* Such, then, as I say, is his account 9

of the nature and number of the first principles.
Leucippus,® however, and his disciple Democritus B}i’é;f:isciif“i

hold that the elements are the Full and the Void— théories

calling the one * what is ” and the other “ what is o e e

not.”” Of these they identify the full or solid with

“ what is,” and the void or rare with *“ what is not ”

(hence they hold that what is not is no less real than

what is,? because Void is as real as Body) ; and they

say that these are the material causes of things.

And just as those who make the underlying substance 10

a unity generate all other things by means of its

modifications, assuming rarity and density as first

principles of these modifications, so these thinkers

hold that the “ differences” ¢ are the causes of

everything else. These differences, they say, are il

three : shape, arrangement, and position ; because

they hold that what is differs only in contour, inler-

contact, and inclination.” (Of these contour means

shape, inter-contact arrangement, and inclination

position.) Thus, e.g., A differs from N in shape,

AN from NA in arrangement, and Z from N9 in

position. As for motion, whence and how it arises 12

in things, they casually ignored this point, very much

as the other thinkers did. Suech, then, as I say, seems

to be the extent of the inquiries which the earlier

thinkers made into these two kinds of cause.

V. At the same time, however, and even earlier The Pyth.
agoreans
¢ Tor the probable connexion betwcen the Atomists and
the Eleatics see F.G.P. 173, 175, and ¢f. De Gen. et Corr.
324 b 35-325 a 32.
¢ 4.e., of the atoms.
7 Of. R.P. 194.
9 These letters will convey Aristotle’s point better to the
English reader, but see critical note.
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@ Aristotle secms to have regarded Pythagoras as a
legendary person.

v Pythagoras himself (fl. 532 B.c.) is said by Aristoxenus
(ap. Stobaeus i. 20. 1) to have been the first to make a
theoretical study of arithmetic.

¢ For the meaning of this statement see Introd. p. xvi.

¢ Cf. XIV. vi. ff.

¢ Apparently (¢f. infra, 1. 17) they identified these con-
82
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the so-called ¢ Pythagoreans applied themselves to conaected
mathematics, and were the first to develop this with things,
science ?; and through studying it they came to ‘:C:r;lf{;}l‘;;d
believe that its principles are the principles of from the
everything. And since numbers are by nature first 2
among these principles, and they fancied that they elements of
could detect in numbers, to a greater extent than numbers.
in fire and carth and water, many analogues ¢ of
what is and comes into being—such and such a
property of number being jusz’zce ¢ and such and such
soul or mund, another opportnme, and similarly,
morc or less, with all the rest—and since they saw
further that the properties and ratios of the musical
scales are based on numbers,” and since it secmed
clear that all other things have their whole nature
modelled upon numbers, and that numbers are the
ultimate things in the whole physical universe, they
assumned the elements of numbers to be the elements
of everything, and the whole universe to be a pro-
portion? or number. Whatever analogues to the
processes and parts of the heavens and to the whole
order of the universe they could exhibit in numbers
and proportions, these they collected and correlated ;
and if there was any deficiency anywhere, they made
haste to supply it, in order to make their system
a connected whole. For example, since the decad ?
is considered to be a complete thing and to comprise

(]

not only with properties of number but with numbers thcm-
selves. Thus justice (properly =squareness)=4, the first
square number; soul or mind = 1, opportunity =7 (Alexander).
I Pythagoras himself is credited with having discovered
the ratios of the octave (2 : 1), the fifth (3 : 2) and the fourth
(4:3). DBurnct, E.GQ.P. 51.
7 Or “ harmony.” Cf. De Caelo, I1. ix., and FE.G.P. 152.
& On the number 10 and the “ tetraktys®’ see Introd. p. xvi.
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1 om. Ab.

¢ Earth, sun, moon, five planets, and the sphere of the
fixed stars.
. ® {.e. * counter-earth’; a planet revolving round the
““ central fire ”’ in such a way as to be always in opposition
to the earth.

¢ In the lost work On the Pythagoreans; but ¢f. De
Caelo, II. xiii.
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the whole essential nature of the numerical system,

they assert that the bodies which revolve in the
heavens are ten; and there being only nine ¢ that

are visible, they make the antichthon 7 ® the tenth.

We have treated this subject in greater detail else- 4
where ¢; but the object of our present review is to
discover from these thinkers too what causes they
assume and how these coincide with our list of causes.

Well, it is obvious that these thinkers too consider 5
number to be a first principle, both as the material ¢ ?eh?;ded
of things and as constituting their properties and Nomber
states.. The elements of number, according to ;":the;;glﬂ

them, are the Fven and the Odd. Of these the and as a
former is limited and the latter unlimited ; Unity ;Or?:cax‘ple,
consists of both (since it is both odd and even)’;
number is derived from Unity ; and numbers, as we
have said, compose the whole sensible universe.¢

Others * of this same school hold that there are 6
ten principles, which they enunciate in a serics of Some ed
corresponding pairs : (i.) Limit and the Unlimited ; 5 panciples
(ii.) Odd and Even; (iii.) Unity and Plurality ; (iv.) ten pairs of
Right and Left ; (v.) Male and Female ; (vi.) Res
and Motion ; (vii.) Straight and Crooked ; (viii.) Light
and Darkness ; (ix.) Good and Lvil; (x.) Square and
Oblong. Apparently Alecmaeon of Croton speculated 7
along the same lines, and either he derived the

theory from them or they from him ; for [Alcmaeon

4 See Introd. p. xvii, and Burnet. E.G.P. 143-146.

¢ i.e., as a formal principle. Of. Ross ad loc., and see
Introd. p. xvi.

7 Either because by addition it makes odd numbers even
and even odd (Alexander, Theo Smyrnaeus) or because it
was regarded as the principle of both odd and even numbers
(Heath). ¢ See Introd. pp. xv-xvii.

& Zeller attributes the authorship of this theory to Philolaus.
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e This statement is probably true, but a later addition.

b He was generally regarded as a Pythagorean.

¢ The section of Pythagoreans mentioned in § 6, and
Alcmaeon.
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was contemporary with the old age of Pythagoras,
and] @ his doctrines were very similar to theirs.” He
says that the majority of things in the world of men
are in pairs ; but the contraries which he mentions
are not, as in the case of the Pythagoreans, carefully
defined, but are taken at random, e.g. white and
black, sweet and bitter, good and bad, great and
small, Thus Alcmaeon only threw out vague hints 8
with regard to the other instances of contrariety, but
the Pythagoreans pronounced how many and what
the coutraries are. Thus from both these autherities ©
we can gather thus much, that the contraries are first
principles of things; and from the former, how
many and what the contraries are. How these can 9
be referred to our list of causes is not definitely Theyseem
expressed by them, but they appear to reckon their rogarded
clements as material ; for they say that these are theseas
the original constitueuts of which Being is fashioned causes.
and composed.

Trom this survey we can sufficiently understand 10
the meaning of those ancients who taught that the
elements of the natural world are a plurality. Qthers, OT}Jteh‘;iews
however, theorized about the universe as though it Eleatics do
were a single entity; but their doclrines are not all flgzge:lfr
alike either in point of soundness or in respect of inquiy.
conformity with the facts of nature. 1'or the purposes 11
of our present inquiry an account of their teaching
is quite irrelevant, since they do not, while assuming
a unity, at the same time make out that Being is
;:encrz{t ed from {he unity as from matter, as do sonie
physicists, but give a different explanation ; for the
physicists assume motion also, at any rate when
explaining the generation of the universe 5 but these
thinkers hold that it is immovable. Nevertheless éll’lzrligenides
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Lo His argument was * Everything that is is one, if ‘ what
is’ has one meaning” (rdvra é», el 70 dv & omualver, Phys.
187 a 1) ; but he probably believed, no less than Melissus,
in the material unity of reality. Cf. fr. 8 (Diels). It has
been suggested, however (by the Rev. C. F. Angus), that he
was simply trying to convey in figurative language a con-
ception of absolute existence.
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thus much is pertinent to our present inquiry. 1t
appears that Parmenides conceived of the Unity as
one in definition,® but Melissus? as materially one.
Hence the former says that it is finite,® and the latter
that it is infinite.4 But Xcnophanes, the first
exponent of the Unity (for Parmenides is said to
have been his disciple), gave no definite teaching,
nor does he seem to have grasped either of these
conceptions of unity; but regarding  the whole
material universe he stated that the Unity is God.
This school then, as we have said, may be dis-
regarded for the purposes of our present inquiry;

12

vegarded
reality as
one in
definition,

and
admitted
nlurality

in respect of
sensation.

13

two of them, Xcnophanes and Melissus, may be
completely ignored, as being somewhat too crude
in their views. Parmenides, however, scems to
speale with rather more insight. For holding as
he does that Not-being, as contrasted with Being,
is nothing, he necessarily supposes that Being is
one and that there is nothing else (we have dis-
cussed this point in greater detail in the Physies 7);
but being compelled to accord with pheromena, and
assuming that Being is one in definition but many
in respect of sensation, he posits in his turn two
causes, 1.e. two first principles, Hot and Cold ; or in
other words, Fire and Earth. Of these he ranks Hot
under Being and the other under Not-being.?
Trom the account just givenm, and from a con- 14

sideration of those thinkers who have already

b Of Samos ; defeated the Athenian fleet in 441 B.c.

¢ Fr. 8, 1L 32-3, 42-3. 4 Ifr. 3.

¢ Of Colophon, b. 565 (?) s.c. Criticized and ridiculed
most <t the views of his day, especially the anthropomorphic
conception of the gods. Burnet, B.G.P. 55 ff., esp. 61-02.
Cf. fr. 23 (Diels).

! Phys. L. iii. 9 Cf. note on iii, 13.
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debated this question, we have acquired the following Bummary
fchaptcrs

information. From the earliest phllosophem we have iif. and iv.
learned that the first principle is corporeal (since

water and fire and the like are bodies) ; some of them

assume one and others more than one corporeal
principle, but both parties agree in making these
principles materjal. Others assume in addition to

this cause the sowrce of motion, which some hold to

be one and others two. Thus down to and apart 15
from the Italian® philosophers the other thinkers

have expressed themselves vaguely on the subject,

except that, as we have said, they actually employ

two causes, and one of these—the source of motion

—some regard as one and others as two. The
Pythagorcans, while they likewise spoke of two

principles, made this further addition, which is
peculiar to thern: they believed, not that the
Limited and the Unlimited are separate entities,

like fire or water or some other such thing, but that

the Unlimited itself and the One itself are the
essence of those things of which they are predicated,

and hence that number is the essence of all things.

Such is the nature of their pronouncements on this 16
subject. They also began to discuss and define the qq pyin.
“what >’ of things ; but their procedure was far too agoreans
. arrived ab
simple. They defined superficially, and supposed cerain
that the essence of a thing is that to which the term %‘;ft“;‘ﬁ;’q“:
under consideration first apphes‘—e g: as if it were were loose
to be thought that “ double ” and * 2" are the same, :ggﬁggfe“
because 21is the first number which is double another.

But presumably ““ to be double a number ™ is not the 17
same as “‘ to be the number 2.” Otherwise, one

¢ The Pythagoreans; so called because Pythagoras
founded his society at Croton.
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@ {.¢., the same number might be the first to which each
of several definitions applied ; then that number would be
each of the concepts so defined.

® See Introd. p. xx, and with the whole of §§ 1-2 compare
XIIL. iv. 2-5.

c Cf. IV. 7. 18,
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thing will be many—a consequence which actually
followed in their system.® This much, then, can be
learned from other and earlier schools of thought.

V1. The philosophies described above were suc- Plato.

. . Sources of
ceeded by the system of Plato, which in most respects the Ideat

accorded with™ them, but contained also certain tPhyeghrg'gb (&
peculiar features distinet from the philosophy o.f the eanism;
Tialians. In his youth Plato first became a_cquamted 21 "
with Cratylus ¢ and the Heraclitean doctrines—that ) The
the whole sensible world is always in a state of flux,@ gux; t(‘m‘)
and that there is no scientific knowledge of it—and JorRic,
in after years he still held these opinions. .And when
Socrates, disregarding the physic(ll universe ar}d
confining his study to moral questions,® sought in

this sphere for the universal and was the first to .
concentrate upon definition, Plato foHo“’/ed him and Erheeth: :
assumed that the problem of definition is cor‘lc.erned objects of
not with any sensible thing but with entities of dinity
another kind ; for the reason that there can be no ;:;‘r;:legu?:r
general definition of sensible things w‘l}ich are”alfways
changing. These cntities he called Ideas,” / and ?Mibla
held that ail sensible things are named after ¢ them soneitt
and in virtue of their relation to them; for the
plurality of things which bear the same name as

the Forms f exist by participation in them. (With

¢ Plato, Cratylus 402 a (fr. 41 Bywater).

¢ See Introd. p. xx.

4 ?ehave tragslated {5éa by Idea and eidos by Form
wherever Aristotle uses the words with reference to the
Platonic theory. Plato apparently uses them 1qd11¥erentlﬁf.
and so does Aristotle in this particular connexion, but he
also uses eldos in the sense of form in general. For a dis-
cussion of the two words see Taylor, Va‘r'za Socratica, 178-
267, and Gillespie, Classical Quarterly, vi. 179-203. , .

9 For this interpretation of wapd Taira See Ross’s note
ad loc. "
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b See IV, il 19-20, and ¢of. XIIL iv, 4.
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regard to the “ participation,” it was only the term

that he changed ; for whereas the Pythagoreans say

that things exist by imitation of numbers, Plato says

that they exist by part1c1pat10n—merely a change of

term As to what this “ participation” or “ imita- 4

tion ” may be, they left this an open question.)

Further, he states that besides sensible things and The objects
the Forms there exists an intermediate class, the ;’,{;;‘,2;“;1@
objects of mathematics,® which differ from sensible imtermedi-
things in being eternal and immutable, and from the Tdeas and
Forms in that there are many similar objects of “""5:;1"
mathematlcs, whereas each Form is itself unique.

Now since the I'orms are the causes of everything 5
else, he supposed that their elements are the elements ¥aterial
of all things. Accordmgly the material principle is Brirgele:
the *“ Great and Small,” and the essence <or formal and Small.
pr1nc1p1e> is the One, since the numbers are derived pfﬂzﬁtla‘
from the *“ Great and Small ” by participation in the the One.
One. In treating the One as a substance instead of a 6
predicate of some other entity, his teaching resembles
that of the Pythagoreans, and also agrees with it in
stating that the numbers are the causes of Being in
everything else; but it is peculiar to him to posit
a duality instead of the single Unlimited, and to
make the Unlimited consist of the ‘‘ Great and
Small.” He is also peculiar in regarding the numbers
as distinct from sensible things, whereas they hold
that things themselves are numbers, nor do they
posit an intermediate class of mathematical objects.

His distinction of the One and the numbers from 7
ordinary things (in which he differed from the
Pythagoreans) and his introduction of the: Forms
were due to his investigation of logic (the earlier
thinkers were strangers to Dialectic) ¥ ; his concep-
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e ¢w 1Oy wpdrwy is very difficult, but it can hardly be
a gloss, and no convincing emendation has been suggested.
Whatever the statement means, it is probably (as the criticism
which follows is certainly) based upon a misunderstanding.
From Plato, Parmenides 143 c-144 a, it might be inferrcd
that the Great and Small (the Indeterminate Dyad) played
no part in the generation of numbers ; but there the numbers
are not Ideal, as here they must be. In any case Aristotle
is obsessed with the notion that the Dyad is a duplicative
principle (XIII. viii. 14), which if true would imply that it
could generate no odd number. Hence Heinze proposed
reading meprror (0odd) for mpdrwv (which may be right,
although the corruption is improbable) and Alexander tried
to extract the meaning of * odd ™ from mpérwv by under-
standing it as ‘“ prime to 2. However, as Ross points out
(note ad loc.), we may keep mpérwr in the sense of * prime "’
if we suppose Aristotle to be referring either (a) to the
numbers within the decad (XIIT. viii. 17) and forgetting 9—
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tion of the other principle as & duality to the belief
that numbers other than primes® can be readily
generated from it, as from a matrix.? The fact,
however, is just the reverse, and the theory is il-
logical ; for whereas the Platonists derive multi-
plicity from matter although their Form generates
only once,® it is obvious that only one table can be
made from one piece of timber, and yet he who
imposes the form upon it, although he is but onc,
can make many tables. Such too is the relation of
male to female : the female is impregnated in one
coition, but one male can impregnate many females.
And these relations are analogues of the principles
referred to.

This, then, is Plato’s verdict upon the question
which we are investigating. From this account it is
clear that he only employed two causes ¢: that of
the essence, and the material cause ; for the Forms
are the cause of the cssence in everything else, and
the One is the cause of it in the IForms. He also
tells us what the material substrate is of which the
Forms are predicated in the case of sensible things,

the other odd numbers being primes; or (b) to numbers in
general, and forgetling the entire class of compound odd
numbers. Neither of these alternatives is very satisfactory,
but it seems better Lo keep the traditional text.

® Fror a similar use of the word éxuayeior ¢f. Plato,
Timaeus 50 c.

¢ Aristotle’s objection is that it is unreasonable that a
single operation of the formal upon the naterial principle
should result in more than one product ; <.e. that the material
principle should be in itself duplicative.

4 Plato refers several times in the dialogues to an efficient
cause (e.¢. the Demiurgus, Sophist 265 8-, Timaeus 28 c ff.)
and a final cause (e.g. I’hilebus 20 b, 53 ¥, Tihnaeus 29 ff.) 3
but Aristotle does not seem to take these allusions seriously.

47

@

9

Thus Plate
employs
only two
causes : for
hie aseribes

10

the causa-
tion of good
and evil to




ARISTOTLE

988 a ~ £y s @ @
(120'67]7‘(311 TO‘ 8, EV €,V TOLS €L8€O’t {‘G‘yETCLL, oTL auT”

dvds éore, 76 péya xai To pikpdv. é’ln Sé’ 'r'l;)v ToD
15 €0 xal 700 Kakds alriav Tols gTOLYElOLS amédwrev
ércarépors éicarépav, damep ¢a}uév Kai 7'&):/ mpo-
répwv éminrical Twas ¢irocédwr, ofov ‘Epme-

SoxMéa rai *Avafaydpav. . o,
VIL. Zwrdpws ,uév‘oﬁv Kai K/G(ﬁu:\ub(ui?ﬂ)g éme
eApAvbaper Tlves Te Kal mds Tuyxdvovow eip'qxo'rgsz
20 mepl T TAY dpydv Kal Tis (157](96“}\;' Opws O€
Tooolitéy  Exopev € al’n"(f)xj’, oTL TGV AGZOV’TLUI‘/
mepl dpxfs kal alrias ovlfels ffw T&v &v Tols mepl
dlocws muiv Sprw,ue'vav clpnrev, aAd mdvTes
apudplds pév Exelvwv 35 WS gﬁ({Lvo:/TaLlf)vy‘ya-
vovTes. oi pév yap ws VANY v dpyy Aeyovgw,
25 dv Te plav dv Te wAelovs dmolda, Kal €dv re odpa
édv Te dowparov TobTo' TLldHoW (?iox: }IACLTUJV‘/J,EI‘/
76 péya xal 70 pucpov Aéywv, ‘0L§ ITCLNALKOL 0
damepov, "EpnedorAis 8¢ wip xal Yy xal ESwe'KaL
dépa, *Avafaydpas §é v T@v Spolopepdov dme=
piav: olrol Te O wdvreg,T'qg rowdrys alrlas
30 Yupdvor elol, xal € (t)’U’O,L dépa 7 mlp 1) v8(f)p 7
wUpos pév wvxvo"repov’afpog dé )\6777'07"6/)01/ _xal
yap TowdTéy Twes siprxaow Idva:, ™6 7mplTov
GTOLXG?OV)——oﬁTOI; pev. odv  talrys Tis aitias
Mhavto pdrov, érepo 86/ TLV€§‘00€:} UZSNER
kwijoews (olor Soot ¢L)\L¢3V rai velxos %) voiw 1)
35 épwTa mowodaw dpyny): 70,86 7i Ay elvas wat Ty
ovoiav cgadds pév ovlkls dmodddwke,* pdiora 8

1 om. Bekker. 2 dmédwxe Tece.

e Cf. Philebus 25 26 5. b jif. 17 3 iv. 3.
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and the One in that of the Forms—that it is this the Formal
duality, the “ Great and Small.”  Further, he as- 22352?0”3]
signed to these two elements respectively the causa-
tion of good @ and of evil; a problem which, as we
have said,® had also been considered by soine of the
earlier philosophers, e.g. Bmpedocles and Anaxagoras.

VIL. We have given only a concise and SUMIAary No thinker
account of those thinkers who have expressed views ’,“:,ftﬁgin
about tlic causes and reality, and of their doclrines. brpoor
Nevertheless we have learned thus much froo: them : fiso Bhart
that not one of those who discuss principle or cause four which
Las mentioned any other type than those which we :{:&;ﬁw
have distinguished in the Physics.c Clearly it is
after these types that they are groping, however
uncertainly.  Some speak of the first principle as 2
material, whether they regard it as one or several,
as corporeal or incorporeal : e.g. Plato speaks of
the * Great and Small 75 the Italians ¢ of the Un-
limited ; Lmpedocles of Tire, Larth, Water and Air ;
Anaxagoras of the infinity of homoecomeries. All 3
these have apprehended this type of cause ; and all
those too who make their first principle air or water
or ** something denser than fire but varer than ajr 7 ¢
(for some have so deseribed the primary element).

These, then, apprehended this cause only, but others
apprchended the source of motion—e.g. all such as
make Love and Strife, or Mind, or Desire a first prin-
ciple. As for the essence or essential nature, nobody 4
has definitely introduced it; but thie inventors of

intermediate between certain pairs of ** elements ** have been
generally regarded as applying to Anaximander’s dreipoy
or Tudcterminate ; but the references are so vague (¢f. viil. 6,
Lhysics 187 a 14, 189 b 3, 203 a 18) that it secms better to
connect them with later and minor members of the Milesian
school. Cf. Ross’s note ad loc.
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the Forms express it most nearly. Tor they do not
conceive of the Forms as the mailer of sensible things
(and the One as the matter of the Forms), nor as
producing the source of motion (for they hold that
they are rather the cause of immobility and tran-
quillity) ; but they adduce the Forms as the esseniial
nature of all other things, and the One as that of the
Forms. The end towards which actions, changes and §
motions tend they do in a way treat as a cause, but
not in this sense, i.e. not in the semse in which it
is naturally a cause. Those who speak of Mind or
Love assume these causes as being something good ;
but nevertheless they do not profess that anythlncr
exists or is generated for the sake of them, but only
that motions originate from them.s Slmllarly also ¢
those who hold that Unity or Being is an entity of
this kind state that it is the cause of existence, but
not that things exist or are generated for the sake
of it. So it follows that in a sense they both assert
and deny that the Good is a cause ; for they treat it
as such not absolutely, but incidentally. It appears,
then, that all these thinkers too (being unable to
arrive at any other cause) testify that we have
classified the causes rwhtly, as regards both number
and nature. Further, it is clear that all the principles
must be sought either along these lines or in some
similar way.

Let us next examine the possible difficulties arising
outof the statements of each of these thinkers, and Out
of his attitude to the first principles.

VIII. Allthose who regard the universe as a unity, Criticiam of
and assume as its matter some one nature, and that oo 2o
corporeal and extended, are clearly mistaken in many thinkers.

d
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respects. They only assume elements of corporeal () The
things, and not of incorporeal ones, which also exist. onsts:
They attempt to state the causes of generation and
destruction, and investigate the nature of everything ;
and at the same time do away with the cause of
motion. Then there is their failure to regard the 2
essence or formula as a cause of anythmcr; and
further their readiness to call any onc of the simple
bodies—except earth—a first principle, without in-
quiring how their reciprocal gencration is effected.
I refer to fire, water, earth and air. Of these some
are generated from each other by combination and
others by differentiation ; and this difference is of 3
the greatest importance in deciding their relative
priority. In one way it might seem that the most
elementary body is that from which first other bodics
are produced by combination ; and this will be that
body which is rarest and composed of the finest
particles. Ience all who posit Fire as first principle 4
will be in the closest agreement with this theory.
However, even among the other thinkers cveryoune
agrees that the primary corporeal element is of this
kind. At any rate none of the Monists thought
earth likely to be an element—obviously on account
of the size of its particles—but each of the other three 5
has had an advocate; for some name fire as the
primary element, others water, and others air.®  And
yet why do they not suggest earth too, as common
opinion does? for people say * Everything is
earth.” And Hesiod too says? that earth was 6
generated first of corporeal things—so ancient and
popular is the conception found to be. Thus accord-
ing to this theory anyone who suggests any of these
e Of. iii. 5, 8. » Of.iv. L.
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bodies other than fire, or who assumes something
* denser than air but rarer than water,” 2 will be
wrong. On the other hand if what is posterior in 7
generation is prior in nature, and that which is de-
veloped and combined is posterior in generation, then
the reverse will be the case ; water will be prior to
air, and earth to water. So much for those who posit
one cause such as we have described.

The same will apply too if anyone posits more than (i) Bm-
one, as e.g. Empedocles says that matter consists of ¥*100%¢
four bodies ; objections must occur in his case alse, 8
some the same as before, and some peculiar to him.
First, we can see things being generated from each
other in a way which shows that fire and earth do
not persist as the same corporeal entity. (This
subject has been treated in my works on Natural
Science.?) Again with regard to the cause of motion
in things, whether one or two should be assumed, it
must not be thought that his account is entirely
correct or even reasonable. And in general those 9
who hold such views as these must of necessity do
away with qualitative alteration; for on such a
theory cold will not come from hot nor hot from cold,
because to effect this there must be something which
actually takes on these contrary qualities: some
single element which beeomes both fire and water—
which Empedocles denies.

If one were to infer that Anaxagoras recognized 10
two 4 elements, the inference would accord closely (i) Anaw
with a view which, although he did not articulate it &%
himself, he must have accepted as developed by
others. To say that originally everything was a 11
mixture js absurd for various reasons, but especially
since (a) it follows that things must have existed
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previously in an unmixed state; (1) it is contrary
to nature for anything to mix with anything ; (c)
moreover affections and attributes would then be
separable from their substances (because what is
mixed can also be separated). At the same time, if
one were to follow his doctrine carefully and inter-
pret its meaning, perhaps it would be seen to be
more up-to-date ; beeause when nothing was yet 12
differentiated, obviously nothing could be truly pre-
dicated of that substance—e.g. that it was white or
black or buff or any other colour. It must necessarily
have been colourless, since otherwise it would have
had one of these colours. Similarly by the same 13
argument it had no taste or any other such attribute ;
for it cannot have had any quality or magnitude or
individuality. Otherwise some particular form would
have belonged to it ; but this is impossible on the
assumption that everything was mixed together,
for then the form would have been already differenti-
ated, whereas he says that everything was mixed
together except Mind, which alone was pure and
unmixed.¢ It follows ﬁom this that he recognizes 14
as principles the One (w iich is simple and unml\ﬁd)
and the Other, which is such as we suppose the In-
determinate to be before it is determined and par-
takes of some form. Thus his account is neither
correct nor clear, but his meaning approximates to
more recent theorics and what is now more obviously
true.

However, these thinkers ave really concerned only 15
with the theories of gencration and destruction and
motion (for in general it is only with reference to
this aspect of reality that they look for their principles
and causes). Those, however, who make their study 16
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cover the whole of reality, and who distinguish
between sensible and non-sensible objects, clearly
give their attention to both kinds ; hence in their
case we may consider at greater length what con-
tributions, valuable or otherwise, they make to the
inquiry which is now before us.

The so-called Pythagoreans employ abstruser 17
principles and elements than the physicists. The (v.) The
reason is that they did not draw them from the porenms.
sensible world; for mathematical objects, apartTher
from those which are connected with astronomy, are abstract
devoid of motion. Nevertheless all their discussions 18
and investigations are concerned with the physical principtes,
world. They account for the gencration of the ;‘Kgn‘llsb%
sensible universe, and observe what happens in account

respect of its parts and affections and activities, and i‘;;ﬁé’;‘ creto
they use up their principles and causes in this con-
nexion, as though they agreed with the others—
the physicists—that reality is just so much as is
sensible and is contained in the so-called * heavens.”
All the same, as we have said,® the causes and prin- 18
ciples which they describe are capable of application
to the remoter class of realities as well, and indeed
are better fitted to these than to their physical
theories. But as to how there is to be motion, if all 20
that is premissed is Limit and the Unlimited, and
0Odd and Even, they do not even hint; nor how,
without motion and change, there can be generation
and destruction, or the activities of the bodies which
traverse the heavens. And further, assuming that 21
it be granted to them or proved by them that mag-

8 § 17 supra.
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& Aristotle uses the word péyeflos both of magnitude in
general and of spatial magnitude or extension. Here the
meaning seems to be the former. Numbers obviously have
magnitude, and might be regarded as causing it; but
(except on the Number-Atomism theory, for which see
Introd. p. xvii) they are no more the cause of extension than
that of gravity.

® i.e., how can number be both reality and the cause of
reality ?
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nitude ® is composed of these factors, yet how is it to
be explained that some bodies are light, and others
have weight ? I'or in their premisses and statements
they are speaking just as much about sensible as
about mathematical objects ; and this is why they
have made no mention of fire or earth or other
similar bodies, because, I presume, they have no
separate explanation of sensible things. Again, 22
how are we to understand that number and the
modifications of number are the causes of all being
and generation, both in the beginning and now, and
at the same time that there is no other number than
the number of which the universe is composed ?®
Because when they make out that Opinion and 23
Opportunity are in such and such a region, and a
little above or below them Injustice and Separation
or Mixture, and when they state as proof of this
that each of these abstractions is a number; and
that also in this region there is already a plurality

_of the magnitudes composed of number, inasmuch as

these modifications of number correspond to these
several regions,—is the number which we must
understand each of these abstractions to be the same
number which is present in the sensible universe, or
another kind of number ? ¢ Plato at least says that 24

¢ The point seems to be this. The Pythagoreans say that
Opinion is a number, 3 (or 2, according to another version),
and is located in a certain region of the universe because that
region is proper to a corporeal magnitude composed of the
number 38 (air was so composed according to Syrianus).
Are we to understand, says Aristotle, that the abstract
number identified with Opinion is the same as the concrete
number of which air consists? The difficulty is probably
due to an attempt to combine two different Pythagorean
views of number. See Introd. p. xvik
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¢ For a discussion of the Ideal theory and Aristotle’s
conception of it see Introd. P- xxi; and with the whole
contents of ch. ix. 1-15 ¢f. XYL iv. 6v.

* An Idea which represents their common denominator.

¢ The heavenly bodies.

¢ Aristotle is here speaking as a Platonist. Contrast the
language of X111, iv. 7 ff., and see Introd. p. xxxii.

¢ Scientific knowledge must have a permanent object (cf,
vi. 2).

7 Including artificial products ; of. 15 infre.
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it is another. It is true that he too supposes the«%t
numbers are both these magnitudes and their
causes ; but in his view the causative numbers are
intelligible and the others sensible. o

IX. The Pythagoreans, then, may be dismissed for gﬁtgrlﬁi
the present, for it is enough to touch upon them thui Ideal
briefly. As for those who posit the Forms as causes, s 'Hlx.e‘
in the first place in their attempt to find the causes ssumption
of things in our sensible world, they introduced an doubles the
equal number of other .entltles—as though a man ‘tl]rings rof
who wishes to count things should suppose that it explained.
would be impossible when they are few, and should
attempt to count them when he has added to them.
For the Forms are as many as, or not fewer than, the
things in search of whose causes these th'inkers were
Ied to the I'orms; because corresponding to each
thing there is a synonymous entity apart .fromithe
substances (and in the case of non-substantial things
there is 2 One over the Many ?), both in our every-
day world and in the realm of eternal entities.® ;

Again, not one of the arguments by which we? 2
try to prove that the Forms exist demonstrates our glrvé)u;l;h;ts
point : from some of them no necessary conclusion ;5 07%
follows, and from others it follows that there are tosu 52,';
Forms of things of which we hold that there are no
Torms. For according to the arguments from ‘ic 3
sciences ¢ there will be Forms of all things ofuwlnch Prove ither
there are sciences’; and according_ to the * One- ?;;]ﬂgcgr
over-Many 7’ argument? of nggatlons too; and or e{sii,';e_y
according to the argument that *“ we have some con-imply

3 | , sequences
ception of what has perished,” of perishable things ;inconsistent

¢ The fact that several particulars can have a common
quality or nature implies a single Idea of which they all
partake (Republic 596 2). 63
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e The theory always admitted Ideas of perishable things,
e.g. *“man.” The objection here 15 that 1f the memory of
dead men establishes the Idea of * man,” the memory of a
dead individual establishes an Idea of that (perishable)
individual.

5 Phaedo T4 a-7T7 a, Republic 479 4-480 a.

¢ Several arguments bore this name. Here the reference
is probably to the following : If X is a man because he re-
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because we have a mental picture of these things.® with the
Again, of Plato’s more exact arguments some estab- Eﬁ‘e"fﬁgffyd
lish Ideas of relations,? which we do not hold to form
a separate genus; and others state the * Third ¢4
Man.”¢ And in general the arguments for the
Forms do away with things which are more important
to us exponents of the Forms than the existence of
the Ideas; for they imply that it is not the Dyad
that is primary, but Number 4 ; and that the relative
is prior to the absolute ¢ ; and all the other conclusions
in respect of which certain persons, by following up
the views held about the Ideas, have gone against
the principles of the theory.

Again, according to the assumption by which we g
hold that the Ideas exist, there will be Forms not ¢y 144
only of substances but of many other things (since _fumi?mgﬂtal
the concept is one not only in the case of substances, of the theory
but also in the case of all other things; and there fhat there
are sciences not only of substances but of other things other things
as well; and there are a thousand other similar 2%ides
consequences) ; but according to logical necessity, Pﬁﬁ? this is
and from the views generally held about them, it ;J,’.%‘r?.ily“t‘l,"
follows that if the Forms are participated in, then practice.
there can only be Ideas of substances. For they are
not participated in que accidents ; each Form can only
be participated in in so far as it is not predicated of

a subject. I mean,e.g.,that if anything participates ¢

sembles the Idea of Man, there must be a third * man ™ in
whom the humanity of these two is united. Cf. Parmenides
132 4-133 a.

¢ The Indeterminate Dyad, being to Aristotle a glorified
2, falls under the Idea of Number, which is therefore prior
to it.

¢ This seems to be a development of the same objection.
Number, which is relative, becomes prior to the supposedly
self-subsistent Dyad. 6
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¢ Sensible double things are not eternal; therefore they
do not, in the proper sense of ‘ participation,” participate
in the Idea of Doubleness qua having the accidental attribute
*eternal.”  Therefore Ideas, qua participated in, are not
attributes but substances.

® i.6. pairs of sensible objects.

° 7.e. mathematical 2 s.

4 The argument of §§ 7-8 is: Ideas are substances. The
common name which an Idea shares with its particulars
must mean the same of both; otherwise * participation ™
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] ?

in * absolute Doubleness ” it participates also in
* eternal,” but only accidentally ; because it is an
accident of Doubleness to be eternal.® Thus the7
Forms must be substance. But the same names de-
note substance in the sensible as in the Ideal world ;
otherwise what meaning will there be in saying t}}at
something exists beside the particulars, .e. the unity
comprising their multiplicity ? If the form of the 8
Ideas and of the things which participate in them is
the same, they will have something in common (for
why should Duality mean one and the same thlng
in the case of perishable * twos 7 ? and the * twos
which are many but eternal,® and not in the case of
the Idea of Duality and a particular *“ two ' ?) ; but
if the form is not the same, they will simply be
homonyms ; just as though one were to call both
Callias and a piece of wood ““ man,” without remark-
ing any property common to them.?¢ )

Above all we might examine the question what @
on earth the Forms contribute to sensible things, (@) What do
whether eternal ot subject to generation and decay ; contribute
for they are not the cause of any motion or change ' sensible
in them. Again, they are no help towards the 10
knonledge of other things® (for they are not the ;?Il:}gi'ge
substance of things, otherwise they would be ¢ ot causes
things), nor to their eaisience, since they are not hég oo
present in the things which partake of them. If L‘,?f;‘é‘g’%?m
they were, it might perhaps seem that they are€ gxplain the
causes, in the sense in which the admixture of wh;te
causes a thing to be white ; but this theory, which 11
is merely homonymy. But as applied to Ideas it denotes
substance ; therefore particulars must be substances.

¢ This objection, like the next, is chieﬂ}f _directed against
the transcendence of the Ideas. It is anticipated by Plato
in Parmenides 134 p. o1
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% See note on XII. viii. 3. Apparently he was a Platonist
who regarded the Ideas as immanent in particulars,

¢ Plato says ‘* the Demiurgus "' ; Timaeus 28 ¢, 29 a.
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was first stated by Anaxagoras? and later by existence
Fudoxus? and others, is very readily refutable, for °f ""e*
it is easy to adduce plenty of impossibilities against

such a view. Again, other things are not in any
accepted sense derived from the Forms. To say that 12

the Forms are patterns, and that other things parti- To say that
cipate in them, is to use empty phrases and poetical (i doss

are ‘' pat-
metaphors ; for what is it that fashions things on torms " does
the model of the Ideasc? Besides, anything may 2)?; ?ﬁ};ﬁry,
both be and become like something else without
being imitated from it ; thus a man may become just
like Socrates whether Socrates exists or not, and 13
even if Socrates were eternal, clearly the case would
be the same, Also there will be several ““ patterns,’” 2017
and hence Forms, of the same thing ; e.g. *“ animal » further

s o - 7e ,, difficulties.
and “* two-footed 7’ will be patterns of " man,” and
so too will the Idea of Man.4 TFurther, the Forms
will be patterns not only of sensible things but of
themselves (e.g. genus in the sense of genus of
species), and thus the same thing will be both pattern
and copy. Further, it would seem impossible that 14
the substance and the thing of which it is the sub-
stance exist in separation ; hence how can the Ideas,
if they are the substances of things, exist in separa- , . de
tion from them ? 7 It is stated in the Phaedo? that scribes the
the Forms are the causes both of existence and of 'd%92s
generation. Yet, assuming that the Forms exist, 15
still the things which participate in them are not causing ex-

. . . istence and
generated unless there is something to impart generation,

¢ Why this consequence is objectionable is not quite clear.

Perhaps it is on the ground that to “ account for appear-
¥

ances " in this way is not economical.

¢ The species will be the * pattern ” of individuals, and
the genus of the species.

7 Cf. 10 supra. ¢ Phaedo 100 p.
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¢ Introd. p. xxii.

® The point, which is not very clearly expressed, is that
the Ideas will not be pure numerical expressions or ratios,
but will have a substrate just as particulars have,
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motion; while many other things are generated but this
R s cannot ba

(e-g. house, ring) of which we hold that there are no {71d

Forms. Thus it is clearly possible that all other

things may both exist and be generated for the same

causes as the things just mentioned.

Further, if the Forms are numbers,® in what sense 16

will they be causes ? Is it because things are other @ If the
eas are
numbers, e.g. such and such a number Man, such and nombers,
such another Socrates, such and such another Callias ? I(;n)) g&;{ﬂgﬂ
then why are those numbers the causes of these ? pers, this
Even if the one class is eternal and the other not, it does vot
will make no difference. And if it is because the 17
things of our world are ratios of numbers (e.g. a explain why
musical concord), clearly there is some one class of their causes;
things of which they are ratios. Now if there is S;;);,E,%hmg
this something, i.e. their matfer, clearly the numbers numbers
themselves will be ratios of one thing to amother. LutTation
I mean, e.g., that if Callias is a numerical ratio of 18
fire, earth, water and air, the corresponding Idea the Idoas
too will be a number of certain other things which ¥ 2ot be
are its substrate. The Idea of Man, too, whether
it is in a sense a number or not, will yet be an
arithmetical ratio of certain things, and not a mere
number ; nor, on these grounds, will any Idea be a
number.?

Again, one number can be composed of several 19
numbers, but how can one Form be composed ofgjr’g EJS.BM
several Forms ? And if the onc number is not com- pers, how
posed of the other numbers themselves, but of their acfo";“‘;‘c‘g;d?
constituents (e.g. those of the number 10,000),
what is the relation of the units? If they are
specifically alike, many absurdities will result, .and
also if they are not (whether (2) the units in a given
number are unlike, or (b) the units in each number

71
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@ That the words in brackets give the approximate sense
seems clear from XIII, vi. 2-8, vii. 15; baut it is difficult to
get it out of the Greek.

b CF. vi. 4.

¢ 4.e., if 2 is derived from a prior 2 (the Indeterminate
Dyad ; Aristotle always regards this as a number 2), and at
the same time consists of two units or 18, 2 will be prior
both to itself and to 1.

72

METAPHYSICS, I. x. 19-23

are unlike those in every other number).® Tor in
what can they differ, seeing that they have no
qualities ? Such a view is neither reasonable nor
compatible with our conception of units.

Further, it becomes necessary to set up another 20
kind of number (with which calculation deals), and (g The
all the objects which are called “ intermediate ” THOOTY tes
by some thinkers.? But how or from what principles & third elas:
can these be derived? or on what grounds are which has
they to be considered intermediate between things 22 % b
here and Ideal numbers? Further, each of the
units in the number 2 comes from a prior 2; but
this is impossible.

Further, why should a number <of units>, taken 21
together, be one thing ? And further, in addition () The
to the above objections, if the units are unlike, they }ﬁ’:ﬁ ;é‘u?L‘“
should be treated as the thinkers who assume two Psl}‘:hlgl;e“m
or four elements treat those elements; for not dificulties.
one of them applies the term * element” to the
common substrate, e.g. body, but to fire and earth—
whether there is a common substrate (i.e. body)
or not.? As it is, the One is spoken of as though it 22
were homogeneous, like fire or water. But if this
is so, the numbers will not be substances. And if
there is an absolute One which is a principle, clearly
the term ““ one” is ambiguous; otherwise this is
impossible.¢

When we wish to refer substances to their prin- 23

4 In the De Gen. et Corr. 320 b 238 Aristotle says that there
is not.

¢ This last sentence shows that in what goes before A. has
been regarding the Platonic One as a unit. If this is so, he
says, substance cannot be composed of it. If on the other
hand the One is something different from the unit, they
ought to make this clear.
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8 The lines, planes and solids here discussed are probably
the Ideal lines, ete., which are immediately posterior to the
Idea-Numbers. Cf. § 30, XIII. vi. 10, ix. 2, and see Introd.
p. xxiv.

® Lines, planes and solids are generated from varieties of
the Great and Sinall, but points cannot be, having no magni-
tude ; how, then, can the latter be present in the former?
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ciples we derive lines® from “ Long and Short,” {3030
a2 kind of ©“ Great and Small ”; and the plane from glelx%as and
“ Wide and Narrow,” and the solid body from *“ Deep “**
and Shallow.” Dut in this case how can the plane
contain a line, or the solid a line and a plane ? for 24
“Wide and Narrow” and “ Deep and Shallow ”
are different genera. Nor is Number f:ont,z}ir}ed in
these objects (because “ Many and Few ™ is yet
another class) ; and in the same way it is clear .that
none of the other higher genera will be contained
in the lower. Nor, again, is the Broad the genus
of which the Deep is a species ; for then body wquld
be a kind of plane. Further, how will it be possﬂ?le 25
for figures to contain points? ®  Plato stea(‘illy () Tho
rejected this class of objects as a geometrica;l’ fiction, i point
but he recognized “* the beginning of a line, anl(} he fvolves
frequently assumed this latter class, z.e. the‘ i cotradie-
divisible lines.” ¢ But these must have some limit ; tions.
and so by the same argument which proves the exist-
ence of the line, the point also exists.? '

In general, although Wisdom is concerned with 26
the cause of visible things, we have ignored this g ).
question (for we have no account to give of the canse Ideal theory

lgnores two

from which change ariscs), and in the belief that we Eﬁintcﬁgaflismcif
are accounting for their substance we assert the B e mee

existence of other substances; but as to how the fSO%}lfli)lloand

latter are the substances of the former, our explana- ;giode”the
. ST i

tion is worthless—for *‘ participation, as we have

said before,” means nothing. And as for that which 27

¢ That Plato denied the existence of the point and asserted
that of indivisible lines is not directly stated elsewhcre, but
the same views are ascribed to Nenocrates, and were attacked
in the treatise De lineis insecabilibus. See RRoss ad loc.

4 Se, if the point is the limit of the line.

e Cf. vil. 5 and § 9 supra. 7 §12. -




ARISTOTLE

892 a
- bJ ? e o~ A £ 8 3 1) 3 -
30 TALS ETMLOTTLALS OPWLEY OV aQlTioV, OL O Kat Tag

~ A} -~ -~ ) 7 ~
vols kai mdoa ¢dos woel, o0dé TavTns Ths
7 ~ 3 ~ 1
alrias v dauév elvar plav 7dv dpydv, ovlév
o A bd 3 1 14 A 6 14 -~
amTeTar TG €idn, akAd yéyove Ta pabrpara Tols
~ ¢ / ’ I 1 ’ 5 8
s9zb viv 1) Prdocodla, dackdvrwry dMwv' ydpw adTd
- 2 4 L3 z
Selv mpayuareveotar. Er 8¢ mpy dmokeiuévmy
o
ovolay ws Thpy pabnuaricwrépay dv Tis Dmo-
1 ~ -~ A) A
Adfoi, Kkai pdMov xatnyopetobar kai Swadopav
elvar 14js odolas xai Ts UAns 9 Ay, ofov 76 péya
I \ A}
s kal TO pexpov, domep xal ol duaodyor daot 76
pavéy Kal TO mukvdv, mpwras Tob Dmoreyévov
~ s 3
Ppdarovres elvar Siadopds TadTas: TabiTa ydp éoTw
?
dmepoxn Tis wal EMeufis. mepl Te wwiloews, €l
~ - 7/ \
pév dorar Tadra ximous, dfAov ST kwmoeTar TA
o 9 4 14 ? 5 o \ € A
€idn ef 8¢ wi, wolev HAbev; SAn yap ) wepi
10 ploews avijpyTar oxéfis. & Te Sowel pdowov elvar,
~ - Al
70 detfar omv &v dmavta, ol yiyverar T yip
2 ’ v 7 4 o 3 3 3 7 34
ékféoer o) ylyverar mdvra &v, AN adrd T év,
-~ -~ 9 T I4
dv 818@ Tis mdvrar kal ovdé TolTo, € un yévos
7 AY / -~ 3 3 3 7 3 7
ShoerL 76 kabérov elvarr Totiro & év éviows advvarov.
76/ 8’ » 7 78\ 3 A A > 0 Al
ovléva & éxer Adyov 0U0é Td pera Tovs dpifluods
{
wiikm 7€ kai émimeda xal oreped, ovre Smws éoTww
~ A »
159 éoTar, oUre® Tiva Eyer Stvapw: rTabra ydp olre
1 dNwr: TP EXAwr Ab,
2 op7 el . Asclepius.

¢ The final cause. Cf. vi. 9-10.

b ¢.g. Speusippus, for whom see VII. ii. 4.

¢ Cf. Plato, Republic 531 c-p.

& (f. iv. 10.

¢ The word #xfesis has various technical meanings. The
process referred to here apparently consisted in taking, e.g.,
particular men, and reducing them with reference to their

common nature to a single unit or universal, * man " ; then
taking ‘ man,” * horse,” ** dog,” etc. and treating them in
76
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we can see to be the cause in the sciences, and efficient ana
through which all mind and all nature works——thjs 22 causes.
cause ¢ which we hold to be one of the first principles
—the Forms have not the slightest bearing upon
it either. Philosophy has become mathematics for
modern thinkers,® although they profess ¢ that mathe-
matics is only to be studied "as a means to some
other end.

Further, one might regard the substance which 28
they make the material substrate as too mathe- () The Great
matical, and as being a predicate and differentia of 2333):1;};0?
substance or matter rather than as matter itself, » material
I mean the * Great and Small,” which is like the g:inggg:'
“Rare and Dense ” of which the physicists speal,@ [°f explain
holding that they are the primary differentiae of the
substrate ; because these qualities are a species of
excess and defect. Also with regard to motion, if 29
the “ Great and Small ” is to constitute motion,
obviously the Forms will be moved ; if not, whence
did it come? On this view the whole study of
physics is abolished. And what is supposed to be {MThe

R . ory does

easy, to prove that everything is One, does not not prove
follow ; because from their exposition ¢ it does not E?Iif;;‘im
follow, even if you grant them all their assumptions, One, but
that everything is One, but only that there is an only that
absolute One—and not even this, unless you grant 30
that the universal is a class ; which is impossible in there is an
some cases.” Nor is there any explanation of the aosolute
lires, planes and solids which “ come after” the
Numbers ¢ : neither as to how they exist or can
exist, nor as to what their importance is. They

the same way, until a unit is reached which emb -
thing (Alexander). e eveny
/ Probably those of relative or negative terms. Of. § 3.
¢ See note on §23,
77
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-~ ~ -~ 9 4
éori, kal mds éorar BfjAov; kal yap TobT Exel
1 ofav 874: &s ED Asclepius.

2 4 Bonitz: 7. 3 <katy 7 Bonitz: 3.
4 xal el Tvyxdrvee E Asclepius.

s ¢.g. Plato's Dialectic.
¥ (. the doctrine of dvdurqais (recollection), Plato, Mena
81 ¢, Phaedo 72 ®.
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cannot be Forms (since they are not numbers) or
Intermediates (which are the objects of mathe-

matics) or perishables ; clearly they form yet another
fourth class.

In general, to investigate the elements of existing 31
things without dIStlnfTUIShan‘ the various senses in (s To sup-
which things are sald to exxst is a hopeless task ; U2 thatall

sisting
especially when one inquires along these lines into ;:1;;zgl%l1\'e
the nature of the elements of which things are com- Elfn:;ﬂ:
posed. Tor (a) we cannot surely conceive of the é-{')“{?fl‘i”d;
elements of activity or passivity or straightness ; exist in°
this is possible, if at all, only in the case of sub- !ITrent
stances. Hence to look for, or to suppose that one (2) Toappre-
has found, the elements of everything that exists, is hend the

a mistake. (0) How can one apprehend the elements 32

of everything?  Obviously one could not have any elements o
previous knowledge of anything ; because just as a [yoviing
man_who is beginning to learn geometry can have ons hasny
previous knowledge of other facts, but no previous fowinie
knowledge of the principles of that science or of ofansthing
the things about which he is to learn, so it is in (whereas all
the case ‘of all other branches of knowledge. Hence 33

if there is a science which embraces everything ® knowledge
(as some say), the student of it can have no previous };?jﬁgﬁ;
knowledge at all. But all learning proceeds, wholly known);

. or that we
or in part, from what is already lmown whether it oy every-
is through demwonstration or through definition— ET'lt"):“'th'
since the parts of the definition must be alveady .
known and familiar. The same is true of induction.

On the other hand, assuming that this knowledge 34
should turn out to be innate,? it is astonishing that
we should possess unawares the most important of
the sciences. TFurther, how is one to know of what

elements things consist ? how is it to be established ?
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amoplav® a,U.t;{)LUﬁT]TZ]OfLE‘ yap v Tis, womep kal
s mepl évias ovAAafdas: ol pev yap 16 (a' éx Tob
o xai 8 wal a dacly elvar, of 8¢ Twes Erepov
$0Syvov <;{>aolv elvar, kat ovBéva OV yrwplpwy.

"Er 8¢ dv doTw alofinois, Tadra nds dv Tis 1)
Eywv Ty alebnow yvoin; «kalrou é8et, elye wdvrwr
ratTd® oTowyeld €oTw €€ dv, domep ai ovvleror

10 pwral elow éx TV olxkelwy oToLyelwy.

X. “O7i pév odv 7as elpnuévas év tols uoircols
alrias [nrely édoilkaos wdvTes, kai TovTwWy €rTOS
odeulay éEyowpuey Gav fiw,efv,’ 877/\21! Kai/ éx 'r[[n:
TpdTEpov elpnuévwv: GAA O;fLUSPwS jTavTas, Kkal
Tpédmov pév Twa wdoar TWPoTepov elpnyTar, Tpo-

15 mov 8¢ Twa oddauds. Peldloudvy yap Eotkev 1
mpdTn pLhocodia mepl mAvTwy, d"re, Vf/a T\G,Kal‘.4
kat’ dpxds oboa [kai 70 mpdTov]® émel kal ‘Epu-
medorAils doTolv T Adyw émoiv elvar, Tobro &
éorl 0 T Jv elvar kal 7 odola Tod mpdyparos.
dAAG pmy dpoiws dvaykaiov kal odpras® xal TGOV

20 GMwv  EkacTov’ elvar Tov Adyov, 7 pnde &r-
8ia TobTo yap kai oapf kal dorody forar xai
Tov dAwv ékagTov, xal ob S v FApy, v

1 ta Donitz: spa. 2 5 Bonitz: p.
3 Bessarion, comm.: TaiTa codd.
4 xal om. EADP Asclepius.
5 Ross: om. Bessarion, Alexander.
¢ gdpras AY Bonitz: capros.
7 Exacrov: éxdorov 1", Bekker.
8 undt & : punbévos AP Alexander.

9 sroixeiov means both ‘ an element” and * a letter of
the alphabet * ; hence letters are often used as analogues of
the material elements. The point here is: Is Z (or rather
the Greek §) a oroixeior, or is it further analysable? Since

80

METAPHYSICS; 1. x. 35—x. 3

Even this presents a difficulty, because the facts 35

might be disputed, as happens in the case of certain (3)The

syllables—for some say that ZA is composed of S, Clements

D and A, while others say that it is a distinet sound may always

and not any one of those which are familiar to ng.s °° HisPuted
Further, how can one gain knowledge of the ob- 36

jects of a particular sense-perception without pos- ) I ail

sessing that sense ? Yet it should be possible, that Jpisets had

is if the elements of which all things consist, as com- the same
elements,

posite sounds consist of their peculiar ? elements, are sight would
enable us
the same. to know

X. Thusit is obvious, from the statements of earlier sounds; but
thinkers also, that all inquiry is apparently directed Shisisnotso.
towards the causes described in the Physics,® and o his
that we cannot suggest any other cause apart from coufirms our
these. They were, however, only vaguely conceived ; Xx]rfs‘fi(ﬁ,‘ffa
and although in one sense they have all been stated fhe study
before, in another they have not been stated at all.

For the earliest philosophy speaks falteringly, as it 2
were, on all snbjects ; being new and in its infancy. primary
Even Empedocles says that bone exists by virtue of causes
its ratio,? which is the definition or essence of a
thing. But by similar reasoning both flesh and every 3
other thing, or else nothing at all, must be ratio;

for it must be because of this, and not because of

their matter—which he calls fire, earth, water and

this can be disputed, we must expect differences of opinion

about the elements in genecral.

® Peculiar to them as sounds, not as individual sounds.

If sights and sounds had the same elements, sight, which
knows those elements as composing sights, would know
them as composing sounds; i.e., we could see sounds.

¢ Phys. IL. iii., vii.

¢ Frr. 96, 98 (Diels), Ritter and Preller 175. Aristotle
says that Empedocles had some idea of the essence or formal
cause, but did not apply it generally.
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METAPHYSICS, I. x. 8-4

air—that flesh and bone and every other thing
exists. If anyone else had stated this, he would ¢
necessarily have agreed, but his own statement was
not clear.

These and similar points have been explained al-
ready. We will now return to the difficulties which
might be raised about these same questions, for they
may throw some light upon subsequent difficulties.®

s The reference is to Book I11. See Introd. p. xxi.
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BOOK II

1. Tue stu.dy. of Truth isin one sense difficult, in another Boor L
easy. This is shown by the fact that whereas no one Taz STupy
person can obtain an adequate grasp of it, we cannot 3:6 C::L”:
. 3 > I
all fail in the attempt; each thinker makes some entirely °
statement about the natural world, and as an indi- e meout
vidual contributes little or nothing to the inquiry ; reality,
bu.t a comlgination of all conjectures results in some- ?sltxllﬂfiglblolt
thing considerable. Thus in so far as it seems that 2
Truth is like the proverbial door which no one can find th
miss,” in this sense our study will be easy ; but the bruth about
fact that we cannot, although having some grasp of gfnﬁi"w
the whole, grasp a particular part, shows its difficulty.
However, since difficulty also can be accounted for The causo of
in two ways, its cause may exist not in the objects fhe it
of our study but in ourselves : just as it is with bats’ 3
eyes in respect of daylight, so it is with our mental culty is the
intelligence in respect of those things which are by weakness of
nature most obvious. our resson.
) It is only fair to be grateful not only to those whose Even the
views we can share but also to those who have ex- fhost super-
pressed rather superficial opinions. They too have thinkers
contributed something ; by their preliminary work ™"e ontr-
they have formed our mental experience. If there 4
had been no Timotheus,? we should not possess much buted some-
¢ Leutsch and Schneidewin, Paroemiographi, ii. 678.
b Of Miletus, 446 (?)-357 B.c.
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1 Jaeger.

e Of Mitylene; he is referred to as still alive in Aristo-
phanes, Clouds 971. Both Phrynis and Timotheus are criti-
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of our music; and if there had been no Phrynis,® thing toom
there would have been no Timotheus. It is just the <Viedge
same in the case of those who have theorized about
reality : we have derived certain views from some of
them, and they in turn were indebted to others.

Moreover, philosophy is rightly called a knowledge 5
of Truth. The object of theoretic knowledge is The oviect
truth, while that of practical knowledge is action ; ﬁ‘g:ﬁfgf‘
for even when they are investigating low a thing is is action,
so, practical men study not the eternal principle but "t
the relative and immediate application. But we 6
cannot know the truth apart from the cause. Now gy of
every thing through which a common quality is theorcticat
communicated to other things is itself of all those m‘;ﬂf,ﬁiggm
things in the highest degree .po’ssessed of that qualit'y Know the
(e.g. fire is hottest, because it is the cause of heat in mustknow
everything else) ; hence that also is most true which "¢ first
causes all subsequent things to be true. Therefore 7
in every case the first principles of things must principles
necessarily be true above everything else-—since and causes,
they are not merely sometimes true, nor is anything {enare
the cause of their existence, but they are the cause most true
of the existcnce of other things,—and so as each
thing is in respect of existence, so it is in respect of
truth.

11. Moreover, it is obvious that there is some first cayses can-
principle, and that the causes of things are not in- 23%&3,{8;‘“

finitely many either in a direct sequence or in kind. cain; (i)
Tor the material generation of one thing from another 2 infinilely

cannot go on in an infinite progression (e.g. flesh from (i.) Not one
earth, earth from air, air from fire, and so on with- ﬁ{,fg: (f?“r
out a stop); nor can the source of motion (e.g. man cause can
cized in the fragment of Pherecrates’ Chiron translated by Anite chain

Rogers in the appendix to his ed. of the Clouds.
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7i Bessarion, comm. : T codd.

3 uy: B Ab, fecit E.

4N 4 ws Ross: § oix olrws AN ds B AP et scripsit
Beklker (4 alt. omisso).

5 s Ab: om. cet.

M

o Aristotle is evidently thinking of Tmpedocles’ system.

® ¢¢ means not only “from " but * after’’; Avristotle dis-
misses this latter meaning. The Isthmian fell alternately in
the same year as the Olympian festival ; when this happened
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bt? moved by air, air by the sun, the sun by Strife,®
with no limit to the serjes). In the same way neithér 2
can the Final Cause recede to infinity—walking
having health for its object, and health happiness Upwird
and happiness something else : one thing alwa g Sirection
being done for the sake of another. And it is ju};t 3
the same with the Formal Cause. For in the case of
all intermediate terms of a series which are contained
between a first and last term, the prior term is
necessarily the cause of those which follow it; be-
cause if we had to say which of the three is the cause
we should say * the first.”’ At any rate it is not the
last term, because what comes at the end is not the
cause of anything. Neither, again,is the intermediate
term, which is only the cause of one (and it makes 4
no difference whether there is one intermediate
t.crr‘n or several, nor whether they are infinite or
!xmlted in number). But of series which are infinite
in this way, and in general of the infinite, all the
parts are equally intermediate, down to the present
moment. Thus if there is no first term, there is no
cause at all. ’

On the other hand there can be no infinite pro- 5
gression downwards (where there is a beginning in rn i
the upper direction) such that from fire comes water brio in the.
and from water earth, and in this way some other direotion.
kind of thing is always being produced. There are Of the twa
two senses in which one thing * comes from ” another Jonses

o . X ! : enges of
apart from that in which one thing is said to come derivation,
after .another, e.g. the Olympian “ from "% the ?E:é?v%ﬁf;
Isthmian games—either as a man comes from a child ment, and

as it develops, or as air comes from water. Now we 6

the former was held in th i i
e e Oy easv. B e spring and the latter in the
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1 vap AP Alexander (?): &2.

2 Christ. 3 7. Bonitz: 78,

¢ The argument is elliptical and confused. The meaning
is this: Since there is an upward limit, there is a first cause
which is eternal, being independent of any other cause.
Therefore this cause cannot cause other things by its destruc-
tion, in the manner just described.
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say that a man “ comes from " a child in the sense theotherthe
that that which Aas become something comes from S?ii‘;‘f“"“
that which is becoming : i.e. the perfect from the xhich
imperfect. (Tor just as * becoming ” is always oxista
intermediate between being and not-being, so is
that which is becoming between what is and what
is not. The learner is becoming informed, and that
is the meaning of the statement that the informed
person *‘ comes from ” the learner.) On the other7
hand A comes from B in the sense that water comes
from air by the destruction of B. Hence the former The former
class of process is not reversible (e.g. a child cannot ‘;};::“igfnﬁ?"
come from a man, for the result of the process of reversible;
becoming is not the thing which is becoming, but
that which exists after the process is complete. So
day comes from early dawn, because it is after dawn ; the latter la.
and hence dawn does not come from day). But the
other class is reversible. In both cases progression g
to infinity is impossible ; for in the former the inter- 1, Liner
mediate terms must have an end, and in the second case canthe
the process is reversible, for the destruction of one (cr:l;:(ltge
meniber of a pair is the generation of the other. At [hefirst =
the same time the first cause, being eternal, cannot e‘term,:l,g‘lan-c
be destroyed ; because, since the process of genera- 2% e lizble
tion is not infinite in the upper direction, that cause tion.
which first, on its destruction, became something
else, cannot possibly be eternal.®

Further, the Final cause of a thing is an end, and ¢
is such that it does not happen for the sake of some- The theory
thing else, but all other things happen for its sake, 221 Infinita
So if there is to be a last term of this kind, the series inconsistent
will not be infinite ; and if there is no such term, l”ifs’lf.’iﬁa of
there will be no Final cause. Those who introduce n ultinate

tinal )
infinity do not realize that they are abolishing the 1l canse
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30 yryrdoxew: ToTE yap €ldévar olduela, 6Tav Ta altia
2 §¢ Ab, Christ: vdp.
4 JAnv évs SAnr ob Ross.

2 ofow AP: rTorodTous.
3 Ixbpuevby éorw EJ.

@ {.¢. infinitely divisible.

® Tt does not follow that we can apprehend that which is
infinite because we can apprehend a line which is infinitely
divisible, We can only really apprehend the line by setting
a limit to its divisibility and regarding it simply as divisible
into a very great (but not infinite) number of sections. An
infinite number of sections can neither be apprehended nor
counted.
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nature of the Good (although no one would attempt
to do anything if he were not likely to reach some
limit) ; nor would there be any intelligence in the 10
world, because the man who has intelligence always
acts for the sake of something, and this is a limit,
because the end is a limit,

Nor again can the Formal cause be referred back 1“&33’2?
.to another fuller definition ; for the prior definition 13
is always closer, and the posterior is not ; and where the formal
the original definition does not apply, neither does Tiipe.

here were

the subsequent one. Further, those who hold such an infinits
a view do away with scientific knowledge, for on this 5};:‘13 %}QEXZ
view it is impossible to know anything until one knowledge.
comes to terms which cannot be analysed. Under- 12
standing, too, is impossible ; for how can one con- We cannot
ceive of things which are infinite in this way ? It ig 2ty
different in the case of the line, which, although in of snything
respect of divisibility it never stops, yet cannot be l\\“lerx:;;tr\e(;nly

conceived of unless we make a stop (which is why,.in Wprebend
4 such a thing

-examining an infinite ¢ line, one cannot count the by regarding

sections).® Even matter has to be conceived under 13

the form of something which changes,® and there it as super-

can be nothing which is infinite.2 In any case the lfm‘fly

concept of infinity is not infinite.e e
Again, if the kinds of causes were infinite in (L) If the

number it would still be impossible to acquire know- causes were

ledge ; for it is only when we have become ac- :Enxrxlifeer,m

quainted with the causes that we assume that we (™ wonld
UNKDOW:

¢ Matter too, which is infinite in its varieties, can only be
apprehended in the form of concrete sensible objects which
are liable to change. 'This seems to be the meaning of the
test, but Ross’s reading and interpretation may be right;
set; his note ad loc.
i.e. not actually, but only potentially,
¢ Cf. note b. Y vE 7
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know a thing ; and we cannot, ln a ﬁr}ite !:ime, go :glg,\:rr;d
completely through what is additively infinite. ‘k,ouldl;,; o

III. The effect of a lecture depends upon the habits knowidy
of the listener; because we expect the language to of o lecturo
which we are accustomed, and anything beyond this intedt
seems not to be on the same level, but soxr}ewhat :t:r;eu;l‘ag;-
strange and unintelligible on account .of its un- jigpener.
familiarity ; for it is the familiar that is intelligible.

The powerful effect of familiarity is clearly.shown
by the laws, in which the fanciful ar.ld puel‘rlle sur-
vivals prevail, through force of habit, agajnst our ,
recognition of them. Thus some people will not
accept the statements of a speaker unless he gives a
mathematical proof ; others will not unless he malkes
use of illustrations ; others expect to have a poet
adduced as witness. Again, some require exac_t-
ness in everything, while others are annoyed'by it,
either because they cannot follow the reasoming or
because of its pettiness ; for there is something about
exactness which seems to some people to be mean, no
less in an argument than in a business tran.sactlon.

Hence one must have been already trained how 3 v
to take each kind of argument, beeause it is absurd \llilelv:;ebw
to seck simultaneously for knowledge and for Fhe :;23,]%11,:
method of obtaining it ; and neither is casy to acquIre. g oy in
Mathematical accuracy is not to be demanded in glfxztc\?;;eu
everything, but only in things which do not contain
matter. Hence this method is not tha?: of natural ¢
science, because presumably all nature is c9ncerned ¢ e ac
with matter. Ience we should first inquire what st nabe
nature is ; for in this way it will become clcarhwhajz E{,\&V:&B
the objects of natural science are [and whetd crthl ;‘{};agsjr:m
belongs to one science or more than one to study the o ntural
causes and principles of things]. science.
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- know the knot. The perplexity of the mind shows

BOOK III

L. It is necessary, with a view to the science which Roox 1L
we are investigating, that we first describe the Tssmars
questions which should first be discussed. These con- gf%f;f’:s
sist of all the divergent views which are held about fivsics,
the first principles; and also of any other view apart first state
from these which happens to have been overlooked. the primary
Now for those who wish to get rid of perplexities it 2
is a good plan to go into them thoroughly ; for the ;opiems
subsequent certainty is a release from the previous ;:?1§?n£h;r
perplexities, and release is impossible when we do not Motaphysies
lias to face.
that there is 2 “ knot ” in the subject; for in its
perplexity it is in much the same condition as men
who are fettered : in both cases it is impossible to
make any progress. Hence we should first have
studied all the difficulties, both for the reasons given
and also because those who start an inquiry without
first considering the difficulties are like people who
do not know where they are going; besides, one
does not even know whether the thing required has
been found or not. To such a man the end is not
clear ; but it is clear to one who has already faced the
difficulties. Further, one who has heard all the con- 4
flicting theories, like one who has heard both sides

in a lawsuit. is necessarily more competent to judge.
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¢ The prineiples and causes referred to in Book I.
® The problem is discussed ii. 1-10, and answered 1V, i
¢ Discussed ii. 10-15; answered IV, iji.
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i i rned with the subjects ¢ 5
g frst dlfﬁcu}ty 3 in o fatory remarks. () Does the
which we discussed in our prefatory : ) Doco
i.) Does the study of the causes belong to one science i,hf caes
¢ ore than one??® (ii.) Has that science only belong to
o conte he first principles of substance, or gy shonld
to contemplate the first p ples pstance, or o) shos
is it also concerned with the principles w 11():1 at 25 soures
. o 1 . i~ .
for demonstration—e.g. whether it is possi };3 a e study the
same time to assert and deny ome and t e sam .
hi and other similar principles?¢ And if it is
conee: i iii.) is there one science j¢gomon.
concerned with substance, (iii.) e selence o qomon.
which deals with all substances, or more il anh l d, wellal:those
snou £
and if more than one, ‘all:? gleyfs%gf i(szgglr;a??;gé should of sub-
Il some of them * kinds o ; ; '
somethin different ¢ This too is a question which 7
something differe st e tathons
is inquiry : (iv.) should we ho y (i) s ther
T s i th are others ofall sab-
sensible substances exist, or that there are « of all s
besides P And should we hold that there is only one mors than
class - of non-sensible substances, or more than ?ne ?J‘&er, o
(as do those who posit the Forms and thﬁ xr%at he~ :{'ﬁ ?au
ject i i the Forms
i ects as intermediate betwgen
:;iitus:z]ns(;}g‘}e things)?¢  These questions, then, as I gv)How
say, must be considered; and also (v.) whether 9;1}: O i
Stl);éy is concerned only with substances, ordalfso tvl:l .
i i { substance ; and further,
the essential attributes o . "
her, and Like and of pon-sen-
i regard to Same and Qt , L of gon-se
Wlt}} < & d Contrariety, and Prior and Posterior, apd sible aud-
Ulnhkﬁ - }(i terms v:zhich dialecticians try to in- there,ifsny?
other suc ) -
3Lstigate, basing their inquiry }Ilnerely upon P{(:)}I;ISII:.(I)‘ S(a'l ()i ylscg\:
ini ; t consider whose province i
iy all of these - st consider all 10
study all of these.. Further, we mu consider alllo
the essential attributes of these same gs, corned o
ii. 9-10, VL. i.
i il. 15-17 3 answered IV. ii. 9-10, \%
: Ilgllssg:llsssseeg ﬁ 20-30 ; answered XII. vi-x., anddg]fo kii
the refutation of the Platonic Ideas and Intermediates

XIIL and XIV. 99
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1 A, ”Al\ 8 ’ ~ € 8 1 "/8 Ny 37
$not puriav, dos 8¢ Tis mip, 6 3¢ Bdwp 7 dépa-
2 A: 6 08¢Ab,
e Discussed ii. 18-19; answered IV, ii. 8-25.
® Discussed ch. iii. ; answered VII. x., xii.-xiii.
¢ Discussed iv. I-8. For answers to these questions see
VII. viii., xiit.-xiv. ; XIL vi-x. 3 XIIL %.
4 Discussed iv. 8-10; answered XIL, iv.-v., XIII. x.
¢ Discussed iv. 11-23; for Aristotle’s general views on
the subject see VII. vii.-x., XII. i.-vii.
7 Discussed iv. 24-34 ; answered VII. xvi. 3-4, X. ii.
¢ Actually Love was no more the universal substrate than

was any other of Empedocles’ elements; Aristotle appears
to select it on account of its unifying function.
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not merely what each one of them is, but also whether essentia: .
each one has one opposite ; and (vi.) whether the 2tiributes o

first principles and elements of things are the genera Whoisto
under which they fall or the pre-existent parts into deher, ote.,
which each thing is divided; and if the genera,2nd thefr

whether they are those which are predicated ulti- stiributes?
mately of individuals, or the primary genera—e.g., (b g:;‘;_u“

whether * animal ”” or “man ” is the first principle ciples of
» Iy o . 11|
and the more independent of the individual.? s or

Above all we must consider and apply ourselves to 11

the question (vii.) whether there is any other cause component
per se besides matter, and if so whether it is dis- g{;‘;‘:et i

sociable from matter, and whether it is numerically (w"]ia)trkinrrladle
. - ViL) I8 €]
one or several ; and whether there is anything apart ;55 canse

from the concrete thing (by the concrete thing I other than
mean matter together with whatever is predicated does any-
of it) or nothing ; or whether there is in some cases 2% exst
but not in others; and what these cases are.® the concrets
Further, (viii.) we must ask whether the first prin- 12
ciples are limited in number or in kind #—both those object?
in the definitions and those in the substrate—and (i) 4
(ix.) whether the principles of perishable and of Prineiples
imperishable things are the same or different; and number or
whether all are imperishable, or those of perishable kind
things are perishable.¢ Further, there is the hardest 13
and most perplexing question of all: (x.) whether (ix.) Havo
Unity and Being (as the Pythagoreans and Plato Jogim.
maintained) are not distinct, but are the substance ggf;;zagllg
of things; or whether this is not so, and the sub- same
strate is something distinct / (as Empedocles holds (p;.’)“f\’rpga“
of Love, another thinker® of fire, and another Unityand
of water or airf); and (xi.) whether the first 14

# Heraclitus. % Thales.
# Anaximenes.
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% Discussed vi. 7-9; for the answer see VII. xiii.-xv.,
XIIL x.

¥ Discussed vi. 5-6; for the relation of potentiality to
actuality see IX. i.-ix.; for actuality and motion see XII.
vi.-vii.
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principles are universal or like individual things @ ; Being st

and (xii.) whether they exist potentially or actually ; substanceat

and further whether their potentiality or actuality (ii)Are

depends upon anything other than motion?; for principle

these questions may involve considerable difficulty. "= e

Moreover we must ask (xiil.) whether numbers and 15

lines and figures and points are substances in any é?idiivigu:l?

sense, or not; and if they are, whether they are bh,,,'y)p‘fmn,

separate from sensible things or inherent in them.c tial or,

With regard to these problems not only is it difficult (i) Are

to attain to the truth, but it is not even easy to state ’c',:}tgﬁj’::g'

all the difficulties adequately.? substances ?
II. (i.) Firstly, then, with respect to the first point () @ Only

raised: whether it is the province of one science or of principies

more than one to study all the kinds of causes. IHow canfll

can one science comprehend the first principles unless science.

they are contraries ? Again, in many things they

are not all present. How can a principle of motion 2

be in immovable things? or the * nature of the () Tn many

Good 7 # for everything which is good in itself and g

of its own nature is an end and thus a cause, because arr:&?t.ﬂﬂ

for its sake other things come to be and exist; and ?

the end and purpose is the end of some action, and all

actions involve motion ; thus it would be impossible

either for this principle to exist in motionless things

or for there to be any absolule Good. Hence in3

mathematics too nothing is proved by means of this

cause, nor is there any demonstration of the kind

“ because it is better or worse ”’; indeed no one

takes any such consideration into account. And so 4

¢ Discussed ch. v.; answered XIII, i-iii., vi-ix.; XIV,
i.-iii., v., vi. . )

4 Jior another statement of the problems sketched in this
chapter see XL, i., il
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¢ FPounder of the Cyrenaic school in the early fourth
century.

* For a defence of mathematics see XIII. iii. 10-12,

¢ Cf. L. il 5-6.
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for this reason some of the sophists, e.g. Aristippus,®
spurned mathematics, on the ground that in the
other arts, even the mechanical ones such as car-
pentry and cobbling, all explanation is of the kind
‘“ because it is better or worse,” while mathematics
takes no account of good and bad.?

On the other hand if there are several sciences of 5
the causes, and a different one for each different I thereis
principle, which of them shall we consider to be the {,’;2{;’0‘,2320
one which we are seeking, or whom of the masters ;’f,&‘;:s
of these sciences shall we consider to be most learned which is
in the subject which we are investigating ? Tor it 6
is possible for all the kinds of cause to apply to the Wisdom?

Each canss

same obJect ; e.g. in the case of a house the source cxcept the
of motion is the art and the architect ; the final cause ;“ﬂ;:g‘;‘e
is the function ; the matter is earth and stones, and claim to be
the form is the definition. Now to judge from our %{;:2%?;:2
discussion some time ago¢ as to which of the sciences of Wisdom.
should be called Wisdom, there is some case . for
applying the name to each of them. Inasmuch as?
Wisdom is the most sovereign and authoritative kind
of knowledge, which the other sciences, like slaves,
may not contradict, the knowledge of the end and of
the Good resembles Wisdom (since everything else
is for the sake of the end); but inasmuch as it has
been defined as knowledge of the first principles and
of the most knowable, the knowledge of the esscnce
will resemble Wisdom. For while there are many g
ways of understanding the same thing, we say that
the man who recognizes a thing by its being some-
thing knows more than he who recognizes it by its
not being something ; and even in the former case
one knows more than another, and most of all he

who knows what it is, and not he who knows its size
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or quality or natural capacity for acting or being
acted upon. Further, in all other cases too, even g
in such as admit of demonstration, we consider that
we know a particular thing when we know mwhat it is
(e.g. what is the squaring of a rectangle ! answer,
the finding of a mean proportional to its sides ; and
similarly in other instances); but in the case of
generations and actions and all kinds of change, when
we know the source of motion. This is distinet from 10
and opposite to the end. Hence it might be supposed
that the study of each of these causes pertained to 2
different science.®

(ii.) Again, with respect to the demonstrative prin- (1) Docs the
ciples as well, it may be disputed whether they too ien?
are the objects of one science ? or of several.® By 11
demonstrative I mean the axioms from which all studies the
demonstration proceeds, e.g. * everything must be I
cither affirmed or denied,” and “ it is impossible at theaxiomst
once to be and not to be,” and all other such pre-
misses. Is there one science both of these principles
and of substance, or two distinct sciences? and if
there is not one, which of the two should we consider
to be the one which we are now seeking ?

It is not probable that both subjects belong to one 12
science ; for why should the claim to understand (a) The
these principles be peculiar to geometry rather than 307 of
to any other science > Then if it pertains equally belongs to
to any science, and yet cannot pertain to all, com- 29sbecial
prehension of these principles is no more peculiar to
the science which investigates substances than to
any other science. Besides, in what sense can there 13
be a science of these principles ? We know already (v) How can
just what each of them is 5 at any rate other sciences Terebe s

employ them as being known to us.® If, however, axioms?

107




ARISTOTLE

o~ 4 A
adrdv éati, Sefael T yévos elvar dmorxeiuevov, xai
Ay \ 4 3\ 5 3 7 3 k] _~— 1 4
Ta péy mdln ta 8 abidpar’ adrdv (mept mdvrwy
N 3 7 3 / bl 3 7 3 ¥
yap dadvvatov dmdédefw elvai), dvdykn ydp €x
Tovwy elvar kai mepl e xal Twwy TYv amdédefiw-
r 7 7 ~
10 wote cupPaives wdvTwy elvar yévos & Te TRV
~ 3 ~
Sewcvvuédvwy, mdoar yap ai dmodeikTikai Xpdvrat
-~ > s 3 AY 5 3 € 14 € -~ 3 ’
Tols afudpagw. AMXXa pay €l érépa 1) Tijs odoias
1
xal 7 epl ToUTwY, ToTépa KUplwTEpa Kal TpoTépa
médurer adTdv; Kkalérov yap pdhora kal TdvTwy
o > > T -~
apyal Ta dfwdpard éoTw: € T ' oTi v TOU
4 7 14 A} * ~ » &
drogddou, Tivos Eotar mept avT®V dAov T6
~ AY ~ L4 -~
15 Qewpiioar 7o ainfés kai febdos; Olws Te 7OV
- -~ A ’ k3
ovoLdY moTEpov pla maodv oTv 1) mwAeiovs €mi-
- - ’ ’
oTipal; € pév oty ui pla, moias ovolas Jerdov
/ -~
Y émoripmy Tavrqr; To 8¢ play maocdv odk
edoyoy: kal yap dv dmodeuctirn pila mepl mdvTwy
- ~ 3 A
ein Tov ovpPefnidTwr, eimep mdca dmodeikTii)
-~ ;
20 7T€P[ TL l;WO/{E(fIlLEVOV BewPGL ’Td Kao alj'TQ‘. O'U‘LL‘
Befnrora éx TOV kowdv dofdy. mepl obv TS avTo
? A 14 3 < A -~ k] - b A
’)/GVOS TG UU/LB€BT]KOTG. Ka0 avTa TT]S‘ U.U’T”I)s €0TL
o~ -~ ~ -~ ’ o
fewpiioar €x TV adTdr dofdv. mepl Te yap O°
jueds, Katl e’f oy ptas, €ite 7S al’)Tﬁg elte &'/\)\775'
&ate kal Ta ovuPefnkéra, eir’ <adral> abrart
25 Bewpotiow® e’ éx Tovrwr pla. “Erv 8¢ mérepov
mepi Tds odoilas pévov 1 Gewpia éoTiv 7 ral wept

997 a

el 7 T oeir, 2 gal 76 Ab, 35 Ab: 1) 8re,

¢ atrai abrac Scripsi: adrar AVT Alexander Syrianus:
avral ILJ : ai adrai Asclepius yp. Alexander.

5 fewpolow AP Alexander: Oewpricovow.

s For the answer see IV, iii. ¢ Cf.i. 6.
¢ For the answer see IV, ii, 9-10, VL. i.

ios8

METAPHYSICS, III, 11. 13-18

there is a demonstrative science of them, there will
ha.ve to be some underlying genus, and some of the
principles will be derived from axioms, and others
will be unproved (for there cannot be demonstration 14
of everything), since demonstration must proceed
Jrom something, and have some subject matter, and
prove something. Thus it follows that there is some
one genus of demonstrable things; for all the de-
monstrative sciences employ axioms.

On the other hand, if the science of substance is yey i ¢
distinct from the science of these principles, which ar tro
is of its own nature the more authoritative and i
ultimate ? The axioms are most universal, and are 15
the first principles of everything. And whose Pro- the iore

vince will it be, if not the philosopher’s, to study truth theria
and error with respect to them ? @ wid i ko
study the

e N . .
(ifi.) And in general, is there one science of all sub- axioms ?
st}a;nces, or more than one ? ® if there is not one, with ({i"»)dlf Wis

. dom It
what sort of substance must we assume that this Stidy all
science is concerned ! On the other hand, it is not 16
probable that there is one science of all substances ; substances
for then there would be one demonstrative science ‘]"“'“‘“"“d'

. . . does it
of_all attributes—assuming that every demonstrative study? Yet
science proceeds from accepted beliefs and studies 2" jeience

R R . n hard
the_essentlal attributes concerned with some definite study all *
subject matter. Thus to study the essential attri- 17
butes connected with the same genus is the province substancos,
of the same science proceeding from the same beliefs because thon

> N N * there will ba
For the subJAect matier belongs to one science, and one demon.
so do the axioms, whether to the same science or to :z,r:,'flc‘és fall
" N ora,

a different one ; hence so do the attributes, whether attributes.
they are studied by these sciences themselves or by
one derived from them.¢

(v.) Further, is this study concerned only with sub- 18
109




ARISTOTLE

997 a

/ / b > 1
76 ovpfefnxdra Tavrais; Adyw & olov, € 76
/ s
oTepedy ovola 7ls éoTi kal ypappal wkal émimeda,
~ -~ -~ I
mérepov Ths avrhs Taira yvwpllew doTiv' émiom)-
uys wal 7a ovpPefinudra mepl éxaoTov yévos mepl
2 v al palypparikal Sewxviovow, 1) dAAys; €l péy
M -~ -~ 3 ’ T 4 -
yap This adti)s, amodeikTucr) Tis &v el kai n TS
3 ’ 3 -~ \ ~ I 3 > ’ b
ovolas: od dokel 8¢ Tof 7{ doTw dAmddelis elvar
3 ¥y ¢ I 7 ” € ~ ] t 9 7
€l 8" érépas, Tis éorar v bewpoloa meptl iy odolay
76 ovufefnxdra; Tolro yap dmodolvar may-
xdAemov,
o 1 / Y 3 A 3 I3 ’ bl
L7 3¢ ndrepov vas alobnras ovolas pdvas elvar
35 patéov 7 Kkal mapa Tavras dMas; kal mdTepov
-~ N I s -~ -~
897 b pHoYayws 57 ﬂ)\etw ’}/6,1!77 TETUXTKEY 6'V7'a TWY oﬁotwv,
olov of Aéyovres Td Te €ldn kal Ta perald, mepi &
ras pabnpatikas eval daocw émomiuas; s pév
LS 7 o Y \ y s 5 3
olv Adyopev Ta €idy altid Te kal ovolas elvar xal
3 -~ A -~
5 éavTas eipnTar €v Tols mpTots Adyols mepl adTdHY
AA ~ 8\ 3 4 8 A/ ’H Al T
moddayi] 0¢ exdvrwy Odvayoliav, ovfevos TTTOV
dromov 76 ddvar pev elval Twas Pvoets mapa Tds
-~ ~ A ’ ~
&y 7O odpavd, Tavras d¢ Tds alras pdvar Tols
3 ~ A o \ 3 LR \ A ’
alofnrols wAny 61L Ta pd aidia 7a S¢ Pbaprd.
A
adro yap dvlpwndy daocw elvar kal Immov «al
¢ I 3/ 3> h) ’ I4 -~
10 dylewar, dAo & 008y, mapamdioor morolvres
-~ Al A 5 ’ > -~ ’
Tols feovs pév elvac ddorovow, avlpwmoeidels Sé-

1 om. I2J.

s Cf. . 8-10.
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stances, or with their attributes as well?® [ mean, (vjie
e.g., if the solid is a kind of substance, and so too (ngf;th
lines and planes, is it the province of the same science notonlysub
to investigate both these and their attributes, in jrao 2l
every class of objects about which mathematics butes, it
demonstrates anything, or of a different science?aﬁou:;a.
If of the same, then the science of substance too 19
would be in some sense demonstrative ; but it does tiveacience;
not seem that there is any demonstration of the fyhihereis
“what is it 7 And if of a different science, what stration of
will be the scicnce which studies the attributes of222§‘;?,§2_
substange? This is a very difficult question to Jef~bat
answer. can deal

(iv.) Further, are we to say that only sensible 20
substances exist, or that others do as well? and is with the
there really only one kind of substance, or more than 3iribetes of
one (as they hold who speak of the Forms and the @v.) are
Intermediates, which they maintain to be the objects :E;Tgon,
of the mathematical sciences)? In what sense we 9]
Platonists hold the Forms to be both causes and sensibleaub.
independent substances has been stated® in our jopeessuch
original discussion on this subject. But while they and Inter.
involve difficulty in many respects, not the least Todiates?
absurdity is the doctrine that there are certain 2re simply
entities apart from those in the sensible universe, and somsiblea.
that these are the same as sensible things except in
that the former are eternal and the latter perish-
able.? For Platonists say nothing more or less than 23
that there is an absolute Man, and Horse, and
Health ; in which they closely resemble those who
state that there are Gods, but of human form ; for

4 As it stands this is a gross misrepresentation; but
Aristotle’s objection is probably directed against the con-
ception of Ideas existing independently of their particulars.
See Introd. pp. xxi f,
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@ gc. of objects of mathematical sciences. o

? 'I'he reference is to the supposed ** intermec}late heavg:n.
A **heaven” (including heavenly bodies) without motion
is unthinkable; but a non-sensible heaven can have no
motion.
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as the latter invented nothing more or less than
eternal men, so the former simply make the Forms
eternal sensibles,

Again, if anyone posits Intermediates distinct from 1t Tnter-
Forms and sensible things, he will have many diffi- mediates
culties ; because obviously not only will there be 23
lines apart from both Ideal and sensible lines, but exist in the
it will be the same with each of the other classes. mathemati
Thus since astronomy is one of the mathematical g ence,
sciences, there will have to be a heaven besides the case of
the sensible heaven, and a sun and moon, and all °thers?
the other heavenly bodies. But how are we to 24
believe this ? Nor is it reasonable that the heaven
should be immovable ; but that it should move is
utterly impossible.? It is the same with the objects
of optics and the mathematical theory of harmony ;
these too, for the same reasons, cannot exist apart
from sensible objects. Because if there are inter-
mediate objects of sense and sensations, clearly there
will also be animals intermediate between the Ideal
animals and the perishable animals.c

One might also raise the question with respect to 25
what kind of objects we are to look for these sciences. This impliss
For if we are to take it that the only difference win be “in.
between mensuration and geometry is that the one fermediate”
is concerned with things which we can perceive and parallel to
the other with things which we cannot, clearly there [y hich

will be a science parallel to medicine (and to each ilﬂlt télﬂlfﬂlfld
. . . ogr
of the other sciences), intermediate between Ideal absurd.

medicine and the medicine which we know. Yet 28

¢ If there are “ intermediate,” i.c. non-sensible, sights
and sounds, there must be * intermediate faculties of
sight and hearing, and * intermediate ” animals to exercise
these faculties ; which is absurd.
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8 4.¢., the visible circle which we draw. Like the ruler,
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how is this possible ? for then there would be a class
of healthy things apart from those which are sensible
and from the Ideally healthy. Nor, at the same time,
is it true that mensuration is concerned with sensible
and perishable magnitudes ; for then it would perish
as they do. Nor, again, can astronomy be con-
cerned with sensible magnitudes or with this heaven
of ours; for as sensible lines are not like those of 27
which the geometrician speaks (since there is nothing
sensible which is straight or curved in that sense ;
the circle @ touches the ruler not at a point, but
<along a linc> as Protagoras used to say in refuting
the geometricians), so the paths and orbits of our
heaven are not like those which astronomy dis-
cusses, nor have the symbols of the astronomer the
same nature as the stars.

Some, however, say that these so-called Inter- 28
mediates between Forms and sensibles do exist : It1s no less
not indeed separately from the sensibles, but in :E;‘;g;’fmt
them. It would take too long to consider in detail lnt;erm‘eiﬂ
all the impossible consequences of this theory, but ***
it will be sufficient to observe the following. On 29
this view it is not logical that only this should be so ; in sensible
clearly it would be possible for the Forms also to be things.
in sensible things ; for the same argument applies to
both. Further, it follows necessarily that two solids
must occupy the same space; and that the Forms
cannot be immovable, being present in sensible
things, which move. And in general, what is the 30
object of assuming that Intermediates exist, but
only in sensible things? The same absurdities as
before will result : there will be a heaven besides

it is geometrically imperfect; thus they touch at more than
one point.
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¢ The problem is dealt with partly in XII. vi.-x., where
Aristotle describes the eternal moving principles, and partly
in XUI. and XIV., where he argues against the Platonic
non-sensible substances. 8 Cf. V.iil 3.
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the sensible one, only not apart from it, but in the
same place ; which is still more impossible.s
II. Thus it is very difficult to say, not only what (vi.) Analogy
view we should adopt in the foregoing questions in the the
order to arrive at the truth, but also in the case of the elomonts
first principles (vi.) whether we should assume that are their
the genera, or the simplest constituents of each Zg‘,??éﬁ’jm
particular thing, are more truly the elements and parts.
first principles of existing things. E.g.,itis generally
agreed that the elements and first principles of
speech are those things of which, in their simplest
form, all speech is composed ; and not the common
term ““speech ”; and in the case of geometrical
propositions we call those the “ elements ”’ # whose
proofs are embodied in the proofs of all or most of
the rest. Again, in the case of bodies, both those 2
who hold that there are several elements and those
who hold that there is one call the things of which
bodies are comppsed and constituted first principles.
&.g., Empedocles states that fire and water and the
other things associated with them are the elements
which are present in things and of which things are
composed ; he does not speak of them as genera of
things. Moreover in the case of other things too, 3
if a man wishes to examine their nature he observes,
e.g., of what parts a bed consists and how they are
put together ; and then he comprehends its nature.
Thus to judge from these arguments the first prin-
ciples will not be the genera of things. .
But from the point of view that it is through de- Jeblosically
finitions that we get to know each particular thing, principles
and that the genera are the first principles of defini- 2{,33;3},55
tions, the genera must also be the first principles of the genera

the things defmed. And if to gain scientific know- 4
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s The Pythagoreans and Plato.
b j.¢., each differentia must have Being and Unity pre-

dicated of it.
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ledge of things is to gain it of the species after which
things are named, the genera are first principles of the first
the species. And apparently some even of those @ St
who call Unity or Being or the Great and Small definitions.
elements of things treat them as genera.

Nor again is it possible to speak of the first prin- The two
ciples in both senses. The formula of substance is 5
one; but the definition by genera will be different ;,
from that which tells us of what paris a thing is not bo
composed combined.

Moreover, assuming that the genera are first

We assume

principles in the truest sense, are we to consider the that genera
primary genera to be first principles, or the final ;‘;?,,‘Z;?eq
terms predicated of individuals ?  This question too it cannot be
involves some dispute. Tor if universals are always g
more truly first principles, clearly the answer will be tho nighest
‘ the highest genera,” since these are predicated of genors that
everything. Then there will be as many first prin- **° such-
ciples of things as there are primary genera, and so
both Ulnity and Being will be first principles and
substances, since they are in the highest degree
predicated of all things. But it is impossible for 5
either Unity or Bemg to be one genus of existing
things. For there must be differentiae of each genus,
and each differentia must be one?®; but it is im-
possible either for the species of the genus to be
predicated of the specific differentiae, or for the
genus to be predicated without its species.c Hence
if Unity or Being is a genus, there will be no differ-
entia Being or Unity. But if they are not genera, g
neither will they be first principles, assuming that
it is the genera that are first principles. And further,
the intermediate terms, taken together with the

¢ The reasons are given in Topica, 144 & 36-b 11.
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differentiae, will be genera, down to the individuals 3
but in point of fact, although some are thought to
be such, others are not. Moreover the differentiae
are more truly principles than are the genera ; and
if they also are principles, we get an almost infinite
number of principles, especially if one makes the
ultimate genus a principle.

Moreover, if Unity is really more of the nature of 9
a principle, and the indivisible is a unity, and every- Lieems
thing indivisible is such either in quantity or in kind, the lowest
and the indivisible in kind is prior to the divisible, Tpectes must
and the genera are divisible into species, then it principles.
is rather the lowest predicate that will be a unity
(for “man” is not the genus ¢ of individual men).
Further, in the case of things which admit of priority 10
and posteriority, that which is predicated of the
things cannot exist apart from them. Eg.,if 2is
the first number, there will be no Number apart
from the species of number ; and similarly there will
be no Figure apart from the species of figures. But
if the genera do not exist apart from the species in
these cases, they will scarcely do so in others; be-
cause it is assumed that genera are most likely to
exist in these cases. In individuals, however, there 11
Is no priority and posteriority. Further, where there
is a question of better or worse, the better is always
prior ; so there will be no genus in these cases either.

From these considerations it seems that it is the
terms predicated of individuals, rather than the
genera, that are the first principles. But again om Yet the prin-
the other hand it is not easy to say in what sense we °iPlo must
are to understand these to be principles; for the 12

. exist apart
first principle and cause must be apart from the e apart
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things of which it is a principle, and must be able to which it is
exist when separated from them. But why should &2rinciple;
we assume that such a thing exists alongside of the name canso
individual, except in that it is predicated universally 22“%2?,'?
and of all the terms ? And indeed if this is a sufficient Universally
reason, it is the more universal concepts that should prodicated.
rather be considered to be principles; and so the
primary genera will be the principles.®

IV. In this connexion there is a difficulty which is
the hardest and yet the most necessary of all to inves-
tigate, and with which our inquiry is now concerned. (vi) i
(vii.) If nothing exists apart from individual things, there s
and these are Infinite in number, how is it possible !a]gg)r]énf%“m
to obtain knowledge of the numerically infinite ? ﬁ‘:;';ﬁi‘;ffi‘y
For we acquire our knowledge of all things only in viduals, how
so far as they contain something universal, some one them? k;}gt‘;v
and identical characteristic. But if this is essential,
and there must be something apart from individual wehave seen
things, it must be the genera ; either the lowest or st geners
the highest ; but we have just concluded that this g?cli];\l‘«ospsaom
is impossible.b

Further, assuming that when something is predi- if there 1a
cated of matter there is in the fullest sense some- P°thing
thing apart from the concrete whole, if there is some- the conarete
thing, must it exist apart from all concrete wholcs, wnene
or apart from some but not others, or apart from knowledge,
none ! If nothing exists apart from individual 3
things, nothing will be intelligible ; everything will eternity, im.
be sensible, and there will be no knowledge of uny- feonlity or
thing—unless it be maintained that sense-perception Femerten:
is knowledge. Nor again will anything be eternal
or immovable, since sensible things are all perishable
and in motion. Again, if nothing is eternal, even 4
generation is impossible ; for there must be some-
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thing x’frhich becomes something, i.e. out of which Generaticn
something is generated, and of this series the ulti- jihiese®
mate term must be ungenerated ; that is if there is Sn‘ég:;:ﬂted
any end to the series and generation cannot take aterizl
place out of nothing. Further, if there is generation §
and.motion, there must be limit too. FYor (a) no and must
motien is infinite, but every one has an end; (b) have a limit
that_ which cannot be completely generated cannot
begin to be generated, and that which has been
generated must de as soon as it has been generated
Further, if matter exists apart in virtue of being un; 6
generated, it is still more probable that the substance
w.e. that which the matter is at any given time be-
coming, should exist. And if neither one nor the Thusifany-
f)ther exists, nothing will exist at all. But if this is 2};::5 itshm
impossible, there must be something, the shape or form'must
form, apart from the concrete whole. izfij;-separ-
_ But again, if we assume this, there is a difficulty :7
in what cases shall we, and in what shall we not, But this
assume it ? Clearly it cannot be done in all cases ; Tiow o
for we should not assume that a particular hous ’E?geslgmt
- e cuivles.
exists apart from particular houses. Moreover, are
we to regard the essence of all things, e.g. of mc’n as
f)ne? This is absurd ; for all things whose esseilce
is one are one. Then is it many and diverse ? This g
too is illogical. And besides, how does the matter
_become each individual one of these things, and how
is the concrete whole both matter and form ? @
-(viii.) Further, the following difficulty might be (viti) 1
raised about the first principles. If they are one in 0 i
principles

kind, none of them will be one in number, not even are one in

the Idea of Unity or of Being. And how can there of thom will

¢ For answers to these questions s iii.-xi
XIL .ansyes o q ee VII. viii., xili.-xiv. g
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¢ If the principles are one in kind only, particular things
cannot be referred to the same principle but only to like
principles ; 7.e., there will be no universal terms, without
which there can be no knowledge.

* Or **letters of the alphabet.” Cf. L. ix. 36 n.
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be knowledge unless there is some universal term ? @ beone e
On the other hand if they are numerically one, and ¢
each of the principles is one, and not, as in.the case gf:é?:f:hﬂi
of sensible things, diffcrent in different instances F%Enowx}
(e.g. since a given syllable is always the same in kind, F?la‘;'e‘are -
its first principles are always the same m.kmd, bl:lt ;r}\lel;\;[?\l‘ﬁr,
only in kind, since they are essentially dlﬁﬁer.ent in e fothing
number)—if the first principles are one, not. in this Elt;tmtel:]sw.
sense, but numerically, there will be n.othmg els’e:
apart from the elements; for * numerically one
and “individual’’ are identical in meaning. ThlS is
what we mean by ‘“individual ”’: the .numer.lcally
one ; but by universal ” we mean what is predicable
of individuals. Hence just as, if the elements of 10
language? were limited in number, the whole of litera-
ture would be no more than those elements—that
is, if there were not two nor more than two of.the

same ¢so it would be in the case of existing things

and their principles>. ) ]

(ix.) There'is a difficulty, as serious as any, }vhmh 11

has been left out of account both by present thmke;rs é’,ﬁ;)ﬁfib
and by their predecessors: wlether th.e first prin- princigles
ciples of perishable and imperishable things are the orall thivizs
same or different., Tor if they are the same, how wny are.
is it that some things are perishable and others someth
imperishable, and for what cause ? Tbe school of 12
Hesiod, and all the cosmologists, considered only ,.igapie
what was convincing to themselves, and gave no ivuuti‘!others
consideration to us. TFor they male the first prin- Tye'state-
i - ds. and sav that I|\l:ir)tﬁ or'tlxa
ciples Gods or generated from Gods, y that Teues
whatever did not taste of the nectar and-ambrosm mean no-
became mortal—clearly using these terms in a sense ™"
significant to themselves ; but as regards the actual 13

¢ For the answer to the problem see XII. iv.-v., XIIL. x.,7
12
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The expressions *the One™ and ‘' God refer
Empedocles’I Sphere : the universe as ordered and united
by Love. Cf. frr. 26-29 (Diels).
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application of these causes their statements are
beyond our comprehension. Tor if it is for pleasure
that the Gods partake of them, the nectar and
ambrosia are in no sense causes of their existence ;
but if it is to support life, how can Gods who require
nourishment be eternal ?

However, it is not worth while to consider seriously 14
the subtleties of mythologists ; we must ascertain by
Cross-examining those who offer demonstration of
their statements why exactly things which are
derived from the same principles are some of an
eternal nature and some perishable. And since Nor can the
these thinkers state no reason for this view, and it is Sf}gf‘:,‘;,“
unreasonable that things should be so, obviously explanation.
the causes and principles of things cannot be the
same. FEven the thinker who might be supposed 15
to speak most consistently, Lmpedocles, is in the Bven Empe-
same case ; for he posits Strife as a kind of principle 0cles is jn-
which is the cause of destruction, but none the less

. Strife would seem to produce everything except the

One ; for everything except God 9 proceeds from it.
At any rate he says 16

From which grew all that was and is and shall be
In time to come : the trees, and men and women,
The beasts and birds and water-nurtured fish,
And the long-living Gods.

And it is obvious even apart from this ; for if there 17
had not been Strife in things, all things would have
been one, he says; for when they came together
“ then Strife came to stand outermost.” ¢ Hence it
follows on his theory that God, the most blessed
being, is less wise than the others, since He does not

® ¥r. 21. 9-12. ¢ I'r. 86. 7.
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know all the elements ; for He has no Strife in Him,
and knowledge is of like by like :

By earth (he says) we earth perceive, by water water, 18
By air bright air, by fire consuming fire,
Love too by love, and strife by grievous strife.®

But—and this is the point from which we started—
thus much is clear: that it follows on his theory that
Strife is no more the cause of destruction than it
is of Being. Nor, similarly, is Love the cause of
Being ; for in combining things into one it destroys
everything else.® Morcover, of the actual process 19
of change he gives no explanation, except that it is
so by nature :

But when Strife waxing great among the members ¢
Sprang up to honour as the time came round
Appointed them in turn by a mighty oath,?

as though change were a necessity ; but he exhibits
no cause for the nccessity. However, thus much of 20

his theory is consistent : he does not represent some He is con-
> p X K . sistent in
things to be perishable and others imperishable, but thas he
. - makes only
makes everything perishable except the elements. eknhidie

But the difficulty now being stated is why some things mperah
able; bu

are perishable and others not, assuming that they are {yigi; irete.
derived from the same prineiples. vant to our

The foregoing remarks may suffice to show that "W
the principles cannot be the same. If however they 21

are different, one difficulty is whether they too are If the prin-
ciples are

to be regarded as imperishable or as perishable. For dilferent, are
if they are perishable, it is clearly necessary that Shoy berlsh,
they too must be derived from something else, since They cannot
be perish-
R able,
@ Fr. 109. b Of. L iv. 6.
¢ i.e., of the Sphere. ¢ Fr. 30.
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evqything passes upon dissolution into that from

which it is derived. Hence it follows that there are

otfhler principles prior to the first principles; but 23

this is impossible, whether the series stops or pro-

ceeds to infinity. And further, how can perishable

things exist if their principles are abolished ?  On and if they

the other hand if the principles are imperishable, 2 imperish

why should some imperishable principles produce, hard to ex.

perishable things, and others imperishable things ? fin how

Ihis.is not reasonable ; either it is impossible or it times pro-

requires much explanation. Further, no one has so 93

much as attempted to maintain different principles ; duce perish-

they maintain the same principles for everything. o thines.

But they swallow down the difficulty whi ) raised v,

y which we raised everassumed

first @ ag though they took it to be trifling.? ‘p‘iﬁrﬁéfé‘xis
(x.) But the hardest question of all to investizate. 24 A

and also the most important with a view to the (x.) Are

(llsc;‘overy of the truth, is whether after all Being angd Beine

Unity are substances of existing things, and cach. of sabstancss

them is nothing else than Being and Unity respect- & 2%

ively, or whether we should inquire what exactly Both views

Being and Unity are, there being some other nature '3 >%?

u'n(]er]ymg them. Some take the former, others 25 )

the latter view of the nature of Being and Unity.

Plato and the Pythagoreans hold that neither Being

nor Unity is anything else than itself, and that this

is t¥1eir nature, their essence being simply Being and

Unity. But the Physicists, e.g. Empedocles, explain 26

what Unity is by reducing it to something, as it were

more intelligible—for it would seem that by Love,

Empedocles means Unity ; at any rate Love is

the cause of Unity in all things. Others identify

® Tor Aristotle’s views about the rinciples of i
I 1 \ erishabl
and imperishable things see VII. vii.~px., XFI. i.-vii? e
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¢ By v 8 Parmenides meant  what is,” ie. the real
universe, whxgh he proved to be one thing because anything
else must be ** what is not,” or non-existent. The Platonists
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fire and others air with this Unity and Being of which

things consist and from which they have been
generated. Those who posit more numerous ele- 27
ments also hold the same view ; for they too must
identify Unity and Being with all the principles

which they recognize. And it follows that unless If they are
one assumes Unity and Being to be substance in T 0
some sense, no other universal term can be sub- other uni-
stance ; for Unity and Being are the most universal versal term
of all terms, and if there is no absolute Unity or 28
absolute Being, no other concept can well cxist apart can be sub.
from the so-called particulars. Further, if Unity is fﬁ?&i‘f&i
not substance, clearly number cannot be a separate no$ exist
characteristic of things ; for number is units, and the “PerrY
unit is simply a particular kind of one.

On the other hand, if there is absolute Unity and 29
Being, their substance must be Unity and Being ; If Unity and
for no other term is predicated universally of Unity A
and Being, but only these terms themselves. Again, f\‘)}iﬂ“{)‘:am
if there is to be absolute Being and absolute Unity, and ehis will
it is very hard to see how there can be anything else @ Beioe
besides these ; I mean, how things can be more than
one. Yor that which is other than what is, is not; 30
and so by Parmenides’ argument? it must follow
that all things are one, i.e. Being.

In either case there is a difficulty ; for whether Ineithercase
Unity is not a substance or whether there is absolute number can-
Unity, number cannot be a substance. It has already 31
been stated why this is so if Unity is not a substance ;3 "05 lég a
and if it is, there is the same difficulty as about Being. substanee
Tor whence, if not from the absolute One or Unity,
can there be another one? It must be not-one; but

meant by it ¢ being ** in the abstract. Aristotle ignores this
distinction.
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e Cf. fr. 2, and see Burnet, E.G.P. §§ 157 .

b ¢.¢., a point is indivisible and has no magnitude, yet
added to other points it increases their number. .

¢ The reference is to the Platonists. Cf. XIV. i 5, 6;
. 13, 14.
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all things are either one, or many of which each is
one. TFurther, if absolute Unity is indivisible, by If Unity s
Zeno’s axiom it will be nothing. For that which 32
neither when added makes a thing greater nor indivisible,
when subtracted makes it smaller is not an existent 25285
thing, he says ¢; clearly assuming that what exists is be nothing;
spatial magnitude. And if it is a spatial magnitude
it is corporeal, since the corporeal exists in all dimen-
sions, whereas the other magnitudes, e.g. the plane
or line, when added to a thing in one way will in-
crease it, but when added in another will not; and
the point or unit will not increase a thing in any way
whatever. But since Zeno’s view is unsound, and 33
it is possible for a thing to be indivisible in such a and even
way that it can be defended even against his argument ?ﬁ‘f'ﬂm.
(for such a thing ® when added will increase a thing in nitude can-
number though not in size)—still how can a magnitude posed of
be composed of one or more such indivisible things ? ‘;‘;},&‘s‘m“
It is like saying that the line is composed of points.
Moreover, even if one supposes the case to be such 34
that number is generated, as some say, from the If““mtgg‘ is
One itself and from something else which is not one, from the One
we must none the less inquire why and how it is that 2?1‘3;;"5;&-
the thing generated will be at one time number and ciple, why
at another magnitude, if the not-one was inequality ‘;%:Ef;fea
and the same principle in both cases.c For it is not produce |
clear how magnitude can be generated either from f\;mel)gr and
OI'le .and this principle, or from a number and this :;3?;;“;13:3_
principle.? nitude?

V. (xiil.) Out of this arises the question whether (i) If
numbers, bodies, planes and points are substances bodies, '

or not. If not, the question of what Being is, and gﬁ‘l:i: ;;';‘

4 For the answer to this problem see VII. xvi. 3, 45 X. ii.3
and ¢f. XIII. viii.
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what the substances of things are, baflles us; for E&eng?
modifications and motions and relations and dis- 5c%,
positions and ratios do not seem to indicate the substancest
substance of anything ; they are all p-rediczv:ted of a
substrate, and none of them is a definite thing. Asg
for those things which might be especially supposed tions,
to indicate substance—water, earth, fire and‘ air, of Iations, ate.,
which composite bodies are composed—their heat requires.
and cold and the like are modifications, not sub- Tye cor
stances; and it is only the body which undergoes porealele
these modifications that persists as something real mors likely
and a kind of substance. Again, the body is less 3
truly substance than the plane, and the Plane tha.n gomgac::p{mt
the line, and the line than the unit or point; for it o5 s tess
is by these that the body is defined, and it seems that substantial
they are possible without the body, but that the body
cannot exist without them. This is why the vulgar 4
and the earlier thinkers supposed that substanc.e év:ei:)ixbde-
and Being are Body, and everything clse the modi- e
fications of Body; and hence also‘ that the. ﬁrst e
principles of bodies are the first prineiples of existing :ﬁxﬁ;;}m
things ; whereas later thinkers with a greater re- et , 55
putation for wisdom supposed that substance and substance
Being are numbers. '

As we have said, then, if these things are not s
substance, there is no substance or Being at all;
for the attributes of these things surely have no '
right to be called existent things. Qn the other L‘; %:thsa?:d
hand, if it be agreed that lines and points are more L,;g;ii;‘llg;an
truly substance than bodies are, yet unless we can Dot gh
see to what knd of bodies they belong (for they cannot what sSort of
be in sensible bodies) there will still be no sub'st.atlce,
Further, it is apparent that all these lines are divisions 6

of Body, either in breadth or in depth or in length. they belong?
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Moreover every kind of shape is equally present in a E:;g e
solid, so thatif “ Hermes is not in the stone,” @ neither song of
is the half-cube in the cube as a determinate shape, tody; butif
Hence neither is the plane ; for if any kind of plane 7

were in it, so would that plane be which defines the they are not
half-cube. The same argument applies to the line l‘ﬁfé*};‘?"'
and to the point or unit. Hence however true it

may be that body is substance, if planes, lines and

points are more truly substance than Body is, and

these are not substance in any sense, the question

of what Being is and what is the substance of things

baffles us. Because, in addition to the above argu- 8
ments, absurd results follow from a consideration Yet sub
of generation and destruction ; for it seems that if ;E;?;;Zt‘:d
substance, not having existed before, now exists, or :g‘j);:d
having existed bLefore, subsequently does not exist, whereas
it suffers these changes in the process of generation prints, -
and destruction. But points, lines and planes, planes ace
although they exist at one time and at another "%

do not, cannot be in process of being either
generated or destroyed; for whenever bodics are 9
Joined or divided, at one time, when they are joined,

one surface is instantaneously produced, and at
another, when they are divided, two. Thus when

the bodies are combined the surface does not exist,

but has perished ; and when they are divided, sur-

faces exist which did not exist before. (The in-
divisible point is of course never divided into two.)

And if they are generated and destroyed, from what It they are
are they generated ? It is very much the same with 10

“ the present moment ” in time. This too cannot genersted,
be generated and destroyed ; but nevertheless it ;rzntihoya
seems always to be different, not being a substance, generated?
And obviousiy it is the same with points, lines and
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@ For arguments against the substantiality of numbers and
mathematical objects see X111. i.-iit., vi.-ix, ; XIV.i.-iL,v., vi.

b Cf. ch. 1i. 20 seqq. ¢ Ch., iv. 9, 10.

¢ This problem is not stated in ch. i, but is akin to prob-
lems v. and viii., which see.
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planes, for the argument is the same ; they are all anl thoss
similarly either limits or divisions.® phings ore
VI. In general one might wonder why we should divisiona,
seek for other entities apart from sensible things and
the Intermediates:? e.g., for the Forms which we
latonists assume. If it is for the reason that the 2
objects of mathematics, while differing from the Should we
things in our world in another respect, resemble {pEhos thas
them in being a plurality of objects similar in form, exist? {fthe
so that their principles cannot be numerically deter- Eg;gicl;{)e?rngf
mined (just as the principles of all language in this Ji%hemat-
world of ours are determinate not in number but in are limited
kind—unless one takes such and such a particular Joy o %ind
syllable or sound, for the principles of these are de- number,
terminate in number too—and similarly with the 3
Intermediates, for in their case too there is an infinity 2nd if the
of objects similar in form), then if there is not another ,2;‘,25‘5;“
set of objects apart from sensible and mathematical !imited in
. - .., number,
objects, such as the Forms are said to be, there will then thero
be no substance which is one both in kind and in Jaee 2
number, nor will the principles of things be deter-
minate in number, but in kind only. Thus if this 4
is necessarily so, it is necessary for this reason to
posit the Forms also. For even if their exponents do
not articulate their theory properly, still this is what
they are trying to express, and it must be that they
maintain the Forms on the ground that each of them
is a substance, and none of them exists by accident.
On the other hand, if we are to assume that the Forms 5
exist, and that the first principles are one in number But we have
but not in kind, we have already stated ¢ the impos- ;’fg,g‘ﬁé@s
sible consequences which must follow.2 invalved it
(xii.) Closely connected with these questions is clplé); are
the problem whether the elements exist potentially Umited in
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e For the relation of potentiality to actuality see 1X. i.-ix.
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iﬁﬁnsgme otl;}ef sense. Ifin some other sense, there 6
some i inci
For the, o ‘n;g el.se prior to the first principles, (xil.) If the
o potentiality is prior to the actual cause, ang <"
f plotentlal need not necessarily always Be(,:ome sihrwiss
actual. On ’th.e other hand, if the elements exist tbxhaal? M hone
potentially, it is possible for nothing to exist; for wmag’lﬁ’rg‘
even that which does not yet exist is capabl 50 The .
existing. That which i oo by b
: g hat which does not exist may come to hotenbag, !
e, l?ut not.hmg which cannot exist comes to be.o botentially
. (fl.).Bemldes the foregoing problems about the 7
first prineiples w is i
o fp'lre ples we must also raise the question whether itis possibie
]) are universal or such as we describe the parti- fo oy "8
cu ms}to be. TForif they are universal, there will be <;)13xlli:he
no .51'1 )stance‘s; for no common term denotes an Drinciples
}ndlvldual thing, but a type; and subst i uniy
individual thing. But ; ’ cdicate beg
i al thing. But if the common predicate be 8
bypostauzed .38 an individual thing, Socrates will they cannot
}(1) sejve.ral beings : himself, and Man, and Animal-— e sub- ’
’}‘at s, if each predicate denotes one particular thing anees
lese then are the consequences if the principles.g
are Vumversal.. If on the other hand they are not I they are
universal but like particulars, they will not be k Phanviuals
able ; for the I ing i rsal, b aipanet
al ; e ::nowledge of everything is universal, be known,
d.ence th(?re.wﬂl have to be other universally pre-
dicated principles prior to the first principles, if there
Is to be any knowledge of them,b '

The second point raised in this connexion in ch, i, is not dis-

cussed here ; for actualit i
; ity and motion see XII, vi., vii
® For the answer to this problem see VII, xiii.-g’.’, ?&II X,
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I. There is a science which studies Bemg qua Boox IV.
Being, and the properties inherent in it in virtue T¥%3°0™®
of 1ts own nature. This science is not the same as ravsics.
any of the so-called particular sciences, for none of Sf,i?,?},"’s'”
the others contemplates Being generally qua Being ; Being qua
they divide off’ some pOI‘thIl of it and study the "
attribute of this portion, as do for example the
mathematical sciences. But since it is for the first g
principles and the most ultimate causes that we are
searching, clearly they must belong to something
in virtue of its own nature. Hence if these principles
were investigated by those also who investigated the
elements of existing things, the elements must be
elements of Being not incidentally, but qua Being.
Therefore it is of Being qua Being that we too must
grasp the first causes.

1I. The term “ being ” is used in various senses, Al the
but with reference to one central idea and one definite $215es of
characteristie, and not as merely a common epithet. “being”
Thus as the term ““ healthy ” always relates to health [opneo.,.
(either as preserving it or as producing it or as therefore we
indicating it or as receptive of it), and as “ medical ”
relates to the art of medicine (either as possessing it must study
or as naturally adapted for it or as being a function of ﬁ};’lg‘;}'
medicine)}—and we shall find other terms used simi - substance.

larly to these—so ““ being " is used in various senses, 3
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but always with reference to one principle. Tor some
things are said to “be” because they are sub-
stances ; others because they are modifications of
substance ; others becanse they are a process to-
wards substance, or destructions or privations or
qualities of substance, or productive or generative
of substance or of terms relating to substance, or
negations of certain of these terms or of substance.
(Hence we even say that not-being is not-being.)
And so, just as there is one science of all healthy 4
things, so it is true of everything else. For it is not
only in the case of terms which express one common
notion that the investigation belongs to one science,
but also in the case of terms which relate to one
particular characteristic ; for the latter too, in a sense,
express one common notion. Clearly then the study
of things which are, qua being, also belongs to one
science. Now in every case knowledge is principally &
concerned with that which is primary, 7.e. that upon
which all other things depend, and from which they
get their names. If, then, substance is this primary
thing, it is of substances that the philosopher must
grasp the first principles and causes.

Now of every single class of things, as there is one Metaphystcs
perception, so there is one science : e.g., grammar, i{,gd;;‘;jﬁs
which is one science, studies all articulate sounds. of Being.
Hence the study of all the species of Being qua Being 6
belongs to a science which is generically one, and the
study of the several species of Being belongs to the
specific parts of that science.

Now if Being and Unity are the same, i.e. a single Si'&C%B?gﬂg
nature, in the sense that they are associated as as predi.
principle and cause are, and not as being denoted by €2t aro

oy . . aiways asso-
the same definition (although it makes no difference ciated, Mota-

physica
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but rather helps our argument if we understand them
in the same sense), since * one man ™ and " man " 7
and *‘ existent man” and “ man” are the same must study
thing, i.e. the duplication in the statement ** he is a \{ h
man and an existent man ” gives no fresh meaning
(clearly the concepts of humanity and existence are
not dissociated in respect of either coming to be or
ceasing to be), and similarly in the case of the term
“ one,” so that obviously the additional term in
these phrases has the same significance, and Unity is
nothing distinct from Being; and further if the 8
substance of each thing is one in no accidental sense,
and similarly is of its very nature something which
is—then there are just as many species of Being as of
Unity. And to study the essence of these species
(I mean, e.g., the study of Same and Other and all
the other similar concepts—roughly speaking all the 9
‘“ contraries”’ are reducible to this first principle;
but we may consider that they have been sufficiently
studied in the ** Selection of Contraries” ¢) is the
province of a science which is generically one.

And there are just as many divisions of philo- Phitosophy
sophy as there are Linds of substance; so that iiviconsas
there must be among them a First Philosophy and thereare
one which follows upon it. Tor Being and Unity 10
at once entail genera, and so the sciences will cor- kinds of

rys . substanca,
respond to these genera. The term “ philosopher
is like the term ‘ mathematician ” in its uses; for
mathematics too has divisions,—there is a primary
and a secondary science, and others successively, in
the realm of mathematics.
Now since it is the province of one science to study 11

@ It is uncertain to what treatise Aristotle refers; in any
case it is not extant.
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opposites, and the opposite of unity is plurality, and since op.
it is the province of one science to study the negation g’ggg&gﬁ*},‘;
and privation of Unity, because in both cases we are the same .
studying Unity, to which the negation (or privation) Yetaphyeies
refers, stated either in the simple form that Unity studies the
is not present, or in the form that it is not present in Unity, it

a particular class ; in the latter case Unity is modified ;Vt‘\ild;lige
by the differentia, apart from the content of the ;Ifecie? of
negation (for the negation of Unity is its absence) ; Tty
but in privation there is a substrate of which the
privation is predicated.—The opposite of Unity, then, 12

is Plurality ; and so the opposites of the above-
mentioned concepts—Otherness, Dissimilarity, In-

equality and everything else which is derived from

these or from Plurality or Unity—fall under the
cognizance of the aforesaid science. And one of

them is Oppositeness ; for this is a form of Difference,

and Difference is a form of Otherness. Hence since 13

the term *“ one " is used in various senses, so too will

_ these terms be used ; yet it pertains to one science

to take cognizance of them all. For terms fall under
different sciences, not if they are used in various
senses, but if their definitions are neither identical
nor referable to a common notion. And since every- 14
thing is referred to that which is primary, e.g. all
things which are called * one ” are referred to the
primary * One,” we must admit that this is also
true of Identity and Otherness and the Contraries.
Thus we must first distinguish all the senses in which
each term is used, and then attribute them to the
primary in the case of each predicate, and see how
they are related to it; for some will derive their
name from possessing and others from producing it,
and others for similar reasons,
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Thus clearly it pertains to one science to give an 15
account both of these concepts and of substance (this
was one of the questions raised in the “ Difficulties o),
and it is the function of the philosopher to be able to
study all subjeets. If this is not so, who is it who 16
will investigate whether *“ Socrates ”” and *“ Socrates 1y, philo-
seated " arc the same thing ; or whether one thing sopher muat
has one contrary, or what the contrary is, or how :gu?ll;rl:ﬂo
many meanings it has ? ? and similarly with all other $ubiects;
such questions. Thus sincc these are the essential 17
modifications of Unity quae Unity and of Being qua not only
Being, and not qua numbers or lines or fire, elearly it ateo o
pertains to that scicnec® to discover both the essence D e
and the attributes of these concepts. And those who 18
investigate them err, not in being unphilosophical,
but because the substance, of which they have no
real knowledge, is prior.  For just as number qua
number has its peculiar modifications,e.g. oddness and
evenness, commensurability and equality, excess and
defect, and these things are inherent in numbers
both considered independently and in relation to
other numbers; and as similarly other peculiar
modifications are inherent in the solid and the im-
movable and the moving and the weightless and that
which has weight; so Being qua Being has certain
peculiar modifications, and it is about these that it
is the philosopher’s function to discover the trutl.
And lere is evidence of this fact. Dialecticians and 19
sophists wear the same appearance as the philo- thisis
sopher, for sophistry is Wisdom in appearance only, Ehonwn by

the tuct

and dialectieians discuss all subjects, and Being is a that Dia.
3 =] lectic and
subjoct common to them all 5 but clearly they discuss sophistry,

9 See 111. i. 8-10, ii. 18, 19. ¥ OF. X v,
¢ i.6., Philosophy or Metaphysics.
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these concepts because they appertain to philosophy.

For sophistry and dialectic are concerned with the 20

same class of subjects as philosophy, but philosophy which treat
differs from the former in the nature of its capability 2 imte v

€r | subjects
and from the latter in its outlook on life. Dialectic }’,uh};:z; :;
:i:igs ::ls gn exi?-cise what philosophy tries to under- > difforent.
stand, nd sophistry seems to be philesophy, but is ;*;,&e:r?ed
Wi (-]
) Further, the second column of contraries is priva- 21
tive, and everythmg is reducible to Being and Not- attributes
being, and Unity and Plurality ; e.g. Rest falls under of Being.
Unity and Motion under Plurality. And nearly things aro
everyone agrees that substance and existing things ot
. 324 composed of
are composed of contraries ; at any rate all speak of contraries,
the first principles as contraries—some as Odd and 22
Eve.n,"‘ some as Hot and Cold,’ some as Limit and and an
Unlimited,® some as Love and Strife.d And it is contperiee
apparent that all other things also are reducible to ferred to
Unity and P‘lux:ality (we may assume this reduction) ; Eé’,‘,fg’ and
and the principles adduced by other thinkers fall its priva-
entirely under these as genera. It is clear, then, 23
fror'n tlhese considerations also, that it pertains to tion, this
a single science to study Bei ing ; oo o
o % nee y f&mg qua Being ; for all e Being
gs are either contraries or derived from con- The Being je
traries, and the first principles of the contraries are Home 2
Unity and Plurality. And these belong to one science, "
whether they have reference to one common notion
or not. Probably the truth is that they have not;
but nevertheless even if the term * one ” is used in
various senses, the others will be related to the prim-
Ty sense (and similarly with the contraries)—even 24
if Being or Unity is not a universal and the same in
all cases, or is not separable from particulars (as it

presumably is not ; the umity is in some cases one
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of reference and in others one of succession). For
this very reason it is not the function of the geo-
metrician to inquire what is Contrariety or Complete-
ness or Being or Unity or Identity or Otherness, but
to proceed from the assumption of them.

Clearly, then, it pertains to one science to study 23
Being qua Being, and the attributes inherent in it
qua Being ; and the same science investigates, be-
sides the concepts mentioned above, Priority and
Posteriority, Genus and Species, Whole and Part,
and all other such concepts.

III. We must pronounce whether it pertains to peaphystcs
the same science to study both the so-called axioms i’éﬁ;ﬁy*‘t‘gg
in mathematics and substance, or to diffcrent sciences. axioms,
It is obvious that the investigation of these axioms i?ﬁf}ﬁ“i’u
too pertains to one science, namely the science of «ég;sbmg
the philosopher; for they apply to all existing ™ =
things, and not to a particular class scparate and
distinct from the rest. Morveover all thinkers em-
ploy them-—because they are axioms of Being qua
Being, and every genus possesses Belng—but emp'loy 2
them only in so far as their purposes require; e,
so far as the genus extends about which they are
carrying out their proofs. Hence since these axioms
apply to all things gua Being (for this is what is
common %o them), it is the function of him who
studies Being qua Being to investigate them as
well.  For this reason no one who is pursuing a par- 3
ticular inquiry-—neither a geometrician nor an arith-
metician—attempts to state whether they are true
or false ; but some of the physicists did so, quite
naturally ; for they alone professed to investigate
nature as a whole, and Being. DButinasmuch as there ¢
is a more ultimate type of thinker than the natural
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philosopher (for nature is only a genus of Being), the
investigation of these axioms too will belong to the
universal thinker who studies the primary reality.

Natural philosophy is a kind of Wisdom, but not the

primary kind. As for the attempts of some of those 5

who discuss how the truth should be received, they

are due to lack of training in logic ; for they should
understand these things before they approach their

task, and not investigate while they are still learning.

Clearly then it is the function of the philosopher, i.c. §

the student of the whole of reality in its essential

nature, to investigate also the principles of syllogistic
reasoning. And it is proper for him who best under- The philose-
stands each class of subject to be able to state the phet shouid
most certain principles of that subjeet; so that he statethe
who understands the modes of Being qua Being should :)nfu:ﬁcmam
be able to state the most certain principles of all principles.
things. Now this person is the philosopher, and the 7

most certain principle of all is that about which one

. cannot be mistaken ; for such a principle must be

both the most familiar (for it is about the unfamiliar
that errors are always made), and not based on
hypothesis. For the principle which the student of 8
any form of Being must grasp is no hypothesis ; and
that which a man must know if he knows anything
he must bring with him to his task.

Clearly, then, it is a principle of this kind that is
the most certain of all principles. Let us next state
what this principle is. ** It is impossible for the same 9
attribute at once to belong and not to belong to the This is the
same thing and in the same relation ” ; and we must Zayor S
add any further qualifications that may be necessary
to meet logical objections. This is the most certain
of all principles, since it possesses the required de-
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® sc., in logic.
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finition ; for it is impossible for anyone to suppose 10
that the same thing is and is not, as some imagine
that Heraclitus says %-—for what a man says does not
necessarily represent what he believes. And if it 11
is impossible for contrary attributes to belong at the
same time to the same subject (the usual qualifica-
tions must be added to this premiss also), and an
opinion which contradicts ancther is contrary to it,
then clearly it is impossible for the same man to
suppose at the same time that the same thing is and
is not ; for the man who made this error would enter-
tain two contrary opinions at the same time. Hence 12
all men who are demonstrating anything refer back
to this as an ultimate belief; for it is by nature the
starting-point of all the other axioms as well.
1V. There are some, however, as we have said, Some
L thinkers

who both state themselves that the same thing can be deny this
and not be, and say that it is possible to hold this view, Prineiple,
Many even of the physicists adopt this theory. But
we have just assumed that it is impossible at once to
be and not to be, and by this means we have proved
that this is the most certain of all principles. Some, 2
indeed, demand to have the law proved, but this is and others
because they lack education ®; for it shows lack of ;‘ig};";} it

education not to know of what we should require but there

ey s . cannot be

proof, and of what we should not. Tor it is quite proof of
impossible that everything should have a proof; the °verythicg
process would go on to infinity, so that even so there
would be no proof.¢ If on the other hand there are 3
some things of which no proof need be sought, they
cannot say what principlc they think to be more

self-evident. Fven in the case of this law, however, Evon this
law, how-

which another hypothesis must be assumed, and so on ad
snfinitum.
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we can demonstrate the impossibility by refutation, over, can
if only our opponent makes some statement. If he Sg’ra;’g",;‘;,
makes none, it is absurd to seek for an argument relutation
against one who has no arguments of his own about ent mares
anything, in so far as he hasnone ; for such a person, :tz‘bge‘,‘l‘f;“n‘z“t
in so far as he is such, is really no better than a
vegetable. And I say that proof by refutation differs 4

from simple proof in that he who attempts to prove

might seem to beg the fundamental question,

whereas if the discussion is provoked thus by some-

one clse, refutation and not proof will result. The &
starting-point for all such discussions is not the claim
that he should state that something is or is not so
(because this might be supposed to be a begging of
the question), but that he should say something
significant both to himself and to another (this js
essential if any argument is to follow ; for otherwise
such a person cannot rcason either with himself or
with anothcer) ; and if this is granted, demonstration
will be possible, for there will be something already
defined. But the person responsible is not lie who
demonstrates but he who acquiesces; for though
he disowns reason he acquiesces to reason. More-
over, he who makes such an admission as this has
admitted the truth of something apart from demon-
stration [so that not everything will be * so and not
50

=23

Thus in the first place it is obvious that this at any 7
rate is true : that the term * to be ” or ** not to be ™ The terms
has a definite meaning ; so that not everything can lf(’,:'go {"J[’,'f"

be “so and not so.” Again, if “man” has one haves
meaning, let this be * two-footed animal.” By 8
“has one meaning” I mean this: if X means definite

“ man,” then if anything is a man, its humanity will Yo%,
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consist in being X, And it makes no differcnce even sume that
p o . € 55 . man " has
if it be said that “ man” has several mecanings, gne mean-
provided that they are limited in number ; for one ing—"two-
could assign a diffcrent name to each formula. For 9
instance, it might be said that “man ™ has not one footed ani-
meaning but several, one of which has the formula mal
“ two-footed animal,” and there might be many other watter it it
formulae as well, if they were limited in number ; ;ﬁ;ﬁ?,‘,:;d
for a particular name could be assigned to each for- provided
mula. If on the other hand it be said that * man ” 10

has an infinite number of meanings, obviously there that they
can be no discourse ; for not to have one meaning is ?;enﬂgﬁ:f
to have no meaning, and if words have no meaning

there is an end of discourse with others, and even,

strictly speaking, with onesclf; because it is im-
possible to think of anything if we do not think of

onc thing ; and even if this were possible, one name

might be assigned to that of which we think. Now 11

let this name, as we said at the beginning, have a
meaning ; and let it have one meaning. Now it is Then “being
impossible that *“ being man " should have the same Jo¢ o
meaning as ‘‘ not being man,” that is, if * man” f}lsoia{jﬂeinﬂ”
is not merely predicable of one subject but has one &
meaning (for we do not identify “ having one mean- 12

ing 7 with *“ being predicable of one subject,” since man”; ie,
in this case ““ cultured " and * white ” and * man ” Eﬂfnsg“g:nos
would have one meaning, and so all things would be both Le and
one; for they would all have the same meaning). E:;Lbfye:dm‘
And it will be impossible for the same thing to be vocation.
and not to be, except by equivocation, as e.g. one

whom we call “ man ” others might call ** not-man " ;
but the problem is whether the same thing can at 13
once be and not be ““ man,” not in name, but in fact.

If “ man ” and “ not-man " have not different mean-
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ings, clearly “ not being a man ” will mean nothing
different from “being a man”; and so “ being a
man " will be * not being a man ”*; they will be one.
For *“ to be one ” means, as in the case of garment "’ 14
and * coat,” that the formula is one. And if being
man ” and ‘““ being not-man ” are to be one, they
will have the same meaning ; but it has been proved
above that they have different meanings. If then
ﬁnything can be truly said to be ““ man,” it must be
tw_o—footed animal ”; for this is what “man”
was intended to mean. And if this is necessarily so, 15
it is impossible that at the same time the same thing
should not be * two-footed animal.” For * to be
necessarily so ”’ means this : that it is impossible not
to be so. Thus it cannot be true to say at the same
time that the same thing is and is not man. And the 16
same argument holds also in the case of not beine
man ; because * being man’’ and ¢ being not-man 3
have different meanings if being white ” and “ being
man ~ have different meanings (for the opposition is
much stronger in the former case so as to produce
gxﬂ‘erent meanings). And if we are told that17
white "’ too means one ‘and the same thing,® we
shall say again just what we said before,? that in that
case all things, and not merely the opposites, will
be one. But if this is impossible, what we have Thusifour
stated follows ; that is, if our opponent answers our JPPouent
) R answers our
question ; but if when asked the simple question fuestion we
he includes in his answer the negations, he is not gﬁ:i)&rg;.ed
answering our question. There is nothing to prevent 18
the same thing from being “ man ”* and * white ’ I he says
and a multitude of other things ; but nevertheless . 23 B and

not B,” he ig

when asked whether it is true to say that X is man, not answer.
or not, one should return an answer that means one Eiﬁeiiizn
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thing, and not add that X is white and large. Tt is
indeed impossible to enumerate all the infinity of
accidents ; and so let him enumerate either all or
none. Similarly therefore, even if the same thing 19
is ten thousand times “ man " and ““ not-man,” one
should not include in one’s answer to the question
whether it is “ man ”’ that it is at the same time also
* not-man,” unless one is also bound to include in
one’s answer all the other accidental things that the
subject is or is not. And if one does this, he is not
arguing properly.
In general those who talk like this do away with People who
substance and essence, for they are compelled to assert 20
that all things are accidents, and that there is no talkiikethis
. s . 2 « »» doaway with
such thing as “ being essentlally man ”’ or * animal.” g ctance
Tor if there is to be such a thing as “ being sndessence;
- I . . < h '] y make
essentially man, thls W1ll not be “ being not-man " all attri-
nor *‘ not-being man ” (and yet these are negations Dutes acci-
of it) ; for it was intended to have one meaning, i.e.
the substance of something. But to denote a sub- 21
stance means that the essence is that and nothing
else ; and if for it * being essentially man " is the
same as either “ being essentially not-man’ or
‘ essentially not-being man,” the essence will be
something else. Thus they are compelled to say 23
that nothing can have such a definition as this, but
that all things are accidental ; for this is the distine-
tion between substance and accident : * white ” is
an accident of * man,” because although he is whlte,
he is not white in essence. And since the accidental 23
always implies a predication about some subject, if But ifalt
all statements are accidental, there will be nothing Predicatious

O are acci-

primary about which they are made ; so the predica- dental, pro-
tion must proceed to infinity. But this is impossible, form an in:
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for not even more than two accidents can be com- nite series;
bined in predication. An accident cannot be an f,';‘;‘;{;;fble‘
accident of an accident unless both are accidents of since not
the same thing. I mean, eg., that “ white 7 is 24
“ cultured " and “‘ cultured ”” * white ” merely be- more than
cause both are accidents of a man. But it is not in j¥o2cc
this sense—that both terms are accidents of some- combined.
thing else—that Socrates is cultured. Therefore
since some accidents are predicated in the latter and
some in the former sense, such as are predicated in
the way that ““ white " is of Socrates cannot be an
infinite series in the upper direction; e.g. there
cannot be another accident of “ white Socrates,” for
the sum of these predications does not make a single
statement. Nor can ‘‘ white ”” have a further acci- 25
dent, such as “ cultured "’ ; for the former is no
more an accident of the latter than vice versa; and
besides we have distinguished that although some
predicates are accidental in this sense, others are acci-
dental in the sense that ‘‘ cultured " is to Socrates;
and whereas in the former case the accident is an
accident of an accident, it is not so in the latter;
and thus not all predications will be of accidents.
Therefore even so there will be something which 26
denotes substance. And if this is so, we have proved Thusifthere
that contradictory statements cannot be predicated fnaae™
at the same time, contradic.
Again, if all contradictory predications of the same proved.
subject at the same time are true, clearly all things second
will be one. For if it is equally possible either to 27
affirm or deny anything of anything, the same thing proot. 1t
will be a trireme and a wall and a man; which is fi‘ilc&?;‘;‘;‘;&
what necessarily follows for those who hold the theory dicationsare
. . 7 true, all
of Protagoras.® For if anyone thinks that 2 man is gj,,gs will
one.
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not a trireme, he is clearly not a trireme ; and so he
also is a trireme if the contradictory statement is
true. And the result is the dictum of Anaxagoras, 28
“all things mixed together”¢; so that nothing
truly exists. It seems, then, that they are speaking
of the Indeterminate; and while they think that
they are speaking of what exists, they are really
speaking of what does not; for the Indeterminate
is that which exists potentially but r:ot actually. But 28
indeed they must admit the affirmation or negation g;‘é%ll’fl’:t‘"
of any predicate of any subject, for it is absurd that admit that
in the case of each term its own negation should be 28
true, and the negation of some other term which is gﬁir,med or
not true of it should not be true. I mean, e.g., that a:;tﬂnog{
if it is true to say that a man is not a man, it is obvi-
ously also true to say that he is or is not a trireme.
Then if the affirmation is true, so must the negation 30
be true ; but if the affirmation is not true the nega-
tion will be even truer than the negation of the ori-
ginal term itself.  Therefore if the latter negation is
true, the negation of “ trireme ™ will also be true;
and if this is true, the affirmation will be true too.

And not only does this follow for those who hold Third proot
this theory, but also that it is not necessary either Y
to affirm or to deny a statement. For if it is true 31
that X is both man and not-man, clearly he will be @1S§1§3ngr
neither man nor not-man ; for to the two statements the “ex-
there correspond two negations, and if the former is Sira »
taken as a single statement compounded out of two,
the latter is also a single statement and opposite
to it.

Again, either this applies to all terms, and the g2
same thing is both white and not-white, and existent Fourth

- _ proof. If
and non-existent, and similarly with a,ll other asser Fhoy deny
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tions and negations ; or it does not apply to all, but

only to some and not to others. And if it does not 33

apply to all, the exceptions will be admitted 2 ; but the law of

if it does apply to all, again either (a) the negation {pde

will be true wherever the affirmation is true, and the cases only,

affirmation will be true wherever the negation is 2‘;;2‘,222:’{;1

true, or (b) the negation will be true wherever the ;‘:gge’“ig‘md'
oo\ ; . y deny

assertion is true, but the assertion will not always be it alto-

true where the negation is true. And in the latter 34

case there will be something which definitely is not, gether, the

and this will be a certain belief ; and if that it is not {00

is certain and knowable, the opposite assertion will «bsurd,

be still more knowable. But if what is denied can

be equally truly asserted, it must be either true or

false to state the predicates separately and say, e.g.,

that a thing is white, and again that it is not-white.

And if it is not-true to state them separately, our 35

opponent does not say what he professes to say, and

nothing exists ; and how can that which does not

exist speak or walk ?* And again all things will be

one, as we said before,® and the same thing will be

“man ”’ and ** God "’ and “ trireme ” and the nega-

tions of these terms. For if it is equally possible to 36

assert or deny anything of anything, one thing will

not differ from another; for if anything does differ,

it will be true and unique. And similarly even if it

is possible to make a true statement while separat-

ing the predicates, what we have stated follows.

Moreover it follows that all statements would be

true and all false; and that our opponent himself

admits that what he says is false. Besides, it is

obvious that discussion with him is pointless, because

nothing exists, and so he himself does not exist ; but how can
he speak or walk if he does not exist ? °§27.
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he makes no real statement. For he says neither 37
*“ yes ” nor “ no,” but *“ yes and no ” ; and again he
denies both of these and says ** neither yes nor no ™ ;
otherwise there would be already some definite
statement.

Again, if when the assertion is true the negation Fifth proof.
is false, and when the latter is true the affirmation
is false, it will be impossible to assert and deny with
truth the same thing at the same time. But perhaps 38
it will be said that this is the point at issue.

Again, is the man wrong who supposes that a thing 3ixth proot
is 56 or not so, and he who supposes both right ¢ If
he is right, what is the meaning of saying that ** such
is the nature of reality ” ?¢ And if he is not right,
but is more right than the holder of the first view,
reality will at once have a definite nature, and this
will be true, and not at the same time not-true. And 39
if all men are equally right and wrong, an exponent
of this view can neither speak nor mean anything,
since at the same time he says both “ yes " and *“ no.”

And if he forms no judgement, but ““thinks ” and
* thinks not ” indifferently, what difference will there
be between him and the vegetables ?

Hence it is quite evident that no one, either of Jrreriencs
those who profess this theory or of any other school, allmen form
is really in this position. Otherwise, why does a 40
man walk to Megara and not stay at home, when ﬂblmlt,;ogw
he thinks he ought to make the journey? Why judsementa.
does he not walk early one morning into a well or
ravine, if he comes to it, instead of clearly guarding
against doing so, thus showing that he does not think
that it is equally good and not good to fall in?

@ If everything is both so and not so, nothing has any
definite nature.
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Obviously then he judges that the one course is
better and the other worse. And if this is so, he 41
must judge that one thing is man and another not
man, and that one thing is sweet and another not
sweet. For when, thinking that it is desirable to
drink water and see a man, he goes to look for them,
he does not look for and judge all things indifferently ;
and yet he should, if the same thing were equally
man and not-man. But as we have said, there is no 42
one who does not evidently avoid some things and
not others. Hence, as it seems, all men form un-
qualified judgements, if not about all things, at least
about what is better or worse. And if they do this 43
by guesswork and without knowledge, they should
be all the more eager for truth ; just as a sick man
should be more eager for health than a healthy man ;
for indeed the man who guesses, as contrasted with
him who knows, is not in a healthy relation to the
truth. .

Again, however much things may be “ so and not 44
so,” yet differences of degree are inherent in the Seventh
nature of things. For we should not say that 2 and proot
8 are equally even ; nor are he who thinks that 4is 5,
and he who thinks it i{s 1000, equally wrong: hence
if they are not equally wrong, the one is clearly less
wrong, and so more right. If then that which has 48
more the nature of something is nearer to that some-
thing, there will be some truth to which the more
true is nearer. And even if there is not, still there
is now something more certain and true, and we
shall be freed from the undiluted doctrine which
precludes any mental determination.

V. From the same view proceeds the theory of P:ﬂﬂf‘ﬂg the
Protagoras, and both alike must be either true or teadiction is
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false. For if all opinions and appearances are true, bound up
everything must be at once true and false ; for many mtx :]}::t all
people form judgements which are opposite to those opinions
of others, and imagine that those who do not think are b
the same as themselves are wrong : hence the same
thing must both be and not be. And if this is so, all 2
opinions must be true ; for those who are wrong and
those who are right think contrarily to each other.
So if reality is of this nature, everyone will be right.

(Jearly then both these theories proceed from the
same mental outlook. But the method of approach
is not the same for all cases; for some require per-
suasion and others compulsion. The ignorance of 3
those who have formed this judgement through per-
plexity is easily remedied, because we are dealing
not with the theory but with their mental outlook ;
but those who hold the theory for its own sake can
only be cured by refuting the theory as expressed
in their own speech and words.

This view comes to those who are perplexed from 4
their observation of sensible things. (i.) The belief How peopie
that contradictions and contraries can be true at the doust the
same time eomes to them from seeing the contrarieg ¥ ofcon-
generated from the same thing. Then if what is not 5
cannot be generated, the thing must have existed tradiction.
before as beth contraries equally—just as Anaxagoras
says @ that everything is mixed in everything ; and
also Demoeritus, for he too says® that Void and
Plenum are present equally in any part, and yet the
latter ¢s, and the former is not. To those, then, who 6
base their judgement on these considerations, we The methog
shall say that although in one sense their theory is Cmi,‘”éﬁ;’i,‘;
correct, in another they are mistaken. For “ being ”
has two meanings, so that there is a sense in which
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something can be generated from not-being,” and
a sense in which it cannot ; and a sense in which the
same thing can at once be and not be ; but not in
the same respect. For the same thing can “ be ™
contraries at the same time potentially, but not
actually. And further, we shall request them to 7
conceive another kind also of substance of existing

- things, in which there is absolutely no motion or

destruction or generation.

And (ii.) similarly the theory that there is truth in How peopls
appearances has come to some people from an obser- “™°
vation of sensible things. They think that the truth 8
should not be judged by the number or fewness of think that
its upholders ; and they say that the same thing fherels ap
seems sweet to some who taste it, and bitter to others; pearances.
so that if all men were diseased or all insane, except
two or three who were healthy or sane, the latter
would seem to be diseased or insane, and not the
others. And further they say that many of the 9
animals as well get from the same things impressions
which are contrary to ours, and that the individual
himself does not always think the same in matters
of sense-perception. Thus it is uncertain which of
these impressions are true or false ; for one kind is
ho more true than another, but equally so. And
hence Democritus says @ that cither there is no truth
or we cannot discover it.

And in general it is because they suppose that 10
thought is sense-perception, and sense-perception
physical alteration, that they say that the impression
given through sense-perception is necessarily true ;
for it is on these grounds that both Empedocles and
Democritus and practically all the rest have become
obsessed by such opinions as these. For Empedocles 11
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says that those who change their bodily condition
change their thought :

For according to that which is present to them doth
thought increase in men.®

And in another passage he says :

And as they change into a different nature, so it ever comes
to them to think differently.?

And Parmenides too declares in the same way :

For as each at any time hath the temperament of his
many-jointed limbs, so thought comes to men. For for each
and every man the 'substance of his limbs is that very thing
which thinks; for thought is that which preponderates.®

There is also recorded a saying of Anaxagoras to
some of his disciples, that things would be for them
as they judged them to be. And they say that
Homer too clearly held this view, because he made
Hector,* when he was stunned by the blow, lie with
thoughts deranged—thus implying that even those
who are “ out of their minds " still think, although
not the same thoughts. Clearly then, if both are
kinds of thought, reality also will be ** both so and
not so.” It is along this path that the consequences
are most difficult ; for if those who have the clearest
vision of such truth as is possible (and these are they
who seek and love it most) hold such opinions and
make these pronouncements about the truth, surely
those who are trying to be philosophers may well

¢ Fr. 106. ® Ir. 108.

¢ Fr. 16 ; quoted also (in a slightly different form; see
critical notes) by Theophrastus, De Sensu 3.

4 The only passage in our text of Homer to which this

reference could apply is Jliad xxiii. 698; but there the
subject is Euryalus, not Hector.
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despair ; for the pursuit of truth will be * chasing
birds in the air.” @

But the reason why these men hold this view is 16
that although they studied the truth about reality,
they supposed that reality is confined to sensible
Fhings, in which the nature of the Indeterminate,
i.e. of Being in the sense which we have explained,?
is abundantly present. (Thus their statements,
though plausible, are not true; this form of the 17
criticism is more suitable than that which Epi-
charmus ¢ applied to Xenophanes.) And further, ob-
serving that all this indeterminate substance is in
motion, and that no true predication can be made of
that which changes, they supposed that it is im-
possible to make any true statement about that which
is in all ways and entirely changeable. For it was 18
from this supposition that there blossomed forth the
most extreme view of those which we have men-
tioned, that of the professed followers of Hera-
clitus, and such as Cratylus held, who ended by
thinking that one need not say anything, and only
moved his finger; and who eriticized Heraclitus
for saying that one cannot enter the same river
twice,? for he himself held that it cannot be done
even once.

But we shall reply to this theory also that although 19
that which is changeable supplies them, when it The method
changes, with some real ground for supposing that it of feukine
““is not,” yet there is something debatable in this ; .
for that which is shedding any quality retains some- Even that
thing of that which is being shed, and something Jhchis
of that which is coming to be must already exist. exista In
And in general if a thing is ceasing to be, there will 20
be something there which is; and if a thing is some degree.
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coming to be, that from which it comes and by which
it is generated must be ; and this cannot go on to
infinity. But let us leave this line of argument and
remark that quantitative and qualitative change
are not the same. Let it be granted that there is
nothing permanent in respect of quantity ; but it is
by the jform that we recognize everything. And
again those who hold the theory that we are attack-
ing deserve censure in that they have maintained
about the whole material universe what they have
observed in the case of a mere minority of sensible
things. For it is only the realm of sense around us
whieh continues subject to destruction and gencra-
tion, but this is a practically negligible part of the
whole ; so that it would have been fairer for them to
acquit the former on the ground of the latter than
to condemn the latter on account of the former.

Further, we shall obviously say to these thinkers
too the same as we said some time ago ®; for we
must prove to them and convince them that there is
a kind of nature that is not moved (and yet those
who claim that things can at once be and not be
are logically compelled to admit rather that all
things are at rest than that they are in motion ;
for there is nothing for them to change into, since
everything exists in everything).

And as concerning reality, that not every appear-
ance is real, we shall say, first, that indeed the
perception, at least of the proper object of a sense,
is not false, but the impression we get of it is not
the same as the perception. And then we may fairly
express surprise if our opponents raise the question
whether magnitudes and colours are really such as

% Ch, v. 7.
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@ A concert-hall (used also for other purposes) built by
Pericles. Itlay to the south-east of the Acropolis.

 Theaetetus 171 E, 178 ¢, seqq.

¢ An object of taste is forcign to the sense of sight ; a thing
may look sweet without tasting sweet. Similarly although
the senses of taste and smell (and therefore their objects) are

192

METAPHYSICS, IV. v. 24-28

they appear at a distance or close at hand, as they
appear to the healthy or to the diseased; and
whether heavy things are as they appcar to the
weak or to the strong; and whether truth is as it
appears to the waking or to the sleeping. For
clearly they do not really believe the latter alterna-
tive—at any rate no one, if in the night he thinks
that he is at Athens whereas he is really in Africa,
starts off to the Odeum. And again concerning
the future (as indeed Plato says ?) the opinion of the
doctor and that of the layman are presumably not
equally reliable, e.g. as to whether a man will get
well or not. And again in the case of the senses
themselves, our perception of a foreign object and
of an object proper to a given sense, or of a kindred
object and of an actual object of that sense itself, is
not equally reliable 5 but in the case of colours
sight, and not taste, is authoritative, and in the case
of flavour taste, and not sight. DBut not one of the
senses ever asserts at the same time of the same
object that it is “so and not so.” Nor even at
another time does it make a conflicting statement
about the quality, but only about that to which the
quality belongs. I mean, e.g., that the same wine
may seem, as the result of its own change or of that
of one’s body, at one time sweet and at another not;
but sweetness, such as it is when it exists, has never
yet changed, and there is no mistake about it, and
that which is to be sweet is necessarily of such a
nature. Yet all these theories destroy the possi-
bility of anything’s existing by necessity, inasmuch
as they destroy the existence of its essence; for

kindred (De Sensu 440 b 29), in judging tastes the sense of
taste is the more reliable,
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* the necessary ”’ cannot be in one way and in
another ; and so if anything exists of necessity, it
cannot be ““ both so and not so.”

And in general, if only the sensible exists, without It cannot be

true that
animate things there would be nothing ; for there 22;3 *
would be no sense-faculty. That there would be only the

neither sensible qualities nor sensations is probably perceptible
true ¢ (for these depend upon an effect produced ¢¥is%-
in the percipient), but that the substrates which
cause the sensation should not exist even apart from
the sensation is impossible. For sensation is not of 30
itself, but there is something else too besides the
sensation, which must be prior to the sensation ;
because that which moves is by nature prior to that
which is moved, and this is no less true if the terms
are corvelative.

VI. But there are some, both of those who really 1t is im-

_— possible to

hold these convictions and of those who merely pro- jrove every-
fess these views, who raise a difficulty ; they inquire :&1&:{)‘]‘;
who is to judge of the healthy man, and in general peopie can
who is to judge rightly in each particular case. b¢mMdeto
But such questions are like wondering whether we
are at any given moment asleep or awake ; and all 2
problems of this kind amount to the same tbing.
These people demand a reason for everything. They
want a starting-point, and want to grasp it by de-
monstration ; while it is obvious from their actions
that they have no conviction. But their case is just
what we have stated before?; for they require a
reason for things which have no reason, since the
starting-point of a demonstration is not a matter of
demonstration. The first class, then, may be readily g
convinced of this, because it is not hard to grasp.
But those who look only for cogeney in argument look
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for an impossibility, for they claim the right to con-

tradict themselves, and lose no time in doing so. To those
Yet if not everything is relative, but some things ¢

are self-existent, not every appearance will be true ; whodemana
for an appearance is an appearance to someone. ;f(,';gf?oﬁ.
And sc he who says that all appearances are true everything
makes everything relative. Hence those who de-5

mand something cogent in argument, and at the wecanomly
same time claim to make out a case, must guard Eﬁ;rétn;‘}l)'éar-
themselves by saying that the appearance is true ancesarenot

not in itself, but for /mn to whom it appears, and af ?éls:l:iir‘;n
the time mwhen it appears, and in the nay and manner E}e:g‘;gf‘i‘l‘]
in which it appears. And if they make out a case is abswd.
without this qualification, as a result they will soon
contradict themsclves ; for it is possible in the case &

of the same man for a thing to appear honey to the

sight, but not to the taste, and for things to appear
different to the sight of each of his two eyes, if their

sight is unequal. For to those who assert (for the
reasons previously stated ¢) that appearances are

true, and that all things are therefore equally false

and true, because they do not appear the same to

all, nor always the same to the same person, but

often have contrary appearances at the same time

(since if one crosses the fingers touch says that an?
object is two, while sight says that it is only one ?),

we shall say ““ but not to the same sense or to the

same part of it in the same way and at the same

time " ; so that with this qualification the appear-

ance will be true. But perhaps it is for this reason

that those who argue not from a sense of difficulty

but for argument’s sake are compelled to say that

the appearance is not true in itself, but true to the
percipient ; and, as we have said before, are com- 8
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pelled also to make cverything relative and depend-
ent upon opinion and sensation, so that nothing has
happened or will happen unless somecone has first
formed an opinion about it; otherwise clearly all
things would not be relative to opinion.

Turther, if a thing is one, it is relative to one thing
or to something determinate. And if the same thing
is both a half and an equal, yet the equal is not

relative to the double. If to the thinking subject ®

“man " and the object of thought are the same,
“man”’ will be not the thinking subject but the
object of thought ; and if each thing is to be regarded
as relative to the thinking subjeet, the thinking
subject will be relative to an infinity of specifically
different things.

That the most certain of all beliefs is that opposite
statements are not both true at the same time, and
what follows for those who maintain that they are
true, and why these thinkers maintain this, may be
regarded as adequately stated. And since the con-
tradiction of a statement cannot be true at the same
time of the same thing, it is obvious that contraries
cannot apply at the samic time to the same thing.
Tor in each pair of contraries onc is a privation no
Iess than it is a contrary—a privation of substance.
And privation is the negation of a predicate to some
defined genus. Thercfore if it is impossible at the
same time to afirm and deny a thing truly, it is also
impossible for contraries to apply to a thing at the
same time ; cither both must apply in a modified
sense, or one in a modified sense and the other
absolutely.

VII. Nor indeed can there be any intcrmediate
between contrary statements, but of one thing we
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conlaining a certain proportion of black).
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must either assert or deny one thing, whatever it "X'ggl‘i:d
may be. This will be plain if we first define truth
and falsehood. To say that what is is not, or that
what is not is, is false ; but to say that what is is, and
what is not is not, is true ; and therefore also he
who says that a thing is or is not will say either what
is true or what is false, But neither what is nor 2
what is not is said not to be or to be. Turther, an
intermediate between contraries will be intermediate
either as grey is between black and white, or as
‘“ neither man nor horse ” is between man and horse.
If in the latter sense, it cannot change (for change is
from not-good to good, or from good to not-good) ;
but in fact it is clearly always changing ; for change 3
can only be into the opposite and the intermediate.
And if it is a true intermediate, in this case too there
would be a kind of change into white not from not-
white ; but in fact this is not seen.® Further, the
understanding either affirms or denies every object
of understanding or thought (as is clear from the de-
finition ¥) whenever it is right or wrong. When, in ¢
asserting or denying, it combines the predicates in
one way, it is right ; when in the other, it is wrong.

Again, unless it is maintained merely for argu-
ment’s sake, the intermediate must exist beside all
contrary terms ; so that one will say what is neither
true nor false. And it will exist beside what is and
what is not ; so that there will be a form of change
beside generation and destruction.

Agam, there will also be an intermediate in all®
classes in which the negation of a term implies the
contrary assertion; e.g., among numbers there will

b41.
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¢ If besides A and

not-A there is an intermediate B, be-
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neither B nor not-B ;
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METAPHYSICS, IV. vir. 5—v11, 1

be a number which is neither odd nor not-odd. But
this is impossible, as is clear from the definition.®

Again, there will be an infinite progression, and
existing things will be not only half as many again,
but even more. Tor again it will be possible to deny &
the intermediate in reference both to its assertion
and to its negation, and the result will be something ?;
for its essence is something distinct.

Again, when a man is asked whether a thing is
white and says ““ no,” he has denied nothing except
that it is ¢white», and its not-being <white> is a
negation.

Now this view has occwrred to certain people in 7
just the same way as other paradoxes have also
oceurred ; for when they cannot find a way out from
eristic arguments, they submit to the argument and
admit that the conclusion is true. Some, then, hold
the theory for this kind of reason, and others because
they require an explanation for everything, In
dealing with all such persons the starting-point is
from definition; and definition results from the 8
necessity of their meaning something ; because the
formula, which their term implies, will be a defini-
tion. The doctrine of Heraelitus, which says that
everything is and is not,? scems to make all things
true ; and that of Anaxagoras® seems to imply an
intermediate in contradiction, so that all things are
false ; for when things are mixed, the mixture is
neither good nor not-good ; and so no statement is
true.

VIIL Itis obvious from this analysis that the one- Fslsity of
sided and sweeping statements which some peaple sweeping
make cannot be substantially true—some maintain- statements

< Of. e iv. 5, 6. 4 Gf. c. iii. 10. ¢ Of. e iv. 28.
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ing that nothing is true (for they say that there is about
no reason why the same rule should not apply to ™%
everything as applies to the commensurability of the
diagonal of a square %), and some that everything
is true, These theories are almost the same as that 2
of Heraclitus. For the theory which says that all
things are true and all false also makes each of these
statements separately ; so that if they are impossible
in combination they are also impossible individually.
And again obviously there are contrary statements
which cannot be true at the same time. Nor can
they all be false, although from what we have said
this might seem more possible. But in opposing all 3
such theories we must demand, as was said in our
discussion above,? not that something should be or
not be, but some significant statement ; and so we
must argue from a definition, having first grasped
what “ falsehood ” or “ truth ” mcans. And if to
assert what is true is nothing else than to deny what
is false, everything cannot be false ; for one part of
the contradiction must be true. Further, if every- ¢
thing must be either asserted or denied, both parts
cannot be false ; for one and only one part of the
contradiction is false. Indeed, the consequence
follows which is notorious in the case of all such
theories, that they destroy themselves ; for he who 5
says that everything is true makes the opposite
theory true too, and therefore his own untrue (for
the opposite theory says that his is not true); and
he who says that everything is false makes himself a
liar. And if they make exceptions, the one that the 6
opposite theory alone is not true, and the other that
his own theory alone is not false, it follows none the

b g. iv. &,
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less that they postulate an infinite number of true
and false statements. Tor the statement that the
true statement is true is also true ; and this will go
on to infinity.

Nor, as is obvious, are those right who say that all 7
things are at rest; nor those who say that all things are
in motion. Tor ifall things are at rest, the same things
will always be true and false, whereas ** this state of
affairs ” is obviously subject to change ; for the
spealcer himself once did not exist, and again he will
not exist.  And if all things are in motion, nothing
will be true, so everything will be false; but this
has been proved to be impossible. Again, it must 8
be that which 75 that changes, for change is from
something into something. And further, neither
is it true that all things are at rest or in motion
sometimes, but nothing continuously ; for there is
something @ which always moves that which is moved,
and the ** prime mover ” is itself unmoved.®
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BOOK V

I. “ Beginning " ® means: (a) That part of a thing Book V.
from which one may first move; e.g., a line or a [FfeoN
journcy has one beginning kere, and ancther at the Trrua

. . 3 . . ‘Begin~
opposite extremity. (b) The point from which each ;g
thing may best come into being; eg., a course of
study should sometimes be begun not from what is
primary or from the starting-point of the subject,
but from the point from which it is easiest to learn.
(¢) That thing as a result of whose presence some-
thing first comes into being ; e.g., as the keel is the
beginning of a ship, and the foundation that of a
house, and as in the case of animals some thinkers
suppose the heart? to be the * beginning,” others
the brain,® and others something similar, whatever
itmay be. (d)That from which, although not present
in it, a thing first comes into being, and that from
which motion and change naturally first begin, as
the child comes from the father and mother, and
fighting from abuse. (¢) That in accordance with
whose deliberate choice that which is moved is moved,
and that which is changed is changed; such as
magistracies, authorities, monarchies and despotisms.
(f) Arts are also called “ beginnings,” ¢ especially the 2
architectonic arts. (g) Again, “ beginning ” means

¢ So Plato held, 79maeus 44 p.
4 As directing principles.
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s j.e., the material cause.
b ge. of material—metal, wood, ete,
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the point from which a thing is first comprehensible,
this too is called the “ beginning " of the thing ; e.g.
the hypotheses of demonstrations. (*“ Cause” can
have a similar number of different senses, for all
causes are ** beginnings.”)

It is a common property, then, of all “* beginnings *
to be the first thing from which something either
exists or comes into being or becomes known ; and
some beginnings are originally inherent in things,
while others are not. Hence * nature ” is a begin-
ning, and so is * element ” and ‘‘ understanding **
and * choice ” and “ essence ” and “ final cause "—
for in many cases the Good and the Beautiful are
the beginning both of knowledge and of motion.

II. *“ Cause ” means : (a) in one sense, that® as
the result of whose presence something comes into
being—e.g. the bronze of a statue and the silver of
a cup, and the classes ® which contain these; (b) in
another sense, the form or pattern; that is, the
essential formula and the classes which contain it
—e.g. the ratio 2:1 and number in general is the
cause of the octave—and the parts of the formula.
(c) The source of the first beginning of change or
rest; e.g.the man who plansis a cause, and the father
is the cause of the child, and in general that
which produces is the cause of that which is produced,
and that which changes of that which is changed.
(d) The same as " end 7 ; d.e. the final cause; e.g.,
as the “ end " of walking is health. For why does a
man walk ?  ** To be healthy,” we say, and by saying
this we consider that we have supplied the cause.
(e) All those means towards the end which arise at
the instigation of something else; as,e.g. fat-reducing,
purging, drugs and instruments are causes of health ;
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for they all have the enq as their object, although
they differ from cach other ag being some instruments,
others actions.

These are roughly all the meanings of ‘‘ cause,” 4
but since causes are spoken of with various Meanings,
it follows that there are several causes (and that not
in an accidental sense) of the same thing. E.g., both
statuary and bronge are causes of the statue ; not
in different connexions, but gua statye. However,
they are not causes in the same way, but the one a5
material and the other as the source of motion. And 5
things are causes of each other; as e.g. labour of
vigour, and vigour of labour—but not in the same
way ; the one as an end, and the other as source of
motion. And again the same thing is sometimes the
cause of contrary results ; because that which by
Its presence is the cause of so-and-so we sometimeg
accuse of being, by ijts absence, the cause of the
contrary—as, e.g., we say that the absence of the

pilot is the cause of a capsize, whereas his Presence
was the cause of safety. And both, presence and 6
privation, are moving causes.

Now there are four senses which are most obvioug
under which all the causes just described may be
classed. The components of syllables ; the materia] 7
of manufactured articles ; fire, earth and all such
bodies ; the parts of a whole ; and the premisses of
a syllogistic conclusion ; are causes in the material
sense.  Of these some are causes as substrate : e.g,
the parts ; and others as essence : the whole, and the
composition, and the form, The seed and the s
physician and the contriver and in general that which
produces, all these are the source of change or
stationariness. The remainder represent the end
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and good of the others; for the final cause tends to
be the greatest good and end of the rest. Let it be g
assumed that it makes no difference whether we call
it* good " or ** apparent good.” In kind, then, there
are these four classes of cause.

The modes of cause are numerically many, although
these too are fewer when summarized. For causes ¢
are spoken of in many senses, and even of those
which are of the same kind, some are causes in a
prior and somein a posteriorsense ; e.g.,the physician
and the expert are both causes of health ; and the
ratio 2:1 and number are both causes of the octave;
and the universals which include a given cause are
causes of its particular effects. Again, a thing may 11
be a cause in the sense of an accident, and the classes
which contain accidents ; e.g., the cause of a statue
is in one sense Polyclitus and in another a sculptor,
because it is an accident of the sculptor to be Poly-
clitus. And the universal terms which include acci-
dents are causes ; e.g., the cause of a statue is a man,
or even, gencrally, an animal ; because Polyclitus
is a man, and man is an animal. And even of acci- 13
dental causes some are remoter or more proximate
than others ; e.g., the cause of the statue might be
said to be * white man ” or * cultured man,” and
not merely ** Polyclitus ”* or * man.”

And besides the distinction of causes as proper and
accidental, some are termed causes in a polential
and others in an acfual sense ; e.g., the cause of build-
ing is either the builder or the builder who builds.
And the same distinctions in meaning as we have 13
already described will apply to the effecis of the
causes ; e.g. to this statue, or @ statue, or generally
an image; and to this bronze, or bronze, or
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generally materials  And it is the same with
accidental effects, Again, the pProper and acci-
dental senses will be combined ; e.g., the cause is
neither * Polyclitus ” nor * 4 sculptor " but * the
sculptor Polyclitus.”

However, these classes of cause are in all six in 14
number, each used in two senses. Causes are (i)
particular, (ii.) generic, (1ii.) accidental, (iv.) generic-
ally accidental; and these may be either stated
singly or (v., vi.) in combination ¥; and further they
are all either actual or potential. And there is this 1s
difference between them, that actual and particular
causes coexist or do not coexist with their effects
(e.g. this man giving medical treatment with this
man recovering his health, and #his builder with this
building in course of erection) ; but potential causes
do not always do so; for the house and the builder
do not perish together.

HI. “ Element ” means (a) the primary immanent « giomeng
thing, formally indivisible into another form, of
which something is composed. E.g., the elements of
a sound © are the parts of which that sound is com-
posed and into which it is ultimately divisible, and
which are not further divisible into other sounds
formally different from themselves. If an element
be divided, the parts are formally the same as the
whole : e.g., a part of water is water ; but it is not
5o with the syllable, (5) Those who speak of the ¢
elements of bodies similarly mean the parts into
which bodies are ultimately divisible, and which are

(ii.) an artist, (iii.) Polyelitus, (iv.) a man, (v.) the sculptor
Polyclitus (combination of (1. and (iii.)), (vi.) an artistic mamn
(combination of ii.} and (iv.)),

¢ Of Lix. 35 n,
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not further divisible into other parts different in
form. And whether they speak of one such element
or of more than one, this is what they mean.
() The term is applied with a very similar meaning
to the * elements ” of geometrical figures, and gener-
ally to the * elements ™' of demonstrations ; for the
primary demonstrations which are contained in a
number of other demonstrations are called * ele-
ments ” of demonstrations.® Such are the primary
syllogisms consisting of three terms and with one
middle term. (d) The term *‘ element” is also
applied metaphorically to any small unity which is
useful for various purposes; and so that which is
small or simple or indivisible is called an *“ element."”
(e) Hence it comes that the most universal things
are elements ; because each of them, being a siniple
unity, is present in many things—either in all or
in as many as possible. Some too think that
unity and the point are first principles. (f) There-
fore since what are called gencra® are “universal
and indivisible (because they have no formula), some
people call the genera elements, and these rather
than the differcntia, because the genus is more
universal. For where the differentia is present, the
genus also follows ; but the differentia is not always
present where the genus is. And it is common %o
all cases that the element of each thing is that which
is primarily inherent in each thing.

IV. * Nature " ¢ means: (@) in one sense, the
genesis of growing things—as would be suggested
by pronouncing the v of ¢iows long—and ®) in
another, that immanent thing ¢ from which a grow-

¢ Probably the seed (Bonitz),
219
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ing thing first begins to grow. (c) The source from
which the primary motion in every natural object is
induced in that object as such. All things are said
to grow which gain increase through something else
by contact and organic unity (or adhesion, as in
the case of embryos). Organic unity differs from 2
contact ; for in the latter case there need be nothing
except contact, but in both the things which form an
organic unity there is some one and the same thing
which produces, instead of mere contact, a unity
which is organie, continuous and quantitative (but
not qualitative). Again, “ nature ” means {(d) the 3
primary stuff, shapeless and unchangeable from its
own potency, of which any natural object consists or
from which it is produced ; e.g., bronze is called the
“nature ” of a statue and of bronze articles, and
wood that of wooden ones, and similarly in all other
cases. For each article consists of these * natures,” 4
the primary material persisting. It is in this sense
that men call the elements of natural objects the
* nature,” some calling it fire, others earth or air or
water, others something else similar, others some of
these, and others all of them. Again in anothers
sense ““ nature ' means (e) the substance of natural
objects ; as in the case of those who say that the
“ nature " is the primary composition of a thing, or
as Empedocles says :

Of nothing that exists is there nature, but only mixture
and separation of what has been mixed ; natureis but a name
given to these by men.®

Hence as regards those things which exist or are g
produced by nature, although that from which they
naturally are produced or exist is already present, we

e Fr. 8 (Diels).
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say that they have not their nature yet unless they
have their form and shape. That which comprises 7
both of these exists by nature; eg. animals and
their parts. And nature is both the primary matter
(and this in two senses: either primary in relation
to the thing, or primary in general; e.g.,in bronze
articles the primary wmatter in relation to those
articles is bronze, but in general it is perhaps water—
that is if all things which can be melted arc water)
and the form or essence, i.e. the end of the process
of generation. Indeed from this sense of *‘ nature,”
by an extension of meaning, every essence in general
is called ‘‘ nature,” because the nature of anything
is a kind of essence.

From what has been said, then, the primary and g
proper sense of “nature ” is the essence of those
things which contain in themselves as such a source
of motion ; for the matter is called *‘ nature ” be-
cause it is capable of receiving the nature, and the
processes of generation and growth are called
“ nature ” because they are motions derived from
it. And nature in this sense is the source of motion
in natural objects, which is somehow inherent in
them, either potentially or actually.

V. “ Necessary " means : (a) That without which, «~eces-
y ’ ;
sary."

as a concomitant condition, life is impossible ; e.g.,
respiration and food are necessary for an animal, be-
cause it cannot exist without them. (b) The condi-
tions without which good cannot be or come to be,
or without which one cannot get rid or keep free of
evil—e.g., drinking medicine is necessary to escape
from ill-health, and sailing to Aegina is necessary to
recover one’s money. (¢) The compulsory and com- 2
pulsion ; ze. that which hinders and prevents, in
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opposition to impulse and purpose. For the com-
pulsory is called necessary, and hence the necessary
is disagreeable ; as indeed Evenus ® says :

For every necessary thing is by nature grievous.?

(=4

And compulsion is a kind of necessity, as Sophocles
says :
Compulsion makes me do this of necessity.°

And necessity is held, rightly, to be something
inexorable ; for it is opposed to motion which is in
accordance with purpose and calculation,

(d) Again, what cannot be otherwise we say is
necessarily so. It is from this sense of ““ necessary "’ 4
that all others are somehow derived ; for the term
*“ compulsory ” is used of something which it is
necessary for one to do or suffer only when it is im-
possible to act according to impulse, because of the
compulsion : which shows that necessity is that be-
cause of which a thing cannot be otherwise ; and the
same is true of the concomitant conditions of living
and of the good. For when in the one case good, and
in the other life or existence, is impossible without
certain conditions, these conditions are necessary,
and the cause is a kind of necessity.

(e) Again, demonstration is a *‘ necessary " thing,
because a thing cannot be otherwise if the demon-
stration has been absolute. And this is the result of
the first premisses, when it is impossible for the
assumptions upon which the syllogism depends to
be otherwise.

Thus of necessary things, some have an external
cause of their necessity, and others have not, but it
is through them that other things are of necessity
what they are. Hence the " necessary ” in the §
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primary and proper sense is the simple, for it cannot
be in more than one condition. Hence it cannot be
in one state and in another; for if so it would ipso
Jacto be in more than one condition. Therefore if
there are certain things which are eternal and im-
mutable, there is nothing in them which is compul-
sory or which violates their nature.

VI. The term “ one ” is used (i.) in an accidental, “One."

(ii.) in an absolute sense. (i) In the accidental
sense it is used as in the case of “ Coriscus @ and
** cultured ”’ and “ cultured Coriscus ” (for ““ Coris-
cus” and “cultured” and “‘ cultured Coriscus’ mean
the same); and ‘‘ cultured ” and “ upright™ and 2
“ cuttured upright Coriscus.” For all these terms
refer accidentally to one thing ; ““upright 7" and * cul-
tured " because they are accidental to one substance,
and ““ cultured ”’ and “ Coriscus "’ because the one is
accidental to the other. And similarly in one sense 3
“ cultured Coriscus * is one with *‘ Coriscus,”’ because
one part of the expression is accidental to the other,
e.g. “cultured” to “Coriseus”; and “ cultured
Coriscus ' is one with * upright Coriscus,” because
one part of each expression is one accident of one
and the same thing. It is the same even if the
accident is applied to a genus or a general term;
eg., “man” and ‘‘ cultured man” are the same,
either because * cultured "’ is an accident of *‘ man,”
which is one substance, or because both are accidents
of some individual, e.g. Coriscus. But they do not 5
both belong to it in the same way ; the one belongs
presumably as genus in the substance, and the other

'S

@ Coriscus of Scepsis was a Platonist with whom Aristotle
was probably acquainted ; but the name is of course chosen
quite arbitrarily.
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as condition or affection of the substance. Thus all
things which are said to be “ one ” in an accidental
sense are said to be so in this way.

(ii.) Of those things which are said to be in them- 6

selves one, (@) some are said to be so in virtue of their
continuity ; e.g., a faggot is made continuous by its
string, and pieccs of wood by glue ; and a continuous
line, even if it is bent, is said to be one, just like
each of the limbs; e.g. the leg or arm. And of these
things themsclves those which are haturally continu-
ous are one in a truer sense than those which are
artificially continuous. * Continuous ” means that 7
whose motion is essentially one, and cannot be
otherwise ; and motion is one when it is indivisible,
r.e. indivisible in #ime, Things are essentially con-
tinuous which are one not by contact only ; for if
you put picces of wood touching one another you
will not say that they are one piece of wood, or body,
or any other continuous thing. And things which
are completely continuous are said to be *“one”
even if they contain a joint, and still more those
things which contain no joint ; e.g., the shin or the
thigh is more truly one than the leg, because the
motion of the leg may not be one. And the straight 9
line is more truly one than the bent. We call the
line which is bent and contains an angle both one
and not one, because it may or may not move all at
once ; but the straight line always moves all at once,
and no part of it which has magnitude is at rest while
another moves, as in the bent line.

(6) Another sense of ““ one  is that the substrate
is uniform in kind. Things are uniform whose form 1
is indistinguishable to sensation ; and the substrate
is either that which is primary, or that which is final
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in relation to the end. For wine is said to be one,
and water one, as being something formally indis-
tinguishable. And all liquids are said to be one (e.g.
oil and wine), and melted things ; because the ulti-
mate substrate of all of them is the same, for all
these things are water or vapour.

(¢) Things are said to be ““ one ” whose genus is
one and differs in its opposite differentiae. All these
things too are said to be * one ” because the genus,
which is the substrate of the differentiae, is one (e.g.,
“ horse,” ““man” and “ dog " are in a sense one,
because they are all animals); and that in a way
very similar to that in which the matter is one.
Sometimes these things are said to be “ one’ in
this sense, and sometimes their higher genus is said
to be one and the same (if they are final species of
their genus)—the genus, that is, which is above the
genera of which their proximate genus is one ; e.g.,
the isosceles and equilateral triangles are one and
the same figure (because they are both triangles),
but not the same triangles. ‘

(d) Again, things are said to be *“ one ”’ when the
definition stating the essence of one is indistinguish-
able from a definition explaining the other; for in
itself every definition is distinguishable <into genus
and differentiae>. In this way that which increases
and decreases is one, because its definition is one ;
just as in the case of planes the definition of the form
is one. And in general those things whose concept,
which conceives the essence, is indistinguishable and
cannot be separated either in time or in place or in
definition, are in the truest sense one ; and of these
such as are substances are most truly one. For
universally such things as do not admit of distinction
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are called “ one ™ in so far as they do not admit of
it; eg., if “man” qua *“man’” does not admit of
distinction, he is one man; and similarly if qua
animal, he is one animal ; and if qua magnitude, he
is one magnitude.

Most things, then, are said to be “ one " because they 18
produce, or possess, or are affected by, or are related
to, some other one thing ; but some are called “ one ”
in a primary sense, and one of these is substance. It
is one either in continuity or in form or in definition 3
for we reckon as more than one things which are not
continuous, or whose form is not one, or whose
definition is not one. Again, in one sense we call 16
anything whatever “ one ” if it is quantitative and
continuous ; and in another sense we say that it is
not ** one ” unless it is a whole of some kind, z.e. unless
it is one in form (e.g., if we saw the parts of a shoe
put together anyhow, we should not say that they
were one— except in virtue of their continuity ;
but only if they were so put together as to be a shoe,
and to possess already some one form). Hence the 17
circumference of a circle is of all lines the most truly
one, because it is whole and complete.

The essence of *“ one ” is to be a kind of starting-
point of number ; for the first measure is a starting-
point, because that by which first we gain knowledge
of a thing is the first measure of each class of objects.

* The one,” then, is the starting-point of what is
knowable in respect of each particular thing. But
the unit is not the same in all classes, for in one it 18
is the quarter-tone, and in another the vowel or
consonant; gravity has another unit, and motion
another. But in all cases the unit is indivisible,
either quantitatively or formally. Thus that which 19
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is quantitatively and qua quantitative wholly in-
divisible and has no position is called a unit; and
that which is wholly indivisible and has position, a
point ; that which is divisible in one sense, a line ;
in two senses, a plane ; and that which is quantita-
tively divisible in ‘all three senses, a body. And
reversely that which is divisible in two senses is a
plane, and in one sense a line ; and that which is in
no sense quantitatively divisible is a point or a unit ;
if it has no position, a unit, and if it has position, &
point.

Again, some things are one numerically, others
formally, others generically, and others analogically ;
numerically, those whose matter is one; formally,
those whose definition is one; generically, those
which belong to the same category ; and analogically,
those which have the same relation as something else
to some third object. In every case the latter types
of unity are implied in the former: e.g., all things
which are one numerically are also one formally, but
not all which are one formally are one numerically ;
and all are one generically which are one formally,
but such as are one generically are not all one
formally, although they are one analogically ; and
such as are one analogically are not all one generic-
ally.

It is obvious also that ‘““ many ” will have the
opposite meanings to “‘ one.”” Some things are called
“ many ” because they are not continuous ; others
because their matter (either primary or ultimate) is
formally divisible ; others because the definitions
of their essence are more than one.

VIL. “ Being ” means (i.) accidental being, (ii.)
absolute being. (i.) E.g., we say that the uvpright
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person s ”’ cultured, and that the man “ig”
cultured, and that the cultured person “is ”* a man ;
very much as we say that the cultured person builds,
because the builder happens to be cultured, or the
cultured person a builder ; for in this sense ** X is
Y ” means that Y is an accident of X. And so it is 2
with the examples cited above ; for when we say
that ** the man is cultured * and “ the cultured person
is a man " or * the white is cultured ™" or * the cul-
tured is white,” in the last two cases it is because both
predicates are accidental to the same subject, and
in the first case because the predicate is accidental
to what és ; and we say that “ the cultured is a man
because “ the cultured  js accidental to *“ a man.”
(Similarly “ not-white " is said to *“ be,” because the 3
subject of which “ not-white is an accident, is.)
These, then, are the senses in which things are said
to “be” accidentally : either because both pre-
dicates belong to the same subject, which 53 or
because the predicate belongs to the subject, which
is; or because the subject to which belongs that of
which it is itself predicated itself s,

(ii.) The senses of essential being are those which 4
are indicated by the figures of predication ¢ ; for
“ being ”’ has as many senses as there are ways of
predication. Now since some predicates indicate
(2) what a thing is, and others jts (b) quality, (0
quantity, (d) relation, (¢) activity or passivity, H
Place, (g) time, to each of these corresponds a sense
of “ being.” There is no difference between “ the §
man is recovering " and *‘the man recovers "' ; or
between ““ the man is walking " or  cutting ” ‘and
“ the man walks ” or “ cuts s and similarly in the
other cases.
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(iii.) Again, “ to be " and “* is ”’ mean that a thing
is true, and “‘ not to be ”” that it is false. Similarly 6
too in affirmation and negation; e.g., in ‘' Socrates
is cultured "’ ‘““is ” means that this is true ; or in
*“ Socrates is not-white ’ that this is true; but in
* the diagonal is not commensurable ” ¢ *is not "
means that the statement is false.

(iv.) Again, *“ to be ” <or ““is "’> means that some of
these statements can be made in virtue of a poten-
tiality and others in virtue of an actuality. For we
say that both that which sees potentially and that
which sees actually i * a seeing thing.” And in
the same way we call * understanding ~ both that
which can use the understanding, and that which
does ; and we call * tranquil ” both that in which
tranquillity is already present, and that which is
potentially tranquil. Similarly too in the case of 8
substances. For we say that Hermes is in the stone,?
and the half of the line in the whole ; and we call
“corn ” what is not yet ripe. But when a thing is
potentially existent and when not, must be defined
elsewhere.c :

VIII. * Substance ” means (a) simple bodies, e.g. «gup-
earth, fire, water and the like ; and in general bodies, stance” of
and the things, animal or divine, including their parts,
which are composed of bodies. All these are called
substances because they are not predicated of any
substrate, but other things are predicated of them.

(8) In another sense, whatever, being immanent in 2
such things as are not predicated of a substrate, is
the cause of their being; as, e.g., the soul is the
cause of being for the animal.  (¢) All parts immanent 32
in things which define and indicate their individuality,
and whose destruction causes the destruction of the
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whole ; as, e.g., the plane is essential to the body (as
some ¢ hold) and the line to the plane. And number
in general is thought by some @ to be of this nature,
on the ground that if it is abolished nothing exists,
and that it determines everything, (d) Again, the 4
essence, whose formula is the definition, is also called
the substance of each particular thing.

Thus it follows that *‘ substance ” has two senses :
the ultimate subject, which cannot be further pre-
dicated of something else; and whatever has an
individual and separate existence. The shape and
form of each particular thing is of this nature.

IX. “ The same ” means (a) accidentally the same. “Same.”
E.g., *“ white” and * cultured ” are the same be-
cause they are accidents of the same subject ; and
“man "’ is the same as “ cultured,” because one is
an accident of the other; and *‘ cultured ” is the
same as ‘‘ man ” because it is an accident of “man’’;
and “ cultured man” is the same as each of the
terms “‘cultured” and “man,” and wvice versa;
for both "“man " and “‘ cultured ™ are used in the
same way as ‘‘ cultured man,” and the latter in
the same way as the former. Hence none of these 2
predications can be made universally. Yor it is not
true to say that every man is the same as ““ the cul-
tured "' ; because universal predications are essential
to things, but accidental predications are not so, but
are made of individuals and with a single application.
“ Socrates ” and * cultured Socrates” seem to be
the same ; but ‘“ Socrates ”’ is not a class-name, and
hence we do not say *‘ every Socrates ” as we say
“every man.” Some things are said to be “ the 3
same ” in this sense, but (b) others in an essential
sense, in the same number of senses as ““ the one”’
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METAPHYSICS, V. 1x. 8—=x. 1

is essentially one ; for things whose matter is formally
or numerically one, and things whose substance is
one, are said to be the same. Thus “ sameness ” is
clearly a kind of unity in the being, either of two or
more things, or of one thing treated as more than
one ; as, e.g., when a thing is consistent with itself ;
for it is then treated as two.

Things are called * other ” of which either the 4
forms or the matter or the definition of essence is Othor.
more than one ; and in general ““ other "’ is used in
the opposite senses to * same.” |

Things are called *“ different ** which, while being in “Different.” |
a sense the same, are ‘“ other ” not only numerjeally,
but formally or generically or analogically ; also
things whose genus is not the same ; and contraries ;
and all things which contain *“ otherness ”* in their
essence.

Things are called ““like ” which have the same 5
attributes in all respects ; or more of those attributes “ Like’
the same than different; or whose quality is one.

Also that which has a majority or the more important

of those attributes of something else in respect of

which change is possible (i.e. the contraries) is like

that thing.  And * unlike ” is used in the opposite « Unlike,”
senses to ‘‘ like.”

X. The term “ opposite ” is applied to (&) contra- "*Opposite.”
diction ; (b) contraries ; (¢) relative terms ; (d) pri-
vation ; (e) state ; (f) extremes ; e.g. in the process
of generation and destruction. And (g) all things
which cannot be present at the same time in that
which admits of them both are called opposites ;
either themselves or their constituents. Grey ”
and “ white ”’ do not apply at the same time to the
same thing, and hence their constituents are opposite.
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METAPHYSICS, V. x. 2—x1. 1

“ Contrary ” means: (a) attributes, generically
different, which cannot apply at the same time to the
same thing. (b) The most different attributes in the
same genus ; or (¢) in the same subject ; or (d) falling
under the same faculty. (e) Things whose difference
is greatest absolutely, or in genus, or in species.
Other things are called * contrary ” either because
they possess attributes of this kind, or because they
are receptive of them, or because they are produc-
tive of or liable to them, or actually produce or incur
them, or are rejections or acquisitions or possessions
or privations of such attributes. And since “ one ”
and ‘‘ being ”’ have various meanings, all other terms
which are used in relation to “one” and * being ” must
vary in meaning with them ; and so * same,” *“ other ”
and “ contrary ” must so vary, and so must have a
separate meaning in accordance with each category.

Things are called ““ other in species”” (@) which
belong to the same genus and are not subordinate
one to the other ; or (b) which are in the same genus
and contain a differentia; or (¢) which contain a
contrariety in their essence. (d) Contraries, too
(either all of them or those which are called so in a
primary sense), are “ other in species "’ than ome
another ; and (e) so are all things of which the for-
mulae are different in the final species of the genus
(e.g.,“man” and *“ horse ”’ are generically indivisible,
but their formulae are different) ; and (f) attributes
of the same substance which contain a difference.
“ The same in species ” has the opposite meanings
to these.

XI. “Prior” and * posterior” mean: (i.) (z) In
one sense (assuming that there is in each genus some
primary thing or starting-point) that which is nearer
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to some starting-point, determined either absolutely
and naturally, or relatively, or locally, or by some
agency ; e.g., things are prior in space because they
are nearer either to some place naturally deter-
mined, such as the middle or the extreme, or to
some chance relation; and that which is further is
posterior. (b) In another sense, prior or posterior g
in #ime. Some things are prior as being further from
the present, as in the case of past events (for the
Trojan is prior to the Persian war, because it is
further distant from the present); and others as
being nearer the present, as in the case of future
events (for the Nemean are prior to the Pythian
games because they are nearer to the present,
regarded as a starting-point and as primary). (c) In
another sense, in respect of motion (for that which is
nearer to the prime mover is prior; e.g., the boy is
prior- to the man). This too is a kind of starting-
point in an absolute sense. (d) In respect of potency;
for that which is superior in potency, or more potent,
is prior. Such is that in accordance with whose will
the other, or posterior, thing must follow, so that
according as the former moves or does not maove,
the latter is or is not moved. And the mill is a
“ starting-point.” (e) In respect of order ; such are ¢
all things which are systematically arranged in
relation to some one determinate object. E.g., he
who is next to the leader of the chorus is prior to
him who is next but one, and the seventh string is
prior to the eighth ¢ ; for in one ease the leader is the
starting-point, and in the other the middle ? string.
In these examples “ prior ” has this sense; buts
chord EFGABHCD, in which there was no wapapéen. The

ueon was apparently what we should call the tonic. Cf. X1V,
vi. &3 Problemata 919 b 20.

&9

247




ARISTOTLE

1018 b e ol ,
76 7§ yvdoer mpdrepov ws wal AmAds mpdTepov,
£ 4

rodrwy 8¢ dAws Td xard Tov /\o"yov/ Kat 'r&‘. Kata
v alcfnow. Ka*rc‘z‘ ,uév‘ yd,‘o ’rc‘)g Adyov 78 K(IGH:
SAov mpéTepa, xara 8¢ TR a‘wﬁ"rzo-w Td Kak
€xacTas Kkai KaTd TOV Adyov 8¢ To‘o*upﬂfﬁ"qxog
35 700 GAov mpdTepov, OfOl< 'ré” povaucoy ol pov-
gwol  avBpddmou- oﬁ, yap éotar 6 Adyos or\(‘)s
dvev Tof uépovs: kaiTor ovk EVBEXG,IT(IL pougLcoy
elvas w1y dvros povaucod Tivos. I%n wegtepa
Myerar 1o TV mpoTépwy A‘n'aﬁ”r],,m?v‘ € }Jé;"l];
1019 2 AeLdTYTOS" TO PV Yap VPapAS K%O vy wdfos,
76 8¢ embaveias. a pev 8‘7] ovrw )\e'yfﬂ'al.’ 7pd-
Tepa Kai z')'cm-spa; Td ,,86 xard ¢va,w Kal 8o‘va’fow,
Saa e’vSéxe'raf cvar dvev a/’L\wv, exeva B¢ dvev
éxelvwv pij- 1 Srapéoe exprioaro H‘/\a(ﬂuv. ,(€7T€L
5 0¢ 70 elvar moAdayds, mpdTov prev 76 broxeijievo
mpdrepov, dio 7 o‘ﬁcn'a mpdTepov, ewewa‘a/\/\‘wg Td
xara Svvapww xai Kxat ’em-e)\ex‘ecal\/. TQ pev '}3\(1;0
)aTa dvvapwy mpéTepd éors, Ta e86, KaTa fwf)\e_
yewav, ofov xata SUIV(:‘LLLV pév ) nuloea Tis SAys
xai 76 pdpiov ToD ,O/\o"v Kal 7 UAR s odalas,
w0 Kar  vredéyear 8 daTepoy- Sca)\,vﬁsw-os yap
war évredéyewav éoTau.) Tpdmoy 37 Twa wdvra
70 TpdTepoy Kal ﬁUT€pOl: )\e’yo,u.eva; rara Taira
Ayerar Ta pév ydpAKaTa‘ yéveaw fl’SeXE’T’aL drev
7oy érépwv elvat, ofov i SAov TOv poplwy, Ta
8¢ kara Pplopdv, ofov 76 pdpiov Toi Slov. duoiws
8¢ kal TdAAa. L .
15 XII Advauis Adyeracn pév apxr komjoews 7 pera-

¢ Not, apparently, in his writings. "
® Or ** capacity * or ** potentiality.
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(i) in another sense that which is prior in know-
ledge is treated as absolutely prior ; and of things
which are prior in this sense the prior in formula
are different from the prior in perception.  Uni-
versals are prior in formula, but particulars in per-
ception. And in formula the attribute is prior to the
concrete whole : e.g. “ cultured ” to * the cultured
man ”; for the formula will not be a whole without
the part. Yet “ cultured " cannot exist apart from €
some cultured person.

Again, (iil.) attributes of prior subjects are called
prior ; e.g., straightness is prior to smoothness, be-
cause the former is an attribute of the line in itself,
and the latter of a surface.

Some things, then, are called prior and posterior 7
in this sense ; but others (iv.) in virtue of their nature
and substance, namely all things which can exist
apart from other things, whereas other things cannot
exist without them. This distinction was used by
Plato.s  (And since “ being ” has various meanings,
(@) the substrate, and thercfore substance, is prior ;
(b) potential priority is different from actual priority.
Some things are prior potentially, and some actually ; 8
¢.g., potentially the half-line is prior to the whole, or
the part to the whole, or the matter to the substance ;
but actually it is posterior, beecause it is only upon
dissolution that it will actually exist.) Indeed, in g
8 sense all things which are called “ prior ”’ or
“ posterior ” are so called in this connexion; for
some things can exist apart from others in genera-
tion (e.g. the whole without the parts), and others
in destruction (e.g. the parts without the whole),
And similarly with the other examples.

XII. * Potency ” ® means : (a) the source of *Potency.:
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motion or change which is in something other than
the thing changed, or in it qua other. FE.g., the
science of building is a potency which is not present
in the thing Dbuilt; but the science of medicine,
which is a potency, may be present in the patient,
although not qua palient. Thus  potency ”” means g
the source in general of change or motion in another
thing, or in the same thing qua other ; or the source
of a thing’s being moved or changed by another
thing, or by itself gua other (for in virtue of that
principle by which the passive thing is affected in
any way we call it capable of being affected ; some-
times if it is affccted at all, and sometimes not in
respect of every aflection, but only if it is changed
for the better). (b) The power of performing this 3
well or according to intention ; because sometimes
we say that those who can merely take a walk, or
speak, without doing it as well as they intended,
cannot speak or walk. And similarly in the case of
passivity. (¢} All states in virtue of which things 4
are unaffected generally, or are unchangeable, or
cannot readily deteriorate, are called * potencies.”
For things are broken and worn out and bent and
in gencral destroyed not through potency but
through impotence and deficiency of some sort;
and things are unaffeeted by such processes which
are scarcely or slightly affected beeause they have a
potency and are potent and are in a definite state.
Since * potency ” has all these meanings, * po- 5
tent ” (or “ capable™) will mean (@) that which “rotent”oe
contains a source of motion or change (for even what “c*peble
is static is ““ potent 7 in a sense) which takes place in
another thing, or in itself qua other. (b) That over
which something else has a potency of this kind.
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(¢) That which has the potency of changing things,
cither for the worse or for the better (for it seems
that even that which perishes is ‘“ capable ” of
perishing ; otherwise, if it had been incapable, it
would not have perished.  As it is, it has a kind of
disposition or cause or principle which induces such
an affection. Sometimes it scems to be such as it is 6
because it Aas something, and sometimes because
it is deprived of something ;. but if privation is in
a sensc a state or ‘‘ habit,” everything will be
“ potent ” through having something ; and so a thing
is “ potent "’ in virtue of having a certain ““ habit ”
or principle, and also in virtue of having the priva-
tion of that “ habit,” if it ecan Aave privation; and
if privation is not in a sense “habit,” the term
“potent ” is equivocal). (d) A thing is “ potent " if 7
neither any other thing nor itself qua other contains
a potency or principle destructive of it. (e) All
these things are “ potent ” either because they
merely might chance to happen or not to happen,
or because they might do so nell. Even in inanimate
things this kind of potency is found ; e.g. in instru-
ments ; for they say that one lyre “ can ~ be played,
and another not at all, if it has not a good tonc.

*“ Impotence ” is a privation of potency—a kind 8
of abolition of the principle which has been deseribed “ Impo-
—either in general or in something which would *"e*
naturally possess that principle, or even at a time
when it would naturally already possess it (for we
should not use “ impotence ”—in respect of be-
getting—in the same sense of a boy, a man and
a eunueh). Again, there is an “ impotence ' cor-
responding to each kind of potency ; both to the
kinetic and to the suecessfully kinetic,
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Some things are said to be * impotent ” in ac-
cordance with this mecaning of ‘““ impotence,” but
ance w aning potence,” bu

. - . an
others in a different sense, namely ' possible ” and possible.”

“impossible.”  * Impossible ” means:  (a) that
whose contrary is necessarily true; e.g., it is im-
possible that the diagonal of a square should be com-
mensurable with the sides, because such a thing is a
lie, whose contrary is not only true but 1nev1table,
IHence that it is commensurable is not only a lie but
necessarily a lie. And the contrary of the impossible,
¢.e. the possible, is when the contrary is not neces-
sarily a lie; e.g., it is possible that a man should be
seated, for it is not necessarily a lie that he should
not be seated. “ Possible,” then, means in one
sense, as we have said, that which is not necessarily
alie ; in another, that which is true ; and in another,
that which may be true.

(The ““ power ” in geometry @ is so called by an
extension of meaning.)

These are the senses of “‘ potent ” which do not
correspond to *‘ potency.” Those which do cor-
respond to it all refer to the first. meaning, 1.e. “a
source of change which exists in something other than
that in which the change takes place, or in the same
thing qua other.” Other things are said to be
‘potent””? because something else has such a
potency over them; others because it does not
possess it ; others because it possesses it in a par-
ticular way. The term *“ impotent” is similarly used.
Thus the authoritative definition of ‘ potency”
in the primary sense will be “a principle pro-
ducing change, which is in something other than
that in which the clhange takes place, or in the
same thing qua other.”
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_ XIIL. * Quantity ” means that which is divisible
Into constituent parts, each @ or every one of which is
by nature some one individual thing. Thus plur- «pucaiity,”
ality, if it is numerically calculable, is a kind of o Magnie ™!
quantity ; and so is magnitude, if it is measurable. ude

" Plurality ” means that which is potentially divisible

Into  non-continuous parts; and magnitude ”

that which is potentially divisible into continuous

parts.  Of kinds of magnitude, that which is con-

tinuous in one direction is length ; in two directions

breadth ; in three, depth. And of these, plurality’ 2

when limited, is a number ; length, a linc ; brcadth,

a plane ; depth, a body. Again, some things are’
essentially quantitative, but others only accidentally ;

e.g. the line is essentially, but “ cultured ” acei-’

dentally quantitative. And of the former class some 3

are quantitative in virtue of their substance, e.g. the

line (because the definition which describes it is
quantitative in some form); and others are attri-

“Quantity?

. butes and conditions of a ‘substance of this kind—

e.g., “much” and “little,” * long ” and * short,”
. broad ™ and “ narrow,” “ deep ” and “ shallow,”
heavy ” and “light,” etc. Moreover, “ great ” 4
and “small,” and “ greater” and ‘‘smaller.”
whether used absolutely or relatively to one anothe’r
are essential attributes of quantity ; by an extension,
of meaning, however, these terms are also applied
to other things. Of things called quantitative in 5
an accidental sense, one kind is so called in the sense
in which we said above that ““ cultured ” or ** white **
is quantitative—because the subject to which they
belong is quantitative ; and others in the sense that
motion and time are so called—for these too are said

@ i.e., if there are only two.
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in a sense to be quantitative and continuous, since
the subjects of which they are attributes are divisible.
I mean, not the thing moved, but that through or
along which the motion has taken place; for it is
because the latter is quantitative that the motion is
quantitative, and because the motion is quantitative
that the time is also.

XIV. “ Quality ” means (e) in one sense, the “Quality.®
differentia of essence; e.g., a man is an animal of
2 nertain quality because he is two-footed ; and so
is a horse, because it is four-footed. Also a circle is
a geometrical figure of a certain quality, because it
has no angles; which shows that the essential
differentia is quality. In this one sense, then,2
“ quality ” means differentia of essence; but (b)
in another it is used as of immovable and mathe-
matical objects, in the sense that numbers are in a
way qualitative—e.g. such as are composite and are
represented geometrically not by a line but by a
plane or solid (these are products respectively of
two and of three factors)—and in general means that
which is present besides quantity in the essence.
For the essence of each number is that which goes
into it once; e.g. that of 6 is not what goes twice or
three times, but what goes once; for 6 is once 6.
(¢) All affections of substance in motion in respect of &
which bodies become different when they (the
affections) change—e.g. heat and cold, whiteness and
blackness, heaviness and lightness, ete. (d) The
term is used with reference to goodness and badness,
and in general to good and bad.

Thus there are, roughly speaking, two meanings 4
which the term “ guality ” can bear, and of these one
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is more fundamental than the other. Quality in the
primary sense is the differentia of the essence ; and
quality in numbers falls under this sense, because
it is a kind of differentia of essences, but of things
either not in motion or not gua in motion. Secondly,
there are the affections of things in motion qua in
motion, and the differentiae of motions. Goodness
and badness fall under these affections, beeause they
denote differentiae of the motion or functioning in
respect of which things in motion act or are acted
upon well or badly. Yor that which can function or
be moved in such-and-such a way is good, and that
which can function in such-and-such a way and in the
contrary way is bad. Quality refers espeeially to
““good " and " bad ” in the case of living things, and of
these especially in the case of such as possess choice.

XV. Things arc called “ relative ” () In the sense « Relative”
that ‘ the double 7 is relative to the half, and “ the
triple ” to the third; and in general the " many
times greater” to the “many times smaller,” and
that which exceeds to the thing exceeded. (b) In
the sense that the thing which heats or cuts is rela-
tive to the thing heated or cut; and in general the
active to the passive. (¢) In the sense that the
measurable is relative to the measure, and the
knowable to knowledge, and the sensible to sensation.

(a) In the first sense they are said to be numeri- 2
cally rclative ; either simply, or in a definite relation
to numbers or to 1. E.g., © the double ™ in relation
to 1 is a definite number; the “ many times as
great”’ is in a numerical relation to 1, but not in a
definite relation such as this or that; the relation of 3
that which is 1% times something else to that some-
thing is a definite numerical relation to a number ;
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and that which is 22! times something else is in an
indefinite relation to a number, just as “ the many
times as great ' is in an indefinite relation to 1. The
relation of that which exceeds to that which is
exceeded is numerically quite indefinite, for number
is commensurate, and is not predicated of the in-
commensurate ; whereas that which exceeds, in re-
lation to that which is exceeded, is ** so much " plus
something more; and this something more is in-
definite, for it is indifferently equal or not equal to
the “ so much.” Thus not only are all these things
said to be relative in respect of number, but also the
* equal ” and ** like ” and ** same,” though in another
way : for all these terms are used in respect of
*“one.” Things are * the same” whose essence is
one ; “like ” whose quality is one ; * equal ”” whose
quantity is one. Now “ one ” is the starting-point
and -standard of number ; and so all these relations
involve number, though not all in the same way.

(b) Active and passive things are called relative
in virtue of an active or passive potentiality or
actualization of the potentialitics ; e.g., that which can
heat is called relative to that which can be heated,
because it can heat ; and again the thing heating is
called relative to the thing heated, and the thing
cutting to the thing cut, because their potentialities
are actualized. Numencal relations, on the other
hand, are not actualized (except as has been de-
scribed elsewhere) ®; they have no actualizations in

respect of motion. Of things potentially relative,
some are further relative in respect of particular
times ; as, e.g., that which has made or will make is

metrical) relation does not imply an active functioning, as in
the case of the potentialities just described.
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relative to that which has been or will be made. It
is in this way that a father is called father of a son ;
the one has acted, and the other has been acted
upon, in a particular way. Again, some things are
relative in virtue of a privation of their potentiality ;
such is * the impossible ” and all similar terms, e.g.
““ the invisible.”

Thus relative terms which involve number and
potentiality are all relative because their very
essence contains a reference to something else ; but
not because something else is related to their essence.
But (c) that which is measurable or knowable or
thinkable is called relative because something else
is related to its essence. For * thinkable ” signifies
that there is a thought which thinks it ; but thought
is not relative to that of which it is the thought (for
then the same thing would have been said twice).
And similarly sight is the sight of something ; not
of that of which it is the sight, although this is of
course true—it is relative to some colour or other
simnilar thing. To describe it in the other way—'‘ the
sight of the object of sight "—would be to say the
same thing twice.

Things, then, which are called relative of their
own nature are go called, some in these senses, and
others because the classes which contain them are of
this kind. E.g., medicine is reckoned as relative
because its genus, science, is thought to be a relative
thing. TFurther, there are the properties in virtue
of which the things which possess them are called
relative; e.z., * equality 7 is relative because “the
equal 7 is relative, and * similarity ” because * the
similar ” is relative. Other things are accidentally
relative; e.g., a man is relative because he happens
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to be “ double ” something else, and ¢ double” is
a relative term; or ** white 7 is relative if the same
thing happens to be white as well as double.

XVI. “Perfect” <or “ complete ”> means: (a) “Perfect.”

That outside which it is impossible to find even a
single one of its parts; eg., the complete time of
each thing is that outside which it is impossible to
find any time which is a part of it. (b) That which,
in respect of goodness or excellence, cannot be sur-
passed in its kind ; e.g., a doctor and a musician are
* perfect ”” when they have no deficiency in respect
of the form of their peculiar excellence. And thus
by an extension of the meaning we use the term in a
bad connexion, and speak of a ““ perfect ” humbug
and a “ perfect ”” thief; since indeed we call them
“good "—e.g. a *“ good 7’ thief and a “ good " hum-
bug. (¢) And goodness is a kind of perfection. For
each thing, and every substance, is perfect when,
and only when, in respect of the form of its peculiar
excellence, it lacks no particle of its natural magni-
tude. (d) Things which have attained their end, if
their end is good, are called “* perfect ”; for they
are perfect in virtue of having attained the end.
Hence, since the end is an ultimate thing, we extend
the meaning of the term to bad senses, and speak of
perishing ““ perfectly ” or being * perfectly " de-
stroyed, when the destruction or calamity falls short
in no respect but reaches its extremity. Hence, by
an extension of the meaning, death is called an
* end,” because they are both ultimate things. And
the ultimate object of action is also an end.

Things, then, which are called ** perfect ” in them- &
selves are so called in all these senses; either be-
cause in respect of excellence they have no deficiency
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and cannot be surpassed, and becausc no part of
thém can be found outside them ; or because, in
general, they are unsurpassed in each particular
class, and have no part outside. All other things
are so called in virtue of these, because they either
produce or possess something of this kind, or con-
form to it, or are referred in some way or other to
things which are perfect in the primary sense.

XVII. “ Limit ” means: (a) The furthest part «Limit.
of each thing, and the first point outside which no
part of a thing can be found, and the first point
within which all parts are contained. (b) Any form
of magnitude or of something possessing magnitude.
(¢) The end of each thing. (This end is that fo which 2
motion and action proceed, and not the end jfrom
which. But sometimes it is both the end from which
and the end to which, i.e. the final cause.) (d) The
reality or essence of each thing ; for this is the limit
of our knowledge of it, and if it is a Hmit of the
knowledge, it is also a limit of the thing. Thus it is
obvious that * limit ” has not only as many senses as
“ beginning ”’ but even more; because the begin-
ning is a kind of limit, but not every limit is a
beginning.

XVIII. ** That in virtue of which "’ has various “Thatin
meanings. (a) The form or essence of each individual je '
thing; e.g., that in virtue of which a man is good is
“ goodness itself.” (b) The immediate substrate in
which a thing is naturally produced; as, e.g., colour
is produced in the surface of things. Thus “that in
virtue of which” in the primary sense is the form,
and in the secondary sense, as it were, the matter of
each thing, and the immediate substrate. And in2
general *‘ that in virtue of which ” will exist in the
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same number of senses as ‘‘ cause.” For we say

indifferently “* in virtue of what has he come ? ™" or
‘“ for what reason has he come ? 7 and * in virtue of
what has he inferred or inferred falsely ? ” or * what
is the cause of his inference or false inference ? "’
(And further, there is the positional sense of xaf 4,
“ in which he stands,” or  in which he walks " ; all
these examples denote place or position.)

Hence “ in virtue of itself " must also have various 3
meanings. It denotes (@) The essence of each “in virtns
particular ; e.g., Callias is in virtue of himself Callias ' it
and the essence of Callias. () Everything contained
in the definition; e.g., Callias is in virtue of himself
an animal, because °‘ animal” is present in the
definition, since Callias is a kind of animal. (¢) Any 4
attribute which a thing has received directly in itself
or in any of its parts; e.g., the surface is white in
virtue of itself ; and man lives in virtue of himself,
because the soul is a part of the man, and life is
directly contained init. (d) That which has no other
cause. Man has many causes: *‘animal,” * two-
footed,” etc.; but nevertheless man is in virtue of
himself man. (e) All things which belong to a thing
alone and gua alone ; and hence that which is separate
is *“ in virtue of itsclf.”

XIX. “ Disposition ” means arrangement of that ' Dispost-

. . N . . s tion.
which has parts, either in space or in potentiality or
in form. It must be a kind of position, as indeed is
clear from the word, * disposition.”

XX. “Having ”? means (¢) In one sense an “Having”
activity, as it were, of the haver and the thing had, * "
as in the case of an action or motion ; for when one
thing makes and another is made, there is between
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* The English equivalent for wdfos in this sense would be
* calamity ” or ** disaster.” L ) )

® This is not a proper sense of privation, as Aristotle im-
plies by choosing an example from everyday speech.

¢ i.e.. a mole is blind as being a member of a blind genus,
whereas a man is blind only as an individual. Of course
moles are not really blind, but we still speak as though they
were.
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them an act of making. In this way between the
man who has a garment and the garment which is
had, there is a “having.” Clearly, then, it is im-
possible to Aave a having ”" in this sense ; for there
will be an infinite series if we can have the having
of what we have. But (b) there is another sense of 2
“ having ” which means 2 disposition, in virtue of
which the thing which is disposed is disposed well or
badly, and either independently or in relation to
something elsc. L.g., health is a state, since it is a
disposition of the kind described. Further, any part
of such a disposition is called a state ; and hence the
excellence of the parts is a kind of state.

XXI. " Affection” means () In one sense, a “Affection.®
quality in virtue of which alteration is possible ; e.g.,
whiteness and blackness, sweetness and bitterness,
heaviness and lightness, ete. (6) The actualizations
of these qualities; i.e. the alterations already realized.
(c) More particularly, hurtful alterations and motions,

~and especially hurts which cause suffering. (d)

Extreme cases of misfortune and suffering are called
“affections.” e
XXII. We speak of “ privation " : () In one sense, cEiya:

if a thing does not possess an attribute which is a
natural possession, even if the thing itself would not
naturally possess it?; e.g., we say that a vegetable
is * deprived " of eyes. () Ifa thing does not possess
an attribute which it or its genus would naturally
possess. E.g., a blind man is not “ deprived "’ of
sight in the same sense that a mole is ; the latter is
“ deprived ” in virtue of its genus, but the former in
virtue of himsclf.?  (c) If a thing has not an attribute 2
which it would naturally possess, and when it would
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1 transposuit Jaeger.

¢ The qualification refers, I suppose, to the fact that an
embrvo does not naturally possess sight.

® The subject seems to be mdeﬁmte, but no doubt Aristotle
is thinking primarily of the particular example which he
has just given. A man ** is not called blind if he does not
see in the dark, or if he does not see with his ears, or if he
does not see sound, or if he does not see what is behind him
or too far away ” (Ross).
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naturally possess it (for blindness is a form of priva-
tion ; but a man is not blind at any age, but only if
be lacks sight at the age when he would naturally
possess it ), and similarly if it ® lacks an attribute
in the medium and organ and relation and manner
in which it would naturally possess it. (d) The 3
forcible removal of anything is called privation. (e)
Privation has as many senses as there are senses of
negation derived from the negative affix (4-). For
we call a thing ““unequal” because it does not
possess equality (though it would naturally do so) ;
and “‘ invisible 7 either because it has no colour at
all or because it has only a faint one ; and “ footless ™
either because it has no fcet at all or because it
has rudimentary feet. Again, a negative aflix may 4
mean ‘“having somcthing in a small degree ’—e.g.
*“ stoneless ”"—that is, having it in some rudimentary
manner. Again, it may mean having it *“ not easily ’
or “not well ”; e.g., " uncutable’” means not only
that which ecannot be cut, but that which cannot be
cut easily or well. And again, it may mean not
having a thing at all; for it is not the one-eyed
man, but the man who lacks sight in both eyes,
who is called blind. Hence not every man is good
or bad, moral or immoral ; there is also the inter-

mediate state.

XXIIL. “To have” <or ‘postcss ”» is used in ”Tghue
various senses. (a) To divect in accordance with (o 8™
one’s own nature or 1mpul,e ; whence we say that
fever ‘“ possesses 7’ a man, and despots ‘ possess’
cities, and people who wear clothes * possess ™ them.

() We speak of anything as “ having ' in which, as
receptive material, somcething is present. E.g., the
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o Cf. Hesiod, Theogony 517. )

® e.g9., Empedocles held that the heavens were kept in
place by the velocity of their rotation: De Caelo 284 a 24,
295 a 16 (Ritter and Preller, 170 b).
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bronze “ has ” the shape of the statue, and the body
“has ” the disease. (¢) In the sense that the con- 2
tainer holds the contained ; for when A is contained
in B, we say that A is held by B. E.g., we say that
the vessel holds the liquid, and the city holds men,
and the ship holds sailors, and so too that the whole
“holds ” the parts. (d) The same term is applied 3
to that which prevents anything from moving or
acting in accordance with its own impulse ; as pillars
hold <ups the weights which are imposed upon
them, and as the poets make Atlase hold up the
heaven, because otherwise it would fall upon the
earth (as some of the physicists * maintain also). It 4
is in this sense that we say that “* that which holds
together ” holds what it holds together ; because
otherwise the latter would dispersc, each part in
accordance with its own impulse.

“To be in a thing ** is used similarly in senses “To beina
thing.”

corresponding to those of ““ to have.”

XXIV. “To come from something ” means : (2) "To come

In one sense, to come from something as matter, and f}rl‘i’,‘l‘és,,"me'

this in two ways: in respect either of the primary
genus or of the ultimate species. E.g., in the one
sense everything liquefiable comes from water, and
in the other the statue comes from bronze. (b) To 2
come from something as the first moving principle ;
e.g., “ from what comes fighting ? ”  From abuse;
because this is the beginning of a fight. (¢) To come
from the combination of matter and form (as the
parts come from the whole, and the verse from the
lliad, and the stones from the house) ; for the shape
is an end, and that is a complete thing which has
attained its end. (d) In the sense that the form is 3
made out of the part of its definition ; as, e.g., ‘man”
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definition of ** syllable.”
® The (city) Dionysia were celebrated in March; the

Thargelia (a festival in honour of Apollo and Arteniis) at the
end of May.
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is made out of ‘‘ two-footed ” and the syllable out
of its element @ (this is a different way from that in
which the statue is made out of the bronze ; for the
composite entity is made out of perceptible material,
but the form is also made out of the material of the
form). These, then, are some of the meanings of 4
“from " cor " out of >, but (e) sometimes one of
these senses only partially applies; e.g., the child
comes from the father and mother, and plants from
the earth, because they come from some part of those
things. (f) It means * after ” in time; e.g., we say
that night comes from day, and storm from fine
weather, because one comes after the other. And 35
we speak thus of some of these things in view of their
alternation with each other, as in the examples just
mentioned, and of others in view merely of their
succession in time ; e.g., * the voyage was made from
the equinox,” meaning that it was made afterit ; and
*“ the Thargelia are ‘ from ’ the Dionysia,” meaning
after the Dionysia.b

XXV. “Part” means: {2) That into which a ¢ Part?

quantity can be in any way divided ; for that which
is taken from a gquantity que quantity is always
called a part of that quantity—e.g., we call 2 part
(in a sense) of 8. (b) In another sense the term
is only applied to those *“ parts " in sense (a) which
measure the whole; hence in one sense we call 2
part of 8, and in another not. Again, {c) those divi-
sions into which the form, apart from quantity, can
be divided, are also called parts of the form. Hence
species are called parts of their genus.  (d) That into
which the whole (cither the form or that which con-
tains the form) is divided, or of which itis composed.
E.g., of a bronze splicre or cube not ouly is the bronze
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(¢.e. the material which contains the form) a part, but 2
also the angle. (e) The elements in the definition of
each thing are also called parts of the whole. Hence
the genus is even called a part of the species, whereas
in another sense the species is part of the genus.

XXVI. “ Whole ” means: (&) That from which no  Whole
part is lacking of those things as composed of which
it is called a natural whole. (&) That which so con-
tains its contents that they form a unity ; and this
in two ways, either in the sense that each of them isa
unity, or in the sense that the unity is composed of
them. For (i) the universal, or term generally 2
applied as being some whole thing, is universal in the
sense that it contains many particulars ; because it is
predicated of each of them, and each and all of them
(c.g. man, horse, god) are one ; because they are all
living things. And (ii) that which is continuous and
limited is a whole when it is a unity composed of
several parts (especially if the parts are only po-
tentially present in it; but otherwise even if they
are present actually). And of these things them- 3
selves, those which are so naturally are more truly
wholes than those which are so artificially ; just as
we said of ““ the one,” because “ wholeness ” is a
kind of “‘ oneness.”

Again, since a quantity has a beginning, middle “an®
and end, those to which position makes no difference
we deseribe as ““ all,”” and those to which position
makes a difference we describe as * whole,” and
those to which both descriptions can be applied, as
both * all” and * whole.” These are all things 4
whose nature remains the same in transposition,
but whose shape does not ; e.g. wax or a coat. They
are described as both ““ whole ™ and *“all™; for
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are described as ** alt 77 in the plural gue differentiated
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all this number, all these units.

XXVIL. We do not describe any chance quantity ' Mtk
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I - ~
20 dAAG Se? rowabra elvar & xard 77\71/ ovolar Géuw
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A3 s bid 1 A 3 14 A} A
rat Géow €XEL, Ico/\oﬂog 8é ov YLYveTaL. TPOS 8é

’ sos o “ bt ~ ¢ ~ , to their essence.  [urlher, they must be continuous ; 3
TOUTOLS ovd’ doa dAa, OUSE TaiiTa oTovedy (ropiov P cenl scale is fssimils
A\ Ser or a musical seale is composed of dissimilar parts,
GTEPUU“ Ko O,Ba. o yap €l olre Ta KUP“IH 7775 and has position ; but it does not become mutilated.
ovclas olire Td Smovoly OVTa O“’V f"V VTN 7 Moreover, even things which are wholes are not
25 AU%\Léf, ,?U KO’\O,BOS‘,’ a)\A av /TO OU“S‘ 77“1“1‘3‘07'7},9‘0”, U mutilated by the removal of any of their parts ; the
Kat o aV@pcuﬂ'os OUK €4V OapKa 7] TOV 077)\7}1’0‘, dAX parts removed must be neither proper to their essence
3N 3 Vé \ ~ 3 ~ 3 2 g M kld . B al - .
€av akpwTripiov, kal TolTo of wa&r dAXN’ & uv Exer nor in any chance location. E.g., a cup is not mutil-
/ 3> A o N -~ e A - - . - -
yéveow apawpelév Slov. o Tofiro of pularpoi ated if a hole is made in it, but only if the handle
o xoAofoi. or some projcction is broken; and a man is not 4
mutilated if he loses flesh or his spleen, but if he loses
! 18 ex Alexandro Christ: 74 A®; om. Cew some extremity; and not every extremity, but only

2 ds: 8y I
Sy dowy Ab,

& dvopoiopepiv EJ comm.
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such as cannot grow again when completely removed.
Hence bald people are not mutilated.
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XXVIII. The term genus " cor ““race "> is used : « genua,®
(2) When there is a continuous generation of things of
the same type; e.g., “as long as the human race
exists ” means “ as long as the generation of human
beings is continuous.” ~(b) Of anything from which
things derive their being as the prime mover of them
into being. Thus some are called Hellenes by race,
and others Ionians, because some have Hellen and
others Ion as their first ancestor. (Races are called 2
after the male ancestor rather than after the
material.® Some derive their race from the female
as well ; e.g. *“ the descendants of Pyrrba®.”) (c) In
the sense that the plane is the “ genus ” of plane
figures, and the solid of solids (for each one of the
figures is either a particular plane or a particular
solid) ; z.e., that which underlies the differentiae.
(d) In the sense that in formulae the first component, 3
which is stated as part of the essence, is the genus,
and the qualities are said to be its differentiae. The
term “ genus,” then, is used in all these senses—(a)
in respect of continuous generation of the same type ;
(b) in respect of the first mover of the same type as
the things which it moves; (c¢) in the sense of
material. For that to which the differentia or
quality belongs is the substrate, which we call
material.

Things are called “ generically different ”’ whose 4
immediate substrates are different and cannot be
resolved one into the other or both into the same
thing. E.g., form and matter are generically differ-
ent, and all things which belong to different cate-
gories of being ; for some of the things of which
being is predicated denote the essence, others a
quality, and others the various other things which

285



ARISTOTLE
1024b 3 1 Al 3 ré LT v LR 4
- »
008 yap Tabra dvadderar o els dA\nAa olT
els év 1.
A -~
XXIX. To edbos Ayerai dMov pév Tpdmov ws
- ~ A -~ A -~
wpdypa Peddos, kal TovTov 16 wév 7@ w1y auyrelafar
N 3 7 -~
7 advvatov elvar ovvreBivar (Homep Aéyerar 6 T
7 L ~
0 Suapetpor elvar odpperpov, 7 16 0é wabijolar
4 1 -
ToUTWY yap feibos 76 uév del, 70 8¢ wmworé- oliTw
4 -~ 3
vap obk ovra Tabra), Tda 8¢ Soa forv plv Svra,
14 Id s hd A} T/ 3 " a 7
wépuke pévror dalveclar 7 py old éoTw 7 & pij
€oTw, olov 1) oraypagia kal Ta vimra: Tadra ydp
€oTi pév 11, aAX’ 0¥y v éumoel ™Y davtaciar.
4 o -~ -~
25 Ilpdypara pév odv evdij ofrw Aéyerar, 7 76
A / 13 ~ -~
1) elvar adrd, 9 76 Ty dn’ adtdv davraciay p
R - by G
évros elvar Adyos 8¢ fevdns 0 TAV pn Svrwv 1)
’ \ - ’ A e s St & \
Yevdrse i mds Adyos l/leuBn; €Tépov 1 ol €oTW
adnlis, olov ¢ 7o wikdov euds Tpuydivau.
e 7 4 * - 5
éxdaTov 8¢ Adyos &oms pév s €ls 6 Tob T Hv
30 £ » 8, € M 14 9 hY 3 ’ k] AY 1
elvar, ot & s moldol, émel TadTS Tws avTo Kat
adro memovflds, ofov Zwkpdrns wkai Swkpdrns
’ € \ \ Ve k) I 5 [ -~
povotkds: 6 8¢ fevdns Adyos ovfevds oTw dmAds
14 \ 3 I 3 3 7 A 2 ~
Adyos: 8w "Avriofévns dero evifws undév déudv
’ [ - 3 7 ’ a 34y € 7 3 =
Adyealar Ay 7@ olxelw Adyw, &v & évds €€ v
7
owvéfawe w1 elvar dvridéyew, oxedov Sé undé

o Here Aristotle is using the word Aéyos not in the strict
sense of ** definition ” but in the looser sensc of *‘ a statcment
about something.”’

> The Cynic; contemporary and renegade ‘ disciple " of
Socrates. He taught that definition, and even predication,
are strictly speaking impossible. A simple entity can only
be named; a complex entity can only be ‘* defined by
naming its simple constituents. Cf. VIII. iii. 7, 8; Plato,
Theaetetus 201 p-202 c, Sophist 251 B, c.

¢ Cf. Topica 104 b 21; Isocrates, Helena 10, 1; Plato,
FEuthydemus 285 £-286 s.
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have already been distinguished. Tor these also
cannot be resolved either into each other or into any
one thing. _ . i
XXIN, ¢ TFalse ” means : (i) false as a thing ; (g) “Fals=
because it is not or cannot be substantiated ; such
are the statemecnts that the diagonal of a square is
commensurable, or that you are sitting. Of these
one is false always, and the other sometimes ; it is
in these senses that these things are not facts. () 2
Such things as really exist, but whose nature it is to
seem either such as they are not, or like things which
are unrcal ; e.g. chiaroscuro and dreams. For these
are rcally sometliing, but not that of which they
create the impression.  Things, then, are called false
in these senses : either because they themselves are
unreal, or because the impression derived from them
is that of something unreal. )
(ii.) A false statement is the statement of what is 3
nol, in so far as the statement is false. Hence every
definition is untrue of anything other than that (?f
which it is true; e.g., the definition of a ci}'cle is
untrue of a triangle. Now in one sense there is or\:ly
one definition of each thing, namely that of its
essence ; but in another sense there are many de-
finitions,* since the thing itsclf, and the thing itself
qualified (e.g. *“ Socrates ” and ** cultured Socrates )
are in a sense the same. But the false definition is ¢
not strictly a definition of anything. Hence it was
foolish of Antisthenes? to insist that nothing can be
described except by its proper definition : one predi-
cate for one subject; from which it followed that
contradiction ¢ is impossible, and falsehood ¢ nearly

4 (. Isocrates, loc. cit. ; Luthydemus 283 £-284 ¢, 286 ¢, D.
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so. DBut it is possible to describe everything not only
by its own definition but by that of something else ;
quite falsely, and yet also in a sense truly—e.g., 8
may be described as “ double *’ by the definition of 2.

Such are the meanings of ** false ” in these cases.
(iii.) A false man is one who readily and deliberately
makes such statements, for the sake of doing so and
for no other reason; and one who induces such
statements in others—just as we call things false
which induce a false impression. Hence the proof
in the flippias® that the same man is false and true
is misleading ; for it assumes (a) that the false man
is he who is able to dcceive, i.e. the man who knows
and is intelligent ; (b) that the man who is willingly
bad is better. This false assumption is due to the
induction ; for when he says that the man who limps
willingly is better than he who does so unwillinrrly,
he means by llmpln pretending to limp. Tor if he is
willingly lame, he is presumably worse in this case

Jjust as he is in the case of moral character.

XXX. “ Accident ” cor * attribute ”> means that
which applies to something and is truly stated, but
neither necessarily nor usually ; as if, for example,
while digging a hole for a plant one found a treasure.
Then the ﬁndmg of treasure is an accident to the
man who is digging the hole; for the one thing is
not a necessary consequence or sequel of the other,
nor does one usually find treasure while planting.
And a cultured man might be white ; but since this
does not happen necessarily or usually, we call it an
accident. Thus since there are attributes and sub-
jects, and some attributes apply to their subjects
only at a certain place and time, any attribute which
applies to a subject, but not because it was a parti-
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cular subject or time or place, will be an accident.
Nor is there any definite cause for an accident, but 3
only a chance, ¢.e. indefinite, cause. It was by acci-
dent that X went to Aegina if he arrived there, not
because he intendcd to go there but because he was
carried out of his course by a storm, or captured by
pirates. The accident has happened or exists, but 4
in virtue not of itself but of something else ; for it
was the storm which was the cause of his coming to
a place for which he was not sailing—i.e. Aegina.

“ Accident ” has also another sense,® namely,
whatever belongs to each thing in virtue of itself, but
is not in its esscnce ; e.g. as having the sum of its
angles equal to two right angles belongs to the tri-
angle. Accidents of this kind may be eternal, but
none of the former kind can be. There is an account
of this elsewhere.b

a {.e. ‘‘ property.”

® The reference is probably to the Analytica Posteriora
75 a 18, 39-41."
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BOOK VI

I. It is the principles and causes of the ihings Book VI.
which are that we are seeking ; and clearly of the S;.;;ﬁﬁfm’
things which are qua being. There is a cause of ¥ ™€
health and physical fitness; and mathematics has The particu-
principles and elements and causes ; and in general L“cflsg‘i‘;f::
every intellectual science or science which involves one aspect
intellect deals with causes and principles, more or ‘J.fhif;‘e“ggst.
less exactly or simply considered. DBut all these 2
sciences single out some existent thing or class, and ence they
concern themselves with that; not with Being "™
unqualified, nor que Being, nor do they give any
account of the essence ; but starting from it, some
making it clear to perception, and others assuming
it as a hypothesis, they demonstrate, more or less
cogently, the essential attributes of the class with
which they are dealing. Hence obviously there is 3
no demonstration of substance or essence from this
method of approach, but some other means of ex-
hibiting it. And similarly they say nothing as to
whether the class of objects with which they are
concerned exists or not ; because the demonstration
of its essence and that of its existence belong to
the same intellectual process. And since physical 4
science also happens to deal with a genus of Being puysicsis s
(for it deals with the sort of substance which contains speculative

in itself the principle of motion and rest), obviously which
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it is neither a practical nor a productive science. For §

in the case of things produced the principle of studies mut.
gs P uc € p1 ple able objects;

motion (either mind or art or some kind of potency) i.., essenco
is in the producer ; and in the case of things done [ combina-

the will is the agent—for the thing done and the sensivle

thing willed are the same. Thus if every intel-
lectual activity is either practical or productive or
speculative, physies will be a speculative science ;
but speculative about that kind of Being which can
be moved, and about formulated substance for the
most part only qua inseparable from matter. But
we must not fail to observe how the essence and the
formula exist, since without this our inguiry is in-
effectual,

Now of things defined, i.e. of essences, some apply
in the sense that ““ snub ” does, and some in the
sense that * concave ”’ does. The difference is that
“ snub 7’ is a combination of form with matter ; be-
cause “ the snub ” is a concave nose, whereas con-
cavity is independent of sensible matter. Now if all
physical terms are used in the same sense as ** snub ”’
—e.g. nose, eye, face, flesh, bone, and in general
animal ; leaf, root, bark, and in general vegetable
(for not one of these has a definition without motion ;
the definition invariably includes matter)—it is clear
how we should look for and define the essence in
physical things, and why it is the province of the
physicist to study even some aspects of the soul, so
far as it is not independent of matter.

1t is obvious, then, from these considerations, that
physics is a form of speculative science. And mathe-
matics is also speculative ; but it is not clear at
present whether its objects are immutable and separ-
able from matter; it is clear, however, that some
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branches of mathematics study their objects qua ana separ-
immutable and gua scparable from matter. Obvi- ‘;‘;?;:;g;;
ously it is the province of a speculative science to
discover whether a thing is eternal and immutable
and separable from matter ; not, however, of physics 8
(since physics deals with mutable objects) nor of
mathematics, but of a science prior to both. For
physics deals with things which exist separately but
are not immutable ; and some branches of mathe-
matics deal with things which are immutable, but
presumably not separable, but present in matter ; Metaphysics
but the primary scicnce treats of things which are ™
both separable and immutable. Now all causes must 10
be eternal, but these especially ; since they are the logy)studies
. . . . . s objects

causes of what is visible of things divine. FHence which are
there will be three speculative philosophies : mathe- separable |
matics, physics, and theology—since it is obvious able
that if the divine is present anywhere, it is present
in this kind of entity ; and also the most honourable
science must deal with the most honourable class of
subject.

The speculative sciences, then, are to be preferred 11
to the other sciences, and * theology * to the other 1tissuperior
speculative sciences. One might indeed raise the g‘;,f:&:fi}:,?
question whether the primary philosophy is universal sclences, and
or deals with some one genus or entity ; because snl;iigrem
even the mathematical seiences differ in this respect th® ron-

. N peculative.

—geometry and astronomy deal with a particular
kind of entity, whereas universal mathematies ap-
plies to all kinds alike. Then if there is not some 12
other substance besides those which are naturally
composed, physics will be the primary science ; but
if there is a substance which is immutable, the
science which studies this will be prior to physics,
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and will be primary philosophy, and universal in this
sense, that it is primary. And it will be the province ‘
of this science to study Being qua Being ; what it is,

and what the attributes are which belong to it qua

Being.

1I. But since the simple term “ being " is used in g i There
various senses, of which we saw that one was acci- B aental
dental, and another true (not-being being used in the Being.
senseof “‘ false ) ; and since besides thesetherearethe
categories, e.g. the “ what,” quality, quantity, place,
time, and any other similar meanings; and further
besides all these the potential and actual: since the
term ‘‘ being "’ has various senses, it must first be
said of what “ is " accidentally, that there can be no
speculation about it. This is shown by the fact thatno
science, whether practical, productive or speculative,
concerns itself with it. The man who produces a
house does not produce all the attributes which are
accidental to the house in its construction ; for they
are infinite in number. There is no reason why the
house so produced should not be agreeable to some,
injurious to others, and beneficial to others, and
different perhaps from every other existing thing;
but the act of building is productive of none of these |
results. In the same way the geometrician does not 3
study the accidental attributes of his figures, nor
whether a triangle is different from a triangle the
sum of whose angles is equal to two right angles.

And this accords with what we should reasonably
expect, because “ gecident 7’ is only, as it were, a
sort of name. Hence in a way Plato ¢ was not far
wrong in making sophistry deal with what is non-
existent ; because the sophists discuss the accident 4
more, perhaps, than any other people—whether
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@ i.e. able to read and write. The sophistic argument is
given by Alexander as follows : A is grammatical ; .-. gram-
matical A=A, Aiscultured; . . cultured A=A. .. Gram-
matical =cultured, and he who is grammatical must be cul-
tured. But B, though grammatical, is not cultured. .-. The
grammatical is not the same as the cultured.
® If Coriscus is the same as cultured Coriscus, he is the
same as cultured cultured Coriscus, and so ad infinitum,
Cf Soph. Elench. 173 a 34,
¢ If A, being cultured, has become grammatical, then
being cultured he is grammatxcal Then being grammatical

he is cultured. But he has not always, being grammatical,
been cultured. So if that which is but has not always been

300

METAPHYSICS, VI, wm 47

“ cultured ” and °‘ grammatical,” ¢ and “ cultured
Coriscus " and * Coriscus,” ® are the same or differ-
ent; and whether everything that is, but has not
always been, has come into being, so that if a man
who is cultured has become grammatical, he has
also, being grammatical, become cultured ¢; and all
other such discussions. Indeed it seems that the
accidental is something closely akin to the non-
existent. This is clear too from such considerations
as the following : of things which are in other senses
there is generatlon and destructlon, but of things
which aere accidentally there is not.? Nevertheless
we must state further, so far as it is possible, with re-
gard to the accidental, what its nature is and through
what cause it exists. At the same time it will doubt-
less also appear why there is no science of it.

Since, then, there are among existing things some
which are invariable and of necessity (not necessity in
the sense of compulsion,® but that by which we mean
that it cannot be otherwise /), and some which are not
necessarily so, nor always, but usually : this is the
principle and this the cause of the accidental. For
whatever is neither always nor usually so, we call
an accident. F.g.,if in the dog-days? we have storm
and cold, we call it an accident ; but not if we have
must have come to be, then being grammatical he has be-
come cultured ; 4.., he must have been both grammatical
before he was cultured and cultured before he was gram-

matical ; which is absurd (Ross).
8 i.e., ‘the process of becoming or change takes place in the

subject—the man, who is accidentally - cultured, becomes
grammatical, and when the process is complete ** the cul-
tured ' s accxdentally grammatical ; but it does not
become so., ¢ Cf.V.v. 2. 7 Ibid. § 3.

¢ The period from July 3 to August 11, during which
the dog-star Sirius rises and sets with the sun.
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stifling and intense heat, because the laiter always
or usually comes at this time, but not the former. 1t
is accidental for a man to be white (since this is
neither always nor usually so), but it is not accidental
for him to be an animal. It is by accident that a
builder restores to health, because it is not a builder
but a doctor who naturally does this ; but the builder
happened accidentally to be a doctor. A confec-
tioner, aiming at producing enjoyment, may produce
something health-giving ; but not in virtue of his
confectioner’s art. Hence, we say, it was accidental ;
and he produces it in a sense, but not in an unqualified
sense. For there are potencies which produce other
things, but there is no art or determinate potency
of accidents, since the cause of things which exist or
come to be by accident is also accidental. Hence,
since not everything is or comes to be of necessity
and always, but most things happen usually, the
accidental must - exist. E.g., the white man is
neither always nor uwsually cultured ; but since this
sometimes happens,it must be regarded as accidental,
Otherwise, everything must be regarded as of neces-
sity. Therefore the cause of the accidental is the
matter, which admits of variation from the usual.
We must take this as our starting-point: Is every-
thing either " always” or “usually ”? This is
surely impossible. Then besides these alternatives
there is something else : the fortuitous and acci-
dental. But again, are things usually so, but nothing
always, or are. there things which are eternal?

These questions must be inquired into later ¢; but

& Of. XIL. vi.-viii,
303
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it is clear that there is no science of the accidental—
because all scientific knowledge is of that which is
always or usually so. How else indeed can one learn
it or teach it to another? For a fact must be defined
by being so always or usually ; e.g., honey-water is
usually beneficial in case of fever. But science will 13
not be able to state the exception to the rule : when
it is not beneficial-—e.g. at the new moon ; because
that which happens at the new moon also happens
either always or usually; but the accidental is
contrary to this. We have now explained the nature
and cause of the accidental, and that there is no
science of it.

IIT. It is obvious that there are principles and Ifno cause
causes which are generable and destructible apart secidentat,
from the actual processes of generation and destruc- everything
tion®; for if this is not true, everything will be of necessity.
necessity : that is, if there must necessarily be some
cause, other than accidental, of that which is gener-

ated and destroyed. Will A be, or not? Yes, if B

happens ; otherwise not. And B will happen if C
does. It is clear that in this way, as time is continu- 2
ally subtracted from a limited period, we shall come
to the present. Accordingly So-and-so will die by
disease or violence if he goes out ; and this if he gets
thirsty ; and this if something else happens; and
thus we shall come to what is the case now, or to
something which has already happened. E.g. “if
he is thirsty ; this will happen if he is eating
pungent food, and this is either the case or not.
Thus of necessity he will either die or not die. And 3
similarly if one jumps over to the past, the principle
is the same ; for this—I mean that which has just
happened—is already present in something. Every-
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S gc., ““or not as a unity but as a succession” (this is
separating in thought).
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thing, then, which is to be, will be of necessity ; e.g.,
he who is alive must die—for some stage of the pro-
cess has been reached already; e.g., the contraries
are present in the same body—but whether by
disease or violence is not yet determined ; it depends
upor: whether so-and-sc happens. Clearly, then, the 4
series goes back to some starting-point, which does
not go back to something else. 'This, therefore, will
be the starting-point of the fortuitous, and nothing
else is the cause of its generation. But to what sort
of sta:ting-point and cause this process of tracing
back leads, whether to a material or final or moving
cause, is a question for careful consideration.

IV. So much, then, for the accidental sense of Beinges
I:ruth is not

“being 7 ; we have defined it sufficiently. As for peing in the
‘being 7 qua truth, and “ not-being ” gqua falsity, primary

Sensa.

since they depend upon combination and separation,
and taken together are concerned with the arrange-
ment of the parts of a contradiction (since the true
has affirmation when the subject and predicate are
combined, and negation where they are divided;
but the false has the contrary arrangement. How 2
it happens that we combine or separate in thought
is another question By * combining or separatmo
in thought I mean thinking them not as a succession
but as a unity ¢); for ° falsxty ” and ““ truth 7 are not
in things—the good, for example, being true, and
the bad false—but in thought; and with regard to
simple concepts and essences there is no truth or
falsity even in thought ;—what points we must study 3
in connexion with being and not-being in this sense,
we must consider later. But since the combination
and separation cxists in thought and not in things,
and this sense of * being ” is different from the proper
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senses (since thought attaches or detaches essence

or quality or quantity or some other category),

we

may dismiss the accidental and real senses? of
“ being.” For the cause of the one is indeterminate, 4
and of the other an affection of thought; and both
are connected with the remajning genus of “ being,”
and do not indicate any objective reality. Let us
therefore dismiss them, and consider the causes and
principles of Being itself gua Being. [We have made
it clear in our distinction of the number of senses
in which each term is used that ** being " has several

senses.]®

¢ i.e., the senses in which the verb “to be™ is used to

express an accidental @~ a true relation.

® This sentence is almost certainly a later and clumsy

addition to show the connexion with the following book.
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BOOK VII

I. The term “ being” has several senses, which Boox vu.
we have classified in our discussion ¢ of the number SUBTANCE
of senses in which terms are used. It denotes first ;‘hger‘)‘r'ﬁ,;ffy
the “what” of a thing, i.e. the individuality ; and senseis
then the quality or quantity or any other such cate-~ Substance.
gory. Now of all these senses which ** being ” has,
the primary sense is clearly the * what,” which
denotes the substance (because when we describe the 2
quality of a particular thing we say that it is “ good ”
or “ bad,” and not * five feet high” or “ a man " ;
but when we describe what it is, we say not that it is
“ white ”’ or ““ hot " or “ five feet high,” but that it
is ““a man” or “a god”), and all other things are
said to *“ be ”” because they are either quantities or
qualities or affections or some other such thing.

Hence one might raise the question whether the 3
terms “ to walk” and “ to be well” and * to sit”
signify each of thesc things as * being,” or not ; and
similarly in the case of any other such terms; for
not one of them by nature has an independent
existence or can be separated from its substance.
Rather, if anything it is the thing which walks or sits
or is well that is existent. The reason why these 4
things are more truly existent is because their subject

eV, vil,
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METAPHYSICS, VII. 1. 4—11. 1

is something dcfinite ; i.e. the substance and the
individual, w mdl is clearly implied in a designation
of this kind, smce apart from 1I: we cannot speak of
“the good ” or * the 31ttmg Clearly then it is
by rcason of the substance that each of the things
referred to exists. Hence that which s prlmanly, 5
not in a qualified sense but absolutely, will be sub-
stance,

Now ‘““primary ” has several meanings; but Substanceis
nevertheless substance is primary in all senses, both Fimary in
in definition and in knowledge and in time. TFor the word.
none of the other categories can exist separ ately, but
substance alone ; and it is primary also in definition, &
because in the formula of each thing the formula of
substance must be inhcrent; and we assume that
we know each partlculal thnm most truly when we
know mhat * man “fire % is—rather than its
quality or quantity or position; because we know
each of these points too when we know what the
quantity or quality is. Indeed, the question which 7
was raised long ago, is stlll and always will be, and
which always baﬁies us—** What lS Being ? 7—is in
other words “ What is substance ? ” Somc say that
it is one ¢; others, more than one; some, finite ?;
others, infinite.® And so for us too our chief and frence sub-
primary and practically our only concern is to in- if*1°%8
vestigate the nature of “ being ” in the sense of subject of
substance. our fmauiry:

IL. Substance is thought to be present most Different
obviously in bodies. Hence we call animals and :;;‘;;;’g;};‘;“‘
plants and their parts substances, and also natural
bodies, such as fire, water, earth, etc., and all things
which are parts of these or composed of these, mther
of parts of them or of their totality ; e.g. the visible
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METAPHYSICS, VII. 1. 1—u1. 1

universe and its parts, the stars and moon and sun.
We must consider whether () these are the only 2
substances, o1 (b) these and some others, or (¢) some
of these, or (d) some of these and some others, or ()
none of these, but certain others. Some ¢ hold that
the bounds of body—i.e. the surface, line, point and
unit—are substances, and in a truer sense than body
or the solid. Again, some? believe that there is
nothing of this kind besides sensible things, while
others believe in eternal entities more numerous and
more real than sensible things. Thus Plato posited
the Forms and the objects of mathematics as two
kinds of substance, and as a third the substance of
sensible bodies ; and Speusippus ¢ assumed still more 4
kinds of substances, starting with ““ the One,” and
positing principles for each kind : one for numbers,
another for magnitudes, and then another for the
soul.  In this way he multiplies the kinds of sub-
stance. Some ¢ again hold that the Forms and
numbers have the same nature, and that other
things—lines and planes—are dependent upon them ;
and so on back to the substance of the visible universe
and sensible things. We must consider, then, with 5
regard to these matters, which of the views expressed
is right and which wrong; and what things are
substances ; and whether there are any substances
besides the sensible substances, or not; and how
sensible substances exist ; and whether there is any
separable substance (and if so, why and how) or no
substance besides the sensible ones. We must first
give a rough sketch of what substance is.

III. The term *“ substance " is used, if not in more, T
at least in four principal cases ; for both the essence

=5

he term
‘'substance®
applied

and the universal and the genus are held to be toessence,
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the substance of the particular, and fourthly the universal
¢enus, and

5

substrate. The substrate is that of which the rest ivoveall to
are predicated, while it is not itself predicated of »ubstrate.
anything else. Hence we must first determine its

nature, for the primary substrate is considered to be

in the truest sense substance.

Now in one sense we call the matter the substrate ; 2
in another, the shape ; and in a third, the combination Both matter
of the two. By matter I mean, for instance, bronze ; and form
by shape, the arrangement of the form ; and by the combination
combination of the two, the concrete thing: the Sivstrae.
statue. Thus if the form is prior to the matter and
more truly existent, by the same argument it will
also be prior to the combination.

We have now stated in outline the nature of sub- 3
stanee—that it is not that which is predicated of a If we define
subjeet, but that of which the other things are pre- substance &8
dicated. But we must not merely define it so, for follows that
it is not enough. Not only is the statement itself is matter.
obscure, but also it malkes matter substance ; for if
matter is not substance, it is beyond our power to say
what else is. Tor when everything else is removed, 4
clearly nothing but matter remains ; because all the
other things are affections, products and potencies
of bodies, and length, breadth and depth are kinds
of quantity, and not substances. Tor quantity is not
a substance ; rather the substance is that to which
these affections primarily belong. But when we take §
away length and breadth and depth we can see no-
thing remaining, unless it be the something bounded
by them ; so that on this view matter must appear
to be the only substance. By matter I mean that
which in itself is neither a particular thing nor a
quantity por designated by any of the categories
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@ sc. by nature. All learning proceeds by induction from
that which is intelligible to us (i.e., the complex facts and
objects of our experience, which are bound up with sensation
and therefore less intelligible in themselves), to that which
is intelligible in itself (i.e., the simple universal principles of
scientific knowledge).
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which define Being. Tor thercis somethin-g of which 6
each of these is predicated, whose being is different
from that of each one of the categories ; becaus<? a}l
other things are predicated of substance, but this is
predicated of matter. Thus the ultimate substrate
is in itself neither a particular thing nor a quantity
nor anything else. Nor indecd is it the negations
of these ; for the negations too will only apply to it
aceidentally. '

If we hold this view, it follows that matter is sub- 7
stance. But this is impossible ; for it is acccptcd mizg;w
that separability and individuality belong espccially not, be o
to substance. Hence it would seem that the form Q‘;“‘,&t&r«;
and the combination of form and matter are more likely to
truly substance than matter is. The substance, then, 8
which consists of both—I mean of matter and form be form,
—may be dismissed, since it is posterior and obvxgus.
Matter too is in a sense evident. We must consider
the third type, for this is the most perplexing.

Now it is agreed that some sensible Flungs are sub-
stances, and so we should begin our inquiry 1n con-
nexion with these. IV. Itisconvenient to advanc.e to 2
the more intelligible®; for learning is always acqmr.cd
in this way, by advancing through what is less in-
telligible by nature to what is more so. And just
as in actions it is our task to start from the good of
the individua! and make absolute good goad for
the individual,? so it is our task to start from \'vhat
is more intclligible to oncsclf and make what is by
nature intelligible intelligible to onesellf. .NOW thz}t 3
which is intelligible and primary to 11.1d1v1dual.s is
often but slightly intelligible, and contains but little

> Cf. Ethics 1129 b 5.
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reality ; but nevertheless, starting from that which is
imperfectly intelligible but intelligible to oneself,
we must try to understand the absolutely intelligible ;
advancing, as we have said, by means of these very

things which are intelligible to us.

Since we distinguished at the beginning ¢ the ce. tv.-viL
number of ways in which substance is defined, and 'pence
since one of these appeared to be essence, we must of essence.
investigate this. First, let us make certain linguistic 4
statements about it.

The essence of cach thing is that which it is said Meaningand
to be per se. “ To be you " is not ** to be cultured.” HFhs o

because you are not of your own nature cultured. “essence.”
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3 émipdrea Ab, 4 8ud 7, om. AP Alexander.

¢ e il 1. b Of. V. xviil. 8, 4.
¢ The statement that *“to be a white surface” is the
same as *“to be a smooth surface” tells us nothing fresh
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Your essence, then, is that which you are said to be
of your own nature. But not even all of this is the
essence ; for the essence is not that which is said to
be per se in the sense that whiteness is said to belong
to a surface,® because “being a surface” is not
“ being white.” Nor is the essence the combination 5
of both, ““ being a white surface.” Why ? Because
the word itself is repeated. Hence the formula of
the essence of each thing is that which defines the
term but does not contain it. Thus if ** being a white
surface " is the same as “ being a smooth surface,”
“ white ”” and ‘‘ smooth ”’ are one and the same.¢
But since in the other categories too there are com- 6

pounds with substance (because there is a substrate
for each category, e.g. quality, quantity, time, place
and motion), we must inquire whether there is a
formula of the essence of each one of them ; whether
about surface ; it simply identifies  white ” with ‘ smooth.”
Aristotle has in mind Democritus’s theory of colour (that it is
an impression conveyed to our eyes from the superficial

texture of the object; Theophrastus, Ds Sensu 73-75); cf.
Des Sensu 442 b 11, De Gen. et Corr. 316 a 1,
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trarily, Cy. VIIL vi. 4.
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these compounds, e.g. * white man,” also have an
essence. Let the compound be denoted by X.27
What is the essence of X ?

“ But this is not even a per se expression.” We Compound

. . oy . exprressionn

reply that there are two ways in which a definition nave no
can be not per se true of its subject : (@) by an addi- v¥enes
tion, and () by an omission. In one case the defini- 8
tion is not per se true because the term which is being
dcfined is combined with something else ; as if, e.g.,
in defining whitcness one were to state the definition
of a whitc man. In the other, because something
else (which is not in the definition) is combined with
the subject; as if, e.g., X were to denote ““ white
man,” and X werc defined as ‘‘ white.” ‘ White
man " is white, but its essence is not ** to be white.”
But is “ to be X’ an essence at all 7 Surely not. 9
The essence is an individual type ; but when a sub-
ject has something distinet from it predicated of it,
it is not an individual type. E.g., " white man " is
not an individual type ; that is, assuming that indi-
viduality belongs only to substances. Hence essence
belongs to all things the account of which is a de-
ﬁmt)on. We have a definition, not if the name and 10
the account signify the same (for then all accounts
would be definitions ; because any account can have
a name, so that even *‘ the fliad ” will be a definition),
but if the account is of something primary. Such are
all ‘statements which do not involve the predication
of one thing of another. Hence essence will belong 11
to nothing except species of a genus, but to these 1’;"‘)“;:'321‘;9;0
only ; for in these the predicate is not eonsidered to species of
be related to the subject by participation or affec- ® genus
tion, nor as an accident. But of everything else as
well, if it has a name, there will be a formula of what
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it means—that X belongs to Y ; or instead of a simple
jormula one more exact—but no definition, nor
essence.

Or perhaps ‘* definition,” like the * what,” has
more than one sense. For the *“ what ” in one sense
means the substance and the individual, and in
another each one of the categories : quantity, quality,
ete. Just as “is” applies to everything, although not
in the same way, but primarily to one thing and
secondarily to others; so “ what it is” applies in an
unqualified sense to substance, and to other thingsin a
qualified sense. For we might ask also what quality
“is,” so that quality also is a * what it is”’; not
however without qualifieation, but just as in the case
of not-being some say by a verbal quibble that not-
being *‘ is "—not in an unqualified sense, but “is”
not-being—so too with quality.

Now although we must also consider how we should
express ourselves in each particular case, it is still
more important to consider what the facts are.
Henee now, since the language which we are using
is clear, similarly essence also will belong primarily
and simply to substance, and secondarily to other
things as well; just as the ‘“ what it is” is not
essence simmply, but the essence of a quality or quan-
tity. For it must be either by equivocation that we
say that these things are, or by adding and subtract-
ing qualifications, as we say that the unknowable is
known @ ; since the truth is that we use the terms
neither equivocally nor in the same sense, but just
as we use the term ‘“ medical " in relation to one and
the same thing ; but not of one and the same thing,
nor yet equivocally. The term ‘“‘ medical” is ap-
plied to a body and a function and an instrument,

325



ARISTOTLE
1030 b

57

:] o 3 o -~
ovre kal’ v, aAda mpos év. "AMA Tadra pév
€ Id b ! I3 i 3 ! 3 -~
O7TOT€IDCU§ TS GQSAEL )\€'}/€LV Béa(f)epet OUBGV' EKELVQ
1 « ~ N}
5 8¢ davepor dTv 0 mpWTws kal ATADS OpLouos kal
1 T ~ - A 1
70 7{ Gy elvar OV odotdr éoTiv. ol uRv dMa kal
- ¥ 13 ’ b 14 N 9 ’ 3 AY
TGV d\Mwv dpolws o, ANy oY mpdTws. ol yap
~ -~ e 1
avdywn, dv Toire Tlldper, TovTou Sploucy elva
a " s/ A} 3 Ay ’ 3 A \ Id
6 dv AMyw 76 adro aqpalvy, dMa Twl Adyw.
-~ ¥ o9 € 3 7 A ~ -~ o 9 \
Toiro & éav €vos 7, un TH cvveyel womep 1 IAwas
il & Id 2 3 3N ¢ -~ I 1 o
107 doa owwdéopuw, A’ éav doaxds Adyetar To €
Al 3 o Vs o A} b4 Al LAY A} 3 ?
76 & & Aéyerar domep 10 8v- 76 8¢ Ov TS pév 43¢
A
Ti, 76 8¢ woadv, 16 8¢ moidv T onpaiver. S xal
-~ k ’ »” 7 ) ¢ 4 L
Aevkol dvflipdimov €orar Adyos rai opiouds: dAov
- -~ A ’
8¢ Tpdmov kal Tol Aevkol kal odoias,
» L | ’ 3y / 1 ~ F § 4
V. "Exe 8 amoplav, éav Tis pr) ¢7j opiopov elvar
A} 3 ’ 4 7 14 e ) -~
15 TV € mpoaléoews Adyov, Tivos éaTar opiopcs TOV
5. e -~ s \ ’ > ’
oUy AmAdyr dMd cuvvdedvaopévwy €k mpooléoews
\ > 4 ~ A 14 87 € ” (3} 1
ydp draykn dmAoby. Adyw olov €07 pis xal
> -~ -~
kotASTNS, Kal ouueTNs TO €Kk TV dvoly Aeyduevov,
-~ / 3 ~ A 3 A) ’ ¥y
TH 168€ év THde, Kal ob rara ovufefnuds ye obl
¢ 7’ Rdatd € Ié 4 ~ L3 I 3 Al
7 xoXdtys ot %) owudrns wdbos Tis pwds, dAAd
3 1 b
20 kal’ avriy: o0d” ws 10 Acvwov Kaddig 7 avlpdmew,
] 2 5 ¢
ome KaMlas Acvros & oupfSéfnrey avlpdmy elvar,
~ 4 ~ -~
a\ s 76 dppev 76 [dw wal 6 loov TH mood
2 4 -~
kal mdvra doa Aéyerar kal avra vmdpyew. Talra

s CF TV. il 2.

b Snubness is a per se affection of the nose, because it
applies only to the nose and cannot be explained apart from
it, but the same can hardly be said of concavity. Aristotle
himself uses the word (xo\érns) elsewhere in other con-
nexions.
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neither equivocally nor in one sense, but in relation
to one thing.®

However,D in whichever way one chooses to spe-ak 16
of these things, it matters nothing ; 'but this p(?mt 2:<??ltle0r?ga
is clear : that the primary and unqualified deﬁmt:on, Lelom pri-
and the essence, belong to substagces. It is trae My e
that they belong equally to other things too, but not
primardy. For if we assume this, 1:5 .does not neces-
sarily follow that there is a definition of apythmg
which means the same as any formula ; it mgst
mean the same as a particular kind of formu‘la,‘z.e,
the formula of one thing—one not by coptmmty, 17
like the Iliad, or things which are arbitrarily com-

& 2
bined, but in one of the proper senses of * one.

e
And “ one ” has the same variety of senses as * be-
ine.”  “ Being ”’ means sometimes the 1nd1v1du}?.1
ir i the

thing, somctimes the quantity, sgme?lm&s

quality. Hence even “ white man will have a

formula and definition ; but in a different sense ,Itrom

the definition of ** whiteness 7 and * st'Jbstance. .
V. The question arises: If one denfes that a for— ggﬁﬁtiigo

mula involving an added determinant is a‘deﬁmtlon, i th siic

how can there be a definition of terms which are nort izr‘xlspelég

simple but coupled? Because .they can only be €X- terms.

plained by adding a dctermmafwyt. I “mean, €8 9

there is “ nose ”’ and * concavity - and snubness,.

the term compounded of the two, l‘)secause t.he one is

present in the other. Neither * concavity =~ mnor

“ gnubness 7 is an accidental, but a per se affection of

the nose.? Nor are they attributes in the sense tha't

<« white 7 is of Callias or a man, becau-se Callias is

white and is by accident a man; but in the sense

that ““ male 7 is an attribute of'ammal, ax_}d equality

of quantity, and all other attributes which we say
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belong per se. That is, all things which involve the 3
formula or name of the subject of the affection, and
cannot be explained apart from it. Thus * white ”
can be explained apart from * man,” but not
“ female " apart from ‘ animal.” Thus either these
terms have no essence or definition, or else they
have it in a different sense, as we have said.

But there is also another difficulty about them. 4
If “ snub nose ™ is the same as ‘‘ concave nose,”
““ snub ”’ will be the same as ““ concave.” But if not,
since it is impossible to speak of *“ snub ™ apart from
the thing of which it is a per se affection (because
* snub "’ means a concavity in the nose), either it is
impossible to call the nose snub, or it will be a
tautology, ‘‘ concave-nose nose’’ because * snub
nose ” will equal ‘‘ concave-nose nose.” Hence it 5
is absurd that such terms as these should have an
essence. Otherwise there will be an infinite re-
gression ; for in “‘ snub-nose nose ”’ there will be yet
another nose.

Clearly, then, there is definition of substance
alone. If there were definition of the other cate-
gories also, it would have to involve an added deter-
minant, as in the case of the qualitative ; and of the
odd, for this cannot be defined apart from number ;
nor can ““ female ” apart from * animal.” By “in-¢
volving an added determinant” I mean descrip-
tions which involve a tautology, as in the above
examples. Now if this is true, there will be no
definition of compound expressions either; e.g.,
““ odd number.” We fail to realize this because our
terms are not used accurately. If on the other hand
there are definitions of these too, either they are
defined in a different way, or, as we have said,
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¢ The argument consists of two syllogisms :
White man =essence of white man,
Man = white man.
»%. man =essence of white man.
But essence of man =man.
- *. essence of man =essence of white man.
The conclusion is faulty because whereas the first identity is
assume‘d to be absolute, the second is accidental.
® Aristotle seems to mean that both * essence of white
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*“ definition ”” and ** essence ”” must be used in more
than one sense ; thus in one sense there will be no 7
definition of anything, and nothing will have an
essence, except substances; and in another those
other things will have a definition and essence. It
is obvious, then, that the definition is the formula
of the essence, and that the essence belongs either
only to substances, or especially and primarily and
simply.

VI. We must inquire whether the essence is the ifﬂ.ﬂ“"g

. . s . 10 32me as

same as the particular thing, or different. This iy essunce
is useful for our inquiry about substance; because
a particular thing is considered to be nothing
other than its own substance, and the essence is
called the substance of the thing. In aeccidental 2 _
predications, indeed, the thing itself would seem NOF'mthe.
to be different from its esscnee; e.g., “ white man ™ dental pre-
is different from ** essence of white man.” If it were Y'®2tons
the same, * essence of man ' and “ essence of white
man ”’ would be the same. For “ man ” and ‘* white
man ” are the same, they say, and therefore ** essence
of white man " is the same as ‘‘ essence of man.”
But perhaps it is not necessarily true that the essence 3
of accidental combinations is the same as that of
the simple terms; because the extremes of the
syllogism are not identical with the middle term in
the same way.? Perhaps it might be thought to
follow that the accidental extremes are identical
e.g. “ essence of white ” and “ essence of cultured ™ ;
but this is not admitted.?
man ” and ‘* essence of cultured man " might be proved by
the former syllogism to be identical in the same way with
the middle term *“ man,” in which case it would seem that
“ essence of white” and * essence of cultured ™ are the
same, There is, however, the same fallacy as before. 431
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For if the Ideal Good is to be different from the 5

1031 b

o

10

15

T0 gww KO.L 70 SvTi Kai TO Ov, eaovrab dMae Te
ovc‘rLaL Kai gbvaag KaL LSeaL 7-rapa Tas /\e'yo‘uevas,
Kal '7TpO'T€pO.L OUO'LO.L éxeivae, € TO TL B elva
ovolat éoriv. kal €l. ,uev arro)\e)\v,uevac aMn)\wV
TOV pév OUK éorar cmm'n,wq, Ta 8 odk éarar Svra
()\eyw 3¢ ’TO a—ro)\e)\vof)ou et ,‘“77'5 L) ayaf)w adT®
Drdpyet 'TO elvar aya@w, prjTe Tov'Tcp 16 elvar
ayaldv)- €7TLO"T77‘LL7] yap? éxdaTov éoTiv STav® T4
U ﬁv e’KeL'VLU elvat ')/V(D,U,ev." Kai émi &ya@oﬁ Kal
va dAwv dpoiws €X€L doTe el pndé 'TO aya@w
ELVGL aya@ov, o000 7-0 ovre 8y, ovSe 'TO ew, &y,
oluotwg 8¢ anTa eCTw 7 ovf)ev Ta 7{ v elvar
woT €l ,Un78€ 7-0 ovre Oy, 008é TGV dMwy o008,
é’ﬂ %) ,un UTTCLPXGL ayaf)w ewaL ovK aya@ov.
avdyxn apa év ELVO.L 70 aya@ov KaL aya@w €LVO.L Kal
KaAov Kai Ka)\w ewaL <xal>® Soa IU,17 kar dAlo
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1 olola AP comm.: ololas EJT.
% yap AP Alexander: re ydap cet.
8 ¢oriv brav AP Alexander: alry EJ.
¢ yvdper AP Alexander: om. EJ.
8 g Ab. 8 xal Alexander, Joachim.

¢ The example of the Ideas as per se terms is used by
332

essence of good, and the Ideal Animal and Being
from the essence of animal and being, there will
be other substances and entities and Ideas besides
the ones which they describe ; and prior to them, if
essence is substance. And if they are separate from
each other, there will be no knowledge of the Ideas,
and the essences will not exist (by * being separate ™’
I mean if neither the essence of good is present in the
Ideal Good, nor “ being good ” in the essence of
good); for it is when we know the essence of it that
we have knowledge of a thing. And it is the same
with other essences as with the essence of good ;
so that if the essence of good is not good, neither will
the cssence of being * be,” nor the essence of one be
one. FLither all essences exist alike, or none of 7
them ; and so if not even the essence of being * is,”
neither will any other essence exist. Again that to
which * essentially good” does not apply cannot be
good. Hence *“the good ” must be one with the
essence of good, ** the beautiful ” with the essence
of beauty, and so with all terms which are not de-
pendent upon something else, but self-subsistent and
primary.® For it is enough if this is so, even if they 8
are not Forms; or perhaps rather even if they are.
(At the same time it is clear also that'if the Ideas
are such as some hold, the substrate will not be
substance ; for the Ideas must be substances, but

Aristotle to show incidentally the fallacy of the Ideal theory :
there can be no self-subsistent entity apart from the essence,
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1 gecl. Bonitz.

¢ This criticism is irrelevant to the point under discussion.
It siinply points out that the Ideal theory confHicts with re-
ceived opinion (¢f. iii. 1).

® {.e. to avoid the infinite series implied in the last sentence.

¢ i.e. since there is a distinct term ** essence of one ” be-
sides ‘‘ one,” there will be a third distinct term *‘ essence of
esscnce of one '3 and so on as in the case of *“ horse " above,
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not involving a substrate, because if they did involve
one they would exist in virtue of its participation
in them.)?®

That each individual thing is one and the same 9
with its essence, and not merely accidentally so, is
apparent, not only from the foregoing considerations,
but because to have knowledge of the individual is to
have knowledge of its essence ; so that by setting out
examples it is evident that both must be identical.
But as for the accidental term, e.g. *‘ cultured " or 10
“ white,” since it has two meanings, it is not true to
say that the term itself is the same as its essence ;
for both the accidental term and that of which it
is an accident are ‘ white,” so that in one sense the
essence and the term itself are the same, and in
another they are not, because the essence is not the
same as ‘‘ the man ” or “‘ the white man,” but it is
the.same as the affection.

The absurdity <of separating a thing from its 11
essence> will be apparent also if one supplies a name
for each essence; for then there will be another
essence besides the original one, e.g. the essence of
“horse ’ will have a further essence. Yet why
should not some things be identified with their
essence from the outset,? if essence is substance ?
Indeed not only are the thing and its essence one,
but their formula is the same, as is clear from what
we have just stated ; for it is not by accident that
the essence of ““one,” and “ the one,” are one.
Moreover, if they are different, there will be an 12
infinite series; for the essence of “ one” and “ the
one " will both exist; so that in that case too the
same principle will apply.c Clearly, then, in the
case of primary and self-subsistent terms, the in-
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dividual thing and its essence are one and the
same.

It is obvious that the sophistical objections to 13
this thesis are met in the same way as the question
whether Socrates is the same as the essence of
Socrates; for there is no difference either in the
grounds for asking the question or in the means
of meeting it successfully. We have now explained
in what sense the essence is, and in what sense it is
not, the same as the individual thing.

VIL. Of things which are gencrated, some are Modes of
generation.

generated naturally, others artificially, and others
spontaneously ; but everything which is generated is
generated by something and from something and
becomes something. When I say * becomes some-
thing ” I mean in any of the categories ; it may come
to be either a particular thing or of some quantity or
quality or in some place.

Natural generation is the generation of things
whose generation is by nature. That from which 2
they are generated is what we call matter ; that by e

which, is something which exists naturally ; and generation

that which they become is a man or a plant or some-
thing else of this kind, which we call substance in
the highest degree. All things which are generated
naturally or artificially have matter ; for it is possible
for each one of them both to be and not to be, and
this possibility is the matter in each individual
thing. And in general both that from which and 3
that in accordance with which they are generated,
is nature; for the thing genecrated, e.g. plant or
animal, has a nature. And that by which they
are generated is the so-called *‘ formal’ nature,
which has the same form as the thing generated
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nc. ix.
¢ The logical connexion is s It is sufficient to say that the
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(although it is in something else); for man begets
man.

Such is the generation of things which are naturally
generated ; the other kinds of generation are called
productions. All productions proceed from either
art or potency or thought. Some of them are also
generated spontaneously and by chance in much the
same way as things which are naturally generated ;
for sometimes even in the sphere of nature the same
things arc generated both from seed and without it.®
We shall consider cases of this kind later.?

Things are generated artificially whose form is
contained in the soul (by *“ form * I mean the essence
of each thing, and its primary substance) ; for even
contraries have in a sense the same form.c Tor the
substance of the privation is the opposite substance ;
e.g., health is the substance of disease ; for discase
is the abscnce of health, and health is the formula and
knowledge in the soul. Now the healthy subject is
produced as the result of this reasoning : since health
is so-and-so, if the subject is to be healthy, it must
have such-and-such a quality, e.g. homogeneity ;

Production .

en

and if so, it must have heat. And the physician 4

continues reasoning until he arrives at what he him-
self finally can do ; then the process from this point
onwards, i.e. the process towards health, is called
* production.” Therefore it follows in a sense that
health comes from health and a house from a house ;
that which has matter from that which has not (for
the art of medicine or of building is the form of health
form of objects which are artificially produced is contained
in the soul; for although artificial production can produce
contrary effects, the form of the positive effect is the absence
of the form of the negative effect. so that in a sense they have
the same form,

339




ARISTOTLE

4032 b
15 /\eyw 86 OUO'LO.V (lVGU UA‘!}S TO TL ‘r}V EZV(ll. TU.)V

86 'yevea’swv Kat. Kwncrewv 7 ,u.ev vonaots wadeiTal
7] &é 'n'ou;cng, 7} ,uev and s dpyijs kal Tos eZSovs
vo'qm.g, 7 & amé 700 rerevralov s vorjoews
wonycng. o,uOng 8¢ kai T&v dMawv Tav pe*ra.fv
Exaorov ‘)/L’yVE‘TaI, )\eyw & owu €t Tyiavet, 8ot dv
o,ua/\vvf?'qvaL T ovv éarl 76 o,u.a/\vuﬁv)vat' ‘TOBL‘
20 TotTo & ecr’ra:. el erluavﬁ'qcrﬂac., TolTo &é T
€,O'TL 'TOSL U'TTaPXéL 86 TOSL 8vV(l,LL€L, TO U'TO 86
7757; ém’ adrd. To 3y 7TOLOUV KaL SBev apxeTaL
7 qumg TOU uynawew eau e av-ro ’rsxvns, 70
ELBOS‘ éome 70 &v T x,bvx‘q, dav & amo TavTo,uaTov
om-o 'TOUTO'U 0 7ore 10D wouely apXeL @ mowodvTe
25 Ao TéYYNS, wa-vrsp KaL & TR Lanevav {ows dmo
Tot Beppalvew 'f) apx'q TofiTo ¢ ol 7§ 'Tle)bEL
7; ﬁep,um-ng Tolvur 1) eu ) a'cu,ua.n 'q ,uepos‘ Tis
vycaag 77 €7T€’raL T adTi] Towdrov § GO'TL pépos
T U’yLGLCLS‘, 7 da mAedvowr: 'TOUTO & ecrxarov 'TO
oty Kcu '7‘0 ovrws‘ pépos® Tis Uyielas,— Kal
80 7js oirlas, ofov of Alfoi, xai TGy dMAwrr &ore
Kafi'awep Aeysrat, a5uvarov yevscr@aL el ,w;BGV
Wpovwapyot. d7e ,uev odv T ,uepog et avayK‘qs‘
1033 a vwapfec, (f)avepou 7) yap v/\n ‘uepog evvﬂ'apxa 'yap
ral yL'yueq-aL adry. adX’ dpa® kai TV & T
Aoyw;  dudorépws & Aéyoper Tods XaRKous‘

P orodl Ab2 yp. EJT Alexander: rq;az EAD Ascleplm

% kal 70 olirws pépos Shute: xal 18 olirws pépos éori KJT: wal
o s » éoriv GAy Christ: 76 pépos AP Alexander.

8 dpa Asclepius, Bessarion: &po. 4 Bullinger: 2.

@ There is no real analogy between the causal relationship
of heat to health and of stones to 2 house. The former is
both material and efficient ; the latter only material. Cf.
ix. 1.
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or the house). By substance without matter I mean
the essence.

In generations and motions part of the process is 7

called cogitation, and part production—that which arttaciat
proceeds from the starting-point and the form is PXo0ietion
cogitation, and that which proceeds from the con- two pros
clusion of the cogitation is production. Each of the S?,;?iim‘?
other intermediate measures is carried out in the {7) Produe
same way. I mean, e.g., that if A is to be healthy,
his physical condition will have to be made uniform.
What, then, does being made uniform entail ?
So-and-so ; and this will be achieved if he is made
hot. What does this entail ? So-and-so ; now this
is potentially present, and the thing is now in his
power.

The thing which produces, and from which the 8
process of recovering health begins, is the form in Inspon.
the soul, if the process is artificial ; if spontaneous, (tﬁ,'ﬁ?é‘: pre-
it is whatever is the starting-point of the production z’;g&u{gg
for the artificial producer ; as in medical treatment
the starting-point is, perhaps, the hecating of the
patient ; and this the doctor produces by friction.

Heat in the body, then, is either a part of health, or
is followed (directly or through several intermedi-
aries) by something similar which is a part of health.
This is the ultimate thing, namely that produces,
and in this sense is a part of, health—or of the house
(in the form of stones) ® or of other things. There- 9
fore, as we say, generation would be impossible if Generation
nothing were already existent. It is clear, then, proceeds
that some part must necessarily pre-exist; because g;‘;;‘{’iﬁfe“t
the matter is & part, since it is matter which pre- tie matter.
exists in the product and becomes something. But
then is matter part of the formula P Well, we define
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bronze circles in both ways ; we describe the matter
as bronze, and the form as such-and-such a shape ;
and this shape is the proximate genus in which the
circle is placed. The bronze circle, then, has its
matter in its formula. Now as for that from which,
as matter, things are generated, some things when
they are gencrated are called not ™ so-and-so,”
but “ made of so-and-so”; eg., a statue is not
called stone, but made of stone. But the man who
becomes healthy is not called after that from which
he becomes healthy. This is because the generation
proceeds from the privation and the substrate, which
we call matter (e.g., both “ the man” and ‘' the
invalid ” become healthy), but it is more properly
said to proceed from the privation; e.g., a man

becomes healthy from being an invalid rather than ¢

from being a man. Hence a healthy person is not
called an invalid, but a man, and a healthy man.
But where the privation is obscure and has no
name—e.g. in bronze the privation of any given
shape, or in bricks and wood the privation of the
shape of a house—the generation is considered to
proceed from these materials, as in the former case
from the invalid. Hence just as in the former case
the subject is not called that from which it is gener-
ated, so in this case the statue is not called wood, but
is called by a verbal change not wood, but wooden ;
not bronze, but made of bronze; not stone, but
made of stone; and the house is called not bricks,
but made of bricks. For if we consider the matter
carefully, we should not even say without quali-
fication that a statue is generated from wood, or a
house from bricks ; because that from which a thing
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is generated should not persist, but be changed.
This, then, is why we speak in this way.

VIII. Now since that which is generated is Neither
generated by something (by which I mean the fﬁmeﬁ(’;
starting-point of the process of generation), and %i‘;egf;’,d{he
from something (by which let us understand not combination
the privation but the matter ; for we have already °f the twe
distinguished the meanings of these), and becomes
something (i.e. a sphere or circle or whatever else it
may be) ; just as the craftsman does not produce the
substrate, z.e. the bronze, so neither does he produce
the sphere; except accidentally, inasmuch as the
bronze sphere is a sphere, and he makes the former.

For to make an individual thing is to malke it out of 2
the substrate in the fullest sense. I mean that to
make the bronze round is not to make the round
or the sphere, but something else; i.e. to produce
this form in another medium. Tor if we make the
form, we must make it out of something else ; for
this has been assumed.? E.g., we make a bronze
sphere ; we do this in the sense that from A, i.e.
bronze, we make B, i.e. a sphere. If, then, we make 3
the spherical form itself, clearly we shall have to
make it in the same way; and the processes of
generation will continue to infinity.
~ It is therefore obvious that the form (or whatever
we should call the shape in the sensible thing) is
not generated—generation does not apply to it—
nor is the essence generated ; for this is that which
is induced in something else either by art or by
nature or by potency. But we do cause a bronze 4
sphere to be, for we produce it from bronze and a
sphere ; we induce the form into this particular
matter, and the result is a bronze sphere. But if
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@ If forms are sclf-subsistent substances, individual sub-
stances cannot be generated from them ; for the individual
contains the form, but one substance cannot contain another
actually existing substance (ch. xiii. 8). Form, however, is
not a substance but a characteristic.

346

METAPHYSICS, VII. vir 4-8

the essence of sphere in genceral is generated, some-
thing must be generated from something ; for that
which is generated will always have to be divisible,
and be partly one thing and partly another; I
mean partly matter and partly form. If then as
sphere is the figure whose circumference is every-
where equidistant from the centre, part of this will
be the medium in which that which we produce will
be contained, and part will be in that medium ; and
the whole will be the thing generated, as in the ease
of the bronze sphere. It is obvious, then, from what
we have said, that the thing in the sense of form or
esscnce is not generated, whereas the conercte whole
which is called after it is gencrated ; and that in
cverything that 1s gencrated matter is present, and
onc part is matter and the other form.

Is there then some sphere besides the particular g
splieres, or some house besides the bricks 2 Surely 1f forms
no individual thing would ever have been gencrated ;;E:;fl']‘r’“‘i'm
if form had existed thus indcpendently.®  Form individua
means “ of such a kind”*; it is not a definite indivi- !L;\nl&j?é;\t);’?
dual, but we produce or generate from the individual rot bﬂt @
something “ of such a kind ”’; and when it is gener- fenerate
ated it is an individual “ of such a kind.”  The whole 7
individual, Callias or Socrates, corresponds to “ this
bronze sphere,” but * man ” and ““ animal ” corre-
spond to bronze sphere in general.

Obviously thercfore the cause which consists of
the Forms (in the sensc in which some speak of them,
assuming that there are certain entities besides
particulars), in respect at least of generation and
destruelion, is useless; nor, for this reason at any
rate, should they be regarded as self-subsistent
substances. Indeed in sowne cases it is even obvious 8
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© Normally the sire communicates his form to the offspring.
In the case of a mule, the material element contributed by
the dam, which is an ass, limits the effect of the formal
element contributed by the sire, which is a horse; but even
so the form of the sire is generically the same as that of the
offspring.
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that that which genecrates is of the same kind as
that which is generated—not however identical with
it, nor numerically one with it, but formally one—
e.g. in natural productions (for man begets man),
unless something happens contrary to nature, as
when 2 horse sires a mule. And even these cases are
similar ; for that which would be common to both
horse and ass, the genus immediately above th'cm,
has no name ; but.it would probably be both, just
as the mule is both.®

Thus obviously there is no need to set up a form as g
a pattern (for we should have Iooked.for Form‘s in
these cases especially, since living things are in a
special sense substances) ; the thing which generates
is sufficient to produce, and to be the cause of the
form in the matter. The completed whole, such-and-
such a form induced in this flesh and these bones, is
Callias or Socrates. And it is different from that
which generated it, because the matter is different ;
but identical in form, because the form is indivisible.

IX. The question might be raised why some things Spontancous
are generated both artificially and spontanecously— ;g:’lsi‘i&?‘ed
e.g. health—and others not; eg. a house. The in relation
reason is that in some cases the matter—which is the o3 natural
starting-point of the process in the prf)duction and wenerative.
generation of artificial things, and in which some part
of the result is already cxistent—is such that it can
initiate its own motion, and in other cases it is not
and of the former kind some can initiate motion
in a particular way, and some cannot. For many
things can move themselves, but not in a particular
way, e.g. so as to dance. It is impo_smble, then, for 2
any things whose matter is of this kind (e.g. stones)
to be moved in this particular way except by some-
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thing else ; but in that particular way it is possible.
And it is so with fire.? For this reason some things
cannot exist apart from the possessor of the art,
and others can ; because the motion can be initiated
by those things which do not indeed possess the
art, but can themselves be moved either by other
things which do not possess the art, or by the motion
from the part of the product which pre-cxists in
them.?

It is clear also from what we have said that in 2 3
sense all artificial things are generated either from
something which bears the same name (as is the
case with natural objects) or from a part of them-
selves which bears the same name as themselves
(e.g. ahouse from a liouse, inasmuch as it is generated
by mind ; for the art is the form), or from something
which contains some part ; that is if the generation
is not accidental ; for the direct and independent
cause of the production is a part of the product.
Heat in the motion produces heat in the body ; and 4
either this is health or a part of health, or a part of
health or health accompanies it. And this is why
heat is said to produce health, because it produces
that of which health is a concomitant and conse-
quence. Therefore as essence is the starting-point
of everything in syllogisms (because syllogisms start
from the ““ what’’ of a thing), so too generation pro-
ceeds from it.

And it is the same with natural formations as it is §
with the products of art. Tor the seed produces just
as do those things which function by art. It con-
tains the form- potentially, and that from which the
seed comes has in some sense the same name as the
product (for we must not expect that all should have
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® The questions discussed in chs. x,-xil. arise out of the

consideration of essence as definition
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the same name in the sense that * man " is produced
by “ man "—since woman is also produced by man) ;
unless the product is a freak. This is why a mule is
not produced by a mule.

Those natural objects which are produced, like ¢
artificial objects, spontaneously, are those whose
matter can also initiate for itself that motion which
the seed initiates. Those whose matter cannot do
this cannot be generated otherwise than by their

proper parents.

It is not only with reference to substance that our Asin the
. case of sube

argument shows that the form is not generated; g3n. %,
the same argument is common in its application to ‘oo the
all the primary divisions, i.e. quantity, quality and ;’Z;f;cflr?u
the other categories. For just as the bronze sphere 7

is generated, but not the sphere nor the bronze ; isnot
and as in the case of bronze, if it is generated the generated.
form and matter are not (because they must always
pre-exist), so it is too with the * what” and the
quality and quantity and the other categories
similarly ; for it is not the quality that is generated,

but the wood of that quality ; nor is it the size, but

the wood or animal of that size. But a peculiarity 8

of substance may be gathered from this : that some

other substance must pre-exist in actuality which
produces it; e.g. an animal, if an animal is being
generated ; but a quality or quantity need not pre-

exist otherwise than potentially.

X. Since a definition is a formula, and every Tnerelation
formula has parts; and since the formula is related of the parts
to the thing in the same way as the part of the formula tion to the
to the part of the thing, the question ¢ now arises : "™
Must the formula of the parts be contained in the
formula of the whole, or not? It seems clear that

353



1034 b
p

ARISTOTLE

en’ &vinv' pdv yip dalvovrar &vdvres? Slwy §° of
2 700 pév vdp kirdov o Adyos odk yer Tov Tiw 7',u77:
pdrwv, 6 8¢ Tis ovMaBis yel Tov TaY oToLyelwy-
Kaitor SuarpeiTar kal & kdros els 7o TUNHATA o~
7'r)ep xal 9 ovAafy els Td oToLyetla, "B 8¢
€l mpdTepa T4 Hépy 700 SAov, Ti)s 8¢ dplijs % dfcia
Hépos kal S Sditvdos Tod {dov, mpdrepor Gy el
30 7 ofeta s opfis xal & Sdirvdos Toi avbodimou.,
Soxet § eetva elvar TpdTEPAT T Adyen yl&p Xé-
yovtar €€ éxelvow, ral TG elvar 5¢ dvev A Aww
'n',(\)o’Tepa. 7 'n'o)\/\axd)g /\e’ye'rab 0 wépos, &y efs
uev Tpdémos T HeTpolv katd 10 moody. AN
70070 peév dbelofw- £ Gy Se 7 odola s Hepdy
s

-~ 4 .
1035 a T0UTO oremTéov. Fé odv éo7i 76 puév Ay 70 8¢

€ldos 78 & i Todrwy, Kal odula 7 7€ DAY Kal 75
€ldos xal 70 ek Todrwy, o pev s xal 7 HA
pépos Twos Nyerar, dori 8 e ov, Al £ G Z
1;017 €idous Adyos. ofov TS uév xoXdTyros odi
5 €0TL pépos 1) adpé (adry yap 3 Ghy &b’ NS plyve-
‘7"(1L)_, is 8¢ owdTnros uépose kal rop M€V ouvdlou
avdpidvros udpos & X0Akds, Tob 8 s elSovs
Aeyopévov dardpidvros off. Newréoy yap 76 eldos
kai 7 eldos éyer kaorov, 6 §’ VALY 008dmore
kal’ adro Aexrdov. -Sid 0 ué&v 1ol Kiirdouv /\éyog
30 OV gxeL TOV TOw 'T/.Ln#dv'wv, 0 B8é TS Uv/\/\aﬁﬁg

1 s .
én’z évlwy Ab Asclepius: ériws,
évévros J i évbrTa rece.

3854

METAPHYSICS, VII. x. 2-5

it is so in some cases, but not in others. The formula 2
of the circle does not include that of the segments,
but the formula of the syllable includes that of the
letters. And yet the circle is divisible into its
segments in just the same way as the syllable into
its letters.

Again, if the parts are prior to the whole, and the
acute angle is part of the right angle, and the finger
part of the animal, the acute angle will be prior to
the right angle, and the finger to the man. But it 3
is considered that the latter are prior; for in the
formula the parts are explained from them ; and the
wholes are prior also in virtue of their ability to exist
independently. The truth probably is that * part ™
has several meanings, one of which is *“ that which
measures in respect of quantity.” However, let us
dismiss this question and consider of what, in the
sense of parts, substance consists.

If then matter, form, and the combination of the 4
two are distinct, and if both matter and form and
their combination are substance, there is one sense in
which even matter may be called “ part ” of a thing ;
and another in which it is not, but the only parts are
those elements of which the formula of the form
consists. F.g., flesh is not a part of concavity, be-
cause flesh is the matter in which concavity is in-
duced ; but it is a part of snubness. And bronze
is part of the statue as a concrete whole, but not of
the statue in the sense of form. We may speak of &
the form (or the thing as having a form) as an in-
dividual thing, but we may never so speak of that
which is material by itself. This is why the formula
of the circle does not contain that of the segments,
whereas the formula of the syllable docs contain
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that of the letters; for the letters are parts of the
formula of the form ; they are not matter ; but the
segments are parts in the sense of matter in which
the form is induced. They approximate, however,
more closely to the form than does the bronze when
roundness is engendered in bronze. But there is @
a sense in which not even all the letters will be con-
tained in the formula of the syllable ; e.g. particular
letters on wax ¢ or sounds in the air; for these too
are part of the syllable in the sense that they arc its
sensible matter. TFor even if the line is divided and 7
resolved into its halves, or if the man is resolved into
bones and muscles and flesh, it does not follow that
they are composed of these as parts of their essence,
but as their matter; and these are parts of the
concrete whole, but not of the form, or that to which
the formula refers. Hence they are not in the
formulae. Accordingly in some cases the formula 8
will include the formula of such parts as the above,
but in others it need not necessarily contain their
formula, unless it is the formula of the concrete object.
It is for this reason that some things are composed
of parts in the sense of principles into which they
can be resolved, while others are not. All things @
which are concrete combinations of form and matter
{e.g.* the snub " or the bronze circle) can be resolved
into form and matter, and the matter is a part of
them ; but such as are not concrete combinations
with matter, but are without matter—whose formulae
refer to the form only—cannot be resolved ; either
not at all, or at least not in this way. Thus these 10
material components are principles and parts of the
concrete objects, but they are neither parts nor
principles of the form. Yor this reason the clay
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statue can be resolved into clay, and the sphere inte
bronze, and Callias inte flesh and bones, and the
circle too into segments, because it is something
which is combined with matter. For we use the
same name for the absolute circle and for the par-
ticular circle, since there is no special name for the
particular circles,
We have now stated the truth ; nevertheless let 11
us recapitulate and state it more clearly. All con-
stituents which are parts of the formula, and into
which the formula can be divided, are prior to their
wholes—either all or some of them. But the formula
of the right angle is not divisible into the formula
of an acute angle, but vice versa ; since in defining
the acute angle we use the right angle, because ** the
acute angle is less than a right angle.” It is the 12
same with the circle and the semicircle ; for the
semicircle is defined by means of the circle. And
the finger is defined by means of the whole body ;
for a finger is a particular kind of part of a man.
Thus such parts as are material, and into which the
whole is resolved as into matter, are posterior to the
whole ; but such as are parts in the sense of parts of
the formula and of the essence as expressed in the
formula, are prior ; either all or some of them. And 13
since the soul of animals (which is the substance of
the living creature) is their substance in accordance
with the formula, and the form and essence of that
particular kind of body (at least each part, if it is to
be properly defined, will not be defined apart from
its function ; and this will not belong to it apart
from perception ¢); therefore the parts of the soul
are prior, either all or some of them, to the concrete
animal; and similarly in other individual cases. But 14
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the body and its parts are posterior to this substance,
and it is not the substance, but the concrete whole,
wirich is resolved into these parts as into matter.
Therefore in one sense these parts are prior to the
concrete whole, and in another not ; for they cannot
exist in separation. A finger cannot in every state
be a part of a living animal ; for the dead finger has
only the name in common with the living one. Some 15
parts are contemporary with the whole: such as
are indispensable and in which the formula and the
essence are primarily present; e.g. the heart or
perhaps the brain,® for it does not matter which of
them is of this nature. But ‘“man” and * horse ”’
and terms which are applied in this way to individuals,
but universally, are not substance, but a kind of
concrete whole composed of #his particular formula
and this particular matter regarded as universal. But
individually Socrates is already composed of ultimate
matter ; and similarly in all other cases.

A part, then, may be part of the form (by form T 16
mean essence), or of the concrete whole composed of
form and matter, or of the matter itself. But only
the parts of the form are parts of the formula, and
the formula refers to the universal ; for *' circle ” is
the same as “essence of circle,” and ‘‘ soul "’ the same
as ‘ essence of soul.” But when we come to the 17
concrete thing, e.g. this circle—which is a particular
individual, either sensible or intelligible (by intelli-
gible circles I mean those of mathematics,” and
by sensible those which are of bronze or wood)—
of these individuals there is no definition ; we appre- 18
hend them by intelligence or perception ; and when
they have passed from the sphere of actuality it is
uncertain whether they exist or mnot, but they are
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form. Therefore if it is not clear what kind of parts
are material and what kind are not, the formula of
the thing will not be clear either. In the case of 2
things which can be seen to be induced in speci-
fically different materials, as, e.g., a circle is in bronze
and stone and wood, it seems clear that these things,
the bronze and the stone, are in no sense part of the
essential substance of the circle, because it is separ-
able from them. As for things which are not visibly 3
separable, there is no reason why the same should
not apply to them ; e.g., if all the circles that had
ever been seen were bronze; for the bronze would
be none the less no part of the form, but it is diffi-
cult to separate it in thought. For example, the 4
form of “ man” is always manifested in flesh and
bones and elements of this kind ; then are these
actually parts of the form and formula, or are they
not so, but matter, though since the form is not
induced in other materials, we cannot separate it ?
Now since this seems to be possible, but it is not clear 5
when, some thinkers ¢ are doubtful even in the case
of the circle and the triangle, considering that it is
not proper to define them by lines and continuous
space, but that all these are to the circle or triangle
as flesh or bone is to man, and bronze or stone to the
statue ; and they reduce everything to numbers,
and say that the formula of  line " is the formula of
2. And of the exponents of the Forms, some make 6
2 the Ideal line, and some the form of the line ® ; for
they say that in some cases the form and that of
which it is the form, e.g. 2 and the form of 2, are the
same ; but in the case of ** line ™ this is no longer so.

Some held that the line, considered absolutely, is simply
‘“ twoness *' ; others that it is * twoness in length.”
365
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It follows, then, that there is one form of many things 7
whose form is clearly different (a consequence which
confronted the Pythagoreans too®), and that it is
possible to make one supreme Form of everything,
and not to regard the rest as forms. In this way,
however, all things would be one.

Now we have stated that the question of definitions 8
involves some difficulty, and have shown why this is
so.> Hence to reduce everything in this way and to Tt ls 2 mis-
dispose of the matter is going too far; for some ma?itl}loi,,fl{e
things are presux.nably a }?artlcylar form in particular ;‘;@ﬁ;@hw
matter, or particular things in a particular state.
And the analogy in the case of the living thing which 9
the younger Socrates ¢ used to state is not a good from the
one ; for it leads one away from the truth, and makes ,e\ff&?rzaolg
one suppose that it is possible for a man to exist things.
without his parts, as a circle does without the bronze.
But the case is not similar ; for the animal is sensible
and cannot be defined without motion, and hence
not unless its parts are in some definite condition ;
for it is not the hand in any condition that is a part 10
of a man, but only when it can perform its function,
and so has life in it. Without life in it it is not a part.

And with respect to mathematical objects, why
are the formulae of the parts not parts of the formulae
of the whole; e.g., why are the formulae of the
semicircles not parts of the formula of the circle ?
for they are not sensible. Probably this makes no 11
difference ; because there will be matter even of
some things which are not sensible. Indeed there
will be matter in some sense in everything which is
not essence or form considered independently, but a
particular thing. Thus the semicircles will be parts
not of the universal circle but of the particular circles,
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as we said before *—for some matter is sensible, and
some intelligible. It is clear also that the soul is the
primary substance, and the body matter; and
“man” or ““ animal” is the combination of both
taken universally. And “ Socrates ™ or * Coriscus ™
has a double sense, that is if the soul too can be called
Socrates (for by Socrates some mean the soul and
some the concrete person); but if Socrates means
simply this soul and #is body, the individual is com-
posed similarly to the universal.

Whether there is some other material component
of these substances besides their matter, and whether
we should look for some further substance in them,
such as numbers or something of that kind, must
be considered later.? It is with a view to this that
we are trying to determine the nature of sensible
substances, since in a sense the study of sensible
substances belongs to physics or secondary philo-
sophy ; for the physicist must know not only about
the matter, but also about the substance according
to the formula ; this is even more essential. And
in the casc of definitions, in what sensc the elements
in the formula are parts of the definition, and why
the definition is one formula (for the thing is clearly
one, but in virtue of what is it one, secing that it has
parts ?) ; this must be considered later.©

We have stated, then, in a general account which
covers all cases, what essence is, and how it is inde-
pendent 4 ; and why the formula of the essence of
some things contains the parts of the thing defined,
while that of others does not ; and we have shown
that the material parts of a thing cannot be present
in the formula of the substance (since they are not
even parts of the substance in that sense, but of the
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METAPHYSICS, VII. x1. 15—x11. 2

concrete substance ; and of this in one sense there
is a formula, and in another sense there is not.  There
is no formula involving the matter, for this is inde-
terminate ; but there is a formula in accordance with
the primary substance, e.g., in the case of a man, the
formula of the soul; because the substance is the
indwelling form, of which and of the matter the so-
called concrete substance is composed. E.g., con-
cavity is such a form, since from this and ““ nose ™
is derived ““snub mnose” and * snubness —for
“nose ” will be present twice over in these express-
ions) ; but in the concrete substance, e.g. snub nose
or Callias, matter will be present too.* We have
stated also that the essence and the individual are
in some cases the same, as in the case of the pri-
mary substances ; e.g. crookedness and ** essence of
crookedness,” if this is primary. Dy primary I mean
that which does not imply the presence of something
in something else as a material substrate. But such
things as are material or are compounded with
matter are not the same as their essence ; not even
if they are accidentally one, e.g. Socrates and
“cultured ”; for these are only accidentally the
same.?

XII. Now let us first deal with definition, in so gowis 1t

far as it has not been dealt with in the Anralytics;

our discussion of substance. The problem I mean is
this: what constitutes the unity of the thing of
which we say that the formula is a definition ?
E.g.,in the case of man, “ two footed animal ”’; for

18

that the

¥ subject of
for the problem stated there ¢ has a bearing upon deainition is

2 unity?

let us take this as the formula of “ man.” Why, 2

‘ animal ™’

then, is this a unity and not a plurality,
£24

and “ two-footed ”? For in the case of “ man
371
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[E]

and *“ white ” we have a plurality when the latter
does not refer to the former, but a unity when it
does refer to it, and the subject, ‘ man,” has an
attribute ; for then they become a unity and we
have *‘ the white man.” But in the case before us
one term does not partake of the other; the genus
is not considered to partake of its differentiae, for
then the same thing would be partaking simul-
taneously of contraries, since the differentiae by which
the genus is distinguished are contrary. And even
if it does partake of them, the same argument applies,
since the differentiae are many; e.g. terrestrial,
two-footed, wingless. Why is it that these are a
unity and not a plurality ? Not because they are
present in one genus, for in that case all the differ-
entiae of the genus will form a unity. But all the
elements in the definition must form a unity, because
the definition is a kind of formula which is one and
defines substance, so that it must be a formula
of one particular thing ; because the substance de-
notes one thing and an individual, as we say.

We must first® examine definitions which are
reached by the process of division. For there is
nothing else in the definition but the primary genus
and the differentiae ; the other genera consist of the
primary genus together with the differentiae which
are taken with it. E.g, the primary genus is
‘animal ”’; the next below it, * two-footed animal ™’ ;
and again, “ two-footed wingless animal ”; and simi-
larly also if the expression contains more terms still.
In general it does not matter whether it contains
many or few terms, nor, therefore, whether it con-
tains few or two. Of the two one is differentia and
the other genus; eg., in “ two-footed animal
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* animal ”’ is genus, and the other term differentia.
If, then, the genus absolutely docs not exist apart g
from the species which it includes, or if it exists, but
only as matter (for speech is genus and matter,
and the differentiae make the species, i.e. the letters,
out of it), obviously the definition is the formula
composed of the differentiae.

But further we must also divide by the differentia g
of the differentia. FE.g., * having feet ” is a differ-
entia of “ animal 7 ; then in turn we must discover
the differentia of ‘ animal having feet > qua ** having
feet.” Accordingly we should not say that of
“ that which has feet” one kind is winged and
another wingless, (that is if we are to speak correctly ;
if we say this it will be through incapability), but
only that one kind is cloven-footed and another not ;
because these are differentiae of ** foot,” since cloven-
footedness is a kind of footedness. And thus we
tend always to progress until we come to the species
which contain no differentiae. At this point there
will be just as many species of foot as there are
differentiae, and the kinds of animals having feet will
be equal in number to the differentiae. Then, if this
is so, obviously the ultimate differentia will be the
substance and definition of the thing, since we
need not state the same things more than once in
definitions, because this is superfluous. However,
it does happen; for when we say “ footed two-
footed animal ”” we have simply said * animal having
feet, having two feet.” And if we divide this by
its proper division, we shall be stating the same thing
several times, as many times as there are differentiae.

If, then, we keep on taking a differentia of a 11
differentia, one of them, the last, will be the form
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METAPHYSICS, VIL. xm. 11—xux. 3

and the substance. But if we proceed with reference
to accidental qualities—e.g. if we divide *“ that which
has feet ” into white and black—there will be as
many differentiae as there are divisions. Itis there-
fore obvious that the definition is the formula derived
from the diffcrentiae, and strictly speaking from the
last of them. This will be clear if we change the 12
order of such definitions, e.g. that of man, saying
* two-footed footed animal ™' ; for *“ footed *’ is super-
fluous when we have already said ** two-footed.”
But there is no question of order in the substance ;
for how are we to think of one part as posterior and
the other prior ?

With regard, then, to definitions by division, let
this suffiee as a preliminary statement of their
nature.

XIII. Since the subject of our inquiry is sub- Arguments
stance, let us return to it. Just as the substrate and { Sho¥
the essence and the combination of these are called universal

- - . is t
substance, so too is the universal. With two of ihgtance

these we have already dealt, i.e. with the essence @
and the sulstrate ¥ ; of the latter we have said that
it underlies in two senses—either being an individual
thing (as the animal underlies its attributes), or as
matter underlies the actuality. The universal also 2
is thought by some® to be in the truest sense a
cause and a principle. Let us therefore procced to
discuss this question too; for it seems impossible
that any universal term can be substance.

First, the substance of an individual is the sub-
stance which is peculiar to it and belongs to nothing
else ; whereas the universal is common; for by
universal we mean that which by nature appertains
to several things. Of what particular, then, will 3
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the universal be the substance ?  Tither of all or of
none. DBut it cannot be the substance of all ; while,
if it is to be the substance of one, the rest also will
be that one ; because things whose substance is one
have also one essence and are themselves one.

Again, substance means that which is not predi-
cated of a subject, whercas the universal is always
predicated of some subject.

But perhaps although the universal eannot be
substance in the sensc that essenee is, it can be
present in the essence, as “ animal ” ean be present
in “man” and “ horse.” Then clearly there is in 4
some sense a formula of the universal. It makes no
difference even if there is not a formula of every-
thing that is in the substance ; for the universal will
be none the less the substance of something; e.g.,
“man 7 will be the substance of the man in whom it
ispresent. Thus the same thing will happen again @ ;
e.g. ‘" animal 7’ will be the substance of that in which
it is present as peculiar to it.

Again, it s impossible and absurd that the indi- 5
vidual or substance, if it is composed of anything,
should be composed not of substances nor of the
individual, but of a quality : for then non-substance
or quality will be prior to substance or the individual.
Which is impossible ; for ncither in formula nor in
time nor in generation can the affections of substance
be prior to the substance, since then they would be
separable.

Again, a substance will be present in “ Socrates,” g
who is a substance ; so that it will be the substance of
two things. And in general it follows that if * man ™
and all terms used in this way are substance, none
of the elements in the formula is the substance of
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anything, nor can it exist apart from the species or
in anything else ; I mean,e.g., that neither * animal **
nor any other element of the formula can exist apart
from the particular species.

If we look at the question from this standpoint it 7
is obvious that no universal attribute is substance ;
and it is also clear from the fact that none of the
common predicates means ** so-and-so,” but * such-
and-such.” Otherwise amongst many other awk-
ward consequences we have the *‘ third man.” 2

Again, it is clear in this way too. Substance can- 8
not consist of substances actually present in it;
for that which is actually two can never be actually
one, whereas if it is potentially two it can be one.
E.g., the double consists of two halves—that is,
potentially ; for the actualization separates the
halves. Thus if substance is one, it cannot consist g
of substances present in it even in this sense, as
Democritus rightly observes; he says that it is
impossible for two to come from one, or one from two,
because he identifies substance with the atoms.?
Clearly then the same will also hold good in the case 10
of number (assuming that number is a composition
of units, as it is said to be by some) ; because either
2 is not 1, or there is not actually a unit in it.

The consequence involves a difficulty ; for if no 11
substance can consist of universals, because they
mean ““ of such a kind,” and not a particular thing ;
and if no substance can be actually composed of
substances, every substance will be incomposite,
and so there will be no formula of any substance.
But in point of fact it is universally held, and has 12
been previously stated,© that substance is the only

° Ch. v, 5-7.
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and who at the same time make the species consist
of the genus and the differentiae. If there are Forms,
and if ““ animal’’ is present in the wan and the
horse, it is either numerically one and the same with
them, or not. (In formula they are clearly one ;2
for in each case the speaker will enunciate the same
formula.) If, then, there is in some sense an Abso-
lute Man, who is an individual and exists separately,
then the constituents, e.g. animal’” and ' two-
footed,” must have an individual meaning and be
separable and substances. Hence there must be
an Absolute Animal too.

(i) Then if the “ animal > which is in the horse and 3
the man is one and the same, as you are one and
the same with yourself, how can the one which in
things that exist separately be one, and why should
not this  animal” also be separated from itself ?
Again, if it is to partake of *“ two-footed ” and of
“many-footed,” an impossibility follows; for contrary
attributes will belong to it although it is one and
individual, But if it does not, in what sense is it 4
that one calls an animal * two-footed ”” or * ter-
restrial 7? Perhaps the terms are © combined ”” and
“in contact” or *‘mixed.” But all these expres-

sions are absurd.
(i) ¢ But there is a different ‘animal’ in each
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species.”” Then there will be practically an infinity
of things of which ** animal ” is the substance, since
it is not in an accidental sense that ““ man ” is de-
rived from “ animal.” Again, the Absolute Animal §
will be a plurality. For () the * animal ” in each
species will be the substance of that species, since
the species is called after it and no other thing.
Otherwise * man ”” would be derived from that other
thing, which would be the genus of “ man.” (b)
Further, all the constituents of “man’” will be
Ideas. Then, since nothing can be the Idea of
one thing and the substance of another (for this
is impossible), each and every ‘ animal” in the 6
various species will be the Absolute Animal.

Further, from what will these Forms be derived,
and how can they be derived from the Absolute
Animal? Or how can * the animal,” whose very
essence is * animal,” exist apart from the Absolute
Animal ?  And further, in the case of sensible things
both these and still more absurd consequences follow.
If, then, these consequences are impossible, clearly
there are not Forms of sensible things in the sense in
which some hold that there are.

XV. Since substance is of two kinds, the concrete There ts no
thing and the formula (I mean that one kind of feirion®f
substance is the formula in combination with the things;
matter, and the other is the formula in its full sense),
substances in the former sense admit of destruction,
for they also admit of generation. But the formula
does not admit of destruction ¢ in the sense that it is
ever being destroyed, since neither does it so admit of
generation (for the essence of house is not generated,
but only the essence of this house) ; formulae are, and
are not, independently of generation and destruction ;
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for it has been shown ¢ that no one either generates
or creates them. Tor this reason also there is no g
definition or demonstration of particular sensible
substances, because they econtain matter whose
nature is such that it can both exist and not exist.
Hence all the individual instances of them are perish-
able. If, then, the demonstration and definition of 3
necessary truths requires scientific knowledge, and
if, just as knowledge cannot be sometimes knowledge
and sometimes ignorance (it is opinion that is of this
nature), so too demonstration and definition cannot
vary (it is opinion that is concerned with that which
can be otherwise than it is)-—then clearly there can
be neither definition nor demonstration of individual
sensible substances. Tor (a) things which perish 4
are obscure to those who have knowledge of them
when they are removed from the sphere of their
perception, and (b) even though their formulae are
preserved in the soul, there will no longer be either
definition or demonstration of them. Therefore in
cases relating to definition, when we are trying to
define any individual, we must not fail to realize
that our definition may always be upset; because
it is impossible to define these things.

Nor, indeed, can any ldea be defined; for the s
Idea is an individual, as they say, and separable ; ?é'i%‘;‘:
and the formula must consist of words, and the man cannot be
who is defining must not coin a word, because it d¢fived
would not be comprehensible. But the words which
are in use are common to all the things which they
denote ; and so they must necessarily apply to some-~
thing else as well.  E.g., if 2 man were to define you,

s Of. ch. viil. 3 he would say that you are an animal which is lean
T e or white or has some other attribute, which will apply

285 387

10 dvopdrawy elvar 76v Adyov- dvopa §” od movfoer &
Ocpﬂgolllfl/os' O’./‘}/VCUO'TOV ydp S’IO‘T(IL. TC\L 86‘ KGZ#GVQ
xowa miow: dvdyxn dpa Smdpyew kai d\w Tadra-
olov ¢ Tis 0¢ dpioaito, {Gov épet {oyvov 7} Aevicov

! emornuorixés BJ Asclepius,
¥ gxaoTa recc.




ARISTOTLRE
10402 , - « w
N €Tepov TL & kal dMw dmdpler. € 8¢ rig daly
15 pndev kwddew ywpls pdv mdvra woMdois, dua Sé
pdvew TovTe Smdpyew, Aextéov mpddrov 1€V ST kal
dpgoty, ofov 76 {dov Slmovy 70 Lhw kal 7& Slmods
(kal TolTo ém! pév Tév Gidlwy wxal dvdym) elvar,
mpéTepd Y’ Svra kal pépn Toi owbérove ANAG Uy
xal ywpiord, eimep 16 dvbpwmos XwpLoror: 4 yap
wodfér 7 dudw: € pdv odv pnbév, odk Eorar 7o
yévos mapa T €dn: € 8 Eorar, xal 7 Swagopd)*
€l Sr mpdrepa TG elvar ratra 8¢ odx durqu-

atpelTal,

> 1 > 3 3 -
Ereira' e € Sedv af i8éas (dovvlerdirepa

yap Ta & &v), & dm moMdv Serjoer wdweiva
waTnyopetafar €€ Sy 7 8éa, ofov 1o [dov kal 75
25 dlmoww. €l 8¢ p, mids yvwpiobhijoerar; Eorar yap
déa Tis v dSvvarov &mi mActdviwy kaTyyopfioas
7 €vds. ob Soxel 3¢, dAAd mdoa 8éa elvas peb-

4

exT.
“Qomep oby elpyrar, davldver S dSvvaror opi-
oaolas év 7rols didlocs, pdiiora 8¢ Soa povayd,
% olov fjhos % oekjry. ob udvor yap Stapaprdvovat
TG mpooTifévar Totadra by dhapovpudvar Er Loras
NAos, domep 16 wepl yiy v 7 vukTicpudés (dv ydp

P trera 8¢ BJ: ¢ri 8 vp. Bt énl (om. ef) Alexander.

¢ The statement has only been implied i i
gt y been implied in the preceding

388

METAPHYSICS, VIL. xv. 6-8

to something else as well. And if it should be said ¢
that there is no reason why all the attributes separ-
ately should not belong to several things, and yet
in combination belong to this alone, we must reply,
(i.) that they also belong to both the elements; e.g.,
“ two-footed animal ”’ belongs both to ‘‘ animal ”
and to “ two-footed ” (and in the case of eternal
elements this is even necessarily so ; since they are
prior to the compound, and parts of it. Indeed they 7
are also separable, if the term “ man " is separable—
for either neither can be separable, or both are so.
If neither, the genus will not exist apart from the
speeies, or if it is so to exist, so will the differentia) ;
(ii.) that * animal ” and * two-footed ™ are prior in
being to “* two-footed animal,” and that which is
prior to something else is not destroyed together
with it.

Again, if the Ideas are composed of Ideas (for g
constituents are less composite than that which they
compose), still the elements of which the Idea is
composed (e.g. “ animal” and * two-footed ™) will
have to be predicated of many particulars. Other-
wise, how can they be known? For there would be
an Idea which cannot be predicated of more than one
thing. But this is not considered possible ; every
Idea is thought to admit of participation.

Thus, as we have said,® the impossibility of defining ¢
individuals is hard to recalize when we are dealing
with eternal entities, especially in the case of such
as are unique, e.g. the sun and moon. For people
go wrong not only by including in the definition
attributes on whose removal it will still be sun—e.g.,
“ that which goes round the earth,” or * night-
hidden " (for they suppose that if it stops or becomes
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visible @ it will no longer be sun; but it is absurd that
this should be so, since ** the sun » denotes a definite
substance)—they also mention attributes which may
apply to something else ; e.g. if another thing with
those attributes comes into being, clearly it will be
a sun. The formula, then, is general ; but the sun
was supposed to be an individual, like Cleon or
Socrates. Why does not one of the exponents of
the Ideas produce a definition of them» If they
were to try, it would become obvious that what we
have just said is true.

XVI. It is obvious that even of those things which
are thought to be substances the majority are
potentialities ; both the parts of living things (for
none of them has a separate substantial existence ;
and when they are separated, although they still
exist, they exist as matter), and earth, fire and air ;
for none of these is one thing—they are a merc
aggregate before they are digested and some one
thing is generated from them. 1t mightbe supposed
very reasonably that the parts of living things and
the corresponding parts of their vital principle are
both, i.e. exist both actually and potentiully, because
they contain principles of motion derived from some-
thing in their joints ; and hence some animals * live
even when they are divided. Nevertheless it is only
potentially that all of them will exist when they are
one and continuous by mnature and not by force or
concretion ; for this sort of thing is malformation.®

And since ** unity  has the samnc variety of senses
as “ being,” and the substance of Unity is one,
and things whose substance is numerically one are
numerically one, evidently neither Unity nor Being
can be the substance of things, just as neither

301

10

Most so-
called sub-
gtances are
oten-
tialities.

2

3

Universals
are not
substance.




ARISTOTLE
1040

Y v Tpaypdrwy, Gomep 00dé TS oroiyelw elvac 3
LoV TPay g 7
20 apyf U;/\/\a Cm—oﬁ,uev Tis olv 7 apyl, va els
yvwpLudTepoy a’.va)‘/oiywpsv. HaMov uév odv rov-
TWY 0vgia 70 Oy Kkai év ) 7 Te dpxT) Kal TO oToLyeiov
Kat 70 atriov, oUmw ¢ o008¢ Taira, elmep und’
aa.)«l) K?wév pndeév ovala: oddevi yap vmdpyer
(’)UO'\LCL a;/\/\l ﬁvaﬁ‘rﬁ‘ e Kal TS Exovti az}ﬁfv, ov
% €oTw ovola. ém 76 & moMay7 ovk dv ely dua,
6 BE‘K?LVOV dpa moMayf) dmdpyers dore SHlov
o7 0Udey T’LDV ’Icat%/\ov Umdpyee mapd T¢ ral’
€raora ywpls, dAX’ ol Ta €idn Aéyovres elvai TH
pev O‘D?wi /\eyyou;cn xwpilovres avrd, elmep odoiar
%0 €l 7] 3" ol Spbis, Sti 10 v éml moGw eldos
)\eyouow. aitioy 8 S7i 0d Eyovow dmoSotvar Tives
ai TOLaﬁTCLl‘. ovolar ai dpbapror maps Tas xal
cxagra Kai alobnrds. mowdow obv Tds adras
76 eidee Tois Plaprots (tavras yap louev), adrody-
ﬁew::ov Kkai avTdimmov, mpoorifévres Tols alofyrots
1041 a 7'(3 pzzlua 70 av7d.” KaiTot KGv el ‘un‘] éwdeEL,ueV
7d doTpa, 2135%1/ av frrov, oluar, Boav odola:
?:LBLOL map  as fuels foequer: Gote xal vov e e
exoper® rives eioly, AN elval y€ Twas lows
avayalov. ‘Ome pév odv ofire v rabdlov
5/}€yo,ue'uwu 0¥8év ovola, olir’ eoriv odoia ov8euia

€€ ovody, SHlov.
LVIL Ti 8¢ xpn Myew xai Smoidy Y obolay,

! elvac Ab Alexander: om. TJ Asclepius.
2 éxeuper Tece.

“ i.e., a thing is a principle in relation to so i e
ie., | methin
which it explam;; therefore a principle is less substﬁn‘iliz.?
thz;n_umty.or being, which belong to a thing in itself
i.e. universal ; ¢f. 1. ix. 1. '

392

METAPHYSICS, VIIL zvi. 8—xviL 1

“being an element” or “ principle ” can be the
substance ; but we ask what the principle is so that
we may refer to something more intelligible.® Now 4
of these concepts Being and Unity are more nearly
substance than are principle, element and cause ;
but not even the former are quite substance, since
nothing else that is common is substance; for
substance belongs to nothing except itself and that
which contains it and of which it is the substance.
Again, Unity cannot exist in many places at the s
same time, but that which is common is present in
many things at the same time. Hence it is clear
that no universal exists in separation apart from its
particulars. The exponents of the Forms are partly
right in their account when they make the Forms
separate ; that is, if the Forms are substances, but
they are also partly wrong, since by * Form ” they
mean the ““ one-over-many.””? The reason for this 6
is that they cannot explain what are the imperishable
substances of this kind which exist besides particular
sensible substances ; so they make them the same
in kind as perishable things (for these we know);
i.e., they make “ Ideal Man’" and * Ideal Horse,”
adding the word “* Ideal ” to the names of sensible
things. However, I presume that even if we had 7
never seen the stars, none the less there would be
eternal substances besides those which we knew ;
and so in the present case even if we cannot
apprehend what they are, still there must be eternal
substances of some kind.

It is clear, then, both that no universal term is
substance and that no substance is composed of

substances.
XVII. As for what and what sort of thing we mean
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® The argument is s The ion *“ Why j
3o ahe question “ Why is the cult
mzlttn a (Ciu,lt,l,lred man ?” if it does no? mean “yWhv is tll)le Efﬁ
fvliwure ? 7 can only mean ** Why is a thing itself 2> But
it isﬂol‘JV\:)‘ aSktC}L q:esftllon the fact must be obvious ; and since
it ous that a thing is itself, * because it is,itq“lf " (or
because each thing is indivisible from itself ") is tthf: 0(1?;.-
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by substance, let us explain this by making, as it Afresh
were, another fresh start. Perhaps in this way we iﬁé’g‘iﬁ‘;mon
shall also obtain some light upon that kind of sub-  W¥hevls
stance which exists In separation from sensible

substances. Since, then, substance is a kind of
principle and cause, we had better pursue our inquiry

from this point.

Now when we ask why a thing is, it is always in «whye~

the sense “* why does A belong to B?” To ask why 2

the cultured man is a cultured man is to ask either, always

as we have said, why the man is cultured, or some- m‘ﬁ:; doas
thing else. Now to ask why a thing is itself is no Al?BelrQPZ
question ; because when we ask the reason of a thing |
the fact must first be evident; e.g., that the moon
suffers eclipse ; and *“ because it is itself 7 is the one g
explanation and reason which applics to all questions
such as ““ why is man man ? ” or * why is the cultured
person cultured ? 7 (unless one were to say that each
thing is indivisible from itself, and that this is what
“ being one " really means) ; but this, besides being
a general answer, is a summary one.® We may,
however, ask why a man is an animal of such-and-
such a kind. It is clear, then, that we are not asking 4
why he who is a man is a man; therefore we are
asking why A, which is predicated of B, belongs to B.
(The fact that A does belong to B must be evident, for
if this is not so, the question is pointless.) E.g.," Why
does it thunder?’ means ““ why is a noise produced
in the clouds?” for the true form of the question
is one thing predicated in this way of another. Or 3
again, * why are these things, e.g. bricks and stoncs,

and only complete answer to all questions of this type.
Since this answer (in either form) is clearly unsatisfactory,
the question which it answers cannot be a proper question
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¢ Pure forms which contain no matter ; in their case the
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a house ? " Clearly then we are inquiring for the
cause (i.e., to speak abstractly, the essence) ; which Weareresny
is in the case of some things, e.g. house or bed, the ‘g;;;k;’;gf,g
end, and in others the prime mover—for this also is
a cause. We look for the latter kind of cause in
the case of generation and destruction, but for the
former also in the case of existence.

What we are now looking for is most obscure when g
one term is not predicated of another ; e.g. when we This is Jess
inquire what man is; because the expression is a obvious
simple one not analysed into subject and attributes. guestion is
We must make the question articulate before we i form
ask it ; otherwise we get something which shares 47" butit

. . . is equally

the nature of a pointless and of a definite question. trne,
Now since we must know that the fact actually 7
exists, it is surely clear that the question is * why
is the matter so-and-so?” eg. “why are these
materials a liouse ? 7 Because the essence of house
is present in them. And this matter, or the body
containing this particular form, is man. Thus what
we are seeking is the causé (i.e. the form) in virtue Thus
of which the matter is a definite thing ; and this is ’i’:‘fgfﬁ‘n"“
the substance of the thing.

Clearly then in the case of simple entities ¢ inquiry
and explanation are impossible ; in such cases there
is a different mode of inquiry.

Now since that which is composed of something in 8
such a way that the whole is a unity; not as an 1y is form
aggregate is a unity, but as a syllable isb—the that deter-
syllable is not the letters, nor is BA the same as B material clo-

method just described obviously will not apply. They can
only be apprehended intuitively (ef. IX. x.).
¥ This sentence is not finished ; the parenthesis which
follows lasts until the end of the chapter,
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8 i.¢. the formal cause, Cf. V. iv. 4-6,
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and A ; nor is flesh fire and earth; because after ments of aif
dissolution the compounds, e.g. flesh or the syllable, feaiona,.
no longer exist ; but the letters exist, and so do fire
and earth. Therefore the syllable is some particular 9
thing ; not merely the letters, vowel and con-
sonant, but something else besides. And fiesh is not
merely fire and earth, or hot and cold, but somethiug
else besides. Since then this something else must 19
be either an element or composed of elements, (a)

if it is an eleinent, the same argument applies again ;
for flesh will be composed of this and fire and earth,
and again of another element, so that there will be
an infinite regression. And (b) if it is composed of
elements, clearly it is composed not of one (other-
wise it will itself be that element) but of several ;
so that we shall use the same argument in this case
as about the flesh or the syllable. It would seem, 11
however, that this * something else ”’ is something
that is not an element, but is the cause that fhus
matter is flesh and that matter a syllable, and simi-
larly in other cases. And this is the substance of 12
cach thing, for it is the primary cause of its existence.
And since, although some things are not substances,
all substances are constituted in accordance with and
by nature, substance would seem to be this *“ nature,”
which is not an element but a principle.®  An element

is that which is present as matter in a thing, and into
which the thing is divided; e.g., A and B are the
elements of the syllable.
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! Cf. VIL iv.-vi, xii., xv,
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BOOK VIII

I. We must now draw our conclusions from what has
been said, and after summing up the result, bring
our inquiry to a close. We have said ® that the
objccts of our inquiry are the causes and principles
and elements of substances. Now some substances
are agreed upon by all; but about others certain
thinkers have stated individual theories. Those
about which there is agrecinent are natural sub-
stances : e.g. fire, earth, water, air and all the other
simple bodies; next, plants and their parts, and
animals and the parts of animals; and finally the

‘sensible universe and its parts ; and certain thinkers

individually include as substances the Forms and
the objects of mathematics.? And arguments show
that there are yet other substances : the essence and
the substrate.® Again, from another point of view,
the genus is more nearly substance than the species,
and the universal than the particulars ¢; and there
is a close connexion between the universal and
genus and the Ideas, for they are thought to be sub-
stance on the same grounds.® And since the essence
is substance, and definition is the formula of the
essence, we have therefore systematically examined
definition and essential predication./ And since
the definition is 2 formula, and the formula has parts,
we have been compelled to investigate “ parts,”
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and to discover what things are parts of the sub-
stance, and what are not ; and whether the parts of
the substance are also parts of the definition.?
Further, then, neither the universal nor the genus is
substance.? As for the Ideas and the objects of §
mathematics (for some say that these exist apart |
from sensible substances) we must consider them

later. But now let us proceed to discuss those
substances which are generally accepted as such.

Now these are the sensible substances, and sll
sensible substances contain matter. And the sub-6
strate is substance ; in one sense matter (by matter Sibstence
I mean that which is not actually, but is potentially,
an individual thing); and in another the formula
and the specific shape (which is an individual thing
and is theoretically separable) ; and thirdly there is
the combination of the two, which alone admits of
generation and destruction,? and is separable in an
unqualified sense—for of substances in the sense of
formula some are separable ¢ and some are not.

That matter is also substance is evident; for in7
all opposite processes of change there is something Substance
that underlies those processes ; e.g., if the change is ’
of place, that which is now in one place and sub-
sequently in another ; and if the change is of mag-
nitude, that which is now of such-and-such a size,
and subsequently smaller or greater; and if the
change is of quality, that which is now healthy and
subsequently diseased. Similarly, if the change is 8
in respect of being, there is something which is now
in course of generation, and subsequently in course
of destruction, .and which is the underlying sub-
strate, now as this individual thing, and subsequently
as deprived of its individuality. In this last process
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? 4.e., locomotion does not involve substantial changes
alteration may or may not involve it (in IX. viii. 17 we find
that it does not) ; increase or decrease does involve it.

® ¢.g., the heavenly bodies, though imperishable, cam
move in space (ch. iv. 7, NIL ii. 4).

¢ Physics 225 a 12-20; ¢f. De Gen. et Corr. 317 a 17-31.
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of change the others are involved, but in either one
or two ¢ of the others it is not involved ; for it does
not necessarily follow that if a thing contains matter
that admits of change of place, it also contains
matter that is generable and destructible.® The
difference between absolute and qualified generation
has been explained in the Physics.®

II. Since substance in the sense of substrate Substance
or matter is admittedly substance, and this is :igg:ﬂ;'

otential substance, it remains to explain the nature

of the actual substance of sensible things. Now The kinds of
Democritus ¢ apparently assumes three differences in gonstitutive
substance ; for he says that the underlying body is
one and the same in matcrial, but differs in figure,
i.e. shape; or inclination, i.e. position; or inter-
contact, i.e. arrangement.  But evidently there are
many differences ; e.g. some things are defined by the
way in which their materials are combined, as, for
example, things which are unified by mixture, as
honey-water ; or by ligature, as a faggot; or by
glue, as a book ; or by clamping, as a chest; or by
more than one of these methods. Other things are
defined by their position, e.g. threshold and lintel
(for these differ in being situated in a particular way) ;
and others by place (or direction), e.g. the winds;
others by time, e.g. dinner and breakfast; and
others by the attributes peculiar to sensible things,
e.g. hardness and softness, density and rarity, dryness
and humidity. Some are distinguished by some of
these differences, and others by all of them ; and in
general some by excess and some by defect.

Hence it is clear that “is” has the same number

68 2 9Y

of senses ; for a thing “*is” a threshold because it is
¢ ¢f. L iv. 1L.

29
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situated in a particular way, and ** to be a threshold ~’
means to be situated in this particular way ; and “ to
be ice ”’ means to be condensed in this particular way.
Some things have their being defined in all these
ways : by being partly mixed, partly blendcd, partly
bound, partly condensed, and partly subjected to all
the other different processes ; as, for example, a hand
or a foot. We must therefore comprehend the ¢
various kinds of differences—for these will be prin-
ciples of being—i.e. the differences in degree, or in
density and rarity, and in other such modifications ;
for they are all instances of excess and defect. And &
if anything differs in shape or in smoothness or rough-
ness, all these are differences in straightness and
curvature. For some things mixture will constitute
being, and the opposite state not-being.

T'rom this it is evident that if substance is the cause
of the cxistence of each thing, we must look among
these “ differences ” for the cause of the being of
each thing. No one of them, nor the combination of 6
any two of them, is substance, but nevertheless each
one of them contains something analogous to sub-
stance. And just as in the case of substances that
which is predicated of the matter is the actuality
itself, so in the other kinds of definition it is the
nearest approximation to actuality. E.g.,if we have
to define a threshold, we shall call it ' a piece of
wood or stone placed in such-and-such a way "’ ; and
we shall define a house as ** bricks and timber
arranged in such-and-such a’'way ™ ; or again in
some cases there is the final cause as well. And
if we are dcfining ice, we shall describe it as
* water congcaled or condensed in such-and-such
a way’; and a harmony is ** such-and-such a com-
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bination of high and low ”; and similarly in the
other cases.

From this it is evident that the actuality or formula
is different in the case of differcnt matter ; for in
some cascs it is a combination, in others a mixture,
and in others some other of the modes which we have
deseribed.
those who describe it as stones, bricks and wood,
describe the potential house, since these things are
its matter ; those who describe it as " a reccptac]e
for containing goods and bodies,” or something else
to the same Cﬁcct desceribe its actuality ; but those
who combine these two definitions describe the
third kind of substance, that which is composcd of
matter and form.
mula which involves the differentiae is that of the
form and the actuaht} , while that which involves the
constituent parts is rather that of the matter. The

same is true of the kind of definitions which Archytas®

uscd to accept ; for they are definitions of the com-
bined matter and form. E.g., what is ** windless-
ness ? 7 Stillness in a large extent of air; for the
air is the matter, and the stillness is the actuality and
substance. What is a calm? Levelness of sea.
The sea is the material substrate, and the levelness
is the actuality or form.

T'rom the foregoing account it is elear what sensible
substance is, and in Wh&t sense it exists; either as
matter, or as form and aetuality, or thirdly as the
combination of the two.

I1I. We must not fail to realize that sometimes it
is doubtful whether a name denotes the composite
substance or the actuality and the form——e.g. whether
* house ”” denotes the composite thing, ““ a covering
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Hence in defining the nature of a house, 8

Tor it would seem that the for- 9
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METAPHYSICS, VIIIL. i 1-5

made of bricks and stones arranged in such-and-such
a way,” or the actuality and form, “a covering
and whether ““ line 7’ means ** duality in length ™ or
“ duality 7 ¢; and whether ““animal” means “a
soul in a body " or *“a soul . for the soul is the
substance and actuality of some body. The term 2
“animal ”’ would be applicable to both cases; not
as being defined by one formula, but as relating to
one concept. These distinctions are of importance
from anotlicr point of view, but unimportant for the
investigation of sensible substance ; because the
essence belongs to the form and the actualization.
Soul and essence of soul are the same, but man and 3
essence of man are not, unless the soul is also to be
called man ; and although this is so in one sense, it is
not so in another.

It appears, then. upon inquiry into the matter?
that a syllable is not derived from the phonetic
elements plus combination, nor is a house bricks plus
combination. And this is true ; for the combination
or mixture is not derived from the things of which it
is a combination or mixture, nor, similarly, is any ¢
other of the * differences.” E.g., if the threshold is
defined by its position, the position is not derived
from the threshold, but rather wice versa. Nor,
indeed, is man ““ animal ” plus *“ two-footed " ; there
must be something which exists besides these, if they
are matter ; but it is neither an element nor derived
from an element, but the substance ; and those who
offer the definition given above are omitting this and
describing the matter. If, then, this something else
is the cause of a man’s being, and this is his substance,
they will not be stating his actual substance.

Now the substance must be either eternal or
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METAPHYSICS, VIII. m. 5-8

perishable without ever being in process of perishing,
and generated without ever being in process of
generation. It has been clearly demonstrated else-
where ¢ that no one generates or creates the form ;
it is the individual thing that is created, and the
compound that is generated. But whether the
substances of perishable things are separable or not
is not yet at all clear *; only it is clear that this is
impossible in some cases, i.e. in the case of all things
which cannot exist apart from the particular in-
stances ; e.g. house or implement. Probably, then,
neither these things themselves, nor anything else
which is not naturally composed, are substances ; for
their nature is the only substance which one can
assume in the case of perishable things. Hence the
difficulty which perplexed the followers of Anti-
sthenes ? and others similarly unlearned has a certain
application ; I mean the difficulty that itis impossible
to define what a thing is (for the definition, they say,
is a lengthy formula), but it is possible actually to
teach others what a thing is kke; e.g., we cannot say
what silver is, but we can say that it is like tin. Hence
there can be definition and formula of one kind of
substance, i.e. the composite, whether it is sensible or
intelligible ; but not of its primary constituents,
since the defining formula denotes something predi-
cated of something, and tbis must be partly of the
nature of matter and partly of the nature of form.
It is also obvious that, it numbers are in any sense 9
substances, they are such in this sense, and not, as Analogies
some ¢ describe them, aggregates of units. For (a) the Lot

definition is a kind of number, since it is divisible, g\égﬁ{;’i“

=]

=]

[=:9]

to substance is only one of analogy. Cf. XIIL vi., vii., and
see Introd. pp. xvil £, xxiii f.
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and divisible into indivisible parts (for formulae are
not infinite) ; and number is of this nature.
(b) just as when any element which composes the
number iIs subtracted or added, it is no longer the
same number but a different one, however small
the subtraction or addition is; so neither the
definition nor the essence will continue to exist if
something is subtracted from or added to it. And
(¢) a number must be something in virtue of which it
is a unity (whereas our opponents cannot say what
makes it one); that is, if it is a unity. For either it
is not a unity but a kind of aggregate, or if it is a
unity, we must explain what makes a unity out of
a plurality. And the definition is a unity; but
similarly they cannot explain the definition either.
This is a natural consequence, for the same reason
applies to both, and substance is a unity in the way
which we have explained, and not as some thinkers
say : e.g. because it is a kind of unit or point; but
each substance is a kind of actuality and nature.
Also (d) just as a number does not admit of variation
in degree, so neither does substance in the sense of
form ; if any substance does admit of this, it is sub-
stance in combination with matter.®

Let this suffice as a detailed account of the genera-
tion and destruction of so-called substances, in what
sense they are possible and in what sense they are
not; and of the reference of things to number.

IV. As regards material substance, we must not
fai] to realize that even if all things are derived from
the same primary cause, or from the same things as
primary causes?; ze. even if all things that are
generated have the same matter for their first
principle, nevertheless each thing has some matter
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peculiar to it; e.g., ** the sweet ”” or * the viscous’
is the proximate matter of mucus, and ** the bitter’
or some such thing is that of bile—although probably
mucus and bile are derived from the same ultimate
matter. The result is that there is more than one 2
matter of the same thing, when one thing is the matter
of the other; e.g., mucus is derived from * the vis-
cous " ; and from ‘‘ the sweet,” if “ the viscous”
is derived from “ the sweet”; and from bile, by
the analysis of bile into its ultimate matter. For
there are two senses in which X comes from Y ;
either because X will be found further on than Y
in the process of development, or because X is pro-
duced when Y is analysed into its original con-
stituents. And different things can be gencrated by 3
the moving cause when the matter is one and the
same, e.g. a chest and a bed from wood. But some
different things must necessarily have different
matter ; e.g., a saw cannot be generated from wood,
nor does this lie in the power of the moving cause,
for it cannot make a saw of wool or wood.

If, then, itis possible to make the same thing 4
from different matter, clearly the art, <e. the
moving principle, is the same; for if both the
matter and the mover are different, so too is the
product.

So whenever we inquire what the cause is, since
there are causes in several senses, we must state all
the possible causes. E.g., what is the material cause 5
ofaman? Themenses. Whatis the moving cause ?
The semen. What is the formal cause? The
essence. What is the final cause? The end.
(But perhaps both the latter are the same.) We
must, however, state the most proximate causes.

417




ARISTOTLE

1044 b

Myew, Tl 7 TAn; y o M yiv, dAAG T
N 0 OAn; py mOp ) iy, A T
[lept pév olv Tas dvowcas odolas ral yevrmras
Svdyry olrw petiévar, ef mis péraow Splds, elmep

s dpa alnd 7€ TabTa Kal TooalTa, Kai O¢l Ta alTia
yrwpllew., énl 8¢ Tdv dvowdv pév aidlwy 8¢
ovoLdy dAos Adyos. lows yap éria odk Eyer UAny,

7 ob TowavTNy @A\a pdvov katd Témov KumTw.
o008 Soa &) duoer pév, un odolalt 8¢, odk ot
TovTOors TAn, dAXd 76 dmoxeluevov 1) odola. olov
10 7{ altiov éxdeifews, Tis BAn; o yap EoTw, X
7 cedjry 70 mdoyov. Ti 8 alrov ds kwioav xal
Plcipay 70 $ds; 1) yH. 70 8 of érera lows ol
éorw. 716 & s €lbos ¢ Adyos, dAMa ddnlos éaw
pn pera Tis alrias 7§ 6 Adyos. olov T{ éxdewfus;
UTE’anLg qﬁcm‘o’g. av 8¢ 'rrpom'e@ﬁ TO Y7o vis ev
15 péow yryvopévms, © ovv TG altiw Adyos odros.
dmvov 8 ddndov T 10 mpdTOV mdoyov. dAXN 7
76 {Hov; val, aMa TovTo katd 7, Kal Ti TPDTOV;
kapdla %) dAlo Ti. elra Pmo Tivos; elra Ti T(;
mdlflos 70 €xelvov rat pm 7ol SAov; ST drumala
g0 Totadl; wal, AN alry 7O T mdoyew 16 mpdTov;
V. "Erel 8 évia dvev yevéogws‘ Kal (ﬁ@op&g é/m':
kal odk Eorw, olov al oriyual, elrep elol, xal
SAws Ta eldm xai al popdal (oD ydp TO Acuwdw

1 oa’:aém I'};\}*J Alexander: ofeia rece. I' Simplicius.
kal al popgpal om. EJ et fort. Alexander.

e Cf. ch,i. 8 n.
B Cf Vi 1, VI vidi. 8,
e Cf. 1L v. 8, 9.
418

METAPHYSICS, VIII. 1v. 5—v. 1

What is the matter ? Not fire or earth, but the
matter proper to man.

Thus as regards generable natural substances we g
must proceed in this manner, if we are to procecd
correctly ; that is, if the causes are these and of
this number, and it is necessary to know the causes.
But in the case of substances which though natural
are cternal the principle is diffcrent. For presum-
ably some of them have no matter, or no matter of
this kind, but only such as is spatially mobile.®
Moreover, things which cxist by nature but are not 7
substances have no matter ; their substrate is their
substance. [E.g., what is the cause of an eclipse ;
what is its matier ? It has none; it is the moon
which is affected. What is the moving cause which
destroys the light 2 The carth. Therc is probably
no final cause. The formal cause is the formula ;
but this is obscure unless it includes the eflicient
cause. F.g., what is an eclipse ? A privation of 8
light ; and if we add " caused by the earth’s inter-
vention,” this is the definition which includes the
cefficient> cause. In the case of sleep it is not clear
what it is that is proximately affected. Is it the
animal ?  Ycs; but in respeet of what, and of what
proximately 7 The heart, or some other part.
Again, by what Is it affected ?  Again, what is the
affection which affects that part, and not the whole
animal ? A particular kind of immobility 7 Yes ;
but in virtue of what affection of the proximate
subject is it this ?

V. Since some things both are and are not, without The relatlon
i of matter 1o

being liable to generation and destruction ®—e.g. seneration
points,® if they exist at all; and in general the forms and change .

and shapes of things (because white does not come to
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be, but the wood becomes white, since everything
which comes into being comes from something and
becomes something)—not all the contraries ¢ can be
generated from each other. White is not generated
from black in the same way as a white man is gener-
ated from a black man ; nor does everything contain
matter, but only such things as admit of generation
and transformation into each other. And suchg
things as, without undergoing a process of change,
both are and are not, have no matter.

There is a difficulty in the question how the matter
of the individual is related to the contraries. E.g.,if
the body is potentially healthy, and the contrary of
health is disease, is the body potentially both healthy
and diseased? And is water potentially wine and
vinegar ? Probably in the one case it is the matter
in respect of the positive state and form, and in the
other case in respect of privation and degeneration
which is contrary to its proper nature.

There is also a difficulty as to why wine is not the 8
matter of vinegar, nor potentially vinegar (though
vinegar comes from it), and why the living man is
not potentially dead. In point of fact they are not ;
their degeneration is accidental, and the actual
matter of the living body becomes by degeneration
the potentiality and matter of the dead body, and
water the matter of vinegar; for the one becomes
the other just as day becomes night. All things 4
which change reciprocally in this way must return
into the matter ; e.g., if a living thing is generated
from a dead one, it must first become the matter,
and then a living thing; and vincgar must first
become water, and then wine.

VI. Withregard to the difliculty which we have de-
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seribed @ in connexion with definitions and numbers, The unity of
what is the cause of the unification ? In all things definibion.
which have a plurality of parts, and which are
not a total aggregate but a whole of some sort
distinct from the parts, there is some cause; in-
asmuch as even in bodies sometimes contact is the
cause of their unity, and sometimes viscosity or some
other such quality. Buta definition is one account, 2
not by connexion, like the Iliad, but because it is a
definition of one thing.

What is it, then, that makes “ man ~ one thing,
and why does it make him one thing and not many,
eg. “animal” and “ two-footed,” especially if, as
some say, there is an Idea of “ apimal” and an
Tdea of * two-footed ”? Why are not these Ideas 3
“ man,” and why should not man exist by participa-
tion, not in any ‘ man,” bub in two ldeas, those of
“animal ’ and ¢ two-footed ' ? And in general
“ man  will be not one, but two things—"* animal ”’
and © two-footed.” Bvidently if we proceed in this
way, as 1t is asual to define and explain, it will be
impossible to answer and solve the difficulty. Duté
if, as we maintain, man is part matter and part
form—the matter being potentially, and the form
actually man—, the point which we are investigat-
ing will no longer seem to be a difficulty. Tor
this difficulty is just the same as w¢ should have if
the definition of X? were “ vound bronze ”; for
this name would give a cluc to the formula, so that
the question becomes « what is the cause of the
unification of ‘ round’ and ‘ bronze *? 7 The diffi-
culty is no longer apparent, because the one is matter
and the other form. What then is it (apart from
the active caus€) which causes that which exists
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potentially to exist actually in things which admit of
generation? There is no other cause of the potential
sphere’s being an actual sphere; this was the
essence of each.®

Some matter is intelligible and some sensible, and 6
partof the formula is always matter and part actuality ;
e.g., the circle is a plane figure.® But such things®
as have no matter, neither intelligible nor sensible,
are ipso facto each one of them essentially something
one ; just as they are essentially something existent :
an individual substance, a quality, or a quantity.
Hence neither “ existent ” nor “ one * is present in
their definitions. And their essence is ipso facto
something one, just as it is something existent.
Hence also there is no cther cause of the unity of 7
any of these things, or of their existence ; for each one
of them is “one ” and “ existent ” not because it
is contained in the genus “‘ being ”* or ** unity,” nor
because these genera exist separately apart from
-their particulars, but ipso_facto.

It is because of this difficulty that some thinkers ¢ 8
speak of * participation,” and raise the question of
what is the cause of participation, and what participa-
tion means; and others speak of * communion ” ;
e.g., Lycophron ¢ says that knowledge is a communion
of the soul with *“ knowing ”; and others call life a
combination or connexion of soul with body. Thes
same argument, however, applies in every case ; for
“ being healthy ” will be the ‘‘communion” or
¢« connexion ’ or ‘ combination " of soul and health ;
and ““ being a bronze triangle ” a “ combination " of

3

bronze and triangle ; and *‘ being white ” a ' com~

4 The Platonists.
¢ A sophist, disciple of Gorgias.
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BOOK IX

I. We have now dealt with Being in the primary Book TX.
sense, to which all the other categories of being are I750 .0
related ; i.e. substance. For it is from the concept AcTUALIrY.
of substance that all the other modes of being take Potentiality
their meaning ; both quantity and quality and all of potency -
other such terms ; for they will all involve the con- 3 PaTeite
cept of substance, as we stated it in the beginning of change or
our discussion.® And since the senses of being are 2
analysable ® not only into substance or quali?y'or motion.
quantity, but also in accordance with pqtentlahty
and actuality and function, let us also gain a clear
understanding about potentiality and actgahty ; and
first about potentiality in the sense which is most
proper to the word, but not most useful for our pre-
sent purpose—for potentiality and actuality extend
beyond the sphere of terms which only refer to
motion, When we have discussed this sense of 3
potentiality we will, in the course of our definitions of
actuality,’ explain the others also. .

We have made it plain elsewhere @ that *‘ poten-
tiality ”” and ‘‘ can ” have several senses. All senses 4
which are merely equivocal may be dismissed ; for
some are used by analogy, as in geometry,® zll‘nd we
call things possible or impossible because they * are

or ‘“are not” in some particular way. But the
4V, xii. ¢ Cf. V. xii. 11.
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potentialities which conform to the same type are all
principles, and derive their meaning from one primary
sense of potency, which is the source of change in
some other thing, or in the same thing qua other.

One kind of potentiality is the power of being
affected ; the principle in the patient itself which
initiates a passive change in it by the action of some
other thing, or of itself qua other. Another is a
positive state of impassivity in respect of deteriora-
tion or destruction by something else or by itself qua
something else ; i.e. by a transformatory principle—
for all these definitions contain the formula of the
primary sense of potentiality. Again, all these
potentialitics are so called either because they merely
act or are acted upon in a particular way, or because
they do so well. ence in their formulae also the
formulae of potentiality in the senses previously
deseribed are present in some degree.

Clearly, then, in one sensc the potentiality for acting
and being acted upon is one (for a thing is ** capable ”
both because it itsclf posscsses the power of being
acted upon, and also because something else has the
power of being acted upon by it); and in another
sense it is not ; for it is partly in the patient (for it is
because it contains a certain principle, and because
even the matter is a kind of principle, that the patient
isactedupon ; i.e., one thing is acted upon by another:
oily stuff is inflammable, and stuff which yields in a
certain way is breakable, and similarly in other cases)

—and partly in the agent; e.g. heat and the art of 8

buildine : the former in that which produces heat,
and the latter in that which builds. Hence in so far

as it is a natural unity, nothing is acted upon by
itself ; because it is one, and not a separate thing.
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METAPHYSICS, IX. 1. 8—u. 3

“ Incapacity ” and * the incapable " is the privation
contrary to ‘‘ capacity ” in this sense ; so that every
““ capacity ” has a contrary incapacity for producing
the same result in respect of the same subject.
Privation has several senses ®—it is applied (i.) to 8

anything which does not possess a ccrtain attribute ;
(ii.) to that which would naturally possess it, but does
not; either (a) in general, or (¢) when it would
naturally possess it; and either (1) in a particular
way, e.g. entirely, or (2) in any way at all. And in
some cases if things which would naturally possess
some attribute lack it as the result of constraint, we
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inanimate things, and others in animate things and gotencics.

in the soul and in the rational part of the soul, it is
clear that some of the potencies also will be irrational
and some rational. Hence all arts, 7.e. the productive
sciences, are potencies ; because they are principles

-of change in another thing, or in the artist Limself

gua other.

Bvery rational potency admits equally of contrary g
results, but irrational potencies admit of onc result
only. E.g., heat can only produce heat, but medical
science can produce disease and licalth.  The rcason
of this is that science is a rational account, and the
same account explains both the thing and its priva-
tion, though not in the same way ; and in one sense
it applies to both, and in another scnse rather to the
actual fact. Therefore such sciences must trecat of 3
contraries—essentially of the one, and non-essenti-
ally of the other; for the rational account also
applies essentially to the one, but to the other in a
kind of accidental way, since it is by negation and
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b Literally ** of the other,” {.e. the positive term.

¢ The meaning of this awkward sentence is clearly shown
in the latter part of § 4.

4 Founded by Euclides of Megara, an enthusiaslic ad-
mirer of Socrates. The Megarics adopted the Eleatic system
and developed it along dialectical lines.
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removal that it throws light on the contrary. For
the contrary is the primary privation,® and this is
the removal of that to which it is contrary.? And¢
since contrary attributes cannot be induced in the
same subjecet, and scicnee is a potency which depends
upon the possession of a rational formula, and the
soul contains a principle of motion, it follows that
whereas “* the salutary 7 can only produce health,
and “the calefactory ” only heat, and * the fri-
gorific ” only cold, the scientific man can produce
both contrary results. Tor the rational account
includes both, though not in the same way; and
it is in the soul, which contains a principle of motion,
and will therefore, by mcans of the same principle,
sct both processes in motion, by linking them with
the same rational account. Hence things which
have a rational poteney produce results contrary
to those of things whose potency is irrational ¢ for
the results of the former are included under one
principle, the rational account. It is evident also &
that whercas the power of mercly producing (or
suffering) a given effect is implicd in the power of
producing that cffect swell, the contrary is not always
true ; for that which produces an effect well must
also produce it, but that which merely produces a
given effect does not necessarily produce it well.
IIT. There are some, e.o. the Megaric school? Rfef“tabion

who say that a thing 0111by has potency when it (i[_;é:fric
functions, and that when it is not functioning it has ;g"t‘;n‘;;_
no potency. £E.g., they say that a man whp is not
building cannot build, but only the man who is build-

ing, and at the moment when lie is building ; and
similarly in the other cases. It is 1ot difficult to see 2

the absurd conscquences of this theory. Obviously
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° i.e. the form of * house.”

> Of. IV, v, vi.

¢ t.e., we have justsaid that that which is incapable is de-
_prlved of its potency—in this case, of its potency for happen-
ing.
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a man will not be a builder unless he is building,
because ““to be a builder ” is “ to be capable of
building "’ ; and the same will be true of the other
arts. If, therefore, it is impossible to possess these 3
arts without learning them at some time and having
grasped them, and impossible not to possess them
without having lost them at some time (through
forgetfulness or some affection or the lapse of time;
not, of course, through the destruction of the object
of the art,? beeause it exists always), when the artist
ceases to practise his art, he will not possess it;
and if he immediately starts building again, how 4
will he have re-acquired the art ?

The same is true of inanimate things. Neither
the cold nor the hot nor the sweet nor in general
any sensible thing will cxist unless we are perceiving
it (and so the result will be that they are affirm-
ing Protagoras’ theory ?). Indeed, nothing will have
the faculty of sensation unless it is perceiving, i.e.
actually employing the faculty. If, then, that is §
blind which has not sight, theugh it would naturally
have it, and when it would naturally have it, and
while it still exists, the same people will be blind
many times a day ; and deaf too.

Turther, if that which is deprived of its potency
is incapable, that which is not happening will be
incapable of happening ; and he who says that that
whieh is incapable of happening is or nzll be, will be
in error, for this is what ‘“incapable ” meant.c Thus &
these theories do away with both motion and gencra-
tion ; for that which is standing will always stand,
and that which is sitting will always sit; because
if it is sitting it will not gct up, since it is impos-
sible that anything which is incapable of getting up
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should get up. Since, then, we cannot maintain 7
this, obviously potentiality and actuality are different.
But these theories make potentiality and actuality
identical ; hence it is no small thing that they are
trying to abolish.

Thus it is possible that a thing may be capable
of being and yet not be, and capable of not being and
yet be; and similarly in the other categories that
which is capable of walking may not walk, and that
which is capable of not walking may walk. A thing 8
is capable of doing something if there is nothing
impossible in its having the actuality of that of which
it 1s said to have the potentiality. I mean, e.g., that
if a thing is capable of sitting and is not prevented
from sitting, there is nothing impossible in its actually
sitting ; and similarly if it is capable of being moved
or moving or standing or making to stand or being
or becoming or not being or not becoming.

The term * actuality,” with its implication of §
‘ complete reality,” has been extended from motions,
to which it properly belongs, to other things; for
it is agreed that actuality is properly motion. Hence 10
people do not invest non-existent things with motion,
although they do invest them with certain other
predicates. F.g., they say that non-existent things
are conceivable and desirable, but not that they are
in motion. This is because, although these things
do not exist actually, they will exist actually ; for
some non-existent things exist potentially ; yet
they do not exist, because they de not exist in
complete reality.

¢

IV. Now if, as we have said, that is possible which Thet which
is possibis

! Badliew Joachim: Badiior,
? v Joachim: elvac. does not invelve an impossibility, obviously it cannot may come

3 ¢ adiwaror uh Zeller: 4 JT: 4 EAb Alexander. be true to say that so-and-so is possible, but will not o be.
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be; this view entirely loses sight of the instances
of impossibility.? I mean, suppose that someone—
i.e. the sort of man who does not take the impossible
into account—were to say that it is possible to
measure the diagonal of a square, but that it will
not be measured, because there is nothing to pre-
vent a thing which is capable of being or coming
to be from ncither being nor being likely ever to
be. But from our premisses this necessarily follows : 2
that if we are to assume that which is not, but is
possible, to be or to have come to be, nothing im-
possible must be involved. But in this case some-
thing impossible will take place; for the measuring
of the djagonal is impossible.

The false is of course not the same as the impos-
sible; for although it is false that you are mnow
standing, it is not impossible. At the same time 3
it is also clear that if B must be rcal if A is, then if
it is possible for A to be real, it must also be possible
for B to be real; for even if B is not necessarily
possible, there is nothing to prevent its being possible.
Let A, then, be possible. Then when A was pos-
sible, if A was assumed to be real, nothing impossible
was involved ; but B was necessarily real too. But
ex hypothesi B was impossible. Let B be impossible.
Then if B is impossible, A must also be impossible. 4
But A was by definition possible. Therefore so
is B.

If, therefore, A is possible, B will also be possible ;
that is if their relation was such that if A is real, B
must be real. Then if, A and B being thus related, 5
B is not possible on this condition, A and B will not
be related as we assumed ; and if when A is possible
B is necessarily possible, then if A is real B must
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& (f. ch.ii. 4, 5.

¢ sc., if every potency must act automatically whenever
agent and patient meet.
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be real too. Tor to say that B must be possible if A
is possible means that if A is real at the time‘when
and in the way in which it was assumed that it was
possible for it to be real, then B must be real at that
time and in that way. .

V. Since all potencies are either innate, like the Hooc‘chies
senses, or acqured by practice, like flute-playing, or are, scired
by study, as in the arts, some—such as are acquired & *
by practice or a rational formula—we can only possess
when we have first exercised them ¢ ; in the case of
others which are not of this kind and which imply
passivity, this is not necessary. )

Since anything which is possible is something pos- 2
sible at some time and in some way, and with any
other qualifications which are necessarily included in
the definition ; and since some things can set up pro-
cesscs rationally and have rational potencies, while
others are irrational and have irrational potencics;
and since the former class can only belong to a living
thing, whereas the latter can belong both to living
and to inanimate things: it follows that as for
potencies of the latter kind, when the agent agd
the patient meet in accordance with the potency in
question, the one must act and the other be .actcd
upon ; but in the former kind of potency this is not
necessary, for whereas each single potency of the
latter kind is productive of a single effect, those of
the former kind are productive of contrary effec.ts,b
so that one potency will produce at ine same time
contrary effects. But this is impossible. Therefore 3
there must be some other deciding factor, by which
I mean desire or conscious choice. For whichever of
two things an animal desires decisively it will do,
when it is. in circumstances appropriate to the
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potency and meets with that which admits of being
acted upon. Therefore everything which is rationally
capable, when it desires something of which it has
the capability, and in the circumstances in which it
has the capability, must do that thing. Now it has 4
the capability when that which admits of being
acted upon is present and is in a certain state;
otherwise it will not be able to act. (To add the
qualification “‘if nothing external prevents it”
is no longer necessary ; because the agent has the
capability in so far as it is a capability of acting ;
and 1his is not in all, but in certain circumstances,
in which external hindrances will be excluded;
for they are precluded by some of the positive quali-
fications in the definition.) Hence even if it wishes
or desires to do two things or contrary things simul-
tancously, it will not do them, for it has not the
capability to do them under these conditions, nor
has it the capability of doing things simultaneously,
since it will only do the things to which the capa-
bility applies and under the appropriate conditions.

VI, Since we have now dealt with the kind of The nature
potency which is related to motion, let nus now dig- ofactuslity.
cuss actuality ; what it is, and what its qualities are.
For as we continue our analysis it will also become
clear with regard to the potential that we apply
the name not only to that whose nature it is to
move or be moved by something clse, either without
qualification or in some definite way, but also in
other senses; and it is on this account that in the
course of our inquiry we have discussed these as well.

“ Actuality 7’ means the presence of the thing, 2
not in the sense which we mean by  potentially.” actuslity

We say that a thing is present potentially as Hermes glffs'}“‘ed
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METAPHYSICS, IX. vi. 2-8

is present in the wood, or the half-liae in the whele, from po-
because it can be separated from it and as we call reutiality.
even a man who is not studying ““ a scholar ™ if he is
capable of studying. That which is present in the
opposite sense to this is present actually. What we 3
mean can be plainly scen in the particular cases by
induction ; we need not seek a definition for every
term, but must compreliend the analogy : that as
that which is actually building is to that which ie
capable of building, so is that which is awale 1o that
which is asleep; and that which is seeing to that
which has the eyes shut, but has the power of sight ;
and that which is differentiated out of matter to the
matter ; and the finished article to the raw material.
Let actuality be defined by one member of this 4
antithesis, and the potential by the other.

But things are not all said to exist actnally in the
same .sensc¢, but only by analogy—as A is in B or
to B, sois Cin or to D ; for the relation is either that
of motion to potentiality, or that of substance to
some particular matter.

Infinity and void and other concepts of this kind 5
are said to * be "’ potentially or actually in a different Tufiuity,
sense from the majority of existing things, e.g. that void, 686,
which sees, or walks, or is seen. For in these latter 6
cases the predication may somctimes be truly made have no true
without qualification, since ** that which is seen ” ****%"
is so called sometimes because it is seen and some-
times because it is capable of being scen ; but the
Infinite does not exist potentially in the sense that
it will ever exist separately in actuality ; it is separ-
able only in knowledge. For the fact that the
process of division never ceases makes this actuality
exist potentially, but not separately.®
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METAPHYSICS, IX. vi. 7-10

Since no action which has a limit is an end, but 7
only a means to the end, as, e.g., the process of thin- écsﬁh?:_lity
ning ; and since the parts of the body themselves, guished
when one is thinning them, are in motion in the 2R
sense that they are not already that which it is the
object of the motion to make them, this process is
pot an action, or at least not a complete one, since
it is not an end ; it is the process which includes the
end that is an action. E.g., at the same time we see 8
and have seen, understand and have understood,
think and have thought ; but we cannot at the same
time learn and have learnt, or become healthy and be
healthy. We are living well and have lived well,
we are happy and have been happy, at the same
time ; otherwise tlie process would have had to
cease at some time, like the thinning-process; but
it has not ceased at the present moment: we both
are living and have lived.

Now of these processes we should call the one
type motions, and the other actualizations. Every 9
motion is incomplete—the processes of thinning,
learning, walking, building—these are motions, and
incomplete at that. Tor it is not the same thing
which at the same time is walking and has walked,
or is building and has built, or is becoming and has
become, or is being moved and has been moved,
but two different things ; and that which is causing
motion is different from that which has caused
motion. But the same thing at the same time is 10
seeing and has seen, is thinking and has thought.
The latter kind of process, then, is what I mean
by actualization, and the former what I mean by
motion.

What the actual is, then, and what it is like, may

449




ARISTOTLE METAPHYSICS, IX. vr. 10—vi1. 4

1048 b
I3 Y N
TL TE€ €0TL 7 2 700 v A L.
sh ; ""j‘ OOV, €KX TOUTWY Kai TOV Toovrwy be regarded as demonstrated from these and similar
Hlov UV €0Tw. considerations.
o Hére o . . must, however, distinguish when arti- How one
VII. 116 ¢ Suvduer éorw Exacrov VII. We t, however, dist h when a part
o 1 s x . . s i i
1093 08, Swopioréor: 0d vip . Jov et more cular thing exists potentially, and when it does (03800,
R & : PO . . .
' ort Suvd ” yap omoTeouv. olov m yi) dp not ; for it does not so exist at any and every time. snother.
1 N o’ . -
€oT ovvaper dvfpwmog!; 7 ol, aAAd palov Srav E.g., is earth potentially 2 man? No, but rather

when it has already become semen,® and perhaps

y , i
N0 yévprar onépua, kal 0ddé e lows. @ome : X
" not even then ; just as not everything can be healed

olv ovde mo i oo ne

imd TﬁX;gUg;\)\’LZZKng amay at’ U")’Lageﬂ/z? ovd’ by medicine, or even by chance, but there is some

e Ty s Lt T¢ 0 dvvardy €0TL, kKAl TOOT definite kind of thing which is capable of it, and this
5 €oTiv vytaivor Surdpuer. "Opos 8¢ 106 pdv dnd is that which is potentially healthy.

Stavoias e’yTe,\EXﬂ’g yiyvoudvov ek 705 Suwd The definition of that which as a result of thought 2
Svros, &rav ,BOUA"/]GGII’TOS‘ viyvnrac gmens f’L“ comes, from e?clstmg potengally, .to exist actual.ly,
oy Y Hnteros kwAvov- is that, when it has been willed, if no external in-

TOS TWV €kT0S, €xel O év TG vytalopévew, Sray punléy fluence hinders it, it comes to pass; and the con-

dition in the case of the patient, i.e. in the person

7 -~ 3 3
KWAUY 7dv & adrd.  Suol 3 ; s
] W. opoiws 5é Buya;LeL Kat olkia, ; . Lealed. is tl Li : . !
who is being healed, is that nothing in him should

k] 1
o e unlév kwlder 73v & rod P
oUTWw 5 . - .
yiyvealar ol S o T katoTg Ay Tod hinder the process. Similarly a house exists poten- |
LKiay ~ ’ B . - . . .
> OUO €07V O el 7pooyevéabae 7 tially if there is nothing in X, the matter, to pre-

vent it from becoming a house, i.e., if there is no-
thing which must be added or removed or changed ;
then X is potentially a house ; and similarly in all 3

3 7’ "
awoya’euﬁal, n #GTQIBG./\GLV, ToUTO BUl’d/.LEL OL’K’L’Q.

\ k] 1 ~ bl L1 ’
Kat eme TG dAwv doavrws, Sowv Ewley 7 apxT)

- ,
TS YEVETEws, kal Scwy & & S el . .. .
So Dend t ?7 & aVTw TQ €yovTe, other cascs where the generative principle is ex- :
, , 0 ;
a pnbevos Tav Ewley eumodilovros Eorar §¢° ternal. And in all cases where the generative

principle is contained in the thing itself, one thing

¢ -~ -
15 avToD. ofov 76 ondppa olmw: St vip &y &
oUmw: 8el yap v dAw
: is potentially another when, if nothing external

Y2 7
xai®  perafdddew: Srav § 4 v e o
dovis # T'BL R s ~ 767 ?La T'Zg avToy hinders, it will of itself become the other. FE.g.,
PX7]S 1] TotouTov, mon TolTo Suvduerr Eretvo Sé the semen is not yet potentially a man ; for it must

further undergo a change in some other medium.®
But when, by its own generative principle, it has
already come to have the necessary attributes, in
® This is inconsistent with Aristotle’ - this state it is now potentially a man, whereas
semen is the formal element in reproduc’fion.doc(ta’}l.n\t’ItIhIz.lEv.ﬂ.;e m the.former state it has need of another prin-
’ ciple ; just as earth is not yet potentially a statue, 4

<€ L > ~ -~ -4 ~
€Tépas apyfls Selrou, woTep ﬁ Y7 olmw ardpide
1 4 ;
Surdper &uﬁpw}ros‘ EJ Alexander: dvbpwmos Srrdue, AD,
meoety kai Ross: evar kal Bullinger,

VI ix. 5.
450
451




ARISTOTLE

1048 3
a - o~ Al N
Swvdperr perafaltoboa’ vap éorar yarxds. “Eouwe
A a 7 A ’ 3 b
8¢ 6 Aéyopev elvor o 768 dAN’ éxelvivov, olov 76
14 P 4 > 3
20 KLIBU)’TLOV ov fv/\ov aA/\a, fu'/\wov, 01;86‘ 70 fl;AOV 'yﬁ
¥ A e ~
aMa yjivor wdAw % yh € oUTws pi dAro aAla
3 7 3 % k] -~ -~
éxelvwov,—dael éxeilvo duvduer amAds TO DoTepdv
b3 R ..
éorw. olov 76 wifdTiov ob yrivov o08¢ 7, dMAa
7’ ~ 1
Ebhwov: Tolro yap duvduer kifidiTiov, kal UAn xifw-
7 4 € -~ 3 -~ -
Tlov alry, amAds pév 1ol amAds, Tovdi 8¢ Todi
1 7 3 -~
25 10 fv/\ov. El 8¢ 7( éomt TPWTOV o ILL"I]KElTL Kar
s PR LI ~
dAdo* Aéyerar éxeivvoy, TobTo mpdhTn UAn- olov €l 9
o~ d 14 € 8’ LA 1 -~ > A 7 1 ~
yij deplvn, ¢ 8 anp piy wip dMa mipwos, To wip
o , sy s
UAn mpdoty o 188e 1L oboa.t ToUTw yap Sapépe
1 }] fo \ A ~
76 kal’ of® kal 76 Vmoxeluevov, & elvar T8¢ Tu
ha3 AY P k'a ~ 4
% un elvar. olov Tofs mdfeot 16 dmoxeipevov dv-
A -~ A 14
% Jpwmos kai odpa kal Yuyy, wdlbos 8¢ 16 povowor
A) 7 Vé A o~ -~ -
xal Aevkdv. Aéyerar 8¢ Tis povoikils eyyevopévns
? - k] A 3
érelvo ob povoikn dAAa povoikdy, kal ob Aeukdrns
L4 ¥ 3 \ Id
6 avfpwmos dAka Aevkdv, o8¢ Bddiows 1) kivmars
533 1 , " ,
aMa Babdilov 7 kwodpevov, ws 76 éxelvvov. Soa
5 \ - o v W y 7 o \ 1 o
peév odv oltw, 10 €oyatov ovola: Goa 8¢ pn ovrws
> bl kA 14 A ’
a\X €l8ds Tv kal T68€ TL TO KaTmyopoUuevov, TO
» VIA LY 3 ¥ e 14 A 3 ~ A\
éoxarov Ay kai odoia vAucr. Kai dplds 87 guu-
1 ueraBdAhovea EZALJ,
Z daho AP yp. F Alexander: @ov EJ,
3 o5 om. T’ Alexander: el 6¢ Ab: s K3,

4 olola Ab: kal odola recc.
5 xa® ot Apelt: xaObhov.

s Cf. VII. vii. 10-12.
452

METAPHYSICS, IX. vii. 4-7

because it must undergo a change before it becomes
bronze.

It seems that what we are describing is not a
particular thing, but a definite material; e.g., a
box is not wood, but wooden material,® and wood is
not earth, but earthen material ; and earth also is
an illustration of our point if it is similarly not some
other thing, but a definite material—it is always
the latter term in this series which is, in the fullest
sense, potentially something else. E.g., a box is not s
carth, nor earthen, but wooden ; for it is this that is
potentially a box, and this is the matter of the box—
that is, wooden material in genera! is the matter of
“Jox " in general, whereas the matter of a particular
box is a particular piece of wood.

If there is some primary stuff, which is not further
called the material of some other thing, this is
primary matter. E.g., if earth is * made of air,”
and air is not fire, but ““ made of fire,” then fire
is primary matter, not being an individual thing.
For the subjeet or substrate is distinguishable into
two kinds by either being or not being an individual
thing. Take for exawmple as the subject of the
attributes  man,” or “ body” or “soul,” and as
an attribute ** cultured”’ or ‘“white.” Now the sub-
ject, when culture is induced in it, is called not
“ eulture ”’ but ‘ cultured,” and the man is called
not whiteness but white ; nor is he called * ambu-
lation >’ or * motion,” but * walking *" or * moving s
just as we said that things are of a dcfinite material.
Thus where ““ subject ” has this sense, the ultimate 7
substrate is substance ; but where it has not this
sense, and the predicate is a form or individuality,
the ultimate substrate is matter or material sub-
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METAPHYSICS, IX., vii, 7—viL. 4

stance. It is quite proper that both matter and
attributes should be described by a derivative predi-
cate, since they are both indefinjte.

Thus it has now been stated when a thing should
be said to exist potentially, and when it should not.
VIIL. Now since we have distinguished ¢ the Actuality 1a
several senses of priority, it is obvious that actuality potentiality

is prior to potentiality. By potentiality I mean not
that which we have defined as “ a principle of change
which is in somecthing other than the thing changed,
or in that same thing qua other,” but in general
any principle of motion or of rest ; for nature also
is in the same genus as potentiality, because it is
a principle of motion, although not in some other
thing, but in the thing itself qua itself.? To every 2
potentiality of this kind actuality is prior, both in
formula and in substance ; in time it is sometimes
prior and sometimes not. )

That actuality is prior in formula is evident ; for OIn
it is because it can be actualized that the potential, detlaition
in the primary sense, is potential, I mean, e.g., that
the potentially constructive is that which can con-
struct, the potentially seeing that which can see,
and the potentially visible that which can be scen.

The same principle holds in all other cases too, so 3
that the formula and knowledge of the actual must
precede the knowledge of the potential.

In time it is prior in this sense: the actual s ()in time=

. . . . P ut it is alse
prior to the potential with which it is formally in asense
identical, but not to that with which it is identical posteriors
sumerically.  What I mean is this : that the matter 4
and the seed and the thing which is capable of secing,
which are potentially a man and corn and sceing,
but are not yet so actually, ave prior in time to the
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individual man and corn and seeing subject which
already exist in actuality. But prior in time to s
these potential entities are other actual entities
from which the former are gencrated ; for the actu-
ally existent is always generated from the potentially
existent by something which is actually existent—
e.g., man by man, cultured by culturcd—there is
always some prime mover § and that which initiates
motion exists already in actuality.

We have said @ in our discussion of substance that
everything which is generated is generated from
something and by something ; and by something
formally identical with itself. Hence it seems im- 6
possible that a man can be a builder if lie has never
built, or a harpist if he has never played a harp ;
because he who learns to play the larp learns by
playing it, and similarly in all other eases. This was 7
the origin of the sophists’ quibble that a man who
does not know a given science will be doing that which
is the object of that science, because the learner
does not know the science. But since something of
that which is being generated is already generated,
and something of that which is being moved as a
whole is already moved (this is demonstrated in our
discussion on Motion ?), presumably the learner too
must possess something of the science. At any ratc 8
from this argument it is clear that actuality is prior
to potentiality in this sense too, i.e. in respect of
generation and time.

But it is also prior in substantiality ; (@) because
things which are posterior in generation are prior st
in form and substantiality ; e.g., adult is prior to
child, and man to semen, because the one already
possesses the form, but the other does not ; and (b) 9
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® Probably a “ trick ” picture of some ki
. . > ind. So P
is said to bave painted a picture of a horse galloping \étLll}Sl(L)g
Xh{gn nverted showed the horse rolling on’its back, Cf.
I’I{;il%:;lc’h IX[T. le_zstég)gv. lgf; lLucia.n, Demosth. Iinc. 24,
, Moralia, H s el 1 3 ;
Grivaom dloral E uhl, #alerei und Zeichnung der
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because everything which is generated moves to-
wards a principle, i.e. its end. Tor the object of a
thing is its principle; and generation has as its
object the end. And the actuality is the end, and it
is for the sake of this that the potentiality is ac-
quired ; for animals do not see in order that they
may have sight, but have sight in order that they

may see. Similarly men possess the art of building 10

in order that they may build, and the power of
speculation that they may speculate ; they do not
speculate in order that they may have the power
of speculation—except those who are learning by
practice ; and they do not really speculate, but only
in a lmited sense, or about a subject about which
they have no desire to speculate.

Further, matter exists potentially, because it may
attain to the form ; but when it exists actually, it is
then iz the form. The same applics in all other
cases, including those where the end is motion.

Hence, just as teachers think that they have achieved 11

their end when they have exhibited their pupil
performing, so it is with nature. Tor if this is not
so, it will be another case of ““ Pauson’s Hermes " ¢;
it will be impossible to say whether the knowledge
is én the pupil or outside him, as in the case of the
Hermes. Tor the activity is the end, and the actu-
ality is the activity ; hence the term '‘ actuality ™
is derived from ‘‘ activity,” and tends to have the
meaning of *‘ complete reality.”

Now whereas in some cases the ultimate thing is
the use of the faculty, as, e.g., in the case of sight
seeing is the -ultimate thing, and sight produces
nothing else besides this; but in other cases some-
thing is produced, e.g. the art of building produces
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not only the act of building but a house ; neverthe-
less in the one case the use of the faculty is the
end, and in the other it is more truly the end than
is the potentiality. For the act of building resides
in the thing built; ie., it comes to be and exists
simultaneously with the house.

Thus in all cases where the result is something
other than the exercise of the faculty, the actuahty
resides in the thing produced ; e.g. the act of building
in the thing bullt the act of w eavmg in the thing
woven, and so on ; and in general the motion resides
in the thing moved. But where there is no other
result besides the actualization, the actualization
resides in the subject; e.g. seeing in the seer,
and speculation in the speculator, and life in the
soul (and hence also happiness, since happiness is a
particular kind of life). Iividently, therefore, sub-
stance or form is actuality. Thus it is obvious by
this argument that actuahty is prior in substantmhty
to potentmhty and that in point of time, as we have
said, one dctuahty presupposes another right back to
that of the pnme mover in each case.

It is also prior in a deeper sense; because that
which is eternal is prior in substantiality to that which
is perishable, and nothing eternal is potential. The
argument is as follows. Hvery potentiality is at the
same time a potentmhty for the opposite.s Tor
whereas that which is incapable of happenmtr cannot
happen to anything, everything which is capable may
fail to be actualized. Therefore that which is capable
of being may both be and not be. Therefore the same
thing is capable both of being and of not being. But
that which is capable of not being may possibly not
be; and that which may po<51bly not be is perish-
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able ; either absolutely, or in the particular sense in
which it is said that it may possibly not be ; that is,
in respect either of place or of quantity or of quality.
* Absolutely " means in respect of substance. Hence 17
nothing which is absolutely imperishable is abso-
lutely potential (although there is no reason why it
should not be potential in some particular respect ;
e.g. of quality or place); therefore all imperishable
things are actual. Nor can anything which is of
nccessity be potential; and yet these things are
primary, for if they did not exist, nothing would exist,
Nor can motion be potential, if there is any eternal
motion. Nor, if there is anything eternally in
motion, is it potentially in motion (except in respect
of some starting-point or destination), and there
is no reason why the matter of such a thing should
not exist. Hence the sun and stars and the whole 18
visible heaven are always active, and there is no fear
that they will ever stop—a fcar which the writers ¢
on physics entertain.  Nor do the heavenly bodies
tire in their activity ; for motion does not imply for
them, as it does for perishable things, the potentiality
for the opposite, which makes the continuity of the
motion distressing ; this results when the substance
is matter and potentiality, not actuality.

Imperishable things are resembled in this respect 18
by things which are always undergoing transforma-
tion, such as earth and fire ; for the latter too are
always active, since they have their motion inde-
pendently and in themselves.> Other potentialities,
aecording to the distinctions already made,¢ all admit
of the opposite result; for that which is capable of
causing motion in a certain way can also cause it not
in that way ; that is if it acts rationally. The same 20
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¢ Tor this description of the Platonists ¢f. 1. vi. 7.
® This is a passing thrust at the Ideal theory. “ Absolute
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irrational potentialities can only produce opposite
results by their presence or absence.

Thus if there are any entities or substances such as
the dialecticians ¢ describe the Ideas to be, there must
be something which has much more knowledge than
absolute knowledge, and much more mobility than
motion ; for they will be in a truer sense actualities,
whereas knowledge and motion will be their poten-
tialities.? Thus it is obvious that actuality is prior
both to potentiality and to every principle of change.

IX. That a good actuality is both better and more 4 good
estimable than a good potentiality will be obvious &ctuslity fa
from the following arguments. Everything of which a bad actu-
we speak as capable is alike capable of contrary Hity forse

than the
results ; e.g., that which we call capable of being well correspond-

is alike capable of being ill, and has both poten- ;?{gt}),omﬂ'

tialities at once ; for the same potentiality admits of
health and disease, or of rest and motion, or of build-
ing and of pulling down, or of being built and of

‘falling down. Thus the capacity for two contraries 2

can belong to a thing at the same time, but the
contraries cannot belong at the same time ; t.e., the
actualities, e.g. health and disease, cannot belong to
a thing at the same time. Therefore one of them
must be the good ; but the potentiality may equally
well be both or neither. Therefore the actuality is
better.

Also in the case of evils the end or actuality must 3
be worse than the potentiality ; for that which is
capable is capable alike of both contraries.

Clearly, then, evil does not exist apart from things ;

knowledge " (the faculty of knowledge) will be a mere poten-
tiality, and therefore substantially posterior to its actualiza-
tion in particular instances.
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@ The argument is presumably as follows (the fallacy, as
pointed out by Bonitz, is indicated in parenthesis): That
which has a separate substantial existence is actuality.
Actuality is prior (substantially) to potentiality. Potentiality
is prior to evil (in the moral scale. But since by evil Aristotle
means the actualization of a potentiality for evil, potentiality
is substantially posterior to evil). Therefore that which has
a separate substantial existence is prior to evil ; i.e., evil does
not exist apart from particular instances of evil. The argu-
ment is directed against the Platonic Idea of evil (Plato,
Republic, 476 4); and the corollary which follows against the
identification of Evil with one of the principles of the universe
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for evil is by nature posterior to potentiality.® Nor
is there in things which are original and eternal any
evil or error, or anything which has been destroyed—
for desiruction is an evil.

Geometrical constructions, too, are discovered by 4
an actualization, because it is by dividing that we Relation of
discover them. If the division were already done, Egz‘:‘tﬂﬂffi
they would be obvious; but as it is the division is showa by
only there potentially. Why is the sum of the %ﬁﬁ‘;t‘;?c‘f"“
interior angles of a triangle equal to two right angles ? tions
Because the angles about one point ¢in a straight
line> are equal to two right angles. If the line
parallel to the side had been already drawn, the
answer would have been obvious at sight.? Why is 5
the angle in a semicircle always a right angle ? If
three lines are equal, the two forming the base, and
the one set upright from the middle of the base, the
answer is obvious to one who knows the former

(1. vi.) 10, XII, x. 6, XIV.iv. 10, 11 ; ¢f. Plato, Laws, 896 &,
898 c).
* The figure, construction and proof are as follows s

A

B C D

Produce the base of the A ABC to D (Aristotle omits this, but

in Fuelid i. 82, of which this proposition is the second part,

it is already done); from C draw CE parallel to and in the

same sense as BA. Then tBCA+ tACE+ (tECD=2rt. £s.

Butsince CEis || to BA, LACE=¢/BAC, and tECD =+ ABC.
o LBCA+ LBAC+ cABC =2 rt. s,
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Aristotle implies a proof something after this fashion s

8 D C
BAC is an angle in a semicirele. From D, the mid-point of

the diameter BC, draw a perpendicular DE to meet the cir-
cumference at E. Join EB, EC.
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proposition.® Thus it is evident that the potential
constructions are discovered by being actualized.
The reason for this is that the actualization is an act
of thinking. Thus potentiality comes from actuality
(and therefore it is by constructive action that we
acquire knowledge). <But this is true only in the
abstracts, for the individual actuality is posterior in
generation to its potentiality.?

X. The terms ““ being " and * not-being " are used * Boing -
not only with reference to the types of predication, ™ trou
and to the potentiality or actuality, or non-poten-
tiality and non-actuality, of these types, but also (in
the strictest sense ) to denote truth and falsity. This
depends, in the case of the objects, upon their being
united or divided ; so that he who thinks that what
is divided is divided, or that what is united is united,
is right : while he whose thought is contrary to the
real condition of the objects is in error. Then when
do what we call truth and falsity exist or not exist ?
We must consider what we mean by these terms.

Tt is not because we are right in thinking that you 2

Since the radii DB, DE are equal, /L DBE =/DEB.

But /DBE + (DEB+rt. ¢<BDE=2 rt. 5. .-. (DBE+
(DEB=art. £, and tDEB=3%rt. ..

Similarly /DEC=4}rt. 2. .-..BEC=/DEB+ (DEC=
art. L.

But .BAC =¢BEC (Euel. iii. 21).

.. LBACisart ¢.
The method is clumsier than Euclid’s (iii. 31); but “ the
answer is obvious "’ from the construction, and the proof in-
volves *‘ the former proposition.”

® This whole passage (§§ 4, 5) should be compared with viii.
3-7, where it logically belongs.

¢ This appears to contradict VI.iv. 3. Butitis just possible
to interpret rvpidrara (with Jaeger) as *“ in the commonest
sense,”
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¢ i.e. direct and accurate apprehension.
? i.e.,we cannot be mistaken with regard to a simple term
X. We either appreliend it or not. Mistake arises when we
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are white that you are white ; it is because you are
white that we are right in saying so. Now if whereas
some things are always united and cannot be divided,
and others are always divided and cannot be united,
others again admit of both contrary states, then “ to
be ” is to be united, i.e. a unity ; and “ not to be ”’
is to be not united, but a plurality. Therefore as
regards the class of things which admit of both con-
trary states, the same opinion or the same statement
comes lo be false and true, and it is possible at one
time to be right and at another wrong ; but asregards
things which cannot be otherwise the same opinion
is not sometimes true and sometimes false, but the
same opinions are always true or always false.

But with regard to incomposite things, what is
being or not-being, and truth or falsity ? Such a
thing is not composite, so as to be when it is united
and not to be when it is divided, like the proposition
that ““ the wood is white,” or ‘‘ the diagonal is in-
commensurable ”’; nor will truth and falsity apply
in the same way to these cases as to the previous
ones, In point of fact, just as truth is not the same 5
in these cases, so neither is being. Truth and falsity
are as follows : contact® and assertion are truth (for
assertion is not the same as affirmation), and ignorance
is non-contact. I say ignorance, because it is im-
possible to be deccived with respect to what a thing
is, except accidentally ; and the same applies to 6
incomposite substances, for it is impossible to be
deceived about them. And they all exist actually,
not potentially ; otherwise they would be generated
and destroyed ; but as it is, Being itself is not gener-

[

B

either predicate something wrongly of X, or analyse X
wrongly.
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ated (nor destroyed) ; ifit were, it would be generated
out of something. With respect, then, to all things
which are essences and actual, there is no question
of being mistaken, but only of thinking or not think-
ing them. Inquiry as to mhat they are takes the7
form of inquiring whether they are of such-and-such
a nature or not.

As for being in the sense of truth, and not-being
in the sense of falsity, 2 unity is true if the terms are
combined, and if they are not combined it is false.
Again, if the unity exists, it exists in a particular
way, and if it does not exist in that way, it does not
exist at all. Truth means to think these objects, 8
and there is no falsity or deception, but only ignorance
—mnot, however, ignorance such as blindness is ; for
blindness is like a total absence of the power of think-
ing. And itis obvious that with regard to immovable
things also, if one assumes that there are immovable
things, there is no deception in respect of time. E.g.,9
if we suppose that the triangle is immutable, we shall
not suppose that it sometimes contains two right
angles and sometimes does not, for this would imply
that it changes ; but we may suppose that one thing
has a certain property and another has not ; e.g., that
no even number is a prime, or that some are primes
and others are not. But about a single number we
cannot be mistaken even in this way, for we can no
longer suppose that one instance is of such a nature,
and another not, but whether we are right or wrong,
the fact is always the same.
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